Comments to Chalmers chap. 3

Chalmers: ”What is this thing called science?”, Open Uni. Press, Milton Keynes, 2.ed. 1982
	3
	Critics of two assumptions in the naive inductivist position:
1)

2)



	3-1
	Main point: Describing a (the?) popular account of observation which contain two assumptions:

1)

2)



	3-2
	Main point:
Examples:

1)

2)

3)

Readers examples: (maybe not only visual)

1)

2)

3)

Objection to these examples: They have nothing to do with science! Chalmers defence, scientific examples:

1)

2)

Readers scientific examples:

1)

2)

Readers objection: Are the scientific examples representative of the scientific observation in general?

A common response to Chalmer’s claim about observation: First observation, then interpretation. Reader compares with “the Camera Obscura” (from video “Science – Fiction?”). Arguments and evidence. Is Chalmers just to the naive inductionists?

Chalmers wish to make clear what he is not claiming in this section:

1)

2)

3)



	3-3
	Examples (with readers sceptical critics):


	3-4
	Main point: (how does this part differ from 3-3?)

Examples (and readers sceptical critics or more examples):



	3-5
	Main point:

Readers speculation: Can we give up the ideal of the unbiased and unprejudiced observation? 

Basic concepts: Being objective contra being subjective.

Defence for inductivism, separation of the scientific process in:

1) Mode of ...

2) Mode of ...

Chalmers response to this. Do you accept his arguments?



	
	More comments




Observation and interpretation 

– and attempt to divide the process into steps. How does naive inductivists and opponents look at this? Which steps are in fact closely connected or even inseparable? Which steps depend on other things (past experiences, theories, language, etc.)? Which steps could be  conscious/unconscious for the observer/interpreter?
	Steps
	Naive inductivist
	Opponent

	Physical events

	
	

	Physical signals from event to observer

	
	

	Observer’s experience


	
	

	Observer’s interpretation


	
	

	Singular statements


	
	

	Universal statements
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