STATE UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, FREDONIA, NEWY YORK 1406:

Philosophy Department

January 8, 1969

Dr. Joske Agassi
18 Clark Lane
Sudbury, Mass.\ 01276

Dear Joske,

I have now read all the papers of yours that I
have and propose to make odds and ends of comments.
I have little to say about your review of Schlegel. I
am sorry he turned out to be no good. I remember pub-
lishing what I thought was an interesting paper of his
in the"BJPS. I have also little to say about your
paper on the ravens because I have never been able to
get interested in this subject, and somehow your paper
does not seem to me to proceed smoothly and it is hard
to follow.

Your note on analogies seems to me okay. I have
noted my agreement with your second paragraph, ard the
beginning and last paragraph. I think I made a similar
point in my own book on inference.

So far nothing very exciting. The next one on
revolutions in science is fuller and brightens up. There
are some excellent things in it. Page 50 in particular
puts the Lavoisier position beautifully. Also
section 3 is very fine. When you mention on page 54 the
shiftiness of Niels Bohr do you mean that he was intellec-
tually shifty and consciously so? I always thought he
was a man of the greatest integrity. One small point,
if you are reprinting page 57, I think Lorentz has his
initials the wrong way around, shouldn't they be H.A.?
Page 58. Do you deny all beauty in Wagner? If so, why
and what arguments would you give for it? On page 61
at the end I have noted my general impression of good
stuff on "the continuity theory" but feel that the paper
peters out, apparently lacking a point. It has a point
but there is an absence of stuff behind it.



We come now to science influx: which is nice. I have
a note at the end of section two that it seems to have to
do with explanation of good evidence found for false
theories. Is this what you were after? Page 306. Your
little joke I am afraid I don't get the point of.
Generally speaking, I found it hard to get the point of
section three. Isn't the heading of that section a bit
trivial? Again wi#h section four has me puzzled. Is the
section about what the crossheading says? On page 317
you make a beautiful aphorism about criticism belonging
to a main dish.

Although the paper is nice, it makes for relaxed
reading, that is to say it ambles along a bit too gently,
in fact it contains too much flux. It is something of the
Sunday afternoon ramble amid scenery that is quite nice
but hardly breathtaking.

As regards the paper on novelty, there are additional
reasons for being interested in your opening. I did not
know that these gambits had reached various advanced phases
in the handlingof Popper's philosophy. But one thing that
did come my way, which you may or may not know about, is
that at Pittsburgh a week before the conference where you
and I met I went as discussant of a paper o# Bill's, in
which he was making a very strong thesis to the effect that
Popper's central theses, as well as Wittgenstein's, were to
be found in Schlick&Buhler. I suggested to Bill not to
publish it without :giving quotations to give firm evidence
and I also drew attention to one or two other pupely fui,
obvious factorslmaiﬂlﬁfbecause a person says something
similar it may not be ‘the same and it may have been thought
out fresh, etc. And in any case, that the theme as a whole
might very well have taken a very different turn. One has
to be careful about saying that Newton did not discover the
calculus because his teacher knew its characteristics.

That is by the way here.

Middle of page 445 you make the important point about
working out or trying out an idea seriously in all details.
I suggest a minor modification. It is not a question of
working out the detail but giving enough detail to make the
thesis specific. I agree wholeheartedly with your comment
on Locke at the bottom of page 449 and this is another case
and point. I think it is also wrong to locate Kant's theory
in Hume. By the way, one of the best examples is that the
Karski-Popper definition of "validity" which was entirely
new consisted of ingredients, all of which were known to
Aristotle. Top of page 450 I think is an exaggeration or
unrealistic, that is that critical realism is about the
thing-in-itself. You have an interesting passage at the bottom
) of 453 on whether a crisis is a scientific crisis or a
ﬁh~(mxﬁk.meiheéical one. My general impression of this paper is that
it is a bit rambling and unspecific or that your explanation
of novelty is a bit thin. Your paper on sensationalism I
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read again last summer I think and I found the architecture
hard to follow. There is undoubtedly an important point in
it about sensationalism and conventionalism, but it does
not come over too clearly.

The paper I l%ked best of all is the one in the
Bunge volume and the close second is your paper on physics,
metaphysics and historissﬁ?4¢¢wuw

I have also read your book again. It reads pretty well
but could do with some clarification and considerable -
expansion, and perhaps development of gemne Coyméd deao | ZE&( %-ng,fJ
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