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HOLLER CAPTIONS - ( a l l on cam. 4) 

NO. SHOT DESCRIPTION 

1» 16 A t r u e con t ingen t genera l p ropos t i on - Every A I s B - whose 
g e i g r a l i t y i s not l i m i t e d t o any p a r t i c u l a r reg ions o f space 
o r o f t ime w i l l be c a l l e d by a person C a law o f na tu re o r 
na tu ra l■ law i f . . . 

2 . AS I f t he hypo thes i s t h a t a l l men are m o r t a l i s regarded as 
S IR . (2 ) supported s o l e l y by the d i r e c t evidence t h a t men have d i e d , 

then i t w i l l no t be regarded as a law o f n a t u r e ; bu t i f i t 
i s regarded as a lso be ing supported by be ing deduced from 
t he h i g h e r - l e v e l hypo thes is t h a t a l l animals a re m o r t a l , t he 
e v i d e n c e f o r t h i s be ing a lso t h a t horses have d i e d , dogs 
have d i e d , e t c . , then i t w i l l be accorded the h o n o r i f i c t i t l e 
o f " law o f n a t u r e " which w i l l t hen i n d i c a t e t h a t t he re are 
o ther reasons f o r b e l i e v i n g i t t han evidence of i t s i ns tances 
a lone* 

3* " Gene ra l l y speak ing ,a t rue s c i e n t i f i c hypo thes i s w i l l be 
regarded as a law o f na tu re i f i t has an exp lana to ry f u n c t i o n 
w i t h r ega rd t o lower l e v e l hypotheses o r i t s i ns tances ; v i c e 
ve rsa , t o the ex ten t t h a t a s c i e n t i f i c hypo thes is p rov ides an 
e x p l a n a t i o n , t o t h a t ex ten t w i l l t h e r e be an i n c l i n a t i o n t o 
endow i t w i t h t he honourable s t a tus o f n a t u r a l l aw . 

- i i i -



HUmOHG ORDER 

- l v -

TK.3? Chair /man anim. 

2 - 3 ! HAHFLINGs Bunch o f 
i keys demo. 

3 . 3- 5 ; HAWFLIKGJ L i n k t o 
I 'Laws' seq. 

9 . - l 4 * r 5 - ^ TJs /H 's v /os 'Lavs* ' 2? 
I : SBCl* J 

15. -17. 1 6 - 7 

18.-AS : 
b l H . ( l ) j 

lAS I 
p!R.(2)j 

HAKFLING: Recap /L ink ; 2,4 
t o d i s c u s s i o n . j 
H o l l e r cap . I . _... 

H. i n t r o s BAUBLYS/ 
BRAITHWAITE 

1,2,3 

3-WAY d i s c u s s i o n 
R o l l e r caps 

' 1 ,2 ,3 ,4 -

19. T J s : End c r e d i t s 

- I V -



- 1 - (A.303/6) 

1 . 

F/U 

/S/B TK/ 

VT CLOCK 

/Rim TK/ 

2. TK.1 (Pur; 
Opening t i t l e s 

/MUTE/ 

3. TJ .1 
"LAWS OP NATURE & EXPLANATION" 

TJ.2 
"A d i scuss ion "between. . . " 

TJ ,3 
" In t roduced by 
Dr , Oswald H a n f l i n g " 

4 . 2 A 
MS HAN5XING 

/S /B TK/ 

/ H A K F L I N G S Some o f the t h i n g s we know about 

the w o r l d we know t o be t r u e u n i v e r s a l l y * 

We know t h a t every case o f so and so i s a 

case of such and such, o r t h a t whenever a 

c e r t a i n t h i n g happens, a c e r t a i n o the r t h i n g 

happens. W i t h i n t h i s knowledge we make an 

impor tan t d i s t i n c t i o n - a d i s t i n c t i o n 

between what we might c a l l u n i v e r s a l s o f 

f a c t and u n i v e r s a l s of law. The impor tan t 

t h i n g about u n i v e r s a l s o f law i s t h a t we 

no t on ly t h i n k them t o be t r u e , but t o be 

(TK NEXT) 

- 1 -



(SHOT 4 , on 2) 

/RUH TK/ 

5* TK.2 (J)urs 15"-2Q.") 
F i l m : K i l t an ima t ion 

- 2 - (A .303 /6 ) 

HAHEEiIHG c o n t d ; i n some sense n e c e s s a r i l y 

t r u e . Take fox example the f a c t t h a t a l l 

Open U n i v e r s i t y s tudents a t Study Centre 

No. 999 wear a k i l t . And cons ider what i t 

wouldbe l i k e i f one o f them were not t o 

wear a k i l t . / /MUTE/ 

/ s / B TK/ 

6 . 2 A 
MS HAMBTG 
/HUH EK/ 

/ T h e r e ' s n o t h i n g ve ry remarkable i n t h a t • 

By c o n t r a s t , cons ider the law t h a t a l l 

■unsupported "bodies f a l l t o the g round . 

Here i s an example o f an event happening 

7. TK.? /Purs 15 " -20 " ) i n accordance w i t h t h i s l a w . / /MOTE/ 
F i l m ; Cha i r f a l l i n g anim. 

(Cha i r f a l l i n g / c h a p f a l l i n g ) 

L e t ' s see t h a t a g a i n . 

(Cha i r f a l l i n g / c h a p suspended 
i n m i d - a i r ) 

8 . 2 A 
MS HAHFLING 

(TJ NEXT) 

_ / V e l l , you see t he k i n d o f shock t h a t t h a t 

produces, You immedia te ly know the re must 

be some k i n d o f t e l e v i s i o n t r i c k e r y go ing 

- 2 -



- 3 - (A.503/6) 

(SHOT 8, on 2) 

KAHFLIHG- contd: on. We would ce r ta in l y 

want to say tha t human bodies and ofther 

such objects must f a l l t o the ground. 

^Let*s take an even more v i v i d example. 

Here's a bunch of keys. I f I l e t them go, 

they f a l l to the ground, I ' l l t r y that 

again* Here's a hunch of keys. I l e t 

them drop. As I sa id , you know that 

t r i c k e r y i s involvedT7 

The di f ference between the two kinds of 

universals comes out i n our a t t i tude to 

hypothet ical propos i t ions. I f I know 

that a l l students a t Study Centre No, 999 

wear a k i l t , t h i s wouldn't lead me to say 

that i f some other students were to j o i n 

that Centre, they must also wear a k i l t . 

By contrast , i f the chair I 'm s i t t i n g on 

were removed 1 would ce r ta in l y say that I 

must f a l l to the ground, /Ox, take t h i s 

bunch of keys. I would ce r ta in l y say tha t 

i f I were to throw them out of the window 

(which I'm not going t o do), they must f a l l 

to the ground! / 

What i s i t that makes the di f ference 

between the two kinds of universals? One 

account of the d i f fersnce i s given by 

Professor R.B. Brai thwai te i n h is book, 

Sc ien t i f i c Explanat ion. And the account 

(TJ NEXT) 
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(SHOT 8, on 2) 

4 - (A.595/6) 

HANPLING oontds he gives forms part of 

h i s general conception of laws of nature 

and s c i e n t i f i c explanation, two th ings 

that we sha l l be discussing i n t h i s 

programme. I 111 t r y t o give a b r i e f 

summary of Bra i thwai te 's account. An 

important place i s given i n i t t o the 

question of how a person acquires h is 

knowledge of a natura l r egu la r i t y i I f i t 

i s j us t a matter of observing a number of 

instances of A being associated w i th B, 

then i t i s n ' t , so f a r , a law of nature; 

and there i s no necessity about i t . I f , 

on the other hand, feis knowledge i s 

deducible from some hypothesis, then i t 

can be regarded as a law; and i t gets i t s 

necessity because i t fo l lows l o g i c a l l y from 

that hypothesis. For example, the 

proposi t ion that a l l men are mortal can be 

ca l led a law i f i t 1 s regarded as 

deducible from the h igher - leve l hypothesis 

tha t a l l animals are mor ta l . Why i s the 

l a t t e r ca l led h igher- level? Not j us t 

because the proposi t ion about a l l men can 

be deduced from i t . But because other 

proposit ions which are, so to speak, on 

the same l e v e l as the one about a l l men 

can also be deduced from i t ; propositions 

(TJ NEXT) 
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(SHOT 8, on 2) 

9 . TJ.4 

- 5 -

(A.303/6) 

HANFLIHG contd; about horses, oats, e tc . 

Of course, "al l men are mortal1 i s hardly 

the sor t of t h ing that would occur to a 

sc ien t i s t as a t y p i c a l law of nature. 

Le t ' s take something more true to l i f e , 

I suppose one of the "best know laws i s 

Boyle's Law, concerning the r e l a t i on 

between the pressure anl volume of a gas. 

For our purposes we needn't worry about 

t e c h n i c a l i t i e s . Le t ' s jus t put down the 

name Boyle's Law../ Now Boyle's Law i s 
"Boyle's Law" 

10. TJ.1 

Kinet ic/Boyle* s 

1 1 . TJ.6 

deducible front the KLretic Theory of Gases. 

yAnd i t ' s an important aspect of Brai thwai te1 s 

account that t h i s K inet ic Theory i s higher 

leve l i n the sense that one can also deduce 

from i t some other laws besides Boyle's 

Law. There i s no need t o explain these. ^aw 
^Charles' Law & the Pressuae 

We can jus t put down t h e i r names»# And from 
^Charles' & Pressure Law 

12. TJ.7 

any one of these laws we can deduce more 

res t r i c t ed law- l i ke statements. Le t ' s 

again take Boyle's Law, and t h i s time work 

downwards from i t . From Boyle's Law there 

fo l lows a l aw- l i ke statement about hydrogen, 

another about hel ium, and so on. /And then 
+Law appl ied to Hydrogen 
& Helium 

1 % TJ.8 
+Law applied to Hydrogens 
Ha, Hb, e tc . 

again, from these special laws we can deduce 

what would happen - what must happen - i n 

pa r t i cu la r instances; take Boyle* s Law 

applied to hydrogen,,/ from that we know 

(TJ NEXT) 

- 5 -



- 6 - {A.303/6) 

(SHOT 13, on TJ) 

HMFLING eontd; what must happen i n an 

instance of hydrogen i n condi t ion A, i n 

condi t ion B, and so on. And the same f o r 

14« TJ»9 , ... . , the other gases. „ Let me recaps/an 
Summary chart 

important aspect of Bra i thwai te 's account 

i s i t s concern w i th explanat ion. What 

happens w i t h the instances of gases, and 

then again the special laws about gases, i s 

held "by him t o be explained by Boyle1 s law -

and t h i s is because they are deducible from 

i t . And Boyle's Law, i n i t s t u rn , and t o ­

gether wi th i t s companions, i s held to "be 

explained by the K ine t ic Theory, because 

they are deducible from i t . The K ine t i c 

Theory i t s e l f w i l l be explained i f i t i n 

tu rn i s deducible i n the same sort of way 

from some yet higher leve l hypothecs, and so 

on. Whether there has to be some upper 

l i m i t to t h i s procedure, i s a question we 

might consider l a t e r i n the programme. 

15. 2 A /Now I have Professor Braithwaite i n the 
3-S favouring BRAITHWAITE 

studio wi th me to answer some questions and 

consider possible objections to h is account. 

And to put the questions and object ions, I ' ve 

got w i th me Mr. Kenneth Baublys, Lecturer i n 

Philosophy at the Univers i ty of Lancaster. 

Perhaps we could s ta r t o f f by considering 

Prof . Bra i thwai te 's c r i t e r i o n f o r c a l l i n g 

(4 ITEKT) 

- 6 -



(SHOT 15, on 2) 

16, ^ A 
R o l , cap.1 

17. 2 A 
3-S f a v o u r i n g BRAITHWAITE 

18 . 1 A 
MS BAUBLYS 

S / I 
TJ .10 

T/O 

- 7 - (A.303/6) 

HANPLING contds something a law o f n a t u r e . 

And I r m t h i n k i n g p a r t i c u l a r l y o f what he 

says i n the passage r e p r i n t e d on page 193 

o f our Reader, 'Fundamental Problems i n 

Ph i l osophy " , He says : / w A t r u e con t ingen t 

genera l p r o p o s i t i o n - Every A i s B - whose 

g e n e r a l i t y i s n o t l i m i t e d t o any p a r t i c u l a r 

reg ions of spaoe o r o f t ime w i l l be c a l l e d 

by a person C a law of na tu re or n a t u r a l law 

i f« .««" / - I won ' t go i n t o the a c t u a l 

c o n d i t i o n s , or i n t o what i t says about 

" reg ions o f space and t i m e " . What I 'm 

wondering about i s the way i t says " w i l l 

be ca l l ecKa p e r s o n " . That seems t o make i t 

r e l a t i v e t o persons whether something i s a 

l aw . Do you t h i n k t h a t ' s a l l r i g h t , Ken? 

J 

"Kenneth Baublys" - i d e n t 

AS DIRECTED Q ) : 

1 A a/b 

2 A 3-S 

3 A MS BRAITHWAITE 
S / I 
TJ.11 

T/0 
"R .B . B r a i t h w a i t e " - i d e n t 

(Shor t d i s c u s s i o n & i n t r o d u c t i o n o f 
B r a i t h w a i t e ) 

(AS DIRECTED (2) HEXT) 
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- 8 -

(SHOT 20, on 3) 

AS DIRECTED (2)t (5-WAY DISCUSSION) 

1 A MS, MCU, CU BAUBLYS 
2-S HAlOTBIG/BAUBLys 
3-s 

2 A MS, MCU, CU HANDLING 
2-S HANFUNG/BAUBLYS 

or 
HANFLING/BRAITHWAITE 

3-S 

3 A MS, MCU, CU BRAITKWA1TE 
2-B HAHPLIHG-/BRAIIEHWAITE 
3-S 

4 A ROLLER CAPS: 
2. " I f the hypo thes is . . . " 

3. "Generally- speak ing, . . " 

19- T J « 1 g 

"Taking part w e r e . . , " 

TJ.13 
"Production Pa t r i c i a Hodgson" 

(PJ.14 
"A production f o r . . . 

FADE SOUKD & VISION 



A3o3lt> fHi 
NOT TO BETAKEN FROM THE LIBRARY 

OPEN UNIVERSITY - -U.es,. (A .303 /6 ) 

P r o j e c t Nft; 00525/3021 

EftOGR-̂ jB maESCRIH? PROBLEM OF PHILOSOPHY - LAWS pF STATOKE, 

ACT EXPLANATION 

HAgFLING: Some o f t he -things we know 

about the w o r l d we know t o "be t r u e 

u n i v e r s a l l y . We know every case o f eo 

and so i s a case o f such and such , o r 

t h a t whenever a c e r t a i n t h i n g happens, 

a c e r t a i n o t h e r t h i n g happens. W i t h i n 

t h i s knowledge we make an impo r t an t 

d i s t i n c t i o n - a d i s t i n c t i o n between 

what we migh t c a l l u n i v e r a l s o f f a c t 

and u n i v e r s a l s of law* Ihe i m p o r t a n t 

t h i n g about u n i v e r s a l e o f law i s t h a t 

we no t on l y t h i n k them t o he t r u e , bu t 

t o be i n some sense n e c e s s a r i l y t r u e . 

Take, f o r example, the f a c t t h a t a l l 

Open U n i v e r s i t y s tuden ts a t Study 

Centre No. 999 wear k i l t s . And cons ide r 

what i t would be l i k e i f one o f them 

.were: no t t o wear a k i l t . 

W/T - People a l l t a l k i n g t o g e t h e r . 

-U.es


2. (A,303/6) 

HAHHilKG: We l l , t he re ' s noth ing very 

remarkable i n t h a t . By con t ras t , 

consider the law tha t a l l unsupported 

bodies f a l l to the ground. Here !s an 

example of an event happening i n 

accordance w i th t h i s law. 

W/I - C l a t t e r , bang, 

HA&ffXING: L e t ' s j us t see tha t again. 

V/T - Whis t le , exclamation. 

* i f I l e t go, they f a l l to t:.je 
ground. Le t ' s t r y that a^ain* 
.i bunch of ■:eys - .*: l e t . . . 

HAKFLIHG: We l l , you see the k ind of 

shock t n a t tha t produces. You immediate 

t h ink there must be some k ind of t e l e ­

v i s i o n t r i c k e r y going on, as indeed 

there was. We would c e r t a i n l y want to 

say tha t human bodies and other such 

objects must f a l l t o the ground. L e t ' s 

take another example. Here's a bunch 

of keys - / I l e t them drop. We l l , as I 

sa i d , you know tha t there i s some 

t r i c k e r y going on. The d i f fe rence 

between the two kinds of un ive rsa le , 

comes out i n our a t t i t u d e to hypo­

t h e t i c a l p ropos i t i ons . 



5. (A.505/6) 

aATOLING: (cont 'd ) I f I know tha t a l l "% 

students at Study Centre No. 999 wear 

k i l t s , t h i s wouldn ' t lead me to say 

that i f some other students were to 

j o i n t h a t cent re , they must a lso wear 

k i l t s . By con t ras t , i f the cha i r I 'm 

s i t t i n g on were removed, I would 

c o r t a i n l y say tha t I must f a l l to the 

ground, ©r again to take t h i s bunch 

of keys, I would c e r t a i n l y say tha t 

i f I were to throw them out of the 

window (which I 'm not going to do) 

they uust f a l l to the ground, What i s 

i t that makes the d i f fe rence "between 

tho. two k in^s of universale? One 

account of the d i f fe rence i s g iven hy 

Professor B..B. Bra i thwai te i n h is book, 

S c i e n t i f i c Explanat ion, And the accouni 

h3 gives forms par t of b i s *$oneral 

conception of laws of nature and 

s c i e n t i f i c exp lanat ion. Two th ings 

tha t we s h a l l be discussing i n t h i s 

programme* I ' l l t r y to give a b r i e f 

summary of B ra i thwa i te ' s account. An 

important place i s given i n i t to the 

quest ion of h#w a person acquires h i s 

knowledge of a na tu ra l r e g u l a r i t y . 



4 . (A.303/6) 

HATOLIHG: (con t 'd ) I f i t ' s j us t a 

matter of observing a number of instance 

of A being associated w i t h B, then i t 

i s n ' t so f a r a law of na ture , and 

there 's no necessi ty about i t . I f , on 

the other band, b i s knowledge i s 

deducible from some hypothesis, then i t 

can be regarded as a law, and i t gets 

i t s necessi ty because i t f o l l ows 

l o g i c a l l y from tha t hypothesis, For 

example, the p ropos i t i on tha t a l l men 

are morta l can be ca l led a law i f i t ' s 

regarded a deducible from the higher 

l e v e l hypothesis tha t a l l animals are 

mor ta l . Why i s the l a t t e r ca l led 

higher leve l? No.t j u s t because the 

p ropos i t i on about a l l men can be 

deduced from i t , but because other 

propos i t ions which a re , so to speak, 

on the same l e v e l ae the one about 

a l l men, can also be deduced from i t . 

Proposi t ions about a l l horses, a l l 

ca ts , e t c . We l l , o f course, ! a l l men 

are mo r ta l ' i s hard ly the so r t of t h ing 

tha t would occur to a s c i e n t i s t as a 

t y p i c a l law of na tu re , so l § t ! s take 

something a b i t more t rue to l i f e . 



5. (A.303/6) 

HAHFLING: (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 gas. For 

our purposes we needn't worry about 

the technicalit ies of the law; l e t ' s 

just put down the name 'Boyle's Law.' 

How Boyle's Law is deducible on the 

kinetic theory of gases, and i t ' s an 

important aspect of Braithwaite's 

account that this kinetic theory is 

higher level in the sense that one can 

also deduce from i t some other laws 

besides Boyle's Law. Again, there's 

no need to explain these, we can just 

put down their names - Charles' Law 

and the Pressure Law- And from any one 

of these laws we can deduce more 

restricted law-like statements. Let's 

again take Boyle'a Law and this time 

work downwards from i t . From Boylefs 

Law there follows a law-like statement 

about hydrogen, another about helium, 

and so on. And then again from these 

special laws we can deduce what would 

happen, what must happen, in particular 

instances. Take this Boyle's Law 

applied to hydrogen. 
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H A I L I N G : ( c o n t ' d ) From t h i s we know 

what must happen i n an i ns tance o f 

hydrogen i n c o n d i t i o n A, i n c o n d i t i o n 

B, and so on . And the same f o r the 

o the r gases, Now an i m p o r t a n t aspect 

o f B r a i t h w a i t e ' s account i s i t s c o n - * 

co rn w i t h e x p l a n a t i o n . L o t ' s j u s t l o o k 

aga in a t the c h a r t . What happens 

w i t h the i ns tances o f gasos, and t hen 

aga in the s p e c i a l laws about gases, i s 

h e l d by h im t o he exp la ined "by B o y l e ' s 

Law. And t h i s i s "because they are 

deduc ib le f rom i t . And B o y l e ' s Law, 

i n i t s t u r n , and t o g e t h e r w i t h i t s 

companions, i s h e l d t o he exp la ined 

by the k i n e t i c t h e o r y because they are 

deduc ib le f rom i t * The k i n e t i c t heo ry 

i t s e l f w i l l be exp la ined i f i t , i n 

t u r n , i s deduc ib le i n the same s o r t o f 

way f rom some y e t h i g h e r l e v e l hypo ­

t h e s i s , and so on . Whether thexe has 

t » be some upper l i m i t t o t h i s procedure 

i s a ques t i on we m i g h t , perhaps, conside 

l a t e r i n the programme. Now I have 

P ro fesso r B r a i t h w a i t e i n t he s t u d i o 

w i t h me t o answer some ques t ions and 

cons ide r p o s s i b l e o b j e c t i o n s t o h i s 

accoun t , and t o pu t the ques t ions and 
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HMPLING: (con t ' d ) object ions I r v e got 

w i t h me Kenneth Baublys, Lecturer i n 

Philosophy at the Un ive rs i t y of 

Lancaster. And perhaps we could "begin, 

by consider ing Professor Bra i thwai teTs 

c r i t e r i o n f o r c a l l i n g something a law 

of na tu re , and I 'm t h i nk i ng p a r t i c u l a r l y 

of one passage i n h i s hook. I t ' s r e ­

p r in ted on Page 193 of our reader ' 

fundamenta l Problems of er Fundamental 

Problems i n Phi losphy' and i t goes l i k e 

t h i s : - "A t rue cont ingent general 

p ropos i t i on - every A i s B - whose 

genera l i t y i s not l i m i t e d to any 

p a r t i c u l a r regions of space or t ime, 

w i l l be ca l led by a person C, a law of 

nature of na tu ra l law i f . . • " and then 

he gives some cond i t i ons . But I don*t 

want to go i n t o condi t ions a t the 

moment, or f o r tha t mat ter , the b i t 

about er regions of space and t ime. 

What I 'm wondering about i s the way i t 

says " w i l l be ca l led by a person". 

Now t h i s does seem to make the no t ion 

of a law r e l a t i v e to p a r t i c u l a r persons, 

and I ! d l i k e to ask, f i r s t of a l l , Ken 

whether you are happy w i t h t ha t notion? 
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BATOLYS: Not e n t i r e l y , no, Um on 

t h i s account what i s a law seems to 

depend on whether i t ' s regarded by a 

person as a law, and t h i s i n t u r n , er 

depends on how t h a t , the statement 

expressing the law gets i n t o the r e s t 

of tha t person !s b e l i e f , um be l ie fs . 

Um and i t seems tha t er the i m p l i c a t i o n , 

t he re fo re , i s tha t a p a r t i c u l a r s t a t e ­

ment might be both l a w - l i k e and non-law 

l i k e , depending on how a person regards 

i t , r e l a t i v e to the ros t of h i s b e l i e f s , 

and i n a d d i t i o n , um a statement might 

be non- law- l i ke a t one t ime, and then 

become l a w - l i k e because i t becomes 

incorporated i n t o a theory. And t h i s , 

I do f i n d a ra the r odd feature on 

Professor B ra i t hwa i te ' s er account* 

- BRAIffHWAITB: Yes, there c e r t a i n l y 

axe consequences of my account, but the , 

my account was the way i n which I gave 

my account, er was i n order to do some­

t h i n g to d i s t i n g u i s h between er laws 

of nature and other universale er which 

d id not requ i re a d i f f e r e n t ob jec t ive 

tha t they were saying someth,* er 

they were saying something d i f f e r e n t , 

i f you. l i k e , about the World, 
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BRAIIEHWAITB: (con t 'd ) And i n my 

account, t he re fo re , you put i t t ha t er 

i f you, tha t a law of nature was to 

make a un ive rsa l genera l i sa t ion er i n 

such a way* i n eu . • i n a context i n 

which i t was supported by other t h i ngs , 

b e l i e f s tha t you had. So the re fo re , 

n a t u r a l l y , what would be a law of 

na ture , to what one person would c a l l a 

law of na ture , another person might no t . 

BAUBLYS: Mmm. I t - i t - i t does seem' 

to me, you see, tha t er whether some­

th ing ac tua l l y i s a l a w - l i k e r e g u l a r i t y , 

i s independant to whether anyone knows 

t h i s , or indeed whether there are any 

people r.ound at a l l . TJm I t h i nk what 

I would want to say i s t ha t the er or 

one of the essent ia l d i f fe rences between 

er a un ive rsa l l a w - l i k e statement and 

a non- law- l i ke statement er i s t ha t er 

a l a w - l i k e statement urn ru les out ce r ta in 

conceivable er s tates of a f f a i r s as er 

phys i ca l l y impossib le . 

E & r o g & t Could I j us t come i n the re , 

Ken, and put t h i s quest ion to B r a i t h -

wa i te . 
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HANDLING; (con t 'd ) TJm I mean er Ken 

made the po in t tha t whether something 

i s a law of nature i s independant of 

what people say, or indeed whether 

there*s any anyone i s around; would 

you disagree w i th that? 

BRAITHWAIffgs Cer ta in l y , yes, c e r t a i n l y 

I disagree w i t h t h a t , 

BArJBLYS; Disagree w i t h i t ? 

BPJulTHtfAITE: I do disagree w i th t h a t , 

yes, yes. The-the th i ng t h a t ' s , the 

t h i ng tha t i s independant of what a 

person says i s w i t h the gene ra l i sa t i on , 

as you say, holds i n "both cases* 

Whether genera l i sa t i on i s to be ca l led 

a law of nature or no t . 

BAUBLYS: Yes. So-so you !d want to say, 

f o r example, I mean i f we go er er t a l k 

of given law, I say Boyle 's Law, you'd 

want to say tha t um whethor Boyle 's Law 

i s , i n f a c t , a law, i s not something 

t h a t ' s independant of what people say? 

So i f t he re 'weren ' t any people around 

. . . ( i n t e r r u p t e d ) 
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BRAIIHWAIffB: I should deol ine to 

answer the quest ion, whether i t i s i n 

f a c t a law. Because you see, t h i s i s 

an i l l e g i t i m a t e quest ion, I should say, 

HAJEETiIHG-: I t ' s a had q u e s t i o n , 

BRAITHWATE: Bad quest ion, yes. 

BAUBLYS: To put the- the quest ion i n 

terms of phys ica l p o s s i b i l i t i e s , you ' re 

r e a l l y denying tha t there1s any no t i on 

or phys ica l p o s s i b i l i t y or phys ica l 

i m p o s s i b i l i t y , which i s independant of 

what we might know tho s t ruc tu re of 

our b e l i e f s and so on. 3Jhis i s r e a l l y 

what you1re denying. 

BRAITHVfAITO; I mean, t h i s i s , there i s 

no er phys ica l necess i ty . 

HAJgLTHg: Gould you say what i s meant 

by i t f o r you; by the phrase ' phys ica l 

p o s s i b i l i t y . ' I s i t possible? 

( A l l t a l k i n g together) 
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BATOLYS: "Well of course I - I - I urn agree 

that th is actual ly i s very d i f f i c u l t 

th is i s i t ' s very d i f f i c u l t to give 

an account of the notion of physical 

poss ib i l i t y and physical impossib i l i ty 

inctependantly of saying things l i k e 

um or a state of, a state of physical ly 

impossible er i f the statement describing 

i t i s or ruled out by i f i t ' s l og ica l l y 

and consistent wi th er a law of nature, 

3Sr and you might say that th is i s n ' t 

er enough. 

BRAITHffAITE: ETo, I , you're-you're, I 

think you1re just being c i rcu la r ; 

you1re just using more words. And, you 

see, wi th regard to ru l i ng out or 

exclude, af ter a l l er or an accidental 

general isat ion, universal of fac t , 

rules out «♦ i n th is way a l o t of 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s , 

BAUKLYS: Indeed, yes. I , th is is t rue, 

but on the other hand, i f - i f you consider 

er um a law- l ike statement, For 

example, consider the statement that no­

body can t ravel fastor than the speed 

of l i g h t , er I th ink that we a l l er 

have um a clear understanding what i s 
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BATJBLYS' : ( c o n t ' d ) meant "by say ing 

t h a t e r the law excludes the p o s s i b l e 

l i t y o f a body t r a v e l l i n g f a s t e r than 

the speed of l i g h t , w i t h the n o t i o n 

of p o s s i b i l i t y a c t u a l l y i s independant 

of the s t r u c t u r e o f our knowledge. 

BRAITHWAITS: E r , oh y e s , h u t , e n t i r e l y , 

I q u i t e agree w i t h t h a t i t exc ludes 

t h a t p o s s i b i l i t y by be ing mere ly the 

u n i v e r s a l f a c t wh ich i t i n c l u d e s . 

That exc ludes the p o s s i b i l i t y i t s e l f 

w i t h o u t adding an e x t r a l a w - l i k e element 

HANDLING-: But i f someone was t o come 

a long i n a d d i t i o n and say one might 

want t o do as an o r d i n a r y pe rson , say 

no t mere ly t h a t a ma t te r o f f a c t t h i s 

i s always so , but i t must be so , then 

you would want t o say t h a t t h i s e x t r a 

b i t o f ! mus t r i s n ' t a n y t h i n g i n n a t u r e ; 

i t * s something t h a t I , as i t were , put 

i n t o t h i s , 

BRAIT1WAITE: I f you 1 re go ing t o say 

'must be so r e r the o n l y , I should say 

i t was i l l e g i t i m a t e t o say 'must be so r 

un less you were go ing t o er deduce i t 

f rom some o t h e r er gene ra l l aw . 
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BRAITHWAITB: (con t 'd ) I n which case 

the ^must1 re fe rs to the i l l o g i c a l , 

l o g i c of tha t deduction* 

HA1TOIN&: Yes, w e l l tha t br ings us 

onto the next po in t I wanted to ra ise 

and t h i s - t h i s br ings us on to the urn 

to the quest ion of how a person ac tua l l y 

descr ibes, comes to descr ibe something 

as a law of naturo and what the cond­

i t i o n i s under which he does so, and urn 

here I would l i k e to read er another 

b i t t ha t was r e -p r i n t ed i n the book. 

This i s top £age 194, and i t says: 

" I f the hypothesis tha t a l l men aarc 

morta l i s regarded as supported so le l y 

by the d i r e c t evic&ice tha t men have 

d ied, then i t w i l l not be regarded as 

a law of na ture . But i f i t T s regarded 

as also being supported by being 

deduced from the higher l e v e l hypothesis 

tha t a l l animals are mor ta l , the 

evidence f o r t h i s being also tha t 

horses have d ied , dogs have d ied, e tc , 

then i t w i l l be accorded the hono r i f i c 

t i t l e of law of nature. Which w i l l 

then i t f i ca te tha t there are other 

reasons f o r be l i ev ing i t than evidence 

of i t s instances a lone . " 
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HAJJOliIlTO: ( c o n t ' d ) E r , w e l l , I ' d l i k e 

t o ask t h e r e , f a i r l y d i r e c t l y , t h a t 

j u s t whether i t ' s r e a l l y t r u e ; i s i t a 

necessary c o n d i t i o n o f c a l l i n g some­

t h i n g a law o f n a t u r e t h a t i t must be 

er deduc ib le f rom some h i g h e r l e v e l o f 

hypo thes is? 

BAUBLYS: Yes> E r , I mean h i s t o r i c a l l y 

e r I ' m no t sure t h a t er t h i s i s er urn 

a j u s t i f i a b l e v i ew . Tou see, I 'm v e r y 

tempted t o say t h a t as f a r a s , f o r 

example, B o y l e ' s Law was concerned, 

t h i s was accepted by Boyle h i m s e l f , 

and by o the rs as a l aw , i n s p i t e o f the 

f a c t t h a t a t t h a t t ime er i t - i t was 

urn e s t a b l i s h e d as a law? t h e r e was no 

t h e o r y , k i n e t i c t heo ry o f gases f rom 

wh ich i t cou ld be deduced. I would say 

h i s t o r i c a l l y , e r the n o t i o n of e r 

s ta tements express ing l a w - l i k e r e g ­

u l a r i t i e s i s independant of the i dea 

o f them be ing p a r t of a s c i e n t i f i c 

deduc t i ve system. 

BRAIHHVfAIEE: W e l l , I ' v e been t r y i n g t o 

say t h i s i s due t o have, no t be ing a 

hypo thes i s o r a p e r s p e c t i v e i n t h a t 

t h i s , the p o s s i b i l i t y o f making t h i s 

d i s t i n c t i o n , I d o n ' t t h i n k , cou ld have 

er occured i n B o y l e ' s t i m e . 
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BRAIEHWAITE; ( c o n t ' d ) 1 mean, I t h ink : 

e r the d i f , the n o t i o n s o f the 

d i f f e r e n t s o r t s o f n e c e s s i t y , I d o n ' t 

t h i n k were ever though t of r e a l l y , 

u n t i l a cen tu r y l a t e r . But w i t h regarc: 

t o my e r my l a y i n g down t h e law i n t h a t 

way, l i k e 'what i s the d i s t i n c t i o n ? ' 

t h i s o f course , i s s t y l i s t i c . I mean X 

was w r i t i n g a hook and t h i s i s , e r 

t h i s i s a l l p re faced by these as my 

i d e a s . What I was r e a l l y do ing er 

t a k i n g t h i s e r express ing t h i s , no t i n 

the con tex t o f tne hook, I should w ish 

t o say a p roposa l wh ich I make f o r a 

p r o f i t a b l e d i s t i n c t i o n between laws 

o f n a t u r e , ar u n i v e r s a l e o f law and 

u n i v e r s a l s o f f a c t , would be t h a t 

Vyou s h a l l c a l l i t . . . ' I t would be 

t h a t . And I d o n ' t r e a l l y w i sh to say 

t h i s i s how people use e r t he words 

' laws o f n a t u r e 1 e r bu t s t i l l i t seems 

t o be ve ry . . . . 

HAlOTiING: We l l i t i s n ' t , i t i s n ' t , i t 

w a s n ' t wrong o f o f er Boy le and so on , 

t o c a l l t h e i r t h i n g s laws and i t i f i m ' t 

wrong o f us t o c a l l , t o say t h a t they 

d iscovered l a w s , and i t i s n ' t w r o n g . . . 
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BRAITHWAITB: I never , I d o n ' t c r i t i -

s i s e o the r people f o r t h i s . But t h e r e 

the p o i n t i s how p r o f i t a b l e i s i t , i s 

the d i s t i n c t i o n made. Th is seems t o 

"be a p r o f i t a b l e d i s t i n c t i o n t o make, 

BAUEX.YS: You see, I s t i l l would i n s i s t 

though t h a t i t ' s q u i t e independant , 

i ndependan t l y o f the h i s t o r i c a l p o i n t 

and, i n o rde r t o - t o go i n t o t h a t ; 

youTd have t o ask the h i s t o r i a n s o f 

s c i e n c e . Even i f you take the p resen t 

day s i t u a t i o n , I t h i n k s c i e n t i s t s 

would he prepared t o accept a c e r t a i n 

s ta tement as l a w s , oven though they 

c a n ' t , as a m a t t e r o f f a c t , he d3duced 

f rom some o v e r a l l t h e o r y . A c t u a l l y 

t he re are g r e a t d i f f i c u l t i e s i n f i n d i n g 

such s ta tements f o r v a r i o u s reasons a t 

the p resen t t i m e , hu t I - I s t i l l t h i n k 

t h a t urn the n o t i o n o f a s ta tement 

express ing a l a w - l i k e r e g u l a r i t y i s n ' t 

i n t r i n s i c a l l y t i e d up t o i t be ing p a r t 

of a s c i e n t i f i c system* 

BRAIOWAITB: I - I - I t h i n k we on ly r e a l l y 

d i sagree about the h i g h e s t l e v e l ones. 

You say a l o t of s c i e n t i s t s would c a l l 

those laws and accord ing t o my c r i t e r i o n , 

t h e y * r e n » t . 
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BRAITHWAITE; (con t 'd ) Well the other 

s c i e n t i s t I t h i n k , could be on the 

whole, s l i g h t l y h e l p f u l t ha t there 

w i l l he f u r t h e r explanations va l id« 

EAOTLIKG: Wel l what about,-what about 

some lower l e v e l ones; I moan I don ' t 

know enough about er you know, to know 

my way around, but sure ly there must 

be some lower l e v e l laws tha t er tha t 

we do want to say are laws, although 

we haven' t got urn any higher l e v e l 

hypothesis. What about, f o r example, 

t h i s - t h i s case about water expands 

below A cent igrade, i s n ' t i t ? 

( i n t e r r u p t i o n ) I should want to say, 

I , as I 'm not a s c i e n t i s t , but I should 

want to say that* s a law, although I 

don ' t know any hypothesis • . . 

BATJELYS: Even though, as a mattor of 

f a c t , i n t h i s case there i s one er as 

a matter of f a c t . 

BRAITHWAITSit I t ' s merely a matter of 

d i f f e r e n t sor ts of methods of expressing 

i*u , . , er i f I should say i t i s a f a c t , 
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BRAITHtfAIMB: ( c o n t ' d ) a f a c t about 

water r e s i s t a n c e , we h a v e n ! t y e t go t 

an e x p l a n a t i o n o f i t , 

HANDLING: What about the element o f 

n e c e s s i t y though, which I should want 

t o pu t i n t o i t ? 

BRAITHWAITS; We l l t h a t y e s , yes , yes , 

no , no . 

BAUHLYS: Er t he re i s e r one f e a t u r e o f 

the account t h a t you g i ve i n your book 

t h a t I ' d l i k e t o take up . Sh is i s urn 

i n your example o f the s i m p l e , s c i e n t ­

i f i c r e d u c t i o n system where you have 

a l l an imals arc m o r t a l as the h i g h e s t 

l e v e l o f h y p o t h e s i s , and v a r i o u s 

p a r t i c u l a r a n i m a l s . Now, on your ace cur. 

um the s ta tement ' a l l an imals are 

m o r t a l ' a c t u a l l y i s no t a law because 

the on l y evidence f o r i t are d i r e c t 

i ns tances o f p a r t i c u l a r an imals be ing 

m o r t a l . So t h e r e f o r e on your account , 

f rom a non - law , one can deduce laws and 

presumably er e x p l a i n laws on the bas i3 

o f non - l aws . Now t h i s , I f i n d , ve r y 

odd i ndeed . You ' re q u i t e prepared t o 

accept t h i s consequence o f you r account? 
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BRAITWAITB: But t h e - t h e deduc t i on 

i s always "between the g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s -

d o e s n ' t ma t te r whether t h e y ' r e laws 

or n o t . Er I 'm say ing i s the d e d u c t i o n , 

BAUBLYS: Yes, oh y e s , t h i s i s t r u e , yes 

ERAI'JHWAITE: That 1 a a deduc t i ve system, 

I mean i t ' s p e r f e c t l y t r u e I c a l l my 

p r i n c i p l e s , w i l l c a l l t h i n g s laws t h a t 

s tand lower i n t he deduc t i on and the 

upper t h i n g s w i l l no t he c a l l e d them, 

MTJBLYSA Bu t , hu t you 4 r e q u i t e prepared 

t o accept t h a t on youi* v iews on non -

l a w s , one can deduce l a w s . . . 

BRA1TB/AITE: W e l l , no , no , no , no . 

What I c a l l l a w s , f rom what you c a l l 

non - laws , I 'm p e r f e c t l y prepared t o , 

I - I can deduce o t h e r g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

which I am prepared t o c a l l l aws , 

HAOTLING: What, what i s a c t u a l l y 

wrong w i t h t h i s , Ken; I moan i s i t a 

k i n d of l o g i c a l p o i n t t h a t you-you 

t h i n k t h e r e ' s more i n t h o - i n the c o n ­

c l u s i o n than t he re i s i n the p remises , 

i s i t t h a t k i n d of t h i ng? 
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BAUHLYS: Uramm, well i t ' s something 

l ike that; i t ' s not quite l ike that. 

I- I think er what I have in mind here, 

is um that there's the notion of 

explanation that we have um is such that 

er in the, just in the same way as we 

want to say that particular instances 

can he explained i f they're deduced 

from laws, and hot just deduced from, 

er you know, incidental generalisations. 

Similarly in deducing laws, you *rant 

them to he deduced from other laws, 

and not just from . . otherwise . . . 

This is really the point I have in 

mind* 

HASSJIKG: With-with the l ink with 

explanation, yes, 

BAPHDYSt. That's r ight , that's the 

reason why I want to say i t ' s very odd 

to say that one can deduce er laws 

from non-laws - . • • . 

SSSSSSS5 Yes> * wonder i f I could 

"bring in at this stage er another-

another passage which um brings oui 

rather well the er the connection 
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HANFLIKS: (con t 'd ) between er some-

th i nk being a law and being able to 

exp la in something, and t h i s i s on-on 

page 195 of £he Reader, and i t says: 

"General ly speaking a t rue s c i e n t i f i c 

hypothesis w i l l be regarded as a law 

of nature i f i t has an explanatory 

func t i on w i t h regard to lower l e v e l 

hypothesis or i t s instances; v ioe-versa 

to the extent t ha t a s c i e n t i f i c 

hypothesis provides an explanat ion to 

t ha t extont w i l l there w i l l be an 

i n c l i n a t i o n to endow i t w i t h the 

honourable status o fna tu ra l law?" 

Urn, and t h i s br ings out ra ther w e l l , 

doesn't i t , how f o r you the two er 

aspects of law are i n te r l i nked? 

BRAia)HtfAI!EE; Oh yes, yes. 

HANDLING-: But i t ' s explanatory i nso fa r 

as i t ' s as i t ' s deduoible on a h igher 

l e v e l , yes. 

BAUKDYS: 

Yes, I wo, I wouldn ' t disagree from 

tha t quote very mu»h. Er I would jwfc 

want to er say tha t urn the r e l a t i o n 

between something being, from my po in t 



BABBLYS: (con t 'd ) of v iew, something 

being a law and "being par t of a 

deductive: system i s t h a t , i f a s t a t e ­

ment i s par t of a deductive system., 

t h i s provides very good reasons f o r 

supposing t h a t i t i s a l a w - l i k e 

r e g u l a r i t y . I n other words tho 

connection between being a law, being 

pa r t of a deductive system, i s a 

r e l a t i o n of e r of j u s t j u s t i f i c a t i o n ; 

there are good grounds f o r supposing 

t h i s er ra ther than making the no t ion 

of a law i n t r i n s i c a l l y dependant on 

being par t of a deductive system i n 

tho way tha t you want to do, 

BaAI'JHtfAI^E;, Xes. I don ' t t h i nk we 

er our disagreements come to anything 

more r e a l l y than tha t you would l i k e 

to c a l l , you would c a l l the top of 

the deductive system a t any stage 

more probably. Whereas my p r i n c i p l e 

my er c r i t e r i o n does exclude the top 

one from being a law, except, unless 

t o the extent t ha t you are assuming 

tha t i t w i l l be i nc l ud ing i t or hope 

tha t i t can be included on a wider , 

i n a wider system. 
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Cue th ing tha t worr ies mo and or I 

t h ink t h i s wouia go f o r ~ f o r both of 

your accounts, i s t h a t , we have t h i s 

k ind of h i e rach i ca l account w i t h er 

laws explained by other laws and so on -

we go up and up and up - hut er i t 

seems tha t we're always going to have 

something at the top , r i g h t at the top 

tha t are not going to he themselves 

explained and one might t h i nk , w e l l i f 

they a r e n ' t exp la ined, then t h i s 

i n f ec t s the explanat ion a l l the way 

down the l i r e . So we haven' t r e a l l y 

got explanat ion anyway. Are e i the r of 

you worr ied about th is? 

B I U l ^ A I T E : We l l , I 'm so r ry , t h i s i s 

t h i s i s the c l a s s i c a l ob jec t i on , a n t i -

s c i e n t i f i c ob jec t i un , tha t science 

does not roduce u l t ima te explanat ions. 

Hever does produce u l t ima te explanations 

The answer to tha t i s tha t i t ' s the 

nature of science not to be able to 

produce u l tba tS explanat ions. And a l l 

we can aslc i s a f u r t h e r quest ion. 



25. (A. 303/6) 

B;JJKLYS; ¥GB, yes. I would-would 

absolu te ly agree w i t h t h a t , and and 

j us t r e i t e r a t e the po in t urn by-by 

saying tha t i f you consider the l o g i c a l 

s c i e n t i f i c explanat ion, i t i s qu i te 

obvious tha t a t any p a r t i c u l a r po in t 

however advanced your science i s , 

y o u ' l l always have a s i t u a t i o n where 

c e r t a i n of your premises are un­

expla ined; they are the prenises tha t 

serve to provide the exp lanat ion. 

This i s er r e a l l y j u s t a l o g i c a l po in t 

about the nature of s c i e n t i f i c 

exp lanat ion. Y o u ' l l always have . . . . 

HAfffffLING-: This i s something tha t comes 

whether we take th is model or no t , i n 

f a c t , on any conception of science. 

BAUBEYS: I t h i nk so, yes indeed. 

HAKQLING-: I t h i nk on tha t er note of 

agreement we T l l have to end the 

programme. Thank you very much R.B. 

Bra i thwai te and Kenneth Baublys. 


