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1. mmEe 1&%

AR EHS D. Humeo] MRS REBEE 4% ks 2T
#=ALS MEE 44 E#HRY BE=E =g REE o MES
B 2en stglor HEE TEY BRS fifgdtond o8 M
A g oy BE old e WREY U MEL 9 g
w2 e K& BBY . AHY BB o BMEEE K
Fet] AR, ¥l 2 BB FAE EARE & o 997
3 EEE REEstctn @A Zowl H#S) Kool R A F
d mol7] Aol mE|Etd o] AL AR HEETY WL =
3 e WP HRer =Hda, 55 HEHBAE o1 BRS
R gonl akElE BERT ME F) iz mojgho, 2 o)y
o EACl AT BN HEEEY WP AL HetA Wil am
®re] HA-E BEstLa} g},

AiREe] Eolzbd 2Eets fme K& LSRNz #Hits J=
HEE7T ##RE (deduction) o] =h, aE v BRAERFY REW HEHFH
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A FREE #ESAE o8l8 JEEEYN HEC 2o £ RES F
= sta ek, Bl giREC] EY-E #%sde stedE o B BEd
MERENe s EHE T 9t HES EHE wrh o] 2E EEE
49 HEE (nondeductive inference) & W2 979 &R (induc-
tive ‘inference)zlm F =272 g}, D
o) JERERMEN  48ME (nontauotlogicalcharacter) & o] 7]
SR %A F.Bacono] ksl BMI vha, kel HiRETE
e Jzd FAE 98 £ Ae AL 2 HEaEel=t A3l o
U EERES ol® ARk FRe] BMERL 8BRS YA "Heh
Humeo] #&#a wloll KA 2l = B REES REMoe

BHED 5 o9& B oohvEl BifEEe #KXpy(a posteriori) HEB=
TSt Aolt, A8 %KW REL gt stzalis oL
= thA] BREE Wolol ¥ FEE WA Ak B ¢¥x Aoz

8 A e s WY o] KESE L HREEE REY
o2k ERMezE ERLE 5 e ZAelth?. o Y Hume
MR Sl AR AT AR BEY T Actn 23 BRERE —
e Hiko = EHst At

I. miRE

Hume®] 5] 3% H.Reichenbach®] #£4Ipy e ol %
=] 9lA 2qlet® ., Humed FMERY mohg =7 $d + gl
ok o #EE EEEcE BRAA BESAc. B0 B
e EE{E AR HRel Belege HRES BEYTT Humed 7
Ak olEstd e EEE HBEY T deS vBETond B
e EEE L3, Reichenbache] 92l Humeo B#%Ho]
“EZEY B, Humed #Ig-& Exsictn 2Zcb, g8y Reichenbachi

1. R Carnap® The Continuum of Inductive Methods. (Chicago ;
1952) ol 4 E#{SE #F2 w& o]}, 2. H Reichenbach, Experience
and Prediction (Chicago ; 1938) P 342 3. Ibid., PP.348~357.
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BREES EELstr] 8 o #Rd BE Hile ol w=4] LB
stohm wal ebEch BB RO EY$ UEVCYE BMEBEL Iy
fe= A A7 2 HE @ske RZEctL & T& ok B MR EE
£ UBESE AL BN RES EELsr] 3 OEEA st
LEHEEL T A

Reichenbachi= FMHEEE F 2 kol F3 BEHY BEE Rt
£ s fikE Brh KK W3 BEE o 7 A $EldA
olF] oelAl A FlEE KFY EES BAEEST #BRE-E w9
B Aeola, oA FHEke] ANEYd BHAFEEEe EEtE A
o2 AAgel, 7Hy, old ASE 48 2rle . o7 4 FHe
2 g3 dE el A Eiie $ME ot 29 Kol mbEon
BEE & b goh 2y EiE o] Ush oA L F 2o
gheb, o™ A4 o FR EHELE Allth BE, Fishsiat

peslete € 99 o % 5 Adolvh. ey BEY

B &) BRAE el ;r“‘ﬁﬁl EEEcte A 4 5 88 A
-2l SRS LB S s oF & Zolch, o] o] W
|yt mehel LEHAYS BY ¢ dod o e EEAE Aol

o] 43 Reichenbach® 138 19 L3 <o) HWIEHE B4
th, ol sl ok FMHEEE HIEo $3sttie Humed| FiRd o
s, Folo] “2” Fifel ke E4+ uwArh H K EEXRA=
A 789 Bivel He, AR B Fodolve E&olth o
2 %ely] S8l 2 4 BHEES B HEIY. KRS BW
gl Aol FEWMMEEY Brvelele £%EF £ o d4sd 2w =&
7ro] ERALTL,

“EAVHEES] B £EY HAECT o4 ERdE likd e Has
o) RFE FRsEH "0,

ol el ot HY MEE MAERN ML HAES HR

4. Ibid., P350.

ha:




{99)

3 (limit of frequency) 24 F#Prl, = o8 RFEES o
2wl 4K #5E (determination a priori) & HAHH S 28 %XRHY A

o #%KH 55 (determination a posteriori)dl = By #®X
iy Bol st Moz BES HAWEE o Rl AR KK E
Be iflmes ¥HNE EHRE HXE %Y. Reichenbachs]
= o iy FRel ki, BR A% non-Ad  FFle] st
BEY 4, B4R 28 ®WE 0, 2 h A HES BE mta Yo
A hr=0 51 @ olsh 2ea 3 AFIE FR SE>n)HA
EEY Jo = o HEHES b* 4604 2 == g Zel=h
Bl hr—esh’=h"+e o BR7F RZElsh (4714 e &= Al 42 B
B #ukoh) olReol WA HRM HES BERels, A EMS
FEE FRA AiEt). ol Zo] BMKEE BKEY R BA
37 918 FHo=z METPA, Humed o HHES MRl 19 &
7 H e BHY A$SS 445 Aol Hx o yel 2E WET A+
E BT Aoz Hrxh wztA Reichenbachy Kkl At EFHY
BERE Sas] @k Y Fojdl Esbsiche fER HREEE B
- 3ids)

0. w#e FK

C.G. Hempelo] 5% wlo] #ksta® Reichenbach®] iy #
ke, Yutdow JhR HPN Aoz Wa Y& HNERS 13
Az, KEpes FEHE BRES AV Yt 4 ®RESY H
MR KT FREEESY #AYE 49 2oz b = Gh9
(h)7h vtz Aol =,

}) “mE HEY A Y BEFSe Belt’z XE =g A+ B
" HEEEE AL

5. Ibid., P340. 6. C.G. Hempel, “Inductive Inconsistencies” in L-
ogic and Langnage (edited by B.H.Kazemier and D. Vuysie) Dor-
drecht, 1962 PP, 146~147.
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(*h) nfEe) =Wyl AE BEY oA miEs B B BEsg-

Mo A Bolgtm figsle A, (289 A o HHE A4 8
kol & A ze Fhted QA HER D8 BES dolnth).

sbe, oid HEm By (l:old £Bu do)rt e HEy
Box (o o) B o 9A ksl AExE EEss] A9
x%ye BaEe nEH @Estden shal, 2P oA WS B
T X Vi) (XYl e (Xn, Va) B} 8FxE, 2B W o]yl #FHEo 2HF
oA WY WEL, vE x9 mEEA HRSE @HE C,CoCh
o kgD 5 9 Aolel, 1 MgEe 43 B MRY Aol B
7ol e},

o] B¢ v=F.(x); y=F.(x), &1 HRs=z, ez gEpez
Faxl x 9 v 2445 Agtn oy BLEY BEd 28 (he
Eo| ==}

(*h) Aol A HZEY nFHY =8 AL y=F. (x), & WEAL
o}, :
olgl3tqd (Ph) & ch&3 Z-& —MENSHRART. A,

(tle) 2E A= ‘y=F ()’ & #EAI2lt}.

v R gk BEES B3 BES BEe st gt golx
gk g gleh, B,

() Add A HBEL n =Y e AL y=F,x),% WE47
.

2z (Fhell A8 () #iRSS Eiis At

(1) 28 A+ ‘vy=F(x)"& =& 7 ¢}

23 [ SREM 5 PEMez #ad x4 v nHE A
£ 7lwte 3t (7h)9 KRS EBI dun HAED RS EHT
Zolx ¥ A& v & x9 HEY HEN mEz RIS I
7l ksl ZEe] @Bt B3 Aol 97l B, F 9 F,7 x o
g v = MRS 28ez ()9 (Z)E wmEMez A= F
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BEEH (Ghel d5te] wEBFET 44 @AY —#t= FEHA =
# o] =},
Hempeld] 913}w Reichenbachd] E#iEE nst m uvc} HE A%
B FEel A7e A mhavbd 2 FES AVA 2= AL
(eh) o| RF x, o nFERY H-& ool HE {9 BRE BEXK
Pyriw, oEla o$r] IR P Agel i3 kpy KM Bzl
s e byt dubd, $FE 2 Rl ALE A HHE fi(i>n)
b frxd 59 MR Pol FEE Aol B 5 (posit) B,
o]Zlo] Reichenbach®] HFifgiflel st fmEe st 42 (x1, yi)
(X Vo) oo (Xn, Y 24 2 A& #H50] BRAJAcER sk, 2 Fol
A EERER Fo& el 2] MEEET 1ol mBMEk Fo F,
22 Uy E A5 o84 Yola xk, 28w Reichenbach:= =
Kify HeZo 2t st Ao RS ob dEAl wrlk fdta RESH
o 2ol 2 HAR oA b 2ol fHEstela foRgcl B xe
yAY pEMeR #EeE B HiEY] ALY nALE dAAA
ALEd Foot —#= & 59 &S 1-d e vlza: ofd &
BRell %% Aoleh, a3 o] wsirtxla F,, Fidl —sl= =
9 A dl AR Eol Hrp, aEEz od BWREWSo 27
2 EHES mENoE FEAA devhdtEdE, ojyA 22
EE Ml oM E REcE FEAE FWHEY EHS o
el d&E &+ Y. a"Ed (FhHA R B iRz 3H
e s FEEE EREL BEHA 3
HiEe] Holu #iREel A2 FEAE #RE BXKG: AL o
b HEE =&k A = ebdel, ],
2+ Frh
Gt He FY EL q-xh
a#zz avt Gl BEEL qEH,

o

7. libid., P 128.
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o]} HEEA olA (M a &= Kol A G#BEN HBEdo K
et Fu, Fp 59 HAY S50 = BYE Zoja, Wby 1 RAE
°] GE& v = HMSEEE HRY Ao AT FFl 42 7t
3, 2t BRAC . HEAY 10%%E HEHEC), aeez HX
7 BEHGEQ #AR-2 0.1, oHE SFE =3 BAEEe, FK
BiEel 0%+ HEHEEL. asze oL BB BEe 0,99
th ol® A$ 2 BiREC]l =¥ Eolzhe FHEol WA Rz 49
Hlvha st 2w @ R ZBGREC] kel o] MY A=
FEEE Mme A b B EEER] T fiiREe] Edd= &
TEHI 2 MRRES A2 RMNT 5 g4 =Sk AA RigsEe
WiniEEe] 2RI Vel MBS Y2k F8Y DA £E0 T

HE HRETe BENez a¥a gy o ZMme #£ed do Bl
T ET A 5 YT HE 2 A ok e oY BIRSE

oz ¥ Egelth.  2E M BMEEC JlAdAE olf Hy wel
2ol B¥S @ £l FEAE Ml o BEY BES FE
odtEAE 2%l =F KY = Y ol FifEe] Eez
FAEN L KimEel MEMLZ MuT + g —HY 2 BEW
By Beikol Fol o, o2 Mol AL HMo 2 o 7B B
HE Zelurh FAc ol T HivHEESY Exke EfEs WE
=},

V. 2MiRike| sk

o] Mol #al R. Carnape %4 HHMRES MM 1 HEkke
U3 EARD o & HEkF BEANZZA 2 MRE BETT
20 fshd BAREL BERES Rz ERY RESH we
£ MEEE hRe el BES) HWHE ERsh: Aol ohlzin

8. R. Carnap. Logical Foundations of Probability. Chicago ; 1950, PP.
202~208
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b adEe GmEE BES A9 HHz -Brﬂ mEe) s B
b, 2y v BEEGRES FHS oA, 3 fEde e B
B WHE shE. 28D HAY MEs HE B4 Y& M
Eol BHg 2 EAelS MWRE FRshe WMEMY Aoz BRHE
o}, 2Eshd HmmEE Hdd BT ol F Estitetsl EEN &
1% (evidence) eg Ffto 23l B (hypothesis) he #iHE (degree
of confirmation)7} r 4+,

cthye)=r 2 F£RIFet. 74 e = Hi#sE S h & ] 30
ok, o] ¥ #Ewkdl A Carnap& I, Bacone|v} J.S, Mille] o] Zul g
kel B BES EWMEREC EBACIR &I BN kel
Bie Aoz BEfdeh o2 3 HRRIEY WEE HAREER
A4 BERYE 5 slvkw st o EHE 24 Keynes?| HEEHSE #lxsiw
siek?

o9 2R EAE Koz she 2k 19 mhxw 23] Fojq
BE oA Wmrele stdlex g B 2oz sk, A, $E |
olgti A zshe HEWY MEDL KEES AMtew g o4 FA
BER (B WAD o »l ¢ ch & BESo] HlEE 5+ bz e, ho B -
of g el FaE WRE s, ¥z hrt BYS #ele 13
Be prETEe dol, o el o A g TEY EEe 4 AUUh?
ool %3 Carnap 28RBS Tk (the requirément of total ev-—
idence) 2l FEE &3 o] R “BiMRES TR HE
of EAEH A E AAjg 2MRERE EEEY HES 3 &8
o A4otel gelt0), Al o] ERe {ketwl o FHRANA 4EEIT KM
o FofFh= SED EEE-S BEEA A HEs A} s, BEE
= 2 EHEC] 2% WM ALe 2EHEE HEitor Y dda o
A}, o)t #EERY WES BIRYF o #iRel FAete Kl A
By EEES Bz % 5 et Hempel o] FoRo “JrEW

Zn

p.&)@g

9. libid P205 10. Iibid., P211
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BLATE) BWMHEES FES Mkste L Y. by, FAY HHn B
Fell sl st “a GH"E A9 HES Aoz, ttE e “a
€ G7F ol e"E A BED Aoz #aded 2 A Hm
+ 25 2#REY HRd ZEE 5 4t 2 BhE 2F0] o] B
Fell ZEZ Aozt Frbd 2 FifREe] AZD “a& Go" “a
G 7F oh el e Yol 3t WAL 2B 13 FWd Y493 mxEs
B-—& Zol7] & o}, zelmz A3 28HET FEI=
o] B BC 2 BEE FA4F 5

ERES ERe BEY A& G0 FENE RESE = 2o
282 o8 FES e =w 2dx HEo Nelson Goodmane] &
fHEEE S R (riddle of induction)-& BEFH oA HEHsE FHik
st gletek?), Goodmang &3t 72 fIE EFx Y}, s, o4
BeR teoll lolA $Elst 4 ZEFREA kb t LIAT AR KBES
E oo 2= (emerald) = X4 olelm dhxb, wHw HBO ML

| 95t 2 2#GEE ‘2 dHgEr S s &Ly h
S FEDEE ol 9t Zo] HMS EAf(straight rule) & HEAEI —&
feol 98t 2= o]l =7 t L = 54 HAolgh: BAMS &
mig Aoz BES. a1 ‘grue’sh SREE LAY Y es
AR ofw R HAE 2 oldE JAg FE HEde ERIC
I 3kzb. o to glejA e ZEliuEd & xF A HES =
£ oolel 2= ‘grue’ o Heola, o E#¥ERE ‘2T oWl ¥E & grue
olth’ 2k hy B HIE™ Zolwh. v t LBkl HAE oW ZEo
i@ﬁﬁﬂ At 2 FAY HRE AR Bu¥ 5 8 R A4 o
ok, ojzlo] o] B¥t Goodmane] #fRielrt. o714 & 2EEHmE K
3l M#EE AL h, BobE hy o)wlm Rupgrch, e kst h, & MLl
BipyE o (lawlike statement) o] K3 h, & 282 7] = Fola,
BOERR Boge]l o ¥y% FHEZ LH BES 9E 5 A7 A

11. Heompel. Inductive Inconsistencies P140 12. N. Goodmen, Fact,.
Fiction and Forecast. Cambridge 1955 Chap .

¢




(105 )
Eolth. zzlstq BRLEY BRES BAY BHEY ERlel Folol v
A,

Carnapdl] 9| 3l%} Goodmand ke 2#HEY ERd #KQ
vha Erb, b RKY e E=0t grue A Aol ks B A%
o g A 2 FAx] HEL dHAEgs=t 25 ‘grue’gdte A ur o
B o] ¢#z7] Aotk Bl et LAl w4 oz AR A
Yot DARTe]l AA obd ez HAEAY] A Feolvh, of4] T -

L =5t LAY A Aex oy ek aslnz old MERN
%ﬁ%m?&oﬂ A Bag A HBE 8RR ERd EEEC 9
c.

2K FHEe Ayerd o8 F 2 #i#le 2 Sl=). 219
AL F2 FWE Aol REN WEE FilN mEo igoll #
rhgl =}, Carnapd] 2B EREe 2 2¥REY Hos piRs s
L oERRY REd A9 Az EEde. A71A EiRES BEHE
GRER A 1)E 2 #md o5t W Folet, a2istd BESH
o R Aoz =HH HMN BEY EAYAL che =r&
L-true o] &7} L—falsest 2 Zo]c}, ojel W] Ayere g3t o
st ik, 7he, Wb BEES 2(E)ol WY s BBAA B
gt sbe A 2 ofd EeEd BRE h=2 HZiokw, +Ee
o Be REREES BEToEA 2B *Eﬁﬂ WEES 1 h °ﬂ
#leg vk, odH old| MESHEC 0 LA BEE B
siopbml o rhell ol AE B2 AE wch Eie e ez 44%
2 oA Froh, wr} B REE HMe EEzE 2 U Hsle
o} e mk wrp Fo gAlo] FojA Adld, ¥ HMEE £t
A 29 o gERr Foets Foin T 5 QA " olF s
Ayer: ZESsAEo FEsF W@ o= BE S WEDL 3
EEHE 229 EEAS ke A4 2% hE Aolv. Ay 2

.
=

Mol
=

MeoF M

o]

B

13. A. J. Ayer. The Conception of Probability as a logical relation
1957,
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BREE vietoz 4% o b Wy BEFHE 28HKRET BX

B &A= mETHCA 22 gl Obvel 7] = Fo] e},

a# 4 Carnape 2|4 8178, 2HEY BEE §WHRE #ale]
ohdzh, By AERY HAlelsts Aotk & o gds wed 2
FHE = B REe 5E%ES AY RoGEe oldds MEks
< Hrohe Aol BRE 28GR 9 22 AL #Eds 2
B ARy ¥f% (pragmatic in character) & 2d Aol HaiaEy
el 3l EHRE = doba g,

oV 2EEERS ERkE BEs BATg JddAE d=a] #%E
of EESHA =t sivkelel 2o 2EEEE §4 1T Egsle s

“ﬂﬁ | EBoz FHY S+ A7 Ao

tlo

&I Wesley Salmon& B9 & BEE #HEgd o Rei-
chenbach& ##stn Anzd HEEY LT =43 Yob), o
€ FivEE2] RS Carnapd HME Fot =Mooz EHsI ol F
£ Reichenbach®] §xgrel #¥ (The criterion of Convergence) st
H.3¢ ol E2a} FFEAHS ¥ (The criterion of linguistic invari-
ance) o] {&s] EEistn b, o =S il g3 2.

1. ?&‘,E'l?‘éEBI R -

ofd 4 E (population) ] §lef o} = ¥ HMEEAK (finite Sample)
oz Ry ot BHS A gk ohE BAE HEEsS e FAL ERoE
Aol HEER)

2. ¥EC| HA -

AIREA ez H8 oo 248MS HEEsle HHl 2 FEE

mRelved o RY1Y Ag oA o HREEY EEe s

14. W. Salmon, “Vindication of Induction,” in Current Issues in the
Pailosophy of Science (edited by H. Feigl and G. Maxwell) New
York, 1963.
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BB G > M) HeER)
3. HEHEC| R :

EEENA 2 BEEY FREAS fEiE BN 1 BEEo
HEIEY Aol o HEEEESY M5 (the limit of the relati\}e fre-
quency).o T FE 3 #4re HES 9k HE(BEE->EAS HEm)

2B RS o) kol A = chad) o] KEE £ Ao A

ol WY FAlE AL @ERsE LAMoez MMEEY £
o) TE0ste EEUSEM WA AXE 138 EaEEL 3
A 2, 1 Few ML BED 4+ goe A,

hxluto = W. Salmon [ %o AR o Lul BETHS #Hio] ot
MR EFRAY STpel B T KMoz Sodt o] BT % 9
o}, g0,

olwWl iy Bille] BT KRS TEE BES: B MK
gz Hch o @y SHe BEL & dde A,

ol s} 7o —HY Mol {kigste] WBMMEEE FE{st: Salmon
o #EIe A 2ukx] Fad Auke A9 wrlz shx. ae ®BE
HEHE EEel o, $4 mEE#HZ 25 (principle of
indifference) & #E#IMfTe 2 s = A 1ehts M (paradox-
)& L Ak A, oW ABESF 143 24540d 1wk
¢ 2k Aow of 3o o EHY MES dHx @gtcin
sixb. EEREE KSR 155 145 0&deld 1std 2 : B
A 0503 14y 30fbell A 2434lolo]l  1WlQ Rel: #AEE 0.52
o Y Aotk awa o] A3 HWES B HREZE BEY 5
Qg Aok, Bl HB®A 157 25406 1519S gelchd 2 5
#9772 e 609kl 3} 30mkY Alolz @ Aolth, of7]d =y dmE
BUIRAEE HAD T THmeso] 60m1 I3 4501 Alo]l 2 B & Bedio]
0.50] 1 4573} 307k Alo] = == Ao} 052 ¥ Aok, ¥
U oo] KEEE IEY KR A2 WUt $ 94 Ao 2 BhE W
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#op Zo] ALl FHEEL 600td St 400ty Alolz EH & B
0.50) 3 40=kd =t 30vtd 2 =& Bzl 0.52 =7 wjfolch, o]%
o] AR REE R-—-#HEdE= 2= FAskY FEI = #RE
BRE7] AR o FEE BEE 5 ke Atk

wEHe FHEE T2t RESA] gog A= ofw #HHS wiksid
= 2bgke Carnapoel=el, =9 #Z &2 (Confirmation function)c* =
RS FES A4 2 #5350 (Structure description)d] = g3} 3
Az Folal HETM RS HREEE (State-description) ] & Ap-&-3)
ep1s)  g# b Salmone] €&y Carnap®) il = #2509 JEE
Slol A b IR BEELe] WIER e Aol=H). o EiEieldt MESY

Az BRE DL e BREESS ANEY AV e ERES EE
& AEEEe] Slvhe BWEolrlh ook 2 MEY IS MFEE A
f G Jual

o2 HRBREE #HENE mEYN BEA W FEI= #RE
s}7) wjRolvh, mElmw RS FEAE F@ATED EEES
#HEe REES MAT LA e Aot Carnapg EEFlC K
BE EAMAY BFEA #AT AS HiRgey o EEL 94 &
2 FE3lgcte Aolvh. Suksty BFEO BIE F EAREY #EiEo)
2o} S EERd AHel7] = FEelwh, Eohwl o EAN HREol=t
Carnap?| 87 1ol EFEREY Xk KBy FEE Bust
o] 3aS R A7 fEeleh, olFlsld  Salmong FEny ERE
2eRELR] Ok Remhenbach-% B A& (Straight rule) & s#esich,
o]o] %3] Stephen Barker: Keynesol Z#Re| ksl Reichen
bachiel R#R HATE Foh EEA A $talsto oleb). AA =
B HEs B BB ke = mElives EHEsn M
—8b HAMRESL opviel B BHFIEU A HiZER KL (degree
of likeness) ¢} 32 (degree of difference)rt HEf oz -2 K
Hipgolel, vl = w HEIHCEC K3 BN gike o BHRE AEE

15. R. Carnap, loc. cit., pp 562~576 16, W. Salmon, loc.cit., pp
247~249 17. Ibid., p259

o,
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A Hn BAEE EEH wBo o Ba BRHY e B
BE 5 slebs £ReE 448 Zeos Ha e, FAE, B
F£E ROEES EANE oz BREsle 2L REp #EA ddA4
Himel AEp %EE #yS] EEsx 2y Aoz B, afa
Barkero] #t#q] ksl Salmond] #Hme ‘grue’s ﬁ;ﬁfz} Goodman
o HRS o MRE Aojof & AelH A¥ o MY M olw B
e stgdch =AW E HEFLS (estimators) & #Exsle ME7L 24
Hrhe "ol

& g4 lan Hacking® =29 ‘Salmon’s Vindication of Indu-
ction’o| A o] -2 53] Jy#atc}®) . a4 k3l Reichenbach: &
AEE(Straight rule)st -2 o HEEHRS EEE Hnsd BB
FAthke Aol F,“BBE n @Y adel m @7 8 ojgkd XFo)
A B BREEE T = #Esies EAGS BMEE A8 A
o2 PPk golrk. Salmons} Reichenbachi= el MHiRel 1
gebd 2 BUES MRS fEslyl fg BEAg] o9 #HusE od
HegEsmette Fobn RRgcr ad A HEiErke H—3 #i%
ol kst oy, MEEE HES e A, EARE 25 3o
A ol = 3 bE AN of Hrhe KL BRsl 3 Byth, o] #rael
#3, Salmong EAF #y=& HFHEETL =% 1z ERIE
B KESE AR HEER EAAL oW MREY EEz %)
== NEEL] o Boll, FEENE KRS HHEe] ksl E Ao
BEY #¥Ees HArpa d=1f

a8 v Hackings] & sts o] 9 722 Salmon® HFBlE F71x19
galkol Slebe Zoloh, A = K= EEAE HEE BEdods
=l EAf] EEYHE BV HiMAE R it 28
W 2@ fiRe obFE = kEE A HEEY S gtk ERE
Bk e FRE FEyct stodE EASLE BB EY A2 3

18 lan Hacking, Salmons delcatmn of Induction in the Journal
of Phxlosophy May 13 1965.
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Tyl = vh@ ol g RiRE ERE Zelth
V. EX{kel Es

A F7hA fmEk= ol & BMREES EE/ o) oA BREE) W ok ¥
AL Foucke E¥{L (Justification)d #Eez AaAsle. H
Feigle] Jyprell fkats EEILS] #a Fol& &K% (Validation)s} #
#% (Vindication) 9] &7} o] Ut} Ao|c}, ofw W@y SV
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