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Dear Jeanpierre 

Thanks f o r  yours o f  t h e  24th, Next t ime  make sure you a f f i x  a PAR AVlON 

label  t o  t h e  envelope. This t ime  we were lucky. Your guardian angel must 

have been look ing over t h e  shoulder of t h e  P.O. clerk--which leads me t o  

suspect t h a t  t h e  c l e r k  was a p r e t t y  g i r l .  (You know o f  cohrse t h a t  a l l  an- 

g e l s  a re  male.) 

Thanks f o r  being p a t i e n t  w i t h  me. Th is  t ime  1 understood, al though I  

am no t  happy w i t h  what you c a l l  a s l i g h t  abuse o f  notat ion.  To me it 

i s  a s t rong abuse: i t  i s  i n s u l t i n g .  

You d i d  wel l  t o  apply t h e  theory  t o  s c i e n t i f i c  inference. A theory  o f  

p a r t i a l  t r u t h  t h a t  does not  guide us i n  making s c i e n t i f i c  inferences, 

e.g. from data cum assumpt(ions t o  hypotheses, i s  no good. - 
The problem you note, namely t h e  theory i n  Vol. 6 does not  a l l ow  one t o  

i n f e r  t h e  t r u t h  value o f  t h e  antecedent o f  a hypothesis from t h e  t r u t h  

value o f  t h e  hypothesis and t h a t  o f  a consequence o f  it, i s  r e a l .  Given 
c r  

t he  s i m p l i s t i c  nature o f  t h e  theory, no s t rong r e s u l t s  can be expected 
A 

from it. 

However, t h e  problem i s  no t  as ser ious  as it looks a t  f i r s t  blush, and - 
t h i s  f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  reasons. I n  actual  s c i e n t i f i c  p r a c t i c e  t h e  an- 

tecedent  o f  a hypothesis o f  t h e  form " I f  p, then ql' i s  r a t h e r  innocuous, 

and normally you make sure it i s  tru9.e.g. by prepar ing t h e  o b j e c t  o f  

experiment i n  t h e  laboratory. Thus, you s t a t e  " I f  b i s  a body o f  mass 

rn upon which a fo rce  f acts, then b acquires an acce le ra t i on  a =f/mI1. 

You make sure you deal w i th  bodies, n o t  f i e l d s  o r  ghosts, and you do ap- 

p l y  t o  it a measured fo rce  o f  so many newtons. I,.e., you take  it f o r  granted 

t h a t  t h e  antecedent i s  f u l l y  ( o r  very approximat ly)  t r u e .  Then you measure 

t h e  acce le ra t i on  a and compare t h i s  measured value w i t h  t h e  p red ic ted  value 

f/m. I f  t h e  measurement i s  precise, o r  t h e  f / m  r a t i o  very high, you1 l l  

ge t  some nonvan i shi  ng d i screpancy e between t h e  ca l cu l  ated and t h e  measured 

value$of the  accelerat ion,  i . e .  you w i l l  s e t  V = I  - e. Given t h i s  and 

V(p) =I, t h e  theory a l lows you t o  i n f e r  t h a t  V ( l f  p, then q ) =  I  - e. Likewise, 





f d  
i f  t h e  exper imental ly  determinedbvalue of t h e  consequent i s  very low,e.g. e(<I , 
the , tbeo ry  t e l l s  you t h a t  V ( l f  p, then q ) =  e . I n  fact ,  t he  inferences 

are: 

Confirmation o f  t he  hypetthesis ------ 

V(p) = I  assupption 

V(q) = I  - e exper imenta l resu I  

Re fu ta t i on  o f  t h e  hypotheSis ------ - 

V(p) = I a s ~ u - ~ b b t l  

V(q) = e , e Y I  experimenta I  r e s u l t  

Theory 

In  both cases t h e  discrepancy between t h e  experimental r e s u l t  and t h e  

consequent o f  t h e  hypothesis a f f e c t s  t h e  hypothesis i t s e l f  t o  t h e  same ex- 

t e n t .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  case it conf i rms t h e  hypothesis up t o  e , i n  t h e  se- 

cond it r e f u t e s  t h e  hypothesis up t o  e . 

True, t h i s  i s  no t  t h e  way I presented t h i n g s  i n  Vol. 2. 1 am s o r r y  

I  mis led you on t h i s  po in t .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand you may fee l  r e l i e v e d  t o  

see hat  t h e r e  i s  p o i n t  i n  cont inu ing t o  work along t h e  l i nes  you have 1 
t raced you r s e  I  f . 

You are  q u i t e  r i g h t :  M i l l e r ,  Tichy, H i l p i n e n  & Co do not  dedl w i t h  

p a r t i a l  t r u t h  a t  a l l .  I  don't  know what they a re  doing, except g e t t i n g  

promotions on t h e  s t rength  o f  t h e  endurance o f  t h e i r  bottoms. As f o r  

Tuornelals statement t h a t  t h e  concept o f  t r u t h  i s  epistemic ( r a t h e r  than 

semantic) I  don ' t  have a quar re l  wi?th it. A c t u a l l y  it i s  both semantic - 
and epistemic.  But i f  you i n s i s t  t h a t  it i s  on ly  semantic, you run t h e  

___. 

r i s k  o f  being taken f o r  a pa r t i san  o f  Ta rsk i ' s  theory  o f  t r u t h ,  which i s  

s imply i r r e l e v a n t  t o  fac tua l  t r u t h .  (As you know, T's theory i s  usua l l y  

c a l l e d  ' t h e  semantic theory o f  t r u t h 1 . )  

Of course I  ' I  I  g lad l y  recommend you f o r  a renewa 1 o f  your f e  I  l  owsh i p. i*rft 
1 & 3  - * pyy 

~ J W Q  . alac Amit i6s de l a    art de nous t r o i s .  
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