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Understanding many phenomena demands that we 1dealize; e.g.,
many universal phenomena demand that we suppose that a dis-
crete system of particles 1s 1n fact a continuous blob. Idealization
1S a modeling method relying on features we know to be false to
obtain an explanation. They are of two kinds:

Why-Questions I: Why does this particular instance of
the pattern appear?

Why-Questions 11: Why is it that there is a pattern that
remains stable under various changes?
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Ray theory, in which shortwave length nears zero, ex-
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Breaking Drops 5

A(R;) = k"Y(k"R;), k — o0

B = 1/6 and 0, = 2/3, universally. However, it fails
to account for supernumerary bows. If we allow 1n-
ternal reflection, the account 1s more accurate, but it
st1ll fails to account for bows due to interference.

Droplets always break with
the same shape. Moreover,
secondary drop breaks with
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~ same shape. The explain of
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Many phenomena pose interesting “‘tundamental” questions for both physics and philos-
ophy of science. Questions of explanation and understanding often seem to require non- Bl W IR ENEEENN
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Galilean idealizations. Butidealizations are false. This fact suggests that we need to give | 4/\6 N
up on the view that truth is a necessary condition for explanation. Lo | AR
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