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1.Humearguedthatinductiveinferencecanneverberationallyjustified,+etscience
relies  on induction as its primary mode of reasoning.  What is your opinion  about this?
Justify your position with reasons.
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2.    Sarulckai ai.gues that doubt, rather than being merely a skeptical postu
constitutive of scientific inquiry itself. Discuss the impact of this under
as a knowledge-producing enterprise.
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3.   Does   the   theory   ladenness   of  observation   make   objective   scierftific   knowledge
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impossible? Discuss it according to Hanson's view.
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4.    Hempel's   deductive-nomological   model   pi.esents   scientific   explanation   as   logical
subsumption under laws  of nature. What are the philosophical strengths  of this model?
Discuss.
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5.   Popper proposed falsifiability as the criterion that separates science from pseudoscience.
Is  falsificationism  a satisfactory account of the demarcation problem?  Illustrate your
answer.
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6.   Van Fraassen's  constructive  empiricism holds  that the  aim of science is  empirical
adequacy,   not  truth.   Does  this  position  adequately   account  for  the  predictive   and
explanatory success of science? Discuss.
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7.   The realism-antirealism debate is sometimes dismissed as a merely metaphysical
dispute with no practical  consequences for scientific practice. Do you agree with this
view?Justifyyourview.
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8.   Philosophy of science oscillates between two poles:  a normative ambition to prescribe
how science ought to proceed, and a descriptive concern with how science actually

pi.oceeds. Discuss it with reference to Poppet-and Kuhn's view.
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9.   Does Kuhn's account of paradigm shift undermine the rationality of science, or does it
offer a more 1.ealistic picture of how science actually works? Discuss.
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10. Write short notes on any two of the following.
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(i)  The problem of induction `anlffl # HqRIT

(ii)MechanisticmodelsofHampelaedaiqiPeifeiT
(iii)TraditionalviewofScientificprogress.aiferfufflqTifedan
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