What is the New Riddle of Induction? Is it new? Can it be solved?
This essay will argue for the thesis that Goodman’s New Riddle of Induction is not new, but that it is actually the same as Hume’s problem of induction. It will be additionally argued that Goodman’s solution to his own problem fails; and, furthermore, that Goodman misinterprets Hume’s problem, and fails to refute it. Finally, it will be demonstrated that, in virtue of the fact that Goodman’s riddle is just the old problem of induction, it can be solved - in the way that Hume solved it.
Before it can be demonstrated that the New Riddle is actually just the Old Riddle, we must first outline what the riddle is. In his Fact, Fiction and Forecast
, Nelson Goodman defines his infamous, imaginary predicate ‘grue’ thus: something is grue iff it is examined before time t and is green, or it is not examined before t and is blue. Goodman then proceeds to argue that his new predicate creates an inductive paradox, which has come to be known as Goodman’s paradox.
What is so paradoxical about grue? Consider the following case of ordinary inductive reasoning: all emeralds I have observed so far have been green without exception, therefore all emeralds observed in the future will be green (or, the next emerald I observe will be green). This seems reasonable, and indeed, we make inferences of this sort everyday and all the time: the bulk of our knowledge comes from inferences made about things not held directly in perception, or in memory. Now, imagine time t is some distant time in the future, say midnight, New Year’s Eve, 3000 a.d. Under this condition, each instance of observing an emerald to be green thus far has also been an observation that it is grue. Why then do we not inductively infer that all emeralds are grue? To be sure, asserts Goodman, this is just as legitimate an inference: every instance in favour of the hypothesis that all emeralds are green is as much an instance in favour of the hypothesis that all emeralds are grue. The problem is now that, whereas our inductive projection of greenness means we continue expecting emeralds to be green, our projection of grueness, which we are just as justified in making, means we should expect after time t that all newly discovered emeralds (that is, those that have not been previously observed) will be blue. In other words, inductive reasoning leads us to the conclusion that certain emeralds (those excavated after t) will be both green and blue. This is a contradiction; the inference that every new emerald excavated will be green is inconsistent with the inference that emeralds excavated after t will be blue – hence the paradox.
In his book Reason and Prediction
, Simon Blackburn argues that this paradox, when properly scrutinised, can be shown to really be a variant of Hume’s original problem of induction. He says that the predicate grue differentiates between examined and unexamined emeralds, so that to project grueness is to expect a difference between some emeralds and others. He asserts that expecting differences is “exactly what the justification of induction tries to show to be unreasonable”. Therefore the problem becomes: why do we project properties like green, which don’t posit a difference between some emeralds and others, yet don’t project properties like grue, which do? That is to say, the New Riddle is really the Old Riddle of why we correctly expect regularity and persistence.

Goodman’s rebuttal to this, which Blackburn outlines, would be to say that, in actual fact, projecting greenness does posit a difference between examined and unexamined emeralds. By introducing a further imaginary predicate, bleen
, blue and green can actually be shown to be temporally disjunctive predicates themselves. We only need define them in relation to our new, paradoxical predicates: something is green iff it is examined before time t and is grue, or is not examined before and it is bleen; something is blue iff it is examined before time t and is bleen, or not examined before and is grue – q.e.d. This interdefinability shows that green and blue ‘projectors’ (in other words, people who project green and blue) expect a difference between examined emeralds and unexamined ones in terms of their grueness or bleenness. For instance, if I project greenness into the future, I expect at time t that if the emerald has been examined it will be grue, if not will be bleen: I anticipate a difference between examined/ unexamined emeralds just as much as I would if I projected grueness.
However, if we are able to establish that this interdefinability is vacuous, and that green and grue are asymmetric, then we can prove Blackburn’s original position that the New Riddle is really all about why we expect regularities to persist, and thus is actually the old Humean problem of induction. Therefore I will argue that grue and green are indeed asymmetric, both epistemologically and logically, and that this asymmetry demonstrates the New Riddle to be essentially the same as the old one. 
One argument for asymmetry was presented by Stephen Barker and Peter Achinstein in their article, On the New Riddle of Induction
.  They ask the reader to imagine two people, Mr Green and Mr Grue. Mr Green is presented with a challenge: two black and white pictures of the same patch of grass, one taken before time t, and one after. He is asked to paint the grass green. Mr Green is easily able to meet his challenge; he simply uses the green paint to colour in both pictures. Analogously, Mr Grue is given the same two pictures, but his challenge is slightly different: to paint the two patches of grass grue. Mr Grue would have to respond by painting the first picture’s grass green and the second picture’s grass blue. However, if we are to ask him to do the task without him knowing what time the two pictures were taken, then he cannot, (unless he has some form of extrasensory perception which reveals the date of the photo just by examination), colour the grass the correct colours. He does not know whether the grass in each picture was photographed before or after t, so he does not know whether it should be painted green or blue. Presented with the same condition, Mr Green has no difficulty: the grass is always green, so he just paints the grass in both pictures green. Thus we see that, whilst Mr Grue requires the additional knowledge of when the picture was taken, or else extrasensory abilities, Mr Green does not. There is therefore an asymmetry between Goodman’s predicates and ordinary colour predicates.
There is a quick response to Achinstein and Barker which has been advanced by many of Goodman’s apologists
; namely that the challenge is unfair as Mr Grue should have been given grue paint to colour with. The only reason green and blue paint are the ones on offer is that green and blue are well-entrenched predicates (this is a term used by Goodman to explain why green and blue are projectible properties and grue and bleen are not – we will return to this later).  This essentially means that, were grue and bleen commonly projected predicates - were they the properties we normally describe things in terms of - then the challengers would have been offered grue and bleen paint. In this case, Mr Grue would have responded by simply painting the grass in both pictures with grue paint, whereas Mr Green would have struggled to paint the grass green: he would need to know whether the picture was taken before time t, in which case he would have to use grue paint, or after t, in which case he would need to use the bleen paint.
This counter-argument to Achinstein and Barker fails however, as it simply misses the fact that grue and bleen are not colour predicates, but are complex predicates involving two colours and a temporal disjunction. In fact, in Ullian’s article he owns this, saying that we must create a new group for the grues and bleens, called ‘shmolor’.  Grue and bleen are not colours; rather they are shmolors. However, he then goes on to treat them just like colours: he argues that Mr Grue would just shmolor both pictures grue. But how does Mr Grue know the paint is grue? Assume in the act of painting he doesn’t know whether it is presently before t or after t. Then the paint that looks green could be grue if it is before t, or bleen if it is after. How can he possibly know without reference to time? Unlike with the colours green and blue, which do not change and are unproblematic for Mr Green, shmolors cannot be identified correctly without both the knowledge of what colour they are and what time it is relative to t. We are back to Achinstein and Barker’s asymmetry.
Even sharper arguments for the asymmetry of greenness and grueness are offered by Blackburn himself. Similar to the Achinstein/ Barker argument, Blackburn points out that one could not know a thing is grue without either; (i) examining it and knowing whether it is before time t, or (ii) knowing whether or not it was examined before t. To illustrate, if a man is given a tray of emeralds after time t, he cannot know which ones are grue and which ones are simply green without knowing which ones were examined before t. There is an epistemic asymmetry here between greenness and grueness.
But the lack of symmetry doesn’t stop here: the epistemic asymmetry infects the logical symmetry of the predicates. Consider the conditions for verification that something is grue. To know that x is grue entails knowing two things: (i) what x looks like, colour-wise, and (ii) what time it is (or what time x was first examined). To know that x is green entails only one thing; knowing what x looks like. Unlike Achinstein and Barker, Blackburn asserts that it doesn’t even matter if someone has extrasensory perception, and can sense just by examining a grue object when it was first examined relative to t: the asymmetry is not psychological, or dependent on any contingent fact about our sensory abilities. It may very well be that there are people with ESP who can sense grueness; but, as a matter of logical necessity, these people must know when, relative to t, the emerald was first examined.
So, we have established the epistemic and logical asymmetry of Goodman’s predicates as against normal colour predicates. Let me trace a little more clearly why this shows Goodman’s New Riddle to really be Hume’s Old Riddle. This asymmetry shows Goodman’s predicates, unlike normal colour predicates, require that if you project them, you project a difference between some members of a class, and other members of the same class. Specifically, projecting grueness requires that you predict a difference between emeralds examined before t and those examined after. This difference is sharply drawn, both epistemologically and logically. However, with ordinary colour predicates such as green, there is no such logical necessity, or even epistemic reason, for predicting a difference between examined and unexamined members of a class. To ask why we project green and not grue, then, is to ask why we expect new instances of a class of objects to be like other known members, and why we do not expect them to be different. It is to point out that we somehow correctly know which properties to project: those that posit regularity. That is to say, it is Hume’s old problem of how we have these mysterious and brilliantly effective powers of inference, which allow us to project the ‘right’ properties.
Seeing now that the New Riddle is really just the old one in disguise, we can easily demonstrate that Goodman’s solution to his own problem was completely misguided. Goodman’s basic argument, without getting too technical, is that predicates that have been used in many predictions in the past become entrenched in our language and our inductive practises, so that these are, inescapably, the ones we project. Blackburn adds, on his reading, that they become entrenched “in proportion to the number of occasions on which it has been the hero of a successful prediction”. Valid inductive inferences are those which correspond to how we have linguistically chopped up the world in terms of what properties we predict will persist: they are “drawn upon the basis of how the world is and has been described and anticipated in words.”
This is entirely inadequate as an explanation of why we expect regularities to persist; why we expect the future to resemble the past. Some link must be drawn, in any explanation of why inductive reasoning works, between the policy of induction and the observed result of getting the right answers more often than not. Goodman’s argument, that this is simply how we have done things, and this has become entrenched, does not explain why our predictions are borne out; why indeed greenness does persist as we expect it to. It does not even try to make this leap to why we get the right answers, instead just focusing on which properties we project and how it came to be that we project them.
We should instead go back to Hume’s solution to the problem, which does draw the link between the policy and why we get the right answers. First though, we need to outline Goodman’s supposed refutation of Hume’s solution the Old Riddle of Induction. He summarises Hume’s problem of induction thus: “Why does a positive instance of a hypothesis give any grounds for predicting further instances?” And Hume’s alleged solution is, for Goodman, something like this: the validity of a prediction consists in its arising from habit, and thus in its exemplifying some past regularity. He has badly misinterpreted both. Hume’s problem was actually to explain why we tend to get predictions right: what is it that gives us these amazing inductive powers? To quote Hume: “what is the nature of that evidence that assures us of any real existence and matter of fact, beyond the present testimony of our senses or the records of our memory.”
 He admits that induction works, the question is how do we come by our powers of induction? 
For Hume, the answer is that a constant conjunction of events induces us to infer from past experiences to future expectations and beliefs through the principle of custom (or habit). That is, as we constantly observe a conjunction of events, say B always following A, in nature (a causal conjunction) it produces a propensity in is to expect, customarily, that upon seeing A, B will follow. To back this up textually: 

“…any two kinds of objects, flame and heat, snow and cold, have always been conjoined together; if flame or snow be presented anew to the senses, the mind is carried by custom to expect heat or cold, and to believe, that such a quality does exist”.

Hume does not pretend to know the mechanism by which this habit develops, and frequently qualifies this: “We only point out a principle [that of custom] which is universally acknowledged… Perhaps, we can push our enquiries no farther…” He does not know whether we can have a higher level of explanation for our inductive processes (but strictly adheres to the belief that if we can, it is not a priori). This level of explanation is enough to understand why we correctly suppose regularities to endure: because the constant conjunction of events in nature induces us to expect by custom that these regularities will persist.
Goodman’s refutation of Hume then is based on a misapprehension of what Hume was trying to do. Goodman thinks he was trying to suggest the criteria for the validity of a prediction. Instead, he was trying to explain the astounding powers of prediction that accrue to us from induction. Goodman’s refutation is that only some predictions based on regularities are valid, (such as predicting greenness to persist), whilst some are not (such as predicting grueness to persist). But as Hume was not after a definition of what constitutes a valid inductive inference, but instead explaining the source of our inductive abilities, Goodman misses the point entirely.

In conclusion, whilst Goodman’s paradox seems initially plausible, on closer analysis it has been shown that it is just another question of how it is that we accurately predict regularities to persist. His solution to his problem is thus misguided, as he is not aware of what sort of problem he has posed. His attempt at attacking Hume’s solution to the problem of induction was based on a misunderstanding of Hume’s intentions, and ultimately Hume’s explanation does provide a solution to worries about the source of our inductive talents. The New Riddle is really the Old Riddle, and the Old Riddle has been solved.
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