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                    Abstract
Goodman concurs in Hume’s contention that no theory has any probability relative to any set of data, and offers two accounts, compatible with that contention, of how some inductive inferences are nevertheless justified. The first, framed in terms of rules of inductive inference, is well known, significantly flawed, and enmeshed in Goodman’s unfortunate entrenchment theory and view of the mind as hypothesizing at random. The second, framed in terms of characteristics of inferred theories rather than rules of inference, is less well known, but provides a compelling view of inductive justification. Once the two accounts are clearly delineated, one can see that both are driven by a single deep conviction: that inductive justification can only be understood in terms of our actual inductive practice.
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                    Notes
	In parenthetical page references I identify Goodman (1983) as F, Goodman (1972) as P and Goodman (1978) as W.
I identify Hume (1888), as T, and give Part and Section numbers of Book I for citations; I identify Hume (1902) as E, and give Section and, when appropriate, Part numbers for citations.


	On reflective equilibrium theory it is theories and facts (or judgments of fact) that are brought into equilibrium; RIRE is the special case in which the “theories” in question are rules, and the judgments concern individual inferences. John Rawls introduced the term “reflective equilibrium theory” in Rawls (1971).


	Strictly speaking, of course, “All emeralds are grue” could not “prove to be true” at t; it could only remain unfalsified.


	He adopts a second, somewhat more complex, principle as well (F, p. 103), but I shall not consider it, as everything I want to say about his account can be framed in terms of the first.


	While Goodman sometimes, as here, writes of “predictions,” rather than projections, where a prediction may concern only a single event—the next observation of an emerald, say—the sorts of conflicting projections he has in mind when defining validity and the rest are generalizations of observational data, and I therefore focus on these. Not only is there no conflict between the predictions that the next emerald observed before time t will be grue, and that it will be green, but they are equivalent.


	Goodman’s most sustained discussion of the importance of the idea that the mind hypothesizes at random, or by “chance,” occurs in Goodman (1972)’s retrospective discussion of Goodman (1983): pp. 357–358.


	Goodman characterizes inherited entrenchment as follows:

                      
                        [A] predicate “P” is a parent of a given predicate “Q” if among the classes that “P” applies to is the extension of “Q” .... Now a novel predicate may inherit entrenchment from a parent predicate (F, pp. 104–105).

                      


                    He and Catherine Elgin illustrate it as follows:

                      
                        Initially, ... “quark” had no history of projection and hence no earned entrenchment. Still, from the outset the term had some measure of entrenchment—entrenchment it inherited from related terms like “subatomic particle,” [which] had their own histories of successful projection. Goodman and Elgin (1988); p. 15.

                      


                    

	Entrenchment theory is sometimes misunderstood as dictating the rejection of theories on the basis of trivial considerations. Miller (1971), for example, takes Goodman to be committed to the idea that some conflicts between two competing theoretical perspectives, one older than the other, within a well-developed science are to be resolved against the “late-comer” on the grounds that to project it was from the outset a case of projecting the unprojectible—with the proviso, however, that any such resolution would be hostage to the potential discovery of “some old notebooks in an attic” (189). Miller seems to suppose that terms can have little or no entrenchment when they are first projected, but Goodman insists that they can inherit significant entrenchment from other predicates, so that any objection of this sort would have to take account of his proposals on that score (see the previous note.)


	Strictly speaking, what Goodman means by a “fact” here is a “fact-stating,” as contrasted with a “theory-stating,” judgment. However, as the risk of confusion is negligible, I shall retain his terminology.


	For some of his main reflections on truth, see the sections “Trouble with Truth” and “Tests and Truth” in Goodman (1978).


	The three features listed here are taken to contribute to a statement’s simplicity.


	Here I am making the simplifying assumption that the inferences under discussion are from propositions we take to be true, and that in making them we hope to arrive at further truths. These are the sorts of inferences Goodman himself has in mind when he says, “[T]he search for deductive rules is part of the search for truth” (P, p. 360). Of course, many of our inferences are from propositions we merely hypothesize, are agnostic about, take to be false (as in reductio ad absurdum arguments), and so forth. But these and many other matters concerning our inferential activities, including questions concerning their aim(s), lie well outside the scope of this essay. See as well the following note.


	One might well have misgivings about the notion of “the” point of making inferences, but this topic, too, lies outside the scope of this essay. Goodman himself made some unfortunate remarks on this score, such as, “The scientist who supposes that he is single-mindedly devoted to the search for truth deceives himself. ... He seeks system, simplicity, scope; and when satisfied on these scores he tailors truth to fit” (W, p. 18); such a scientist might well reply, for example, that he is not self-deceived, but takes system, simplicity and scope to be indicators of truth. In any case, the question is not what any individual’s point or aim might be in making his inferences, but rather something like this: “Given one’s general epistemological framework, what result of any epistemological significance might one reasonably hope to achieve by making valid inductive inferences?” It is to something like this question that we should see Goodman as responding, “Rewarding scientific theory.”
In Goodman (1972)’s discussion of Goodman (1983), Goodman briefly takes up the deduction/induction comparison (pp. 359–360), but he does not take up the question of the point of making inferences.


	It is a striking fact about the evolution of Goodman’s views that in this essay, published in the very year that he began work on the 1953 London lectures that would eventually appear in Goodman (1983), he held that credibility of data yields probability of theory.


	“Initial” was appropriate in Goodman’s context, since the question was what sort of “basis” was required to yield probable conclusions. In our context, where the question is whether individual propositions can differ in the strength of their claims to be included in our global views, “independent” seems preferable.


	
Mackie (1980), for example, says, “Hume did not consider [the] possibility [of reasonable but probabilistic inferences]” (15). For extended discussions of the matter, see Murdoch (2002) and, especially, Howson (2000) and Howson (2013). Both writers contend that the depth and power of Hume’s analysis of inductive inference have been grievously underestimated.


	So Hume might have said that what explains (most of) our elementary inferences is instinct reinforced by custom.


	
Howson (2000)’s use of the term is an important exception: “Hume’s Problem at bottom is that of evaluating uncertainty in a sound way” (169). While Hume had a good deal to say about various factors that contribute to the uncertainties attaching to our inferences, he certainly did not have a comprehensive theory, much less a quantitative one, of the degrees of uncertainty attaching to them. The absence of such a theory, even though Hume seems not to have recognized the need for one, is perhaps rightly regarded as a residual, or outstanding, problem for his position, and therefore as “Hume’s problem.” Howson argues convincingly both that Bayesianism, rightly understood, constitutes just such a theory, and that its dependence on assignments of extra-theoretical prior probabilities to theories bears out Hume’s brilliant analysis of inductive inference.
In the “Introduction” of Kant (1955), Kant uses the expression “Hume’s problem” concerning a different issue, but he makes a point worth noting in the present context:

                      
                        The question was not whether the concept of cause was right, useful, and even indispensable for our knowledge of nature, for this Hume had never doubted ... . ... Hume’s problem ... was a question concerning the origin ... of the concept. (Emphases mine, except for the last).

                      


                    

	I have borrowed this language from Goodman: “To speak very loosely, I might say that in answer to the question what distinguishes those recurrent features of experience that underlie valid projections from those that do not, I am suggesting that the former are those features for which we have adopted predicates that we have habitually projected” (F, p. 97). In order to adopt a predicate for a feature, we must first notice that feature.


	That this is how Hume is to be read seems obvious to me, but I make the point explicit because not everyone agrees. Indeed, Williams (2008) has gone so far as to argue that “Hume’s proposal [in the Treatise] is that long-term consensus replace truth as the goal of inquiry.” He writes that it is only later, in the Enquiry, that Hume offers a “protoreliabilist vindication of causal reasoning,” about which he notes that “It is easy to see how a tendency to form true beliefs [in contrast with the tendency toward mere doxastic stability or agreement that figures in the Treatise] can aid survival.” But Hume’s “protoreliabilist” contention does appear in the Treatise, and is reiterated in the Enquiry:

                    
                      [T]he principles which are permanent, irresistible and universal; such as the customary
                        transition from causes to effects, and effects to causes] ... are the foundation of all our thought and actions, so that upon their removal human nature must immediately perish and go to ruin. (T, IV, IV; my emphases) Custom is the principle by which this correspondence [between the course of nature and the succession of our ideas] has been effected; so necessary to the subsistence of our species, and the regulation of our conduct. (E, V, II; my emphases)

                    


                  

	Only in the course of making the final revisions of this essay did I suddenly realize that Hume himself had propounded a version of reflective equilibrium theory. Here are a few relevant passages (with my emphases):

                    
                      When we see, that we have arrived atthe utmost extent of human reason, we sit down contented tho’ we be perfectly satisfied in the main of our ignorance, and perceive that we can give no reason for our most general and most refined principles beside our experience of their reality .... And as this impossibility of making any further progress is enough to satisfy the reader so the writer may derive a more delicate satisfaction from the free confession of his ignorance .... When this mutual contentment and satisfaction can be obtained betwixt the master and scholar, I know not what more we can require of our philosophy. T, Introduction, xx. But were ... [merely specious and agreeable] hypotheses once remov’d, we might hope to establish a system or set of opinions, which if not true (for that, perhaps, is too much to be hop’d for) might at least be satisfactory to the human mind, and might stand the test of the most critical examination. T I, 272. It is confessed, that the utmost effort of human reason is to reduce the principles, productive of natural phenomena, to a greater simplicity and to resolve the many particular effects into a few general causes, by means of reasonings from analogy, experience, and observation. E, IV, I.

                    


                  Not only does Hume here endorse a version of reflective equilibrium as the ultimate test of acceptability for our “systems or sets of opinions,” but he identifies some of the individual properties of such systems that contribute to their meeting that test: consistency and testability (“the most critical examination” of a theory surely involves determining its consistency, as well as identifying and assessing its implications), simplicity, explanatory power, and generality, or scope.
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