Other Problems with Falsificationism
1. Some apparently legitimate scientific statements appear not to be falsifiable—e.g.,
A. probabilistic statements

B. existential statements

C. fundamental scientific laws and methodological principles, such as—

· the principle of conservation of energy

· the second law of thermodynamics

· principles of simplicity

D. the principle of natural selection

2. The falsificationism thesis itself is not falsifiable.

· There is no experiment or observation the results of which would refute falsificationism.
3. The concept of degrees of falsifiability is problematic:
· For each universal generalization (statement of the form “All A’s are B’s), there is potentially an infinite number of falsifying data. Therefore, there are only comparative degrees of falsifiability among scientific theories.

· Because falsification of a theory depends on its auxiliary hypotheses, degrees of falsifiability are relative to systems of  hypotheses. Since auxiliary hypotheses seem to be selected on the basis of inductive reasoning, falsificationism appears to be parasitic on induction.

· Because (it is claimed) all observations are theory-laden, competing theories may have different criteria for deciding which phenomena are observable and there will be no neutral vantage point from which to compare the empirical content of competing theories.

4. Because falsificationism implies that we are never entitled to accept a scientific hypothesis as true (or even probable), it cannot explain why we often rely on scientific hypotheses with a high degree of confidence (e.g., when we fly in an airplane).

5. The history of science is not consistent with falsificationism.

· Scientists often tolerate the occurrence of apparently falsifying observations or experimental outcomes for significant periods of time without abandoning the “falsified” hypotheses—even when no satisfactory modifications are available.

An Alternative to Falsificationism—“Sophisticated Inductivism”

· Accepts the distinction between the context of discovery and the context of justification
· Accepts the falsificationist view that scientific hypotheses are not logically derived from neutral, objective data

· Claims that the confirmation of scientific hypotheses involves  inductive reasoning

· Claims that the justification of a scientific hypothesis is a matter of both falsification and confirmation

· Claims that we are sometimes rationally justified in accepting a scientific hypothesis as more or less probable 







