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The Problem of Induction



	Scottish philosopher David Hume divides reason into two sections, known as Hume’s Fork. The first being “relations of ideas,” and the second known as “matters of fact.” The former refers to “every affirmation which is either intuitively or demonstratively certain (Hume),” further explained as mathematical concepts, or a definition (all bachelors are unmarried men). Any truth for which there is no contradiction, or cannot be negated, is a relation of ideas (Rosen), and can be known without experience. In regards to the latter, Hume states in An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, “The contrary of every matter of fact is still possible.” If a proposition can be contradicted and still make rational sense, it is a matter of fact (Rosen), and is known from experience. Hume argued that all unobserved matters of fact were linked to previous similar experiences. Although Hume never mentions induction in any of his arguments, the phrase is modernly connected with his philosophical ideas (Vickers).
	Inductive reasoning is defined as “generalized rules or principles established with degrees of probability (Soccio).” Hume argued “All beliefs about unobserved matters of fact are derived from experience by induction (Rosen).” The problem of induction is that we can only assume things about the future based on our past experiences related to that instance. But Hume believes that you cannot know anything for certain about an event without actually experiencing it first. Therefore, you can’t know anything for certain about the future. In my personal experience, the sun has risen every morning and set every evening, so I can rightly assume that tomorrow the sun will rise and set as it always have. But I cannot know for certain that the sun will rise tomorrow until it actually happens. John Vickers elaborates “One or several A’s have been observed to be B’s, and no A’s are known to not be B’s. [Therefore] All A’s are B’s.” But we can’t know that we will eventually come across something where A is not B. “It is logically possible for the conclusion to be false when the premise [that all A’s are B’s] is true (Rosen).” Hume also stated that one cannot determine cause—we may only experience effect (Payne). We don’t know for certain that one specific event has to follow another, just that it “happens to follow another (Soccio).”
	Karl Popper, another philosopher, provided a negative solution to Hume’s Problem of Induction. While Popper admitted that one cannot determine Absolute Truth from his method of “conjecture and refutation (Payne),” he concluded that making conjectures about events can be proven false through the use of scientific method. “…no amount of evidence is capable of inductively confirming hypotheses in the sense of giving us positive reason for thinking our hypotheses are true.  Evidence in agreement with a hypothesis never provides it with inductive confirmation (Payne).”He also agreed with Hume that you can’t determine causation (Haselhurst).
	Contrary to Popper, some philosophers believe that truth can indeed be derived from induction of past experience. James Anderson says that Frederick L. Will believes “future” can refer to the continually unreachable point in time beyond the present, or the future that occurs in the present. When an even happens in the “present future,” it is now an instance that can be known for certain about the future. The main issue with Will is that he is referring to an event that still requires observation (Anderson). Hans Reichenbach’s postulation is that, while inductive reasoning cannot be certain, it is our best bet in reasoning for future circumstances, in comparison with other methods of reason. While an imperfect method, induction is the most likely form of reason to determine what could happen in the future.
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