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DESCRIPTION

A true contingent general propostion - Every 4 is B - whose
gerrality is not limited to any particular regions of space
or of time will be called by a person C a law of nature ¢

patural ‘law if,., '

If the hypothesis that all men are mortal is regarded as
supported solely by the direct evidence that men have died,
then it will not be regarded as a law of nature; but if it

is regarded as also being supported by being deduced from

the higher-level hypothesis that all animals are mortal, the
evg¢idence for this being also that horses have died, dogs
have died, etec,, then it will be accorded the honorific title
of "law of nature" which will then indicate that there axe
other reasons for believing it than evidence of its instances
alone,

Generally spesking,atrue scientific hypothesis will be
regarded as a law of nature if it has an explanatory function
with regard te lower level hypotheses or its instances; vice
versa, to the extent that a scientific hypothesis provides an
explanation, to that extent will there be an inclination to
endow it with the honourable status of natural law.
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F/U
1. 4 .
VT CLOCK
2. TK.1 (Dur: ~ _ /AITE]
Opening titles
A TJL1 _
"LAWS OF NATURE & EXPLANATIONY
TJ.2
"A discussion betwesen..."
TJ.3
"Introduced by
Dr, Oswald Hanfling"
4., 2 _4A  JHANFLING: Some of the things we know about
MS  HANFLING
the world we know to be true universslly.
We know that every case of so and so is a
case of such and such, or that whenever a
certain thing heppens, a cervain other thing
happens. Within this lnowledge we make an
important distinction - a distinction
between what we might call universals of
fact and universals of law. The important
thing about universals of law is that we
not only think them to be true, but to be
(TK NEXT)




-2~ (4.30%/6)

(8HOT 4, on 2)

HANFLING contd: in some sense neceesarily

true. Take for example the fact that all
Open University students at Study Centre
No. 999 wear a kilt, And consider what it

wouldbe like if one of them were not to

wear a kilt./ [ETE/

v B i s T mAt M R e Gmen e e AR e wwE amem e mm vema  dmer

/There'!s nothing very remarkable in that,

By contrast, consider the law that all
unsupported bodieg fall to the ground.
Here is an example of an event happening

in_accordance with this law./ TES

Let's see that again.

—wm drme Mt e e e el mmih AL EE ey WAL MR R Gmu e e e smm e Wb

/Well, you see the kind of shock that that

produces. You immediately know there must

be some kind of television trickery going

5¢ TK.2 (Dur: 15"-20")
PFilm: Kilt animation
6. 2 A
MS HANFLING
7¢ TE.3 /Dur: 15"-20'1)
FPilm: Chair falling anim,
(Chair falling/chap falling)
(Chair falling/chap suspended
in mid-air)
8. 2 A
MS  HAUFLING
(T3 WEXT)




(SHOT 8, on 2)

(J NEXT)

-3 - (4.303/6)

HANFLING contd: on, We would certainly
want to say that human bodies and §hher
such objects must fall to the ground.
Zzgt’s take an even more vivid example,
Here's a bunch of keys, If I let them go,
they fall to the ground. I'1l try that
again. Here's a bunch of keys., 1 let
them drop. As I said, you know that
trickery is involveg;7

The difference betwsen the two kinds of
universals comes out in our attitude to
hypothetical propositions. If I know

that all students at Study Centre No. 999
wear a kilt, this wouldn't lead me to say
that if some other students were to Join
that Centre, they must alse wear a kilt.
By contrast, if the chair I''m sitting on
were removed I would certainly say that I
mast fall to the grownd. /Or, take this
bunch of keys. I would certainly say that
if T were to throw them out of the window
{which I'm not going %o do), they must fall
to the groun§;7

What is it that makes the difference
between the two kinds of universals? One
account of the differmnce is given by
Professor R.B, Braithwaite in his book,

Scientific Explanation. And the account




-4 - (4.383/6)
(SHOT 8, on 2) |

HANFLING oontds he gives forms part of

his general conception of laws of nature
and scientific explanation, two things
that we ghall be discussing in this
programme. I1'11 try to give a brief
summary of Braithwaite's account., AiAn
important place is given in it to the
guestion of how a person acquires his
knowledge of a natural regularity: If it
is just s matter of observing a rmber of
instances of A being associated with B,
then it isn't, so far, a law of nature;
and there is no necessity about it., If,
on the other hand, %is knowledge is
deducible from some hypothesis, then it
can be regarded as a laws and it gete its
necessity because it follows logically from
that hypothesis. For example, the
proposition that all men are mortal can be
called a law if it's regarded as

deducible from the higher-level hypothesis
that all animals are mortal, VWhy is the
latter called higher-level? Not just
because the proposition about all men can
be deduced from it. But because other
propoeitions which are, so to speak, on
the same level as the ane about all men

can alsc be deduced from it; proposiions

(TJ NEXT)




(SHOT 8, on 2)

9. TJ.4

(A.303/6)

HANFLING contd: about horses, cats, ete.

Of course, all men are mortal' is hardly
the sort of thing that would occur to a
sclentist ag a typical law of nature,
Let's take something more true to life.

I suppoge one of the besgt Jnow laws is
Boyle's Law, concerning the relation
between the pressure anl volume of a gas.
For our purposes we needn't worry about
technicalities. Let's just put down the

name Boyle's Law,/ Now Boyle's Law is

"Boyle's Law"

10. TJ.5

deducible from the Hretic Theory of Gases.

/ind it's an important aspect of Braithwaite's

Kinetic/Boyle's

1. TJ.6

account that this Kinetic Theory is higher
level in the sense that one can also deduce
from it some other laws besides Boyle'ts

Law. There is no need 4o explain these, Law

les' Law & the Pressuwe
We can just put down é%%?% names;? And from

+Charlas! & Pressure Law

any one of these laws we can deduce more
regtricted law-like statements, Let's

again take Boyle's law, and this time work
downwards from it. From Boyle's Law there
follows a law-like statement about hydrogen,

another about helium, and so on, /ind then

12, 1TJ.7
+Law applied to Hydrogen
& Helium again, from these special laws we can deduce
what would happen - what must happen ~ in
particular instances; take Boyle'sg Law
13, TJ.8 applied to hydrogen,/ from that we know
+Law applied to Hydrogen,
Ha, Hb, Etca
{TJ NEXT}
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(SHOT 13, on TJ)
HANFLING contd: what must happen in an
ingtance of rydrogen in condition 4, in
condition B, and so on. And the séme for
14, TJ,9 the other gases.  Let me recap: An

15, 2

Sumnary chart

A

(4 WEXT)

3~5 favouring BRATTHWAITE

important aspect of Braithwaite's account

is its concern with explanation. What
happens with the instances of gases, and
then again the special laws about gases, is
held by him to be explained by Boyle's Law ~
and this is because they are deducidble from
it. And Boyle's Law, in its turn, and to-
gether with its companions, is held to be
explained by the Kinetic Theory, because
they are deducible from it. The Kinetiec
Theory itself will be explained if it in
turn is deduc ible in the same sort of way
from some yet higher level hypotheds, and so
on. Whether there has to be some upper
1imit to thisz procedure, is a wyuestion we

night consider later in the programme.

/Now I have Professor Braithwaite in the

gtudio with me to answer some questions and
consider possible objections to his account.
And to put the questions and objections, I've
got with me Mr, Kenneth Baublys, Lecturer in
Pnilosophy at the University of Lancaster.
Perhaps we could start off by considering

Prof. Braithwaite's criterion for calling
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(SHOT 15, on 2)

16.

17

18,

(

98}

HANFLING contd: something a law of nature,

And I'm thinking particularly of what he
gays in the passage reprinted on page 193
of our Reader, "Pundamental Problemg in

4 A _ Thilosophy". He says:/™i true contingent
Rol, cap.1

general proposition - Every 4 is B ~ whose
generality is not limited to any particular
regions of space or of time will be called

by a person C g law of nature or natural law

2 4 ifees" / - I won't go into the actual
3~5 favouring BRATTHWAITE

conditions, or into what it says about
"vegions of space and time". What I'm
wondering about is the way it says "will

be callé??a person”. That seems to make it
relative to persons whether something is a

law. Do you think that?s all right, Ken?

4 A /
MS BAUBLYS

s/1
.10
"Kenneth Baublys" - ident
T/0
AS DIRECTED (1): (Short discussion & introduction of
Braithwaite)
1 A afb
2 A 3-8
3 A M85 BRAITHWAITE
s/1
TJ,.11
"R.,B. Braithwaite" - ident
/0

DIRECTED (2) NEXT)
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(SHOT 20, on 3)

AS DIRECTED (2): ( 3~WAY DISCUSSION)

1 A MS, MOU, CU BAUBLYS
2-5 HANFLING/BAUBLYS
35

2 A MS, MCU, CU HANFLING
2-S HANFLING/BAUBLYS
or
HANFLING/BRATITHWAITE
3u8
3 A MS, MCU, CU BRAITHWATTE
2-p HANFLING/BRAITAWAITE
3a5

4 A ROLLER CAPS:
2, "If the hypothesig..."

3, "Generally speaking,.."

J,.12
"Taking part were..."

77,13

"Production Patricia Hodgson"

TJ.14

A production for...
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OPEN UNIVERSITY ~ 8. (A.303/6)
Project N#8: 00525/3021

" PROGRUMHE TRANSCRTPT PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY - LAWS OF NATURE
| AND EXPLANATION

HANFLING: Some of the things we lnow
about the world we know to be true
universally. We know every case of so
and g0 is a case of such and such, or
that whenever a certain thing happens,
a certain other thing happens. Within
this knowledge we make an important
distinction -~ a distinction betwéén
what we night call univerals of fact
and universals of law. he important
thing about universals of law ies that
we not only think them to be true, but
to be in some sense necessarily true.
Take, for example, the fact that all
Open University students at Study
Centre No. 999 wear kilts., And consider
whaf it would be like if one of them

.were hot to wear a kilst.

W/T - People all talking together,


-U.es

¥ if I let po, they fall to the
ground., Let's try that arain.
5 bunch of eys - ¥ let, ..

24 | (4.303/6)
HANFLING: Well, thare's nothing very
remarkable in that. By conirast,
consider the law that all unsupported
bodies fzll to the ground. Here's an
example of an eventhappening in

accordance with this law.

W/T - Clatter, bang.

HARFIING: Let's just see that again.
W/T - Whistle, exclamation.

BANFLING: Well, you see the kind of
shock that that produces. You lmmediate!
think there must be some kind of tele~
vision trickery going on, as indeed
there was., We would certainly want %o
say %hat human bodies and other esuch
objects must fall to the ground. DLet's
take another examplé. Here's a bunch
of keys —;I let them drop. Well, as I
said, you know that there is some
trickery going on. The difference
between the two kinds of univoersals,
comes out in our attitude to hypo-

thetical propesitions.




3. (4.303/6)
HANFLING: (conttd) If I knew that all °
students at Study Centre No. 999 wear
kilts, this wouldn't lead me to say
that if some othor students were to
join that centre, they nust also wear
kilts. By ce¢ontrast, if the chair Inm
sitting on were removed, I would
cortainly say that I wust fall $o the
ground, @r again to take this bunch
of keys, I would certainly say that

if I weve to throw them out of the
window {(which I'm not going to de)

they nusf fall to the ground. What is
it that wmakes the difference between
the two kinds of wniverpals? One
account of the differsnce is given by
Professor k.B. Braithwaite in his bock,
Seientific Explanation. And the account
hz gives forms part of bis gonoral
conception of laws of nature and
scientific explanation. Two things
that we shall be discussing in fthis
programae. I'1ll try to give a brief
suimmary of Bralthwaite's account. An
important place is given in it to the
guestion of hew a pcrson acguires his

knowledge of a natural regulavity.
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HANFLING: (cont'd) If it's just a
matter of observing a number of instance
of A being associated with B, then it
isn't so far a law of nature, and
there's no necessity about it, If, on
the othoer hand, his knowledge is
deducible from some hypothesis, then it
can be regarded as a law, and it gets
its necessity becauwse it follows
logically from that hypothesis., For
exauple, the proposition that all men
are mortal can be called a law if it's
regarded a deducible from the higheor
level hypothesis that all animals are
mortal. Why is the latter called
higher level? Not just because the
proposition about all men can be
deduced from it, but because other
propositions which are, s0 to gpeak,

on the same level as the one about

all men, can also be deduced from it.
Propositions about all horses, all
cats, etec. Well, of course, 'all men
are mortal'! is hardly the sort of thing
that would occur to a scientist ag a
typical law of nature, so lét!'s take

gsomething a bit wmore true to life,
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HANPLING: (cont'd) I suppose one of
the best known laws is Boyle'!s law
concerning the relation between the
pressure and the volume of a éas. For
our purposes we needn't worry about
the technicalities of the law; let's
just put down the name 'Boyle's Law.!
Now Boyle's Law is deducible on the
kinetic theory of gases, and it'as an
important aspect of Braithwaite's
account that this kinetic theory is
higher level in the sense that one can
also deduce from it some other laws
besides Boyle's Law. Again, there's
no need to explain these, we can Jus%
put down theilir names - Charles! Law
and the Pressure Law. And from any one
of these laws we can deduce more
restricted law-like statements. Tott!s
again take Bovle's Law and this time
work downwards from it. From Boylets
Law there follows a law-like statemeht
about hydrogen, another about helium,
and so on. And then again from these
apecial laws we can deduce what would
happen, yhat must happen, in particular
instances. Take this Boyle'a Law

applied to hydrogen.
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HANFLING: (cont'd) From this we know
what must happen in an instance of |
hydrogen in condition A, in condition
B, and so on. And the same for the
other gases. Now an important aspect
of Braithwaite's accountlis its con- .
cern with exvplanation. ILet's just look
again at the chart. What happens

with the instances of gases, and then
again the special laws about gases, 1s
held by him to be explained by Boyle's
Law. And this is because they are
deducible from it. And Boyle's Law,
in its turn, and together with its
companions, is held to be explained

by the kinetic théory because they are
deduecible from it. The kinetic theory
itself will be explained if it, in
turn, is deducible in the same sort of
way from some yet higher level hypo-
thesis, and so on. Whether there has
te be some upper limit to this procedure
is a question we might, perhaps, congide
lator in the programme. Now I have
Professor Bralthwaite in the studio
with me to answer some questions and
consider possible objections to his

account, and to put the guestions and.
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HANFLING: (contfd) objections I've got
with me Kenneth Baublys, Lecturer in
Philosophy at the University of
Lancaster. And perhaps we could hegin
by congidering Profesgor Braithwaite's
eriterion for calling something a law
of nature, and I'm thinking particularly
of one passage in his book. Tt's re-
printed on Page 193 of our reader '
'FPundamcntal Problems of er Fundamental
Problems in Philogphy! and it goes like
this:= "A true contingent gencral
proposition -~ every A is B -~ whose
genexrality is not limitcd to any
particular regions of space or time,
will he called by a person C, a law of
nature of natural law if ,.." and then
he gives some conditions. 3But I don't’
want to go into conditions at the
moment, or for that matter, the bit
about er regions of space and time.
What I'm wondering about is the way it
says "will be called by a person®.

Now this does seem to make the notion
of a law relative to particular pexrsons,
and I'd like to ask, first of all, Ken
whether you are happy with that notion?
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BAUBLYS: Not entirely, no, Um on

this account what is a law secems to
depend on whether it's regarded by a
person as a law, and thils in turn, er
depends on how that, the statement
gxpressing the law gets into the rest
of that person's belief, um beicfa,

Um and it seems that er the implication,
therefore, is that a particular state-
ment might be both law-like and non~law
like, depending on how a person ra2gards
it, relative to the rost of his beliefs,
and in addition, um a statement might
be non-law-like at one time, and then
become law-like because it becomes
incorporated into a theory. And this,

I do find a rather odd feature on

Erofegesor Braithwaite's er account.

. BEATTHWATTE:  Yes, there certainly

are congequences of my secount, but the,
my account was the way in which 1 gave
‘ny acecount, er was in order to do some=-
thing to distinguish betwcen er laws

of nature and other universals er which
did not require a differant:objective
that they were saying someth.. ér

they were saying something different,

if you like, about the World.



9. (4.383/6)
BRAITHWAITE: (cont'd) And in my

account, therefore, you put it that er
if you, that a law of nature was to
make a universal generalisation er in
sueh a way, in eu.., in a context in
which it was supported by other things,
beliefs that you had. BSo therefore,
naturally, what would be a law of
nature, to what one person would call a

law of nature, another person might not,

BAUBLYS: Mmm., It-it-it does scem

to me, you see, that er whethcr some-
thing actually is a law-like regulariiy,
is Iindependant to whethcer anyone knows
this, or indeed whether there are any
people round at all. Um I think what

I would want to say ls that the er or
one of the essentlal differences between
er a universal law-like statement and

a non~law-like statement er is that er

a law-like statement um rules out certair
conceivable er states of affairs as er

vhysically impossible.

HANFLING: Could I just come in there,
Ken, and put this question to Braith—

waite.
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HANFLING: (cont'd) Um I mean er Ken
made the point that whether something
is a law of nature is independant of
what people say, or indeed whethor
there's any anyocne is around; would

you disagree with that?

BRAITHWAITE: Certainly, yes, certainly

I disagree with that,

BiJBLYS: Disagree with it?

BRATTHWAITE: I do disagree with that,

yes, yes. The-the thing thatl's, the
thing that is independant of what a
person says is with the generalisation,
ag you say, holds in both cases,
Whethzr genevalisation is to be called

a law of nature or not.

BAUBLYS: Yes., ©So-so you'd want to say,
for exauple, I mean if we go er er talk
of given law, I say Boyle's Law, you'd
want to say that um wheth:r Boyle's Law
is, in fact, a law, is not something
that's independant of what people say?
So if there 'weren't any people around

... (interrupted)
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BRATTHWATTE: I should decline to

answer the question, whether it is in
fact a law. Because you see, this is
an illegitimate question, I should say.

HANFLING: It's a bad question,

BRAITHWATE: Bad question, yes.

BAUBLYS: To put the-the guestion in
terms of physical possibilities, you're
really denying that there's any notion
or physical possibility or physical
impossibility, which is independant of
what we might know the structure of

our beliefs and so on. Thieg 1s really

what you'se denying.

BRAITHVATITE: I mean, this 1s, there is

no er physical necessity.
HANFLING: Could you say what is mecant
by it for you; by the phrase 'physical

possibility.t' Is it possible?

(A11 talking together)
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BAUBLYS: Well of course I-I-I um agree
that this actually is very difficult
this is it's very difficult to glve
“an account of the notion of physical
possibility and physical impossibility
independantly of saying things like |
un er a stqte of, a state of physically
inpossible er if the statement describing
it is or ruled out by if it's logically
and consistent with er a law of naturc.
Er and you might say that this isn't

er enough.

BRAITHWAITE: No, I, you're-you're, I

think you're Jjust being ciraular;
you'lre just using more words. And, you
see, with regard to ruling out or
exclude, after all er or an accidental
generalisation, uwniversal of fact,
rules out .. in this way a lot of

possibilities.

BAUBLYS: Indeed, yes. I, this is true,
but on the other hand, if-if you consider
er um a law-like statement. For

example, congider the statement that no-
body can travel fagtor than the speed

of light, er I think that we all er -

have um a clear understanding what is
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BAUBLYS : (cont'd) meant by saying
that er the law excludes the possibi-
1ity of a body travelling faster than
the speed of light, with the notion

of pogesibility actually is independant

of the structure of our knowledge.

BRAITHWAITE: Br, oh yes, but, entirely,
I gnite agree with that it excludes
that possibility by being merely the
universal faect which it includes.

That execludes the possibility itself

without adling an extra law-like eclement

HANFLING: But if someone was to come
along in addition and say one might
want to do as an ordinary pecrson, say
not merely that a mattcr of fact this
is always so, but it must be so, then
you would want to say that this extra
bit of 'must! ilsn't anything in nature;
it's something that I, as it were, put

into this.

BRATTHWAITE: If you're going to say

'must be so'! er the only, I should say
it was illegitimate to say 'must be so!
unless you were going to er deduce it

from some other er general law.
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BRAITHWAITE: (cont'd) 1In which case

the 'must' refers to the illogical,
logic of that deduction.

BANFLING: Yes, well that brings us
onto the next point I wanted to raise
and this-~this brings us on to the um

to the question of how a psrson actually
describes, comes to describe something
as a law of naturc and what the cond-
ition is under which he does so, and um
here I would like to read er another
bit that was re~printed in the book.
This is top Page 194, and it says:

WIf the hypothesis that all men aga
mortal is roegarded as supported solely“
by the direct evidnce that men have
died, then it will not be regarded as

a law of nature. But if it's regarded
as also being supported by beihg
deduced from the higher level hypothesis
that all animals are mortal, the
evidence for this being also that
horses have died, dogs have died, ete.
then it will be accorded the honorific
title of law of nature. Which will
then Idicate that there are othar
reagons for believing it than evidence

of ites instances alone.m
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HANFLING: (contid) Er, well, I'd like
to ask there, fairly direetly, that
just whether it's really true; is it a
necesgary condition of calling some-
thing a law of nature that it must be
er deducible from some higher level of

hypothesis?

BAUBLYS Yes; Er, I mean historically
er IT'm not sure that er this is er um

a justifiable view. You see, I'm very
tempted to say that as far as, for
exXample, Boyle's Law was conceérned,
‘this was accepted by Boyle himself,
and by otheors as a law, in spite of the
fact that at that time er it-it was

um cgtablished as a law; theres was no
theory, kinetic theofy of gases from
which it could be dcduced. I would say
historically, cr the notion of er
statements expressing law-like reg-—
ularities is iﬁdependant of the idea

of them being part of a scicntific

deductive systen.

BRAITHYAITE: Well, I've been trying to

say this is due to have, not being a
hypothesis or a perspective in that
this, the possibility of making this
distinction, I don't think, could have

er occured in Boyle's time,
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BRAITHWAITE: (cont'd) I mean, I think

er the dif, the notions of the
different sorts of necessity, I don't
think were ever thought of rually,
until a century latcr. But with regard
to my er my laying down the law in that
way, like 'what is the distinction?®
this of course, ig stylistic., I mean T
was writing a book and this is, er
this is all prefaced by these as ny
ideas. What I was roally doing er
taking this er expressing this, not in
the context of tne book, I should wish
to say a proposal which I make for a
profitable distinction between laws

of nature, cr universals of law and
universals of facy, would be that

'you shall call it ...!' It would be
that. 4And I don't rcally wish to say
this is how penple use er the words
'laws of naturec! er but still it scems

to be very ....

HANFLING: Well it isn't, it isn't, it

wasn't wrong of of er Boyle and so on,
to call their things laws and it isn't
wrong of us to call, to say that they

discovered laws, and it isn't wrong...
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BRATTHWAITE: I never, I don't criti-

sige other people for this. But there
the point is how profitable is it, is
the distinction made. This secms to

be a profitable distinetion to make.

BAUBLYS: You see, I still would insist
though that it's guite indepcendant,
independantly of the historical point
and, in order to -to go into that;
you'd have to ask the historians of
science. Even if you take the present
day situation, I think scientisis

would be preparad to accept a certain
statement as laws, even though they
can't, as a natter of fact, be dzduced
from some overall theory. Actually
there are great difficulties in finding
such stotements for various recasons at
the prosent time, but I-I still think
that um the notion of a statement
cxpressing a law-like regularity isn't
intrinsically tied up to it heing part

of a scientific gystem.

BRAITHWAITE: I-I-I think we only really
disagree about the highcest level ones.
You gay a lof of scientists would call
those laws and ascording to my criterion.

they'!'re net.
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BRAITHWAITE: (cont'd) Well the other
scientist I think, could be on the
whole, slightly helpful that there

will be further explanations valid.

HANFLING: Well what about, what about
some lower level ones; I mean I don't .
know enough about er you know, to know
my way around, but surely there mhst
ke some lower level laws that er that
we do want to say ave laws, although
we haven't got um any higher level
hypothesis. What about, for exanple,
this-this casc about water expands
below 40 centigrade, isn't it%?
{interruption) I should want to say,

I, as I'm not a scientist, but I should
want to say that's a law, although I
don't know any hypothesis ...

BAUBLYS: Even though, as a matter of
fact, in this casc there is one er as

a matter of fact.

BRATTHWAITH: It's merely a matter of

different sorts of methods of expressing

it .., er if I should say it is a fact,
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BRAITHWAITE: (eont'd) a fact about

water resistance, we haven't yet got

an e¢xXplanation of it.

HANFLING: What about the clement of
necessity though, which I should want

to put into it?

BRAITHWAITE: Well that yes, yes, yas,

no, no.

BAUBLYS: Er there is er one feature of
the account that you give 1n your book
that I'd like to take up. This is um
in your example of the simple, scient-
ifiec reduction system whcre you have
all animels arc mortal as the highest
level of hypothesis, and wvarious
particular animals, Now, on your acccour.
um the statement 'all animals are
mortal'! actually is not a law because
the only cvidence for it are dircet
instances of particular animals being
mortal, ®o therefore on your account,
from a non-law, one can deducc laws and
presumably er cxplain laws on the basis
of non-laws. Now this, I find, wvzry
0dd indeed. You're gquite preparcd to

aceept this consequence of your account?



!
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BRAITHWAITE: But the-the deduction

is always between the gencralisations -
doesn't matter whether they're laws

or not. Er I'm saying is the deduction.

BAUBLYS: Yes, oh yes, this is true, yce

BRATTHWAITE: That'a a deductive systom,
I mean it'!s perfectly true I call my
principlesg,will call things laws that
stand lower in the deduction and the

upper things will not be called thom,
BAUBLYS: But, but youfre guvite prepared
to accept that on your views on non-

laws, one can deduce laws...

BRAITHWAITE: Well, no, no, no, no.

What I call laws, from what you call
non-laws, I'm porfectly prepared to,
I..T can deduce othcr generalisations

which I am preparcd to c¢all laws.

HARFLING: What, what is actually
wrong with this, Xen; I mean is it a
kind of logical point that you-you
think there's more in the-in the con-
clusion than there is in the premises,

ig it that kind of thing?
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BAUBLYS: Ummm, well it's something

like that; it's not gquite 1like that.
‘I-I think er what I have in mind here,
ig um that there's the notion of
explanation that we have um is such that
¢r in the, Jjust in the same way as we
want to say that particular instances
can be explained if they're deduced
from laws, and hnt just deduced from,

exr you know, incidental gencralisations.
Similarly in deducing laws, you want
them to be deduced from other laws,

and not Jjust from .. otherwise ..,

This is really the point I have in

mingd,

HANFLING: With-with the link with

explanation, ves,

BAUBLYS:. That's right, that's the
reason why I want to say it's wvery odd
to say that one can deduce er laws

from non-laws .e.s.s

BANFLING: Yes, I wonder if I could
bring in at thie stage er ancther-
anothor passage which um brings oud

rather well the er the conneoction
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HANFLING: (cont*d??:ﬁetweenfer gomes=
think being a law and being able to .
explain somcthing, and this is on-on
page 195 of The Reader, and it says:
NGenerally speaking a true scientific
hypothesis will be regarded as a law
of nature if it has an explanatory
function with regard to lower level
hypothesis or its instances; #iae-versa
to the extent that a scientific |
hypothesis provides an explanation %o
that extont will there will be an
inclination to endow it with the
honourable status ofnatural law?"

Um, and this brings out rather well,
docsn't it, how for you the two ex

aspects of law are int:orlinked?
BRAITHWAITE: Oh yes, yes.

HANFLING: But it's explanatory insofar
as it's as it's deducitle on a higher

level, yes.

BAVRLYS:

Yes, I wo, I wouldn't disagree from
that quote very mueh. Er I would just
want to er say that um the relation

between something being, from my point



BAUBLYS: (cont'!'d) of view, something
being a law and being part of a '
deductive Systcm ig that, if a state-
ment is part of a deductive system,
this provides very good rcasoneg for
supposing that it is a law-like
regularity. In other words the
connection between being a law, being
part of a deductive system, is a
relation of ex of Just Justification;
there are good grounds for supposing
this cr rather than making the notion
of a law in%rinsically dependant on
being part of a deductive systom in

the way that you want to do.

BRATIHWAITE: Yes. I don't think we

er our disagreeuents come to anything
wore really than that you would like
to call, you would call the top of
the dcductive system at any stage
more probably. Whereas my oprinciple
my cr criterion does cxclude the top
one from being a law, excoent, unless
to the extent that you are assuning
that 1t will be including 1t or hope
that 1t can be included on a wider,

in a widor syatenm.




HANFLING :
Ené thing that worries mc and or I

think this would go for-for both of
your accounts, is that, we have this
kind of hierachical account with er

laws explained by othor laws and SO on -
we go up and up and up -~ but or 1%

secms that we're always going 1o have
something at the top, right at the top
that are not going to be thomselves
explained and one might think, well if
they aren't explain=zd, then thkis

infecte the explanation all the way
down the lire. So we haven't really

got cxplanation anywayr. Are either of

yvou worricd about thias?

BUAITHWAITE: Well, I'm sorry, this is

this is the clasgical objection, anti-
scientific objectiuvn, that sciencc

doeg not ‘roduce ultimate explonations.
Never does produce ultimate explanations
The answer to that is that it's the
nature of science not to be able to
produce ulinmoté explanations. 4ind all

wo can ask is a further gquestion.
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B.UBLYS: Yes, yes. I would-would
absolutely agree with that, and and
just reiterate the point um by-by
saying that if you consider the logical
sclentific explanation, it is quite
obvious that at any particular point
however advanced your scisnce 1is,
you'll always have a situation whers
certain of your premises are une
explained; they are the prenises that
gserve to provide the explanation.
This is er really Jjust a logical point
about the nature of scilentific

explanation. You'll alwayg have ....

HANFLING: Thie is something that comes -
whether we take thismodel or not, in |

fact, on any conception of science.
BALUBLYS: I think so, yee indeed.

HANGLING: I think on that c¢r note of
agreement we'll have to end the
programie. Thank you very much R.B.

Braithwaite and Kenneth Baublys.




