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ABSTHACT

AN EPISTEMOLOGICAL CRITIQUE
OF THE NEW SOCIAL STUDIES

By
Richard F. Newton

Induction and the nature of inductive inferences
have become the most prominent aspect of the "new social
studies,” This thesis examines induction from the
epistemological perspective. Induction is defined
as a type of inference which is nondemonstrative and
ampliative in nature., It may go from a set of general
premises to a specific conclusion, or from a specific
premise to a general type of conclusion. Deduction
thus becomes a demonstrative inference which is nonampliative
in nature, It also may go from the general to the
specific, or from the specific to the general. The older
definition, which 18 often used in the new social studles,
of induction as the type of inference which always goes
from the specific to the general is not in keeping with
the modern usage of the term. In science, and the philosophy
of science, induction is almost always used in the sense
of a nondemonstrative ampliative inference. The conclusion
of such an inference states more than is found in the

premises, and there is no logical necessity for the
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Richard F. Newton
conclusions to be true given that ell the premises are true,

David Hume was the first to point out the fact
that in induction there is no loglical connection between
the premises and the conclusion. Since his analysis
many attempts have been made to justify the 1hduct1ve
inference, None of these attempst could be called
successful in that they are accepted by a majority of
people. In this theslis six of the more prominent
attempts at justification are explained., Some of
these seem to give a reason for utilizing inductive
policies, but none offer a logical Jjustification for
believing that the conclusion of a single inductive
inference will follow necessarily from the premises.

That the social sclences must cope with this
inductive problem becomes clear through the analysis of
two of the ma jor modes of explanation found in social
science. These are the functional and empirical types
of explanation. In functional explanations one must
assume that nature has been orderly and regular in the
past, 18 80 in the present, and will continue to be so in
the future. The assumption is unprovable, but 1s necessary
if a functionalist explanation 1s to have any predictive
value. In empirical explanation the results of any
investigation are always assumed to be tentative and
subject to either further confirmation or disconfirmation.
In the empirical type of explanation absolute certainty

regarding matters of fact is unobtalnable. New evidence
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Richard F. Newton

in the future could always lead to the disconfirmation
of the results reached at an earlier time.

Edwin Penton and Byron Massalalas were examined
as being representative figures in the new social studles,
Also examined to see how the inductive problem is handled
was the Anthropology Curriculum Study Project, the High
School Geogrephy Project, the Soclological Resources for
Social Studies, and the Harvard Social Studies Project. 1In
addition the Curriculum Materials Analysis System was
examined. There 1s a great deal of variation in how these
projects, and people, handle the problem of induction,
Some episodes produced by the Sociological Resources
for the Social Studies, some of the units in the Anthropology
Curriculum Study Project and some of the writings of Byron
Massialas do the best job of explaining the inductive problem
and how the social scientist works with it., Even these
materials though could do a better job at explaining
the logical problem that induction presents to one who
wishes to make future predictions or statements about

unexamined members of a larger population,
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Introduction

Inductive approaches to knowledge are once
more in great fashion. This 1s especially apparent
in the more recent programs for social studles in
the secondary schools, These are the programs
that generally go under the heading of "the new social
studies," and this 1s how we shall refer to them fromn
this point on. One needs only to look at some of the
more recent titles in social studlies education to see
Just how much in vogue induction really 18.1 This
thesis will look at induction from an epistemologlcal

standpolnt.2 This will be done in the hope that ve may

1An example of this offered below: Edwin

Fenton, Teaching the New Social Studies in Secondary Schools:
An Inductive Approach, (hew York: Holt, Rinehart ani Winston,
1966), Byron Fassialas and Benjamin Cox, Inquiry in
Socilal Studies, (New York: McGraw Hill, 15655. %ernard
Kravitz and Dlane J. Soroka, "Inquiry in the Middle Grades,"
Social Education, vol. 33, no. 5 (May, 1969), p. 540,

it also seems clear that the emphasis is on inductive
ways of knowing rather than on learning., While none of
the new programs are explicit on this point the conclusion
seems justified. This is because of the emphasis on
inductive inferences, methods of inquiry, and patterns of
explanation, All this would indicate that when induction
is used in the new social studlies it refers to knowing 1in
the philosophical sense rather than to learning in the
psychological sense,

20ne definition of epistemology is found 1n

Readinge in the Theo of Knowledge, (eds.) John V,
Canfield end Frankiin H, Donnell, (New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1964), p. v.

"Epistemology 18 concerned with what it is to

1
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then have some guldelines as to just what can, and
cannot, be done with the inductive method.

The first part of this thesis will attempt
to define exactly what is meant by the temm
induction, or inductive inference., Also, the
inductive problem, as formulated by David Hunme,
and some of the various attempted solutions will be
gset down. This will be done because so few classroom
teachers and social studlies educators seem clear
on this material, The next part of this work will
look at how social scientists have worked around
or with, the epistemological problems of induction.
If social studies teachers are going to teaoh
inductive methods of gaining knowledge they must be
aware of what the working social scientist
does., The main thrust of secondary school social
studies should be towards explaining and demonstreting
the process of the social scilences rather than
the product. The product must, of course, be a
part of any course for it provides a kind of
perceptual base for the ongoing process. The product

of the various social sclences 18 constantly changing

know and other questions pertinent to this: What it 1s to
believe, be certain, perceive, remember, justify or have
grounds for what one claims to know; what 1t is to be

true or to be probably true; what concepts, properties,
and propositions are." This thesis will be concerned
with the problem of justifying what one claims to know
inductively.
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3

while the process, or methodology, will remain almost
unchanged over time, If the knowledge students acquire
in schools is to be of more than just passing utility
then the emphasis in social studies classrooms should be
on teaching the process of the various social sciences.
All of this will be examined in closer detail later,

The final section of this thesis will look
at some of the work being done in the new social studies,
Up until this time no one has examined the new social
studies material in terms of 1ts epistemology. There is
& serious question as to whether the people designing
the new material are aware of several assumptions that
are often made in the development of inductive inferences,
The purpose of this thesis is to look at induction, and
how it 18 used in the new social studies, in a careful and
critical manner to examine just what 18 being done with
the inductive problem. There has been no work done which

deals with the new social studies in this manner,
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Chapter 1

Induction: The Problem
and Attempted Solutions

What is Meant by Induction?
One of the most widespread misconceptions 18 the
belief that deductive arguments proceed from the general
to the specific and inductive arguments proceed from the
specific to the general. This is not true.3 The following
examples will help to demonstrate this,

Deductively Valid Arguments
general to general

All gorillas are apes,
All apes are mammals,

All gorillas are mammals,

3"In traditional terms, deductive inference goes
from the general to the particular, inductive inference from
the particular to the general. No doubt there are
deductive and inductive inferences, in the modern sense
of 'deductive! and 'inductive!, that satisfy this definition."

*"In contemporary logic and philosophy of science
‘deductive inference' is used in the sense of necessary
(demonstrative) inference: the conlusion, in deductive
inference, 1s claimed to follow with logical necessity from
the premises."

"An inductive inference, again according to contemporary
usage, 18 an inference whose conclusion is not oclaimed to
follow necessarily but only with some degree of probability

"

""" Arthur Pap, An Introduction to Philoso of
Science, (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1962), pPp. 153-151.

&4
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particular to particular

Alfred 18 a wolf.
Alfred has a tall.

Alfred's tall is the tail of & wolf.

particular to general

One is a lucky number,
Three 18 a lucky number,
Five 1s a lucky number,
Seven is a lucky number
Nine is a lucky number,

All odd numbers between 0 and 10 are lucky numbers.

In much the same manner inductive arguments
do not simply fall into the narrow category of arguments
which go from a set of particular premises to a general

conclusion,

Inductive Arguments:

general to general

All economic recessions in the past have come to
an end only with the outbreak of war,

All recessions come to an end only with the
outbreak of war,

particular to particular

Boat A is a Chris-Craft, and boat B is a Chris-Craft,
Both boats have 265 horsepower engines.

Both boats have the same size and shape hulls,

Boat A can go 30 knots.

Boat B can go 30 knots,

general to particular

All emeralds previously found have been green,
The next emerald to be found will be green.

Thus, the difference between inductive and

deductive arguments is not to be found in the generality



6
or particularity of premises and conclusion, but rather
in the definitions of deductive and inductive.
Having dispensed with the definition which
most people use when they talk of induction the question
arises; what is induotion? Probably the best way to explain
the difference between deduction and induction is to

show some examples.,

Example of a deductive inference:

No gourmets enjoy banana-tuna fish souffles.
(1) Mark enjoys banana-tuna fish souffles.

Therefore Mark is not a gourmet,

(I) is a valid deductive inference. The conclusion
follows necessarily from the premises. The form of this
inference is such that if the premises are true; then
the oonclusion must be true. In contemporary logic and
philosophy of science, "deductive inference" is used in
the sense of necessary(demonstretive) inference;
the conclusion is claimed to follow with logiocal necessity

from the premises.

Example of an inductive inference:

George 18 & man,
(11) George 18 100 years old.

George has arthritis —
George will not run & four minute mile TOmMMOIYOwW,

uBrlan Skyrems, Choice and Chance: An Introduction
to Inductive Loglc, (Belmont, Ca ornia: Diockenson
Publishing Co., 1966), Pe 7.

?IM‘. () P. 80
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7
In (II) the conclusion is (at most) only logically

probeble, not necessary. In an induotive inference, the
truth of the premises does not guarantee the truth of the
conclusion., If the premises are true, the conclusion may
or may not be true. An inductive inference is an inference
whose contlusion is not claimed to follow necessarily
but only with some degree of probability;: hence inductive
inference is commonly used interchangeably with "probable
inference,"

Before going any further we must make clear
the meaning of the term demonstrative 1nference.6
It is important that we understand that a demonstrative
inference is one whose premises necessitate its
conclusion: i.e., if the premises are true then the
conclusion must be true. A nondemonstrative inference 1s
simply one which falls to be demonstrative; thus, its
conclusion 18 not necessitated by its premises. The
conclusion could be false even if the premises are
true.

As Bralthwaite puts it:

Induction is not a demonstrative form

of inference like deduction. In deduction the
reasonableness of belief in the premises as 1t were

overflows to provide reasonableness for the belief
in the conclusion. This happens because the

6Wesley C. Salmon, The Foundations of Scientifio
Inference, (Pittsburgh: Univ,. o sburgh Press, ’

P. O,
This term is used not only by Salmon but by &
great many other writers in the philesophy of science.
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8

conclusion 18 a loglical consequence of the premlsss
end cannot be false while the premises are true.

This source of difference between an inductive
and deductive inference is the property of truth
preservation. Indeed, this is what demonstrative and
nondemonstrative inferences are all about. This truth
preservation is achieved by sacrificing any extension
of content. "The conclusion of such an inference
(demonstrative) says no more than do the premises . . . . n8
We refer to this type of contlusion as being nonampliative:
The conclusion cannot be false if the premises are true
because the conclusion says nothing that was not already
stated in the premises. This 18 why deduction presents
no logical problem,

The case 18 quite different for induction.
“"There 18 no logical impossibility in the premises
being true and the inductive conclusion false. The
circumstances which would make the premises true are
not included in the circumstances which would make the

conclusion true. . . . "9 Thus, induction is called

781chard Bevan Braithwaite, Scientific Explanation;
A Study of the Function of Theory, Probability and Law 1in
Sclence, (London: Syndiocs of the taerIago Un*veraIEy Press,
Igas,o p. 257.

swesley C. Salmon, The Foundations of Scientiflc
Inference, p. 8.

9Richard B. Braithwaite, Scientific Explanation:
A Study of the Function of Theo Probability and Taw 1n
Science, p. 258.
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ampliative; the conclusion has content not present
either explicitly or implicitly in the premises,

This characterization is quite different from
some of the more traditional definitions of induction.
"Induction 18 not defined as inference from the particular
to the general; it 1s not defined as the inverse of
deduction; it is not defined as induction by enumeration;
it 18 not defined as a method of dlscovery."lo Rather,
induction 18 & nondemonstrative type of inference whose
conclusion is ampliative, It seeks "to establish a
conclusion on the basis of premises which do not logically

exhaust the content of those conclusione."11

Hume's Problem
David Hume, in the seventeenth century, raised
the fundamental question about this induetive method.
How do we obtaln knowledge of the unobserved? This is
really the problem in (II) above, The basic problem

with induction is one of obtaining inductive evidence

1°wesley C. Salmon, "iInductive Inference,"
Philosophy of Science: The Delaware Seminar, Vol, 2,
(ed.) Bernard EEumrln. (New York: iInterscience Publishers,

111v3d., p. 347.

It should be kept in mind that no one individual
definition 1s widely accepted amongst philosophers.
"There i1s no unanimity among logic writers about the
definition of induction:" Stephen F., Barker, The Elements
of Logic, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 19

p. 17.
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which allows us to predict the future.12

Let the course of things be allowed hitherto
be ever so regular; that alone, without some new
argument or inference, proves not that, for
the future, it will continue so. In vain do
you pretend to have learned the nature of
bodies from your past experience, Theipr
secret nature, and consequently all their
effects and influence, may change, without
any change in their sensible qualities.

This happens sometimes, and with regard to
some objects: Why msy it not happen always,
and with regard to all objects? What logilc,
what process of argument secures

you against this supposition? My practice,
you say, refutes my doubts. But you mistake
the purport of my question. As an agent,

I am quite satisfied in the point; but as

a philosopher, who has some share of
curiosity, I will not say scepticism, 1

want to leisn the foundation of this
inference.

The fundamental question is one of Jjustification
of conclusions concerning unobserved phenomena, or concepts,
The discovery of knowledge, and the justification of

knowledge are two entirely different subjects. Confusion

1247¢ must be observed that this time-
characteristic of inductive inference, which is sometimes
mentioned in the definition of it, is of no essential
importance, and that induction may also proceed from
past cases to other unexamined instances belonging to
the past." Georg Henrik vonWright, The Loglcal Problem
of Induction, 2nd ed. rev., (London: Basil Blackwell,
1957), p. 1.

13David Hume, An Enquiry Concernl Human
Understanding, Part 1V, Iﬂifvgra EIabans; Eew York:

. F. Colllaer & Son Corporation), pp. 316-317.
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arises though, for "when we ask how we can acquire
knowledge of the unobserved, it sounds very much as if
we are asking for a method for the discovery of new
knowledge., This is, of course, a vital problem, but
it is not the fundamental problem Hume ralsed."14

The question 1s thus: Given that one has
"established, or highly confirmed, a certain conclusion
according to the accepted canons of scientific justification,
on what grounds may we accept this conclusion as embodylng

15 dhen one applies a scientific method it

knowledge?"
1s usually done so in anticlpation of gaining knowledge,
dhat David Hume did was to demonstrate exactly how difficult
it is to legitimlize the cognitive claims of science.

Indeed, his analysls was such a searching and probing

one that even today no one has really provided

universally accepted answers to his questions.

1b'lriesley C. Salmon, The Foundatlons of
Sclentific Inference, pp. 6-7.
This 1s also discussed in a book by Georg
Henrik von Wright, 4 _Treatise on Induction and Frobability,
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co., Inc., 1951), pp.
17-20.

15

Wwesley C. Salmon, "lnductive Inference,"
p. 342,
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Some Froposed Solutions
to the Froblem of Induction

From the time of David Hume's original criticism
people have attempted to solve the problem of induction.
No one has yet been successful. Wwhat we have are
a great many varied proposed solutions. It 1s an impossible
task to summarize, or examine, all of these. What
I have done here is to select a few on the basis of
how commonly they are used, and also how effectively
they might be integrated into the new social studies.

It is this last criterion - effectiveness - that 1s the
most important., While Baye's Therom deals with the
inductive problem as well as any other proposal, I

have not included it because of the difficulty that
would be encountered in effectively introducing it

into secondary school studies curriculums. Also left
"agide has been the response of . . . unregenerate
deductivists who strive vainly to show Hume's analysis

WIrONg « o o o "16

The reader should be well cautioned not to
regard the following proposed solutions as being anywhere
near a complete catalogue of attempts to Jjustify
induction., HRether, the rest of this chapter

should be seen as a listing which demonstrates the

16Israe1 Scheffler, The Anato of Inquiry,
(New York: Alfred A, Knopf, 1963), p. 228.
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seriousness and extreme difficulty of the inductive

problem, as raised by David Hume.

Uniformity of Nature
One of the more commonly offered justifications
is that nature 1s uniform. Hume directed a great deal
of his efforts at just this point. He explained that
one oannot expect inductive inferences to yield
true results if nature 1is not uniform.
All inferences from experience suppose,
ag their foundation, that the future will resemble
the past, and that similar powers will be conjoined
with similar sensible qualities, If there be
any suspiclon that the course of nature may
change, and that the past may be no rule for the
future, all experience becomes uselgss. and can give
rise to no inference or conclusion.l?
The question now becomes one of attempting to
prove that nature is uniform, for if this can be
proven then indeed we will have justified induction.
The first thing we realize in this quest is that a
deductive inference could not possibly prove that
nature i1s uniform in the required sense(past, present,
and future) for deduction is nonampliative; it can
tell us nothing about the future.
This leaves us then attempting to prove that
the world is uniform through an inductive argument.

At this point we become open to the challenge as to why

we should place our faith in such inductive arguments,

1?Davld Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human
Understanding, p. 316.
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We cannot reply; because nature is uniform, for that
is what we are trying to prove. Thus, we are left
attempting to prove that induction is justified on
the ground that we have inductivly ascertained that
nature is uniform. This cannot be done,

Thus, it cannot be demonstrated, or proven,
that nature is uniform through either inductive or
deductive arguments. "“Furthermore, the distinction
between valid deduction and nondemonstrative inference
1s completely exhaustive., Take any inference whatsoever,

It must be deductive or nondemonstrative."18

Common Sense or Rational Justification

This position holds that inductive arguments are
justified if they yileld true conclusions from true

premises most of the time, This can be established

only inductively, or deductively. The reasons for this

1ewesley C. Salmon, The Foundations of Scientific
lnference, p. 20.
In the previous discussion I have not mentloned

the work of Nelson Goodman on the idea of uniformity
of nature. This was done so as not to be confusing
several issues at once, In Fact, Fiction, and Foreoast,
2nd ed., (New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1965),
chapt, 3, "The New Riddle of Induction," Goodman points
out that the regularities found in & sequence of events
may well depend on the langusge one uses. He goes on
to demonstrate that if we try to project all regularities
that may be found by using any language, our predictions
may well conflict with one another, This 1s usually
discussed under the rubric of linguistic invariance.
The Journal of Philosophy, LXI1I, May 26, 1966,

evoted an entire 1ssue to the problem Goodman
raised, and it may be of interest to those who wish

to look at this problem in more depth,
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are the same as were given above; our definition of
induction and deduction are exhaustive. An inference
must be demonstrative (deductive) or inductive,

A deductive argument could not possibly justify
the use of induction for it is nonampliative. Hence,
one can only make claims about the past and present,
not the future. 1t is the future that we are concerned
about. Will any of our inductive inferences in the
future hold true?

If we could [justify induotion deductively)
we would have proved that the conclusion must be
true if the premises are., That would make it
nedessarily truth-perserving, hence, demonstrative,
This, in turn, would mean that it was nonampliative,
contrary to our hypothesis. Thus, if an ampliative
inference could be justified deductively it could
not be ampliative. It follows that anplistive
inferences cannot be justified deductively.l9

A deductive argument can only state that induction
has worked in the past and present, not the future,

LiKewise we cannot justify any type of ampliative
inference inductively. To attempt to justify induction
by an inductive argument we are in the position of having
to assume that induction is reliable to prove that
induction is reliable., Salmon writes that to justify
any sort of ampliative inference inductively would

require the use of some sort of nondemonstrative
inference. But the question at issue i1s the
justification of nondemonstrative inferences, So

the procedure would be question begging. Before
we can properly employ & nondemonstrative inference

Igwesley C. Salmon, The Foundations of Sclentific
Infersnce, p. 11.
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in a justifying argument, we must already Bave
justified that nondemonstrative inference.<"

Thus, induction cannot "be justified by reference to
the past successes of inductive procedures of predictive
pollc1ea.“21

Before leaving this section I wish to look
further at one of the more complex attempts to justify
induction inductively. Max Black has produced & highly
sophisticated and widely discussed attempt to Jjustify
induction through the use of self-supporting arguments
The major point in this argument is that the
traditional fallacy of circular argument (Petitio
principii) entails the assumption, as a premise,
that the conclusion i1s to be proved., Black holds that
the situation is quite different for self-supporting
inductive arguments.

22

He has formulated two inductive rules:

R’ To argue from all examined instances of A's
1 have been B To a s are B.
To argue from Most instances of A's examined
Rz in a wide variety of conditions have been
B to (probebly) the next A to be encountered
will be B,

2oIbld.. p. 20. Salmon also writes that this
argument is circular and "the trouble with ciroular
arguments is obvious: With an appropiate circular
argument you can prove anything." (p.13).

211 grael Scheffler, The Anatomy of Inguiry,

p. 315.
22
Max Black, "The Inductive Support of Inductive

Rules," Problems of Analysis, (Ithaca: Cornell Univ,
Press, 19557. P. I§5.
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Each of these has two self-supporting arguments:23

(ay): All examined instances of the use of Ry 1in
arguments with true premises have been
instances in whioch R1 has been successful,

Hence:
All instances of the use of Ry 1in
arguments with true premises are instances
in which H1 1s successful.

(a11)+ Ry has always been reliable in the past.

Hence:
Rq1s relilable.

(32): In most instances of the use of R, in
arguments with true premises examined in a
wide variety of conditions, R, has been
succesgsful,

Hence:
In the next instance to be encountered of
the use of R, in an argument with a true
premise By W 11 be successful.
(a22)t Ry has usually been successful in the past.
Hence(probably):
Ry will be successful in the next instance,

"Our task accordingly narrows itself down to

determining whether and in what sense gither (al) or

(az) is gullty of clrcularlty."zu What ever 1s present it
is not the circularity of petitio principii, for any
argument that is circular in this traditional sense

must be a valid deductive argument (the conclusion

231brd., p. 197.
2h1p14., p. 198.
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must be true if the premises are true). Nelther (a,)
nor (az) are deductively valid; thus the argument

cannot be circular,

25 26

Both Skyrams and Salmon have fairly coherent
demonstrations that Black's work, while essentislly
irrefutable, is nonetheless of 1little value in solving
the problems of inductive justification. Using Black's
rules both authors show how it i1s possible to create
a system of inductive logic that would be dismetrically
opposed to sclientific inductive logic and would
be one which presupposed on all levels that the

future will not be like the past, We shall cal
this system a system of counterinductive logic.

Thus "1t sounds as if a self supporting argument is
applicable only to rules we already know to be correct."28
4hat all this amounts is that while Black's argument 1s
interesting and of theoretical sighificance 1t does

not satisfy the requirements for an inductive Jjustification,
A system for justification must give reasons for using

that system rather than any other. "Thus 1f two inconsistent

systems, scientific induction and counterinduction

25Brlan Skyrams, Cholce and Chance: An Introduction

to Inductive logic.
26

Wesley C. salmon, The Foundations of Scientific

Inference,

27Erlan Skyrams, Choice and Chance: An Introduction
to Inductive lLogic, p. 34.

28wesley C. calmon, The Foundations of Sclentific
Inference, p. 16.
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e o o o n29 can meet the requirements then the system
cannot be an adequate definition of justification.,

This section hags demonstrated that the logical
Justification of induction, within this type of conceptual
framework, 1s seemingly impossible., It cannot be done
through a demonstrative inference since that is nonampliative,
and neither can it be done through an ampliative argument
since that would be circular (with the exception of
Black's formulation, which seems to be of little
prectical consequence). As Salmon writes:

It is extremely difficult, psychologically speaking,
to shake the view that past success of the
inductive method constitutes a genuine justification
of induction. Nevertheless, the basic fact
remains: Hume showed that inductive justificatlions

of induction are fallacious, and no one has since
proved him wrong.

Hypothetico-Deductive

One of the more interesting ways of copling with
the inductive problem 18 the hypothetico-deductive
approach, Thls 18 often regarded as a process which has
great usefulness if one assumes that induction presents no
problem. It is not often thought of as constitutling a
pure justification. From a general hypothesis and
particular statements of initial conditlons a particular

predictive statement i1s formulated. This includes the

29Brian Skyrams, Choice and Chance: An Introduction
to Inductive Logic, p. 36.

3°wesley C. Salmon, The Foundations of Scientific
Inference, p. 17.




20

"deducing [of] the hypothesis in question from higher
level hypotheses which have themselves been inductively
establlshed."31 Also, these hypotheses could be framed
on the basis of some experience with empirical data,
Policies for establishing general hypotheses
in accordance with inductive principles of inference
on the basis of empirical data will be called
*inductive policies.® They all have the feature in
common that they require a basis of experience to
build upon; in this they differ from many non-inductive
policies for establishing general hypotheses, e.g »
that of deducing them from metaphysical premlses.3
This notion of experience is most important in scientific
work utilizing the hypothetico-deductive method.
After the selection of a particular hypothesis it
is accepted, at least for a time, as being true. This
statement 1s now regarded as one having predictive value,
By careful observation it 1s determined whether the predictive
statement turned out to be true.33 It is this idea of
predictive value which is most important, in that it
provides a motive for using a scientific model of explanatlion.
The reason

scientists use the inductive policies that
they do use is the predictive value of these

31pichard Bevan Braithwalte, Scientific

Explanation, p. 261.

32Ibld.

33Herbert Feigl in "Naturalism and Humanism,"
Readings in the Philosophy of Science, (eds.) Herbert
Feigl and May Brodbeck, (New York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, Inc., 1953), lists five regulative ideals in
the quest for scientific knowledge. They are: (1)
Intersubjective testability, (2) Reliability, or a
sufficient degree of confirmation, (3) Definiteness

and precision, (4) Coherence or systematic structure,
(5) Comprehensiveness or scope of knowledge. (pp. 11-13)
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policies - their success in yielding hypotheses

from which testable consequences can be deduced

e « « « This 18 the justification for following

a particular inductive policy . . . namely, that

following this policy yilelds hypotheses which are

in fact confirmed and not refuted by experience,

Good inductive policies are those which do what we

require of them; they enable us to predis&. and

thereby partially to control the future,

With this model man proposes hypotheses and
nature decides on their truth, or falsity. If by observation
we determine that a particular hypothesis has no predictive
value, 1.e.,, 1t turned out to be false, then we say that
this hypothesis is disconfirmed. A point that has
caused some discussion 1s the idea of rejecting an
hypothesis. Many hold that one contrary instance is
not adequate for the rejection of a hypothesis, There
are generally only two cases where it might indeed be the
case that the proponent of a hypothesis would continue to
hold his hypotheses after encountering contrary evidence.
The first of these cases may be where "the thesis

is a statistical hypothesis where the rejection of the
hypothesis on the evidence of a set of observations is always
a provisional rejection which may have to be cancelled on the
basis of further evldence."35 This would be where one establishes
acceptance, or rejection, at the .05 or .01 levels of
significance., The second case does not involve a

statistical hypothesis as such, but nonetheless the hypothesis

might "be treated as a statistical one in that it 1s to be

34eychard Bevan Braithwaite, Sclentific
EZxplanation, p. 264,

3E’Ibld.. p. 260,
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rejected (and only provisionally rejected at that) only if
the contrary instances show deviations from the value
asserted in the hypotheses which exceeds a certain amount."36
This might be found in some functionalist explanations where
certain conditions are thought to be necessary for a specific
type of activity to be carried out, but this is expressed

in a nonstatistical manner,

If the observation reveals that the statement is
true, or of predictive value, we then say that the hypothesis
is confirmed to some extent., The important idea here is
that the hypothesis 1s not conclusively proved by any one
or more positively confirming instances. It may only
become more highly confirmed,

3ince the conclusion of an induction 1is
a general hypotheslis, there is no time at which
it is conclusively proved. The hypothesis may, of
course, be established by the induction, but 1its
establishment at one time will not prevent 1its
refutation at a later time if contrary evidence occurs.37

The question "naturally arises at this point

whether we ever have or ever can have adequate evldence."38

361044,

37Ib1d.. pp. 265-266,

3BArthur C. Danto, Analytical Philosophy of
Knowledge, (London: Syndics of the Cambridge Umiversity
Fress, 1968), p. 132,

Braithwaite, in Scientific £xplanation, goes

into the notion of a hierarchy of hypotheses, and how
the notion of confirmation is related to whether the
hypothesis is of the lower or highest order. He
explains that "since a change in the lowest-level hypotheses

in a man's rational corpus will involve a change in
some of the highest-level hypotheses, while the highest-
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What 1s usually the problem at this point is that
there exists a misunderstanding of the difference
between understanding and knowing. To understand
something 18 to only be a party to a convention, This
is quite different from "'knowledge' in the epistemological
39

sense," Danto sees this as a problem in the adequacy
of languange and feels the first step should be concentrating
on the difference between understanding and knowlng.
For our purposes here it will suffice to say that no
hypothesis can ever be totally confirmed, but only
highly confirmed. This 18 the skeptical position
assumed in most scientific investigations,

The question is often asked as to why this
model is viewed as an inductive one? It 1s because the
inference from the originel observation to the hypothesis
is surely not deductive. This inference cannot possibly
be thought of as 8 demonstrative one, hence it must be
nondemonstrative or inductive, Another distinction is that:

"A pure deductive system, 1like that of arithmetic hangs from 1ts

summit and can be indefinitely extended downwards; en lmpure

level hypotheses can all change with the lowest-level
hypotheses remaining the same, the totality of the highest-
level hypotheses in his rational corpus is held with less
tenacity than are the lowest-level hypotheses. Of course
any particular set of highest-level may be held very
tenaciously, being treated as !'functionally & riori!
propositions, but this will only result in tﬁe‘p—io hers
being held less tenaclously."

39Arthur C. Danto, Analytical Phllosophy of
Knowledge, p. 133.
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deductive system, like that of a natural science, 1is
supported on its empirical basls and can be indefinitely
extended upuards."“o
It took along time for scientists to realize that
the hypothetico-deductive inductive method
of science was epistemologically different from the
rima facia similar deductive method of mathematics;
and that, in properly imitating the deductive form
of Zuclid's system, they were not ipso facto taking
over his deductive method of proof.

The big difference between math and sclence
is that in math, and logic, the propositions are logically
necessary, while in the sclences they are only logically
contingent. 1n the next chapter we will return to this
hypothetico-deductive system and see how several soclal
science disciplines have made great use of 1it.

Even though this system is, or can be, both
effective and elaborate it does not refute Hume's charge.
The hypothesis of the hypothetico-deductive is still
ampliative; the conclusion is a statement whose content
exceeds the observational evidence. Indeed, this 1s
why we can never say that a hypothesis is true, but

rather must be satisfied with a highly confirmed, or

falsified hypothesis,

Fragmatic Justificatior.
This attempt seems to be quite fruitful even

uoalchard Bevan Braithwaite, Scientific
g£xplanation, p. 354.

%1 014., p. 353.
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though, as with the others, it does not fully solve
the problen. The pragmatic approach accepts Hume's
argument up to the point of agreeing that it 1s impossible,
3 prior}, to establish that any inductive inferences will
ever again have true conclusions. This position holis,
ag with Hume, that we cannot validly show elther a priori,
or & posteriori, that nature is uniform in the sense
of past, present, and future, prior to a justification
of induction.

At this point the advocate of the pragmatic
justification would claim that even if induction cannot
be justified on logical grounds, and hence its success as
a method of prediction cannot be established in advance,
induction can be shown to be superior to any alternative
method of prediction., As we stated above 1t cannot
be demonstrated that nature is uniform, but advocates of
this position argue that we can examine two possibilitles:
Nature is uniform or nature is not uniform. "It
is fairly clear that inductive inferences will successfully
establish knowledge of the unobserved if nature happens
to be uniform, and that they will fail if nature
should turn out to be chaotlic and laa\wless."u2

This in no way guarantees that we shall be
successful in any particular instance considered but

only says that in repeated applications the number of

2
Wwesley C, Salmon, "Inductive Inference," p. 354,
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successes would be greater than if we acted against

inductive conclusions. What comes from this is the

following t;ableu“3
Nature Uniform Nature not Uniform
Induction Success faillure
Employed
Cther Method Success or
Employed Failure FPossible Fallure

Most important is the last entry in the table for here

it is asserted "that even the alternative methods will
fail Af nature is not uniform."uu Hans Relchenbachus, the
ma jor proponent of the pragmatic method, reasons that

the continued success of any alternative method would
constitute a uniformity, contrary to the principle of
non-uniformity, Thus, if this other method worked then

induction would also work.

Hence induction will be successful if any other

method could succeed., "wWe have, therefore everything

to gain and nothing to lose by 1nduction."u6 If induction

is destined to fallure then so also is any other method.

Reichenbach, in working through this, essentially uses

43l 1.

Y4 vra., p. 355.

L
5ﬁans Reichenbach, £xperlence and krediction,
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938).

u6-.Jesley C. Salmon, "Inductive Inference," p. 355.
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induction to mean induction by enumeration, rather
than 1lnduction by elimination. Induction by enumeration
1s where we wish to go from an observed sample of a
class to an inference which governs the entire class.
ile couples the rule we discussed above to a frequency
interpretation of probability. He then holds that the
1limit of the relative frequency of the finite sequence
equals (or is closely approximate to the relative frequency
of the sequence as it nears, or reaches, 1nf1n1ty).“7

This pragmatic method of inductive justification 1is
rather successful, but it 1s not a justification; that 1is, a
Justification in the sense that it provides a reason for
logically making inductive decisions, It is a justification
only in the sense that it provides a motive for using inductive
policies, The major difficulty 1s that it 1s a formidable
task to state a principle of uniformity that is strong
enough to assure the success of inductive inferences and weak
enough to be plausible., This is a variation of the Goodman
paradox a'=1gzit1n.l+8 Uniformity of nature is not an all-or-none
affair; it seems to exist in degrees and this is where the
pragmagic method for inductive justification becomes
unsatisfactory. Still it offers many possibilities and if
it is possible to overcome the paradox concerning the uniformity

of nature it will become even more useful,

u7ﬂans Reichenbach, "[he Logical Foundations of
the Concept of Probability," Headings in Philosophical
Analysis, (eds.,) Herbert Felgl, and Wilfred Sellars,
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1949).

ueNelson Goodman, Fact, Fiction, and Forecast,
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A Probabilistic Approach

One of the approaches to solving the problem of
induction that has found great favor is the probabilistic
method. It begins with the belief that Hume's original
search for the justification of induction was misconceived.
The problem begins when people try to find a way of
proving that inductive inferences with true premises will
always have true conclusions. This is seen as the task
of deduction. The only thing that an inductive argument
does 18 establish a conclusion as probable.

As used by philosophers of science probability
has two basic meanings. They are: (1) probability
refers to the degree of confirmation, and (1) probability
refers to the long run relative rrequonoy.u9 Each notion
of probability has its own set of advocates. The frequency
intevpretation 18 usually associated with von Mises.so

Reichenbach, ! and Felgl.”?> Probability when conceived

of in terms of the degree of confirmation is best

u9Rudolf Carnap, "The Two Concegts of Frobability,"
Readings in Philosophical Analysis, p. 334.

Soalohard von Mises, Probebilit Statistics,
and Truth, (rev, ed.), (New York: e Macmillan Co., 1957).

Slnans Heichenbach, The Theo of Probability,
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1949).
52Herbert Feigl, "The Logical Character of

the Frinciple of Induction,"” Headings in Philosophical
Analysis, p. 297.
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53 54

represented by Jeffreys, and Keynes,
Neither side views the other as having much to

offer and hence they reject all other theories but

their own. Carnap believes that this "controversy
between represcwylatives of different conceptions of
probability is due to the blindness on both sides

with respect to the existence and importance of the
probability concept on the other slde."55 We need

not concern ourselves here with this mutual disagreement

except in that it allows us to speak of two distinct

meanings of the concept of probability.

Probability as Frequency

Probability viewed as a theory of frequency
essentially says: That which has happened often
in the past, and 18 now happening often in the present,
will continue to happen often in the future. The
claim 18 not that inductive inferences will always
be true, but rather that they will frequently be so.
If X has happened frequently in the past it will
probably happen at about the same frequency (or rate

of regularity) in the future, This, as a form of

53Harold Jeffreys, Theory of Probability,
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1§59;.

5u’Johm yaynard Keynes, Treatise on Probability,
(London: The Facmillan Co., Ltd., 1921).

55

Rudolf Carnap, "The Two Concepts of krobability,"
p. 335.
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inductive Jjustification, clearly does not suffice,
Hume has already shown that this claim cannot be
substantiated. There is no question that inductive
inferences cannot be expeoted to lead to the truth
in all cases, This was hardly the point of Hume's
argument., Instead he argued that we not only "cannot
Justify the claim that every inductive inference with
true premises will have a true conclusion, but further
that we cannot prove that any inductive inference with

56

true premises will have a true conclusion.”

Probability as the Degree of Confirmation

This position takes the calculus of probability
to be formulated in terms of statements and is often
thought of as the logiocal interpretation of probability.
The notion of whether or not a statement 1s probable
is tied closely with the notion of decision
making. Thus, probability is viewed as some sort of
degree of rational belief., This raises the whole
idea of evidence, and what constitutes evlidence.

Under this idea of probability to ask 1f we
gshould accept conclusion X 18 to ask if we should

believe, or accept, the evidence, Salmon feels

that this tantamount to asking if we should be

56wesley C. Salmon, "The Justification of
Inductive Rules of Inference," The Problem of Inductive
Logic, (ed.) Imre Lakatos, (Amsterdam: Nort -Holland
PuEIishlng Co., 1968), p. 30.
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rational.57 He then formulates a problem and sets
up three inductive rules concerning the evidence.
Depending on which rule one selects there are three
possible outcomes.58 Now the question becomes which
conclusions are acceptable, "Whether a given conclusion

is supported by evidence - whether it would be rational

to believe it on the basis of given evidence - whether
i1t is made probable by virtue of its relation to given
evidence - depends upon selection of the correct rules
from among the infinitely many rules we might

conceivably adopt."59

Now the question of what does it mean to be
rational becomes an important question, Is it rational
to believe on the basis of evidence as defined by
one rule as opposed to another rule? What indeed
constitutes evidence? The inductive problem still
exists. It is simply reformulated as a problem
concerning the provision of adequate gounds for the
selection of inductive rules. "It is easy to show
that inferences which conform to our
accepted inductive rules establish thelr concluslons

as probable. Unfortunately, we can find no reason to

571bid., p. 30-31.
58I b1d., p. 31.
591bra.
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prefer conclusions which are probable in this sense
to those which are 1mprobable."6° These questiona
are essentially a reformulation of the original
problem, "Introduction of the concept of probability
does not dissolve the problem of induction though

it may lead to some interesting reformulatlons."61

Conclusions

In no way should the preceding positions
on induction be seen as a complete catalog of the
attempted solutions. We have not even touched on
the postulational approach of Bertrand Russel, 62
nor the doctrine which holds that there are synthetic
a priori truths.63 Neither have we gone into the

64

work done by John Stuart Mill, Rather what I have

6owesley C. Salmon, The Foundations of Scientific
Inference, p. 52.

61wesley C. Salmon, "Inductive Inference,"

p. 353.
62
Bertrand Hussell, Human Knowledge: Its
Scope and Limits, (New York: SImon & Schuster, 1948).

' '63Thls position is not held by meny people
today. The best known advocate of this position

would be Immanuel Kant in the Critique of Fure RHeason,

translated by Normen K. Smith, (New York: The Humanitles

Press, 1950).

6L"John stuart Mill, A System of Logic,
(London: Longmens, Green, and Co., 1879). The theory
on which ¥111's methods rested 1s explored quite fully
by Georg Henrik von wright, A Treatise on Induction and

Probability, (Fatterson, N.J.: Littlefleld, Adams,
& Co., 193%).
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attempted i1s to show the difficulty of the problem
Hume has presented. His argument has so far withstood
éll attacks; hence we are left with a problem concerning
the validity of judgments about future or unknown
cases, Lkssentially the problem i1s that "what has
happened imposes no logical restrictions on what will

happen."65

65Nelson Goodman, Fact, Fiction, and Forecast,

P. 590



Chapter 2

Induction and the
Soclal Sciences
In this chepter attention will be focused
on how the soclal scilences use inductive methods
for gaining knowledge, and how they cope with Hume's
problem, Almost all soclal sclentists are concerned
with theories and generalizations, Thus they must
be concerned with proof and methods of verification.
Our attention will be focused on how the soclal scilences
offer proof for their explanations and predictions

which have been arrived at through inductive processes,

Methodology

l'eachers of the new social studies must be
concerned with the methodology of the social sciences
and how this methodology applies to secondary school
social studies programs. The first question normally
raised by teachers 1s: What 1s methodology? This
is no easy question to answer. As one political
scientist writes; "method and methodolcgy are the

least developed and most misunderstood components

of political science."l Excluding perhaps economics

1 Heinz Eulau, "Comments on Professor Deutch's

34
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this comment applies equally well to all of the social
sciences,

Robert K, Merton, in the fashion of most
socilal sclentists, simply refers to it as being the
"logic of scientific procedure."2 Abraham Kaplan,
being more specific, writes that methodology 1s the
"description, the explanation, and the justification
3

of methods, and not methods themselves," One constant
source of confusion over methodology arises because

too few people are precise about the distinction
between methodology and technique. Richard hudner
discusses this source of confusion and writes that

"the method of sclience is . . . the rationale on

which 1t bases its acceptance or rejection of hypotheses
or theory.“u This "methodology of validation, of
explanation, or of prediction 1s precisely what

is referred to when it 1s asserted . . . that the
paper," Wﬁﬁm
and bMethods, (ed. ames C, Charlesworth, (rhiladelphia:
The American Academy of Political and Soclal Sclence,
1965), p. 179.

2Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social
Structure, (rev. ed,; New York: The rFree Press, 1957),

polo

N~

3Abraham Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry:
Methodolo for Behavioral Science, (San trancisco:
Chandler Publishing Co., 1964), p. 18.
L
Richard S. Rudner, Philosophy of Social

Science, (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1966), p. 5.
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scientific method 1is pervasive through all the
sciences, or is applicable, in the investigalton

of social as well as nonsoclal phenomena."5 Thus
defined, methodology becomes a set of procedural rules
by which a study 1s validated. Technique then 1is
such things as factor analysis, or chisquare tests,
The tendency to confuse methodology and technique

is the source of untold confusion.

A teacher of the social studies must be
familiar with methodology. In 1959, Stanley Wronskil
wrote one of the first articles advocating the
teaching of methodology. He proposed "that there
be a radical shift in social studies teaching
from the what of the the social sciences to the
how of the social sclentist.“6 To simply know
the results of working social scientists 1s not
enough, To teach the social studles today the
teacher must also know the logic of the procedures,
or procedural guldelines, by which those results
were obtained. "In short, what 1s the methodology

underlying the soclal sciences."7 As of late

5Ibid.. p. 6.

6

stanley P. Wronski, "A Froposed Breakthrough
for the Social Studies," Soclal £ducation,AXIII (ray,
1959), p. 215.

7Ibld.

N~
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there has been a great deal of emphasis on the

teaching of the structure of disciplines.8 One
cannot teach, let alone understand the structure
of disciplines unless one has an understanding of
methodology. The newer social studies also believe
that students should be taught how the social scientist
operates within the loglic of validation, so that the students
may do likewise., It is held that to simply teach what
other social scientists have discovered will no
longer suffice in an age when knowledge is expanding
at an ever increasing rate, making it entirely
possible that today's knowledge will soon be outmoded.
What must be taught is how the social sclentist operates
within the context of validation. The teacher cannot
be of benefit in this type of classroom unless he
understands the logic of social procedures., He cannot
give descriptions of the loglc, or aid students in
utilizing this logic unless he understands the methods
of social science,

One of the major problems facing anyone who
wishes to examine the methodology of the socilal sciences

has been the lack of material on this subject., A

8The current interest in structure was
touched off by Jerome S. Bruner, The Process of Education,
(New York: Vintage Books, 1960).
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person attempting to familiarize himself in this area
will not receive much help from the writings of
social sclentists, Their writings tend to
consist on the one hand, of instruction in
research techniques, and on the other of
some remarks_on induction as viewed by John
Stuart M111,7
Thus, what work that has done in this area has
often been left to the philosophers, who have generally
carried on discussions amongst themselves, but the
soclal scientist often is unlikely to comprehend
the meaning of these discussions., For secondary
school teachers of the soclal studies there has
been even less of a dialogue,
Kaplan raises an 1ssue which should be brought
out before proceeding at too great a length
and that is the difference between logic-in-use and
reconstructed 1oglc.10 The descripions of what
Social scientists do 1s by necessity an approximation
Oof what social sclentists actually do., It 1is
Nnormally an 1dealized version of the practices that
8xr e carried out in the conduct of the inquiry. "This

reconstruction idealizes the logic of science only

in showing us what it would be if it were extracted

——

9Robert Brown, Explanation in Social Science,
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963), p. l.

) 1oAbre.ham Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry:
Yiethodology for Behavioral Science,
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and refined to utmost purlty.“11 It cannot be any
other way since it would be impossible to record
exactly what procedures and considerations the
social scientists went through in his work. It should
be obvious that this 1ssue would be of far greater
importance if we were discussing methods of discovery.

Scientists may, and do, disagree on whether
there exists such a thing a logic of discovery,
but there is not too much controversy on whether
or not a logic of validation exlsts. There must
be agreement as to what constitutes verification
or no results would ever be agreed upon, One
need only look around at the number of accepted
knowledge claims to see that some agreement on
methods of validation exist, Thus, the necessity
of working with reconstructed logic should prove
to be of no great handicap in looking at the
validation of knowledge claims, The important
thing 1s to simply be aware of this difference
between logic-in-use and reconstructed logic.

In this chapter we will be concerned with

only one aspect of methodology: The Jjustificatlon

11 b4, p. 11
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of knowledge which utilizes inductive procedures.

de will be looking at two types of explanation;
functionalism and empiricism., Robert Brown in
Explanation in the Social Sciencesl? 11sts seven such
types of explanations, but not all are widely used.
The two most widely used, not only in the social
sclences, but also in social studles, are the
functionalist and the empiricist. For this reason

we will confine ourselves to these two types of

soclal sclence explanations.

Functionalism

Having attempted to define functionalism
on previous occasions I fully realize that this is
an impossible task, Demerath 1s probably close to
the truth when he says that we have no answers as
to what constitutes functionallsm.13 Richard Rudner
likewise writes that to examine the available material
1s "to become convinced that the major task of
saying clearly what constitutes functionallism still

14

remains," Each author seems to have a slightly

12povert Brown, Explanation in Social
Science, p. 42,

13N.J. Demerath II1 and Richard A. Peterson

(eds.), System, Change, and Conflict, (New York: The
Free Press, 15375. P t§§.

1ukilchard S. Rudner, Phllosophy of Social
Science, p. 85.
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different twist to his meaning of function and functional
explanation, Another problem that often arises is that
many writers use the term function indiscriminately. Thus
many empiricists talk of function in a loose manner to
mean purpose, This 18 quite different from the meaning
functionalists give to it, and the meaning we shall be
using here,

With this in mind we will look at functionalism
ags exemplified A.R. Radcliffe-Brown, His method seems to
be somewhat representative of the fleld at large, thus
making generalizations about functionalism more valid,

In addition Radcliffe-Brown did a great deal of fleld
work utilizing this method which aids in discovering
Just what functionalism means.,

The first task confronting us 1s the definition
of function, It can have three different interpretations
depending on the context in which it is used. It
can mean: (1) What should a social item's purpose
be? (2) What effects does a social item serve? ~
(3) What purpose does this socilal item serve?

The third is the one with which we are most
concemed., HRadcliffe-Brown writes that "the
function of a particular social usage is the contribution

it makes to the total social system."15 To glve

155 .R. Radcliffe-Brown, "On the Concept of
Function 1in Socisal Scilence," American Anthropologlst,
XXXVII(July=-Sept., 1935), p. 397.
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the functlion of an item then constitutes telling
the purpose "it plays in the soclial 1life as a

whole and therefore the contribution it makes to the
maintenance of the structural continulty."16 This
entalls viewing society in holistic terms with

the parts being interrelated. This type of view

implies that a social system . . . has a certain
kind of unity, which we may speak of as a
functional unity. We may define it as a condition
in which all parts of the social system work
together with a sufficient degres of harmony

or internal consistency . . . oA

Another assumption which 1s made in defining
functionalism 1s that a soclety 18 1in a state
of dynamic equilibrium., Thlis means that the
dominant tendency is towards stabllity and integration.
Robert Brown refers to this as a self-persisting

systen,

A self-persisting system is commonly
taken to be a system which maintains at least
one of its properties in an equilibrium
position desplite variations in the other
properties, either inside or outside the systen,
to which the presence of the first property
is causally related,18

This creates a great deal of difficulty for the validlty

161bid., p. 396.
171bid., p. 395-396.

18Robert Brown, Explanation in Social Sclence,
pP. 110,

A
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of predictions. In point of fact it requires an
ungrounded assumption that this system will remain

to be self-persisting, or equilibrated in the

future,

Explanation and Prediction in Functionalism

A great deal has been written on the difference
between explanation and prediction., Some hold it
is possible to predict and still not be able to
fully explain while others hold that explanations
in some subjects (e.g., history) are possible whereas
predictions are not possible, Hempel feels
that no valid distinction between explanation
and prediction exists, He states:
The customary distinction between

explanation and prediction rests mainly

on pragmatic differences between the two.

wWwhile in explanation, the final event 1is

known to have happened, and its determining

conditions have to be sought, the situation
is reversed in the case of a prediction.19

Thus, & complete explanation will have predictive
value, If functionalism can offer a complete
explanation it could conceivably offer us valld
predictions, 'To discover how it handles explanation

then would give us a clue as to how it would handle

19
Carl G, Hempel, "The Function of General

Laws in History," Readings in Philosophical Analysis,
P. 462,
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statements about the future, which would cntail the
inductive problem,

Hempel 18 quite critical of the explanatory
nature of functionallism and to him explanation and
prediction are simply two heads of the same coin; to
examine an explanation is to also look at a statement's
predictive force. Thus to look at one 18 to look at
both, We may look at the predictive nature of functionalism
keeping in mind that we are now also discussing the
quality of prediction which functional explanation
offers., In attempting to explain the occurrence of item
1 in a system s at time t, functionallsts commit
the fallacy of affirming the consequence.zo The
weakness in this type of explanation becomes quite
apparent when one asks if there could be any
alternatives to 1 in s at t. Punctionalism "simply

fails to explain why the trait 1 rather than one

N~

20Carl G. Hempel, "The Logic of Functlonal

Analysis," Readings in the Phlloso of the Social
Sciences, (ed.) May Brodbeck, (New gork: The Macmillan
Co., 1968), p. 191,

Irving M. Copl, Introduction to Logic, 3Td ed.,
(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1968), explains that the
fallacy of affirming the consequent 1s where one has a
categorical premlise which affirms the consequent of the
conditional premise. (p. 202)

1.C, Jarvie also discusses this point in
"LLimits to Functionalism in Anthropology," Functionalism
in the Soclal Sciences, (Philadelphia: The American
Academy of Political and Soclal Sclience, 1965).
Jarvie finds functionalism to be rather lacking in
its explanatory power, He feels that 1its greatest
merits lie in its heuristic value,
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of its alternatives 1s present in s at t."21
As a comparison a nomological deductive argument
would account for i rather than any of 1its

altermatives,

In sum then, the information typically
provided by a functional analysis of an item 1
affords neither deductively nor inductively
adequate grounds for expecting 1 rather than one
of its alternatives., The impression that a
functional analysls does provide such grounds,
and thus explains the occurrence of 1, 1s no
doubt at least partly due to the benefit of
hindsight; when we seek to explain an item 1,
we presumably know already that 1 has

occurred.,

At this point it should become clear that
the predictive value of functionalism is practically
nonexistent., If functional analysis cannot
explalin the occurrence of one set of items, as

opposed to a set of alternatives, then 1t surely

cannot allow us to predict, What functional analysls

does to make predictions then is that through
hindsight 1t explains the function of an item i;
€.8, "since the demand for the services of special
Privileges are built into the structure of the
Socliety, the Boss fulfills diverse functions for

thi s second subgroup of business-seeking

21Ibid.. p. 193.

22Ibld.. p. 194-195.
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23 For this to act as a predictive

privilege,"

statement a postulate that states that the future will

be the same as the past must be implicit., Also the

word "since" must be taken to mean that within limits

the structure of socliety will stay the same. This can

be thought of as an implicit hypothesis of self-regulation.
Richard Rudner refers to thils tendency as

preferedness. FfFunctionalism seems to require an

assumptlion that an item prefers function X, or prefers

to direct 1tself towards goal G. What exactly this

preference behavior is "must be qualified by the

kind of preference behavior to which we are

referrlng."zu With this qualification we can surely

have no prediction because item 1 may simply demonstrate

a preference for goal H rather than goal G at time t!?

as opposed to time t, The only way out of this

situation 1s to produce a law which holds that item

1 always functlons in the same manner in systenm s,

regardless of time. We are now left in a situation

where "we can only predict, and explain, in terms

of functions where explanations contain law-like

23Bobert K. Merton, Social Theory and Socisal
Structure, p. 76.

24dichard 3. rdudner, Philosophy of Social
sclence, p. 100,
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generallzations."25 Usually this involves "our knowing
that the system is self-regulating . . . ."26

Without this we have no grounds for either prediction
or complete explsnations,

Functionsl systems must have this implicit
hypothesls of self-regulation in order to have any
predictive value. This hypothesis 1s normally
untestable just as it is empirically undefinable., As
dempel writes:

It will no doubt be one of the most
important tasks of functional analysis in
psychology and the social sclences to ascertailn
to what extent such phenomena of self-regulation

can bs?found, and can be represented by corresponding
lews,

25

fobert Brown, zxplanation in Joclal Science,

p. 129,

Hempel, "The Logic of lFunctional Anelysls," feels
that one way this might be done 1s to add a premise which
sets the future: "The predictive use of [functional
arguments] likewlse requires a premlse concerning the
future . . . but there is often considerable uncertainty
as to whether [thig] will in fact prove to be true."

26.iobert Brown, kExplanation in Social Science,

p. 1300

Carl G. Hempel, "Ihe Logic of Functional

Anslysis," p. 205.

dobert Brown, cxplanntion in Joclal Sclence,
feels that when the point is reached where laws are
developed we will have no need for functional analysis.
dere he 1s thinking of functionalism es a heuristic
device only. This 1s similar to Nagel, "A Formalization
of Functionalism," Logic Without ietaphysics, (New York:
The Free Press, 1957).

In support of this i1dea Brown points out that
of all the social sciences which utilize functional
explanation economics is not among them. ile holds
that this 1s because they have developed the laws
which other areas are still searching for., This 1idea
is discussed by Sherman Roy Krupp in "kquilibrium
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Functionalism and Induction

It should be rather clear by now that this
hypothesis of self-regulation 1s the same as the postulate
that nature 1s uniform. 4ihis idea was dliscussed at some
length in the first chapter. The idea that item i, in
system s, in the past, has functioned in masnner X and
will continue to do so in the future is the same as
s2ying that nature has been uniform in the past, 1is
uniform in the present, and will continue to be uniform
in the future., Indeed Brown and Ghiselll write that "the
utilization of functional snalysis . . . is predicated
upon the postulate of the uniformity of nature."28
This, as was shown in the first chapter, is not
Justified., ~There is simply no way of proving this
postulate, 1t must be taken on faith., One must
assume that nature is uniform,

kalsing again the question we opened with: .ow
do the social sciences handle the inductive problem? e
may now answer that functionallism copes with this problem

by essuming that nature is uniform., It assumes that if a

Theory in Economics and in Functional Analysls as Types

of Explanation," rFunctionalism in the Social Sciences, as
Krupp points out, economics has much to lend to the other
social sciences since it has developed analytic and

systematic methods more than any of the other soclal sclences,

28C1arence d. prown and zdwin E. Ghisell}l,
Scientific Method in Psychology, (New York: McGraw-
Hlli Book CO.. 1955). Pe °
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certain item, e.g., witchcraft, incest taboos, etc,,
function in a certain manner in soclety A, B, and C, this
1tem if found along with many similar conditions, 1in
soclety D, willl perform the same function., PFunctionalism
assumes that time and place will not drastically

alter things. 1o prove this it has been shown that
law-1like generalizations would be needed. 1n

oxrder to have lsw-like generalizations onemust

have uniformity., Functionalism has never actually
reached this point., It assumes nature to be

uniform. This is how functionalism circumvents

the problem of going from the known cases to

unknown cases,

cmpiricism

One of the difficultlies with methodological
Problems is that the terminology differs widely
from writer to writer., The soclal sclences are
egpecially guilty of this confusion. Not only is
technique confused with methodology but one type of
methodology may be confused with another type of
qQuite different methodology. &lso, little regard
Seems to be shown for what others in the fileld have
done before. 71hus, one must be very careful in using
dil fferent terms, and this shall be kept in mind in

the ensuilng discussion on empiricism. cmplricism
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can initially be discussed by referring to the functional
method of explanation we just finished.

It should first be made clear that I am not
using empiricism in the specific sense that it is
used to designate a school of phllosophy. Whille
parts of this may sound very similar to work done
by the logical empiricists it should not be thought
that the entire model of explanation conforms
perfectly. Rather I wish to use the term empiricism
as simply one type of model used for obtaining
knowledge. Empiricism then is seen as an explanatory-
predictive generalization, Functionallsm, as
previously discussed, if not in the exact form of
a teleological explanation is at least directly related
to a teleological type of purposive explanation.
In contrast empiricism performs its explanatory-
predictive role through law-like generalizatlons.,
This is similar, in form, to a deductive-nomological
explanation. In empirical generalizations X 1s
taken as a law, "It 1is [pheﬁ} used as one of
the premises of an argument in which the fact to
be explained is derived as the conclusion.*?9 an

empirical generalization 1s very close to what Kaplan

29 Robert Brown, Explanation in Sociel Science,

p. U45.
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calls a nomic generalization. 30 One difference
though i1s that an empirical generalization does not
have to be derivable from other laws., It may be
derived solely on the basis of experience, and not
related to any grand theory. iiany people, Kaplan
amongst them, are quite displeased with "mere empirical
generalizations"™ and feel that they are not worthy
of one's time, This seems to be somewhat naive.

Social science 1s not so far advanced, nor perhaps

is any other science that it can find no use in mere
empirical generalizations which are unrelated to

a grand theory.
This whole notion of theory is one of the

most confusing and misunderstood topics in social
science literature. There are at least three
different senses in which it is found. It 1s often
used to refer to an explanation which is untested

and whose truth status i1s questionable, At

other times theory refers to a rule, or a set of rules,
which are opposed to practice. In the third sense in
which it 18 found it refers to a set of procedural
"rules which contain a schema for terminology

and classification. It is this last meaning of theory

30 Abraham Kaplan, The Conduct of Inqulry:
Methodology for Behavioral Science, p. 92.
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which has the most usefulness for our purposes, but
it also seems to be the least used meaning of the word.
Social scientists use the term quite indiscriminately
and with little regard for consistency. 1t is for
this reason I will not look at theorles, per se, for
to do so would only result in undue confusion (and
in an area which needs little more). To attempt
to clarify the situation would be beyond the scope
of this work.

when explanation takes the form of an
empirical generalization it usually takes the
form of a hypothesis. Brown and Ghiselll explain
the hypothes<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>