CHAPTER SEVEN

Skepticism (IT)

The arguments for skepticism discussed in Chapter 6 were all arguments for
“high-standards skepticism.” They relied on the assumption that the stan-
dards for knowledge are extremely high, and that we do not, or .nmsznr sat-
isfy themFallibilism and miodest foundationalism provide a mmum:u._m reply to
all these arguments. This, however, is not the end of the &mncmﬂou. of The
Skeptical View. Another kind of skeptical argumentichallenges the claim that
our reasons for our ordinary beliefs are as good as fallibilists and modest
foundationalists think they are. In other words, this kind of argument denies
that we meet ordinary standards for justification. In this chapter we will ex-
amine two such arguments.

I. THE PROBLEM OF INDUCTION
A. Inductive Inferences

Inductive reasoning is at the heart of science and is crucial to common-sense’

reasoning as well. Very roughly, inductive reasoning is reasoning that relies on
observed patterns to draw conclusions about what occurs in other cases. Ifyou
have gone to a restaurant several times and found the food to be very good, you
are likely to believe that you will find it to be good the next time you go there

as well. If a researcher finds that the patients he has seen with a particular |

discase always or usually recover when treated in a certain way, then En re-
searcher may conclude that this same pattern will apply to future patients.
These are simple examples of inductive reasoning. It is clear that The mﬁw&ai
Viewrests on the assumption that we can learn about the world through this sort
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of reasoning. The fallibilist response to skepticisin defended in Chapter 6 clear-
ly relies on the assumption that inductive reasoning can yield justification.
The most widely discussed general pattern of inductive inferences is

-

Argument 7.1:  Inductive Pattern
I-1.  All As examined up till now have been Bs.

12, The next A to be examined will be B.

A standard example used to illustrate this sort of reasoning is the inference
from the observation that the sun has risen. every day in the past to the con-
clusion that it will rise tomorrow. To make this example fit the displayed pat-
tern, we must take the stated premise—the sun has risen every day in the
Past—to mean that the sun has risen on every day that has been observed up

~ till now.

Argument 7.2:  The Sun Rise Argument

m.w.Euam.vamxgmbmacﬁmmboérmﬁw»ou Qwﬁcﬂ«&umn&?mmﬁn
has risen. . :

2-2. The next day (tomorrow) will be a mww on which the sun rises.

For present purposes, it is acceptable to take this premise to be true. This seems
10 be a good example of inductive reasoning. .

Not ail inductive inferences follow exactly this pattern. The stated pattern
draws a conclusion about only the next case. But sometimes from the same
premise people draw a general conclusion: , ,

Argument 7.3:  The Sun Rise Argument (II)

31. All days examined up till now have been days on which the sun
has risen.

32, All days will be days on which the sun rises.

Although the conclusion here is different, the reasoning is similar. In both Ar-
guments 7.2 and 7.3, observed patterns in previous cases are used to predict the
furure.! .

In the cases just mentioned, the premise is about a¥f the observed As. But
some very similar inferences are not. Suppose that every fail a gardener plants
some lily bulbs in his garden. Some of the bulbs sprout and some do not. Sup-
pose that over a period of many years the gardener has observed that about
80 percent of the bulbs have sprouted each year. If the gardener is not overly
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optimistic, he is likely to believe that the same will happen this year. The in-
ference this gardener makes is

Argument 7.4: ~ The Lilies Argument .
4-1. 80 percent of the lily bulbs I've planted each yedr in the past
have sprouted.

4-2. 80 percent of the lity bulbs I will plant this year will sprout.

. Obviously, additional information might undermine such an inference. For ex-
ample, if the gardener knows that the weather is predicted to be unusual in

" the coming months, or if he has purchased bulbs from z different and un-
known source, then he might be less likely to draw the conclusion. Still, the
general pattern of inference seems correct. -

People sometimes think that all inductive inferences are inferences in which
one draws a conclusion about the future from premises about the past. But not
all inferences that rely on the same style of reasoning are exactly like that. Con-
sider a modification of the lily example. Suppose the gardener is too busy to
look in the garden all spring during the season they sprout. At the end of the
spring, the gardener might make essentially the same inference, concluding
that 80 percent of the bulbs he planted havesprouted. So now the inference is
entirely about the past, but the reasoning is.the same.

The central feature of inductive inferences is thus that they involve infer-
ences from observed cases to unobserved cases. It is sometimes said that the
principle npon which inductive inferences rest is that the future will be like
the past. But the real principle is that unobserved cases are like observed cases.

It is clear that The Standard View and modest foundationalism rely on the
episternic merit of inductive reasoning. It is not just our predictions about what
will happen in the garden that are at stake. The justification of your belief that
your favorite chair will support you rather than eject you when you sit in it de-

- pends upon induction. Much of what we commonly take ourselves to knrow sim-
ilarly depends upon the legitimacy of inductive reasoning. There is, however,
a long-standing philosophical question about the merits of such reasoning. We
turn next to it. )

B. Hume’s Problem

David Hume raised a question about the merits of inductive inferences that
has long troubled philosophers. Stated most simply, Hume’s problem {or ques-
tion) isiDowe have any good reason to accept the conclusions of inductive ar-
guments? Are these arguments any good? o

One classic statement of Hume’s problem is in the following passage:

All reasonings may be divided into two kinds, namely demonstrative reasoning, or that
" conceming relations of ideas, and moral reasoning, or that concerning matters of fact
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and existence. That there arc no demonstrative arguments in th j
existence. Th : no € case seems evi-
dent; since it implies no contradiction that the course of nature may change, and HMMH
an object, scemingly like those which we have experienced, may be attended with dif
ferentor contrary effects. May I not clearly and distinctly conceive that a body, falling

from the clouds, which, in all other res €Cts, resembles snow, has
or feeling of fire?? P Phasyenthe taste ofsal

-Here Hume says that the reasoning in inductive inferences is not demonstrative.
That is to say, the conclusions could be false even though the premises are trye.
This is surely right. In the next passage he goes on to consider the possibility
that inductive arguments involve “moral reasoning.” By this he does not mean
that they involve questions about morality, but rather that “these arguments
must be probable only.”® He writes:

- - - dll our experimental conclusions proceed upon the supposition that the furure
§=.u.n conformabie to the past. To endeavor, therefore, the proof of this last sup-
position by probable arguments, or arguments regarding existence, must be evi-

dently going in a circle, and taking that for granted, which ; P
question.* : S gral » which is the very point in

.Hra idea here seems to be that if you think that inductive inferences are good
m:mnwosnnm because they have worked, then you are in this very argument rely-
ing on the supposition that the future will be like the past. You are thereby as-
suming in this argument the very thing at issue. The question was: Why think
inductive inferences are any good? Why think that the future will be like the
hum..mﬁu To make this assumption in arguing that it will is to assume the very thing
at issue,

As noted earlier, inductive inferences are really inferences from the observed
to the unobserved, and inferences from the past to the future are just a par-
ticular case of this. But they are clear and interesting instances of inductive rea-
soning, and it will be harmiess to follow Hume’s lead and discuss induction as
if it always involved past-to-future inferences. Hume’s idea, then, seems to be
that inductive inferences turn on some version of a principle such as

PE. The future will be like the past. (Or, somewhat more precisely, if x
percent of the observed As have been Bs, then X percent of the un-
observed As are Bs.)

We could also have formulated this as a uniformity of nature principle, since it
says that patterns found to hold in nature will continue to hold. There are de-
m:._m about this principle that need attention. Obviously, a specific inference of
this sort is stronger when many As in many different circumstances have been,
observed. Furthermore, the future will surely not be like the past in ail _,mmwnnm....
A 49-year-old approaching his next birthday might use (PF) to argue that be- .
cause on all his birthdays up till now he has been under 50, he will be under
50 on his next birthday. Clearly, something goes wrong here. However, since
Hume is challenging the idea that anything at all like (PF) is justified, we wiil
set these details aside. . )
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One way to interpret Hume’s remarks is as follows. Inductive inferences de-
pend upon principle (PF) or some variant of it. But (PF)} is not a necessary
truth; it cannot be proven by a demonstrative argument. And if we attempt to

establish (PF} by means of any iondemonstrative (or moral) argument, we rely’

on (PF) itself. We thereby argue “in 2 circle” and fail to establish the principle.
And there is no other argument for (PF) available. Hume’s own view seems to
be that the mind is such that we just make these inferences as a result of habit,
but there is no real justification for them. That is a disappointing, and skepti-
cal, conclusion. If it is true that science relies essentially on inductive reason-
ing, it follows that there is no good justification for scientific reasoning. If The
Standard View'’s contention that we do know a lot about the world depends upon
the adequacy of inductive reasoning, then Hume’s argument casts doubt on
The Standard View. If modest foundationalism implies that inductive reasoning
yields justified conclusions, then Hume’s problem casts doubt on modest foun-
dationalism. It is not surprising that many philosophers have tried to find an
answer to Hume’s problem. . :
We may set out a precise form of Hume's Avgument as follows:

Argument 7.5:  Huwme's Argument

5-1. If (PF) can be justified at all, then it can be justified either by a
“demonstrative” argument or by a “moral” argument (an infer-
ence from observed facts).

52. Only necessary truths can be justified by demonstrative argu-
oents.

53. (PF) is not a necessary truth.

54. (PF) cannot be justified by a demonstrative argument. (5-2), (5-3)

55. All moral arguments assume the truth of (PF).

56. Any moral wnmdambﬂ for (PF) would assume the truth of (PF).
(58) - - -

5-7." Any argument for a principle that assumes the truth of that prin-
ciple fails to justify that principle. : :

5-8.. (PF) cannot be justified by a moral argument. (5-6), (5-7)

59. (PF) cannot be justified. (5-1), (5-4), (5-8)

Thisargument is valid. Lines (5-4), (5-6), (5-8), and (5-9) follow from previous
steps. So the only legitimate responses will involve the rejection of oné of the
other premises: (5-1), {5-2), (5-3), (5-5), (5-7). Each of these premises seems
quite reasonable. Perhaps we are stuck with Hume’s surprising conclusion.

It deserves emphasis that Hume’s problem is not dependent, at least not ex-
plicitly, on high-standards skepticism. He is not asking how we can be certain
that (PF) is true. Instead, he is denying that we have any good reason at all to
believe it. ) : :
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C. Three Responses to Hume’s Problem

Cl. Inductive Defenses of Induction One might be tempted to respond to Hume’s
problem by pointing out that induction works. That is, we have done well mak-
ing inductive inferences in the past, so it is reasonable to conclude that it will
continue to work. As an argument for (PF), this thought might be formulated
as follows: -

Argument 7.6:  The Inductive Arguument for (PF)
6-1. (PF) has been true in the past.

6-2. - (PF) will be true in the fuwre, (6-1)
Perhaps from (6-2) we could go on to infer that (PF) is simply true, and thus
that we are justified in making use of it. If Argument 7.6 does Jjustify (PF), it must
also expose'some flaw in Hume's Argument. We will return to this point shortly.
Hume, of course, would think that Argument 7.6 is a version of the sort of
argument that “goes in a circle” and takes “for granted . . . the very point in ques-
tion.” One way an argument could assume the point in question is by taking that

+ Very point as a premise. In this case, since the truth of (PF) is the point in ques-

tion, an objectionable argument would have (PF) as a premise. But the premise
of The Inductive Argument for (PF) is not (PF) itself. In addition, (6-1) seems to
be quite well justified. Thus, The Inductive Argument seems not to take the point
in question as a premise.One response to Hume, then, is that premise (5-5)
of his argument is false. Argument 7.6 is a moral argument for (PF), but it
does not assume the truth of (PF). The reason Argument 7.6 does not assume
the truth of (PF) is that (PF) is not among its premises. And once (5-5) is re-
Jected, the remaining steps of the argument are left without support. Hume’s
Argument seems to be undermined. .

There is, however, 2 second way in which an argument can assume the point
in question. One way is to have the rulé as an explicit premise. This is what we
have discussed so far. The other way is for the rule to be the one that connects
the argument’s premise(s) to its conclusion. This is what happens in the case
of Argument 7.6. (PF) is 2 not a premise of the argument, but it is the rule of
inference or the principle that connects the premise of Argument 7.6:t0its
conclusion. If some rule of inference is in question—if we are wondering
whether we are justified in using it—then an argument that uses that very rule
assumes the truth of that rule. (PF) is the very rule required to get from the
premise to the conclusion of Argument 7.6, so that argumeni does assume the
truth of (PF). Hence, premise (5-5) is true after all.’ The argument fails to an-
swer Hume'’s challenge.

~The fact that Argument 7.6 does not provide an adequate answer to Hume
does not show that the premise of Argument 7.6 is false or that inductive ar-
guments are in general defective. The problem is that this argument does not
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establish the legitimacy of using (PF) in a circumstance in which the legitimacy
of using it is in doubt.

C2. Pragmatic Defenses of (PF) Some philosophers have noted that inductive
reasoning has certain advantages over any competing strategies for forming
beliefs about unobserved things.® Two related analogies will bring out the idea.
First, consider a situation in which a doctor is going to perform an operation
on a patient. The doctor is not certain that the operation will work, but she
does know that

A. Ifanything will work to save the patient, the operation will.

To take 2 second case, suppose that you are put in the following unfortunate
situation: _

. . . you were forcefully taken into a locked room and told that whether or not you
will be allowed to live depends on whether you win or lose a wager. The object of the
wager is a box with red, blue, yellow, and orange lights on it. You know nothing about
the construction of the box but are told that either all of the lights, some of them,
or none of them will come on. If the colored light you choose comes on, you live;if
not, you die. But before you make your choice, you are also told that neither the
blue, nor the yellow; nor the orange light can come on without the red light also
coming on. If this is the only information you have, then you will surely bet on red.”

In this situation it is true that
B. Ifany bet will be successful, then a bet on red will be successful.

Advocates of the pragmatic justification of induction contend that something
similar is true of induction; They say

C. If anything will work to form accurate beliefs about unobserved
things, induction will.

The reason (C) is true has to do with the self-correcting nature of wdw.c.nmon.
Suppose some rival to induction were being considered. Perhaps reading tea
leaves provides an alternative way to form true beliefs about the future. If so,
then this pattern will be discovered over time. And inductive reasoning will
eventually sanction it. That is, induction will license an argument for the con-
clusion that predictions based on tea leaf readings are true. If any general pol-
icy for forming beliefs proves to work correctly, induction will eventually approve
of it. This may take time, so the case for-(C) is not exactly parallel to the case
for (A) and (B), but it still does provide some sort of vindication of (PF).

( The pragmatic response to Hume's Argument, then, is that there is another way
to justify (PF) in addition to demonstrative and moral arguments. There is the
-¥ pragmatic argument just given. Thus, premise {5-1) is falsc. !

This justification of inductive reasoning may provide less than some would
want. First, reconsider the analogies. Even though (A) is true, it does not fol-
low that the operation has much chance to succeed. Even though (B) is true,
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there is no reason to think that a bet on red will be successfitl or is even likel
to be successful. The operation and the bet may be nothing more than the ‘cmmwﬁ
of some very bad options. It is not clear that this defense of induction implies
“that induction is any better than the best of a set of bad options.

.wcﬁrngoﬂp the point about the selfcorrecting nature of inductionris a bit
misleading. If nature is uniform, then induction eventually will lead to good
principles (presumably), but if it is not, then induction need not. There is no
guarantee that induction will yield good principles forforming beliefs about un-
observed things. ,

Finally, if what was sought is a case for the epistemic rationality of (PF), the
anmnbma.mnmaw to fall short. It does not show that we have good reason Rw be-
lieve that {PF) is true. At most, it shows that we are at least as well off using
(PF) as we are wsing any alternative to it. And that is less than what was sought.

Therefore, these considerations suggest that there is no pragmatic justifica-
tion of induction in the sense of “justification” intended by Hume. Hume’s
Argument has not been refuted. .

C3. An a priori Defense of Induction Hume's Argument is about the past-to-future
principle, (PF).

PE. The future will be like the past.

Hume says, correctly, that no “demonstrative” argument establishes (PF). It is
not true by definition, and demonstrative arguments are the sort that prove
.Ewa.moﬂn of thing. Hume says that any argument for (PF) based on experience
is “circular,” or takes for granted the very thing in question. And that seems
right as well. In a chapter of The Problems of Philosophy, Bertrand Russell at-
tempted to set out the same problem Hume bad discussed, but, interestingly
he formulated the principle under discussion somewhat differenty. A mo:_au
what simplified version of the claim Russell discussed is

PFR. Knowing that things have been a certain way in the past gives you
a good reason to believe that they will be that way in the fuire.®

The key difference between (PF) and (PFR) is that the Iatter is about what we
have reason to believe. If (PFR) is true, ther the premises of inductive argu-
ments can provide us with good reasons to believe their conclusions. These
reasons, of course, are not conclusive./One can have other reasons that defeat,
or undermine, the conclusion of an otherwise good inductive argument. (The
49-year-old who thinks he will still be under 50 at his next birthday has such de-
feating reasons.} (PF) and (PFR) also differin a way that is directly relevant to
Hume's Argument.

Hume is surely right to say that (PF) is not true by definition and cannot be
established by means of a “demonsirative” argument. Things could change to-
morrow, as he says. (PF) is not a necessary truth, But that same fact does not es-
tablish that (PFR) is not true by definition.’ One imperfect analogy illustrates
why. Suppose there is a jar with 1,000 marbles in it. You know that 999 of the
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marbles are black and one is white. You have randomly selected one but not
looked at it. You will think %oz have picked a black one, and that is a reason-
able belief. Now compare:

M1. If there are 1,000 marbles in a jar, 999 are black, 1 is white, and 1
has been randomly selected, then the one selected is biack.

M2. Ifyou know that there are 1,000 marbles in a jar, 999 are black, I
is white, and 1 has been randomly selected (and you have no other
relevant information), then it is reasonable for you to believe that
the one selected is black.

{M1) and (M2} are related to one another in much the same way (PF) and
(PFR) are related to one another. (M1), like (PF}, says that if one condition ob-
tains, then another will obtain: (In the case of (PF), the first conditon is that
some regularity has held in the past, and the second is that it will hold in the
future.) (M2), like (PFR), says that if you know that the first condition obtains,
then you have good reason to think that the second obtains. {M1) is not nec-
‘essarily true. Indeed, there are situations in which (M1) is false. It is false in the
case in which you select the white roarble. In contrast, (M2) may well be nec-
essarily true. Quite plausibly, the definition or nature of the concept of being
reasonable makes it true. There is no possible situation in which the situation
in the antecedent could be true, yet you would not be reasonable in believing
that the selected marble is black.’’ (M2) is something we can know to be true
- @ priory; that is, we.can know it simply by understanding the concepts involved.
We do not have to observe cases and infer its truth.'!

Analogously, according to the present response to Hume’s problem, (PFR)

is true by definition and thus knowable a prior. It is part of the concept of being
reasonable to use past cases as one’s guide to the future. There is no possible
situation in which the condition it mentions—knowledge that things have been
a certain way in the past—could fail to give you a good reason to think that
they will be that way in the future. There may be cases in which that beYief is
false, and there may be cases in which that good reason is overridden by other
reasons (as in the example about the 49-year-old predicting his age on his next
birthday). But there are no cases in which information about past regularities
fails to provide some reason for beliefs about the future. That is just how being
reasonable works. .

The response-to Hume's Argument, then, is that the argument as formulated
is sound. (PF) cannot be proven. However, the epistemic merit of inductive
reasoning does not depend upon the truth of (PF). Instead, inductive reason-
ing depends on the truth of (PFR). And, according to the present response,
(PFR}. is a necessary truth. If Hume’s Argument were reformulated to be about
(PFR), it-would have a version of premise (5-3), modificd to be about (PFR).
That premise would say

53* (PFR) is not a necessary truth.
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MMMM mewmwn is false. Hume's Argument is not sound when modified no.vn

Notice that this response to Hume does not rely on the assumption that
everyone knows that some principle along the lines of (PFR) is true. The claim
is not that, in order to know things by inductive inference, people have to study
aﬁwnmao_omw‘mza come to see that (PFR) is true. Rather, (PFR) is true, and, be-
. n.mEmm .mm is true, everyone (including those who havent thought about it) isjus-
wm& in believing the conclusions of good inductive arguments. In other words
if you are justified in believing the premise of an inductive argument, and rmﬁm

no defeating evidence for its conclusion, then you are justified in believing its
conelusion.'?

D. Induction and Tea Leaves

Critics may think that the solution to Hume’s problem just advanced is no bet-
ter than merely stipulating that induction is reasonable. It might be charged that
defenders of any other practice for forming beliefs about unobserved objects
..nomE defend their practice in a similar way. For example, if a person’s practice
15 to believe the first thing that pops into his head about unobserved objects,
that person might argue that sore analogue of (PFR) concerning that method
of belief formation is reasonable. Or, to take a more colorful case, consider a
tea leaf reader, Madam Malarkey. .

Example 7.1:  Madam Malarkey, The Tea Leaf Reader

Madam Malarkey uses the configuration of tea leaves to form beliefs about
unseen objects. If you want to know something about some object, Madam
Malarkey will look into the tea leaves, and by means of some secret for-
.BEP use what she sees in them to form a belief about the unseen ob-
Ject. Critics object that her methods are irrational nonsense. Some attempt .
to challenge her, asking if she has found that her beliefs have proved to
be correct. She replies, of course, that to worry about track records and
past performance is a sheer prejudice of irrational inductivists. The tea
leaves tell her that the tea leaves are the way to proceed. And, when fur-

ther challenged, she offers an a prriori defense of her approach. She says -

that there is a principle that is true by definition:

TLR. Knowing that the tea leaves predict that p will be true provides
good reason to believe that p will be true.

Madarn Malarkey's defense is, surely, pure malarkey. But is the @ priori defense
of induction any better? Is Madam Malarkey on as good grounds as we are?
Perhaps not. There are a few things to be said in behalf of induction.

. First, suppose it turns out that we cannot offer a proof that (PFR) is true. It
is a mistake to infer that it is false or that our inductive reasoning is not rea-
sonable. Suppose you have some premises (or evidence) and believe some-
thing on that basis. It is one thing to say that the conclusion is reasonable only

&
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if the evidence supports the conclusion, It is another to say that the conclusion
is reasonable only if you can “show” or “prove” that the evidence supports the
conclusion. It is difficult to see why the latter, more demanding, requirement
is correct.

Second, we must admit that Madam Malarkey may be unimpressed by our
response. But we should be careful to distinguish two projects: convincing in-
transigent skeptics or fools and seeing if there is a sensible view according to
which our ordinary beliefs are reasonable ones. Hume was neither intransi-
gent nor a fool. But it is plausible to think he conflated two principles, (PF) and

{PFR)}. Perhaps he would find some merit in the'a priori response, even if Madam

Malarkey would not. .

Third, and most important, there is a good reason to think that the a priori
defense of induction is superior to Madam Malarkey’s defense of (TLR). The
reason is based on a distinction between fundamental principles and derivative
principles. Some principles are, if true, true only derivatively or as a result of
something more fundamental. If someone proposed, as a fundamental prin-
ciple, that it is reasonable to believe the things reported in 2 specific news-
paper, that claim should surely be rejected. Even if the newspaper is in fact
worthy of trust, any principle specifically about the newspaper is a derivative

" principle. The same is true of (TLR). One can imagine, just barely, situations
in which it would be true. Perhaps there are some possible, though unrealis-
tic, situations in which something observable about tea leaves is regularly con-
nected to properties of unobserved objects one is inguiring about. Were such
patterns discovered, it would be reasonable to accept (TLR), or some variant
of it. But that is not the case in the actual world. In the actual world we have
good reason to think tea leaves are not reliable predictors. In any case, (TLR)
is the sort of thing that, if true, is at best contingently true. And, in fact, we
don’t have evidence that it is true. In contrast, (PFR) is not in the same way de-
rivative or contingent. When properly understood, there is no situation in
which it is not reasonable to use past patterns {of the appropriate sort) as
guides to future results.

Finally, it possible that the idea of inference to the best explanation, to be
discussed later in this chapter, can be of some help here. We will return to this
point at the end of the chapter.

- E. Conclusion

'The a priori defense of induction provides a plausible response to the problem

Hume set for inductive reasoning. The key to the response requires seeing the
problem not as one of proving that the future will be like the past, but rather
as one of defending the idea that past {or observed) cases are reasonably used
as evidence about future (or unobserved) cases. The response relies on the
idea thatit is an a priori fact about the nature of evidence, not a contingent fact
about how things are in the actual world, that it is reasonable to use observed
cases as evidence.
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dﬂm.ammmsmn leaves open many hard questions about inductive reasonin wbm
naoted, it i$ not true that the future will be like the past in all respects :o~.m is
reasonable to believe that it will. We know that we will be older in _,.mn PHMH.M
.na.wb we were any time in the past. Determining exactly which observed patterns
itis mmmmoswv_a to believe will continue to obtain is an exceedingly difficult prob-
WE. Zmﬂwﬁrowmmmu the a priori defense of inductive reasoning does at ﬂmmmw ro-
vide 2 suitable response to Hume’s problem. It is safe to conclude that mewnww
Argument does not undermine scientific reasoning and The Standard View, ¢

II. ORDINARY-STANDARDS SKEPTICISM AND BEST EXPLANATIONS
A. Alternative Hypotheses and Skepticism

Advocates of The Skeptical View have another argument for their view. The ar-
gument can be brought to light by raising a simple but difficult question;

What, exactly, is the feature of your evidence that gives you such good

reason to think, for example, that you really do see a book rather than that
you are dreaming, hallucinating, a BIV, etc.?

Here, the question is not one of certainty. Skeptics who raise this question admit
that we need not have certainty in order to have knowledge. However, they con-
tend Emn. if our evidence is good enough to give us knowledge, §a,= our evi-
n_mu.uno must be good enough to provide good reason to think that our ordinary
belicfs are true and the skeptical alternatives are false. However, they claim, when
one Hoo.w.ﬁ at one’s evidence, it is not so clear that our reasons are that qonui.
The issue can be formulated somewhat more precisely as follows. >nm any mo-
ment, o.bow current observations are one’s present experiences and apparent
memories. | iow seem to see a computer on a desk, seem to remember seeing
the saroe sort of desk yesterday, and so on. More generally, as | now seem 1o re.
an:wﬂ, and experience things, my experiences follow patterns. The objects I
experience cither stay still or move around in relatively smooth ways. Objects
do not simply appear and disappear in a random or disorganized way. Fur-
thermore, places look similar over time, or they change in regular ways. My
office looks today approximately the way it looked vesterday. When I go home
my house will look similar to the way it looked when I left. The plants in my mmau
Qn.ﬁ change gradually in regular ways. Things appear in just about the way rel-
ativelystable and persisting objects would 2ppear to a perceiver with a relatively
stable perceptual system. We can sum this up as follows:

O.HdmeanS.onbn @Qnmvﬂcﬁnxvmnﬁﬁna%mﬂwnm regular and
orderly. ,

- The commonsense explanation of (O) is, -

CS. There is 2 world of enduring and relatively stable physical objects.

My experiences are typically caused by these objects stimulating my
sense organs,



