The problem of induction, stated simply and without qualification, is this: you can never be absolutely certain, regardless of how many times you observe a particular phenomenon, that such observations provide ample evidence for the formulation of a general, universal law. No matter how many times a hedgehog crosses the road without being hit by an oncoming vehicle, it can never be assured that every time it crosses the road it will reach the opposite side in safety.





This problem has been taken by some thinkers to pose a serious challenge to the truth of scientific statements of fact. many philosophers feel that induction occurs at the very roots of scientific theory - Hume for example felt that it undermined the possibility of real scientific knowledge (at least in the sense that we commonly accept regarding scientific knowledge - that it reveals objectively true aspects about the world) and that at best any predictions we make using scientific data (e.g. that the sun will rise tomorrow) are guesses which have their derivation in habitual experience.





Is this in fact the case? Does the problem of induction really spell the end of our confidence in the scientific method? This essay shall examine the problem of induction in detail, and consider some possible answers to such questions.





The reason why someone might feel that the problem of induction is threatening to scientific theory is probably because such a person believes that scientific knowledge is of a particular nature, i.e. that it is knowledge that is proven by the facts of experience. These facts of experience, after careful analysis, reveal knowledge of the objective world, and thus science as a discipline relies on observation.


