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Now I come to your parer on "The Place of Induction in
Science". First let me say where 1 feel that I can agree with you.
In section 22 of my L. of S¢. D., in Tact, in the last sentence of
this section, I formulzted a position which I think is correct but
which needs zlaboration and it may be that the elaboration would be
somewhat on the lines of yvour article. I suppose a glance at this
section will make it clear to you what 1 mean;

I can further agree that, as a historical and genetic
rsycholozical fact, something like induction may play a rdle, some-
what in the way you describe, in our arriving at low order hypotheses;
just ag intuition,or the “Grirking of black coffee, may play a causal
rdle in this process. However, 1 doubt very much vhether a deeper
znalysis of the historical and psycholosical processes involved
will not show that even the causal rble of induction is extremely
small, and that in almost all cases we proceed in a different way
(compare my "Personal Heport" - have you got it? pp. 166-181, and
especially 169f., and 175f). I have gone into this matter fairly
deerly, and have at times lectured avout it at zreat length. But I
don't think I have published more than these remarks in the Personal
Report about the psychological aspect.

As to the ruestion of induction inthe sense of vzlidation
or justification, I do not see exactly where our differences lie
(zpart from the fact that some of your suggestions may perhaps
provide an acceptable amendment mxxxm to, or improvement of, my
section 22). I am clear that your article is very condensed, but
as a conse uence there are a few points in which I am not clear as
to your position. This is esypecially due to the fact that you don't
even mention corroboration (incidentzlly, you describe, top of p. 268,
the term "confirmation" as "the pass word of imductivism". This is
puzzling in view of my footnote in the L. of Sc. D., p. 251-52, from
which you will see that it was originally, and especially in Carnarp's
"Testability and Meaning" sgimply 2 translation of my deductivist term
"Bewsghrung"), How good would it be to be able to have a really
thorough discussion of a1l these matters.

Many thanks and love to you and liartha,
Tours ever

Kart

Dear Professor Bunge,

Did vou get the offprints you asked for (and
also the snapshot) ? The newly tvped and corrscted version o
"What is Dialectic?" will be ready in a few days, and I shall then.

send it at once.
Hm:& TD\"W.—‘ ,
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