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The debate can be divided into three phases:

1. Is "falsification" a good term for Popper's philosophy?
 TheRat: yes; jordancurve: no.

2. Did TheRat describe an asymmetry in Popper's philosophy?
 TheRat: yes; jordancurve: no.

3. TheRat accuses jordancurve of misrepresenting him,
but refuses to provide a quote.

 jordancurve regards this as an impasse and ends the discussion.

(1.1) TheRat: Feels weird saying Popper agrees with falsificationism, like saying Einstein
agrees with the theory of relativity.

(1.2) jordancurve: http://mail.curi.us/1547-educational-research-in-practice-2
> Falsificationism is a bad description of Popper's philosophy because it has been
> repeatedly misunderstood as meaning to justify theories by how well they withstand
> criticism and their rivals don't. It's also bad because it is taken to mean
> empirical falsification to be used only in science -- which it often is used to
> mean -- but most criticism is not empirical even in science (as David Deutsch has
> pointed out in his books, e.g. with the example of the idea that eating grass
> cures the common cold, which we reject without testing)..." And, finally,
> "falsificationism" a bad description because Popper himself explicitly rejected it
> in print! In Realism and the Aim of Science, p xxxi, Popper says, "... my views
> on science (sometimes, but not by me, called 'falsificationism') ..."

(1.3) TheRat: Yes bad description, but non naive falsificationism was an important
part of Popper's philosophy.

(1.4) curi: no, some thing X was an important part of Popper's philosophy which
you think should be called "non naive falsificationism" but Popper and I don't

(1.5) TheRat: but when people refer to falsificationism

(1.6) curi: it's a pretty clear sign they don't know much about CR and are straw
manning it. in general, IME, when ppl use that term, the thing they have in mind
is incorrect

(1.7) TheRat: sure but the point is, falsificationism has not been refuted
As the next section shows, TheRat's use of
"falsificationism" is consistent with curi's

experience.

It's unclear whether "sure" is a concession by
TheRat. For one thing, TheRat said "but", which
indicates that what follows is somehow contrary

to what went before. Another thing is that TheRat
continued using the term "falsificationism".

(1.8) curi: you'd have to define falsificationism before evaluating it

(2.1) TheRat: [Falsificationism is] the asymmetry that a theory can never be "proven"
but it can be falsified.

(2.2) jordancurve: A theory can't be guaranteed falsified. The proposed falsification might itself be refuted. (2.3) curi: that's ambiguous (2.3.1) most ways ppl mean that are false

(2.4) TheRat: well nothing is guaranteed so I agree there

TheRat never responded to these comments.

(2.5) jordancurve: So then where's your asymmetry? (2.5.1) curi: so what's the asymmetry then?

(2.6) TheRat: having "evidence for" doesn't make a theory true or more likely to be
true, having evidence that falsifies it can disprove a theory.

(2.7) curi: that sounds infallibilist again (2.7.1) curi: that's ambiguous again

(2.8) TheRat: [I wrote 'can', which implies that] finding contradicting evidence doesn't
guarantee falsification, but we can drop a theory

(2.9) jordancurve: Where's the asymmetry between provisionally "dropping" a theory
and provisionally accepting a theory?

(2.18) TheRat: what you're advocating for jordancurve with no asymmetry is verificationism.

(2.10) TheRat: evidence doesn't give you reason to accept a theory

jordancurve never responded to this comment.

It's unclear what symmetry has to do with "verificationism", which, according to
Wikipedia, is "the philosophical doctrine which maintains that only

statements that are empirically verifiable (i.e. verifiable through
the senses) are cognitively meaningful, or else they are truths of

logic (tautologies)."

(2.11) curi: giving something a different name
isn't pointing out an asymmetry.

(2.12) curi: i think you don't know what the asymmetry is.
otherwise you would have mentioned it by now. (2.13) jordancurve: You didn't answer my question. My question didn't mention evidence.

This is apparently meant to be a response to
question 2.9 about asymmetry, but it doesn't describe

an asymmetry. TheRat elaborated in 2.14.

TheRat never responded to these comments. 2.14 TheRat: evidence can only help us drop a theory, never to adopt one jordancurve's remark about not mentioning evidence
is a non sequitur.

(2.15) jordancurve: False. For example, say I use some evidence A to refute theory X, and
later evidence B plus some other theory leads me to conclude that A was false,
thereby rehabilitating X.

(2.16) curi: i don't agree with this either. e.g.
b/c dropping theory X helps us adopt theory Y.

2.14 was a key point of contention. Here, with the
term "help", TheRat introduces the firstof

five terms he will use to refer to the role of evidence
in adopting a theory.

(2.17) TheRat: That doesn't mean that Theory X is true due to the evidence you collected

(2.19) jordancurve: I never said it was "true"; I said we "adopted" it, which we do. Here, TheRat introduces a second term to refer to
the role of evidence in adopting a theory: "due to".



Impasse: TheRat accuses jordancurve of dropping context, but refuses to provide a quote

(2.20) TheRat: why did you adopt it?
Actually, jordancurve never used the word "adopted".
He was replying to TheRat's comment in 2.14 which

used the word "adopt".

(2.21) jordancurve: We adopt a theory when we know of no refutations of adopting it.

(2.22) TheRat: that doesn't sound like adopting it due to evidence

(2.23) jordancurve: You keep changing the topic. Earlier you said "evidence can only help
us drop a theory" now you're talking about adopting something "due to evidence".
Do you not see the difference between those two things?

In 2.14, TheRat said that "evidence [can't]
help us ... adopt a theory". jordancurve

disagreed, and, in 2.15, gave a counterexample in
which evidence helped us adopt a theory.

Here, TheRat criticizes jordancurve's counterexample
because it wasn't an example of adopting a theory

due to evidence . But that's a separate issue
from whether the evidence was helpful in

adopting the theory.

(2.24) TheRat: does it or does it not get adopted by evidence?

(3.1) TheRat: pls don't drop context. Please quote my quote in entirety.

jordancurve's statement is unclear. Using the verb
"asking" instead of "talking" would have been better.

TheRat never responded to jordancurve's question,
except to accuse jordancurve of "drop[ing] context"

and "misrepresenting" him (in 3.1, 3.2, 3.5, and 3.6).

Here, TheRat introduces a third  term to refer to
the role of evidence in adopting a theory: "by".

jordancurve never responded to this or to any of TheRat's subsequent
comments, focusing instead on TheRat's accusation of context dropping

in 3.1, which TheRat made at nearly the same time
(he said both at 10:54 PM in the transcript).

(3.2) TheRat: i also said we can't use evidence to adopt a theory(3.3) jordancurve: Please quote my alleged context dropping
along with the context I am supposed to have dropped.

(3.5) TheRat: jordancurve quotes half my quote and responds only to half of it dropping
important context.

Here, TheRat introduces a fourth term for the
role of evidence in adopting a theory: "use".TheRat never quoted the alleged context dropping.

(3.4) jordancurve: I guess this is one impasse. TheRat accuses me of context dropping,
then refused to provide a quote when asked.

(3.7) jordancurve: I don't plan to talk further with TheRat for at least a week unless the
impasse around his unquoted accusation of me dropping the context of his comments
is resolved. If anyone thinks I'm making a mistake by doing this, let me know.

(3.6) TheRat: jordancurve is misrepresenting what I am saying and dodging the question:
does evidence justify the adoption of a theory or not.  he seems to think yes

In 2.23, jordancurve quoted TheRat's 2.14
in order to show that TheRat was changing the topic. That

quote didn't misrepresent TheRat.

That was not the question. TheRat has now introduced a
fifth term for the role of evidence in adopting a theory:

"justify".

(3.8) TheRat: Feel free to never talk to me forever my dude

(3.9) jordancurve: I've blocked TheRat.


