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3. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Max Muller ( London: Macmillan, 1881), p.688.
4. Kurt Lewin, Field Theory in Social Science ( Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1975), p.12.
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(New York: Springer-Verlag, 1982).
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2.Norman K. Denzin, The Research Act, 3d ed. ( Englewood Cliffs, N.J.; Prentice-Hall, 1989), p.383
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1966), p.9.
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5. Ted.R.Gurr, Why Men Rebel (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1970) p.24.
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6. Paul D.Reynolds, A Primer in Theory Construction ( New York: Macmillan, 1971), pp. 45-48.
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7.PPercy W.Bridgman, The Logic of Modern Physics ( New York: Ayer, 1980),p.5
8. Carl G.Hempel, Philosophy of Natural Science ( Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966),p.89
(edited slightly)
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9. Melvin Seeman, “On the Meaning of Alienation,” in Continuities in the Language of Social Research,
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dmogo® gbd309d00 ,m0Mgdnmgdoms 33@MM0G & m asbsbomgdsl do-
aBbg3b“"?. yzgms 3mmo@ogn®o bobGgds, GmamEni o6 @bos aymb B8abo
doMmgolb LGomo (gdmgMsGonmo oy ©od&sGmEmYm), MofMgdymgdgdl
338MM0GgGnmo© 565bamgdl. obEmba 0ggbgdlb obgm (369398L, Gmamma-
(39 »09658960%, ,3MmEyd@onmmds”, ,a0M93m", ,x008530“ (bsbada 2.2)
080bomgal, M3 s@bgmmb o bbbl gddnMmommo ©s330M3980L dgwgagdo.
9L (3698930 3989 NP gMmEs3o330Mgdmmos. doo dmMabos ,Bowdgz0”,
mmdgmoi 9by39@mdob 96 (33tmomgdgdal gubgasl SLAMmadL. ob@mbo
0bg39 830035DmdL 8@ 3go(zgdsms dmgm b3g ML, Moms sbbbol Hmame s&als
3969606 gdgmo ,396580693bs" (oxgMgbizoMgdyma ,dmmbmgbo® ©o ,dm-
bmegdow®), Gmagm&m Mgodiosl o3mgblb dmmo@oggmo gswsbyzg@omgdgdals
d99md3gmgdn ,396580b5d0L* B0dsMm, Gmamm sbogbl gogmgbsl ,as6gdm®
»096080690%9" o a05by39@&nmgdol 308mgd 3065d3dg s Mmam (33mob

17. Hans L. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in Sociology, 3 d enlarged ed. ( Totowa, N.J.: Bed-
minster Press, 1965), p.26.

18. Ibid.

19. David Easton, A System Analysis of Political Life (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,1979) pp.
21-32; see also David Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1979).
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053000 gobmbalbgsb, 3mmo@ognco (3bmgzMmgdal Lo@gds (Rogogm: Rogogmb 3G gbol gbaggm-
Lo®gdoa, 1979).

96 03o3b ,3MMRYIG Y™ (R0gaMIbgamydgmoe ,ao@Ey39Gemydor” o
»3mgd390gds0") ,80wdgz0b" gogmom ,dgbs@obalb® dybgdsb.

b 3mbEa3GPI@afo bEAYIGH 9Bcm Bomee ©Mbydy ©asb, go-
Mg &ogdbmbm3os, 306500056 dobo 330390900 oxd378L J(39390L ©o ©To-
30Mmama© odmggs sbbbabs s 3Mmabmbamgdsl symszbgmo 9830Gamma
053306393930 dgbobgd. 08ab 8@ gbmds, o LmEosmue 336096939330
0gm@ose 300Rbggse, dgagds 3mbg3@mema®o RomBmgdabogsb, MmBmgdacs
dgndmgds g08mgnygbmo 3n0Meadn® LobEgdsdnm gd3nMamm 33mggzedn. ymg-
g d98mb3935380, 3830390900, GM3mgda 3Mb(g3@Momma RomBmmab go-
dm3abomgmdl, godEonfon o6 oMol epagbomo. gl ©sdmzogdnmgds

9830M0gm ©8330603985bg mgmEmadgdabs ©s 33magzol smgmem Loggbymdg
bonesgh doma sbbBabs s 3GMabmbamgdals domosl, sbyb@gdlb asdmbawg-

amdalb badmdsgmm 33mg39d0basmgab.

ogmEogeo bobBgdgdo. mgmEGongmo bLobgdgdo LobEgdnmaw sbogbl
&ogdbmbmBogdabs s  JMbg3@memyma Romhmgdol  3m3boboMmgdsl yEo-
0900 Es353306098m0 5mbBgHgdom, sbbbgdoms s 3Gmabmbgdao.

9L ogmEoab gdsmmagbo mbgs ©s yzgmadg DLbE gobLadrmgmgdsel
dmombmgb: ogmGogma LabBgds Jgoagds ©gdmmgdgdobogeb, Gm8mgda(s
MO0 gOHNES 353806 9dmmbo 56056 0byg, M3 ©sbadzgdos ghmo 88 3n3gde
Lbggdobageb ao8m3abomgmdogl. GmEgbsi 9MLYdmAL sbgma cgmEoymo
LobBgds, Lmgnamam 39(3609MgdL Fgndmosm gobobomb 369@g6dns, Mm3
obbbgb o jowgi 0606sLBsMgdy39mglb 53gbm3gba.
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obgomo  omgmEogmo  LobGgds, MmamMoss  dogomomsm, ©YMJIgodal
LobBgds, MBOHNYb3zgmymal LEEYJGNML g830Mommo ggbmBgbal &g3500
abbBobamgol; 8obo mgambabogfn o6 ofalb oyzsbormn sbabbbgmo 8mgmg-
bob gfo 3mbzMg@m sb3gd@Dy. 0an Jgagds IMsgsmo (3698930bogab,
Mmdgmos babomo sdLGMsgGMmns, 330h39698L, Mab Jgbobgd osfalb mgmas
(8ogomomo ,byanean®), bLbzgdo 30 oMol aobm3gomn gddnGommo mo30bg-
3 gdgdo (3ogomomo, Lol JmgxaEngb@e®). 3 gddnmanm mezabg-
50 gd98L  (33memgdo gbmegds ((33memgdobs ©s doma Gndgdal Jgbobgd
©sb3Momgdom 3odbggmgdo dgbedg magdo).

ngmGagmo Lobgds sbggg 3goagds ©gdMmgdgdabagsb. 3mb3g3@mema®
LEGENIGNAS30n, Bomo LEGdGLaL bodoMobloMme, gb ©gdymgdgdo Jdbab
©ge9dEon® LobEgdsl. bbgs Lodyzgdom ™3 gmdgzom, 3 3oEgdgdo sysmo-
398L 3o 3mablb (s6smadal 86 smEaibgolb Igomemo L3gEosmya bLod-
domMo 5bndgbgdol asdmygbgdom). s8gbsm, dsmn gs8mygbgdol Bgbgdab
53300, 393609ML Jgmdmos aoM33gmmo 3@ 30(390980L Jgbobgd ©abzgbe
30dm0@obmb Lbgs 38 30(390980L bLogydzgmby. Hmegba 3@ 30398980 dbg
M0l amagbomo, obobo 9339 obbbomos ©s Jgbadmagdgmos 3HmMabmbab
d93mdo390s.

oM33g03alb byooob mgmtos, Gmamm gb xmeg 3m3s6b3s smbad-

20

s, ogm@ogmo Lobdgdolb gmobognGa Jsgsmomas.

1. 6g30b3ogm LmEosma®m xanxndo Laogowelb 3mggoagbdo ogmads

0b@0g0Msm0dIolb bamabbomseb gMomow;

2. abrogonemobdal bamabba azgmgds 3GmE b eb@nd3ab gogM(3gmgdol

569b00b gFmo;

3. #8wgbo, Lygogoob  bafmobbo  ogmgds  3MmEqLE 680 D3nb

2036 (39m9d0L 3MgLmsb gMmac.

4. 30mEqLE6B0DIL aogM(39madol oMy qb3sbgmdn 33069s;

5. 88gbow, LonEalb 3mggangb@o gbdsbgmda smal sdsmo.

03 dogomomdn 3g-3 38 30(3905 303mBnbamgmdl 1-gmo s 3g-2 38 30(39-
3q80bogeb, bmem 3g-5 a08m3nboMmgmdl 89-3 o 3g-4 3@ 30(390980bogs6.
dgboda8abo, oy, Bogomomom, mdzgh oM ozoo Lyaoalb gmaxoiogb@o
dmasmgmdn, 353603 0300, Gm3 3MmEgbE6EGnbIoL ao3M(3gmgdol oMy
0g 830Mgs, gL o330M398s BgLedg 8@ 30(39dsoLmsb gMmo Ladyamgdal
3ma (39800 ao03gomo 3Mmabmba, Mm3 byoowal 3mgyaE0gb@o dymasmgom-
do sbggg adamo 0gbgds. 23mgbow, mgmGogmo Lob@gds odmaggs Mmam(s
abbBab, sbgg 3GmMabmdL Lmaznob 3mgRo(3096@sb ©s3ogdnmgdao.

©> dmmmb, ogmGogmo babEgdab DmangMmn 8§ 30gds SoMmdomon
bos 0gmb, ©s8mzomgdagmo gddnfogm Mgommdsady, 03 ogsmbsdmaboom,

20. Homans, “Contemporary Theory in Sociology,” p.959
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M3 ,a98mEEomgds Mgmg3zo6@mos dsma  Fgddamo@gdabs ob F(zomm-
dobs, o6 08 88 30(390900bs, GmBgmbos 8omash a98mBabomgmdl®.?! 653-
©30moE, ogmtogmo bobgdolb smosfmgds gEommdmon ©I8mZnEydamas
085%y, Jgpdmosm oy o6 8g(3609653L dobo ©gdmmgdgdal 9330GMammon

0538 30(3909.

JLNMABIAN - MIMAN

oMbgdmdl gFMomo ogm@onmo  bobgds, Gmdgmoai (om3zg ©mbodgbal
mombos. gbss gm@Ismyma, o6 sdbomdsGyMma mgmEas. sjbom3gda sl
dg8mb3gdgmo 3@ 30390980 o6 009398980 53gbmB8gbol dgbobgd, 569 ababo
800Rbgge Bmame(y Fgddsa@o. ogbomdgdo smBgAb 30MEed0® 3oy domu®
8085Mmgdsb MM (36935L ImEob. gb 3033060 B00hbgge 03gbow Ladabobme,
Mmd ogo 56 dmombmglb 3gdmamd g330Magm ©sdmbdgdslb. sbgmo Ladsbabm
©59398980b g0693g sBMM3bgdol 3Gm(39L0, 3MB(3@MOImaDs(3ns, dodmog-
bgd0b 358mb3gds dgmdmgdgmo aobgdmms. dgogase, sdbomds@ o cgm-
M0s dgoggde:

1. (3693980bs o 806856893 gd0bogsb (Bmam@i 3mb(3g3@momyca, abg
m3gMd309m0).

M3IM&NO0L MO KMEJ
B 50 3mg gmabogogsnob bob@gds: dgdmbgggomn 3o@gamengda, Mmdmgdacs
98306090 8mba(398930b MG sbabgdobe s gxe8gdol sbwgbyb.
B 8oJbmbm3ngda: 3oGgammosms bob®gdgdo, GmBmgdos 0ddbgds abg, GmI

q830609mo ©83306M3980b 3ggagdLb gangdmogb.

B 301639380t LEEYJGNGs: smbgMomo 3o@gammagdo bob@gdnmew
a30bmoggdamos  Dab@o, smosMgdagma 8@ 30398980L  LEGNJGPGAL
Loboo. 3@ 30300980, Gm3magdai Jgbgmos LEGENJGYMeTn, oxo85dL
©  dONbggmymgzlb  sbLBsbs s 3Mmabmbamgdsl  g33nmameman
©5330603980bsmgal.  gb 88 303gdnmgdgda oM oMol s©agbomn

QIRYIGOIOR-
B ogmmogemo Lob@gdgdo: obwgbl &ogbmbm3ngdabs ©d

3Mb6393@ oG LGONIG YOl  3MBdaboMgdsl  dadsMomgdoon
smbgfom, sbLbom, 3Mmabmbom. cgmmonmo bLab@gdol 3@ 30398900
NFMN0gHN©s 353806 gdmmas abg, AHma BmgngFon Bomgabo
353m3@0boM ML ©aboMAgBadabogsb.

21. Ibid.
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2. 3830(398980b5356, BMBmgdoz @byl LoGo309dL, Lows mgmEas
dgadmgds agbslb godmygbgdamo.

3. 30dsmmgdoma 3@ 30(390900bogsb, MmBmgdas ngmezs

5)  ogdbom8gde — dgndmbagdgm 3@ 30(390985@ ob 83393985, MMImgdacs
F993s60@o  dooBbggs.  dogomome,  ofbomdgdo  agmdg@osda
F9935M080@ 0mgmgds 0dobes Joybgoszem, asdmoygbgds oy oM
0bobo g33nfogm Lodys@mdo.

6) ogmfgdgdeo — ©gdnmgdgdo, AmImgdacs 20dm30bsMgmdl
54bom3gdowsb s gd3zgdwgdamgds gddnMonm ©s3@3n(39dsb.

4. @manggmo bobEgdobsgsb, MmIgmaz asdmaygbgds 0dobamgal, Mm3

5)  @od3egdamml  gggmes  (369ds gMmobgmmeb  dgmdal,  asbbygal
3m(39L3o.

3)  ©ob3ggbgdol god3m@obs mgmmgdgdal boboom sgbomdgdowsb gsdmdmnbamy,
0JbomBgdalb  3m3d0baMgdal  Loggmdggmdy o  Lbgs  ogmgdgdals
3M383060M 930l bogndggmby.

356L (39890396 a0b 309 M 39030L MmgmEoal 3s63gmEgdomn gmE3Y)-
mogds 5dbomBsGognfo mgmGool sEMgumo s bdoMo ©sbabgmgdymoa
dogomaomns. (39896dg6Hads gsbsgomats 838mgan smn ©gdamgds:?

1. G ggcm dg@os dMmBalb gobsbomgds, Bom agmm 3g@ons 3mblLg-
BLYLO (ebbdmds dofomom @aMgdamadgdbs s Ldzombgdmsb s o-
3306930m);

2. @3 gucm 3g80s Lmmosmmds (303903690mmmdal gs6(3000), oo
89800 sbmmgdym SoMms Mommgbmds mommgmmao  bgz@obamgals
(8900 3mBBogdBgdob Momgbmds xanxral ©sbs@Rgb Bq3Mgdmsb);

3. o 8900 odsbmmadam 3oMms Momegbmds, oo ggGm  3g@os
3MbLYBLYLO;

4. 63 39@0d 3mbLgbLbybon, doo Y@Mm 3z0Mgs 0930568900 Hotymazals
MomEgbmds  (nbrngngdobs, Gmdmagdoi oM  sm0scgdgb  dofMomowm
00Mgdmgdgdb o6 07393006 LmEnsmu@ow donmgdgmo 3obgHom);

5. Mo dg@oo IMmIob gobsbomgds, doom g™ J(z0Mge 030968730l
Mafygmyal Momogbmds;

6. M3 gxuO™m  ©oEos  ooomgnm  Bg3@osb  ssbmmgdnm  3ofmos
MomEgbmds, 3o Bcm 330095 ©93050@ 0L oMymezal Momwgbmds;

7. G053 ucm ©oos dMmdolb gobsbomgds, doom g@cm dg@ons bLmemo-
©Mmdo;

22. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in Sociology, pp. 159-160.
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8. M3 gucm oEos LomoEsmmds, 8o MBG™ 3g@ns 3mbLgbLLA.

9. o3 9BG™m  ©oEos  cmoomggm  Bg3@imeb  ssbmmgdam  3oGms
MomEgbmds, 3om g@cm dg@ns IMmInb gsbsbamgds;

10. ®o3 9ucm ©oEos bmmos®mmds, oo Mamm JoMgs ©g30068930b
DoMYmBolb Momegbmds;

(3989Md9Mads dsmn d33ga dgombas dmmm mmbo ©gdnmgds sdbomdgda.
080 3388 30(390®s, MM sbomRgbo ©gdmmgdgdol dgbobgd dgadmgds mmgo-
3o ©o35b33bsm 98 ogdLomdgdal 3mM3dabamgdol LogmdzgmDby.

domn oJbom8gdmab  o39330Mgdon  yzgmody  Mogmo  3Mmdmagdes
ogbom3gdal dg@hRggs. o 3Maggmondom bos dgombaml 393609635 abobo,
mEgbsz 3EommdL a6 339mmo ©gdnmgdgda Bomgommb sjbomdgdew? Mo-
&m8 dgomBos (3989MdgMa8s Bbmmmm dmmm mmbo ©gdamgds sjbomdgdew?
dgehgzal gho-ghomo Mo gmondo oMol 3mbLobEgbGmMds (megbgdsmmds):
24bom3gdlL oM bes dogysgmgm gMmBsbgmal LoBobssmdmgam mgmEgdg-
b58y. 3gmeg 3M0@gMondn oMol Momogbmds — 3g(3609MB8s Moy dgadmgds
33069 MomEgbmdal sgJbomdgda ¢bos dgomBomb, Mmdmowsbsz godmdab-
Fgmdl yggmes Lbgs mgmEgds. gb 3Ma@gMonda sbsbogb 3g(360gGHms JmEals
3mbLgbLybl, M3 mgmMagdal 3mbLEEMMaMgdabsl g3mbmdonmmdsl s bo-
3560B039L oo 360336gmmds odglb. 3gbsdg 3@ gmomdo sjbomdgdal dgm-
Rggobomgal, Mm3gmo LmEonsmam 393609698530 s4bomIs@na mgmEnanl
3MbLEOMamgdol yzgmodg dg@o sMmMmgdl, oMol ojbomdgdom bmmme
08 8830(390980b 3gMRgze, Mm3gmoms BnombBogl 3obmbal LEeGMLL. 3E-
30(390938L 360336gmmgaba g33nGogma Logndggmo bos 3Jmboglb ndoboo-
30b, M3 356mbydo Ronmgommb. mgabomgal bmgosmy 853609690530
domnab 3m@s 383039090L oy doymbggosm 838 LEsGYLbobsmgab.

1 3ob6obgbgm 33939330, 3g(3609M9d0 939ma369396 B 9bwgbz0sl ojbomag-
b0 3gomBomb 03 ©gdmgdgdl dm@al, Gm3madoi mgmmasl gumm babEbe
5 s@30mom asboggdl beob. nboba 53 Jobsbl 08 3@ 3n(39d980b asdmygbgdom
20B9396, ®mBmadoz 2mbgMgb 30MEednMm 3o dorm@® FodoMmmgdol me (369-
35b ImEob, Bmam@g odbom3gdo. Gmamez 3Md9@E dmommzds smbadbs,
»odbom3s gademgds aby Bod8mysmndwgl, Gmames gb 3989 8@ 3n(39d9800s:
X-0b DMEs godmabzgszlb Y-ob cmomddob ©omymsbgdmog dMmsb. Y-ob gb
bBEs omogob 3bMog Jgogase dmazgdlb X-ob 3gdmamd DMEsL, oyde
QBGm Bgymgbgdaymoa Hgodinom”.? oMot jonbsmuma Jodsmmgdal by-
Lol ao8mygbgdom demommyzds bgmobms Bsdmogomnds (3989MdgMaal mmbo
odbomBs, jodsmuo godgol Loboor:?

23. Hubert M.Blalock, Jr., Theory Construction (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969), p.18.
24.1bid ., p. 19.
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1. ooomggm Bg36imeb  ©osbmmgdgmo  306gdal  Momegbmdal  dMws,
358m0b393L IMMIolb gobsbamagdall 8mBs@gdalb (3gibemy 88 30(3909).

2. 3mm3ab gobobomagdol dm3s@gds asdmabzgsl Lmmoommdal bl
(3933009 3&30(3939)-

3. Lomoes®mdolb  DMws  go8mabggzl  3mbLgbbybol  bEsl  (Ighgy
8830(3929)-

4. bemoEs®mdolb DM 358mnbzg3lb 030068730l Homymenl Momogbmdals
3933069850 (Bgooyg 3@ 30(3999).

03 gopdbomy@ ogLom3gdl, oogal dbMog, gd3nGonmew dgdmbEIgdowm

0gmE 939303 8 ©gdmgdgdsdng dngyszsMo.

sgbomds§ogaFn mgmmngdalb 930@3§gbmds. 50530560b J393960bs @
53 J(3939%0L 33ma39d0b 3mI3magdby@mdol godm, domosb dz0Mg Momwg-
bmdob ©gdnmgdgdo ombgglb Lmgonsmaem 3936096939830  3obmbBol  LEo-
Gbl. 33, Mo@md sacdgmgdgb LmEnsmaEa 336096530 odbom3sGnea
®gmE0gdol 3mbLEG MMM daL?

0g4bomdsG o3 mgmmosl od3b Medwybodg Y3oMsBgbmds. 3aMggmo
ob, ®m3 ngo dmombmglb mgm@osdn aodmygbgdamo doMomowa (36589d0bs
5 ©89390980L yuFommgdom smbBg@ebs o sbbbsl. 8gmg, Me8wgboma(s
©asl on3omgdmmds d3000mE a560badmgmmb mommgamo (36989, yzgmo
3obo Labynbo oy B5BsM3mgda BgMBnbn, m3gMsoymo gobbodmgmadgda
sbgmogg LodYLGm Mbos gs8mamBgmogl. dgbsedyg, sgbomBsGn® mgmEasl
dgdmons oG momu®o s Babsbbom gobdzmg@omoa 33mggzal g0bGm Jgx-
58985 Imgg(39L. 93Mog0, sMosMbgdomn ©s NbobGgdm ydymadgdal bocsz-
mo@, sgbom3s@Ho mgmos Bomdmagowagblb dbmmme sMlLgdoo ©gdymg-
390L. dgmabg, ofLom3s@nFn mgmeas dgndmgds gsdmgoygbmo ,33mgg30b
oLy gMmOEabofMgdabomgal, MM (3om3gnmo s0dmhgbgda 3bamb wdgMogl
96036gobl, a308396930gL Fomamm smecmmdab.?® s8ogbsmaz mgmGns
MEN0gMHnEs39330609dmmn 38 30(300900bog06  Jgmagds, gd3oGamma  3b-
0MEaFgMs  mommgamo 38 3039d0bomgal Jgmgaswm azodmgzl dmmansbn
mgmGoolb  dbomagg@sl. dogomomsm, gddoMaomma  33magzs  bmosmym
©09300(300L056 s 3o3d0Mgdoc Ro@oMmms o 33g0dalb mgmEaol Logmd-
39mbg. 3gbmomg, sJbomBsG @ gm®mBs 833mg3MgdL Lodmomgdal odmgsb
LobE 3o dge8mbmdmb sjbomdgdal dgmganda. gb, msgal dbng, gb-
Bofgds 8o gobbadmgmmb, o cmgmEoolb Gmdgmo bsBomons 3@ 303904-
Mo ©d Mm3gmo baBoemo Imocmbmgb dgdmamd 33mggeb. gb aobbsgmommgdom

25. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in Sociology, p.163.
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LoboMagdmms 3530b, MM 833ma36gdn 0MBg396 bLozgmgs ©gdgdl, Moy
439mody 8g@o o300 mgmensl Boswagde.?® s dmemmb, sdbomBs@ozncn
gm®3s gzgmdg 8g@om dggbedsedgds gomboma® sbsmadl, MmBgmbs d93-
3009 9330 gs630bomagom.

dM=IC 3N

gmE00b 0gobmeb dnmm 39330M3ns dmEgmgdal (36985, Hmam(s
LobGgdnGo  3MbEg3@PomaEn mMmasbodsznal. mgmmggozmbgdo  bdomMow
3ommdgb  3mb(3g3@ o  mmasbodsznolb dgddbsl mmgmagdol  ob-
doMgdom.  dmegmo dgodmgds gsbzobommo, Gmgm@s Gomsial dbgsgbgds.
Bogomoamom, 067nbg@L dgadmgds 3Jmbogl 3567s60b 8mmgma, gogdgem, 3mb-
3mby@o bmdsmeal dmegmo. dmegmo oGl Mgomy®o 3mb3mby@a bmdsm-
©ob dabos@nEnmo Mgd3Mmoedins, Bamdmewmggbl 8ol Dmgngfmmn mez0bg-
dMgdal 3ob3Godgdb, ©agdgem, dab LEOYJG ML, FogMmed yuMmaomgdal
80mds MARgds Lbgs ob3gd@gdo, Mmammoa(zes, dogsmoms, 8s3mb@Mmmmgdgmo
0bbEHN36@8gd0. MoEasbs Imwgmol obadbymagdss gadagyMow, 30dys-
@00 Bo68mog0bmb 3mbambamo bmdsmoob bEGNJGaGs s m3zabgdgdoa,
0g0 9db3gM0896@0Mgdabs ©s 33mggzobol dgbodmgdgmoas Ggoma@o bmsem-
ol bozgmom asdmgoygbmo. abgabgmds dgodmgds Imegmo godmaygbmb
Joedo (MmBgmo megobmoegem sbgzg dmmgmns), Moms aobbodmzgMmb 3mb-
3mby@o bmdsmeol dgbodmgdmmdgda Jomol 3ommdgddo.

Lmgosma® 3536096939830 Imgmagdo Rzgnmgdmng muGm bLoddmmmg-
3L, goMg Boboged gmgdgb@gdl 3mazegb. 964 g330Manma ggbm3gbgdals
®530b9899698930, 3abo 3mB3mbg6Bgdn s d08sMmmgdgdo 3m33mbgb@gdlL dm-
M0b, BomImeagbomons mmangno 3o330Mgdalb Labom (365893L dm@ab. o3-
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That postmodernism isindefinableis atruism. However, it can be described as a set of critical,
strategic and rhetorical practices employing concepts such as difference, repetition, the trace,
the simulacrum, and hyperreality to destabilize other concepts such as presence, identity,
historical progress, epistemic certainty, and the univocity of meaning.

The term “postmodernism” first entered the philosophical lexicon in 1979, with the publication
of The Postmodern Condition by Jean-Francois Lyotard. | therefore give Lyotard pride of place
in the sections that follow. An economy of selection dictated the choice of other figuresfor this
entry. | have selected only those most commonly cited in discussions of philosophical
postmodernism, five French and two Italian, athough individually they may resist common
affiliation. Ordering them by nationality might duplicate a modernist schema they would
guestion, but there are strong differences among them, and these tend to divide along linguistic
and cultura lines. The French, for example, work with concepts developed during the
structuralist revolution in Parisin the 1950s and early 1960s, including structuralist readings
of Marx and Freud. For this reason they are often called “poststructuralists.” They also cite the
events of May 1968 as a watershed moment for modern thought and its institutions, especially
the universities. The Italians, by contrast, draw upon a tradition of aesthetics and rhetoric
including figures such as Giambattista Vico and Benedetto Croce. Their emphasis is strongly
historical, and they exhibit no fascination with a revolutionary moment. Instead, they
emphasi ze continuity, narrative, and difference within continuity, rather than counter-strategies
and discursive gaps. Neither side, however, suggests that postmodernism is an attack upon
modernity or a complete departure from it. Rather, its differences lie within modernity itself,
and postmodernism is a continuation of modern thinking in another mode.

Finaly, | have included a summary of Habermas's critique of postmodernism, representing the
main lines of discussion on both sides of the Atlantic. Habermas argues that postmodernism
contradicts itself through self-reference, and notes that postmodernists presuppose concepts
they otherwise seek to undermine, e.g., freedom, subjectivity, or creativity. He sees in this a
rhetorical application of strategies employed by the artistic avant-garde of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, an avant-garde that is possible only because modernity separates artistic
values from science and politics in the first place. On his view, postmodernism is an illicit
aestheticization of knowledge and public discourse. Against this, Habermas seeks to
rehabilitate modern reason as a system of procedura rules for achieving consensus and
agreement among communicating subjects. Insofar as postmodernism introduces aesthetic
playfulness and subversion into science and politics, he resists it in the name of a modernity
moving toward completion rather than self-transformation.
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1. Precursors

The philosophical modernism at issue in postmodernism begins with Kant's “Copernican
revolution,” that is, his assumption that we cannot know things in themselves and that
objects of knowledge must conform to our faculties of representation (Kant 1787). Ideas
such as God, freedom, immortality, the world, first beginning, and final end have only a
regulative function for knowledge, sincethey cannot find fulfilling instances among objects
of experience. With Hegel, the immediacy of the subject-object relation itself is shown to
beillusory. As he states in The Phenomenology of Spirit, “we find that neither the one nor
the other is only immediately present in sense-certainty, but each is at the same
time mediated” (Hegel 1807, 59), because subject and object are both instances of a “this”
and a “now,” neither of which are immediately sensed. So-called immediate perception
therefore lacks the certainty of immediacy itself, a certainty that must be deferred to the
working out of a complete system of experience. However, later thinkers point out that
Hegel'slogic pre-supposes concepts, such asidentity and negation (see Hegel 1812), which
cannot themselves be accepted as immediately given, and which therefore must be
accounted for in some other, non-dialectical way.

The later nineteenth century is the age of modernity as an achieved reality, where science
and technology, including networks of mass communication and transportation, reshape
human perceptions. Thereisno clear distinction, then, between the natural and the artificial
in experience. Indeed, many proponents of postmodernism challenge the viability of such
a distinction tout court, seeing in achieved modernism the emergence of a problem the
philosophical tradition has repressed. A consequence of achieved modernism is what
postmodernists might refer to as de-realization. De-realization affects both the subject and
the objects of experience, such that their sense of identity, constancy, and substanceis upset
or dissolved. Important precursors to this notion are found in Kierkegaard, Marx and



Nietzsche. Kierkegaard, for example, describes modern society as a network of relationsin
which individuals are leveled into an abstract phantom known as “the public” (Kierkegaard
1846, 59). The modern public, in contrast to ancient and medieval communities, is a
creation of the press, which isthe only instrument capable of holding together the mass of
unreal individuals “who never are and never can be united in an actual situation or
organization” (Kierkegaard 1846, 60). In this sense, society has become a realization of
abstract thought, held together by an artificial and all-pervasive medium speaking for
everyone and for no one. In Marx, on the other hand, we have an analysis of the fetishism
of commodities (Marx 1867, 444-461) where objects lose the solidity of their use value
and become spectral figures under the aspect of exchange value. Their ghostly nature
results from their absorption into a network of social relations, where their values fluctuate
independently of their corporeal being. Human subjects themselves experience this de-
realization because commodities are products of their labor. Workers paradoxically lose
their being in realizing themselves, and this becomes emblematic for those professing a
postmodern sensibility.

We also find suggestions of de-realization in Nietzsche, who speaks of being as “the last
breath of a vaporizing reality” and remarks upon the dissolution of the distinction between
the “real” and the “apparent” world. In Twilight of the Idols, he traces the history of this
distinction from Plato to his own time, where the “true world” becomes a useless and
superfluous idea (1889, 485-86). However, with the notion of the true world, he says, we
have also done away with the apparent one. What is l€eft is neither real nor apparent, but
something in between, and therefore something akin to the virtual reality of more recent
vintage.

The notion of a collapse between the real and the apparent is suggested in Nietzsche's first
book, The Birth of Tragedy (Nietzsche 1872), where he presents Greek tragedy as a
synthesis of natural art impulses represented by the gods Apollo and Dionysus. Where
Apollo is the god of beautiful forms and images, Dionysus is the god of frenzy and
intoxication, under whose sway the spell of individuated existence is broken in a moment
of undifferentiated oneness with nature. While tragic art is life-affirming in joining these
two impul ses, logic and science are built upon A pollonian representations that have become
frozen and lifeless. Hence, Nietzsche believes only a return of the Dionysian art impulse
can save modern society from sterility and nihilism. This interpretation presages
postmodern concepts of art and representation, and also anticipates postmodernists
fascination with the prospect of a revolutionary moment auguring a new, anarchic sense of
community.

Nietzsche is also a precursor for postmodernism in his genealogica analyses of
fundamental concepts, especially what he takes to be the core concept of Western
metaphysics, the “I”. On Nietzsche’s account, the concept of the “I”” arises out of a moral
imperativeto be responsiblefor our actions. In order to be responsible we must assume that
we are the cause of our actions, and this cause must hold over time, retaining its identity,
so that rewards and punishments are accepted as consequences for actions deemed
beneficial or detrimental to others (Nietzsche 1889, 482-83; 1887, 24-26, 58-60). In this
way, the concept of the “I” comes about as a social construction and moral illusion.
According to Nietzsche, the moral sense of the “I” as an identical cause is projected onto
events in the world, where the identity of things, causes, effects, etc., takes shape in easily



communicable representations. Thus logic is born from the demand to adhere to common
socia norms which shape the human herd into a society of knowing and acting subjects.

For postmodernists, Nietzsche's genealogy of concepts in “On Truth and Lies in a
Nonmoral Sense” (Nietzsche 1873, 77-97) is also an important reference. In this text,
Nietzsche puts forward the hypothesis that scientific concepts are chains of metaphors
hardened into accepted truths. On this account, metaphor begins when a nerve stimulusis
copied as an image, which is then imitated in sound, giving rise, when repeated, to the
word, which becomes a concept when the word is used to designate multiple instances of
singular events. Conceptual metaphors are thus lies because they equate unequal things,
just as the chain of metaphors moves from one level to another. Hegel's problem with the
repetition of the “this” and the “now” is thus expanded to include the repetition of instances
across discontinuous gaps between kinds and levels of things.

In close connection with this genealogy, Nietzsche criticizes the historicism of the
nineteenth century in the 1874 essay, “On the Uses and Disadvantage of History for Life”
(Nietzsche 1874, 57-123). On Nietzsche's view, the life of an individual and a culture
depend upon their ability to repeat an unhistorical moment, a kind of forgetfulness, along
with their continuous development through time, and the study of history ought therefore
to emphasize how each person or culture attains and repeats this moment. There is no
guestion, then, of reaching a standpoint outside of history or of conceiving past times as
stages on the way to the present. Historical repetition is not linear, but each age worthy of
its designation repeats the unhistorical moment that is its own present as “new.” In this
respect, Nietzsche would agree with Charles Baudelaire, who describes modernity as “the
transient, the fleeting, the contingent” that is repeated in all ages (Cahoone 2003, 100), and
postmodernists read Nietzsche's remarks on the eternal return accordingly.

Nietzsche presents this concept in The Gay Science (Nietzsche 1974 [1882], 273), and in a
more developed form in Thus Spoke Zarathustra (Nietzsche 1883-1891, 269-272). Many
have taken the concept to imply an endless, identical repetition of everything in the
universe, such that nothing occurs that has not aready occurred an infinite number of times
before. However, others, including postmodernists, read these passages in conjunction with
the notion that history isthe repetition of an unhistorical moment, a moment that is always
new in each case. In their view, Nietzsche can only mean that the new eternally repeats as
new, and therefore recurrence is a matter of difference rather than identity. Furthermore,
postmodernists join the concept of eternal return with the loss of the distinction between
the real and the apparent world. The distinction itself does not reappear, and what repeats
is neither real nor apparent in the traditional sense, but is a phantasm or simulacrum.

Nietzsche is a common interest between postmodern philosophers and Martin Heldegger,
whose meditations on art, technology, and the withdrawal of being they regularly cite and
comment upon. Heidegger's contribution to the sense of de-redlization of the world stems
from oft repeated remarks such as: “Everywhere we are underway amid beings, and yet we
no longer know how it stands with being” (Heidegger 2000 [1953], 217), and “precisely
nowher e does man today any longer encounter himself, i.e., his essence” (Heidegger 1993,
332). Heidegger sees modern technology as the fulfillment of Western metaphysics, which
he characterizes as the metaphysics of presence. From the time of the earliest philosophers,
but definitively with Plato, says Heldegger, Western thought has concelved of being asthe
presence of beings, which in the modern world has come to mean the availability of beings
for use. In fact, as he writesin Being and Time, the presence of beings tends to disappear



into the transparency of their usefulness as things ready-to-hand (Heidegger 1962 [1927],
95-107). The essence of technology, which he names “the enframing,” reduces the being
of entitiesto a calculative order (Heidegger 1993, 311-341). Hence, the mountain is not a
mountain but a standing supply of coal, the Rhine is not the Rhine but an engine for hydro-
electric energy, and humans are not humans but reserves of manpower. The experience of
the modern world, then, is the experience of being's withdrawal in face of the enframing
and its sway over beings. However, humans are affected by this withdrawal in moments of
anxiety or boredom, and therein lies the way to a possible return of being, which would be
tantamount to a repetition of the experience of being opened up by Parmenides and
Heraclitus.

Heidegger seesthisasthe realization of the will to power, another Nietzschean conception,
which, conjoined with the eternal return, represents the exhaustion of the metaphysical
tradition (Heidegger 1991a, 199-203). For Heidegger, the will to power is the eternal
recurrence as becoming, and the permanence of becoming is the terminal moment of the
metaphysics of presence. On this reading, becoming is the emerging and passing away of
beings within and among other beings instead of an emergence from being. Thus, for
Heldegger, Nietzsche marks the end of metaphysical thinking but not a passage beyond it,
and therefore Heidegger sees him as the last metaphysician in whom the oblivion of being
is complete (Heidegger 1991a, 204-206; 1991b, 199-203). Hope for a passage into non-
metaphysical thinking lies rather with Holderlin, whose verses give voice to signs granted
by being in itswithdrawal (Heidegger 1994 [1937-1938], 115-118). While postmodernists
owe much to Heidegger's reflections on the non-presence of being and the de-realization
of beings through the technological enframing, they sharply diverge from his reading of
Nietzsche.

Many postmodern philosophers find in Heidegger a nostalgia for being they do not share.
They prefer, instead, the sense of cheerful forgetting and playful creativity in Nietzsche's
eternal return as arepetition of the different and the new. Some have gone so far asto turn
the tables on Heidegger, and to read his ruminations on metaphysics as the repetition of an
original metaphysical gesture, the gathering of thought to its “proper” essence and vocation
(see Derrida 1989 [1987]). In this gathering, which followsthe lineaments of an exclusively
Greco-Christian-German tradition, something more original than being is forgotten, and
that is the difference and alterity against which, and with which, the tradition composes
itself. Prominent authors associated with postmodernism have noted that the forgotten and
excluded “other” of the West, including Heidegger, is figured by the Jew (see Lyotard 1990
[1988], and Lacoue-L abarthe 1990 [1988]). In this way, they are able to distinguish their
projects from Heidegger's thinking and to critically account for his involvement with
National Socialism and his silence about the Holocaust, albeit in terms that do not address
these as personal failings. Those looking for personal condemnations of Heidegger for his
actions and his “refusal to accept responsibility” will not find them in postmodernist
commentaries. They will, however, find many departures from Heidegger on Nietzsche's
philosophical significance (see Derrida 1979 [1978]), and many instances where
Nietzsche'sideas are critically activated against Heidegger and his self-presentation.

Nevertheless, Heidegger and Nietzsche are both important sources for postmodernism's
critical de-structuring or displacement of the signature concept of modern philosophy, the
“subject,” which is generally understood as consciousness, or its identity, ground, or unity,
and designated as the “I.” Where Nietzsche finds in this concept the original metaphysical



error produced by morality and the communicative needs of the herd, Heidegger seesin it
the end and exhaustion of the metaphysical tradition, inaugurated by the Greeks, in which
being isinterpreted as presence. Here, being isthe underlying ground of the being of beings,
the subiectumthat is enacted in modern philosophy as the subject of consciousness. But
in Being and Time Heidegger conceives the human being as Dasein, which is not smply a
present consciousness, but an event of ecstatic temporality that is open to a past
(Gewesensein) that was never present (its already being-there) and a future (Zu-kunft) that
isaways yet to come (the possibility of death). The finitude of Dasein therefore cannot be
contained within the limits of consciousness, nor within the limits of the subject, whether
it is conceived substantively or formally.

In addition to the critiques of the subject offered by Nietzsche and Heidegger, many
postmodernists also borrow heavily from the psycho-analytic theories of Jacques Lacan.
Lacan's distinctive gesture is his insistence that the Freudian unconscious is a function, or
set of functions, belonging to language and particularly to the verbal exchanges between
the analyst and analysand during the analytic session (see Lacan 1953-55). For Lacan, the
subject is always the subject of speech, and that means speech directed toward an other in
relation to whom the subject differentiates and identifiesitself. On thisview, language isa
feature of the “symbolic order” of society, which is constituted as an economy of signifiers,
through which animal need becomes human desire, whose first object is to be recognized
by the other. However, desire ultimately aims for something impossible: to possess, to “be,”
or to occupy the place of the signifier of signifiers, i.e. the phalus. Insofar asthe phallusis
nothing but the signifying function as such, it does not exist. It is not an object to be
possessed, but is that through which the subject and the other are brought into relation to
begin with, and it thusimposesitself upon the subject as afundamental absence or lack that
is a once necessary and irremediable (Lacan 1977, 289). Hence the subject is forever
divided from itself and unable to achieve final unity or identity. Asthe subject of desire, it
remains perpetually incomplete, just as Daseinin Heidegger exists “beyond itself” in
temporal ecstasis.

2. The Postmodern Condition

The term “postmodern” came into the philosophical lexicon with the publication of Jean-
Francois Lyotard'sLa Condition Postmodernein 1979 (in English: The Postmodern
Condition: A Report on Knowledge, 1984), where he employs Wittgenstein's model of
language games (see Wittgenstein 1953) and concepts taken from speech act theory to
account for what he calls a transformation of the game rules for science, art, and literature
since the end of the nineteenth century. He describes his text as a combination of two very
different language games, that of the philosopher and that of the expert. Where the expert
knows what he knows and what he doesn't know, the philosopher knows neither, but poses
guestions. In light of this ambiguity, Lyotard states that his portraya of the state of
knowledge “makes no claims to being original or even true,” and that his hypotheses
“should not be accorded predictive value in relation to reality, but strategic valuein relation
to the questions raised” (Lyotard 1984 [1979], 7). The book, then, is as much an experiment
in the combination of language games as it is an objective “report.”

On Lyotard's account, the computer age has transformed knowledge into information, that
is, coded messages within a system of transmission and communication. Analysis of this



knowledge calls for a pragmatics of communication insofar as the phrasing of messages,
their transmission and reception, must follow rules in order to be accepted by those who
judge them. However, as Lyotard points out, the position of judge or legidator is also a
position within alanguage game, and this raises the question of legitimation. As heinsists,
“there is a strict interlinkage between the kind of language called science and the kind
called ethics and politics” (Lyotard 1984 [1979], 8), and this interlinkage constitutes the
cultural perspective of the West. Science is therefore tightly interwoven with government
and administration, especialy in the information age, where enormous amounts of capital
and large install ations are needed for research.

Lyotard points out that while science has sought to distinguish itself from narrative
knowledgein theform of tribal wisdom communicated through myths and legends, modern
philosophy has sought to provide legitimating narratives for science in the form of “the
diaectics of Spirit, the hermeneutics of meaning, the emancipation of the rationa or
working subject, or the creation of wealth,” (Lyotard 1984 [1979], xxiii). Science, however,
plays the language game of denotation to the exclusion of al others, and in this respect it
displaces narrative knowledge, including the meta-narratives of philosophy. Thisisdue, in
part, to what Lyotard characterizes as the rapid growth of technologies and techniques in
the second half of the twentieth century, where the emphasi s of knowledge has shifted from
the ends of human action to its means (Lyotard 1984 [1979], 37). This has eroded the
speculative game of philosophy and set each science free to develop independently of
philosophical grounding or systematic organization. I define postmodern as incredulity
toward meta-narratives,” says Lyotard (Lyotard 1984 [1979], xxiv). As a result, new,
hybrid disciplines develop without connection to old epistemic traditions, especially
philosophy, and this means science only plays its own game and cannot |egitimate others,
such as moral prescription.

The compartmentalization of knowledge and the dissolution of epistemic coherence is a
concern for researchers and philosophers alike. As Lyotard notes, “Lamenting the ‘loss of
meaning’ in postmodernity boils down to mourning the fact that knowledge is no longer
principally narrative” (Lyotard 1984 [1979], 26). Indeed, for Lyotard, the de-realization of
the world means the disintegration of narrative elements into “clouds” of linguistic
combinations and collisons among innumerable, heterogeneous language games.
Furthermore, within each game the subject moves from position to position, now as sender,
now as addressee, now as referent, and so on. The loss of a continuous meta-narrative
therefore breaks the subject into heterogeneous moments of subjectivity that do not cohere
into an identity. But as Lyotard points out, while the combinations we experience are not
necessarily stable or communicable, we learn to move with a certain nimbleness among
them.

Postmodern sensibility does not lament the loss of narrative coherence any more than the
loss of being. However, the dissolution of narrative leavesthe field of legitimation to anew
unifying criterion: the performativity of the knowledge-producing system whose form of
capital is information. Performative legitimation means maximizing the flow of
information and minimizing static (non-functional moves) in the system, so whatever
cannot be communicated as information must be eliminated. The performativity criterion
threatens anything not meeting its requirements, such as speculative narratives, with de-
legitimation and exclusion. Nevertheless, capital also demands the continual re-invention
of the “new” in the form of new language games and new denotative statements, and so,



paradoxically, acertain paralogy isrequired by the system itself. In thisregard, the modern
paradigm of progress as new moves under established rules gives way to the postmodern
paradigm of inventing new rules and changing the game.

Inventing new codes and reshaping information is a large part of the production of
knowledge, and in itsinventive moment science does not adhere to performative efficiency.
By the same token, the meta-prescriptives of science, its rules, are themselves objects of
invention and experimentation for the sake of producing new statements. In this respect,
says Lyotard, the model of knowledge as the progressive development of consensus is
outmoded. In fact, attempts to retrieve the model of consensus can only repeat the standard
of coherence demanded for functional efficiency, and they will thus lend themselvesto the
domination of capital. On the other hand, the paralogical inventiveness of science raises
the possibility of a new sense of justice, as well as knowledge, as we move among the
language games now entangling us.

Lyotard takes up the question of justicein Just Gaming (see Lyotard 1985 [1979]) and The
Differend: Phrasesin Dispute (see Lyotard 1988 [1983]), where he combines the model of
language games with Kant's division of the faculties (understanding, imagination, reason)
and types of judgment (theoretical, practical, aesthetic) in order to explore the problem of
justice set out in The Postmodern Condition. Without the formal unity of the subject, the
faculties are set free to operate on their own. Where Kant insists that reason must assign
domains and limits to the other faculties, its dependence upon the unity of the subject for
the identity of concepts as laws or rules de-legitimizes its juridical authority in the
postmodern age. Instead, because we are faced with an irreducible plurality of judgments
and “phrase regimes,” the faculty of judgment itself is brought to the fore. Kant's
third Critique therefore provides the conceptual materialsfor Lyotard'sanalysis, especially
the analytic of aesthetic judgment (see Kant 1790).

As Lyotard argues, aesthetic judgment is the appropriate model for the problem of justice
in postmodern experience because we are confronted with a plurality of games and rules
without a concept under which to unify them. Judgment must therefore be reflective rather
than determining. Furthermore, judgment must be aesthetic insofar as it does not produce
denotative knowledge about a determinable state of affairs, but refers to the way our
faculties interact with each other as we move from one mode of phrasing to another, i.e.
the denotative, the prescriptive, the performative, the political, the cognitive, the artistic,
etc. In Kantian terms, this interaction registers as an aesthetic feeling. Where Kant
emphasizes the feeling of the beautiful as a harmonious interaction between imagination
and understanding, Lyotard stresses the mode in which faculties (imagination and reason,)
are in disharmony, i.e. the feeling of the sublime. For Kant, the sublime occurs when our
faculties of sensible presentation are overwhelmed by impressions of absolute power and
magnitude, and reason is thrown back upon its own power to conceive ldeas (such as the
moral law) which surpass the sensible world. For Lyotard, however, the postmodern
sublime occurs when we are affected by a multitude of unpresentabl es without reference to
reason as their unifying origin. Justice, then, would not be a definable rule, but an ability
to move and judge among rules in their heterogeneity and multiplicity. In this respect, it
would be more akin to the production of art than a moral judgment in Kant's sense.

In “What is Postmodernism?,” which appears as an appendix to the English edition of The
Postmodern Condition, Lyotard addresses the importance of avant-garde art in terms of the
aesthetic of the sublime. Modern art, he says, is emblematic of a sublime sensibility, that



is, asensbility that there is something non-presentable demanding to be put into sensible
form and yet overwhelms all attempts to do so. But where modern art presents the
unpresentable asamissing content within abeautiful form, asin Marcel Proust, postmodern
art, exemplified by James Joyce, puts forward the unpresentabl e by forgoing beautiful form
itself, thus denying what Kant would call the consensus of taste. Furthermore, saysL yotard,
a work can become modern only if it is first postmodern, for postmodernism is not
modernism at its end but in its nascent state, that is, at the moment it attempts to present
the unpresentable, “and this state is constant” (Lyotard 1984 [1979], 79). The postmodern,
then, is arepetition of the modern as the “new,” and this means the ever-new demand for
another repetition.

3. Genealogy and Subjectivity

The Nietzschean method of genealogy, in its application to modern subjectivity, is another
facet of philosophical postmodernism. Michel Foucault's application of genealogy to
formative moments in modernity's history and his exhortations to experiment with
subjectivity place him within the scope of postmodern discourse. In the 1971 essay
“Nietzsche, Genealogy, History,” Foucault spells out his adaptation of the genealogical
method in his historical studies. First and foremost, he says, genealogy “opposes itself to
the search for “origins’” (Foucault 1977, 141). That is, genealogy studies the accidents and
contingencies that converge at crucial moments, giving rise to new epochs, concepts, and
institutions. As Foucault remarks: “What is found at the historical beginning of things is
not the inviolable identity of their origin; it is the dissension of other things. It is disparity”
(Foucault 1977, 142). In Nietzschean fashion, Foucault exposes history conceived as the
origin and development of an identical subject, e.g., “modernity,” as a fiction modern
discourses invent after the fact. Underlying the fiction of modernity is a sense of
temporality that excludesthe elements of chance and contingency in play at every moment.
In short, linear, progressive history covers up the discontinuities and interruptionsthat mark
points of succession in historical time.

Foucault deploys genealogy to create what he calls a “counter-memory” or “a
transformation of history into a totally different form of time” (Foucault 1977, 160). This
entails dissolving identity for the subject in history by using the materials and techniques
of modern historical research. Just as Nietzsche postul ates that the religious will to truth in
Christianity resultsin the destruction of Christianity by science (see Nietzsche 1974 [1882],
280-83), Foucault postulates that genealogical research will result in the disintegration of
the epistemic subject, asthe continuity of the subject is broken up by the gaps and accidents
that historical research uncovers. Thefirst example of thisresearch isHHistoire dela folie a
I'age classique, published in 1961, the full version of which was published in English
as History of Madness in 2006. Here, Foucault gives an account of the historical beginnings
of modern reason as it comes to define itself against madness in the seventeenth century.
His thesis is that the practice of confining the mad is a transformation of the medieval
practice of confining lepers in lazar houses. These institutions managed to survive long
after the lepers disappeared, and thus an ingtitutional structure of confinement was already
in place when the modern concept of madness as a disease took shape. However, while
institutions of confinement are held over from a previous time, the practice of confining
the mad constitutes a break with the past.



Foucault focuses upon the moment of transition, as modern reason begins to take shape in
aconfluence of concepts, institutions, and practices, or, as he would say, of knowledge and
power. In its nascency, reason isapower that definesitself against an other, an other whose
truth and identity is also assigned by reason, thus giving reason the sense of originating
from itself. For Foucault, the issue is that madnessis not allowed to speak for itself and is
at the disposal of a power that dictates the terms of their relationship. As he remarks: “What
isoriginative is the caesura that establishes the distance between reason and non-reason;
reason's subjugation of non-reason, wresting fromit itstruth asmadness, crime, or disease,
derives explicitly from this point” (Foucault 1965, x). The truth of reason is found when
madness comes to stand in the place of non-reason, when the difference between them is
inscribed in their opposition, but is not identical to its dominant side. In other words, the
reason that standsin opposition to madnessis not identical to the reason that inscribestheir
difference. The latter would be reason without an opposite, a free-floating power without
definite shape. As Foucault suggests, this free-floating mystery might be represented in the
ship of fools motif, which, in medieval times, represented madness. Such isthe paradoxical
structure of historical transformation.

In hislater writings, most notably in The Use of Pleasure (Foucault 1985 [1984]), Foucault
employs historical research to open possibilities for experimenting with subjectivity, by
showing that subjectivation is a formative power of the self, surpassing the structures of
knowledge and power from out of which it emerges. This is a power of thought, which
Foucault says is the ability of human beings to problematize the conditions under which
they live. For philosophy, this means “the endeavor to know how and to what extent it
might be possible to think differently, instead of legitimating what is already known”
(Foucault 1985 [1984], 9). He thus joins Lyotard in promoting creative experimentation as
aleading power of thought, a power that surpasses reason, narrowly defined, and without
which thought would be inert. In this regard, Foucault stands in league with others who
profess a postmodern sensibility in regard to contemporary science, art, and society. We
should note, as well, that Foucault's writings are a hybrid of philosophy and historical
research, just as Lyotard combines the language games of the expert and the philosopher
in The Postmodern Condition. This mixing of philosophy with concepts and methods from
other disciplinesis characteristic of postmodernism in its broadest sense.

4. Productive Difference

The concept of difference as a productive mechanism, rather than a negation of identity, is
aso a hallmark of postmodernism in philosophy. Gilles Deleuze deploys this concept
throughout his work, beginning with Nietzsche and Philosophy (1962, in English 1983),
where he sets Nietzsche against the models of thinking at work in Kant and Hegel. Here,
he proposes to think against reason in resistance to Kant's assertion of the self-justifying
authority of reason alone (Deleuze 1983 [1962], 93). In a phrase echoed by Foucault, he
states that the purpose of his critique of reason “is not justification but a different way of
feeling: another sensibility” (Deleuze 1983 [1962], 94). Philosophical critique, he declares,
is an encounter between thought and what forces it into action: it is a matter of sensibility
rather than a tribunal where reason judges itself by its own laws (see Kant 1787, 9).
Furthermore, the critique of reason is not a method, but is achieved by “culture” in the
Nietzschean sense: training, discipline, inventiveness, and a certain cruelty (see Nietzsche
1887). Since thought cannot activate itself as thinking, Deleuze says it must suffer violence



if it isto awaken and move. Art, science, and philosophy deploy such violence insofar as
they are transformative and experimental.

Against Hegel, Deleuze asserts that while dia ectic is structured by negation and opposition
within a posited identity, “difference is the only principle of genesis or production”
(Deleuze 1983 [1962], 157). Opposition occurs on the same logical plane, but difference
moves across planes and levels, and not only in one direction. Furthermore, where Hegel
takes the work of the negative to be dialectic's driving power, Deleuze declares that
difference is thinkable only as repetition repeating itself (asin Nietzsche's eternal return),
where difference affirms itself in eternally differing fromitself. Its movement is
productive, but without logical opposition, negation, or necessity. Instead, chance and
multiplicity are repeated, just as a dice-throw repeats the randomness of the throw aong
with every number. On the other hand, dialectic cancels out chance and affirms the
movement of the negative as a working out of identity, as in the Science of Logic where
being in its immediacy is posited as equal only to itself (Hegel 1812, 82). For Deleuze,
however, sensibility introduces an aleatory moment into thought's development, making
accidentality and contingency conditions for thinking. These conditions upset logical
identity and opposition, and place the limit of thinking beyond any dialectical system.

In Difference and Repetition (1968, in English 1994), Deleuze develops his project in
multiple directions. Hiswork, he says, stemsfrom the convergence of two lines of research:
the concept of difference without negation, and the concept of repetition, in which physical
and mechanical repetitions are masks for a hidden differential that is disguised and
displaced. His major focus is a thoroughgoing critique of representationa thinking,
including identity, opposition, analogy, and resemblance (Deleuze 1994 [1968], 132). For
Deleuze, “appearances of” are not representations, but sensory intensities free of subjective
or objective identities (Deleuze 1994 [1968], 144). Without these identities, appearances
are simulacra of an non-apparent differential he calls the “dark precursor” or “the in-itself
of difference” (Deleuze 1994 [1968], 119). This differentia is the non-sensible being of
the sensible, a being not identical to the sensible, or to itself, but irreducibly problematic
insofar as it forces us to encounter the sensible as “given.”

Furthermore, any move against representational thinking impinges upon the identity of the
subject. Where Kant founds the representational unity of space and time upon the formal
unity of consciousness (Kant 1787, 135-137), difference re-distributes intuitions of past,
present, and future, fracturing consciousness into multiple states not predicable of asingle
subject. Intensive qualitiesareindividuating by themselves, says Deleuze, and individuality
is not characteristic of a self or an ego, but of a differential forever dividing itself and
changing its configuration (Deleuze 1994 [1968], 246, 254, 257). In Nietzschean fashion,
the *“1” refers not to the unity of consciousness, but to a multitude of simulacra without an
identical subject for whom this multitude appears. Instead, subjects arise and multiply as
“effects” of the intensive qualities saturating space and time. This leads Deleuze to
postulate multiple faculties for subjectivity, which are correlates of the sensible insofar as
it gives rise to feeling, thought, and action. “Each faculty, including thought, has only
involuntary adventures,” he says, and “involuntary operation remains embedded in the
empirical” (Deleuze 1994 [1968], 145). Subjectively, the paradox of the differential breaks
up the faculties common function and places them before their own limits: thought before
the unthinkable, memory before the immemorial, sensibility before the imperceptible, etc.
(Deleuze 1994, 227). This fracturing and multiplying of the subject, he notes, leads to the



realization that “schizophrenia is not only a human fact but also a possibility for thought”
(Deleuze 1994 [1968], 148), thus expanding the term into a philosophical concept, beyond
itsclinical application.

The dissolution of the subject and itsimplications for society is the theme of Anti-Oedipus:
Capitalism and Schizophrenia, which Deleuze published with Félix Guattari in 1972 (in
English 1983). The book, in large part, is written against an established intellectual
orthodoxy of the political Left in France during the 1950s and 1960s, an orthodoxy
consisting of Marx, Freud, and structuralist concepts applied to them by Louis Althusser
and Jacques Lacan. Deleuze and Guattari argue that this mixture is still limited by
representational thinking, including concepts of production based upon lack, and concepts
of aienation based upon identity and negation. Furthermore, the Oedipus concept in
psychoanalysis, they say, ingtitutes a theater of desire in which the psyche is embedded in
a family drama closed off from the extra-familial and extra-psychic forces at work in
society. They characterize these forces as “desiring machines” whose function is to
connect, disconnect, and reconnect with one another without meaning or intention.

The authors portray society as a series of “territorializations” or inscriptions upon the “body
without organs,”or the free-flowing matter of intensive qualities filling space in their
varying degrees. The first inscriptions are relations of kinship and filiation structuring
primitive societies, often involving the marking and scarring of human bodies. As an
interruption and encoding of “flows,” the primitive inscriptions constitute a nexus of
desiring machines, both technical and social, whose e ements are humans and their organs.
The full body of society is the sacred earth, which appropriates to itself all social products
as their natural or divine precondition, and to whom all members of society are bound by
direct filiation (Deleuze 1983 [1962], 141-42). These first inscriptions are then de-
territorialized and re-coded by the “despotic machine,” establishing new relations of
alliance and filiation through the body of the ruler or emperor, who alone stands in direct
filiation to the deity (Deleuze 1983 [1962], 192) and who institutes the mechanism of the
state upon pre-existing social arrangements. Finally, capitaism de-territorializes the
inscriptions of the despotic machine and re-codes all relations of aliance and filiation into
flows of money (Deleuze 1983 [1962], 224-27). The organs of society and the state are
appropriated into the functioning of capital, and humans become secondary to the filiation
of money with itself.

Deleuze and Guattari see in the capitalist money system “an axiomatic of abstract quantities
that keeps moving further and further in the direction of the deterritorialization of the
socius” (Deleuze and Guattari 1983 [1972], 33), which is to say that capital is inherently
schizophrenic. However, because capital also re-territorializes all flows into money,
schizophrenia remains capitalism's external limit. Nevertheless, it is precisely that limit
against which thinking can subject capitalism to philosophical critique. Psychoanalysis,
they say, is part of the reign of capital because it re-territorializes the subject as “private”
and “individual,” instituting psychic identity through images of the Oedipal family.
However, the Oedipal triangle is merely a representational ssmulacrum of kinship and
filiation, re-coded within a system of debt and payment. In this system, they insist, flows
of desire have become mere representations of desire, cut off from the body without organs
and the extra-familial mechanisms of society. A radical critique of capital cannot therefore
be accomplished by psychoanalysis, but requires a schizoanalysis “to overturn the theater
of representation into the order of desiring-production” (Deleuze 1983 [1962], 271). Here,



the authors see arevol utionary potential in modern art and science, where, in bringing about
the “new,” they circulate de-coded and de-territorialized flows within society without
automatically re-coding them into money (Deleuze and Guattari 1983 [1972], 379). In this
revolutionary aspect, Anti-Oedipus reads as a statement of the desire that took to the streets
of Parisin May of 1968, and which continues, even now, to make itself felt in intellectual
life.

5. Deconstruction

The term “deconstruction,” like “postmodernism,” has taken on many meanings in the
popular imagination. However, in philosophy, it signifies certain strategies for reading and
writing texts. The term was introduced into philosophical literature in 1967, with the
publication of threetexts by Jacques Derrida: Of Grammatology (in English 1974), Writing
and Difference (in English 1978), and Speech and Phenomena (in English 1973). This so-
called “publication blitz” immediately established Derrida as a major figure in the new
movement in philosophy and the human sciences centered in Paris, and brought the idiom
“deconstruction” into its vocabulary. Derrida and deconstruction are routinely associated
with postmodernism, athough like Deleuze and Foucault, he does not use the term and
would resist affiliation with “-isms” of any sort. Of the three books from 1967, Of
Grammatol ogy is the more comprehensive in laying out the background for deconstruction
asaway of reading modern theories of language, especially structuralism, and Heidegger's
meditations on the non-presence of being. It also sets out Derrida's difference with
Heidegger over Nietzsche. Where Heidegger places Nietzsche within the metaphysics of
presence, Derrida insists that “reading, and therefore writing, the text were for Nietzsche
‘originary’ operations,” (Derrida 1974 [1967], 19), and this puts him at the closure of
metaphysics (not the end), aclosure that liberates writing from the traditional logos, which
takes writing to be a sign (a visible mark) for another sign (speech), whose “signified” is a
fully present meaning.

This closure has emerged, says Derrida, with the latest developments in linguistics, the
human sciences, mathematics, and cybernetics, wherethe written mark or signifier ispurely
technical, that is, a matter of function rather than meaning. Precisely the liberation of
function over meaning indicates that the epoch of what Heidegger calls the metaphysics of
presence has come to closure, although this closure does not mean its termination. Just as
in the essay “On the Question of Being” (Heidegger 1998, 291-322) Heidegger sees fit to
cross out the word “being,” leaving it visible, nevertheless, under the mark, Derrida takes
the closure of metaphysics to be its “erasure,” where it does not entirely disappear, but
remainsinscribed asone side of adifference, and where the mark of deletionisitself atrace
of the difference that joins and separates this mark and what it crosses out. Derrida calls
thisjoining and separating of signs différance (Derrida 1974 [1967], 23), adevice that can
only be read and not heard when différance and différence are pronounced in French. The
“a” is a written mark that differentiates independently of the voice, the privileged medium
of metaphysics. In this sense, différance as the spacing of difference, as archi-writing,
would be the gram of grammatology. However, as Derrida remarks: “There cannot be a
science of differenceitself initsoperation, asit isimpossible to have a science of the origin
of presenceitself, that isto say of acertain non-origin” (Derrida 1974 [1967], 63). Instead,
there is only the marking of the trace of difference, that is, deconstruction.



Because at its functiona level all language is a system of differences, says Derrida, all
language, even when spoken, iswriting, and thistruth is suppressed when meaning istaken
as an origin, present and complete unto itself. Texts that take meaning or being as their
theme are therefore particularly susceptible to deconstruction, as are al other texts insofar
as they are conjoined with these. For Derrida, written marks or signifiers do not arrange
themselves within natural limits, but form chains of signification that radiate in all
directions. As Derrida famously remarks, “there is no outside-text” (Derrida 1974 [1967],
158), that is, the text includes the difference between any “inside” or “outside.” As he
explains in a letter to Gerald Graff, attached as an appendix to Limited Inc (see Derrida
1988, 148), this means that “every referent, all reality has the structure of a differential
trace.” A text, then, is not a book, and does not, strictly speaking, have an author. On the
contrary, the name of the author is a signifier linked with others, and there is no master
signifier (such as the phallus in Lacan) present or even absent in a text. This goes for the
term ““différance” as well, which can only serve as a supplement for the productive spacing
between signs. Therefore, Derrida insists that “différanceis literally neither a word nor a
concept” (Derrida 1982 [1972], 3). Instead, it can only be marked as a wandering play of
differences that is both a spacing of signifiersin relation to one another and a deferral of
meaning or presence when they are read.

How, then, can différance be characterized? Derrida refuses to answer questions as to
“who” or “what” differs, because to do so would suggest there is a proper name for
difference instead of endless supplements, of which “différance” is but one. Structurally,
this supplemental displacement functionsjust as, for Heidegger, all names for being reduce
being to the presence of beings, thus ignoring the “ontological difference” between them.
However, Derrida takes the ontological difference as one difference among others, as a
product of what the idiom “différance” supplements. As he remarks: “différance, in a
certain and very strange way, (is) ‘older’ than the ontological difference or than the truth
of Being” (Derrida 1982 [1972], 22). Deconstruction, then, traces the repetitions of the
supplement. It isnot so much atheory about texts as a practice of reading and transforming
texts, where tracing the movements of différance produces other texts interwoven with the
first. While there is a certain arbitrarinessin the play of differences that result, it is not the
arbitrariness of areader getting the text to mean whatever he or she wants. It is a question
of function rather than meaning, if meaning is understood as a terminal presence, and the
signifying connections traced in deconstruction are first offered by the text itself. A
deconstructive reading, then, does not assert or impose meaning, but marks out places
where the function of the text works against its apparent meaning, or against the history of
its interpretation.

6. Hyperreality

Hyperreality is closely related to the concept of the simulacrum: a copy or image without
reference to an original. In postmodernism, hyperreality is the result of the technological
mediation of experience, where what passes for readlity is a network of images and signs
without an external referent, such that what is represented is representation itself.
In Symbolic Exchange and Death (1976), Jean Baudrillard uses Lacan's concepts of the
symbolic, the imaginary, and the real to develop this concept while attacking orthodoxies
of the political Left, beginning with the assumed readlity of power, production, desire,
society, and political legitimacy. Baudrillard argues that all of these realities have become



simulations, that is, signswithout any referent, because the real and the imaginary have
been absorbed into the symbolic.

Baudrillard presents hyperreality asthe terminal stage of simulation, where asign or image
has no relation to any reality whatsoever, but is “its own pure simulacrum” (Baudrillard
1981, 6). Thereal, he says, has become an operational effect of symbolic processes, just as
images are technologically generated and coded before we actually perceive them. This
means technological mediation has usurped the productive role of the Kantian subject, the
locus of an original synthesis of concepts and intuitions, aswell asthe Marxian worker, the
producer of capital though labor, and the Freudian unconscious, the mechanism of
repression and desire. “From now on,” says Baudrillard, “signs are exchanged against each
other rather than against the real” (Baudrillard 1976, 7), so production now means signs
producing other signs. The system of symbolic exchange is therefore no longer real but
“hyperreal.” Where the real is “that of which it is possible to provide an equivalent
reproduction,” the hyperreal, says Baudrillard, is “that which is always already
reproduced” (Baudrillard 1976, 73). The hyperreal is a system of simulation simulating
itself.

The lesson Baudrillard draws from the events of May 1968 is that the student movement
was provoked by the realization that “we were no longer productive” (Baudrillard 1976,
29), and that direct opposition within the system of communication and exchange only
reproduces the mechanisms of the system itself. Strategically, he says, capital can only be
defeated by introducing something inexchangeable into the symbolic order, that is,
something having the irreversible function of natural death, which the symbolic order
excludes and renders invisible. The system, he points out, simulates natural death with
fascinating images of violent death and catastrophe, where death is the result of artificial
processes and “accidents.” But, as Baudrillard remarks: “Only the death-function cannot
be programmed and localized” (Baudrillard 1976, 126), and by this he means death as the
simple and irreversible finality of life. Therefore he calls for the development of “fatal
strategies” to make the system suffer reversal and collapse.

Because these strategies must be carried out within the symbolic order, they are matters of
rhetoric and art, or a hybrid of both. They also function as gifts or sacrifices, for which the
system has no counter-move or equivalence. Baudrillard finds a prime example of this
strategy with graffiti artists who experiment with symbolic markings and codes in order to
suggest communication while blocking it, and who sign their inscriptions with pseudonyms
instead of recognizable names. “They are seeking not to escape the combinatory in order
to regain an identity,” says Baudrillard, “but to turn indeterminacy against the system, to
turn indeterminacy into extermination” (Baudrillard 1976, 78). Some of his own remarks,
such as “I have nothing to do with postmodernism,” have, no doubt, the same strategic
intent. To the extent that “postmodernism” has become a sign exchangeable for other signs,
he would indeed want nothing to do with it. Nevertheless, his concepts of simulation and
hyperreality, and hiscall for strategic experimentation with signs and codes, bring him into
close proximity with figures such as Lyotard, Foucault, and Derrida.

7. Postmodern Hermeneutics

Hermeneutics, the science of textual interpretation, also plays a role in postmodern
philosophy. Unlike deconstruction, which focuses upon the functional structures of atext,
hermeneutics seeks to arrive at an agreement or consensus as to what the text means, or is



about. Gianni Vattimo formulates a postmodern hermeneutics inThe End of
Modernity (1985, in English 1988 [1985]), where he distinguishes himself from his
Parisian counterparts by posing the question of post-modernity as a matter for ontological
hermeneutics. Instead of calling for experimentation with counter-strategies and functional
structures, he sees the heterogeneity and diversity in our experience of the world as a
hermeneutical problem to be solved by developing a sense continuity between the present
and the past. This continuity is to be a unity of meaning rather than the repetition of a
functional structure, and the meaning is ontological. In this respect, Vattimo's project is an
extension of Heidegger's inquiries into the meaning of being. However, where Heidegger
situates Nietzsche within the limits of metaphysics, Vattimo joins Heidegger's ontological
hermeneutics with Nietzsche's attempt to think beyond nihilism and historicism with his
concept of eternal return. The result, says Vattimo, is a certain distortion of Heidegger's
reading of Nietzsche, allowing Heidegger and Nietzsche to be interpreted through one
another (Vattimo 1988 [1985], 176). This is a significant point of difference between
Vattimo and the French postmodernists, who read Nietzsche against Heldegger, and prefer
Nietzsche's textual strategies over Heldegger's pursuit of the meaning of being.

On Vattimo's account, Nietzsche and Heidegger can be brought together under the common
theme of overcoming. Where Nietzsche announces the overcoming of nihilism through the
active nihilism of the eternal return, Heidegger proposes to overcome metaphysics through
a non-metaphysical experience of being. In both cases, he argues, what is to be overcome
is modernity, characterized by the image that philosophy and science are progressive
developmentsin which thought and knowledge increasingly appropriate their own origins
and foundations. Overcoming modernity, however, cannot mean progressing into a new
historical phase. As Vattimo observes: “Both philosophers find themselves obliged, on the
one hand, to take up a critical distance from Western thought insofar as it is foundational;
on the other hand, however, they find themsel ves unabl e to criticize Western thought in the
name of another, and truer, foundation” (Vattimo 1988 [1985], 2). Overcoming modernity
must therefore mean a Verwindung, in the sense of twisting or distorting modernity itself,
rather than an Uberwindung or progression beyond it.

While Vattimo takes post-modernity as a new turn in modernity, it entails the dissolution
of the category of the new in the historical sense, which meansthe end of universal history.
“While the notion of historicity has become ever more problematic for theory,” he says, “at
the same time for historiography and its own methodological self-awareness the idea of
history as a unitary process is rapidly dissolving” (Vattimo 1988 [1985], 6). This does not
mean historical change ceases to occur, but that its unitary development is no longer
conceivable, so only local histories are possible. The de-historicization of experience has
been accelerated by technology, especially television, says Vattimo, so that “everything
tends to flatten out at the level of contemporaneity and simultaneity” (\VVattimo 1988 [1985],
10). Asaresult, we no longer experience a strong sense of teleology in worldly events, but,
instead, we are confronted with a manifold of differences and partial teleologies that can
only be judged aesthetically. The truth of postmodern experience is therefore best realized
in art and rhetoric.

The Nietzschean sense of overcoming modernity is “to dissolve modernity through a
radicalization of its own innate tendencies,” says Vattimo (Vattimo 1988 [1985], 166).
These include the production of “the new” as a value and the drive for critical overcoming
in the sense of appropriating foundations and origins. In this respect, however, Nietzsche



shows that modernity results in nihilism: all values, including “truth” and “the new,”
collapse under critical appropriation. The way out of this collapse is the moment of eternal
recurrence, when we affirm the necessity of error in the absence of foundations. Vattimo
aso finds this new attitude toward modernity in Heidegger's sense of overcoming
metaphysics, insofar as he suggests that overcoming the enframing lies with the possibility
of aturn within the enframing itself. Such aturn would mean deepening and distorting the
technological essence, not destroying it or leaving it behind. Furthermore, this would be
the meaning of being, understood as the history of interpretation (as “weak” being) instead
of agrounding truth, and the hermeneutics of being would be adistorted historicism. Unlike
traditiona hermeneutics, Vattimo argues that reconstructing the continuity of
contemporary experience cannot be accomplished without unifying art and rhetoric with
information from the sciences, and this requires philosophy “to propose a ‘rhetorically
persuasive’, unified view of the world, which includes in itself traces, residues, or isolated
elements of scientific knowledge” (Vattimo 1988 [1985], 179). Vattimo's philosophy is
therefore the project of a postmodern hermeneutics, in contrast to the Parisian thinkerswho
do not concern themselves with meaning or history as continuous unities.

8. Postmodern Rhetoric and Aesthetics

Rhetoric and aesthetics pertain to the sharing of experience through activities of
participation and imitation. In the postmodern sense, such activities involve sharing or
participating in differences that have opened between the old and the new, the natural and
the artificial, or even between life and death. The leading exponent of this line of
postmodern thought is Mario Perniola. Like Vattimo, Perniola insists that postmodern
philosophy must not break with the legacies of modernity in science and politics. As he
says in Enigmas, “the relationship between thought and reality that the Enlightenment,
idealism, and Marxism have embodied must not be broken” (Perniola 1995, 43). However,
he does not base this continuity upon an internal essence, spirit, or meaning, but upon the
continuing effects of modernity in the world. One such effect, visible in art and in the
relation between art and society, isthe collapse of the past and future into the present, which
he characterizes as “Egyptian” or “baroque” in nature. This temporal effect is accomplished
through the collapse of the difference between humans and things, where “humans are
becoming more similar to things, and equally, the inorganic world, thanks to electronic
technology, seems to be taking over the human role in the perception of events” (Perniola
1995, viii). This amounts to a kind of “Egyptianism,” as described by Hegel in
his Aesthetics (see Hegel 1823-9, 347-361), where the spiritual and the natural are mixed
to such a degree that they cannot be separated, as, for example, in the figure of the Sphinx.
However, inthe postmodern world theinorganicisnot natural, but already artificial, insofar
as our perceptions are mediated by technological operations.

Likewise, says Perniola, art collections in modern museums produce a “baroque effect,”
where “The field that is opened up by a collection is not that of cultivated public opinion,
nor of social participation, but aspace that attracts precisely because it cannot be controlled
or possessed” (Perniola 1995, 87). That is, in the collection, art isremoved from its natural
or historical context and creates a new sense of space and time, not reducible to linear
history or any sense of origin. The collection, then, is emblematic of postmodern society,
a moment of its “truth.” Furthermore, Perniola insists that barogque sensibility is
characteristic of Italian society and culture in general. “The very idea of truth as something
essentially naked,” he says, “is at loggerheads with the Baroque idea, so firmly rooted in



Italy, that truth is something essentially clothed” (Perniola 1995, 145). This corresponds to
a sensibility that is intermediate between internal feelings and external things. “The Italian
enigma,” he says, “lies in the fact that the human component is equipped with an external
emotionality that does not belong to him or her intimately, but in which they nonetheless
participate” (Perniola 1995, 145). To account for this enigmatic experience, the philosopher
must become “the intermediary, the passage, the transit to something different and foreign”
(Perniola 1995, 40). Hence, philosophical reading and writing are not activities of an
identical subject, but processes of mediation and indeterminacy between self and other, and
philosophical narrative is an overcoming of their differences.

These differences cannot be overcome, in Hegelian fashion, by canceling them under a
higher-order synthesis, but must be eroded or defaced in the course of traversing them.
In Ritual Thinking, Perniola illustrates this process through the concepts of transit, the
simulacrum, and ritual without myth. Transit derives from a sense of the simultaneity of
the present, where we are suspended in a state of temporariness and indeterminacy, and
move “from the same to the same”; the simulacrum is the result of an endless mimesisin
which there are only copies of copies without reference to an original; and ritual without
myth isthe repetition of patterns of action having no connection to theinner life of asubject
or of society. Thus Perniola sees social and political interaction as repetitive patterns of
action having no inherent meaning but constituting, nonetheless, an intermediary realm
where oppositions, particularly life and death, are overcome in a to-and-fro movement
within their space of difference.

To illustrate these concepts Perniola refers to practices associated with Romanism,
particularly Roman religion. “Ritual without myth,” he says, “is the very essence of
Romanism” (Perniola 2001, 81). It is a passage between life and death via their mutual
simulation, for example, in the labyrinthine movements of the ritual known as the troiae
lusus. These movements, he says, mediate between life and death by reversing their pattern
of natural succession, and mediate their difference through actions having no intrinsic
meaning. Unlike Vattimo's project of constructing meaning to overcome historical
differences, Perniola’s concept of transit into the space of difference is one of “art” in the
sense of artifice or technique, and is not aimed at a synthesis or unification of opposing
elements. In this respect, Perniola has an affinity with the French postmodernists, who
emphasize functional repetition over the creation of meaning. However, as Perniolas
notion of ritual without myth illustrates, the functional repetitions of social interaction and
technology do not disseminate differences, but efface them. Thisis clear in his account of
the ritualized passage between life and death, as compared with Baudrillard, who calls for
strategies introducing the irreversibility of death into the system of symbolic exchange. In
this respect, Perniolas postmodernism is strongly aesthetic, and remains, with Vattimo, in
the aesthetic and historical dimensions of experience.

9. Habermas's Critique

The most prominent and comprehensive critic of philosophical postmodernism is Jirgen
Habermas. In The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity (Habermas 1987 [1985]), he
confronts postmodernism at the level of society and “communicative action.” He does not
defend the concept of the subject, conceived as consciousness or an autonomous self,
against postmodernists attacks, but defends argumentative reason in inter-subjective
communication against their experimental, avant-garde strategies. For example, he clams



that Nietzsche, Heidegger, Derrida and Foucault commit a performative contradiction in
their critiques of modernism by employing concepts and methods that only modern reason
can provide. He criticizes Nietzsche's Dionysianism as a compensatory gesture toward the
loss of unity in Western culture that, in pre-modern times, was provided by religion.
Nietzsche's sense of a new Dionysus in modern art, moreover, is based upon an aesthetic
modernisminwhich art acquiresits experimental power by separating itself from the values
of science and morality, a separation accomplished by the modern Enlightenment, resulting
in the loss of organic unity Nietzsche seeks to restore via art itself (see Habermas 1987
[1985], 81-105). Habermas sees Heidegger and Derrida as heirs to this “Dionysian
messianism.” Heidegger, for example, anticipates a new experience of being, which has
withdrawn. However, says Habermas, the withdrawal of being is the result of an inverted
philosophy of the subject, where Heidegger's destruction of the subject leads to hope for a
unity to come, aunity of nothing other than the subject that isnow missing (Habermas 1987
[1985], 160). Derrida, he says, develops the notion of différance or “archi-writing” in
similar fashion: here, we see the god Dionysus revealing himself once again in his absence,
as meaning infinitely deferred (Habermas 1987 [1985], 180-81).

Habermas also criticizes Derrida for leveling the distinction between philosophy and
literature in a textualism that brings logic and argumentative reason into the domain of
rhetoric. In thisway, he says, Derrida hopesto avoid the logical problem of self-reference
in his critique of reason. However, as Habermas remarks: “Whoever transposes the radical
critique of reason into the domain of rhetoric in order to blunt the paradox of self-
referentiality, also dulls the sword of the critique of reason itself” (Habermas 1987 [1985],
210). In similar fashion, he criticizes Foucault for not subjecting his own genealogical
method to genealogical unmasking, which would reveal Foucault's re-installation of a
modern subject able to critically gaze at its own history. Thus, he says, “Foucault cannot
adequately deal with the persistent problems that come up in connection with an
interpretive approach to the object domain, a self-referential denia of universal validity
claims, and a normative justification of critique” (Habermas 1987 [1985], 286).

Habermas's critique of postmodernism on the basis of performative contradiction and the
paradox of self-reference sets the tone and the terms for much of the critical debate now
under way. While postmodernists have rejected these criticisms, or responded to them with
rhetorical counter-strategies. Lyotard, for example, rejects the notion that intersubjective
communication implies a set of rules already agreed upon, and that universal consensusis
the ultimate goal of discourse (see Lyotard 1984 [1979], 65-66). That postmodernists
openly respond to Habermas is due to the fact that he takes postmodernism seriously and
does not, like other critics, regject it as mere nonsense. Indeed, that he is able to read
postmodernist texts closely and discursively testifies to their intelligibility. He also agrees
with the postmodernists that the focus of debate should be upon modernity asit isrealized
in social practices and ingtitutions, rather than upon theories of cognition or formal
linguistics as autonomous domains. In this respect, Habermas's concern with inter-
subjective communication helps clarify the basis upon which the modernist-postmoderni st
debates continue to play out.
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The dispute between rationalism and empiricism concerns the extent to which we are
dependent upon sense experience in our effort to gain knowledge. Rationalists claim that
there are significant ways in which our concepts and knowledge are gained independently of
sense experience. Empiricists claim that sense experience is the ultimate source of all our
concepts and knowledge.

Rationalists generally develop their view in two ways. First, they argue that there are cases
where the content of our concepts or knowledge outstrips the information that sense
experience can provide. Second, they construct accounts of how reason in some form or
other provides that additional information about the world. Empiricists present
complementary lines of thought. First, they develop accounts of how experience provides the
information that rationalists cite, insofar as we have it in the first place. (Empiricists will at
times opt for skepticism as an alternative to rationalism: if experience cannot provide the
concepts or knowledge the rationalists cite, then we don’t have them.) Second, empiricists
attack the rationalists’ accounts of how reason is a source of concepts or knowledge.
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1. Introduction



The dispute between rationalism and empiricism takes place within epistemology, the branch
of philosophy devoted to studying the nature, sources and limits of knowledge. The defining
questions of epistemology include the following.

1. What isthe nature of propositional knowledge, knowledge that a particul ar
proposition about the world is true?

To know a proposition, we must believe it and it must be true, but something moreis
required, something that distinguishes knowledge from a lucky guess. Let’s call this
additional element ‘warrant’. A good deal of philosophical work has been invested in
trying to determine the nature of warrant.

2. How can we gain knowledge?

We can form true beliefs just by making lucky guesses. How to gain warranted beliefs
isless clear. Moreover, to know the world, we must think about it, and it is unclear
how we gain the concepts we use in thought or what assurance, if any, we have that
the ways in which we divide up the world using our concepts correspond to divisions
that actually exist.

3. What are the limits of our knowledge?

Some aspects of the world may be within the limits of our thought but beyond the
limits of our knowledge; faced with competing descriptions of them, we cannot know
which description is true. Some aspects of the world may even be beyond the limits of
our thought, so that we cannot form intelligible descriptions of them, let alone know
that a particular description istrue.

The disagreement between rationalists and empiricists primarily concerns the second
guestion, regarding the sources of our concepts and knowledge. In some instances, their
disagreement on this topic leads them to give conflicting responses to the other questions as
well. They may disagree over the nature of warrant or about the limits of our thought and
knowledge. Our focus here will be on the competing rationalist and empiricist responses to
the second question.

1.1 Rationalism

To be arationalist isto adopt at least one of three claims. The Intuition/Deduction thesis
concerns how we become warranted in believing propositions in a particular subject area.

The Intuition/Deduction Thesis: Some propositionsin a particular subject area, S, are
knowable by us by intuition aone; still others are knowable by being deduced from intuited
propositions.

Intuition is a form of rational insight. Intellectually grasping a proposition, we just “see” it to
be true in such away as to form atrue, warranted belief init. (As discussed in Section 2
below, the nature of this intellectual “seeing” needs explanation.) Deduction is a process in
which we derive conclusions from intuited premises through valid arguments, ones in which



the conclusion must be true if the premises are true. We intuit, for example, that the number
threeis prime and that it is greater than two. We then deduce from this knowledge that there
isaprime number greater than two. Intuition and deduction thus provide us with

knowledge a priori, which isto say knowledge gained independently of sense experience.

We can generate different versions of the Intuition/Deduction thesis by substituting different
subject areas for the variable ‘S’. Some rationalists take mathematics to be knowable by
intuition and deduction. Some place ethical truthsin this category. Some include
metaphysical claims, such as that God exists, we have free will, and our mind and body are
distinct substances. The more propositions rationalists include within the range of intuition
and deduction, and the more controversial the truth of those propositions or the clamsto
know them, the more radical their rationalism.

Rationalists also vary the strength of their view by adjusting their understanding of warrant.
Some take warranted beliefs to be beyond even the slightest doubt and claim that intuition
and deduction provide beliefs of this high epistemic status. Others interpret warrant more
conservatively, say as belief beyond a reasonable doubt, and claim that intuition and
deduction provide beliefs of that caliber. Still another dimension of rationalism depends on
how its proponents understand the connection between intuition, on the one hand, and truth,
on the other. Some take intuition to be infallible, claiming that whatever we intuit must be
true. Others alow for the possibility of false intuited propositions.

The second thesis associated with rationalism is the Innate Knowledge thesis.

The Innate Knowledge Thesis: We have knowledge of some truthsin a particular subject
area, S, as part of our rational nature.

Like the Intuition/Deduction thesis, the Innate Knowledge thesi s asserts the existence of
knowledge gained a priori, independently of experience. The difference between them rests
in the accompanying understanding of how this a priori knowledge is gained. The
Intuition/Deduction thesis cites intuition and subsequent deductive reasoning. The Innate
Knowledge thesis offers our rational nature. Our innate knowledge is not learned through
either sense experience or intuition and deduction. It isjust part of our nature. Experiences
may trigger a process by which we bring this knowledge to consciousness, but the
experiences do not provide us with the knowledge itself. It has in some way been with us all
along. According to some rationalists, we gained the knowledge in an earlier existence.
According to others, God provided uswith it at creation. Still others say it is part of our
nature through natural selection.

We get different versions of the Innate Knowledge thesis by substituting different subject
areas for the variable ‘S’. Once again, the more subjects included within the range of the
thesis or the more controversial the claim to have knowledge in them, the more radical the
form of rationalism. Stronger and weaker understandings of warrant yield stronger and
weaker versions of the thesis aswell.

The third important thesis of rationalism is the Innate Concept thesis.



The Innate Concept Thesis: We have some of the concepts we employ in a particular subject
area, S, as part of our rational nature.

According to the Innate Concept thesis, some of our concepts are not gained from
experience. They are part of our rational nature in such away that, while sense experiences
may trigger a process by which they are brought to consciousness, experience does not
provide the concepts or determine the information they contain. Some claim that the Innate
Concept thesisis entailed by the Innate Knowledge Thesis; a particular instance of
knowledge can only beinnate if the concepts that are contained in the known proposition are
also innate. This is Locke’s position (1690, Book I, Chapter 1V, Section 1, p. 91). Others,
such as Carruthers, argue against this connection (1992, pp. 53-54). The content and strength
of the Innate Concept thesis varies with the concepts claimed to be innate. The more a
concept seems removed from experience and the mental operations we can perform on
experience the more plausibly it may be claimed to be innate. Since we do not experience
perfect triangles but do experience pains, our concept of the former is a more promising
candidate for being innate than our concept of the latter.

The Intuition/Deduction thesis, the Innate Knowledge thesis, and the Innate Concept thesis
are essential to rationalism: to be arationalist isto adopt at least one of them. Two other
closely related theses are generally adopted by rationalists, although one can certainly be a
rationalist without adopting either of them. Thefirst is that experience cannot provide what
we gain from reason.

The Indispensability of Reason Thesis: The knowledge we gain in subject area, S, by
intuition and deduction, as well asthe ideas and instances of knowledge in Sthat are innate
to us, could not have been gained by us through sense experience.

The second is that reason is superior to experience as a source of knowledge.

The Superiority of Reason Thesis: The knowledge we gain in subject area S by intuition and
deduction or have innately is superior to any knowledge gained by sense experience.

How reason is superior needs explanation, and rationalists have offered different accounts.
One view, generally associated with Descartes (1628, Rules |l and 111, pp. 1-4), is that what
we know a priori is certain, beyond even the slightest doubt, while what we believe, or even
know, on the basis of sense experienceis at least somewhat uncertain. Another view,
generally associated with Plato (Republic 479e-484c), locates the superiority of a

priori knowledge in the objects known. What we know by reason alone, a Platonic form, say,
IS superior in an important metaphysical way, e.g. unchanging, eternal, perfect, a higher
degree of being, to what we are aware of through sense experience.

Most forms of rationalism involve notable commitments to other philosophical positions.
Oneisacommitment to the denial of scepticism for at least some area of knowledge. If we
claim to know some truths by intuition or deduction or to have some innate knowledge, we
obviously reject scepticism with regard to those truths. Rationalism in the form of the
Intuition/Deduction thesis is also committed to epistemic foundationalism, the view that we
know some truths without basing our belief in them on any others and that we then use this
foundational knowledge to know more truths.



1.2 Empiricism
Empiricists endorse the following claim for some subject area

The Empiricism Thesis: We have no source of knowledgein S or for the conceptswe usein S
other than sense experience.

Empiricism about a particular subject rejects the corresponding version of the
Intuition/Deduction thesis and Innate Knowledge thesis. Insofar as we have knowledge in the
subject, our knowledge is a posteriori, dependent upon sense experience. Empiricists also
deny the implication of the corresponding Innate Concept thesis that we have innate ideas in
the subject area. Sense experienceis our only source of ideas. They reject the corresponding
version of the Superiority of Reason thesis. Since reason aone does not give us any
knowledge, it certainly does not give us superior knowledge. Empiricists generally regject the
Indispensability of Reason thesis, though they need not. The Empiricism thesis does not
entall that we have empirical knowledge. It entails that knowledge can only be gained, if at
all, by experience. Empiricists may assert, as some do for some subjects, that the rationalists
are correct to claim that experience cannot give us knowledge. The conclusion they draw
from thisrationalist lesson is that we do not know at all.

| have stated the basic claims of rationalism and empiricism so that each isrelativeto a
particular subject area. Rationalism and empiricism, so relativized, need not conflict. We can
be rationalists in mathematics or a particular area of mathematics and empiricistsin all or
some of the physical sciences. Rationalism and empiricism only conflict when formulated to
cover the same subject. Then the debate, Rationalism vs. Empiricism, isjoined. The fact that
philosophers can be both rationalists and empiricists has implications for the classification
schemes often employed in the history of philosophy, especially the one traditionally used to
describe the Early Modern Period of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries leading up to
Kant. It is standard practice to group the maor philosophers of this period as either
rationalists or empiricists and to suggest that those under one heading share a common
agenda in opposition to those under the other. Thus, Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz are the
Continental Rationalists in opposition to Locke, Berkeley and Hume, the British Empiricists.
We should adopt such general classification schemes with caution. The views of the
individual philosophers are more subtle and complex than the simple-minded classification
suggests. (See Loeb (1981) and Kenny (1986) for important discussions of this point.) Locke
rejects rationalism in the form of any version of the Innate Knowledge or Innate Concept
theses, but he nonethel ess adopts the I ntuition/Deduction thesis with regard to our knowledge
of God’s existence. Descartes and Locke have remarkably similar views on the nature of our
ideas, even though Descartes takes many to be innate, while Locke tiesthem all to
experience. The rationalist/empiricist classification also encourages us to expect the
philosophers on each side of the divide to have common research programsin areas beyond
epistemology. Thus, Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz are mistakenly seen as applying a
reason-centered epistemol ogy to a common metaphysical agenda, with each trying to
improve on the efforts of the one before, while Locke, Berkeley and Hume are mistakenly
seen as gradually rejecting those metaphysical claims, with each consciously trying to
improve on the efforts of his predecessors. It is aso important to note that the



rationalist/empiricist distinction is not exhaustive of the possible sources of knowledge. One
might claim, for example, that we can gain knowledge in a particular area by aform of
Divine revelation or insight that is a product of neither reason nor sense experience. In short,
when used carelessly, the labels ‘rationalist’ and ‘empiricist,” as well as the slogan that is the
title of this essay, ‘Rationalism vs. Empiricism,” can retard rather than advance our
understanding.

Nonetheless, an important debate properly described as ‘Rationalism vs. Empiricism’ is
joined whenever the claims for each view are formulated to cover the same subject. What is
perhaps the most interesting form of the debate occurs when we take the relevant subject to
be truths about the external world, the world beyond our own minds. A full-fledged
rationalist with regard to our knowledge of the external world holds that some external world
truths can and must be known a priori, that some of the ideas required for that knowledge are
and must be innate, and that this knowledge is superior to any that experience could ever
provide. The full-fledged empiricist about our knowledge of the external world replies that,
when it comes to the nature of the world beyond our own minds, experience is our sole
source of information. Reason might inform us of the relations among our ideas, but those
ideas themselves can only be gained, and any truths about the external reality they represent
can only be known, on the basis of sense experience. This debate concerning our knowledge
of the external world will generally be our main focus in what follows.

Historically, the rationalist/empiricist dispute in epistemology has extended into the area of
metaphysics, where philosophers are concerned with the basic nature of reality, including the
existence of God and such aspects of our nature as freewill and the relation between the mind
and body. Mgor rationalists (e.g., Descartes 1641) have presented metaphysical theories,
which they have claimed to know by reason alone. Mg or empiricists (e.g., Hume 1739-40)
have rejected the theories as either speculation, beyond what we can learn from experience,
or nonsensical attempts to describe aspects of the world beyond the concepts experience can
provide. The debate rai ses the issue of metaphysics as an area of knowledge. Kant puts the
driving assumption clearly:

The very concept of metaphysics ensures that the sources of metaphysics can’t be empirical.
If something could be known through the senses, that would automatically show that it
doesn’t belong to metaphysics; that’s an upshot of the meaning of the word ‘metaphysics.’
Its basic principles can never be taken from experience, nor can its basic concepts; for it is
not to be physical but metaphysical knowledge, so it must be beyond experience. (1783,
Preamble, I, p. 7)

The possibility then of metaphysics so understood, as an area of human knowledge, hinges
on how we resolve the rationalist/empiricist debate. The debate also extends into ethics.
Some moral objectivists (e.g., Ross 1930 and Huemer 2005) take us to know some
fundamental objective moral truths by intuition, while some moral skeptics, who reject such
knowledge, (e.g., Mackie 1977) find the appeal to afaculty of moral intuition utterly
implausible. More recently, the rationalist/empiricist debate has extended to discussions
(e.g., Bedler 1999 and Alexander & Weinberg 2007) of the very nature of philosophical



inquiry: to what extent are philosophical questions to be answered by appeal s to reason or
experience?

2. The Intuition/Deduction Thesis

The Intuition/Deduction thesis claims that we can know some propositions by intuition and
still more by deduction. Many empiricists (e.g., Hume 1748) have been willing to accept the
thesis so long as it is restricted to propositions solely about the relations among our own
concepts. We can, they agree, know by intuition that our concept of God includes our
concept of omniscience. Just by examining the concepts, we can intellectually grasp that the
one includes the other. The debate between rationalists and empiricists is joined when the
former assert, and the latter deny, the Intuition/Deduction thesis with regard to propositions
that contain substantive information about the external world. Rationalists, such as Descartes,
have claimed that we can know by intuition and deduction that God exists and created the
world, that our mind and body are distinct substances, and that the angles of atriangle equal
two right angles, where all of these claims are truths about an external reality independent of
our thought. Such substantive versions of the Intuition/Deduction thesis are our concernin
this section.

One defense of the Intuition/Deduction thesis assumes that we know some substantive
external world truths, adds an analysis of what knowledge requires, and concludes that our
knowledge must result from intuition and deduction. Descartes claims that knowledge
requires certainty and that certainty about the external world is beyond what empirical
evidence can provide. We can never be sure our sensory impressions are not part of a dream
or amassive, demon orchestrated, deception. Only intuition and deduction can provide the
certainty needed for knowledge, and, given that we have some substantive knowledge of the
external world, the Intuition/Deduction thesis is true. As Descartes tells us, “all knowledge is
certain and evident cognition” (1628, Rule 11, p. 1) and when we “review all the actions of
the intellect by means of which we are able to arrive at a knowledge of things with no fear of
being mistaken,” we “recognize only two: intuition and deduction” (1628, Rule 1lI, p. 3).

Thisline of argument is one of the least compelling in the rationalist arsenal. First, the
assumption that knowledge requires certainty comes at a heavy cost, asit rules out so much
of what we commonly take ourselves to know. Second, as many contemporary rationalists
accept, intuition is not always a source of certain knowledge. The possibility of a deceiver
gives us areason to doubt our intuitions as well as our empirical beliefs. For all we know, a
deceiver might cause usto intuit false propositions, just as one might cause usto have
perceptions of nonexistent objects. Descartes’s classic way of meeting this challenge in

the Meditations is to argue that we can know with certainty that no such deceiver interferes
with our intuitions and deductions. They are infallible, as God guarantees their truth. The
problem, known as the Cartesian Circle, is that Descartes’s account of how we gain this
knowledge begs the question, by attempting to deduce the conclusion that all our intuitions
are true from intuited premises. Moreover, his account does not touch a remaining problem
that he himself notes (1628, Rule V11, p. 7): Deductions of any appreciable length rely on our
falible memory.



A more plausible argument for the Intuition/Deduction thesis again assumes that we know
some particular, external world truths, and then appeals to the nature of what we know, rather
than to the nature of knowledge itself, to argue that our knowledge must result from intuition
and deduction. Leibniz (1704) tells us the following.

The senses, although they are necessary for all our actual knowledge, are not sufficient to
give usthe whole of it, since the senses never give anything but instances, that isto say
particular or individual truths. Now all the instances which confirm a general truth, however
numerous they may be, are not sufficient to establish the universal necessity of this same
truth, for it does not follow that what happened before will happen in the same way again. ...
From which it appears that necessary truths, such aswe find in pure mathematics, and
particularly in arithmetic and geometry, must have principles whose proof does not depend
on instances, nor consequently on the testimony of the senses, although without the senses it
would never have occurred to us to think of them... (1704, Preface, pp. 150-151)

Leibniz goes on to describe our mathematical knowledge as “innate,” and his argument may
be directed to support the Innate Knowledge thesis rather than the Intuition/Deduction thesis.
For our purposes here, we can relate it to the latter, however: We have substantive
knowledge about the external world in mathematics, and what we know in that area, we
know to be necessarily true. Experience cannot warrant beliefs about what is necessarily the
case. Hence, experience cannot be the source of our knowledge. The best explanation of our
knowledge is that we gain it by intuition and deduction. Leibniz mentions logic, metaphysics
and morals as other areasin which our knowledge similarly outstrips what experience can
provide. Judgmentsin logic and metaphysics involve forms of necessity beyond what
experience can support. Judgments in morals involve aform of obligation or value that lies
beyond experience, which only informs us about what is the case rather than about what
ought to be.

The strength of this argument varies with its examples of purported knowledge. Insofar as we
focus on controversial claimsin metaphysics, e.g., that God exists, that our mind is a distinct
substance from our body, the initial premise that we know the claimsis|ess than compelling.
Taken with regard to other areas, however, the argument clearly haslegs. We know a great
deal of mathematics, and what we know, we know to be necessarily true. None of our
experiences warrants a belief in such necessity, and we do not seem to base our knowledge
on any experiences. The warrant that provides us with knowledge arises from an intellectual
grasp of the propositions which is clearly part of our learning. Similarly, we seem to have
such moral knowledge asthat, al other things being equal, it iswrong to break a promise and
that pleasureisintrinsically good. No empirical lesson about how things are can warrant such
knowledge of how they ought to be.

This argument for the Intuition/Deduction thesis raises additional questions which
rationalists must answer. Insofar as they maintain that our knowledge of necessary truthsin
mathematics or el sewhere by intuition and deduction is substantive knowledge of the
external world, they owe us an account of thisform of necessity. Many empiricists stand
ready to argue that “necessity resides in the way we talk about things, not in the thingswe
talk about” (Quine 1966, p. 174). Similarly, if rationalists claim that our knowledge in morals



is knowledge of an objective form of obligation, they owe us an account of how objective
values are part of aworld of apparently valueless facts.

Perhaps most of al, rationalist defenders of the Intuition/Deduction thesis owe us an account
of what intuition is and how it provides warranted true beliefs about the external world. What
isit to intuit a proposition and how does that act of intuition support a warranted belief?
Their argument presents intuition and deduction as an explanation of assumed knowledge
that can’t—they say—be explained by experience, but such an explanation by intuition and
deduction requires that we have a clear understanding of intuition and how it supports
warranted beliefs. Metaphorical characterizations of intuition as intellectual “grasping” or
“seeing” are not enough, and if intuition is some form of intellectual “grasping,” it appears
that all that is grasped is relations among our concepts, rather than facts about the external
world. One current approach to the issue involves an appeal to Phenomenal Conservatism
(Huemer 2001), the principle that if it seemsto one asif something isthe case, then oneis
primafaciejustified in believing that it is so. Intuitions are then taken to be a particular sort
of seeming or appearance: “[A]n intuition that p is a state of its seeming to one that p that is
not dependent on inference from other beliefs and that results from thinking about p, as
opposed to perceiving, remembering, or introspecting” (Hummer 2005, p. 102). Just as it can
visually seem or appear to one as if there’s a tree outside the window, it can intellectually
seem or appear to one as if nothing can be both entirely red and entirely green. This approach
aims to demystify intuitions; they are but one more form of seeming-state along with ones
we gain from sense perception, memory and introspection. It does not, however, tell usal
we need to know. Any intellectual faculty, whether it be sense perception, memory,
introspection or intuition, provides us with warranted beliefsonly if it is generaly reliable.
The reliability of sense perception stems from the causal connection between how external
objects are and how we experience them. What accounts for the reliability of our intuitions
regarding the external world? Is our intuition of a particular true proposition the outcome of
some causal interaction between ourselves and some aspect of the world? What aspect? What
isthe nature of this causal interaction? That the number three is prime does not appear to
cause anything, let alone our intuition that it is prime. As Michael Huemer (2005, p. 123)
points out in mounting his own defense of moral intuitionism, “The challenge for the moral
realist, then, isto explain how it would be anything more than chance if my moral beliefs
were true, given that | do not interact with moral properties.”

These issues are made all the more pressing by the classic empiricist response to the
argument. Thereply is generally credited to Hume and begins with adivision of all true
propositionsinto two categories.

All the objects of human reason or inquiry may naturally be divided into two kinds, to wit,
“Relations of Ideas,” and “Matters of Fact.” Of the first are the sciences of Geometry,
Algebra, and Arithmetic, and, in short, every affirmation which is either intuitively or
demonstratively certain. That the square of the hypotenuse is equal to the square of the two
sidesis a proposition which expresses a relation between these figures. That three times five
isequal to half of thirty expresses arelation between these numbers. Propositions of this kind
are discoverable by the mere operation of thought, without dependence on what is anywhere
existent in the universe. Though there never were acircle or triangle in nature, the truths



demonstrated by Euclid would forever retain their certainty and evidence. Matters of fact,
which are the second objects of human reason, are not ascertained in the same manner, nor is
our evidence of their truth, however great, of alike nature with the foregoing. The contrary
of every matter of fact isstill possible, because it can never imply a contradiction and is
conceived by the mind with the same facility and distinctness asif ever so conformable to
reality. (Hume 1748, Section IV, Part 1, p. 40)

Intuition and deduction can provide us with knowledge of necessary truths such as those
found in mathematics and logic, but such knowledge is not substantive knowledge of the
external world. It isonly knowledge of the relations of our own ideas. If the rationalist shifts
the argument so it appeals to knowledge in morals, Hume’s reply is to offer an analysis of
our moral concepts by which such knowledge is empirically gained knowledge of matters of
fact.

Morals and criticism are not so properly objects of the understanding as of taste and
sentiment. Beauty, whether moral or natural, is felt more properly than perceived. Or if we
reason concerning it and endeavor to fix the standard, we regard a new fact, to wit, the
general taste of mankind, or some other fact which may be the object of reasoning and
inquiry. (Hume 1748, Section XI1, Part 3, p. 173)

If the rationalist appeals to our knowledge in metaphysics to support the argument, Hume
denies that we have such knowledge.

If we take in our hand any volume--of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance--let us
ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Doesiit
contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence? No. Commit it
then to the flames, for it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion. (Hume 1748, Section
XIl, Part 3, p. 173)

An updated version of this general empiricist reply, with an increased emphasis on language
and the nature of meaning, is given in the twentieth-century by A. J. Ayer’s version of
logical positivism. Adopting positivism’s verification theory of meaning, Ayer assigns every
cognitively meaningful sentence to one of two categories: either it is atautology, and so true
solely by virtue of the meaning of its terms and provides no substantive information about
theworld, or it is open to empirical verification. Thereis, then, no room for knowledge about
the external world by intuition or deduction.

There can be no a priori knowledge of reality. For ... the truths of pure reason, the
propositions which we know to be valid independently of all experience, are so only in virtue
of their lack of factual content ... [By contrast] empirical propositions are one and all
hypotheses which may be confirmed or discredited in actual sense experience. [Ayer 1952,
pp. 86; 93-94]

The rationalists” argument for the Intuition/Deduction thesis goes wrong at the start,
according to empiricists, by assuming that we can have substantive knowledge of the
external world that outstrips what experience can warrant. \We cannot.



Thisempiricist reply faces challenges of its own. Our knowledge of mathematics seems to be
about something more than our own concepts. Our knowledge of moral judgments seemsto
concern not just how we feel or act but how we ought to behave. The general principles that
provide a basis for the empiricist view, e.g. Hume’s overall account of our ideas, the
Verification Principle of Meaning, are problematic in their own right. In various
formulations, the Verification Principle failsits own test for having cognitive meaning. A
careful analysis of Hume’s Inquiry, relative to its own principles, may require us to consign
large sections of it to the flames.

In all, rationalists have a strong argument for the Intuition/Deduction thesis relative to our
substantive knowledge of the external world, but its success rests on how well they can
answer guestions about the nature and epistemic force of intuition made all the more pressing
by the classic empiricist reply.

3. The Innate Knowledge Thesis

The Innate Knowledge thesis joins the Intuition/Deduction thesis in asserting that we have a
priori knowledge, but it does not offer intuition and deduction as the source of that
knowledge. It takes our a priori knowledge to be part of our rational nature. Experience may
trigger our awareness of this knowledge, but it does not provide us with it. The knowledgeis
aready there.

Plato presents an early version of the Innate Knowledge thesis in the Meno as the doctrine of
knowledge by recollection. The doctrine is motivated in part by a paradox that arises when
we attempt to explain the nature of inquiry. How do we gain knowledge of atheoremin
geometry? We inquire into the matter. Y et, knowledge by inquiry seemsimpossible (Meno,
80d-€). We either already know the theorem at the start of our investigation or we do not. If
we aready have the knowledge, there is no place for inquiry. If we lack the knowledge, we
don’t know what we are seeking and cannot recognize it when we find it. Either way we
cannot gain knowledge of the theorem by inquiry. Y et, we do know some theorems.

The doctrine of knowledge by recollection offers a solution. When we inquire into the truth
of atheorem, we both do and do not already know it. We have knowledge in the form of a
memory gained from our soul’s knowledge of the theorem prior to its union with our body.
We lack knowledge in that, in our soul’s unification with the body, it has forgotten the
knowledge and now needs to recollect it. In learning the theorem, we are, in effect, recalling
what we aready know.

Plato famoudly illustrates the doctrine with an exchange between Socrates and ayoung slave,
in which Socrates guides the slave from ignorance to mathematical knowledge. The slave’s
experiences, in the form of Socrates’ questions and illustrations, are the occasion for his
recollection of what he learned previously. Plato’s metaphysics provides additional support
for the Innate Knowledge Thesis. Since our knowledge is of abstract, eternal Forms which
clearly lie beyond our sensory experience, itisapriori.

Contemporary supporters of Plato’s position are scarce. The initial paradox, which Plato
describes as a “trick argument” (Meno, 80e), rings sophistical. The metaphysical assumptions



in the solution need justification. The solution does not answer the basic question: Just how
did the slave’s soul learn the theorem? The Intuition/Deduction thesis offers an equally, if
not more, plausible account of how the slave gains knowledge a priori. Nonetheless, Plato’s
position illustrates the kind of reasoning that has caused many philosophers to adopt some
form of the Innate Knowledge thesis. We are confident that we know certain propositions
about the external world, but there seems to be no adequate explanation of how we gained
this knowledge short of saying that it isinnate. Its content is beyond what we directly gainin
experience, aswell as what we can gain by performing mental operations on what experience
provides. It does not seem to be based on an intuition or deduction. That it isinnate in us
appears to be the best explanation.

Noam Chomsky argues along similar lines in presenting what he describes as a “rationalist
conception of the nature of language” (1975, p. 129). Chomsky argues that the experiences
available to language learners are far too sparse to account for their knowledge of their
language. To explain language acquisition, we must assume that learners have an innate
knowledge of auniversal grammar capturing the common deep structure of natural
languages. It is important to note that Chomsky’s language learners do not know particular
propositions describing a universal grammar. They have a set of innate capacities or
dispositions which enable and determine their language development. Chomsky gives us a
theory of innate learning capacities or structures rather than a theory of innate knowledge.
His view does not support the Innate Knowledge thesis as rationalists have traditionally
understood it. As one commentator puts it, “Chomsky’s principles ... are innate neither in the
sense that we are explicitly aware of them, nor in the sense that we have a disposition to
recognize their truth as obvious under appropriate circumstances. And henceit is by no
means clear that Chomsky is correct in seeing his theory as following the traditional
rationalist account of the acquisition of knowledge” (Cottingham 1984, p. 124).

Peter Carruthers (1992) argues that we have innate knowledge of the principles of folk-
psychology. Folk-psychology is anetwork of common-sense generalizations that hold
independently of context or culture and concern the relationships of mental states to one
another, to the environment and states of the body and to behavior (1992, p. 115). It includes
such beliefs as that pains tend to be caused by injury, that pains tend to prevent us from
concentrating on tasks, and that perceptions are generally caused by the appropriate state of
the environment. Carruthers notes the complexity of folk-psychology, along with its success
in explaining our behavior and the fact that its explanations appeal to such unobservables as
beliefs, desires, feelings and thoughts. He argues that the complexity, universality and depth
of folk-psychological principles outstrips what experience can provide, especially to young
children who by their fifth year already know a great many of them. This knowledge is aso
not the result of intuition or deduction; folk-psychological generalizations are not seen to be
true in an act of intellectual insight. Carruthers concludes, “[The problem] concerning the
child’s acquisition of psychological generalizations cannot be solved, unless we suppose that
much of folk-psychology is already innate, triggered locally by the child’s experience of
itself and others, rather than learned” (1992, p. 121).

Empiricists, and some rationalists, attack the Innate Knowledge thesis in two main ways.
First, they offer accounts of how sense experience or intuition and deduction provide the



knowledge that is claimed to be innate. Second, they directly criticize the Innate Knowledge
thesisitself. The classic statement of this second line of attack is presented in Locke 1690.
Locke raises the issue of just what innate knowledge is. Particular instances of knowledge
are supposed to be in our minds as part of our rational make-up, but how are they “in our
minds”? If the implication is that we all consciously have this knowledge, it is plainly false.
Propositions often given as examples of innate knowledge, even such plausible candidates as
the principle that the same thing cannot both be and not be, are not consciously accepted by
children and those with severe cognitive limitations. If the point of calling such principles
“innate” is not to imply that they are or have been conscioudly accepted by all rational
beings, then it is hard to see what the point is. “No proposition can be said to be in the mind,
which it never yet knew, which it never yet was conscious of” (1690, Book I, Chapter 1,
Section 5, p. 61). Proponents of innate knowledge might respond that some knowledgeis
innate in that we have the capacity to haveit. That claim, while true, is of little interest,
however. “If the capacity of knowing, be the natural impression contended for, all the truths
aman ever comes to know, will, by this account, be every one of them, innate; and this great
point will amount to no more, but only an improper way of speaking; which whilst it
pretends to assert the contrary, says nothing different from those, who deny innate principles.
For nobody, | think, ever denied, that the mind was capable of knowing several truths”
(1690, Book I, Chapter 11, Section 5, p. 61). Locke thus challenges defenders of the Innate
Knowledge thesis to present an account of innate knowledge that allows their position to be
both true and interesting. A narrow interpretation of innateness faces counterexamples of
rational individuals who do not meet its conditions. A generous interpretation implies that all
our knowledge, even that clearly provided by experience, isinnate.

Defenders of innate knowledge take up Locke’s challenge. Leibniz responds (1704) by
appealing to an account of innateness in terms of natural potential to avoid Locke’s dilemma.
Consider Peter Carruthers’ similar reply.

We have noted that while one form of nativism claims (somewhat implausibly) that
knowledge isinnate in the sense of being present as such (or at least in propositional form)
from birth, it might also be maintained that knowledge is innate in the sense of being innately
determined to make its appearance at some stage in childhood. This latter thesisis surely the
most plausible version of nativism. (1992, p. 51)

Carruthers claims that our innate knowledge is determined through evolutionary selection (p.
111). Evolution has resulted in our being determined to know certain things (e.g. principles
of folk-psychology) at particular stages of our life, as part of our natural development.
Experiences provide the occasion for our conscioudly believing the known propositions but
not the basis for our knowledge of them (p. 52). Carruthers thus has a ready reply to Locke’s
counterexamples of children and cognitively limited persons who do not believe propositions
claimed to be instances of innate knowledge. The former have not yet reached the proper
stage of development; the latter are personsin whom natural development has broken down
(pp. 49-50).

A serious problem for the Innate Knowledge thesis remains, however. We know a
proposition only if it istrue, we believe it and our belief is warranted. Rationalists who assert



the existence of innate knowledge are not just claiming that, as a matter of human evolution,
God’s design or some other factor, at a particular point in our development, certain sorts of
experiences trigger our belief in particular propositionsin away that does not involve our
learning them from the experiences. Their claim is even bolder: In at least some of these
cases, our empirically triggered, but not empirically warranted, belief is nonetheless
warranted and so known. How can these beliefs be warranted if they do not gain their
warrant from the experiences that cause us to have them or from intuition and deduction?

Some rationalists think that areliabilist account of warrant provides the answer. According to
Reliabilism, beliefs are warranted if they are formed by a process that generally produces
true beliefs rather than false ones. The true beliefs that constitute our innate knowledge are
warranted, then, because they are formed as the result of areliable belief-forming process.
Carruthers maintains that “Innate beliefs will count as known provided that the process
through which they come to be innate is areliable one (provided, that is, that the process
tends to generate beliefs that are true)” (1992, p. 77). He argues that natural selection results
in the formation of some beliefs and is a truth-reliable process.

An appeal to Reliabilism, or asimilar causal theory of warrant, may well be the best way for
rationalists to devel op the Innate Knowledge thesis. They have a difficult row to hoe,
however. First, such accounts of warrant are themselves quite controversial. Second,
rationalists must give an account of innate knowledge that maintains and explains the
distinction between innate knowledge and a posteriori knowledge, and it is not clear that
they will be able to do so within such an account of warrant. Suppose for the sake of
argument that we have innate knowledge of some proposition, P. What makes our
knowledge that P innate? To sharpen the question, what difference between our knowledge
that P and a clear case of a posteriori knowledge, say our knowledge that something isred
based on our current visual experience of ared table, makes the former innate and the | atter
not innate? In each case, we have atrue, warranted belief. In each case, presumably, our
belief gains its warrant from the fact that it meets a particular causal condition, e.g., itis
produced by areliable process. In each case, the causal processis one in which an experience
causes us to believe the proposition at hand (that P; that something isred), for, as defenders
of innate knowledge admit, our belief that P is “triggered” by an experience, as is our belief
that something isred. The insight behind the Innate Knowledge thesis seems to be that the
difference between our innate and a posteriori knowledge liesin the relation between our
experience and our belief in each case. The experience that causes our belief that P does not
“contain” the information that P, while our visual experience of a red table does “contain”
the information that something isred. Y et, exactly what is the nature of this containment
relation between our experiences, on the one hand, and what we believe, on the other, that is
missing in the one case but present in the other? The nature of the experience-belief relation
seems quite similar in each. The causal relation between the experience that triggers our
belief that P and our belief that P is contingent, asis the fact that the belief-forming process
isreliable. The sameistrue of our experience of ared table and our belief that something is
red. The causal relation between the experience and our belief is again contingent. We might
have been so constructed that the experience we describe as “being appeared to redly” caused
us to believe, not that something isred, but that something is hot. The process that takes us
from the experince to our belief isalso only contingently reliable. Moreover, if our



experience of ared table “contains” the information that something is red, then that fact, not
the existence of areliable belief-forming process between the two, should be the reason why
the experience warrants our belief. By appealing to Reliablism, or some other causal theory
of warrant, rationalists may obtain away to explain how innate knowledge can be warranted.
They still need to show how their explanation supports an account of the difference between
innate knowledge and a posteriori knowledge.

4. The Innate Concept Thesis

According to the Innate Concept thesis, some of our concepts have not been gained from
experience. They are instead part of our rational make-up, and experience simply triggers a
process by which we conscioudly grasp them. The main concern motivating the rationalist
should be familiar by now: the content of some concepts seems to outstrip anything we could
have gained from experience. An example of this reasoning is presented by Descartesin

the Meditations. Although he sometimes seems committed to the view that all our ideas are
innate (Adams 1975 and Gotham 2002), he there classifies our ideas as adventitious,
invented by us, and innate. Adventitious ideas, such as a sensation of heat, are gained
directly through sense experience. |deas invented by us, such as our idea of a hippogriff, are
created by us from other ideas we possess. Innate ideas, such as our ideas of God, of
extended matter, of substance and of a perfect triangle, are placed in our minds by God at
creation. Consider Descartes’s argument that our concept of God, as an infinitely perfect
being, isinnate. Our concept of God is not directly gained in experience, as particular tastes,
sensations and mental images might be. Its content is beyond what we could ever construct
by applying avail able mental operationsto what experience directly provides. From
experience, we can gain the concept of a being with finite amounts of various perfections,
one, for example, that is finitely knowledgeable, powerful and good. We cannot however
move from these empirical concepts to the concept of a being of infinite perfection. (*I must
not think that, just as my conceptions of rest and darkness are arrived at by negating
movement and light, so my perception of theinfiniteis arrived at not by means of atrueidea
but by merely negating the finite,” Third Meditation, p. 94.) Descartes supplements this
argument by another. Not only is the content of our concept of God beyond what experience
can provide, the concept is a prerequisite for our employment of the concept of finite
perfection gained from experience. (“My perception of the infinite, that is God, is in some
way prior to my perception of the finite, that is myself. For how could | understand that |
doubted or desired—that is lacked something—and that | was not wholly perfect, unless
there were in me some idea of a more perfect being which enabled me to recognize my own
defects by comparison,” Third Meditation, p. 94).

An empiricist response to this general line of argument is given by Locke (1690, Book I,
Chapter IV, Sections 1-25, pp. 91-107). Firt, there is the problem of explaining what it is
for someone to have an innate concept. If having an innate concept entails consciously
entertaining it at present or in the past, then Descartes’s position is open to obvious
counterexamples. Y oung children and people from other cultures do not consciously
entertain the concept of God and have not done so. Second, there is the objection that we
have no need to appeal to innate conceptsin the first place. Contrary to Descartes’ argument,



we can explain how experience provides all our ideas, including those the rationalists take to
be innate, and with just the content that the rationalists attribute to them.

Leibniz (1704) offers arationalist reply to the first concern. Where Locke puts forth the
image of the mind as a blank tablet on which experience writes, Leibniz offers us the image
of ablock of marble, the veins of which determine what sculpted figuresit will accept.

Thisiswhy | have taken as an illustration a block of veined marble, rather than awholly
uniform block or blank tablets, that isto say what is called tabula rasain the language of the
philosophers. For if the soul were like those blank tablets, truths would be in usin the same
way asthe figure of Herculesisin ablock of marble, when the marble is completely
indifferent whether it receives this or some other figure. But if there were veinsin the stone
which marked out the figure of Hercules rather than other figures, this stone would be more
determined thereto, and Hercules would be as it were in some manner innate in it, although
labour would be needed to uncover the veins, and to clear them by polishing, and by cutting
away what prevents them from appearing. It isin this way that ideas and truths are innate in
us, like natural inclinations and dispositions, natural habits or potentialities, and not like
activities, although these potentialities are always accompanied by some activities which
correspond to them, though they are often imperceptible. (1704, Preface, p. 153)

Leibniz’s metaphor contains an insight that Locke misses. The mind plays a role in
determining the nature of its contents. This point does not, however, require the adoption of
the Innate Concept thesis.

Rationalists have responded to the second part of the empiricist attack on the Innate Concept
thesis—the empricists’ claim that the thesis is without basis, as all our ideas can be explained
as derived from experience—by focusing on difficulties in the empiricists’ attempts to give
such an explanation. The difficulties are illustrated by Locke’s account. According to Locke,
experience consists in external sensation and inner reflection. All our ideas are either smple
or complex, with the former being received by us passively in sensation or reflection and the
latter being built by the mind from simple materials through various mental operations. Right
at the start, the account of how simple ideas are gained is open to an obvious counterexample
acknowledged, but then set aside, by Hume in presenting his own empiricist theory. Consider
the mental image of a particular shade of blue. If Lockeisright, theideais asimple one and
should be passively received by the mind through experience. Hume points out otherwise.

Suppose therefore a person to have enjoyed his sight for thirty years and to have become
perfectly acquainted with colors of all kinds, except one particular shade of blue, for
instance, which it never has been his fortune to meet with; let all the different shades of that
color, except that single one, be placed before him, descending gradually from the deepest to
the lightest, it is plain that he will perceive a blank where that shade is wanting and will be
sensible that there is agreater distance in that place between the contiguous colorsthan in
any other. Now | ask whether it be possible for him, from his own imagination, to supply this
deficiency and raise up to himself the idea of that particular shade, though it had never been
conveyed to him by his senses? | believe there are but few will be of the opinion that he
can... (1748, Section Il, pp. 29-30)



Even when it comes to such simple ideas as the image of a particular shade of blue, the mind
is more than ablank slate on which experience writes.

Consider too our concept of a particular color, say red. Critics of Locke’s account have
pointed out the weaknesses in his explanation of how we gain such a concept by the mental
operation of abstraction on individual cases. For one thing, it makes the incorrect assumption
that various instances of a particular concept share a common feature. Carruthers puts the
objection as follows.

In fact problems arise for empiricists even in connection with the very simplest concepts,
such as those of colour. For it isfalse that al instances of a given colour share some common
feature. In which case we cannot acquire the concept of that colour by abstracting the
common feature of our experience. Thus consider the concept red. Do all shades of red have
something in common? If so, what? It is surely false that individual shades of red consist, as
it were, of two distinguishable elements a general redness together with a particular shade.
Rather, redness consists in a continuous range of shades, each of which isonly just
distinguishable from its neighbors. Acquiring the concept red is a matter of learning the
extent of the range. (1992, p. 59)

For another thing, Locke’s account of concept acquisition from particular experiences seems
circular.

As it stands, however, Locke’s account of concept acquisition appears viciously circular. For
noticing or attending to a common feature of various things presupposes that you already
possess the concept of the feature in question. (Carruthers 1992, p. 55)

Consider in this regard Locke’s account of how we gain our concept of causation.

In the notice that our senses take of the constant vicissitude of things, we cannot but observe,
that several particulars, both qualities and substances; begin to exist; and that they receive
this their existence from the due application and operation of some other being. From this
observation, we get our ideas of cause and effect. (1690, Book |1, Chapter 26, Section 1, pp.
292-293)

We get our concept of causation from our observation that some things receive their
existence from the application and operation of some other things. Y et, we cannot make this
observation unless we already have the concept of causation. Locke’s account of how we
gain our idea of power displays asimilar circularity.

The mind being every day informed, by the senses, of the alteration of those simpleideas, it
observes in things without; and taking notice how one comes to an end, and ceases to be, and
another beginsto exist which was not before; reflecting also on what passes within itself, and
observing a constant change of its ideas, sometimes by the impression of outward objects on
the senses, and sometimes by the determination of its own choice; and concluding from what
it has so constantly observed to have been, that the like changes will for the future be made
in the same things, by like agents, and by the like ways, considersin one thing the possibility
of having any of its simple ideas changed, and in another the possibility of making that



change; and so comes by that idea which we call power. (1690, Chapter XXI, Section 1, pp.
219-220)

We come by the idea of power though considering the possibility of changesin our ideas
made by experiences and our own choices. Y et, to consider this possibility—of some
things making a change in others—we must already have a concept of power.

One way to meet at least some of these challengesto an empiricist account of the origin of
our conceptsisto revise our understanding of the content of our concepts so as to bring them
more in line with what experience will clearly provide. Hume famously takes this approach.
Beginning in away reminiscent of Locke, he distinguishes between two forms of mental
contents or “perceptions,” as he calls them: impressions and ideas. Impressions are the
contents of our current experiences. our sensations, feelings, emotions, desires, and so on.
|deas are mental contents derived from impressions. Simple ideas are copies of impressions,
complex ideas are derived from impressions by “compounding, transposing, augmenting or
diminishing” them. Given that all our ideas are thus gained from experience, Hume offers us
the following method for determining the content of any idea and thereby the meaning of any
term taken to expressit.

When we entertain, therefore, any suspicion that a philosophical term is employed without
any meaning or idea (asis but too frequent), we need but inquire from what impression is
that supposed idea derived? And if it be impossible to assign any, thiswill confirm our
suspicion. (1748, Section |1, p. 30)

Using this test, Hume draws out one of the most important implications of the empiricists’
denial of the Innate Concept thesis. If experience isindeed the source of all ideas, then our
experiences also determine the content of our ideas. Our ideas of causation, of substance, of
right and wrong have their content determined by the experiences that provide them. Those
experiences, Hume argues, are unable to support the content that many rationalists and some
empiricists, such as Locke, attribute to the corresponding ideas. Our inability to explain how
some concepts, with the contents the rationalists attribute to them, are gained from
experience should not lead us to adopt the Innate Concept thesis. It should lead us to accept a
more limited view of the contents for those concepts, and thereby a more limited view of our
ability to describe and understand the world.

Consider, for example, our idea of causation. Descartes takes it to be innate. Locke offers an
apparently circular account of how it is gained from experience. Hume’s empiricist account
severely limitsits content. Our idea of causation is derived from afeeling of expectation
rooted in our experiences of the constant conjunction of similar causes and effects.

It appears, then, that thisidea of a necessary connection among events arises from a number
of similar instances which occur, of the constant conjunction of these events; nor can that
idea ever be suggested by any one of these instances surveyed in all possible lights and
positions. But there is nothing in a number of instances, different from every single instance,
which is supposed to be exactly similar, except only that after arepetition of similar
instances the mind is carried by habit, upon the appearance of one event, to expect its usual
attendant and to believe that it will exist. This connection, therefore, which we fedl in the



mind, this customary transition of the imagination from one object to its usual attendant, is
the sentiment or impression from which we form the idea of power or necessary connection.
(1748, Section VI, Part 2, p. 86)

The source of our ideain experience determines its content.

Suitably to this experience, therefore, we may define a cause to be an object followed by
another, and where all the objects, similar to the first are followed by objects similar to the
second... We may, therefore, suitably to this experience, form another definition of cause
and call it an object followed by another, and whose appearance always conveys the thought
of the other. (1748, Section VI, Part 2, p. 87)

Our claims, and any knowledge we may have, about causal connections in the world turn out,
given the limited content of our empirically based concept of causation, to be claims and
knowledge about the constant conjunction of events and our own feelings of expectation.
Thus, theinitial disagreement between rationalists and empiricists about the source of our
ideas |leads to one about their content and thereby the content of our descriptions and
knowledge of the world.

Like philosophical debates generally, the rationalist/empiricist debate ultimately concerns
our position in the world, in this case our position asrational inquirers. To what extent do our
faculties of reason and experience support our attempts to know and understand our
situation?



https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/sci entific-method/

Scientific Method

First published Fri Nov 13, 2015

Scienceis an enormoudly successful human enterprise. The study of scientific method isthe
attempt to discern the activities by which that successis achieved. Among the activities often
identified as characteristic of science are systematic observation and experimentation,
inductive and deductive reasoning, and the formation and testing of hypotheses and theories.
How these are carried out in detail can vary greatly, but characteristics like these have been
looked to as away of demarcating scientific activity from non-science, where only
enterprises which employ some canonical form of scientific method or methods should be
considered science (see a so the entry on science and pseudo-science). On the other hand,
more recent debate has questioned whether there is anything like a fixed toolkit of methods
which is common across science and only science.

Scientific method should be distinguished from the aims and products of science, such as
knowledge, predictions, or control. Methods are the means by which those goals are
achieved. Scientific method should aso be distinguished from meta-methodology, which
includes the values and justifications behind a particular characterization of scientific method
(i.e., amethodology) — values such as objectivity, reproducibility, ssmplicity, or past
successes. Methodological rules are proposed to govern method and it is a meta-
methodological question whether methods obeying those rules satisfy given values. Findly,
method is distinct, to some degree, from the detailed and contextual practices through which
methods are implemented. The latter might range over: specific laboratory techniques,
mathematical formalisms or other specialized languages used in descriptions and reasoning;
technological or other material means; ways of communicating and sharing results, whether
with other scientists or with the public at large; or the conventions, habits, enforced customs,
and institutional controls over how and what scienceis carried out.

While it isimportant to recognize these distinctions, their boundaries are fuzzy. Hence,
accounts of method cannot be entirely divorced from their methodological and meta-
methodological motivations or justifications, Moreover, each aspect plays acrucia rolein
identifying methods. Disputes about method have therefore played out at the detail, rule, and
meta-rule levels. Changes in beliefs about the certainty or fallibility of scientific knowledge,
for instance (which is a meta-methodol ogical consideration of what we can hope for methods
to deliver), have meant different emphases on deductive and inductive reasoning, or on the
relative importance attached to reasoning over observation (i.e., differences over particular
methods.) Beliefs about the role of sciencein society will affect the place one givesto values
in scientific method.

The issue which has shaped debates over scientific method the most in the last half century is
the question of how pluralist do we need to be about method? Unificationists continue to
hold out for one method essential to science; nihilismisaform of radical pluralism, which
considers the effectiveness of any methodological prescription to be so context sensitive asto



render it not explanatory on its own. Some middle degree of pluralism regarding the methods
embodied in scientific practice seems appropriate. But the details of scientific practice vary
with time and place, from institution to institution, across scientists and their subjects of
investigation. How significant are the variations for understanding science and its success?
How much can method be abstracted from practice? This entry describes some of the
attempts to characterize scientific method or methods, as well as arguments for a more
context-sensitive approach to methods embedded in actual scientific practices.
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1. Overview and organizing themes



This entry could have been given the title Scientific Methods and gone on to fill volumes, or
it could have been extremely short, consisting of a brief summary rejection of the idea that
there is any such thing as a unique Scientific Method at all. Both unhappy prospects are due
to the fact that scientific activity varies so much across disciplines, times, places, and
scientists that any account which manages to unify it all will either consist of overwhelming
descriptive detail, or trivial generalizations.

The choice of scope for the present entry is more optimistic, taking a cue from the recent
movement in philosophy of science toward a greater attention to practice: to what scientists
actually do. This “turn to practice” can be seen as the latest form of studies of methodsin
science, insofar as it represents an attempt at understanding scientific activity, but through
accounts that are neither meant to be universal and unified, nor singular and narrowly
descriptive. To some extent, different scientists at different times and places can be said to be
using the same method even though, in practice, the details are different.

Whether the context in which methods are carried out will be at all relevant, or to what extent
it will be so, will depend largely on what one takes the aims of science to be and what one’s
own aims are. For most of the history of scientific methodology the assumption has been that
the most important output of science is knowledge and so the aim of methodology should be
to discover those methods by which scientific knowledge is generated.

Science was seen to embody the most successful form of reasoning (but which form?) to the
most certain knowledge claims (but how certain?) on the basis of systematically collected
evidence (but what counts as evidence and, in particular, should the evidence of the senses or
rather of rational insight take precedence?) Section 2 surveys some of the history, pointing to
two major themes. One theme is seeking the right balance between observation and
reasoning (and the attendant forms of reasoning which employ them); the other is how
certain scientific knowledge is or can be.

Section 3 turns to 20 century debates on scientific method. In the second half of the

20" century the epistemic privilege of science faced several challenges and many
philosophers of science abandoned the reconstruction of the logic of scientific method.
Views changed significantly regarding which functions of science ought to be captured and
why. For some, the success of science was better identified with social or cultural features.
Historical and sociological turnsin the philosophy of science were made, with a demand that
greater attention be paid to the non-epistemic aspects of science, such as sociological,
institutional, material, and political factors. Even outside of those movements there was an
increased specialization in the philosophy of science, with more and more focus on specific
fields within science. The combined upshot was very few philosophers arguing any longer
for agrand unified methodology of science. Sections 3 and 4 surveys the main positions on
scientific method in 20" century philosophy of science, focusing on where they differ in their
preference for confirmation or falsification or for waiving the idea of a special scientific
method altogether.

In recent decades, attention has primarily been paid to scientific activities traditionally falling
under the rubric of method, such as experimental design and general laboratory practice, the
use of statistics, the construction and use of models and diagrams, interdisciplinary



collaboration, and science communication. Sections 4-6 attempt to construct a map of the
current domains of the study of methodsin science.

Asthese sections illustrate, the question of method is still central to the discourse about
science. Scientific method remains atopic for education, for science policy, and among
scientists. It arises in the public domain where the demarcation of scienceis at issue. Some
philosophers have recently returned, therefore, to the question of what it is that makes
science a unique cultural product. This entry will close with some of these recent attempts at
discerning and encapsul ating the activities by which scientific knowledge is achieved.

2. Historical Review: Aristotle to Mill

Attempting a history of scientific method compounds the vast scope of the topic. This section
briefly surveys the background to modern methodological debates. What can be called the
classical view goes back to antiquity, and represents a point of departure for later
divergences.i

We begin with a point made by Laudan (1968) in his historical survey of scientific method:

Perhaps the most serious inhibition to the emergence of the history of theories of scientific
method as a respectable area of study has been the tendency to conflate it with the general
history of epistemology, thereby assuming that the narrative categories and classificatory
pigeon-holes applied to the latter are also basic to the former. (1968: 5)

To see knowledge about the natural world as falling under knowledge more generaly isan
understandabl e conflation. Histories of theories of method would naturally employ the same
narrative categories and classificatory pigeon holes. An important theme of the history of
epistemology, for example, is the unification of knowledge, atheme reflected in the question
of the unification of method in science. Those who have identified differences in kinds of
knowledge have often likewise identified different methods for achieving that kind of
knowledge (see the entry on the unity of science).

Related to the diversities of what is known, and how, are differences over what can be
known. Plato (429-347 B.C.E) distinguished the realms of things into the visible and the
intelligible. Only the latter, the Forms, could be objects of knowledge. The intelligible truths
could be known with the certainty of geometry and deductive reasoning. What could be
observed of the material world, however, was by definition imperfect and deceptive, not
ideal. The Platonic way of knowledge therefore emphasized reasoning as a method,
downplaying the importance of observation. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.E) disagreed, locating
the Formsin the natural world as the fundamental principles to be discovered through the
inquiry into nature.

Aristotle is recognized as giving the earliest systematic treatise on the nature of scientific
inquiry in the western tradition, one which embraced observation and reasoning about the
natural world. In the Prior and Posterior Analytics, Aristotle reflectsfirst on the aims and
then the methods of inquiry into nature. A number of features can be found which are still
considered by most to be essential to science. For Aristotle, empiricism, careful observation
(but passive observation, not controlled experiment), is the starting point, though theaimis



not merely recording of facts. Science (epistémé), for Aristotle, isabody of properly
arranged knowledge or learning—the empirical facts, but also their ordering and display are
of crucial importance. The aims of discovery, ordering, and display of facts partly determine
the methods required of successful scientific inquiry. Also determinant is the nature of the
knowledge being sought, and the explanatory causes proper to that kind of knowledge (see
the discussion of the four causesin the entry on Aristotle on causality).

In addition to careful observation, then, scientific method requires alogic as a system of
reasoning for properly arranging, but also inferring beyond, what is known by observation.
Methods of reasoning may include induction, prediction, or analogy, among others.
Aristotle’s system (along with his catalogue of fallacious reasoning) was collected under the
title the Organon. Thistitle would be echoed in later works on scientific reasoning, such

as Novum Organon by Francis Bacon, and Novum Organon Restorum by William Whewell
(see below). In the Organon reasoning is divided primarily into two forms, arough division
which persistsinto modern times. The division, known most commonly today as deductive
versus inductive method, appears in other eras and methodol ogies as analysis/synthesis, non-
ampliative/ampliative, or even confirmation/verification. The basic ideaisthat there are two
“directions” to proceed in our methods of inquiry: one away from what is observed, to the
more fundamental, general, and encompassing principles; the other, leads from the
fundamental and general to other possible specific instantiations of those principles.

The basic aim and method of inquiry identified here can be seen as atheme running
throughout the next two millennia of reflection on the correct way to seek after knowledge:
carefully observe nature and then seek rules or principles which explain or predict its
operation. The Aristotelian corpus provided the framework for acommentary tradition on
scientific method independent of the science itself (its physics and cosmos.) During the
medieval period, figures such as Albertus Magnus (1206-1280), Thomas Aquinas (1225~
1274), Robert Grosseteste (1175-1253), Roger Bacon (1214/1220-1292), William of
Ockham (1287-1347), Andreas Vesalius (1514-1546), Giacomo Zabarella (1533-1589) all
worked to clarify the kind of knowledge which could be obtained by observation and
induction, the source of justification of induction, and the best rules for its

application.”? Many of their contributions we now think of as essential to science (see also
Laudan 1968). As Aristotle and Plato had employed a framework of reasoning either “to the
forms” or “away from the forms”, medieval thinkers employed directions away from the
phenomena or back to the phenomena. In analysis, a phenomena was examined to discover
its basic explanatory principles; in synthesis, explanations of a phenomena were constructed
from first principles.

During the Scientific Revolution these various strands of argument, experiment, and reason
were forged into a dominant epistemic authority. The 16"-18" centuries were a period of not
only dramatic advance in knowledge about the operation of the natural world—advances in
mechanical, medical, biological, political, economic explanations—but also of self-
awareness of the revolutionary changes taking place, and intense reflection on the source and
legitimation of the method by which the advances were made. The struggle to establish the
new authority included methodological moves. The Book of Nature, according to the
metaphor of Galileo Galilel (1564-1642) or Francis Bacon (1561-1626), was written in the



language of mathematics, of geometry and number. This motivated an emphasis on
mathematical description and mechanical explanation asimportant aspects of scientific
method. Through figures such as Henry More and Ralph Cudworth, a neo-Platonic emphasis
on the importance of metaphysical reflection on nature behind appearances, particularly
regarding the spiritual as a complement to the purely mechanical, remained an important
methodological thread of the Scientific Revolution (see the entries on Cambridge

platonists; Boyle; Henry More; Galileo).

In Novum Organum (1620), Bacon was critical of the Aristotelian method for proceeding too
quickly and leaping from particulars to universals, largely as dictated by the syllogistic form
of reasoning which regularly mixed those two types of propositions. Bacon aimed at the
invention of new arts, of principles, of designations and directions for works. His method
would be grounded in methodical collection of data and observations, coupled with
correction of our senses (and particularly, strictures for the avoidance of the Idols, as he
called them, kinds of systematic errorsto which naive observers are prone.) The community
of scientists could then climb, by a careful, gradual and unbroken ascent, to reliable general
clams.

Bacon’s method has been criticized as impractical and too inflexible for any living,
practicing scientist. Whewell would later criticize Bacon in his System of Logic for paying
too little attention to the practices of scientists. It is hard to find convincing examples of
Bacon’s method being put in to practice in the history of science, but there are a few who
have been held up as real examples of 16" century scientific, inductive method, even if not in
the rigid Baconian mold: figures such as Robert Boyle (1627-1691) and William Harvey
(1578-1657) (see the entry on Bacon).

It isto Isaac Newton (1642-1727), however, that historians of science and methodol ogists
have paid the greatest attention, by far. Given the enormous success of his Principia
Mathematica and Opticks, this is understandable. The study of Newton’s method has had two
main thrusts: the implicit method of the experiments and reasoning presented in the Opticks,
and the explicit methodological rules given as the Rules for Philosophising (the Regulae) in
Book I11 of the Principia.® Newton’s law of gravitation, the linchpin of his new cosmology,
broke with explanatory conventions of natural philosophy, first for apparently proposing
action at a distance, but more generally for not providing “true”, physical causes. The
argument for his System of the World (Principia, Book I11) was based on phenomena, not
reasoned first principles. This was viewed (mainly on the continent) as insufficient for proper
natural philosophy. The Regulae counter this objection, re-defining the aims of natural
philosophy by re-defining the method natural philosophers should follow.

Rule I: No more causes of natural things should be admitted than are both true and
sufficient to explain their phenomena.

Rule Il: Therefore, the causes assigned to natural effects of the same kind must be, so
far as possible, the same.



Rule I11: Those qualities of bodies that cannot be intended and remitted and that
belong to all bodies on which experiments can be made should be taken as qualities of
all bodies universaly.

Rule IV: In experimental philosophy, propositions gathered from phenomena by
induction should be considered either exactly or very nearly true notwithstanding any
contrary hypotheses, until yet other phenomena make such propositions either more
exact or liable to exceptions.

To hislist of methodological prescriptions should be added Newton’s famous phrase
“hypotheses non fingo” (commonly translated as “I frame no hypotheses”.) The scientist was
not to invent systems but infer explanations from observations, as Bacon had advocated. This
would come to be known as inductivism. In the century after Newton, significant
clarifications of the Newtonian method were made. Colin Maclaurin (1698-1746), for
instance, reconstructed the essential structure of the method as having complementary
analysis and synthesis phases, one proceeding away from the phenomenain generalization,
the other from the general propositions to derive explanations of new phenomena. Denis
Diderot (1713-1784) and editors of the Encyclopédie did much to consolidate and popularize
Newtonianism, as did Francesco Algarotti (1721-1764). The emphasis was often the same,
as much on the character of the scientist as on their process, a character which is still
commonly assumed. The scientist is humble in the face of nature, not beholden to dogma,
obeysonly his eyes, and follows the truth wherever it leads. It was certainly Voltaire (1694—
1778) and du Chatelet (1706-1749) who were most influential in propagating the latter
vision of the scientist and their craft, with Newton as hero. Scientific method became a
revolutionary force of the Enlightenment. (See also the entries

on Newton, Leibniz, Descartes, Boyle, Hume, enlightenment, as well as Shank 2008 for a
historical overview.)

Not all 18" century reflections on scientific method were so celebratory. Famous also are
George Berkeley’s (1685-1753) attack on the mathematics of the new science, aswell asthe
over-emphasis of Newtonians on observation; and David Hume’s (1711-1776) undermining
of the warrant offered for scientific claims by inductive justification (see the entries

on: George Berkeley; David Hume; Hume’s Newtonianism and Anti-Newtonianism).
Hume’s problem of induction motivated Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) to seek new
foundations for empirical method, though as an epistemic reconstruction, not as any set of
practical guidelines for scientists. Both Hume and Kant influenced the methodol ogical
reflections of the next century, such as the debate between Mill and Whewell over the
certainty of inductive inferencesin science.

The debate between John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) and William Whewell (1794-1866) has
become the canonical methodological debate of the 19" century. Although often
characterized as a debate between inductivism and hypothetico-deductivism, the role of the
two methods on each side is actually more complex. On the hypothetico-deductive account,
scientists work to come up with hypotheses from which true observational consequences can
be deduced—hence, hypothetico-deductive. Because Whewell emphasi zes both hypotheses
and deduction in his account of method, he can be seen as a convenient foil to the




inductivism of Mill. However, equally if not more important to Whewell’s portrayal of
scientific method is what he calls the “fundamental antithesis”. Knowledge is a product of
the objective (what we see in the world around us) and subjective (the contributions of our
mind to how we perceive and understand what we experience, which he called the
Fundamental Ideas). Both elements are essential according to Whewell, and he was therefore
critical of Kant for too much focus on the subjective, and John Locke (1632-1704) and Mill
for too much focus on the senses. An interesting aspect of Whewell’s fundamental ideas is
that they can be discipline relative. An idea can be fundamental even if it is necessary for
knowledge only within a given scientific discipline (e.g., chemical affinity for chemistry).
(This distinguishes fundamental ideas from the forms and categories of intuition of Kant.
See Whewell entry.)

Clarifying fundamental ideasistherefore an essential part of scientific method and scientific
progress. Whewell called this process “Discoverer’s Induction”. It was induction, following
Bacon or Newton, but Whewell sought to revive Bacon’s account by emphasising the role of
ideas in the clear and careful formulation of inductive hypotheses. Whewell’s induction is
not merely the collecting of objective facts. The subjective plays arole through what
Whewell callsthe Colligation of Facts, a creative act of the scientist, the invention of a
theory. A theory isthen confirmed by testing, where more facts are brought under the theory,
called the Consilience of Inductions. Whewell felt that this was the method by which the true
laws of nature could be discovered: clarification of fundamental concepts, clever invention of
explanations, and careful testing. Mill, in his critique of Whewell, and others who have cast
Whewell as afore-runner of the hypothetico-deductivist view, seem to have under-estimated
the importance of this discovery phase in Whewell’s understanding of method (Snyder
1997a,b, 1999). Down-playing the discovery phase would come to characterize methodology
of the early 20" century (see section 3).

Mill, in his System of Logic, puts forward instead a narrower view of induction as the essence
of scientific method. For Mill, induction is the search first for regularities among events.
Among those regularities, some will continue to hold for further observations, eventually
gaining the status of laws. One can aso look for regularities among the laws discovered in
onedomain, i.e., for alaw of laws. Which “law law” will hold is time and discipline
dependent and should be held open to revision. One example isthe Law of Universal
Causation, and Mill put forward specific methods for identifying causes—now commonly
known as Mill’s methods. These five methods look for circumstances which are common
among the phenomena of interest, those which are absent when the phenomena are, or those
for which both vary together. Mill’s methods are still seen as capturing basic intuitions about
experimental methods for finding the relevant explanatory factors (System of Logic (1843),
see Mill entry). The methods advocated by Whewell and Mill, in the end, look similar. Both
involve induction and generalization to covering laws. They differ dramatically, however,
with respect to the necessity of the knowledge arrived at; that is, at the meta-methodol ogical
level (seethe entries on Whewell and Mill entries).

3. Logic of method and critical responses




The quantum and relativistic revolutionsin physicsin the early 20" century had a profound
effect on methodology. The conceptual foundations of both of these physical theories were
taken to show the defeasibility of even the most seemingly secure commonsense intuitions
about space, time and physical bodies. Certainty of knowledge about the natural world was
therefore recognized as unattainable, and instead a renewed empiricism was sought, which
rendered science fallible but at the same time rationally justified.

In support of this, analysis of the reasoning of scientists emerged according to which the
aspects of scientific method which were of primary importance were the means of testing and
confirming of theories. A distinction in methodology was made between the contexts of
discovery and of justification. The distinction could be used as a wedge between, on the one
hand the particul arities of where and how theories or hypotheses are arrived at and, on the
other, the underlying reasoning scientists use (whether or not they are aware of it) when
assessing theories and judging their adequacy on the basis of the available evidence. By and
large, for most of the 20" century, philosophy of science focused on the second context,
although philosophers differed on whether to focus on confirmation or refutation aswell as
on the many details of how confirmation or refutation could or could not be brought about.
By the mid-20" century these attempts at defining the method of justification and the context
distinction itself came under pressure. During the same period, philosophy of science
developed rapidly, and from section 4 this entry will therefore shift from a primarily
historical treatment of the scientific method towards a primarily thematic one.

3.1 Logical constructionism and Operationalism

Advancesin logic and probability held out promise of the possibility of elaborate
reconstructions of scientific theories and empirical methods. The best example of thisis
Rudolf Carnap’s The Logical Structure of the World (1928) Here, Carnap attempted to show
that a scientific theory could be understood as a formal axiomatic system—that is, alogic.
Insofar as that system referred to the world, it did so because some of its basic sentences
could be understood in terms of observations or operations which one could perform to test
them. The rest of the theoretical system, including sentences using theoretical or
unobservable terms (like electron or force) would then either be meaningful because they
could be reduced to observations, or they had purely logical meanings (called analytic, like
mathematical identities). This has been referred to as the verifiability criterion of meaning.
According to the criterion, any statement not either analytic or verifiable was strictly
meaningless. Although the view was endorsed by Carnap in 1928, he would later come to see
it astoo restrictive (Carnap 1956). Another familiar version of thisidea is operationalism of
Percy William Bridgman. In The Logic of Modern Physics (1927) Bridgman asserted that
every physical concept could be defined in terms of the operations one would perform to
verify the application of that concept. Making good on the operationalisation of a concept
even as simple as length, however, can easily become enormously complex (for measuring
very small lengths, for instance) or impractical (measuring large distances like light years.)

Carl Hempel’s (1950, 1951) criticisms of the verifiability criterion of meaning had enormous
influence. He pointed out that universal generalizations, such as most scientific laws, were
not strictly meaningful on the criterion. Verifiability and operationalism both seemed too



restrictive to capture standard scientific aims and practice. And the tenuous connection
between these reconstructions and actual scientific practice was criticized in another way. In
both approaches, what are scientific methods are instead recast in methodological roles.
Measurements, for example, were looked to as ways of giving meanings to terms. The aim of
the philosopher of science was not to understand the methods per se, but to use them to
reconstruct theories, their meanings, and their relation to the world. When scientists perform
these operations, however, they will not report that they are doing them to give meaning to
termsin aformal axiomatic system. This disconnect between methodology and the details of
actual scientific practice would seem to violate the empiricism the Logical Positivists, or
Bridgman, were committed to. The view that methodology should correspond to practice (to
some extent) has been called historicism, or intuitionism. We turn to these criticisms and
responses in section 3.4.

Positivism aso had to contend with the recognition that a purely inductivist approach, along
the lines of Bacon-Newton-Mill, was untenable. There was no pure observation, for starters.
All observation was theory laden. Theory isrequired to make any observation, therefore not
al theory can be derived from observation alone. (See also the entry on theory and
observation in science). Even granting an observational basis, Hume had already pointed out
that one could not argue for inductive conclusions without begging the question by
presuming the success of the inductive method. Likewise, positivist attempts at analyzing
how a generalization can be confirmed by observations of its instances were subject to a
number of criticisms. In hisriddle of induction, Goodman (1965) pointed out that for a set of
observations, there will be multiple hypotheses that are equally supported. For example, the
observation that all emeralds examined before today were green would support equally the
two generalization ‘all emeralds are green’ and “all emeralds are grue’ where ‘x is grue’ iff
either x has been examined before today and is green or x has not been examined before
today and is blue. Goodman suggested that one could distinguish between generalizations
that were supported by their instances and those that were not by comparing the
entrenchment of their predicates—that is, the degree to which they have formed part of
generalizations that have successfully been projected to account for new instances. In this
way ‘all emeralds are green’ could be distinguished as more entrenched than *all emeralds
are grue’. In the ‘Raven Paradox’, Hempel (1965) pointed out that if an observation confirms
agiven hypothesis, it also confirms all other hypotheses that are logically equivalent to it.
For example, the generalization “all ravens are black’ is logically equivalent to the
generalization ‘all non-black objects are non-ravens’, and the observation of a black raven, a
red herring and awhite shoe would therefore all confirm the hypothesis that ravens are black.
Many find this paradoxical, but Hempel maintained that our intuition is based on atacit
appeal to background knowledge on the prevalence of ravens and non-ravens that prompt us
to give more weight to evidence of ravens being black than to evidence of non-black items
being non-ravens. (for more on these points of criticism as well as how they have been met,
see the entries on confirmation and the problem of induction). We shall return to more recent
attempts at explaining how observations can serve to confirm a scientific theory in section

4 below.

3.2. H-D asalogic of confirmation




The standard starting point for a non-inductive analysis of the logic of confirmation is known
as the Hypothetico-Deductive (H-D) method. In its simplest form, theideaisthat atheory, or
more specifically a sentence of that theory which expresses some hypothesis, is confirmed by
its true consequences. As noted in section 2, this method had been advanced by Whewell in
the 19" century, as well as Nicod (1924) and othersin the 20" century. Often, Hempel’s
(1966) description of the H-D method illustrated by the case of Semmelweliss’ inferential
procedures in establishing the cause of childbed fever has been presented as a key account of
H-D aswell asafoil for criticism of the H-D account of confirmation (see, for example,
Lipton’s (2004) discussion of inference to the best explanation; also the entry

on confirmation). Hempel described Semmelsweiss’ procedure as examining various
hypotheses that would answer the question about the cause of childbed fever. Some
hypotheses conflicted with observable facts and could be rejected as false immediately.
Others needed to be tested experimentally by deducing which observabl e events should
follow if the hypothesis were true (what Hempel called the test implications of the
hypothesis), then conducting an experiment and observing whether or not the test
implications occurred. If the experiment showed the test implication to be false, the
hypothesis could be rejected. On the other hand, if the experiment showed the test
implications to be true, this did not prove the hypothesis true. Although the confirmation of a
test implication does not verify a hypothesis, Hempel did allow that “it provides at least some
support, some corroboration or confirmation for it” (Hempel 1966: 8). The degree of this
support then depends on the quantity, variety and precision of the supporting evidence.

3.3. Popper and falsificationism

Another approach that took off from the difficulties with inductive inference was Karl
Popper’s critical rationalism or falsificationism (Popper 1959, 1963). Falsification is
deductive and similar to H-D in that it involves scientists deducing observational
consequences from the hypothesis under test. For Popper, however, the important point was
not whatever confirmation successful prediction offered to the hypotheses but rather the
logical asymmetry between such confirmations, which require an inductive inference, versus
falsification, which can be based on a deductive inference. This simple opposition was later
guestioned, by Lakatos, among others. (See the entry on historicist theories of scientific

rationality.)

Popper stressed that, regardless of the amount of confirming evidence, we can never be
certain that a hypothesisis true without committing the fallacy of affirming the consequent.
Instead, Popper introduced the notion of corroboration as a measure for how well atheory or
hypothesis has survived previous testing—but without implying that thisis also a measure
for the probability that it is true.

Popper was also motivated by his doubts about the scientific status of theories like the
Marxist theory of history or psycho-analysis, and so wanted to draw aline of demarcation
between science and pseudo-science. Popper saw this as an importantly different distinction
than demarcating science from metaphysics. The latter demarcation was the primary concern
of many logical empiricists. Popper used the idea of falsification to draw aline instead
between pseudo and proper science. Science was science because it subjected its theoriesto



rigorous tests which offered a high probability of failing and thus refuting the theory. The
aimwas not, in thisway, to verify atheory. This could be done al too easily, even in cases
where observations were at first inconsistent with the deduced consequences of the theory,
for example by introducing auxiliary hypotheses designed explicitly to save the theory, so-
called ad hoc modifications. This was what he saw done in pseudo-science where the
theories appeared to be able to explain anything that happened within the field to which they
applied. In contrast, science isrisky; if observations showed the predictions from atheory to
be absent, the theory would be refuted. Hence, scientific hypotheses must be falsifiable. Not
only must there exist some possible observation statement which could falsify the hypothesis
or theory, were it observed, (Popper called these the hypothesis’ potential falsifiers) it is
crucial to the Popperian scientific method that such falsifications be sincerely attempted on a
regular basis.

The more potential falsifiers of a hypothesis, the more falsifiable it would be, and the more
the hypothesis claimed. Conversely, hypotheses without falsifiers claimed very little or
nothing at al. Originally, Popper thought that this meant the introduction of ad

hoc hypotheses only to save atheory should not be countenanced as good scientific method.
These would undermine the falsifiabililty of atheory. However, Popper later came to
recognize that the introduction of modifications (immunizations, he called them) was often
an important part of scientific development. Responding to surprising or apparently
falsifying observations often generated important new scientific insights. Popper’s own
example was the observed motion of Uranus which originally did not agree with Newtonian
predictions, but the ad hoc hypothesis of an outer planet explained the disagreement and led
to further falsifiable predictions. Popper sought to reconcile the view by blurring the
distinction between falsifiable and not falsifiable, and speaking instead of degrees of
testability (Popper 1985: 41f.).

3.4 Meta-methodology and the end of method

From the 1960s on, sustained meta-methodological criticism emerged that drove the
philosophical focus away from scientific method. Something brief about those criticisms
must be said here, but recommendations for further reading can be found at the end of the
entry.

Thomas Kuhn’s The Sructure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) begins with awell-known
shot across the bow for philosophers of science:

History, if viewed as arepository for more than anecdote or chronology, could produce a
decisive transformation in the image of science by which we are now possessed. (1962: 1)

The kind of image Kuhn wanted to transform was the a-historical, rational reconstruction
sought by many of the Logical Positivists, though Carnap and other positivists were actually
quite sympathetic to Kuhn’s views. (See the entry on the Vienna Circle). Kuhn shares with
other of his contemporaries, such as Feyerabend and L akatos, a commitment to a more
empirical approach to philosophy of science. Namely, the history of science provides
important data, and necessary checks, for philosophy of science, including any theory of
scientific method.



An examination of the history of science reveals, according to Kuhn, that scientific
development occursin alternating phases. During normal science, the members of the
scientific community adhere to the paradigm in place. Their commitment to the paradigm
means a commitment to the puzzles to be solved and the acceptable ways of solving them.
Confidence in the paradigm remains so long as steady progress is made in solving the shared
puzzles. Method in this normal phase operates within a disciplinary matrix (Kuhn’s later
concept of a paradigm) which includes standards for problem solving, as well as defines the
range of problems the method should be applied to. An important part of adisciplinary
matrix is the set of values which provide the norms and aims for scientific method. The main
values that Kuhn identifies are prediction, problem solving, simplicity, consistency, and
plausibility.

An important by-product of normal science, however, is the accumulation of puzzles which
cannot be solved utilizing the resources of the current paradigm. Once the accumulation of
these anomalies has reached some critical mass, it can trigger acommunal shift to a new
paradigm and a new phase of normal science. Importantly, the values that provide the norms
and aims for scientific method may have transformed in the meantime. Method may
therefore be relative to discipline, time or place

Feyerabend also identified the aims of science as progress, but argued that any
methodological prescription would only stifle that progress (Feyerabend 1988). His
arguments are grounded in re-examining accepted “myths” about the history of science.
Heroes of science, like Galileo, are shown to be just as reliant on rhetoric and persuasion as
they are on reason and demonstration. Others, like Aristotle, are shown to be far more
reasonable and far-reaching in their outlooks then they are given credit for. Asa
consequence, the only rule that could provide what he took to be sufficient freedom was the
vacuous “anything goes”. More generally, even the methodological restriction that science is
the best way to pursue knowledge, and to increase knowledge, istoo restrictive. Feyerabend
suggested instead that science might, in fact, be athreat to afree society, because it and its
myth had become so dominant (Feyerabend 1978).

An even more fundamental kind of criticism was offered by several sociologists of science
from the 1970s onwards who dismissed what they saw as a fal se distinction between
philosophical accounts of the rational development of science and sociological accounts of
theirrational mistakes. Instead, they adhered to a symmetry thesis on which any causal
explanation of how scientific knowledge is established needs to be symmetrical in explaining
truth and falsity, rationality and irrationality, success and mistakes by the same causal factors
(see, e.g., Barnes and Bloor 1982, Bloor 1991). Movements in the Sociology of Science, like
the Strong Programme, or in the social dimensions and causes of knowledge more generally
led to extended and close examination of detailed case studies in contemporary science and
its history. (See the entries on the social dimensions of scientific knowledge and social
epistemology.) Well-known examinations by Latour and Woolgar (1979/1986), Knorr-Cetina
(1981), Pickering (1984), Shapin and Schaffer (1985) seemed to bear out that it was social
ideologies (on a macro-scale) or individual interactions and circumstances (on a micro-scale)
which were the primary causal factors in determining which beliefs gained the status of




scientific knowledge. Asthey saw it, in other words, explanatory appeals to scientific method
were not empirically well grounded.

By the close of the 20" century the search by philosophers for the scientific method was
flagging. Nola and Sankey (2000b) could introduce their volume on method by remarking
that “For some, the whole idea of a theory of scientific method is yester-year’s debate ...”.

4. Statistical methods for hypothesis testing

Despite the many difficulties that philosophers encountered in trying to providing a clear
methodology of conformation (or refutation), still important progress has been made on
understanding how observation can provide evidence for a given theory. Work in statistics
has been crucial for understanding how theories can be tested empirically, and in recent
decades a huge literature has devel oped that attempts to recast confirmation in Bayesian
terms. Here these devel opments can be covered only briefly, and we refer to the entry

on confirmation for further details and references.

Statistics has come to play an increasingly important role in the methodol ogy of the
experimental sciences from the 19" century onwards. At that time, statistics and probability
theory took on a methodological role as an analysis of inductive inference, and attempts to
ground the rationality of induction in the axioms of probability theory have continued
throughout the 20" century and in to the present. Developments in the theory of statistics
itself, meanwhile, have had a direct and immense influence on the experimental method,
including methods for measuring the uncertainty of observations such as the Method of Least
Squares developed by L egendre and Gauss in the early 19 century, criteriafor the rejection
of outliers proposed by Peirce by the mid-19" century, and the significance tests devel oped
by Gosset (a.k.a. “Student”), Fisher, Neyman & Pearson and othersin the 1920s and 1930s
(see, e.g., Swijtink 1987 for a brief historical overview; and also the entry on C.S. Peirce).

These developments within statistics then in turn led to a reflective discussion among both
statisticians and philosophers of science on how to perceive the process of hypothesis testing:
whether it was arigorous statistical inference that could provide a numerical expression of
the degree of confidence in the tested hypothesis, or if it should be seen as a decision
between different courses of actions that also involved avalue component. Thisled to a
major controversy among Fisher on the one side and Neyman and Pearson on the other (see
especially Fisher 1955, Neyman 1956 and Pearson 1955, and for analyses of the controversy,
e.g., Howie 2002, Marks 2000, Lenhard 2006). On Fisher’s view, hypothesis testing was a
methodology for when to accept or reject a statistical hypothesis, namely that a hypothesis
should be rejected by evidence if this evidence would be unlikely relative to other possible
outcomes, given the hypothesis were true. In contrast, on Neyman and Pearson’s view, the
consequence of error also had to play arole when deciding between hypotheses. Introducing
the distinction between the error of rejecting atrue hypothesis (type | error) and accepting a
false hypothesis (type |1 error), they argued that it depends on the consequences of the error
to decide whether it is more important to avoid rejecting a true hypothesis or accepting a
false one. Hence, Fisher aimed for atheory of inductive inference that enabled a numerical
expression of confidence in a hypothesis. To him, the important point was the search for



truth, not utility. In contrast, the Neyman-Pearson approach provided a strategy of inductive
behaviour for deciding between different courses of action. Here, the important point was not
whether a hypothesis was true, but whether one should act asif it was.

Similar discussions are found in the philosophical literature. On the one side, Churchman
(1948) and Rudner (1953) argued that because scientific hypotheses can never be completely
verified, acomplete analysis of the methods of scientific inference includes ethical
judgments in which the scientists must decide whether the evidence is sufficiently strong or
that the probability is sufficiently high to warrant the acceptance of the hypothesis, which
again will depend on the importance of making a mistake in accepting or rejecting the
hypothesis. Others, such as Jeffrey (1956) and Levi (1960) disagreed and instead defended a
value-neutral view of science on which scientists should bracket their attitudes, preferences,
temperament, and values when assessing the correctness of their inferences. For more details
on this value-free ideal in the philosophy of science and its historical development, see
Douglas (2009) and Howard (2003).

In recent decades, philosophical discussions of the evaluation of probabilistic hypotheses by
statistical inference have largely focused on Bayesianism that understands probability as a
measure of a person’s degree of belief in an event, given the available information, and
frequentism that instead understands probability as along-run frequency of arepeatable
event. Hence, for Bayesians probabilities refer to a state of knowledge, whereas for
frequentists probabilities refer to frequencies of events (see, e.g., Sober 2008, chapter 1 for a
detailed introduction to Bayesianism and frequentism as well asto likelihoodism).
Bayesianism aims at providing a quantifiable, algorithmic representation of belief revision,
where belief revision is afunction of prior beliefs (i.e., background knowledge) and
incoming evidence. Bayesianism employs a rule based on Bayes’ theorem, a theorem of the
probability calculus which relates conditional probabilities. The probability that a particular
hypothesisistrueisinterpreted as a degree of belief, or credence, of the scientist. There will
also be a probability and a degree of belief that a hypothesis will be true conditional on a
piece of evidence (an observation, say) being true. Bayesianism proscribesthat it is rational
for the scientist to update their belief in the hypothesis to that conditional probability should
it turn out that the evidence s, in fact, observed. Originating in the work of Neyman and
Person, frequentism aims at providing the tools for reducing long-run error rates, such asthe
error-statistical approach developed by Mayo (1996) that focuses on how experimenters can
avoid both type | and type Il errors by building up arepertoire of procedures that detect
errorsif and only if they are present. Both Bayesianism and frequentism have developed over
time, they are interpreted in different ways by its various proponents, and their relations to
previous criticism to attempts at defining scientific method are seen differently by
proponents and critics. The literature, surveys, reviews and criticismin this area are vast and
the reader isreferred to the entries on Bayesian epistemology and confirmation.

5. Method in Practice

Attention to scientific practice, as we have seen, isnot itself new. However, the turn to
practice in the philosophy of science of |ate can be seen as a correction to the pessimism with
respect to method in philosophy of sciencein later parts of the 20" century, and as an




attempted reconciliation between sociological and rationalist explanations of scientific
knowledge. Much of thiswork sees method as detailed and context specific problem-solving
procedures, and methodological analysesto be at the same time descriptive, critical and
advisory (see Nickles 1987 for an exposition of thisview). The following section contains a
survey of some of the practice focuses. In this section we turn fully to topics rather than
chronology.

5.1 Creative and exploratory practices

A problem with the distinction between the contexts of discovery and justification that
figured so prominently in philosophy of science in thefirst half of the 20" century

(see section 2) isthat no such distinction can be clearly seen in scientific activity (see
Arabatzis 2006). Thus, in recent decades, it has been recognized that study of conceptual
innovation and change should not be confined to psychology and sociology of science, but
are also important aspects of scientific practice which philosophy of science should address
(see dso the entry on scientific discovery). Looking for the practices that drive conceptual
innovation has led philosophers to examine both the reasoning practices of scientists and the
wide realm of experimental practices that are not directed narrowly at testing hypotheses,
that is, exploratory experimentation.

Examining the reasoning practices of historical and contemporary scientists, Nersessian
(2008) has argued that new scientific concepts are constructed as solutions to specific
problems by systematic reasoning, and that of analogy, visual representation and thought-
experimentation are among the important reasoning practices employed. These ubiquitous
forms of reasoning are reliable—but also fallible—methods of conceptual development and
change. On her account, model -based reasoning consists of cycles of construction,
simulation, evaluation and adaption of models that serve as interim interpretations of the
target problem to be solved. Often, this process will lead to modifications or extensions, and
anew cycle of simulation and evaluation. However, Nersessian also emphasi zes that

creative model-based reasoning cannot be applied as a simple recipe, is not always
productive of solutions, and even its most exemplary usages can lead to incorrect solutions.
(Nersessian 2008: 11)

Thus, while on the one hand she agrees with many previous philosophers that thereis no
logic of discovery, discoveries can derive from reasoned processes, such that alarge and
integral part of scientific practiceis

the creation of concepts through which to comprehend, structure, and communicate about
physical phenomena .... (Nersessian 1987: 11)

Similarly, work on heuristics for discovery and theory construction by scholars such as
Darden (1991) and Bechtel & Richardson (1993) present science as problem solving and
investigate scientific problem solving as a specia case of problem-solving in general.
Drawing largely on cases from the biological sciences, much of their focus has been on
reasoning strategies for the generation, evaluation, and revision of mechanistic explanations
of complex systems.



Addressing another aspect of the context distinction, namely the traditional view that the
primary role of experimentsisto test theoretical hypotheses according to the H-D model,
other philosophers of science have argued for additional roles that experiments can play. The
notion of exploratory experimentation was introduced to describe experiments driven by the
desire to obtain empirical regularities and to develop concepts and classifications in which
these regularities can be described (Steinle 1997, 2002; Burian 1997; Waters 2007)).
However the difference between theory driven experimentation and exploratory
experimentation should not be seen as a sharp distinction. Theory driven experiments are not
always directed at testing hypothesis, but may also be directed at various kinds of fact-
gathering, such as determining numerical parameters. Vice versa, exploratory experiments
are usually informed by theory in various ways and are therefore not theory-free. Instead, in
exploratory experiments phenomena are investigated without first limiting the possible
outcomes of the experiment on the basis of extant theory about the phenomena.

In recent years, the development of high throughput instrumentation in molecular biology
and neighbouring fields has given rise to a special type of exploratory experimentation that
collects and analyses very large amounts of data, and these new ‘omics’ disciplines are often
said to represent a break with the ideal of hypothesis-driven science (Burian 2007; Elliott
2007; Waters 2007; O’Malley 2007) and instead described as data-driven research (Leonelli
2012; Strasser 2012) or as a special kind of “convenience experimentation” in which many
experiments are done simply because they are extraordinarily convenient to perform (Krohs
2012).

5.2 Computer methods and the ‘third way’ of doing
science

Thefield of omicsjust described is possible because of the ability of computersto process, in
areasonable amount of time, the huge quantities of data required. Computers allow for more
elaborate experimentation (higher speed, better filtering, more variables, sophisticated
coordination and control), but also, through modelling and simulations, might constitute a
form of experimentation themselves. Here, too, we can pose aversion of the general question
of method versus practice: does the practice of using computers fundamentally change
scientific method, or merely provide a more efficient means of implementing standard
methods?

Because computers can be used to automate measurements, quantifications, calculations, and
statistical analyses where, for practical reasons, these operations cannot be otherwise carried
out, many of the stepsinvolved in reaching a conclusion on the basis of an experiment are
now made inside a “black box”, without the direct involvement or awareness of a human.
This has epistemological implications, regarding what we can know, and how we can know
it. To have confidence in the results, computer methods are therefore subjected to tests of
verification and validation.

The distinction between verification and validation is easiest to characterize in the case of
computer simulations. In atypical computer simulation scenario computers are used to
numerically integrate differential equations for which no analytic solution is available. The



equations are part of the model the scientist uses to represent a phenomenon or system under
investigation. Verifying a computer simulation means checking that the equations of the
model are being correctly approximated. Validating a simulation means checking that the
eguations of the model are adequate for the inferences one wants to make on the basis of that
model.

A number of issues related to computer simulations have been raised. The identification of
validity and verification as the testing methods has been criticized. Oreskes et al. (1994) raise
concerns that “validiation”, because it suggests deductive inference, might lead to over-
confidence in the results of ssimulations. The distinction itself is probably too clean, since
actual practice in the testing of simulations mixes and moves back and forth between the two
(Weissart 1997; Parker 2008a; Winsberg 2010). Computer simulations do seem to have a
non-inductive character, given that the principles by which they operate are built in by the
programmers, and any results of the simulation follow from those in-built principlesin such
away that those results could, in principle, be deduced from the program code and its inputs.
The status of simulations as experiments has therefore been examined (Kaufmann and Smarr
1993; Humphreys 1995; Hughes 1999; Norton and Suppe 2001). Thisliterature considers the
epistemol ogy of these experiments: what we can learn by simulation, and also the kinds of
justifications which can be given in applying that knowledge to the “real” world. (Mayo
1996; Parker 2008b). As pointed out, part of the advantage of computer simulation derives
from the fact that huge numbers of calculations can be carried out without requiring direct
observation by the experimenter/simulator. At the same time, many of these calculations are
approximations to the cal culations which would be performed first-hand in an ideal situation.
Both factors introduce uncertainties into the inferences drawn from what is observed in the
simulation.

For many of the reasons described above, computer simulations do not seem to belong
clearly to either the experimental or theoretical domain. Rather, they seem to crucially
involve aspects of both. This has led some authors, such as Fox Keller (2003: 200) to argue
that we ought to consider computer simulation a “qualtitatively different way of doing
science”. The literature in general tends to follow Kaufmann and Smarr (1993) in referring to
computer simulation as a “third way” for scientific methodology (theoretical reasoning and
experimental practice are the first two ways.). It should also be noted that the debates around
these issues have tended to focus on the form of computer simulation typical in the physical
sciences, where models are based on dynamical equations. Other forms of simulation might
not have the same problems, or have problems of their own (see the entry on computer
simulations in science).

6. Discourse on scientific method

Despite philosophical disagreements, the idea of the scientific method still figures
prominently in contemporary discourse on many different topics, both within science and in
society at large. Often, reference to scientific method is used in ways that convey either the
legend of asingle, universal method characteristic of all science, or grantsto a particular
method or set of methods privilege as a special ‘gold standard’, often with reference to
particular philosophers to vindicate the claims. Discourse on scientific method also typically




arises when there is a need to distinguish between science and other activities, or for
justifying the special status conveyed to science. In these areas, the philosophical attempts at
identifying a set of methods characteristic for scientific endeavors are closely related to the
philosophy of science’s classical problem of demarcation (see the entry on science and
pseudo-science) and to the philosophical analysis of the social dimension of scientific
knowledge and the role of science in democratic society.

6.1 “The scientific method” in science education and as
seen by scientists

One of the settings in which the legend of a single, universal scientific method has been
particularly strong is science education (see, e.g., Bauer 1992; McComas 1996; Wivagg &
Allchin 2002).7 Often, ‘the scientific method’ is presented in textbooks and educational web
pages as a fixed four or five step procedure starting from observations and description of a
phenomenon and progressing over formulation of a hypothesis which explains the
phenomenon, designing and conducting experiments to test the hypothesis, analyzing the
results, and ending with drawing a conclusion. Such referencesto a universal scientific
method can be found in educational material at all levels of science education (Blachowicz
2009), and numerous studies have shown that the idea of a general and universal scientific
method often form part of both students’ and teachers’ conception of science (see, e.g.,
Aikenhead 1987; Osborne et a. 2003).

Although occasionally phrased with reference to the H-D method, important historical roots
of the legend in science education of a single, universal scientific method are the American
philosopher and psychologist Dewey’s account of inquiry in How We Think (1910) and the
British mathematician Karl Pearson’s account of science in Grammar of Science (1892). On
Dewey’s account, inquiry is divided into the five steps of

(i) afet difficulty, (ii) its location and definition, (iii) suggestion of a possible solution, (iv)
development by reasoning of the bearing of the suggestions, (v) further observation and
experiment leading to its acceptance or rejection. (Dewey 1910: 72)

Similarly, on Pearson’s account, scientific investigations start with measurement of data and
observation of their correction and sequence from which scientific laws can be discovered
with the aid of creative imagination. These laws have to be subject to criticism, and their
final acceptance will have equal validity for “all normally constituted minds”. Both Dewey’s
and Pearson’s accounts should be seen as generalized abstractions of inquiry and not
restricted to the realm of science—although both Dewey and Pearson referred to their
respective accounts as ‘the scientific method’.

Occasionally, scientists make sweeping statements about a ssmple and distinct scientific
method, as exemplified by Feynman’s simplified version of a conjectures and refutations
method presented, for example, in the last of his 1964 Cornell Messenger

lectures.'! However, just as often scientists have come to the same conclusion as recent
philosophy of science that there is not any unique, easily described scientific method. For



example, the physicist and Nobel Laureate Weinberg described in the paper “The Methods of
Science ... And Those By Which We Live” (1995) how

The fact that the standards of scientific success shift with time does not only make the
philosophy of science difficult; it also raises problems for the public understanding of
science. We do not have afixed scientific method to rally around and defend. (1995: 8)

6.2 Privileged methods and “gold standards’

Reference to the scientific method has also often been used to argue for the scientific nature
or special status of a particular activity. Philosophical positions that argue for asimple and
unique scientific method as a criterion of demarcation, such as Popperian falsification, have
often attracted practitioners who felt that they had a need to defend their domain of practice.
For exampl e, references to conjectures and refutation as the scientific method are abundant in
much of the literature on complementary and alternative medicine (CAM)—alongside the
competing position that CAM, as an aternative to conventional biomedicine, needs to
develop its own methodol ogy different from that of science.

Also within mainstream science, reference to the scientific method is used in arguments
regarding the internal hierarchy of disciplines and domains. A frequently seen argument is
that research based on the H-D method is superior to research based on induction from
observations because in deductive inferences the conclusion follows necessarily from the
premises. (See, e.g., Parascandola (1998) for an analysis of how this argument has been
made to downgrade epidemiology compared to the laboratory sciences.) Similarly, based on
an examination of the practices of major funding institutions such as the National Institutes
of Health (NIH), the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the Biomedical Sciences
Research Practices (BBSRC) in the UK, O’Malley et al. (2009) have argued that funding
agencies seem to have a tendency to adhere to the view that the primary activity of scienceis
to test hypotheses, while descriptive and exploratory research is seen as merely preparatory
activitiesthat are valuable only insofar as they fuel hypothesis-driven research.

In some areas of science, scholarly publications are structured in away that may convey the
impression of aneat and linear process of inquiry from stating a question, devising the
methods by which to answer it, collecting the data, to drawing a conclusion from the analysis
of data. For example, the codified format of publicationsin most biomedical journals known
asthe IMRAD format (Introduction, Method, Results, Analysis, Discussion) is explicitly
described by the journal editors as “not an arbitrary publication format but rather a direct
reflection of the process of scientific discovery” (see the so-called “Vancouver
Recommendations”, ICMJE 2013: 11). However, scientific publications do not in general
reflect the process by which the reported scientific results were produced. For example,
under the provocative title “Is the scientific paper a fraud?”, Medawar argued that scientific
papers generally misrepresent how the results have been produced (Medawar 1963/1996).
Similar views have been advanced by philosophers, historians and sociol ogists of science
(Gilbert 1976; Holmes 1987; Knorr-Cetina 1981; Schickore 2008; Suppe 1998) who have
argued that scientists” experimental practices are messy and often do not follow any
recognizable pattern. Publications of research results, they argue, are retrospective



reconstructions of these activities that often do not preserve the temporal order or the logic of
these activities, but are instead often constructed in order to screen off potential criticism (see
Schickore 2008 for areview of thiswork).

6.3 Scientific method in the court room

Philosophical positions on the scientific method have also made it into the court room,
especially in the US where judges have drawn on philosophy of science in deciding when to
confer special status to scientific expert testimony. A key caseis Daubert vs Merrell Dow
Pharmaceuticals (92-102, 509 U.S. 579, 1993). In this case, the Supreme Court argued in its
1993 ruling that trial judges must ensure that expert testimony isreliable, and that in doing
this the court must look at the expert’s methodology to determine whether the proffered
evidence is actually scientific knowledge. Further, referring to works of Popper and Hempel
the court stated that

ordinarily, akey question to be answered in determining whether atheory or techniqueis
scientific knowledge ... is whether it can be (and has been) tested. (Justice Blackmun,
Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, see Other Internet Resources for alink to the
opinion)

But as argued by Haack (2005a,b, 2010) and by Foster & Hubner (1999), by equating the
guestion of whether a piece of testimony is reliable with the question whether it is scientific
asindicated by a special methodology, the court was producing an inconsistent mixture of
Popper’s and Hempel’s philosophies, and this has later led to considerable confusion in
subsequent case rulings that drew on the Daubert case (see Haack 2010 for a detailed
exposition).

6.4 Deviating practices

The difficulties around identifying the methods of science are also reflected in the difficulties
of identifying scientific misconduct in the form of improper application of the method or
methods of science. One of the first and most influential attempts at defining misconduct in
science was the US definition from 1989 that defined misconduct as

fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other practices that seriously deviate from those that
are commonly accepted within the scientific community. (Code of Federal Regulations, part
50, subpart A., August 8, 1989, italics added)

However, the “other practices that seriously deviate” clause was heavily criticized because it
could be used to suppress creative or novel science. For example, the National Academy of
Science stated in their report Responsible Science (1992) that it

wishes to discourage the possibility that a misconduct complaint could be lodged against
scientists based solely on their use of novel or unorthodox research methods. (NAS: 27)

This clause was therefore later removed from the definition. For an entry into the key
philosophical literature on conduct in science, see Shamoo & Resnick (2009).



7. Conclusion

The question of the source of the success of science has been at the core of philosophy since
the beginning of modern science. If viewed as a matter of epistemology more generally,
scientific method is a part of the entire history of philosophy. Over that time, science and
whatever methods its practioners may employ have changed dramatically. Today, many
philosophers have taken up the banners of pluralism or of practice to focus on what are, in
effect, fine-grained and contextually limited examinations of scientific method. Others hope
to shift perspectivesin order to provide arenewed general account of what characterizes the
activity we call science.

One such perspective has been offered recently by Hoyningen-Huene (2008, 2013), who
argues from the history of philosophy of science that after three lengthy phases of
characterizing science by its method, we are now in a phase where the belief in the existence
of apositive scientific method has eroded and what has been |eft to characterize scienceis
only itsfalibility. First was a phase from Plato and Aristotle up until the 17 century where
the specificity of scientific knowledge was seen in its absol ute certainty established by proof
from evident axioms; next was a phase up to the mid-19* century in which the meansto
establish the certainty of scientific knowledge had been generalized to include inductive
procedures as well. In the third phase, which lasted until the last decades of the 20* century,
it was recognized that empirical knowledge was fallible, but it was still granted a special
status due to its distinctive mode of production. But now in the fourth phase, according to
Hoyningen-Huene, historical and philosophical studies have shown how “scientific methods
with the characteristics as posited in the second and third phase do not exist” (2008: 168) and
thereis no longer any consensus among philosophers and historians of science about the
nature of science. For Hoyningen-Huene, thisis too negative a stance, and he therefore urges
the question about the nature of science anew. His own answer to this question is that
“scientific knowledge differs from other kinds of knowledge, especially everyday
knowledge, primarily by being more systematic” (Hoyningen-Huene 2013: 14).
Systematicity can have severa different dimensions. among them are more systematic
descriptions, explanations, predictions, defense of knowledge claims, epistemic
connectedness, ideal of completeness, knowledge generation, representation of knowledge
and critical discourse. Hence, what characterizes science is the greater care in excluding
possible alternative explanations, the more detailed elaboration with respect to data on which
predictions are based, the greater care in detecting and eliminating sources of error, the more
articulate connections to other pieces of knowledge, etc. On this position, what characterizes
science is not that the methods employed are unique to science, but that the methods are
more carefully employed.

Another, similar approach has been offered by Haack (2003). She sets off, similar to
Hoyningen-Huene, from a dissatisfaction with the recent clash between what she calls Old
Deferentialism and New Cynicism. The Old Deferentialist position is that science progressed
inductively by accumulating true theories confirmed by empirical evidence or deductively by
testing conjectures against basic statements; while the New Cynics position is that science
has no epistemic authority and no uniquely rational method and is merely just politics. Haack



insists that contrary to the views of the New Cynics, there are objective epistemic standards,
and there is something epistemologically special about science, even though the Old
Deferentialists pictured thisin awrong way. Instead, she offers anew Critical
Commonsensist account on which standards of good, strong, supportive evidence and well-
conducted, honest, thorough and imaginative inquiry are not exclusive to the sciences, but
the standards by which we judge all inquirers. In this sense, science does not differ in kind
from other kinds of inquiry, but it may differ in the degree to which it requires broad and
detailed background knowledge and a familiarity with atechnical vocabulary that only
specialists may possess.
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Page and line references:

Wthin the text of our translation we provide the pagination of the German
texts:
(a) The pagi nation of the version published in Hu I X is given within
square brackets, for exanple: [p. 237].
(b) The pagi nation of the original 1927 typescripts is given within
angl e brackets, for exanple: <p. 1>.

Wthin our footnotes to the translation we often indicate the |ine as well as
the page of the German texts, separating the two by a period. For exanple:

(a) "Hu I X, p. 238.9" refers to page 238, line 9 of the published
Cer man version.

(b) "Al, p. 1.21" refers to page 1, line 21 of the typed nmanuscript of
Draft A.

Hei degger's coments on Drafts A and B

Hei degger's coments on Husserl's drafts are found in two different |ocations
in H I X
(a) Comments on the first draft (A) are found at pp. 592-97, as wel
as in some of the footnotes to the published version, pp. 239-53.
(b) Those on the second draft (B) are found at pp. 579-600 and 603-5,
as well as in sone of the footnotes to the published version
(c) Hei degger's letter of Cctober 22, 1927, with its three appendices,
is published in Hu | X, pp. 600-02, and in Briefwechsel |V, pp. 144-
148.

In this translation, Heidegger's changes to, or remarks on, Drafts A and B are
provided in the footnotes in bol df ace print.

The text of Draft B:

In H | X, pp. 264-270, Bienel generally uses B2 rather than Bl, because the
latter is so full of changes and cross-outs as to make a detailed presentation
of the manuscript inpractical. Nonethel ess, Bienel occasionally gives not the
original text but sone of the |egible changes that Husserl made in Bl (see Hu

I X, p. 599ff.

In the present translation of the second draft -- as contrasted with the
edition in Hu I X and all previous translations in any |anguage -- the
“Introduction" and "Part |," which were witten by Hei degger, follow

Heidegger's original text as it appears in Bl. The amendments and substitutions
made to that text by both Hei degger and Husserl are given in the footnotes.
The reason for this is that we have wanted to present the original text that
Hei degger read and conmented on, rather than the text as Husserl revised it
afterwards and in the |ight of Heidegger's conments.

However, within the sections that Husserl contributed -- that is, Part Il --
we followthe text fromDraft B2.

Pagi nation in Draft B, Sections ii-a, ii-b, and iii:

As we have argued above, the way in which the pages of Draft B were nunbered
is quite inmportant. It is crucial, for exanple, in discerning the order in
which the draft was witten and typed. Therefore, we give both sets of page
nunbers for Sections ii-a, ii-b, and iii. Wthin angl ed brackets, page nunbers
t hat appear without quotation marks indicate the final page nunbers of those
Sections, whereas nunbers within quotation marks are the original pages
nunbers. Thus, for exanple, the reference <p. 12="p. 1"> nmeans that the page
in question was originally nunmbered as "1" but was finally changed to "12."




Regar di ng par agraph breaks:

Husserl's and Hei degger's texts often run on at great |ength w thout paragraph
breaks. In order to indicate obvious articulations within the text, as well as
to aid in reading, we have added paragraph breaks where deenmed suitable.

Regarding section titles within brackets:

In order to show the relation of earlier drafts to the final Draft D, we have
occasionally added section titles, within brackets, in Drafts A, B, and C. In
t hose cases, the bracketed section titles are drawn from Draft D.
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EDMUND HUSSERL

THE ENCYCLOPAEDI A BRI TANNI CA ARTI CLE
DRAFT A

[p. 237] <p. 1>

[I ntroducti on]

The term phenonenol ogy is generally understood to designate a

phi | osophi cal nmovenent, arising at the turn of this century, that has proposed
a radical new grounding of a scientific philosophy and thereby for al

sci ences. But phenonenol ogy al so designates a new, fundanental science serving
t hese ends, and here we nust distinguish between psychol ogi cal and

transcendental phenomenol ogy.

. PSYCHOLOG CAL PHENOVENCOLOGY AS "PURE' PSYCHOLOGY

3
[ Phenonenol ogi cal Reflection ]

1. Every experience and every other way we are consciously involved with
objects clearly allows of a "phenonenol ogical turn,” a transferral into a
process of "phenonenol ogi cal experience." In sinple perception we are directed
toward perceived nmatters, in nenory toward renenbered matters, in thinking
toward thoughts, in valuing toward values, in willing toward ends and neans,
and so on. Thus every such pursuit has its "object” [Thema]. But at any given
time we can effect a change of focus that shifts our thematic gaze away from
the current matters, thoughts, values, ends, etc., and directs our gaze

instead toward the manifoldly changi ng "subjective ways" in whi ch® t hey

*Hu I X, p. 238.9-240.4. The material under this heading generally corresponds
to some of the material in Draft D 82, "The Pure Psychical [etc.]."

4Heidegger (A1, p. 1.21, within the text) changes Husserl's German from "wi e"



"appear," the ways they are consciously known. For exanple, to perceive a
fi xed and unchanged brass cube neans to run through its formas a cube -- the
i ndi vi dual surfaces, edges, corners, as well as its color, luster and other
determinations as a spatial thing -- [p. 238] and thus to bring the cube to
cogni zance for oneself.

But instead of proceeding like that, we can attend phenonenol ogically to

how -- for exanple, in what kind of variously changing "perspectives" -- <p.

2> the cube presents itself and yet is still experienced as unchanged; or how

the very sane cube appears differently as "sonething nearby" than as
"sonet hing far off"; or which nodes of appearance it offers when we change our
orientation; and al so how each individual determ nation within the process of
perception presents itself as the one determination in the nultiple nodes of
appear ance bel onging particularly to that perception

This return to reflective experience teaches us that there is no
progressively perceived thing, nor any el enent perceived as a determnination
within it, that does not appear, during perception, in rmultiplicities of
di fferent appearances, even though it is given and grasped as continuously one
and the same thing. But in nor mal ° ongoi ng perception, only this unity, only
the thing itself, stands in the conprehendi ng gaze while the functioning
processes of |ived experience remain extra-thematic, ungrasped, and |atent.

Perception is not sone enpty "having" of perceived things, but rather a

flowing |ived experience of subjective appearances synthetically uniting
thenmsel ves in a consciousness of the self-sanme entity existing in this way or
that. In this connection, "nopdes of appearance" is to be taken in the broadest
sense. Thus, in the recollection of the cube or in the inmagining of an
entirely simlar one, the nodes of appearance are "the sane" as in the
perception [of the cube], but each of themis nodified in a certain way,
precisely insofar as it deals with nmenory or inmagination. Again, differences

such as those between a clearer and a nore obscure menmory, or those between

to "in denen," i.e., from"how' or "as" to "in which." (Cf. Hu I X, p. 237.20).
Unl ess ot herw se noted, Heidegger's renmarks appear in the left margin of
Husserl's texts.

5Heidegger (A1, p. 2.13, within the text) changes "normal" [nornmal] to
“unreflective" [unreflektiert]. See Hu | X, p. 238.15.



gradations of clarity, or even between |evels of relative definiteness or

i ndefiniteness, are differences within the "nodes of appearance.” So too with
di fferences of tinme-perspectives, <p. 3> of attention, and so forth.

Quite analogously,6 the thoughts, values, decisions, etc., in the
corresponding |ived experiences of thinking, valuing, willing, etc., are
uni ties of hiddenly functioning "nodes of appearance." For exanple,7 the sane
judgment, with the same subject and predicate, is consciously known, within
t hi nki ng, according to changi ng nodes: sonetines as evident, sonetinmes as not
evident; and in the latter case, sonetinmes as explicitly judged in
st ep-by-step action and other times as not explicitly judged but rather as
sonmet hing that conmes vaguely to mind. In these cases, in the transition from
one node to the other [p. 239] there arises the identifying consciousness of
the sanme judgnment, nmeant sonetines in one node and sometimes in another. What
hol ds true for the whole of a judgnent or even a proof, or for a whole theory,
al so holds true for every thematic el ement, for every concept, every form of
judgment, etc., [within that whole]. Here too, as everywhere else, the
thematic unity is constituted in the synthesis of nultiplicities of
"phenonmena"” <p. 4> that are hidden but that can be disclosed at any tine by
means of phenonenol ogi cal reflection, analysis, and description.

Thus there arises the idea of a universal task: Instead of living in

"the" world directly in the "natural attitude" and, so to speak, I|ike
“children of this world"; that is, instead of living within the latently
functioning |ife of consciousness and thereby having the world, and it al one,
as our field of being -- as nowexisting for us (fromout of perception), as
past (from out of nmenory), as coming in the future (from out of expectation) -

- instead of judging and valuing this world of experience and nmaking it the

*The remminder of this sentence stens from Landgrebe, who substitutes it for
some fourteen typed lines in Husserl's text: Al, p. 3.2-16. For the omtted
text see Hu I X, p. 593, note to p. 238.32-35. W give Landgrebe's version
because the correction seens to have been made before the text was sent to
Hei degger.

7Heidegger's note (Al, p. 3.17, shorthand; cf. Hu I X, p. 593):

"Thus, for exanple, what-is-adjudged in a judgnent is repeated [wi ederholt] as the
sane. "




field of theoretical or practical projects -- instead of all that, we attenpt
a uni versal phenonenol ogical reflection on this entire |ife-process, be it
pre-theoretical, theoretical or whatever. W attenpt to disclose it
systematically and thereby to understand the "how' of its achieving of
unities; thus we seek to understand: in what manifold typical forns this life
is a "consciousness-of"; how it constitutes synthetically conscious unities;
how and in which fornms these syntheses, as syntheses of passivity and

spont aneous activity, run their course and thereby in particular how their
unities are constituted as objectively existing or not existing, and the |iKke;
and thus finally how a unified world of experience and know edge is there,
operative and valid for us, in a conpletely famliar set of ontic types.

If it is the case that whatever is experienced, whatever is thought, and
what ever is seen as the truth are given and are possible only within [the
correspondi ng acts of] experiencing, thinking, and insight, then the concrete
and conpl ete exploration of the world that exists and has scientific and
evidential validity for us requires also the universal phenonenol ogica
exploration of the nultiplicities of consciousness in whose synthetic changes
the worl d subjectively takes shape as valid for us and perhaps as given with
insi ght.® The task extends to the whol e [p. 240] of life -- including aesthetic
life, valuing life of whatever type, <p. 5> and practical life -- through
which the concrete life-world with its changing content |ikew se continuously

. 9
t akes shape for us as a value-world and a practical world.

8Heidegger's note (Al p. 4.24, CGerman cursive; cf. Hu I X, p. 239.32 and n. 1):
Hei degger underlines erfordert ["requires"] twice and wites:

"Way? First off, all it requires is that we exhibit and give a pure ontol ogi ca
clarification of its field, which lies behind us, as it were."

(More TiterallTy: "Why? First of all [what is required is] only to exhibit --
purely in ontological clarification -- its field, which lies in the rear, as
it were."

*The text here reflects Landgrebe's changes in Husserl's text: Al, p. 5.2-4;
cf. Hu I X, p. 593, note to p. 240.2-4. As the typing of Al, p. 4 shows,
Landgrebe's changes were nade before the Al was sent to Hei degger



[ The Need for and Possibility of Pure Psychologylﬁ

2. Does posing the task in this way lead to a new science? I's there --
corresponding to the idea of a universal experience directed exclusively to
"subj ective phenomena" -- a self-contained field of experience that stands
over against universal experience of the world, and thus a basis for a
sel f-contai ned science? At first one nay object that a new science is not
required, since all nerely subjective phenonena, all nopdes of appearance of
what appears, belong naturally within psychol ogy as the science of the
psychic.12

<p. 5a> Doubtless that is true. However, it |eaves open [the fact] t hat =
a purely self-contained psychol ogical discipline is required here™ in much
the sanme way that a [pure science of] mechanics is required for an exclusively

theoretical inquiry into nmovenent and noving forces (taken as a nere structure

iy I X, p. 240.5-241.36. The material under this heading generally corresponds
to sone of the material in Draft D 81, "Pure Natural Science and Pure
Psychol ogy. "

11Heidegger‘s note (Al, p. 5.6-7; cf. Hi I X, p. 593):
"Cf. 5a below "

sposition of the note:

%1) Vhat sentence is the note keyed to? Al though Hei degger's note appears in
the left margin at this point (Al, p. 5.5-6), it may be linked by a line to
the | ast sentence of the previous paragraph (Al, p. 5.4); Bienel so takes it.

(2) What page does the note refer to? Heidegger is referring to nms. p. 5a,
which is inserted between pp. 5 and 6 in both AL and A2 and which, in Hui I X
corresponds to pp. 240.14-241.7 and, in the present translation, to the text
running from"That is doubtless true" to the sentence, "Fromthis vantage
poi nt...neani ng and necessity of a pure psychol ogy."

(3) What passage does the note refer to? | believe Heidegger's note refers to
p. 240.15-18 (ns. p. 5a.3-5), i.e., to the second sentence of the next
paragraph where, in A2, the latter half of the sentence (from"in nuch the
same way" on) is crossed out. However, Bienel (Hu I X, p. 593) takes it as
referring to all of p. 5a, i.e., Hu I X pp. 240.32-241.7.

“At this point in both Al and A2 (where p. 5.13 = Hy I X, p. 240.14) the second
hal f of the page is crossed out along with the first three lines of p. 6; the
del eted passage is reproduced in Hu I X, p. 593. For this del eted passage
Husserl substitutes ms. p. 5a, which foll ows.

13Heidegger (A2, p. 5a.1, within the text) changes "daR" ("[the fact] that")
to "ob" ("whether”), thus changing the reading to: "7t |eaves open [the
question] whether...."

“I'n A2, p. 5a.3-5, the remainder of this sentence is crossed out -- although
it isretained in Hu I X, p. 15-18 -- and may be the referent of Heidegger's
mar gi nal note in the previous paragraph.



of nature).

Let us consider the matter nmore closely. What is the general theme of
psychol ogy? Answer: Psychi cal being15 and psychical life that exist concretely
in the world as human and, nore generally, as animal. Accordingly, psychol ogy
is a branch of the nore concrete sciences of anthropol ogy or zool ogy. Ani mal
realities are of two levels, the first |evel being the basic one of physica
realities. For, like all realities, animal realities are spatio-tenporal, and
they admt of a systematically abstractive focus of experience upon that
factor in themthat is purely "res extensa." This reduction to the purely
physical brings us into the self-contained nexus of physical nature, to which
ani mal organi sms, as nmere bodies, belong. Consequently, scientific exploration
of this area takes its place within the universal unity of natural science and
specifically wi thin physical biology as the general science of organisnms in
purely physical experience.

But animals do not exist sinply as nature; they exist as "subjects" of a
"mental life," alife of experiencing, feeling, thinking, striving, etc. If,
with systematic purity and a differently focused abstractive attitude, we put
into practice the conpletely new kind of psychic experience (which, as
psychol ogical, is clearly the specific source of psychology), this orientation
gives us the psychic in its pure and proper essential-ness and, so |ong as we
direct our gaze unswervingly in this direction, [p. 241] this orientation |eads
continually fromthe purely psychic to the purely psychic. If we change our
focus and interweave both kinds of experience, then there arises the conbined
psychophysi cal experience in which the real forms of the rel atedness of the
psychic to physical corporeality becone thematic. Fromthis vantage point it
is easy to see the meaning and necessity of a pure psychol ogy.

<p. 6> All specifically psychol ogi cal concepts obviously stemfrom
purely psychic experience, just as all specifically natura

(natural -scientific) concepts stemfrompurely natural experience. Thus every

15Heidegger (A2, p. 5a.6, within the text) changes Husserl's "psychi cal being"
[Seelisches Sein] to "psychical entities" (Seelisch Seiendes. ("Seelisches [also
Seelisch] 1s capitalized because it begins the sentence.) See Hu I'X p.
240.109.

“The first two-and-a-half |ines of Al, p. 6 are crossed out. Those lines,
pl us the second half of p. 5.14-27, were dropped in favor of p. b5a.



scientific psychology rests on nethodically scientific concept-formation in
the area of purely psychic experience. If there are apodictic insights at work
in such concepts, insights that can be gained by focusing on the purely
psychic, then as "purely psychol ogical" they nmust precede all psychophysica
cogni tion.

Wt hin the natural apperception of a human being taken as a concrete
reality, there is already given his or her psychic subjectivity, the manifold
[ di mensi ons of the] psychic that can be experienced as a surplus over and
above his or her corporeal physis and as a self-contained unity and totality
of experience. If a "soul" (in this sense of experience) has a genera
structural essence -- the typical formof its structure as regards psychic
conditions, acts, and forns of a pure psychic synthesis -- then the basic task

of psychol ogy, as first and forenost a "pure" psychol ogy, nmust be to

systematically explore these typical forms. However |arge the domain of
psychophysi cal research may be, and however nuch it may contribute to our

know edge of the soul, there is one thing it can do only on the basis of a
pure psychol ogy, nanmely, exhibit the real relations of the psychic to physis.
Al the indirect indications of the psychic that are possible here, presuppose
scientific experience of the purely psychic and know edge of its essentia

17
structures.

[Original Intuitive Experience: Two Level s]

<p. 75" Al experiential know edge rests finally on original experience,

on perception and the originally presentiating variations that derive from

“I'n the bottom margin of Al, p. 6.27 Husserl adds in shorthand: "Accordingly,

anong the 'basic concepts' of psychology -- the original elenments of
psychol ogi cal theory -- the purely psychol ogi cal concepts have intrinsic
priority and precede psychophysical concepts and therefore all psychol ogica
concepts in general." (This sentence is taken over at this point in Hi I X p.

241.32-36.) This shorthand sentence in Al may be a repl acenent

for the words "the ultimate theoretical elenents of all psychol ogy, which
precede all other psychol ogi cal concepts" fromthe next paragraph, which are
crossed out in Al, p. 7.6-7 (but retained in Hu I X, p. 242.3-5).

YAt this point in the typed ns. Husserl substitutes two typed pages, 7 and
7a, for a previous page 7. The first four lines of ns. p. 8, which foll owed
fromthe original p. 7, are crossed out. They are reproduced in Hu | X, pp
594.



it [p. 242] Wthout an original intuitive exanple there is no origina
uni versalizing, no concept-formation. The sane holds here. Al of pure
psychol ogy's basic concepts -- the ultimate theoretical elenents of al
psychology,20 whi ch precede all other psychol ogi cal concepts -- nust be drawn
from original psychol ogi cal intuition.” Such intuition has two |evels: self-
experience and intersubjective experience.22

The first,23 which itself is gradated according to originality, is
carried out in the formof self-perception and its variations (renenbering
onesel f, imagining oneself); this provides the psychol ogi st with origina
psychol ogi cal intuitions, but only of his or her own (present, past, etc.)
psychi c [ experience]. vaiously”’the sense of any25 experience of sonmeone
else's "interiority" inplies that his or her interiority is an anal ogous

variation of ny own, such that the other person's interiority,26 can fit under

19Heidegger‘s note (A2, p. 7.1-5; cf. Hu I X, p. 594):

"Put this earlier, at |east at page 6 above."

20Heidegger (A2, p. 7.6; cf. HuIX ©p. 594) wites

"OF. p. 11"

he reference seens to be to AL, p. 11.5-6 (=Hu T X p. 244.32-33), the second
sentence under "4."

21Heidegger (A2, p. 7.8) suggests changing the passage to read: "nust be drawn

fromoriginal intuition of the psychic as such.”" Husserl carries the change over
into AL, p. 7.8 (= Hu I X, p. 242.6-7).

22Heidegger‘s note (A2, p. 7.10; cf. Hu I X, p. 594):

"An other in individuality or in community."

n A2 Husserl changes the sentence to: "Such intuition has three Tevels
founded one upon the other: self-experience, intersubjective experience, and
comunity experience as such." This reading appears in Hi | X, p. 242.8-10.

23Heidegger (A2, p. 7.10, in the text) suggests beginning the sentence with
"the former" (Jene: not Diese as in Hu I X, p. 594, note to p. 242.9), just as he
wi | | suggest begi nning the next sentence with "the former." See the follow ng

f oot not e.

24Heidegger (A2, p. 7.14) suggests use of "the latter" (diese) here, so as to
read perhaps: "In the latter case obviously..." Husserl does not carry over the
suggestion into A2 (Hu | X, p. 242.14).

25Heidegger (A2, p. 7.15, within the text) adds the word "intersubjektiven"
["intersubjective"] at this point.

*Husser (Al and A2, p. 7.16) adds "as an individual psyche," at this point.
Cf. Hu I X p. 242.16.



t he sane basic concepts as (and no other than) those | originally fashioned
fromnmy experience of nyself. Yes, the experience of personal conmmunity and
community life, which is founded in experience of the self and of the other
does indeed yield new concepts, but they are concepts that in any case

presuppose the concepts of self—experience.27

[Oiginal Intuitive Experience of Oneself]

If we now ask what it is that first of all brings self-experience, both
actual and possible, originarily to intuition, then Descartes' classica
formula, the ego cogito, provides the only possible answer to that question --
so long as we | eave aside all the concerns that determined himin a
transcendent al - phil osophical way. In other words, we hit upon nothing other

than the ego, consciousness, and the conscious object as such. <p. 7a> Inits

purity, the psychic is nothing other than what we nmight call the specifically
egoical: the |ife of consciousness and being-as-ego within that life. If, when
we consider the human community, we also maintain a firmfocus on the purely
psychic, then over and above the pure individual subjects (psyches), there
arise intersubjectivity's nodes of consciousness that bind those subjects
together on a purely psychic |level. Anbng these are the "social acts"”
(appealing to other persons, neking agreenents with them subduing their
wills, and so on)28 as well as, related to those, the abiding interpersona
bonds linking pure [p. 243] persons to personal communities at different

29
levels. <p. 8>

27Heidegger's note (A2, p. 7.16-21, keyed to the end of this sentence but
apparently pertaining to the last two sentences of the paragraph; cf. Hi I X
p. 594):

"In the text there is a threefold [division]: self-experience, experience of soneone
el se, experience of the |life of the coomunity. Bring these three together in a
stylistically clearer way."

usserl seens to have appropriated this suggestion: see above re A2, p. 7.10,
and Hu | X, p. 242.8-10.

*The remainder of this sentence (=Hu I X, p. 242.37-243.2) appears in Al and
A2, p. 7a.8 as a shorthand addition by Husserl.

29Regarding what inmediately follows in Draft A p. 8. The first four lines of
p. 8 are crossed out (this was part of the substitution of pp. 7 and 7a for
the original p. 7) and the next fifteen lines are bracketed. The onmtted text
is reproduced in Hu | X, pp. 594-595



[ The Phenonenol ogi cal Reducti onso]

3. The correct performance of a pure phenonenol ogi cal reflection, as an

originary intuition of the psychic in its pure particularity, is fraught with
great difficulties; and the possibility of a pure psychology -- and hence, of

1

any psychology at all -- depends on recogni zi ng and overcom ng them * The
met hod of "phenonenol ogi cal reduction” is the basic nethod for throwing into
relief the phenonenol ogical - psychol ogical field, and it al one has made "pure
psychol ogy" possi bl e.

Let us, for exanple, <p. 9> try to grasp and describe any kind of
external perception -- say, the perception of this tree -- as a purely psychic
datum Naturally the tree itself, which stands there in the garden, bel ongs
not to the perception but to extra-nmental nature. Neverthel ess, the perception
is what it is -- nanely, sonmething psychic -- [only] insofar as it is a
perception "of this tree.” Wthout the "of this" or "of that,” a perception
cannot be described in its own essential psychic nake-up. The inseparability
of this elenment is shown by the fact that it remains with the perception even
when the perception is shown to be an illusion. Wether the natural object
truly exists or not, the perception is a perception of it and is given to ne

i n phenomenol ogi cal reflection as that. >

i I X, p. 243.3-244.29. The material under this headi ng corresponds generally
to Draft D, 83, "The Self-contained Field of the Purely Psychical. --
Phenonenol ogi cal Reduction and True | nner Experience."

31Heidegger‘s note (Al, p. 8.20-27, left and bottom margi ns, keyed to the
first two sentences of this paragraph):

"More succinctly:
The possibility of a pure psychology in general depends on the correct performance of
the original intuition of the psychic as such. This performance 1s determ ned and
gui ded by the ' phenonenol ogi cal reduction.' The essential characteristics of this
nmet hod are the follow ng:
a view of the psychic as essentially intentional;
in connection with that, the epoché;
constitution of the intentumin the multiplicity of its nmodes of
appear ance;
[the] universal validity of this basic structure of the nethod in keeping
with the universality of the intentional structure.”

H wbhpk

32Heidegger (AL, p. 9.11, within the text) changes als das ("as that") to als



Thus, in order to grasp the purely psychic [element] of a cogito of the

type "perception," the psychol ogi st nmust, on the one hand, abstain fromtaking
any position on the actual being of the perceived (i.e., of the cogitatun);
that is, he nust perform an epoché as regards that and thereafter nmake no

nat ural perceptual judgments, since the very sense of such judgnents al ways
entails an assertion about objective being and non-being. On the other hand,33

however, the npbst essential thing of all should not be overl ooked, nanely that

even after this purifying epoché, perception still remains perception of this
house, indeed, of this house with the accepted status of "actually existing."
In other words, the pure make-up of ny perception includes the perceptua
object -- but purely as perceptually nmeant, and specifically as the
sense-content (the perceptual sense) of the perceptual belief.

But in the epoché, this "perceived house" (the "bracketed" house, as we
say) bel ongs to the phenonmenol ogical content not as [p. 244] a rigid, lifeless
el ement but rather as a vitally self- <p. 10> -constituting unity in the
fluctuating nultiplicities of nodes of appearance, each of which intrinsically

has the character of an "appearance of..." (e.g., views of,
appear ance- at-a-di stance of, etc.), and each of which, in the course of
interrel ated appearances, synthetically produces the consciousness of one and
the sane thing. It is clear that exactly the same point holds true for every
kind of cogito, for every kind of "I experience,” "I think," "I feel,” "I
desire,” and so on

In each case the reduction to the phenonenol ogical, as the purely
psychi c, demands that we nethodically refrain fromtaking any
nat ural - obj ective position; and not only that, but also fromtaking any

position on the particular val ues, goods, etc., that the subject, in his or

her naturally functioning cogitationes, straightforwardly accepts as valid in

solches ("as such"). Cf. Hu I X, p. 243.23.

33Heidegger's note (Al, p. 9.19-25, keyed to this and the next sentence; cf. Hu
I X, p. 595):

"Make this point at the beginning, and fromthat the necessity of the epoché wll
becone clear."

usserl copied the remark, in shorthand, into the corresponding margin of A2
and, while leaving the passage in the same place, made sonme changes in it. See

Hu | X, p. 243.30 and p. 595.




any given case. In each instance the task is to pursue the at first

i ncal cul abl e pl ethora of nodes in which the respective "intentiona
objectivities" (the perceived as such, the renenbered as such, the thought and
the val ued as such, etc.) are gradually "constituted" as synthetic unities of
multiplicities of consciousness; the task is also to disclose the manifold
forms of syntheses whereby, in general, consciousness combines with
consciousness into the unity of a consci ousness. ' But other than
"consciousness-of" -- always centered on the sane pole of unity, the ego --
there is nothing to be found here. Every psychic datumcan itself be exhibited
only as a unity that refers back to constituting nultiplicities. Pure

psychol ogy (and consequently any psychology at all) nust begin with the data
of actual experience, that is to say, with ny pure egoical |ived experiences
as perceptions-of, remenbrances-of, and things of that sort, and never wth

hypot heses and abstractions, such as "sense data" and the |ike are.

[Ei detic Reduction. Pure Eidetic Psychol ogy as the Foundation

for Empirical Psychol ogyss]

4. Phenonenol ogi cal or pure psychology as an intrinsically primry and
compl etely sel f-contai ned psychol ogi cal discipline, which is also <p. 11>
sharply separated from natural science, is, for very fundanmental reasons, not
to be established as an enpirical science but rather as a purely rational ("a

priori," "eidetic") science. As such® it is the necessary foundation for any

34Heidegger's note (Al, p.10.20; cf. Hi I X, p. 595):
"of. p. 11"

= Hu I X p. 245 Tine 12f1.]

*hy I X, p. 244.30-247.3. The material under this heading corresponds to
material found in Draft 85, "The Fundanmental Function of Pure Phenonenol ogica
Psychol ogy for an Exact Enpirical Psychol ogy" and § 4, "Eidetic Reduction and
Phenonenol ogi cal Psychol ogy as an Ei detic Science."

36Heidegger‘s note (Al, p. 11.6):

"G, p. 7"

el degger seens to be referring AL and A2, p. 7.6 (see above). Husserl copies
Hei degger's note into the corresponding place in A2, but with the remark:
"However, there [i.e., p. 7.6, = Hu | X, p. 242.3-4] the discussion was only




rigorous empirical science dealing with the I aws of the psychic, quite the
same way that the purely rational disciplines of nature -- pure geonetry,

ki nemati cs, chronol ogy, nmechanics -- are the foundation for every possible
"exact" enpirical science of nature. [p. 245] Just as the grounding of such an
enpirical science would require a systematic disclosure of the essential forns
of nature in general, wi thout which it is not possible to think nature -- and
nore specifically, spatial and tenmporal form novenent, change, physica
substantiality and causality -- so too a scientifically "exact" psychol ogy
requires a disclosure of the a priori typical forms without which it is not
possible to think the | (or the we), consciousness, the objects of

consci ousness, and hence any psychic life at all, along with all the
distinctions and essentially possible forns of syntheses that are inseparable
fromthe idea of an individual and conmunal psychic whol e.

Accordingly, the method of phenonenol ogi cal reduction is connected with
the nethod of psychological inquiry into essence, as eidetic inquiry:37 t hat
is to say, exclusion not only of all judgnents that go beyond pure conscious
life (exclusion, therefore, of all natural positive sciences) but also of al
purely psychol ogi cal factuality. Such factuality serves only as an exenplar, a
basis for the free variation of possibilities, whereas what we are seeking to
ascertain is the invariant that emerges in the variation, the necessary
typical form which is bound up with the ability to be thought. So, for
exanpl e, the phenonenol ogy of the perception of spatial things is not a

doctrine about <p. 125> ext er nal perceptions that either factually occur or

about concepts as first theoretical elenments.”

*’Hei degger's note (Al, p. 11.18-20):

"Cf. p. 10."
Husser| copies this note into the corresponding nmarginal place in A2. Bienel
takes this as referring to Hu I X, p. 244.19-21, i.e., in the present
translation, to the words "disclose the manifold forns of syntheses whereby,
in general, consciousness conbines with consciousness into the unity of a
consci ousness. "

*Here at the begi nning of A2, p. 12, in the top margin, Heidegger wites (and
underli nes):

"p. 11 in Landgrebe"

which Biemel (Hu I'X, p. 595, re 245.21) takes as referring to the opening
sentence of paragraph "4." above. It is at |east possible, however, that
Hei degger is referring to Landgrebe's typescript of Husserl's "Studien zur
Struktur des Bewusstseins,” which Hei degger had just read.




enpirically can be expected; rather, it sets forth the necessary system of
structures without which it is not possible to think a synthesis of manifold
perceptions as perceptions of one and the sanme thing. Armng39 t he nost

i mportant of the psychol ogi cal - phenonenol ogi cal syntheses to be explored are
the syntheses of confirmation, for exanple, the way that, in externa
percepti on, consciousness -- in the formof agreenment and via the fulfillnent
of anticipatory pre-grasps -- appropriates to itself evidential belief in the
bei ng [of sonething], and does so as a consciousness of the self-show ng thing
itself. Correlatively: there is the exploration of nodalizations,
doubt ful ness, nere likelihood, and perhaps evident nullity as counterforns of
the syntheses of agreenent -- and so on for every kind of act (a pure

psychol ogy of reason).

[ Reduction to Pure Intersubjectivity]

5. The first phenonenol ogi cal reduction, the one described above, is the
egol ogi cal reduction; and so too phenonenology in the first [p. 246] instance
is the phenonenol ogy of the essential possibilities only of ny own originally

intuitive ego (egol ogi cal phenonenol ogy). However, a phenonenol ogy of enpathy

and of the way enpathy, as a synthesis of phenonena in ny mind, can run its
course with harnony and confirnmation and can then, with consistent
confirmation, indicate a "foreign subjectivity” -- all of that |leads to the

expansi on of the phenonenol ogi cal reduction into a reduction to pure

i ntersubjectivity. There then arises, as purely psychol ogi cal phenonenol ogy in

its conpl eteness, the eidetic doctrine of a community constituted purely
psychol ogi cally, in whose intersubjectively entwi ned acts (acts of community
l[ife) there is constituted the "objective" <p. 13> world (the world for
everyone) as "objective" nature, as a world of culture and as a world of

"obj ectively" existing communities.

*Fromthis sentence to the end of the par agraph the text is bracketed in Al
and A2 (p. 12.5-14). In Al it is marked with a deletion sign. In the |eft
margin of Al (cf. Hu I X, p. 245, n. 1) Heidegger wites:

"Transcendent al questions!”




[ The H story of Phenomnenol ogi cal Psychol ogy40
6. The idea of a pure, non-psychophysical psychol ogy fashi oned purely
from psychol ogi cal experience goes back historically to Locke's noteworthy and
foundati onal work, while the devel opnment and el aborati on of what Locke started
is carried out by the enpiricist movenent to which he gave rise. The novenent

culmnates in David Hune's brilliant A Treatise [of Human Nature]. One can see

it as the first projection of a pure psychol ogy carried through in al nost
perfect [reiner] consistency (even though it is only an egol ogi ca

psychol ogy); yet it is nothing less than the first attenpt at a
phenonenol ogi cal transcendental philosophy.

We can distinguish two tendencies that are m ngled already in Locke,
nanmely, the positive-psychol ogical and the transcendental - phi | osophi cal
However, in spite of its many deep prenonitions and its rich promse, this
novenment cones to grief in both areas. It |acks any radical reflection on the
goal and possibilities of a pure psychology, and it |acks the basic nethod of
phenonenol ogi cal reduction. Being blind to consci ousness as consci ousness- of
("intentionality") means being blind as well to the tasks and special nethods
that flow fromthis view of consciousness. In the final analysis enpiricism
al so lacks insight into the necessity of a rational eidetic doctrine of the
purely psychic sphere. In the intervening years all of this also precluded any
radi cal groundi ng of pure psychol ogy and hence of a rigorously scientific
psychol ogy in general

The first decisive inpulse [in that direction] was given by Franz

Brentano [p. 247] (Psychologie, I, 1874)41 by means of his great discovery that

10X p. 245.37-247.23. In all the later drafts, the material under this
headi ng was conbined with the material that comes in the next section (II. 1),
and the conbination was nmade into a single section that opens Part I1. In
Draft D that single section is 86, "Descartes' Transcendental Turn and Locke's
Psychol ogi sm "

“ [Transl ator's note: Franz Brentano, Psychol ogi e vom enpirischen Standpunkt,

Lei pzi g: Duncker and Hunbl ot, 2 vol unes, 1874; second edition, ed. Gskar

Kraus, Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 2 vols. 1924-1925, reprinted: Hanmburg: Felix

Mei ner, 1955. English translation: Psychol ogy froman Enpirical Standpoint,

ed. Oskar Kraus, English edition by Linda L. MAlister, translTated by Antos C.
Rancurello, D. B. Terrell, and Linda L. MAlister, London: Routl edge and Kegan
Paul ; New York: Humanities Press, 1973.]




consisted in his revaluation of the scholastic concept of intentionality into
an essential characteristic of <p. 14> "mental phenonena." But still inhibited
by naturalistic prejudices, even Brentano does not see the problens of
synthesis and intentional constitution, and he does not find the way through
to establishing a pure, indeed an eidetic, psychology in our sense of
phenonenol ogy. Nonet hel ess, his discovery al one made possible the
phenonenol ogi cal novenent that began at the turn of this century.

Drawi ng the parallel between this pure and a priori psychol ogy on the
one hand and pure and a priori natural science (e.g., geonetry) on the other
makes it clear that this psychology is not a matter of enpty "a priori
specul ations." Rather, it consists of rigorously scientific work carried out
in the framework of concrete psychol ogical intuition, the work of
systematical ly shaping pure psychol ogi cal concepts -- along with the evident,
necessarily valid | aws of essence that pertain to them-- into an infinite but
systematic hierarchical series. On the other hand, we should not presuppose
here even the scientific character of the a priori sciences |ong known to us.
Corresponding to the fundamentally sui generis nature of the psychic there is

the equal ly unique systemof its a priori and its entire method.



.
TRANSCENDENTAL PHENOVENOLOGY
AS CONTRASTED W TH
PSYCHOLOGE CAL PHENOVENCLOGY

[ The Hi storical Intertw ning of Phenonenol ogi cal and Transcendental Phenonenol ogy,

and the Need to Distinguish the Two42]

1. The new phenonenol ogy did not originally arise as pure psychol ogy and
thus was not born of a concern for establishing a radically scientific

psychology;43 rather, it arose as "transcendental phenonenol ogy" with the

pur pose of reform ng philosophy into a strict science. Because transcendenta
and psychol ogi cal phenomenol ogy have fundamental ly different neanings, they
nmust be kept nost rigorously distinct. This is the case even though one
science turns into the other through a nere change in focus, <p. 15> such that
the "same" phenonena and eidetic insights occur in both sciences, [p. 248]
al beit under a different rubric, so to speak, which changes their meaning
fundanment al | y.

Even Locke's interest lay not primarily in establishing a pure
psychol ogy; rather, this was to be only the neans to a universal solution of

the probl em of "understanding." Thus his primary theme was the enigma of the

functions of understanding that are carried out as know edge and sci ence
within subjectivity while nmaking clains to objective validity. In short,

Locke's Essay was intended as the projection of a theory of know edge, a

“hy I X, p. 247.24-249.4. The material under this heading generally corresponds
to Draft D, 86, with intimations of 87 (the need to distinguish the
transcendental and the psychol ogi cal problematics; cf. pp. 248.15-28:
Descartes' transcendental view) and 88 (the inadequaci es of psychol ogi sm cf.
pp. 248.28-249.4: Locke's psychol ogism.

43Heidegger's (erased) marginal note (AL, p. 14.23; cf. Hu I X p. 247, n. 1):

"Rational psychol ogy!"

n Al and A2 Husserl changed his text here to read: "establishing a strictly
scientific enpirical psychology." See Hu | X, p. 247.25-26




transcendent al phil osophy. He*" and his school have been charged with
"psychologism" But if the thrust of the transcendental problemis to
interrogate the sense and the legitinmcy of an objectivity that becones
consciously known in the i nmanence of pure subjectivity and that presumably is
denonstrated within the subjective groundi ng-processes, then this question
equal |y concerns anything and everything objective.

[Intimtions of the Transcendental Problen]i Already in Descartes' Meditations
(and this is precisely the reason why he was the epoch-naki ng awakener of
transcendental problematic) the insight was already prepared, nanely, that, as
far as the knowi ng ego is concerned, everything we declare to really be and to
be-thus-and-so -- and finally this means the whole universe -- is only as
sonmet hing believed-in within subjective beliefs, and is-thus-and-so only as
sonmet hi ng represented, thought, and so on, as having this or that sense.

Hence, the subjective conscious life in pure inmmnence is the place where al
sense is bestowed and all being is posited and confirnmed. Thus if we are to
clarify what subjectivity can and does acconplish here in its hidden

i mmanence, we need a systematic and pure self-understanding <p. 16> of the
knower, a disclosure of the life of thinking, exclusively by means of "inner
experience. "

[ Psychol ogi snj Al t hough Locke was guided by this great insight, he | acked
the [necessary] basic purity and fell into the error of psychol ogism |nsofar
as objective-real experience and know edge in general were being subjected to
transcendental questioning, it was absurd of himto presuppose any kind of
obj ective experiences and know edge -- as if the very sense and | egitinmcy of
their objective validity were not thenselves part of the problem A psychol ogy
could not be the foundation of transcendental philosophy. Even pure psychol ogy
in the phenonenol ogi cal sense, thematically delinmted by the
psychol ogi cal - phenonenol ogi cal reduction, still is and always will be a
positive science: it has the world as its pre-given foundation. The pure

psyches [p. 249] and comunities of psyches [that it treats] are psyches that

“This and the next sentence are joined within brackets in A2, p. 15.12-19. In
the left margin there is a note in shorthand, possibly from Hei degger

"Unusabl e. "
he sentences are retained in Hi X, p. 248.10-15




bel ong to bodies in nature that are presupposed but sinply left out of
consi deration. Like every positive science, this pure psychology45 is itself

transcendental |y probl ematic.

[ The Transcendental Reduction and the Senbl ance of Doubling4ﬁ

But the objectives of a transcendental philosophy require a broadened
and fully universal phenonenol ogi cal reduction (the transcendental reduction)
that does justice to the universality of the problem and practices an "epoché"
regardi ng the whole world of experience and regarding all the positive
cognition and sciences that rest on it, transformng themall into phenonena
-- transcendental phenonena.

Descartes had al ready touched upon this reduction insofar as (in keeping
with his nmethodical principle of epoché with regard to everything that can
possi bly be doubted) he puts out of play the being of the whole world of
experience; he already recognizes that what remains in play thereafter is the
ego cogito as the universumof pure <p. 17> subjectivity and that this pure
subjectivity -- which is not to be taken as the [enpirical] I, "this man" " --
is the entity that is, inits immanent validity, presupposed by, and therefore
has intrinsic priority over, all positive cognition. If to this we add Locke's
nonment ous recognition of the necessity for describing cognitive life
concretely in all its basic kinds and | evels, plus Brentano's discovery of
intentionality in its newutilization, plus finally the recognition of the
necessity of a priori method, then what results is the theme and nethod of

present-day transcendental phenonenol ogy. Instead of a reduction nerely to

45Heidegger‘s note (Al, p. 16.17; cf. Hu I X, p. 249, n.1):

_"as enpirical"
[underlined in the original]

usserl transcribed this, in cursive, into the corresponding nmargin of A2.

“hy I X, pp. 249.4-250.24. The material here generally corresponds to Draft D
8§ 9, fromwhich we derive this title.

47Heidegger (AL, p. 17.2; cf. Hu I X, p. 249, n. 2) glosses "this man" wth:

"but rather [is to be taken] as 'nanness.'" ["wohl aber als 'Menschheit'"].

remel (Hu TX, p. 249, n. 2) in turn glosses "manness” w th: "understood as
the essence of man.") Husserl transcribed Heidegger's note, in cursive, into
the correspondi ng margi n of A2.




purely psychic subjectivity (the pure m nds of human beings in the world), we
get a reduction to transcendental subjectivity by nmeans of a nethodical epoché
regarding the real world as such and even regarding all ideal objectivities as
well (the "world" of nunber and such like). What remains in validity is
exclusively the universum of "transcendentally pure" subjectivity and,
enclosed within it, all the actual and possible "phenonena" of objectivities,
all nodes of appearance and nodes of consciousness that pertain to such
objectivities, and so forth.

Only by nmeans of this radical nethod does transcendental phenonenol ogy
avoid the contradiction of the epistenological circle: in particular
presupposing [p. 250] (as if it were beyond question) that which is included
[as questionable] in the general thrust of transcendental questioning itself.
Moreover, only at this point can we fully understand the tenptation of
psychol ogism Now we can easily see that in a certain way purely psychol ogi ca
phenonenol ogy in fact coincides with transcendental phenonenol ogy, proposition
for proposition -- <p. 18> except that what their respective assertions
under stand by the phenonenol ogically pure [realm is, in the one case, the
psychic, a stratum of being within the naturally accepted world, and, in the
ot her case, the transcendental -subjective, where the sense and existentia
validity of the naturally accepted world originate. The transcendenta
reducti on opens up, in fact, a conpletely new kind of experience that can be
systematical ly pursued: transcendental experience. Through the transcendenta
reducti on, absolute subjectivity, which functions everywhere in hiddenness, is
brought to light along with its whole transcendental |ife, in whose
i ntentional syntheses all real and ideal objects, with their positive
exi stential validity, are constituted. The transcendental reduction yields the
thematic field of an absol ute phenonenol ogi cal science, called the
transcendental science because it enconpasses within itself all transcendenta
or rational-theoretical inquiries. On the other hand, the transcendenta
theory of reason is distinguished fromit only in the starting point of its
inquiries, since carrying out such a theory presupposes the universal studium
of the whole of transcendental subjectivity. It is one and the sane a prior

sci ence.



[ Transcendental Phil osophy as Uni versal ChtologyAﬁ

2. All positive sciences are sciences [that function] in transcendenta
naiveté. Wthout realizing it, they do their research with a one-sided
orientation in which the entire life that transcendentally constitutes the
real unities of experience and know edge remai ns hidden to these sciences --
even though, as one can see clearly only after our reductions, all such
unities, according to their own cognitional sense, are what they are only as
unities of transcendentally constituting multiplicities. Only transcendenta
phenomenol ogy (and <p. 19> its transcendental idealism consists in nothing
ot her than this) makes possible sciences that deal with the fully concrete,
conpr ehensi ve sciences, which inplies: sciences that thoroughly understand and
justify thensel ves. The theme of transcendental phenonenol ogy has to do with
any and every possible subjectivity as such, in whose conscious life [p. 251]
and constitutive experiences and cognitions a possible objective world cones
to consci ousness.

The worl d as experienced in factual experience is the theme of the fully
t hought - out system of the positive enpirical sciences. But on the basis of a
free ideal variation of factual experience in relation to its world of
experience there arises the idea of possible experience in general as
experience of a possible world, and consequently the idea of the possible
system of experiential sciences as belonging a priori to the unity of a
possi ble world. So, on the one hand there is an a priori ontol ogy that
systematically explores the structures that essentially and necessarily bel ong
to a possible world, that is, everything w thout which a world as such could
not be ontically thought. But on the other hand there is phenonenol ogi ca
correl ation-research, which explores the possible world and its ontic
structures (as a world of possible experience) with regard to the possible
best owal of sense and the establishment of being, w thout which that world

equal ly could not be thought. In this way transcendental phenonenol ogy, once

“hy I X, p. 250.25--251.23. The material corresponds generally to Draft D, |11
811, fromwhich we derive this title.



reali zed, enconpasses a universal ontology in a broadened sense: a full
uni versal, and concrete ontology in which all correlative ontol ogical concepts
are drawn froma transcendental originality that |eaves no questions of sense

and legitimacy in any way unclarified.

49
[ Phenonenol ogy and the Crisis in Foundations of the Exact Sciences ]

<p. 20> The a priori sciences that have devel oped historically do not at
all bring to realization the full idea of a positive ontology. They deal only
(and in this regard, even inconpletely) with the |logical form of every

possible world (fornmal mathesis universalis) and the eidetic formof a

possi bl e physical nature. They remmin stuck in transcendental naiveté and
consequently are burdened with those shortcom ngs in foundation-buil ding that
necessarily follow fromit. In this naive formthey function as methodol ogi ca
i nstruments for the correspondi ng "exact" enpirical sciences, or to put it
nmore accurately, they serve: to rationalize the regions of enpirical data; to
supply a nmethexis between the factual and the necessary by neans of a
reference back to the eidetic structure of a possible world-fact in general
and thereby to provide a foundation of laws to undergird nmerely inductive
rules. The "basic concepts” of all positive sciences -- those from out of
which all concepts of worldly reality are built -- are at the sanme tine the
basi ¢ concepts of the corresponding rational sciences. [p. 252] If there is any
lack of clarity as regards their origins, and consequently any failure
regardi ng knowi ng their genui ne and necessary sense, this lack of clarity gets
transmitted to the whole theoretical nake-up of the positive sciences. In nost
recent tines the defectiveness of all positive sciences has been discl osed by
the crisis of foundations into which all positive, enpirical and a priori

sci ences have fallen, as well as by the battle over the "paradoxes," over the
ei t her genui ne or nmerely apparent evidentiality of the traditional basic

concepts and principles in arithnmetic, chronology, and so forth. In |ight of

“hy I X, p. 251.23--252.15. The material corresponds generally to Draft D, |11
812, fromwhich we take this title.



the whol e character of their nethod, the positive sciences can no | onger be
consi dered genui ne sciences -- sciences that <p. 21> can conpl etely understand
and justify thensel ves and that can sketch out sure paths for thenselves with
conprehensi ve insight. Mddern science can be |iberated fromthis intolerable

situation only by a phenonenol ogi cal reform

50
[ The Phenonenol ogi cal G ounding of the Factual Sciences ]

According to what we said earlier, transcendental phenonenology is
call ed upon to develop the idea, which it harbors within itself, of a
uni versal ontology elevated to the transcendental |evel and thus brought to
concrete conprehensiveness -- that is, the idea of a science of the system of
eidetic fornms of every possible world of cognition as such and of the
correlative forns of their intentional constitution. Accordingly,
phenonmenol ogy is the original |ocus of the basic concepts of all a priori
sci ences (as branches of the one ontol ogy) and hence of all the corresponding
enpirical sciences of our factual world -- basic concepts that are to be
formed in originary genuineness and that, as regards their phenonenol ogi ca
devel opnent, are, fromthe outset, free of any unclarity. As it unfolds
systematically, this phenonenol ogi cal ontol ogy prepares all the as yet
ungrounded a priori sciences and thus prepares for the devel opnent of al
enpirical sciences into "exact" (rationalized) sciences. An inportant step in
that direction is the founding of an a priori pure psychol ogy that functions
for empirical psychology the way a priori geonetry, etc., functions for
enpirical physics. This idea will necessarily determ ne the work of the next
one hundred years.51 A major task contained therein is the phenonenol ogi ca
interpretation of history and of the universal "sense" contained in its
unrepeatability.

3. The phenonenol ogy of enotional and volitional life with the

intentionality proper to it, [which is] founded on the [p. 253] phenonenol ogy

i I X, p. 252.15--253.21. The material corresponds generally to that in Draft
D, Il

, 813, fromwhich we derive this title.

*'This sentence is struck out in both Al and A2, p. 21.23-24.



<p. 22> of natural experience and know edge, enconpasses the whole of culture
according to its necessary and possible eidetic forns as well as the
correlative a priori that belongs to the eidetic fornms of sociality. Obviously
every normative discipline and every phil osophical discipline in the
speci al i zed sense belongs within the circle of phenonenol ogy, just as,

hi storically, philosophical phenonmenol ogy arose in connection with clarifying
the idea of a pure logic, a formal axiology, and a theory of practice.
Phenonenol ogy i s anti-nmetaphysical insofar as it rejects every netaphysics
concerned with the construction of purely fornal hypotheses.52 But |ike al
genui ne phil osophi cal problens, all netaphysical problems return to a
phenonenol ogi cal base, where they find their genuine transcendental form and
nmet hod fashioned fromintuition. Mreover, phenonenology is not at all a
system phi |l osophy in the tradition style, but rather a science that works via
systematic, concrete investigations. Even the |owest |level -- the purely
descriptive eidetic analysis of the structures of a transcendentally pure
subjectivity (of the ego as a nmonad) -- is already an i mense field of

concrete investigative work, whose results are basic for all philosophy (and

psychol ogy) .
[ The Phenonenol ogi cal Resolution of Al Phil osophical Antit hesesss]

As the work of phenonenol ogy advances systematically fromintuitive data
to abstract heights, the old traditional anbiguous antitheses of philosophica
st andpoi nts get resolved by thenselves without the tricks of argunentative

dialectics or feeble efforts at conprom se -- antitheses such as those between

52Heidegger's note (A2, p. 22.10; cf. Hi I X, p. 253, n. 1):

"or: and all the nore so insofar as one understands netaphysics as the
presentation of a world-viewthat is perforned in the natural attitude and that is
always tailored only to the natural attitude in particular historical situations of
life -- those of life's specifically factical cognitional possibilities."

["oder und erst recht sofern man unter Metaphysik die Darstellung ei nes Wl tbil des
versteht, das in der natirlichen E nstellung vollzogen und je nur auf sie in
besti mten historischen Situationen des Lebens -- seiner gerade faktischen
Er kennt ni sndgl i chkeiten -- zugeschnitten ist."]

“hy I X, p. 253.21--254.38. The material corresponds generally to Draft D, |11
816, whence we take this title.



rationalism (Platonisn) and enpiricism subjectivismand objectivism idealism
and realism ontol ogismand transcendentali sm psychol ogi sm and

anti - psychol ogi sm positivismand netaphysics, between a teleogical54
conception of the world and a causalistic one. <p. 23> On both sides there are
legitimate reasons, but also half-truths and i nadm ssi bl e absol utizations of
partial positions that are only relatively and abstractly justified.

Subj ectivism can be overcone only by the npbst universal and consi stent

subj ectivism (transcendental subjectivism. In this form[p. 254] subjectivism
is at the same tine objectivism insofar as it defends the rights of every
objectivity that is to be denonstrated by harnoni ous experience, but indeed
also brings to validity its full and genui ne sense, agai nst which the
so-called realistic objectivismsins in its msunderstandi ng of transcendenta
constitution. Again it has to be said: Enmpiricismcan [be overcone%] only by
the nost universal and consistent enpiricismthat, in place of the narrowed-
down "experience" of the enpiricists, posits the necessarily broadened concept
of experience -- originarily giving intuition -- that in all its forns
(intuition of the eidos, apodictic evidence, phenonmenol ogical intuition of
essence, etc.) denopnstrates the kind and formof its legitimtion by nmeans of
phenonenol ogi cal clarification. Phenonenol ogy as eidetics, on the other hand,
is rationalistic; it overcomes narrow, dogmatic rationalism by neans of the
nost uni versal rationalism that of eidetic research related in a unified way
to transcendental subjectivity, ego-consciousness and consci ous objectivity.
The sane goes for the other mutually intertwined antitheses. Wthin its
doctrine of genesis, phenonenology treats the eidetic doctrine of association
it purifies and justifies Hune's prelimnary discoveries but then goes on to
show that the essence of transcendental subjectivity as well as its system of
eidetic laws are thoroughly tel eol ogical. Phenonenol ogy's transcendenta

i dealism harbors natural realismentirely within itself, but it proves
itself not by aporetic argumentation but by the consistency of

phenonmenol ogi cal work itself. Phenomenol ogy joins ranks with Kant in the

“I'n I X, p. 253.31, this word, teleologischer, is msprinted as
t heol ogi scher.

**The brackets words are supplied by Bienel: Hu | X, p. 254.7-8.



battl e agai nst the shall ow ontol ogi sm of concept-analysis, but it is itself an
ontol ogy, albeit one drawn fromtranscendental "experience." Phenonenol ogy
repudi ates every phil osophical "renaissance"; as a phil osophy of self-
reflection at its nost original and its nost universal, it is directed to
concepts, problens and insights <p. 24>>° that one achi eves by oneself, and yet
it does get stinulation fromthe great nmen and wonen of the past, whose
earlier intuitions it corroborates while transposing themto the firm ground
of concrete research that one can take up and carry through. It demands of the
phenonenol ogi st that he or she personally renounce the ideal of a phil osophy
that would be only one's own and, instead, as a nodest worker in a community

with others, live for a phil osophia perennis.57

56Pp. 24-25 of A2 were renmpoved by Husserl and are found appended to the end of
Christopher V. Salnon's first draft of the condensed translation.

*This last sentence is taken over virtually verbatimas the | ast sentence of
Draft C, p. 45.15-18 and (since this p. 45 was inported, renunbered, into
Draft D) of Draft D, p. 31.15-18.



[p. 255]

LI TERATURE
1. GENERAL | SSUES AND BASI C WORKS

The organ of the phenonenol ogi cal novenent:
Jahr buch fir Phil osophie und phénonenol ogi sche Forschung, eds., E
Husserl and others, Halle 1913 T1., eight volunmes up to now. (Hereafter
abbrevi ated: Jb.)

E. Husserl,
Logi sche Untersuchungen, 2 vols., 1900/01, 3 vols. in the new editions.
(The Dbreakt hrough work).

"Phi |l osophie als strenge W ssenschaft,

Logos, vol. |, 1913.

I deen zu einer reinen Phanonenol ogi e und phé&nonmenol ogi schen Phil osophi e,
vol. I, 1913 (= Jb. I). (Method and problematic).

M Schel er,
Abhandl ungen und Aufsatze, Leipzig, 1915, in a newer edition under the
titlTe Vom Unsturz der Werte, 1918.

Die Wssensformen und die Cesellschaft, Leipzig, 1926.

A. Rei nach
GCesammelte Schriften, Halle, 1922.

M Hei degger
Sein und Zeit, Halle, 1927 (= Jb. VIII).

O. Mahnke,
"Ei ne neue Monadol ogi e,

Kant st udi en, Suppl enentary vol. 39, 1917.°%°

Phi | osophi sche Anzei ger, Bonn, 1925 ff.
I'n Targe nmeasure oriented al ong phenonenol ogi cal 1ines.

Chr. Sal non, o1
Hurme' s Phi |l osophy (in English)

2. LOG C AND FORVAL ONTOLOGY

*Hei degger's note (A2, p. 24.8; cf. Hi IX p. 597):

"Dates" [Jahreszahl en].

he remaining footnotes in this bibliography are taken from pp. 24 and 25 of
A2, found with Salnon's first translation draft..

*For a brief history of the Jahrbuch see Karl Schuhmann, "Husserl's Yearbook,"
Phi | osophy and Phenonenol ogi cal Research, 50, Supplenent (Fall 1990), 1-25.

60Following the Mahnke entry, there is typed in and then crossed out: "W
Reyer. Einflihrung in die Phanonenol ogi e, Leipzig 1926."
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Positivism

Britannica Encyclopedia of Philosophy — https://www.britannica.com/topic/positivism

David Hume

positivism, in Western philosophy, generally, any system that confines itself to the data
of experience and excludes a priori or metaphysical speculations. More narrowly, the
term designates the thought of the French philosopher Auguste Comte (1798-1857).

As a philosophical ideology and movement, positivism first assumed its distinctive
features in the work of Comte, who also named and systematized the science of sociology.
It then developed through several stages known by various names, such as
empiriocriticism, logical positivism, and logical empiricism, finally merging, in the mid-
20th century, into the already existing tradition known as analytic philosophy.

The basic affirmations of positivism are (1) that all knowledge regarding matters of fact is
based on the “positive” data of experience and (2) that beyond the realm of fact is that of
pure logic and pure mathematics. Those two disciplines were already recognized by the
18th-century Scottish empiricist and skeptic David Hume as concerned merely with the
“relations of ideas,” and, in a later phase of positivism, they were classified as purely
formal sciences. On the negative and critical side, the positivists became noted for their
repudiation of metaphysics—i.e., of speculation regarding the nature of reality that
radically goes beyond any possible evidence that could either support or refute such
“transcendent” knowledge claims. In its basic ideological posture, positivism is thus




worldly, secular, antitheological, and antimetaphysical. Strict adherence to the testimony
of observation and experience is the all-important imperative of positivism. That
imperative =~ was reflected also in the contributions by positivists
to ethics and moral philosophy, which were generally utilitarian to the extent that
something like “the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people” was
their ethical maxim. It is notable, in this connection, that Comte was the founder of a
short-lived religion, in which the object of worship was not the deity of the monotheistic
faiths but humanity.

There are distinct anticipations of positivism in ancient philosophy. Although the
relationship of Protagoras—a 5th-century-BCE Sophist—for example, to later positivistic
thought was only a distant one, there was a much more pronounced similarity in the
classical skeptic Sextus Empiricus, who lived at the turn of the 3rd century CE, and

in Pierre Bayle, his 17th-century reviver. Moreover, the medieval nominalist William of
Ockham had clear affinities with modern positivism. An 18th-century forerunner who
had much in common with the positivistic antimetaphysics of the following century was
the German thinker Georg Lichtenberg.

Georg Christoph Lichtenberg
Georg Christoph Lichtenberg, statue in Gottingen, Germany.

The proximate roots of positivism, however, clearly lie in the French Enlightenment,
which stressed the clear light of reason, and in 18th-century British empiricism,
particularly that of Hume and of Bishop George Berkeley, which stressed the role of sense
experience. Comte was influenced specifically by the
Enlightenment Encyclopaedists (such as Denis Diderot, Jean d’Alembert, and others)




and, especially in his social thinking, was decisively influenced by the founder of
French socialism, Claude-Henri, comte de Saint-Simon, whose disciple he had been in his
early years and from whom the very designation positivism stems.

The social positivism of Comte and Mill

Comte’s positivism was posited on the assertion of a so-called law of the three phases (or
stages) of intellectual development. There is a parallel, as Comte saw it, between the
evolution of thought patterns in the entire history of humankind, on the one hand, and in
the history of an individual’s development from infancy to adulthood, on the other. In the
first, or so-called theological, stage, natural phenomena are explained as the results of
supernatural or divine powers. It matters not whether
the religion is polytheistic or monotheistic; in either case, miraculous powers or wills are
believed to produce the observed events. This stage was criticized by Comte
as anthropomorphic—i.e., as resting on all-too-human analogies. Generally, animistic
explanations—made in terms of the volitions of soul-like beings operating behind the
appearances—are rejected as primitive projections of unverifiable entities.
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Auguste Comte
Auguste Comte, drawing by Tony Toullion, 19th century; in the Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris.

The second phase, called metaphysical, is in some cases merely a depersonalized
theology: the observable processes of nature are assumed to arise from impersonal
powers, occult qualities, vital forces, or entelechies (internal perfecting principles). In
other instances, the realm of observable facts is considered as an imperfect copy or



imitation of eternal ideas, as in Plato’s metaphysics of pure forms. Again, Comte charged
that no genuine explanations result; questions concerning ultimate reality, first causes,
or absolute beginnings are thus declared to be absolutely unanswerable. The metaphysical
quest can lead only to the conclusion expressed by the German biologist and
physiologist Emil du Bois-Reymond: “Ignoramus et ignorabimus” (Latin: “We are and
shall be ignorant”). It is a deception through verbal devices and the fruitless rendering
of concepts as real things.

The sort of fruitfulness that it lacks can be achieved only in the third phase, the scientific,
or “positive,” phase—hence the title of Comte’s magnum opus: Cours de philosophie
positive (1830—42)—because it claims to be concerned only with positive facts. The task
of the sciences, and of knowledge in general, is to study the facts and regularities of nature
and society and to formulate the regularities as (descriptive) laws; explanations of
phenomena can consist in no more than the subsuming of special cases under general
laws. Humankind reached full maturity of thought only after abandoning the
pseudoexplanations of the theological and metaphysical phases and substituting an
unrestricted adherence to scientific method.

In his three stages Comte combined what he considered to be an account of the historical
order of development with a logical analysis of the leveled structure of the sciences. By
arranging the six basic and pure sciences one upon the other in a pyramid, Comte
prepared the way for logical positivism to “reduce” each level to the one below it. He
placed at the fundamental level the science that does not presuppose any other sciences—
viz., mathematics—and then ordered the levels above it in such a way that each science
depends upon, and makes use of, the sciences below it on the scale: thus, arithmetic and
the theory of numbers are declared to be presuppositions
for geometry and mechanics, astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology (including physiolo
gy), and sociology. Each higher-level science, in turn, adds to the knowledge content of
the science or sciences on the levels below, thus enriching this content by successive
specialization. Psychology, which was not founded as a formal discipline until the late
19th century, was not included in Comte’s system of the sciences. Anticipating some ideas
of 20th-century behaviourism and physicalism, Comte assumed that psychology, such as
it was in his day, should become a branch of biology (especially of brain neurophysiology),
on the one hand, and of sociology, on the other. As the “father” of sociology, Comte
maintained that the social sciences should proceed from observations to general laws,
very much as (in his view) physics and chemistry do. He was skeptical of introspection in
psychology, being convinced that in attending to one’s own mental states, these states
would be irretrievably altered and distorted. In thus insisting on the necessity of objective
observation, he was close to the basic principle of the methodology of 20th-century
behaviourism.

Among Comte’s disciples or sympathizers were Cesare Lombroso, an
Italian psychiatrist and criminologist, and Paul-Emile Littré, J.-E. Renan, and Louis
Weber.

Despite some basic disagreements with Comte, the 19th-century English
philosopher John Stuart Mill, also a logician and economist, must be regarded as one of




the outstanding positivists of his century. In his System of Logic (1843), he developed a
thoroughly empiricist theory of knowledge and of scientific reasoning, going even so far
as to regard logic and mathematics as empirical (though very general) sciences. The
broadly synthetic philosopher Herbert Spencer, author of a doctrine of the “unknowable”
and of a general evolutionary philosophy, was, next to Mill, an outstanding exponent of a
positivistic orientation.

John Stuart Mill

John Stuart Mill, 1884.
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. (Neg. Co. LC-USZ62-76491)

The critical positivism of Mach and
Avenarius

The influences of Hume and of Comte were also manifest in important developments in
German positivism, just prior to World War 1. The outstanding representatives of this
school were Ernst Mach—a philosophical critic of the physics of Isaac Newton, an original
thinker as a physicist, and a historian of mechanics, thermodynamics, and optics—
and Richard Avenarius, founder of a philosophy known as empiriocriticism.

Mach, in the introductory chapter of his book Beitrdge zur Analyse der
Empfindungen (1886; Contributions to the Analysis of the Sensations), reviving Humean




antimetaphysics, = contended that all factual knowledge consists of
a conceptual organization and elaboration of what is given in the elements—i.e., in
the data of immediate experience. Very much in keeping with the spirit of Comte,
he repudiated the transcendental idealism of Immanuel Kant. For Mach, the most
objectionable feature in Kant’s philosophy was the doctrine of the Dinge an sich—i.e., of
the “thing in itself”—the ultimate entities underlying phenomena, which Kant had
declared to be absolutely unknowable though they must nevertheless be conceived as
partial causes of human perceptions. By contrast, Hermann von Helmholtz, a wide-
ranging scientist and philosopher and one of the great minds of the 19th century, held
that the theoretical entities of physics are, precisely, the things-in-themselves—a view
which, though generally empiricist, was thus clearly opposed to positivist doctrine.
Theories and theoretical concepts, according to positivist understanding, were merely
instruments of prediction. From one set of observable data, theories formed a bridge over
which the investigator could pass to another set of observable data. Positivists generally
maintained that theories might come and go, whereas the facts of observation and
their empirical regularities constituted a firm ground from which
scientific reasoning could start and to which it must always return in order to test
its validity. In consequence, most positivists were reluctant to call theories true or false
but preferred to consider them merely as more or less useful.

The task of the sciences, as it earlier had been expressed by the German physicist Gustav
Kirchhoff, was the pursuit of a compendious and parsimonious description of observable
phenomena. Concern with first or final causes (see teleology) was to be excluded from the
scientific endeavour as fruitless or hopeless (if not meaningless). Even the notion
of explanation became suspect and was at best taken (as already in Comte) to be no more
than an ordering and connecting of observable facts and events by empirically
ascertainable laws.

Mach and, along with him, Wilhelm Ostwald, the originator of physical chemistry, were
the most prominent opponents of the atomic theory in physics and chemistry. Ostwald
even attempted to derive the basic chemical laws of constant and multiple proportions
without the help of the atomic hypothesis. To the positivist the atom, since it could not be
seen, was to be considered at best a “convenient fiction” and at worst an illegitimate ad
hoc hypothesis. Hans Vaihinger, a subjectivist who called himself an “idealistic
positivist,” pursued the idea of useful fictions to the limit and was convinced that the
concept of the atom, along with the mathematical concepts of the infinite and
the infinitesimal and those of causation, free will, the economic actor, and the like, were
altogether fictitious, some of them even containing internal contradictions.




Tl o
Wilhelm Ostwald
Wilhelm Ostwald working in his home laboratory.
Encyclopadia Britannica, Inc.

The anti-atomistic strand in the thought of the positivists was an
extreme manifestation of their phobia regarding anything unobservable. With the
undeniably great success of the advancing microtheories in physics and chemistry,
however, the positivist ideology was severely criticized, not only by some contemporary
philosophers but also by outstanding scientists. The Austrian Ludwig Boltzmann and the
German Max Planck, for example, both top-ranking theoretical physicists, were in the
forefront of the attack against Mach and Ostwald. Boltzmann and Planck,
outspoken realists, were deeply convinced of the reality of unobservable microparticles,
or microevents, and were clearly impressed with the ever-growing and
converging evidence for the existence of atoms, molecules, quanta, and subatomic
particles. Nevertheless, the basic positivist attitude was tenaciously held by many
scientists, and striking parallels to it appeared in
American pragmatism and instrumentalism. In parts of the work of the
pragmatists Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, and John Dewey, for example, there
is a philosophy of pure experience essentially similar to that of Mach.

Although Richard Avenarius has not become widely known, he too anticipated a good
deal of what the American pragmatists propounded. His positivism, like that of
Mach, comprised a biologically oriented theory of knowledge. From the needs of
organisms in their adaptation to the exigencies of their environment develop the
conceptual tools needed for prediction of future conditions. In Avenarius’s view, the raw




material of the construction of the concepts of common sense and of the sciences,
however, was “the given”—i.e., the data of immediate sensory experience. Just as Mill in
the 19th century considered ordinary physical objects as “permanent possibilities of
sensation,” so Mach and Avenarius construed the concepts pertaining to what humans
commonsensically regard as the objects of the real world as “complexes of sensations.”
Thus, it was maintained that a stone, for example, is no more than a collection of such
sensory qualities as hardness, colour, and mass. The traditional assumption that there
must be an underlying substance that has these properties was repudiated. To the
question “What would be left over if all of the perceptible qualities were stripped (in
thought) away from an observable object?” Mach and Avenarius answered, “Precisely
nothing.” Thus, the concept of substance was declared not only superfluous but
meaningless as well.

In similar fashion, the concept of causation was explicated not as a real operating
principle but as regularity of succession or as functional dependency among observable
or measurable variables. Because these dependencies are not logically necessary, they
are contingent and ascertained by observation, and especially by experimentation
and inductive generalization.

The Newtonian doctrine according to which space and time (see also space-time) are
absolute or substantive realities had been incisively criticized by the 17th-
century rationalist Gottfried Leibniz and was subjected by Mach to even more searching
scrutiny. While Leibniz had already paved the way for the conception of space and time
as exclusively a matter of relations between events, Mach went still further in attacking
the arguments of Newton in favour of a dynamic and absolute space and time. In
particular, the inertial and centrifugal forces that arise in connection with accelerated or
curvilinear motions had been interpreted by Newton as effects of such motions with
respect to a privileged reference medium imagined as an absolute Cartesian mesh system
graphed upon a real space. In a typically positivistic manner, however, Mach found the
idea quite incredible. How, he asked, could an absolutely empty space have such powerful
effects? Mach conjectured that any privileged reference system must be generated not by
an imperceptible grid but by material reality—specifically, by the total mass of
the universe (galaxies and fixed stars), an idea that later served as an important starting
point for Albert Einstein’s general theory of relativity and gravitation.

The positivist theory of knowledge, as proposed by Mach and Avenarius, impressed many
scholars, most notable among whom was probably the leading British logician and
philosopher Bertrand Russell in one of the earlier phases of his thought. In a work
entitled Our Knowledge of the External World (1914), Russell analyzed the concept of
physical objects as comprising classes of (perceptual) aspects or perspectives, an idea that
later stimulated the work of Rudolf Carnap, an outstanding philosophical semanticist and
analyst, entitled Der logische Aufbau der Welt (1928; The Logical Structure of the
World). Mach remained the most influential thinker among positivists for a long time,
though some of his disciples, like Josef Petzoldt, are now largely forgotten. But The
Grammar of Science (1892), written by Karl Pearson, a scientist, statistician, and
philosopher of science, still receives some attention; and in France it was Abel Rey, also a
philosopher of science, who, along the lines of Mach, severely criticized the traditional




mechanistic view of nature. In the United States, John Bernard Stallo, a German-born
American philosopher of science (also an educator, jurist, and statesman), developed a
positivistic outlook, especially in the philosophy of physics, in his book The Concepts and
Theories of Modern Physics (1882), in which he anticipated to a degree some of the
general ideas later formulated in the theory of relativity and in quantum mechanics.
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Bertrand Russell

Bertrand Russell, 1960.

Courtesy of the British Broadcasting Corporation, London

Logical positivism and logical
empiricism

A first generation of 20th-century Viennese positivists began its activities, strongly
influenced by Mach, around 1907. Notable among them were a physicist, Philipp Frank,
mathematicians Hans Hahn and Richard von Mises, and an economist and
sociologist, Otto Neurath. This small group was also active during the 1920s in the Vienna
Circle of logical positivists, aseminal discussion group of gifted scientists and
philosophers that met regularly in Vienna, and in the related Berlin Society for Empirical

Philosophy.




These two schools of thought, destined to develop into an almost worldwide and
controversial movement, were built on the empiricism of Hume, on the positivism
of Comte, and on the philosophy of science of Mach. Equally important influences came
from several eminent figures who were at the same time scientists, mathematicians, and
philosophers—G.F.  Bernhard Riemann, the author of anon-Euclidean
geometry; Hermann von Helmholtz, a pioneer in a broad range of scientific
studies; Heinrich Hertz, the first to produce electromagnetic wavesin his
laboratory; Ludwig Boltzmann, a researcher in statistical mechanics; Henri Poincaré,
equally eminent in mathematics and philosophy of science; and David Hilbert,
distinguished for his formalizing of mathematics. Most significant, however, was the
impact of Einstein, as well as that of the three great mathematical logicians of the late-
19th and early-20th centuries—the groundbreaking Gottlob Frege and the authors of the
monumental Principia Mathematica (1910—13), Russell and Alfred North Whitehead.

The earlier positivism of Viennese heritage

The confluence of ideas from these sources and the impressions that they made upon the
Vienna and Berlin groups in the 1920s gave rise to the philosophical outlook of logical
positivism—a label supplied in 1931 by A.E. Blumberg and the American philosopher of
science Herbert Feigl. The leader of the Vienna Circle between 1924 and 1936 was Moritz
Schlick, who in 1922 succeeded to the chair (previously held by Mach and Boltzmann) for
the philosophy of the inductive sciences at the University of Vienna. By 1924 an evening
discussion group had been formed with Schlick, Neurath, Hans Hahn, Victor Kraft, Kurt
Reidemeister, and Felix Kaufmann as the prominent active participants. The most
important addition to the circle was Carnap, who joined the group in 1926. One of its early
activities was the study and critical discussion of the Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus (1922) of Ludwig Wittgenstein, a seminal thinker in analytic philosophy. It
seemed at the time that the views of Carnap and Wittgenstein, though they had been
formulated and elaborated quite differently, shared a large measure of basic agreement.
Parallel, but not completely independent, developments occurred in the Berlin group, in
which Hans Reichenbach, Richard von Mises, Kurt Grelling, and Walter Dubislav were
the leading figures.




Rudolf Carnap
Rudolf Carnap, 1960.
Courtesy of the University of California, Los Angeles

Both the Vienna and Berlin groups consisted mainly of philosophically interested
scientists or scientifically trained and oriented philosophers. Schlick had already
anticipated some of the basic epistemological tenets of the groups in his Allgemeine
Erkenntnislehre (1918; General Theory of Knowledge). But the philosophical outlook
was sharpened and deepened when, in the late 1920s, the Viennese positivists published
a  pamphlet, Wissenschaftliche = Weltauffassung: = Der  Wiener  Kreis (1929;
“Scientific Conception of the World: The Vienna Circle”), which was to be their
declaration of independence from traditional philosophy—and, in the minds of its authors
(Carnap, Hahn, and Neurath, aided by Friedrich Waismann and Feigl), a “philosophy to
end all philosophies.”

Language and the clarification of meaning

The basic ideas of logical positivism were roughly as follows: the genuine task of
philosophy is to clarify the meanings of basic concepts and assertions (especially those of
science)—and not to attempt to answer unanswerable questions such as those regarding
the nature of ultimate reality or of the Absolute. Inasmuch as an extremely
ambitious Hegelian type of metaphysics, idealistic and absolutist in orientation, was still
prevalent in the German-speaking countries, there were many who believed that




the antidote was urgently needed. Moreover, the logical positivists also had
only contempt and ridicule for the ideas of the German existentialist Martin Heidegger,
whose investigations of such questions as “Why is there anything at all?” and “Why is
what there is, the way it is?” and whose pronouncements about Nothingness (e.g., “the
Nothing nots”) seemed to them to be not only sterile but so confused as to be nonsensical.
The logical positivists viewed metaphysics as a hopelessly futile way of trying to do what
great art, and especially poetry and music, already do so effectively and successfully.
These activities, they held, are expressions of visions, feelings, and emotions and, as such,
are perfectly legitimate as long as they make no claims to genuine cognition or
representation of reality. What logical positivism recommended positively, on the other
hand, was a logic and methodology of the basic assumptions and of the validation
procedures of knowledge and of evaluation.

An adequate understanding of the functions of language and of the various types of
meaning was another of the fundamentally important contributions of the logical
positivists. Communication and language serve many diverse purposes: one is the
representation of facts, or of the regularities in nature and society; another is the
conveying of imagery, the expression and arousal of emotions; a third is the triggering,
guidance, or modification of actions. Thus, they distinguished cognitive-factual meaning
from expressive and evocative (or emotive) significance in words and sentences. It was
granted that in most utterances of everyday life (and even of science), these two types of
meaning are combined or fused. What the logical positivists insisted upon, however, was
that the emotive type of expression and appeal should not be mistaken for one having
genuinely cognitive meanings. In such expressions as moral imperatives, admonitions,
and exhortations there is, of course, a factually significant core—viz., regarding the (likely)
consequences of various actions. But the normative element—expressed by such words
as ought, should, right, and their negations (as in “Thou shalt not....”)—is by itself not
cognitively meaningful but has primarily emotional and motivative significance.

Early statements about moral-value judgments, such as those by Carnap or by A.J. Ayer,
a more radical British positivist, seemed shocking to many philosophers, to whom it
seemed that, in their careless formulation, moral norms were to be treated like
expressions of taste. Equally shocking was their condemnation as nonsense (really non-
sense—i.e., complete absence of factual meaning) of all moral, aesthetic,
and metaphysical assertions. More adequate and delicate analyses, such as that of the
American positivist Charles Stevenson, were soon to correct and modify those extremes.
By proper allocation of the cognitive and the normative (motivative) components of value
statements, many thinkers rendered the originally harsh and implausible positivist view
of value judgments more acceptable. Nevertheless, there is—in every positivistic view—
an ineluctable element of basic, noncognitive commitment in the acceptance of moral, or
even of aesthetic, norms.
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A.J. Ayer
Sir A.J. Ayer, late 1980s.

The verifiability criterion of meaning
and its offshoots

The most noteworthy, and also most controversial, contribution of the logical positivists
was the so-called verifiability criterion of factual meaningfulness. In its original form,
this criterion had much in common with the earlier pragmatist analysis of meaning (as in
the work of Peirce and James). Schlick’s rather careless formulation, “The meaning of a
[declarative sentence] is the method of its verification”—which was really intended only
to exclude from the realm of the cognitively meaningful those sentences for which it is
logically inconceivable that either supporting or refuting evidence can be found—was
close to the pragmatist and, later, to the operationalist slogan that may be paraphrased as
“A difference must make a difference in order to be a difference”—or (more fully
explicated) “Only if there is a difference in principle, open to test by observation, between
the affirmation and the denial of a given assertion does that assertion have factual
meaning.” To take the classic example from Hume’s analysis of the concept of causation,
there is no difference between saying “Ais always followed by B” and saying “Ais
necessarily always followed by B.” That all effects have causes is true by virtue of the
(customary) definitions of cause and effect; it is a purely formal or logical truth. But to
say (instead of speaking of effects) that all events have causes is to say something factual —
and conceivably false. (It should be noted that these rather crude uses
of cause and necessity were later replaced by much more subtle analyses.)




One of the most important examples that stimulated the formulation of the meaning
criterion was Einstein’s abandonment, in 1905, of the ether hypothesis and of the notion
of absolute simultaneity. The hypothesis that there exists a universal ether, as a medium
for the propagation of light (and of electromagnetic waves generally), had been quite
plausible and was widely accepted by physicists during the second half of the 19th century.
To be sure, there were a number of serious difficulties with the idea: the properties that
had to be ascribed to the ether were difficult to conceive in a logically compatible manner;
and the ether hypothesis in the last stage of its development (by the Dutch
physicist Hendrik Lorentz and the Irish physicist George Fitzgerald) had become
objectionable in that it sought to provide excuses for the absolute unobservability of that
mysterious, allegedly all-pervasive, universal substance. Similarly, it had become
impossible, except at the price of intolerably ad hoc hypotheses, to maintain the notions
of absolute time and of absolute simultaneity. Thus, Einstein, by eliminating these
empirically untestable assumptions, was led to his special theory of relativity.

Several important changes in the formulation of the meaning criterion took place in the
ensuing decades from 1930 to 1960. The original version formulated in terms of
verifiability was replaced by a more tolerant version expressed in terms of testability or
confirmability. Obviously, universal propositions, such as “All cats have claws,” being only
partially supportable by positive instances (one cannot examine every cat that exists), are
not conclusively verifiable. Nevertheless, scientists do accept lawlike statements on the
basis of only incomplete, as well as indirect, verification—which is what “confirmation”
amounts to. It was in coming to this juncture in his critique of positivism that Karl
Popper, an Austrian-born British philosopher of science, in his Logik der
Forschung (1935; The Logic of Scientific Discovery), insisted that the meaning criterion
should be abandoned and replaced by a criterion of demarcation
between empirical (scientific) and transempirical (nonscientific, metaphysical) questions
and answers—a criterion that, according to Popper, is to be testability, or, in his own
version, falsifiability—i.e., refutability. Popper was impressed by how easy it is to
supposedly verify all sorts of assertions; those of psychoanalytic theories seemed to him
to be abhorrent examples. But the decisive feature, as Popper saw it, should be whether it
is in principle conceivable that evidence could be cited that would refute (or disconfirm)
a given law, hypothesis, or theory. Theories are (often) bold conjectures. It is true that
scientists should be encouraged in their construction of theories, no matter how far they
deviate from the tradition. It is also true, however, that all such conjectures should be
subjected to the most severe and searching criticism and experimental scrutiny of their
truth claims. The growth of knowledge thus proceeds through the elimination of error—
i.e., through the refutation of hypotheses that are either logically inconsistent or entail
empirically refuted consequences.

Despite valuable suggestions in Popper’s philosophy of science, the logical positivists and
empiricists continued to reformulate their criteria of factual meaningfulness. The
positivist Hans Reichenbach, who emigrated from Germany to California, proposed, in
his Experience and Prediction (1938), a probabilistic conception. If hypotheses,
generalizations, and theories can be made more or less probable by whatever evidence is
available, he argued, then they are factually meaningful. In another version of
meaningfulness, first adumbrated by Schlick (under the influence of Wittgenstein), the




philosopher’s attention is focused on concepts rather than on propositions. If the concepts
in terms of which theories are formulated can be related, through chains of definitions, to
concepts that are definable ostensibly—i.e., by pointing to or exhibiting items or aspects
of direct experience—then those theories are factually meaningful. This is the version also
advocated by Richard von Misesin his Positivism (1951) and later more
technically elaborated by Carnap.

Other issues

The foregoing views of meaningfulness were essentially refinements of the doctrine of so-
called protocol sentences, developed in the late 1920s and early 1930s and elaborated
especially by Carnap, Neurath, and also (with some differences)
by Schlick. Protocol sentences, originally conceived along the lines of an interpretation—
developed in the Vienna Circle—of Wittgenstein’s elementary propositions, were
identified as those sentences that make statements about the data of direct experience.
But Neurath—and independently also Popper—warned of the danger that this doctrine
might lead to subjective idealism and recommended that it be given a rational
reconstruction on an intersubjective basis. Thus, Neurath and Carnap preferred that
a physicalistic thing-language be employed as the starting point and testing ground of all
knowledge claims. Propositions in this language would describe objectively existing,
directly observable states of affairs or events. Because all objective and intersubjective
knowledge was seen, in such a physicalism, to rest on statements representing things and
their properties, relations, and ongoing processes as they are found in unbiased, and
presumedly theory-free, observation, the physicalists were thus proclaiming a first thesis
of the so-called Unity of Science principle. Although Mach had proceeded from the basis
of (neutral) immediate experience, his insistence on the unity of all knowledge and all
science was retained—at least in general spirit—by the later positivists. In this view, all
classifications of the sciences, or divisions of their subject matter, were seen as artificial,
valuable at best only administratively, but without philosophical justification.

Sharply to be distinguished from this first thesis of the Unity of Science is a second that
formulates a reductionism of a very different type: whereas the first thesis concerns the
unity of the observational basis of all the sciences, the second proposes (tentatively) a
unity of the explanatory principles of science. Reductions within physics itself, such as
that of thermodynamics to the kinetic theory of heat (statistical mechanics), of optics
to electromagnetics, and of chemical phenomena, with the help of the quantum theory, to
atomic and molecular processes; and, furthermore, the progress toward the
physical explanation of biological phenomena (especially in the development
of molecular biology)—all of those developments encouraged the idea of a unitary set of
physical premises from which the regularities of all of reality could be derived. But it must
be admitted that in contrast to the first thesis (which, by comparison is almost trivial), the
second, being a bold conjecture about future reductions in the sciences, was arguably
limited in the scope of itsvalidity. The most controversial part of the
reductionist ideology, however, concerned the realms of organic life, and especially that
of mind; it concerned, in other words, the reducibility of biology
to physics and chemistry and of psychology to neurophysiology—and of both ultimately




to basic physics. Later in the 20th century, many philosophers of science and of mind
came to regard reductionism in such an extreme form as misguided.

Historically, it may be plausible that the notorious perplexities of the traditional problem
of how mind relates to body motivated both the phenomenalistic positivists as well as the
behaviourists and physicalists. In either view, the mind-body problem conveniently
disappears; it is branded as a metaphysical pseudoproblem. The phenomenalism of Mach
and the early Russell was expressed in a position called neutral monism, according to
which both psychological and physical concepts are viewed as logical constructions on the
basis of a neutral set of data of immediate experience. There are thus not two realities—
the mental and the physical; there are merely different ways of organizing the experiential
data. In the behaviourist-physicalist alternative, on the other hand, the philosopher,
considering the concepts that are ordinarily taken to characterize private mental acts and
processes, defines them on the basis of publicly (intersubjectively) observable features of
the behaviour—including the linguistic behaviour—of humans.

The notion of the absolute privacy of mental events was first criticized, however, by
Carnap and later by an Oxford analytical philosopher, Gilbert Ryle. Wittgenstein, in an
argument against the very possibility of a private language, maintained that, unless
humans have objective criteria for the occurrence of mental states, they cannot even begin
to communicate meaningfully with each other about their direct experiences.
Wittgenstein thus repudiated the traditional view according to which one’s knowledge
of other persons’ minds must be based on an analogical inference from one’s own case. In
a similar vein, the American psychologist B.F. Skinner tried to account for the acquisition
of subjective terms in language by a theory of verbal behaviour. People learn to describe
their mental states, according to Skinner, from the utterances of others who ascribe those
states to them on the basis of observations of their behaviour (e.g., in the social context or
when a certain stimulus situation prevails in their environment).

Both Carnap and Ryle emphasized that many mental features or properties have a
dispositional character. Dispositional terms, whether used in psychology or more broadly,
have to be understood as shorthand expressions for test conditions—or test-result
conditionals. Thus, even in ordinary life, one appraises, for example, the intelligence of
people in the light of what they do, how they do it, and how fast they do it when confronted
with various tasks or problems. Just as such physical properties as malleability,
brittleness, or electrical or thermal conductivity must be defined in terms of what
happens when certain conditions are imposed, so also mental dispositions are to be
construed as similarly hypothetical—i.e., as (in the simplest case) stimulus-response
relationships.

The later positivism of logical
empiricism

Logical positivism, essentially the doctrine of the Vienna Circle, underwent a number of
important changes and innovations in the middle third of the century, which suggested
the need for a new name. The designation positivism had been strongly connected with



the Comte-Mach tradition of instrumentalism and phenomenalism. The emphasis that
this tradition had placed, however, on the positive facts of observation and their negative
attitude toward the atomic theory and the existence of theoretical entities in general were
no longer in keeping with the spirit of modern science. Nevertheless, the requirement
that hypotheses and theories be empirically testable, though it became more flexible and
tolerant, could not be relinquished. It was natural, then, that the word empiricism should
occur in any new name. Accordingly, retaining the term logical in roughly its same earlier
meaning, the new name “logical empiricism” was coined.

The status of the formal and a priori

The intention of the word logicalwas to insist on the distinctive nature
of logical and mathematical truth. In opposition to Mill’s view, according to which
even logic and pure mathematics are empirical (i.e., are justifiable or refutable by
observation), the logical positivists—essentially following Frege and Russell —had already
declared mathematics to be true only by virtue of postulates and definitions. Expressed
in the traditional terms used by Kant, logic and mathematics were recognized as a
priori disciplines (valid independently of experience) precisely because their denial would
amount to a self-contradiction, and statements within these disciplines were expressed in
what Kant called analytic propositions—i.e., propositions that are true or false only by
virtue of the meanings of the terms they contain. In his own way, Leibniz had adopted the
same view in the 17th century, long before Kant. The truth of such a
simple arithmetical proposition as, for example, “2 + 3 = 5” is necessary, universal, a
priori, and analytic because of the very meaning of “2,” “+,” “3,” “5,” and “=.” Experience
could not possibly refute such truths because their validity is established (as Hume said)
merely by the “relation of ideas.” Even if—“miraculously”—putting two and three objects
together should on some occasion yield six objects, this would be a fascinating feature of
those objects, but it would not in the least tend to refute the purely definitional truths of
arithmetic.

The case of geometry is altogether different. Geometry can be either an empirical science
of natural space or an abstract system with uninterpreted basic concepts and
uninterpreted postulates. The latter is the conception introduced in rigorous fashion
by David Hilbert and later by an American geometer, Oswald Veblen. In the
axiomatizations that they developed, the basic concepts, called primitives, are implicitly
defined by the postulates: thus, such concepts as point, straight line, intersection,
betweenness, and plane are related to each other in a merely formal manner. The proof
of theorems from postulates, and with explicit definitions of derived concepts (such as of
triangle, polygon, circle, or conic section), is achieved by strict deductive inference. Very
different, however, is geometry as understood in practical life, and in the natural sciences
and technologies, in which it constitutes the science of space. Ever since the development
of the non-Euclidean geometries in the first half of the 19th century, it has no longer been
taken for granted that Euclidean geometry is the only geometry uniquely applicable to the
spatial order of physical objects or events. In Einstein’s general theory of relativity and
gravitation, in fact, a four-dimensional Riemannian geometry with variable curvature
was successfully employed, an event that amounted to a final refutation of the
Kantian contention that the truths of geometry are “synthetic a priori.” With respect to




the relation of postulates to theorems, geometry is thus analytic, like any other rigorously
deductive discipline. The postulates themselves, when interpreted—i.e., when construed
as statements about the structure of physical space—are indeed synthetic but also a
posteriori; i.e., their adequacy depends upon the results of observation and measurement.

Developments in linquistic analysis and their offshoots

Important contributions, beginning in the early 1930s, were made by Carnap, by the
Austrian-American mathematical logician Kurt Godel, and others to the logical analysis
of language. Charles Morris, a pragmatist concerned with linguistic analysis, had outlined
the three dimensions of semiotics (the general study of signs and
symbolisms): syntax, semantics, and pragmatics (the relation of signs to their users and
to the conditions of their use). Syntactical studies, concerned with the formation
and transformation rules of language (i.e., its purely structural features), soon required
supplementation by semantical studies, concerned with rules of designation and of truth.
Semantics, in the strictly formalized sense, owed its origin to Alfred Tarski, a leading
member of the Polish school of logicians, and was then developed by Carnap and applied
to problems of meaning and necessity. As Wittgenstein had already shown, the necessary
truth of tautologies simply amounts to their being true under all conceivable
circumstances. Thus, the so-called eternal verity of the principles of identity (pis
equivalent to itself), of noncontradiction (one cannot both assert and deny the same
proposition), and of excluded middle (any given proposition is either true or false; there
is no further possibility) is an obvious consequence of the rules according to which the
philosopher uses (or decides to use) the
words proposition, negation, equivalence, conjunction, disjunction, and others. Quite
generally, questions regarding the meanings of words or symbols are answered most
illuminatingly by stating the syntactical and the semantical rules according to which they
are used.

Two different schools of thought originated from this basic insight: (1) the philosophy
of “ordinary language” analysis—inspired by Wittgenstein, especially in his later work,
and (following him) developed in differing directions by Ryle, J.L. Austin, John Wisdom,
and others, and (2) the technique, essentially that of Carnap, usually designated as logical
reconstruction, which builds up an artificial language. In the procedures of ordinary-
language analysis, an attempt is made to trace the ways in which people commonly
express themselves. In this manner, many of the traditional vexatious philosophical
puzzles and perplexities are shown to arise out of theoretically-driven misuses or
distortions of language. (Lewis Carroll had already anticipated some of these oddities in
his whimsical manner in Alice in Wonderland [1865; 1871].) The much more rigorous
procedures of the second school—of Tarski, Carnap, and many other logicians—rest upon
the obvious distinction between the language (and all of its various symbols) that is the
object of analysis, called the object language, and that in which the analysis is formulated,
called the metalanguage. If needed and fruitful, the analysis can be repeated—in that
the erstwhile metalanguage can become the object of a metametalanguage and so on—
without the danger of a vicious infinite regress.




With the help of semantic concepts, an old perplexity in the theory of knowledge can then
be resolved. Positivists have often tended to conflate the truth conditions of a statement
with its confirming evidence, a procedure which has led to certain absurdities committed
by phenomenalists and operationalists, such as the pronouncement that the meanings of
statements about past events consist in their (forthcoming future) evidence. Clearly, the
objects—the targets or referents—of such statements are the past events. Thus, the
meaning of a historical statement is its truth conditions—i.e., the situation that would
have to obtain if the historical statement is to be true. The confirmatory evidence,
however, may be discovered either in the present or in the future. Similarly, the evidence
for an existential hypothesis in the sciences may consist, for example, in cloud-chamber
tracks, spectral lines, or the like, whereas the truth conditions may relate to subatomic
processes or to astrophysical facts. Or, to take an example from psychoanalysis, the
occurrences of unconscious wishes or conflicts are the truth conditions for which the
observable symptoms (Freudian lapses, manifest dream contents, and the like) serve
merely as indicators or clues—i.e., as items of confirming evidence.

The third dimension of language (in Morris’s view of semiotic)—i.e.,
the pragmatic aspect—was intensively investigated by Austin and his students,
notably John Searle, and extensively developed from the 1960s by philosophers and
linguists, including Searle, H.P. Grice, Robert Stalnaker, David Kaplan, Kent Bach, Gerald
Levinson, and Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson. (See alsolanguage, philosophy
of: Ordinary language philosophy, and Practical and expressive language.)

One of the most surprising and revolutionary offshoots of the metalinguistic (formal)
analyses was Godel’s discovery, in 1931, of an exact proof of the undecidability of certain
types of mathematical problems, a discovery that dealt a severe blow to the expectations
of the formalistic school of mathematics championed by Hilbert and his
collaborator, Paul Bernays. Before Godel’s discovery, it had seemed plausible that a
mathematical system could be complete in the sense that any well-formed formula of the
system could be either proved or disproved on the basis of the given set of postulates. But
Godel showed rigorously (what had been only a conjecture on the part of the
Dutch intuitionist L.E.J. Brouwer and his followers) that, for a large class of important
mathematical systems, such completeness cannot be achieved.

Kurt Godel



Kurt Godel, 1950. Princeton, NJ, USA

Both Carnap and Reichenbach, in their very different ways, made extensive contributions
to the theory of probability and induction. Impressed with the need for an interpretation
of the concept of probability that was thoroughly empirical, Reichenbach elaborated a
view that conceived probability as a limit of relative frequency and buttressed it with a
pragmatic justification of inductive inference. Carnap granted the importance of this
concept (especially in modern physical theories) but attempted, in increasingly refined
and often revised forms, to define a concept of degree-of-confirmation that was purely
logical. Statements ascribing an inductive probability to a hypothesis are, in Carnap’s
view, analytic, because they merely formulate the strength of the support bestowed upon
a hypothesis by a given body of evidence.

Criticisms and controversies

Logical positivism and logical empiricism were from their very beginnings subjected to
searching criticisms. At first it was the verifiability criterion of meaningfulness that
produced a storm of opposition. One group of critics asked whether the criterion was
meaningful in the light of its own standard. Carnap replied that the criterion itself was
not intended as a factual assertion but rather as a proposal for a better and clearer use of
language. Nevertheless, the logical empiricists felt that the (tolerant-liberal) formulation
of the meaning criterion—far from being an arbitrary injunction—came rather close to
what enlightened common sense, and especially the scientific attitude, intended by the
difference between sense and non-sense.

Other criticisms concerned the logical empiricist views regarding the nature of
scientific explanation, in regard to which matters are not as simple as they were originally
conceived to be. Closer attention to the history of scientific theories revealed important
discontinuities, or revolutions, in the conceptual schemes of the sciences. The significant
role of statistical (or probabilistic) explanations in most modern sciences, for example,
received increasingly sophisticated analyses.

Nevertheless, the prevalence of scientific revolutions and anarchism or subjectivism
in scientific method has been exaggerated in differing ways by several scholars. As has
been conceded by all competent philosophers of science and even by the greatest scientist-
philosophers of the 20th century—Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, Erwin Schrodinger, and
others—there is no straight logical path, no standard recipe, by which to move from
observational data to scientific theory. It may also be admitted that, though scientific
creativity has psychologically much in common with artistic creation, the criteria of
appraisal are certainly quite different. And, although, from the critical point of view, all
and any scientific assertions are in principle subject to revision, it is nonetheless felt to be
grotesque to deny the relative stability of the empirical laws that serve as the testing
ground of alternative theories.

unified science, in the philosophy of logical positivism, a doctrine holding that all
sciences share the same language, laws, and method or at least one or two of these
features. A unity-of-science movement arose in the Vienna Circle, a group of scientists
and philosophers that met regularly in Vienna in the 1920s and ’30s and was associated




in particular with Rudolf Carnap and Otto Neurath. Versions of the unity-of-science
thesis are still supported by many contemporary philosophers of science.

The claim that all sciences share a common language may mean one of two things: (1) For
the logical positivist, the claim often meant that all scientific terms could be restated as,
or reduced to, a set of basic statements, or “protocol” sentences, describing immediate

experience or perception. (2) More recently, unity of language has meant the reduction of
all scientific terms to terms of physics.
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Abstract

As a psychologist who has conducted research interviews in a foreign language
setting I have found that the methodological literature does not provide needed
insights on how to tackle the issue of interpreters and the following article is an
attempt to untangle some of the methodological and theoretical concerns this situation
entails. The starting point of analysis is the qualitative research interview and
discusses what the methodological challenges and theoretical opportunities data

gathering through interviews with the help of interpreters might entail.

Keywords: Translation, interpretation, mediation, discourse, interviews, Bosnia-

Herzegovina, sexual violence in armed conflict (SVAC)



Introduction

“How would you like my story to be told?” asks my interviewee in English. I am in
Bosnia-Herzegovina (hereafter: Bosnia) doing interviews with women survivors of
sexual violence in armed conflicts (hereafter: SVAC). They have varied proficiency in
English and my Bosnian language skills are below par. My interviewee looks at my
interpreter who again looks at me like a question mark. We thought the woman did
not speak English at all, but it soon turns out that this is close to the only English
sentence she knows. She has been interviewed by many internationals before. She
quickly continues to explain to the interpreter about the various options for how she
can narrate her war trauma story which is the subject of my research. The interpreter
conveys the options to me, and explains that her sense is that the interviewees would
like to avoid narrating details about the trauma again. I respond, and say that we can
start after the trauma, and the interpreter explains back in Bosnian. The interviewee
accepts, nods to me and I turn on the recorder to start the interview.

Who is the interpreter in this setting; a mere translator of words; an interpreter of the
social setting; or, a research mediator between researcher and interviewee? Further,
why is there such a lack of writing of the role of interpreters within psychological and
social science scholarship? And, what does the positioning of the interpreter do to the
conceptualization of the interview data? These questions will be explored in the
following by asking how to interpret the interpreter and what the navigation between

translation, interpretation and mediation might entail.

Field work experiences in Bosnia as a Bosnian illiterate

The immediate background for this article is my own fieldwork, and experiences with
interpreters, in Bosnia as a Bosnian illiterate; meaning I did not speak nor read the
language where I did my research. The field work took place in connection with
different research projects on different themes, but the major bulk was a study to map
the after-math of SVAC experiences on individual victims, their families and
communities through a series of interviews, field visits and participant observation at
psychosocial centers for war trauma survivors'. This field work consisted of five trips
in 2001 — 2002. Other projects were focused on changing norms (of gender equality)
and political perceptions linked to Bosnia’s efforts towards gaining EU applicant
status and again the dyadic and focus group interview was the main methodological

approach. This field work consisted of five trips from 2007 — 2015. All dyadic

! For a full elaboration of the studies see Skjelsbak (2012)



interviews were carried out with interpreters.? I have used different interpreters, all
local women® from different places in Bosnia. One was a professional interpreter who
worked for the international community in Bosnia; the others had worked as
interpreters for different representatives for the international community during the
1992-95 war in Bosnia but no longer worked professionally as interpreters
Throughout these studies I was engaged in what Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p.
31) would describe as research focused on the cultural, every day and situated aspects
of human thinking, learning, knowledge and actions. In plain terms, this meant that I
was interested in mapping out how victimization and survival, norm changes and
political perceptions of particular war experiences was seen and understood by those
affected, and their surroundings. I aimed to do this in a linguistic and cultural setting
that was foreign to me. I aimed to do this, not as an anthropologist who would aim to
go native and create knowledge from within the culture under study, but as a
psychologist aiming to increase understanding for the cultural complexities involved
in the individual and societal dealing with a particular forms of war experiences and

their personal, social and political implications.

Interviews, language and culture

In both the quantitative and qualitative methodological literature in psychology the
research interview is central (see for instance Lewin, 1979; Smith 2003). Approaches
(such as focus groups, dyadic, face-to-face and phone/electronic interviews) vary as
well as the ways in which interviews are structured (such as open, semi-structured,
structured) and interpreted (how the data gathered from the interviews are analyzed
and understood). A central notion in the methodological literature is an in-built
assumption that the interviewee and the researcher share a common language. This

assumption often results in research interviews taking place in language areas where

2 The SVAC data consisted mainly of interviews with three primary categories of informants: therapists
(psychological, pedagogical, and occupational) in Bosnia who have worked with women subject to
violence (in war and afterwards); women who have been traumatized during the war (loss of family
members and home, torture and sexual violence) and have received therapy; and gender-mixed but
ethnically homogenous focus groups. The gender norm and political perception data consisted of
interviews with central stakeholders in civil society.

3 Since my major data collection was linked to SVAC experiences and all interviewees were women it

was important to have women interpreters.



interviewer and interviewee share the same linguistic background. This effect ought to
be a concern for qualitative research in social, political, cultural and community
psychology. The aim is this field is, on an overly simplistic level, to contextualize
individual and group experiences and dynamics within different social, cultural and
political settings, where cross-linguistic issues might need to be tackled in research
interview settings. To be able to work in these settings the researcher must often rely
on interlocutors such as field assistants, fixers and interpreters before during and after
an interview. Without these helpers the researcher is an outsider with limited
resources for interaction with research subjects. The centrality of the interpreter is

therefore in dire need of analysis and this article is an attempt at such an undertaking.

Translation

The major task of an interpreter is to translate words between researcher and
interviewee. It might seem straightforward, but this role begs two important questions;
what are contextual factors that impact translation of words and what sort of language

is the translated interview data? Consider the following situation:

My translator and I drive up a steep hill and enter a house which is partly destroyed
by war and decay. It is getting dark and the half-functional apartment building seems
deserted. But as we enter the building we see light and hear children playing. We look
for the right number on the door and when we find it my translator knocks and we
hear a voice from the inside wishing us welcome. We come into a one room apartment
with a woman in her 30s who looks tired and exhausted. The room is small, dark and
cold. Her son who is about early school age is sitting on the floor and her older
mother is sitting on the couch. We are there to interview the young mother about her
war trauma, but her mother has nowhere to go and the son is not leaving either. 1
quickly understand that interview guide with questions about sexual violence survival
will not work; the son may very well be a result of war-rape and the mother of the
interviewee may not know about the fate of her daughter. We had been told that the
woman was raped and was willing to talk, but we did not know that her closest family
would be present at the interview. I have to surrender to my translator’s wisdom to
find the right words to talk about war trauma in a way that is possible without
disclosing more than the interviewee is comfortable with in the setting. The original
words carefully chosen by me in the interviews guide were of no use.

What kind of data could such an interview setting produce? What kind of access could
I claim to have of the interviewee’s everyday experiences and narration of war-

traumas? I found the methodological literature I had studied was not very helpful.



From Neutral to Engaged

The social science methodological literature — and the psychological methodological
literature, in particular — provide numerous accounts of how interviews should be
carried out in order to obtain the most reliable and valid data. In any given setting,
interviews fall under what Robson (1993, p. 227) calls self-reporting techniques, and
the assumption is that the less influence the interviewer has on an interviewee’s
thoughts and reflections, the more accurate such self-reporting will be. ‘The reliability
and validity of an interview depend largely on the skill of the interviewer’, argues
Lewin ([1979] 1987, p. 230), adding that ‘if the interviewer is clumsy and tactless the
respondent will say little’. If we adapt this line of thinking to the case of a field
interview in a foreign-language setting with a interpreter, logic suggests that similar
requirements need to be made of the interpreter — that is, the interpreter should be
tactful, skillful, and, above all, ‘invisible’. Kapborg & Berterd (2002) even ask
whether the interpreter in the qualitative interview threatens validity. Much of the
existing literature argues that interpreters are inherently problematic. But can the
scholarly field of psychology limit itself only to research in settings which are
linguistically and culturally known to the researcher? I believe that this would be a
great misfortune for the field.

In my situation described above, should I simply have discarded the interview
and deemed it invalid? When I discovered that it would be difficult to interview
directly on the topic at hand I could have left, but it did not seem appropriate. The
woman had agreed to meet me and she had something to tell. Further, had I insisted
on neutrality on the part of my translator and myself and stuck to my interview guide
to ensure equality across interview settings I would have compromised the situation
for the interviewee and I would have violated basic ethical standards. Rather than
making the translator invisible I found myself in a situation where I had to do the
complete opposite; namely to rely on the translator not only to navigate sensitive
translation between me as researcher and the interviewee, but also to assess what
kinds of questions I could ask, i.e. which words I could choose and how they would
be appropriate in the given setting. Words such as “sexual violence”, “rape”,
“perpetrator” and “victim” had to be replaced because they would be too revealing for
the interviewee. At the blink of a moment I had to improvise my own research guide
and rely on my interpreter ability to improvise with me; words had to be rephrased not

only in my English communication with my interpreter but also in her careful



translation to Bosnian. When we were formulating questions she would ask me if she
could use for instance the word survivor instead of victim, if she could use war hero
instead of disappeared husband and so on. Fortunately, the interpreter had been in this
situation many times before because she worked at a psychosocial center for war
survivors so she knew how to handle the setting and which carefully selected words to
avoid in the conversation. My credibility as a researcher both academically and
ethically rested on my interpreter’s ability to find the most appropriate words in the
interview setting. This co-improvising is also determined by good training and
communication in the pre-interview phase, which will be discussed in the section on
mediation. But, given that contextual factors impacts the choice of words, how can the
translated language be understood? What sort of insights can the researcher claim to

have through translated, i.e. filtered, language?

Lost in Translation and Language
In my SVAC research several situations were sensitive like the one described above,
but the majority of the dyadic interviews were not with others present beyond
researcher, interviewee and translator. Still tact, sensitivity and attentiveness to
language were key, within a myriad of different languages. My native tongue is
Norwegian, the translators’ and interviewees’ native language was Bosnian, but the
translated interview text and conversation was in English (this was also the case for
the other research projects). Attempting then to do a discourse analysis of SVAC
victimhood and survival I was again confronted with what appeared as new
difficulties that the methodological literature could not solve for me. For what kind of
status could English, as a non-native language to all involved in the research process,
have within discourse analysis?

Taylor (2001, p. 6) argues that the epistemological understanding of language
within discourse analysis is that it is not transparent, but referential and constitutive®.

The path to knowledge, then, must go through language, and good discourse analysis

* This understanding can be traced back to a number of thinkers, but perhaps the most important is
Wittgenstein in his Philosophical Investigations. In Gergen’s (1999, p. 34) account of Wittgenstein’s
work, he emphasizes that Wittgenstein refuted the picture metaphor of language and replaced it with
the metaphor of the game. As in the game of chess, individual parts of the game have no meaning
unless they are used in accordance with the rules of the game: ‘the meaning of a word is its use in

language’ (Wittgenstein, 1978, section 20e).



is largely determined by the researcher’s ability to master, interpret, and code
language-in-use by the research subjects. Validity, therefore, Wetherell (2001, p. 395)
argues must include logical coherence, generation of novel perspectives and findings,
plausibility, grounding in previous research, and more. Taylor (2001, p. 18) argues
that ‘at the most basic level, the researcher needs to understand the language and
references used by the interview participants or the writers of documents’.

These arguments pose major research concerns for cross-cultural research in
foreign language settings. Agian, discourse analysis easily becomes restricted to
language areas where the researcher has language competence. This can clearly be
seen in many textbooks on discourse analysis, where the majority of the studies that
are used as examples involve English-speaking researchers in English-speaking
(sub)cultures.® Needless to say, this limits research and knowledge and ought to be
challenged. Also, although anthropological field methodology is held up as an ideal
for data collection in cross cultural settings, there is reason to be skeptical about just
how ‘native’ anthropologists actually are in the field. The need to resort to interpreters
and to base ethnographic data on translated social text may be much more common
than is reflected in much of the field work methodology literature.® Borchgrevink
(2003) argues that the lack of discussion about the role of the interpreter reduces the
question of language competence to an either/or: either you know the language or you
work through interpreters. The fact that you might have learned a language but have
poor command of it and a heavy accent is therefore not a theme for analysis within the
methodological literature. In their account of the interview method within qualitative
research, Fontana & Frey (1994) argue that even when an interviewer is fluent in the
foreign language, the possibility of grave misunderstandings is always present, and
they point to a 1960 study by Wax as an example. In this study, a US researcher

(Wax) was carrying out research on ‘disloyal’ Japanese in concentration camps in the

5> See Wetherell, Taylor & Yates (2001a,b), Neumann (2001), Gergen (1999), Jorgensen & Phillips
(1999).

61t is therefore interesting to note that in the field of anthropology there have been discussions about

the use of translators. Berreman’s 1962 monograph Behind Many Masks discussed his fieldwork in a

peasant village of the lower Himalayas of northern India. In that study, he used different interpreters

(one Muslim and one Brahmin), which gave him access to different types of people — and in the end

different data for analysis. In his conclusion, he argued that the use of interpreters in the field was a

methodologically advantageous aspect of his fieldwork.



United States between 1943 and 1945 (Fontana & Frey, 1994, p. 366). Despite the
researcher’s command of Japanese, she had difficulties communicating with her
informants because there were cultural codes of which she was unaware.

Clearly, direct translation of words can be deceiving; there is more at stake
and the task of the translator is to convey more than an assumed linguistic parallelism,

as was the case in my research interview setting described above.

Interpretation

My decision against conducting the interviews in the Bosnian language’ was based
not only on my very limited knowledge of the language, but also on a recognition that
it would be extremely difficult for me to achieve sufficient command of the language
to master the nuances and distinctions regarding SVAC and other kinds of war trauma
that would be necessitated by the studies’ sensitive themes. In using an interpreter
aware of these problems, my thought was that such an approach might make it easier
for the traumatized women to talk, which it undoubtedly did. “Care should be taken to
select an interpreter who is culturally acceptable as well as proficient in the language”
writes Kvale (2007, p.68). The interpreters I used were all very good at making the
interviewees feel at ease and create an interview setting built on trust and empathy;
because they were, as Kvale urges, interpreting the situation as well as the words. But,
when attempting to analyze the transcribed interview texts and relating to the
interpreters over the course of several field trips, an unexpected issue emerged.
Consider the following excerpt from transcribed interviews with two SVAC

Survivors:

“..I do not feel anything towards the Serbs who were coming back...who are
returnees...because she thinks that all of them had to be in the army...and she thinks
that all of them were doing that...that they were acting like the same ways as the
soldiers who were raping her ...but she sees we have to live together because we used
to live together for centuries...”

“No... I want to stay here...the reason she does not want to leave...is that her sister
who left in 1996...also does not have a husband but has a daughter...and life is really
hard here...and she has to work a lot...and everything is so expensive...but she sent

7 There is much confusion about what the language in the region is called. In the Yugoslav period, the
official language was Serbo-Croatian; but, since the disintegration of Yugoslavia, the official

language in Bosnia is now Bosnian, in Croatia it is Croatian, and in Serbia it is Serbian.



her some money so that I could buy a field and we can build a house...and I would
like to build a house...with at least one floor for her sister”

My transcribed field interview texts are full of conflicting uses of pronouns. In some
cases, an interpreter will use the first-person pronoun ‘I’ when referring to what the
interviewee is saying, thereby merging her own voice with that of the raped woman.
In other cases, she may use the third-person pronoun and say ‘she’, thereby distancing
herself from the interviewee. Further, the interpreters are also inconsistent in their use
of the core terms of my study. The transcribed text is also full of different descriptions
of SVAC, using words such as ‘rape’, ‘war trauma’, ‘it’, ‘that thing’, ‘the war crime’
and ‘those criminal acts’. Sometimes, I heard the interviewee use the Bosnian word
for rape, silovanje, but this was not the word used by the interpreter who could decide
to use some of the terms suggested above. Clearly, the interpreter does “something”
beyond translating words; she positions herself (most likely unconsciously) in relation
to the stories, the trauma, the interviewee and the sociopolitical context in which the
interviews took place. The varied use of pronouns suggests how this positioning takes
form. The transcribed interview text is therefore an interpreted translation of the
interviewee’s accounts in which the interpreter adds an analytical layer to the
interview data by varied use of pronouns. This opens up for an additional layer of
analysis which I did not explore specifically in my study, but which can be done. Had
I done this exercise, I could have gained an even sharper image of the societal gaze on

traumatized individuals who had been subject to stigmatizing crimes.

Translating Insights and Truths

Can interpreted interview data provide “truths” conveyed by the interviewees?
Ultimately this question relates to how language is perceived. If we lean on
Saussure’s distinction between langue and parole, where the latter is the spoken word
and the former is the structure of signs and symbols then the approach to truth and
knowledge, is through analyzing the structure of language and the oppositions and
contrasts that constitute meaning (Culler, 1986). Conversation analyses (see, for
instance, Wooffitt, 2001, pp. 49-92) can be regarded as examples of research based
on such an understanding of language. In this form of analysis, naturally occurring
language is in focus — that is, the speaker’s own selection of words and phrases. The

problem in an interpretation setting is that the spoken word in this situation will be
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both the common language of the interviewer and the interpreter and, simultaneously,
another and different common language shared by the interviewee and the translator.
The transcribed text that will form the basis of analysis will therefore be not be the
‘pure’ parole of neither interviewee nor interviewer, and the transcribed text must
therefore be regarded as a hybrid parole. It is a new constructed language which
emerged in the interview situation. Further, this hybrid parole also creates a hybrid
structure of langue. The internal system of signs and signifiers will be based on a
language that belongs only to the interview setting and the three people involved. It
could therefore be difficult to argue that the analysis of the transcribed text can have
validity outside of the particular setting in which the analysis has taken place.

By approaching my Bosnian interviews from a structural or semiotic approach
described above, my data were problematic. In the translation process, which took the
form of summaries, much information and nuances in the spoken language were lost.
But, would that entail that such interviews did not have value? Is the hybrid parole
generated by the translator less “true” than language-in-use? I think that in order to
answer this we need to consider contextual issues such as other signs, languages and
translations. For example, in my Bosnian field work several of my interviewees had
relatively good command of English, but almost all preferred to be interviewed with
translators. Especially those who were interviewed about sensitive and traumatic
SVAC experiences, the option of talking in their native language was preferred. But,
they fact that most knew basic English also meant that they were able to sensor the
translator. They would stop and correct or suggest a different word if they were not
entirely happy about the words chosen by the translator. These corrections would
happen in relation to central concepts describing identity issues such as “victim”,
“survivor”, “ethnic belonging”, “rural/urban belonging”, “traditional/transitional
family structures”, and more. These words were central in situating their everyday
experience of post-war SVAC life. This way the “truths” or validity of the words
chose were often checked by the interviewee. Another possibility to secure as accurate
translation as possible could have been to have a second or third translator listen
through interviews and provide two or three translations of the same interviews. I my

case | have been unable to do so due to time and money constraints.

Transactional data
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Returning from Bosnia ready to start analyzing my field data, I was confused and
uncertain as to what kind of text I was actually analyzing when I was going through
my interview data. The hybrid parole was the result of transcribed interviews with
many different voices (the interviewer, the interviewee, and the interpreter). The text
was also a manifestation of translations that were delayed in time and given in the
form of summaries. In addition, textbooks in discourse analysis to a large extent rely
on examples of texts that contain detailed and precise accounts of the conversation
that has taken place — a prerequisite for analysis that my interviews did not fulfill.?
The problem I was facing in my analysis was that my fieldwork interviews seemed to
fall between several different modes of qualitative research; my use of interpreters in
the field prevented me from going ‘native’ in the anthropological sense and hindered
direct access to the language-in-use of informants, which forms the basis for the
majority of psychological discourse analyses.

But, if we view the interview situation as a dialogical setting in which all
participants — that is, interviewer, interviewee, and interpreter — interact in ways that
create transactional data, we are forced to reconsider both the social position and the
impact of the interpreter has on the notion of language and translation, and this can
open up for new levels of analysis. “Translation is more than a technical exercise; it is
also a social relationship involving power, status and the imperfect mediation of
cultures” writes Bujra (2006, p. 172) suggesting that the main task of the interpreter is
to convey the position of the interviewee. In addition, Kvale (1996, p.147) writes that
the “interviewer is him or herself the research instrument” and by consequence would
likely suggest that the interpreter is also an extension of the interviewer, i.e. as a
research instrument. Elsewhere Kvale (2007, p. 68) says that “the role of the
interpreter is to assist and not to take over the role of the interviewer or the
interviewee”. In other words, the social positioning of the interpreter is between the
interviewee and the interpreter in a limbo position which is under explored and
underutilized. As transactional data the transcribed texts, the use of pronouns and
selected words for translating core theme, are possible to analyze as a meta-data on

sociopolitical issues.

8 On discourse psychology, see Willig (2003), Jergensen & Phillips (1999, Chapter 4); on discourse
and social psychology, see Potter & Wetherell (1987).
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One possibility for analysis then would be to have an external interpreter go
through the recorded interviews and create an alternative interpretation. The aim of
this endeavor would not only be to create more nuances in the transcribed text: such
an approach would also be a way of indicating how the interpreters in the interview
setting managed and reconstructed the information and accounts provided by the
interviewees. This form of analysis could, potentially, show which contextual settings
in the interviewees’ accounts bring out which terminology for war rape and also
suggest when a non-victim (i.e. the interpreter) identifies with the victim (when using
the pronoun ‘I’ and ‘we’) and when she creates a distance (when using the pronouns
‘she’ and ‘they’). By doing so, it might be possible to delineate the contextual settings
in which the woman who experienced rape is seen as a war survivor and when she is
seen as a victim, or other power dynamics might come to the fore. This was a
potential which I did not explore in my own study, but which could have been done
and which can be considered in other studies.

Also, it is clear that the interpreter has different subject positions in the
interview setting, and in turn positions the stories and identities of the interviewee
within different social categories. By virtue of his/her choice of words, the interpreter
serves as social interpreter and resource for the researcher and not only facilitates
communication between the two parties in the interview situation, but also blurs the
power relations in the situation. Thus, creating a system of representations that is
more complex than that of regular interview situation, and has an analytical potential

which far too often is overlooked.

Mediation

The interview is in itself a hierarchical power situation, where it is the interviewer —
that is, the academic scholar — who sets the parameters for the situation. It is the
interviewer who decides the questions, themes, and (sometimes) venue for the
interview. Furthermore, the questions, themes, and choice of setting have been
decided on the basis of recommendations by other researchers, books on
methodology, and other accumulated insights in the field of social science. The role of
the interpreter is to give voice to the interviewee, whose words and metaphors will
communicate to the centripetal forces represented by the questions asked, in other

words mediate knowledge and language. But this is not always clear cut and the
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situation described below shows. The description is from a focus group interview on
changes in gender norms, which took an unexpected turn and shows how the role of

interpreter as mediator can be challenging:

After about one hour of conversation with small focus group of civil society
representatives in a hotel café in Bosnia my interpreter looks at me. She is tired after
a long day of interviews and focus group interviews are particularly difficult to
translate. She asks if she may say something to the group and step out of her role as
interpreter. She has had enough, the rosy tale of the state of affairs in Bosnia by one
of the focus group participants provokes her. Things are much more difficult than the
woman lets on. She sees that the other focus group participants are afraid of counter
arguing. Age, status and ethnicity are part of the power dynamics in the room. I have
sensed it, but have not understood the full impact of the authoritative woman who has
monopolized the focus group conversation. My interpreter’s comments light a fire and
the authoritative woman yell back at her. The other participants are also ignited and
they start yelling back and forth to each other in a mix of Bosnian and English. I have
to stand up and make everyone calm down, and end the interview. Thigs calm down
but everyone is talking. Interestingly everyone in the room is eager to talk to me after
and explain to me how “things really are”. My interpreter is miserable and feels that
she overstepped her responsivities and ruined my interview. But did she?

This situation was difficult for everyone involved; painful for the interpreter,
embarrassing for the researcher (and interpreter), and frustrating for the focus group
participants. I comforted everyone as best I could and all participants were offered to
contact me and the interpreter to follow up (which several did). But, in my view it was
not a failed interview; only more heated than normal. The interpreter had stepped out
of her role and had gone from being a mediator to becoming a participant in the
conversation. This was not according to our agreement, but provided for very valuable
insights on the research topic in focus. This is not a recipe I would prescribe for
politically sensitive focus group interviews, but it opens up for reflections on the

interpreter’s role as mediator in an interview setting.

Giving voice

Part of the dilemma for the interpreter in the situation above was her role as giving
voice to the interviewees. From a power perspective her role was to emancipate views
and perceptions from affected individuals and communities on the changes in gender
norms in Bosnia. This emancipatory aspect is exacerbated linguistically by the fact
that the researcher and interpreter will speak the dominant language of power — for

instance, English, French, Spanish, and/or other world languages. Through looking at
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the dyadic field interview from a power perspective, it becomes clear that the primary
role and social positioning of the interpreter is one of being on the side of the
interviewee and making the interviewee’s viewpoints and reflections available in the
common (power) language used in the interview. With this in mind, it will be crucial
for the researcher to be sensitive to the interpreter’s background — including such
factors as class, gender, ethnic, religious, and possibly political affiliation — in
addition to his/her language skills. It is important that these non-linguistic aspects of
the interpreter are in sync with the interviewee so that they do not hamper the latter’s
willingness to talk. By being situated alongside the interviewee, both in a linguistic
and sociopolitical sense, the interpreter empowers the language and experiences of the
interviewee. The interpreter, therefore, contributes linguistically to the
critical/transformational potential of the critical research aim. But, as seen from the
situation above, this role is not without discomfort and potential pain for the
interpreter.

The importance then of selecting the most suited interpreter for the given
research project is pointed out in many articles on this theme (Borchgrevink, 2003;
Bragason, 1997; Bujra, 2006; Kapborg & Berterd, 2002). But what is considered most
suited varies. Needless to say, language skills are key meaning that the interpreters
would need to be fluent in the common language with the interviewer (often this
would mean English). Equally important, however, are the local language skills, and
Bragason (1997) argues that ideally the interpreter should be a local in the field
setting, arguing against bringing in a professional interpreter from the outside. This
view is supported by Bujra (2006) who sees the interpreter as more than a mere
translator of words, but also of culture. Based on my experiences I think that
sociopolitical power dynamics should be added to this list. By extension the social
and political positioning of the interpreter needs to be carefully assessed and in
different settings this can entail different levels of risk depending on the nature of the

research project and the political situation the field’.

Interpreter selection

® For a discussion on what this can entail see Berreman’s (1962) elaborations on using a high caste

interpreter in a Himalayan village.
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Having carried out research in a tense post-conflict setting in Bosnia I was careful to
consider both the gender and ethnicity of the interpreter. In my SVAC work 1 was
particularly weary bout interpreter selection. Asking about SVAC experiences is
difficult and I wanted the interviews to be a female collective assuming that this
would be less difficult than if the interpreter were a man. I therefore refused offers to
use male interpreters in the field. Further, the situation is still tense in Bosnia (as the
situation above illustrates) and I was also cognizant of how different ethnic groups
could view the war-rape accounts differently, a fact which was exacerbated by the
international and national criminal prosecution of war crimes which was taking place.
Again, I assessed that the interview setting should be a situation where the interpreter
could be seen as an “ethnical extension” of the interviewee, by having the same
ethnical background. Finally, it was important to select interpreters who had
experience with traumatized war-survivors. Since my SVAC field work extended over
repeated travels over 12 months in different locations in Bosnia it was important for
me to find interpreters who were locally based, who had relevant experience and who
were women (interviewing about SVAC became an all-female setting in my research
project, hoping that this would create an atmosphere of trust with the interviewee).
These consideration superseded language proficiency. This resulted in the
selection of three interpreters who had different levels of language proficiency in
English, who had different affiliations to the local communities in which the
interviews took place and who had different ethnic backgrounds. This also meant that
I needed to be cognizant of potential security risks for the interpreters and this was
handled by them telling me what their boundaries were in terms of travel (which areas
they would not wish to go to) and how to present themselves in the interview setting
(how much or how little they would say about their background, where they were

from and their work situation at the time of the interviews).

Interpreter training

Having selected an interpreter it is important to start preparing for the actual research
interview. Several steps need to be taken; getting to know the interpreter, getting the
interpreter to know the researcher and the project, ensuring that the researcher
understands the aims of the research project as a whole and the aims of the interviews
in particular. Bragason (1997) suggests trial interviews should be undertaken as well

as structuring and standardizing the questions in order to reach an agreement between
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interviewer and interpreter which words to use. Borchgrevink (2003) and Bujra
(2006) on the other hand argue that there needs to be a constant training between
interpreter and interviewee throughout the research process. Bujra (2006, p. 177)

explains:

The researcher may need the translator to be present on all occasions of data collection, so
they need to work well together. Ultimately, there has to be trust on both sides, which can
only be built up over a period of time.

In my own experience having selected interpreters who were familiar with the SVAC
theme and the vulnerabilities and dilemmas involved in disclosing this trauma I could
focus my training mostly on what kind of interview I was aiming for; semi-structured
to open ended, translation in the form of summaries in order to ensure conversation
flow, the length of the interviews and debrief with interviewee and interpreter. In
practical terms this meant that I spent one day with each interpreter before doing the
actual interviews in which we got to know each other, where they were informed and
were able to ask about the research project’s aims and approaches, where they saw the
interview guide and all the other relevant information about the research project
which would be given to the interviewee. We also agreed that the interpreters should
have considerable authority (given their background and expertise on the SVAC
experience) as to how to react and respond to the interviewee’s potential discomfort in
discussing the SVAC experience (for instance we agreed that she could suggest to
stop the interview, to hold the hand of the interviewee, to allow herself to show how
the pain discussed in the interview also affected her). Ultimately, we agreed on a
strategy for improvisation as an essential part of the pre-interview training. Interviews
come in many forms (open, structured, semi-structured) and so the translation will be
of an equally varied kind.

The selection of interpreter and the training and preparing described above is
aimed at this particular negotiation which is embedded in an inherent uneven power-
dynamic (Bujra, 2006). For this reason interpreters “who are socially aware and
interested in other people’s views are better than those who have rigid attitudes they
might impose on the data” (Bujra, 2006, p. 177). In the interview setting 1 was
surprised at how intimate a dyadic interview with an interpreter actually can get. The
pace of the interview was slower than in the normal dyadic interview; and, while the

interpreter was translating, it was possible for me to plan subsequent questions, think
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through previous answers and assess the situation for the interviewee. Furthermore,
the process forced me to be very clear and simple in my choice of words, which had
been discussed with the interpreters before the actual interviews. I had asked my
interpreters not to translate word for word, because this would be distracting for
everyone involved, so translations were provided in the form of summaries of what
had been said. This is a practice I have also used in my other projects on gender
norms and political perceptions. With many of the interviewees I was able to talk to
them before and after the interview in German, French or English (depending on their
language skill) and many of them knew English quite well. Still, when talking about
sensitive and difficult issues they wished to do this in their native language (as
described above).

Careful selection, training, communication and debrief with an interpreter are

crucial in crafting the mediation role of the interpreter.

Discussion

When aiming to generate knowledge with a critical and transformative potential, it is
important to carefully select interpreters whose background and social positioning vis-
a-vis the given field setting will be compatible with that of the interviewee. This will,
potentially, increase the empowerment of the viewpoints and reflections of the
interviewee. It might also create a social link between the interviewee and the
interpreter which is of such a nature that ethical considerations normally reserved for
the interviewee might need to be extended to the interpreter.

The interpreters and I discussed possible ways of asking about SVAC in ways
that would not be too direct and intimidating for an interviewee. In addition, I urged
of all the interpreters I used not to attempt to remain detached from the interviewees,
but to feel free to suggest that we take a break if the interview process became too
fraught or difficult. This resulted in the interpreters ‘taking care’ of the interviewees
in ways that are perhaps uncommon but appropriate given the research theme. Several
times during the interviews, especially during those with women who had experienced
rape, interpreters were so affected by the informants’ stories that they cried while the
stories were told (as did I). During discussions with local psychological experts, as
well as with other torture victims in Bosnia, I had been told that this was a way of

showing empathy with the interviewees’ war-rape experiences. What I had not
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counted on, however, was the effect this particular aspect of the interviews might have
on the interpreters. In retrospect, it is clear that I had empowered the interpreters to act
as moderators and interpreters in the interview setting. Their ‘duties’ extended beyond
the mere translation of words, because it was important for the study to make the
interviewees feel as comfortable as possible in disclosing traumatizing and shame-
ridden experiences. In this scenario, the interpreters were placed in a situation whose
consequences I had not adequately thought through not had my methodological
training and studies prepared me for this. I had been careful to secure a safety network
for the interviewees in case of need, but neither I nor my methodological textbooks
had reflected sufficiently on the needs of the interpreters themselves. It turned out that
being the translator of traumatic experiences connected to a setting in which both the
interpreters and the interviewees lived also caused the former considerable pain.
Through the interviewees’ stories, the interpreters were reminded about their own war
experiences, and they experienced significant discomfort in hearing about what had
happened virtually next door to their present homes. This experience was exacerbated
by the fact that there were on the same level with the victims in the interview situation
and through this came to feel victimized.

Having established that the interpreters’ role is that of a linguistic as well as
cultural and sociopolitical translator, the importance of structured debrief cannot be
underestimated. This was important in the SVAC interviews but also in the gender
norms and political perceptions interviews. This debrief needs to take place as soon as
possible after the interviews have taken place, but also continuously throughout the
research process as new reflections might arise in light of ever evolving data.

In my own research debrief took place at several times during the data
collecting stage (immediately after the interviews, as well as continually during the
research period through several visits). The debriefs focused on the interviewees;
what they said and how they were seen by the interpreters. But, I had failed to see the
the interpreters’ need to talk about how the interviews had affected them. Only in the
focus group interview where the interpreter stepped out of her role and started arguing
with a focus group participant was this addressed directly. In the SVAC interviews
earlier however, having carefully selected interpreters who were familiar with the
SVAC theme, who were local and who were themselves survivors of the war (albeit
not from this particular form of violence) the toll the interviews took on them was

difficult to tackle. One interpreter told me, after some years, that after having worked
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for me during one field stay that she had wanted to move from Bosnia and resettle
somewhere else. She had her own personal war experiences and being exposed to the
traumas experienced in her neighborhood, or with people, who were internally
displaced and now lived in her neighborhood, was too much to bear. I was thankful
that she disclosed this to me and we spend considerable time talking this through
during my subsequent field visits (and she was still interested in working for me after
that). This experience shows that there is a strong ethical duty to reflect on the role of
the interpreters in research interviews; both in the methodological set up, as well as
theoretical analysis of, data gathered with interpreters. My major concern is that
mainstream methodological literature and training does not prove helpful, nor

sufficiently engaged, in these dilemmas.

Conclusion

The aim of this article has been to conceptualize the impact/significance of the
interpreter in fieldwork interviews. It is clear that the psychological field needs to be
more sensitive to the significance and impact of interpreters. A first step is to admit
that we use them, to acknowledge that we are dependent on them in many more cases
than we might like to admit, and to make them part of our reflections on knowledge
production. While this article is only a first attempt at grasping a large and complex
phenomenon, I believe that further investigation and research is needed not only on
the use of interpreters and language skills, but also on the role and potential of
discourse research in foreign language-settings more broadly and how translation,
interpretation and mediation limits some forms of knowledge generating efforts, but
might open up for new one.

Returning then to the initial question asked by one of my interviewee’s in
Bosnia: “how would you like to have my story told?”, the problem was not her
narration of her trauma, but the under analyzed and under explored complexities
involved in analyzing her mediated, i.e. translated and interpreted, account. Did I
capture the “truth” about her perceptions and explanations? I clearly did, but I did not
uncover only one truth. Rather, through the scrutiny of co-interpretation with a
translator and interpreter I learned and wrote about pathways to survival and
victimization linked to SVAC experiences which would have been lost if I had limited

my research to my own limited language proficiency contexts. Finally, I see that there
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are several levels of analysis that my various studies could not fully explore due to
funding and time constraints. Engaged cultural psychological research has the
possibility to develop a richer theoretical and methodological literature which
acknowledges and makes analytical use of interlocutors in foreign cultural settings; a
potential which clearly will enrich the field and create better insights in life worlds

that are not part of the researcher’s own cultural and linguistic settings.
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What Anthropology Can Do for Psychology:
Facing Physics Envy, Ethnocentrism, and a Belief in “Race”

pologist Dolores Newton. Over the three decades

we have been together, I have lived in Brazil (dur-
ing which time I accompanied her on field work with
the Krikati Indians); learned to speak Portuguese, French,
and Spanish; gotten involved with cross-cultural psy-
chology; and become increasingly influenced by anthro-
pology.

Early in our relationship, Dolores described psycholo-
gists as “a bunch of ethnocentric Americans,” to which |
responded, “You don’t understand.” Three decades later,
sadder but I hope wiser and less ethnocentric, I have
reluctantly come to the conclusion that she was nght.

This article attempts to describe how Amencan psy-
chologists—who dominate world psychology in both number,
60% (Rosenzweig 1992), and influence—see their field and
themselves, and to point out three areas in which anthro-
pology could provide a helpful corrective.

Psychologists with their emphasis on quantitative
methods would doubtless dismiss this article, in which
I serve as an informant on psychology, as unscientific.
can only say that, after three decades in university psy-
chology departments (including stints as director of a
Ph.D. program in clinical psychology and as departmental
chair in the United States, as well as two years in Brazil)
and three yeurs as a psychologist in mental hospitals, 1
believe I know my subculture—especially clinical psy-
chology—well. As to whether | am bicultural enough in
anthropology to gain the distance from psychology nec-
essary to report accurately on it, others will have to judge.

I should also mention at the outset that some psycholo-
gists, who have a sophisticaied understanding of culture'
and who have done significant research and made other
important culturally informed contributions to psychology,
were upset by a number of things that I wrote in an earlier
version of this paper (a few of which appear here as well,
more or less unchanged). Their reactions scemed to be,
“That isn’t true of me, or of collcagues I can name, or of
psychology as I define it for wyself.” And they are night
(c.g., see Segall et al. 1998 and the accompanying article
in this issue by Greenfield [2000]). But it is an accurate

I am a clinical psychologist, married to the anthro-
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description of psychology as a whole, so I want to begin by
explaining what I view as our contrasting perspectives.

When I was a graduate student 35 years ago, clinical
psychology professors complained—as they had long
been doing—that practitioners did not take research into
account in their practices. That complaint is still being
made, and is likely to be made into the indefinite future.
It seems as if enthusiastic professors will always say,
“We’ll just have to try harder to communicate our find-
ings to practitioners.”

As an observer of the social scene, my reaction is that
the function of research for clinicians is not to influence
practice, but to legitimize it to others (and to themselves).
That is, clinical psychologists—unlike social workers or
psychiatrists—can say, “We are trained in research. Look
at the mountains of therapy research done by clinical psy-
chologists. We are the scientific therapists, so we deserve
to be paid.” And then their clinical behavior is determined
by market pressures, past training, therapy fads, managed
care, fear of lawsuits, and other social forces—with little
room left over to be influenced by research.

In a similar way, psychology as a whole has always
paid lip service to the need for the discipline to take cul-
ture into account. But, as | see it, the function of cultur-
ally informed rescarch for psychologists is not to influ-
ence them, but to legitimize psychology to others (and to
themselves). | am reminded of “cultural awareness” ac-
tivities (endorsed by benevolent administrations) on pre-
dominantly white campuses that are attended almost ex-
clusively by minority students, along with a scattering of
white students. Such activities function in a parallel
manner not to change the institutional reality but to use
the acknowledgment of cultural differences to legitimize
the status quo.

In other words, I have come to the reluctant conclusion
that the field of psychology is inherently ethnocentric—
though for social rather than theoretical reasons. While cul-
turally informed contributions to psychology may continue
to grow in both quantity and quality, I would expect them
to remaun quite small in relation to the rest of psychology,
to remain marginalized, and to continue to have minimal




impact. My guess is that the colleagues who wanted this ar-
ticle to give more emphasts to what I view as minor excep-
tions to a general rule do not share my pessimism and they
see the positive developments in their immediate vicinity
as a harbinger of a better future for the field as a whole.
(Another possibility is that, because there are so many psy-
chologists, there may be specialties where things do not
look so bleak—developmental psychology is perhaps the
best candidate—as they do in clinical psychology, the
field's largest specialty.)

Physics Envy

With variations on a theme, psychologists generally de-
fine the discipline of “psychology” as “the science of be-
havior” and describe its goal as “to predict and control be-
havior.” They would describe the field as beginning with
Wilhelm Wundt’s first psychology laboratory in Leipzig in
1879.

My own view of “science” is that it involves the system-
atic study of observable phenomena, uses evidence and
logic to further that understanding, and chooses its meth-
ods based on the problem investigated. This is not the
dominant view of “science” in psychology. Rather, scien-
tific psychology is seen as the experimental study of be-
havior under controlled laboratory conditions, including
the random assignment of subjects to different groups and
the analysis of data by up-to-date statistical means. The
further a study departs from this ideal, the less “scientific”
it is. Thus, it is the methods that determine what is scien-
tific and, hence, what questions can be asked. Also, the
(statistical) certainty with which one can be assured of
findings is more important than the light they shed on the
phenomenon under investigation.

This unfortunate situation has long been recognized by
the minority of psychologists interested in cultural issues.
For example, the social psychologist Otto Klineberg
(1899-1992), who was strongly influenced by anthropol-
ogy, was fond of quoting Aldous Huxley’s warning, “Woe
to the science that lets its methods dictate its problems”
(Klineberg 1999). (To the extent to which other social sci-
ences share psychology’s methodological commitments,
they suffer from the same or similar failings—but this pa-
peris limited to psychology.)

Psychology’s view of science is reflected by a leading
text on research methods in social psychology (Aronson et
al. 1990), more than 90% of which is devoted to experi-
mental methods. Not only is minimal attention paid to
other methods—including questionnaires® (which might
surprise anthropologists)—but the kinds of field methods
that form the core of scientific anthropology are all but absent.

Psychologists in their training have been made aware—
at least in passing—of the extremely narrow cultural base
on which most broad behavioral generalizations are con-
structed. In case they should forget, they are periodically
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reminded by their colleagues (e.g., Higbec et al. 1976;
Sears 1986) who point out that 80% of the articles in social
psychology joumals are experimental studies of under-
graduate psychology students. Nevertheless, in a kind of
arand cultural conspiracy—or, to be more charitable, a
willing suspension of disbelief—psychologists pretend
that this is not a problem. Their commitment to the experi-
mental method and the practical need for subjects trump
other considerations.

This odd state of affairs is the result of a veneration of
physics, with its admirable precision and quantification, as
the ideal model for all science—including the study of hu-
man social behavior. Psychologists believe that disciplines
can be ranked in a prestige hierarchy of “scientificness’ ac-
cording to how close they are to physics, as follows: phys-
ics, chemistry, biology, psychology, sociology, anthropol-
ogy, education.

(A psychologist reader of an earlier draft of this paper
suggested placing education between psychology and soci-
ology on this hierarchy because much education research is
experimental in exactly the way psychologists value. My
own sense is that the placement of education accurately re-
flects psychologists’ views of relative scientific prestige —
perhaps because the objects of study [children] are of low
status, perhaps because schools of education have lower
status than schools of arts and sciences, or perhaps even
because of anthropology’s upper-class cachet [referred to
in note 5 below]. I have to acknowledge, however, the pos-
sibility that my dual allegiances to psychology and anthro-
pology may have distorted my perceptions because of my
not wanting to believe that psychologists view anthropol-
ogy as the least scientific discipline.)

One can make several observations about psychology’s
view of “science.” First, the descrniption of behavior—one
is tempted to say, “the mere description of behavior’—
does not qualify as science. At best, it might be seen as a
pilot study, generating hypotheses for further investigation.
For example, having a Brazilian informant tell you that
maga is Portuguese for "‘apple” is not scientific, but asking
arandom sample of Brazilians is.

Second, the study of animal behavior (by physiological
and comparative psychologists) is more scientific than the
study of human behavior. This is because an experimenter
can do things to animals 1n a search for causal relationships
that would be ethically prohibited with humans. (Legisla-
tion stemming from the animal rights movement is chip-
ping away at this rationale.) The experimental study of the
behavior of animals raised under standardized conditions
in laboratory cages, or in somewhat larger controlled envi-
ronments, is more scientific than the study of the behavior
of animals in their natural habitats—since one cannot con-
trol important variables in the wild and therefore cannot es-
tablish causal relationships. By downplaying the impor-
tance of animals’ habitats, or even ignoring them—and
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treating culture and society similarly for humans—psy-
chology avoids dealing with much of the relevant context
of behavior. This leaves a greater role for biological factors
in explaining behavior, in influencing the questions that
can be asked, and ultimately in perpetuating psychology’s
“scientific” self-definition.

Clearly, there are many important aspects of the behav-
ior of humans and animals that one can study in the labora-
tory. But it is not difficult to see that the exclusion of or
condescension toward questions that cannot be so studied
impoverishes and distorts the field.

Third, the omission of the word human from the defini-
tion of psychology as “the science of behavior” is not acci-
dental. Cross-species studies of behavior are viewed as
particularly scientific but also implicitly exclude that
which is characteristically human (such as complex cul-
tural and linguistic behaviors)—and therefore much of
what outsiders look to psychology to understand.

Here is an example. During the early 1970s, I was teach-
ing at another university. The sexual revolution had long
been under way, and Masters and Johnson’s work (1966,
1970) was the subject of widespread public discussion.
Undergraduate students petitioned the psychology depart-
ment for a course about sex. After discussing the issue in
detail, the department responded by offering a course enti-
tled “Sexual Behavior.” To the students’ dismay, the
course omitted discussion of the human species. Why? Be-
cause it is impossible to achieve adequate experimental
control over human sexual behavior in order to reach sci-
entific conclusions about it.

An inappropriate reliance on physics as the model for
understanding social behavior excludes or disparages both
(1) consideration of important questions and (2) the use of
qualitative, field, and descriptive methodologies. In addi-
tion, it places a value on biologized explanations for behavior
(closer to the physics end of the prestige hierarchy) over
social ones (closer to the education end). This is because
biologized explanations provide the kind of generaliza-
tions about “human behavior” or even “behavior” (with
unspecified limits—presumably excluding at least micro-
organisms) that are missing from more contextualized and
descriptive studies. This is despite the latter providing
more detail and understanding of phenomena that are not
claimed to be universal. For these reasons, when psycholo-
gists do think about culture they are intellectually attracted
to the search for human universals (Brown 1991) and to so-
ciobiology. A recent example of this kind of thinking is the
argument by evolutionary psychologist David Buss (2000)
that jealousy is an important adaptive mechanism for
males. Buss’s view articulates well with a similar argu-
ment for the adaptive function of rape by cvolutionary bi-
ologist Randy Thomhill and evolutionary anthropologist
Craig T. Palmer (2000, Thomhill, Palmer, and Wilson 2000).

As 1s discussed below, psychologists are easily led into
lines of investigation based on cthnocentric assumptions—
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including, most distressingly, “racial” comparisons—obe-
cause the dominant culture in the United States contains
many biologized folk beliefs that articulate well with psy-
chology’s self-definition.

In my own field of clinical psychology, the discipline’s
commitment to biologized and universal methodologies
and generalizations leads to an intellectual climate foster-
ing, for example, epidemiological studies of “borderline
personality disorder” (one recently invented diagnosis
among many) or an inquiry into the neuropsychological
substrates of spouse abuse (in contrast to investigating
marital interactions or cultural norms). The availability of
more grant money for biologically oniented studies than for
socially oriented studies both contributes to and perpetu-
ates this emphasis.

In contrast to biological universals, cross-cultural psy-
chology does offer a number of universal conceptual
frameworks for understanding cultural differences and
similarities. Among these are individualism/collectivism
(Tnandis 1995; individualism/collectivism is also dis-
cussed in the accompanying article by Greenfield [2000]),
cultural complexity (Murdock and Provost 1973), cross-
cultural frameworks for understanding child rearing prac-
tices and aggression (Segall et al. 1999), and vanous di-
mensions of subjective culture (Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck
1961; Stewart and Bennett 1991). Unlike much of psychol-
ogy that purports to explain human behavior, these concep-
tual frameworks do include significant contributions by
psychologists to understanding culture.

Unfortunately, while such broadly applicable concep-
tual frameworks constitute an important contribution, their
number 1s limited, and it is difficult to detect their impact
on psychology as a whole. Nevertheless, the amount of en-
ergy that psychologists are willing to spend in making a
broad generalization is worthy of note. Here is an illustra-
tive example:

This article reviews research which e¢xamines Kohlberg's
claim that moral reasoning develops according to a universal
sequence of stages. . . . Although there are now more than 120
cross-cultural studics. it i1s suggested that Kohlberg’s theory
has undergone only preliminary testing, and that it needs to be
tested in more comprehensive and imaginative ways. [Gielen
1996:313]

* * *

Anthropology can play an important role by communi-
cating its knowledge concerning taboo topics and methods
(i.e., those that are considered “non-scientific” by ps)-
chologists but not by anthropologists). Psychologists would
probably be surprised to find that some of their own meth-
ods that have fallen into disuse because they do not lend
themselves to universal generalizations have found a home
in anthropology. For example, George Kelly’s interview:
ing techniques for elucidating personal constructs (1955)



have been adapted to get information for constructing
componential analyses (Spradley 1979). Providing such il-
lustrations for psychologists could help to reduce the
stigma associated with anthropology. Perhaps team teaching
courses with psychologists on topics like sexual behavior,
drug use and abuse, gender roles, or “race” could help sen-
sitize psychologists to how much anthropological knowl-
edge exists, and how impoverished their perspective is as a
result of an overly restrictive definition of science.

Ethnocentrism

Psychology in the United States is overwhelmingly
composed of monolingual, monocultural individuals who,
if they have left the country at all, have done so only as
tourists. Reading proficiency in two languages used to be
required for the doctorate. But the disappearance of the
language requirement from American psychology has
taken place at roughly the same time as a wave of immigra-
tion to the United States from around the world.

Over the last few decades, the field has been shifting
from predominantly male to predominantly female (as is
already the case for psychology in the rest of the world),
and real progress has been made in recruiting minority stu-
dents and, to a lesser extent, faculty. This may be good
news in terms of social justice, but it involves relatively Iit-
tle change in the monocultural nature of the field. As
Americans, psychologists confuse physical appearance
with culture (this is discussed further below), so many may
even be deluding themselves that the changing face of the
field reflects significant cultural broadening. Psychologists
as a group are unaware of how small and unrepresentative
of human vanability is the range of behavior that consti-
tutes American culture. If diversity is to refer to minonty
groups in the United States rather than to a range of other
cultures around the planet, then there will be few psycholo-
gists who can recognize from personal experience the culture-
specific nature of purportedly universal psychological gen-
eralizations.

The field does understand about issues of discrimination
and representation but has not yet figured out that a de-
scription of how a group has been mistreated does not tell
you much about what the group is like. Even when psy-
chologists are immigrants from another culture, those who
lack an anthropological background are often at a loss
when—having been anointed as cross-cultural special-
ists—they are asked to describe their culture of origin. As a
result, discussions of culture-related issues by those psy-
chologists who deal with them are of quite vanable quality.
Not only does this lead to inadequacics in training the next
generation of students but also to the widespread impres-
sion among psychologists that there is not much content to
courses dealing with culture and, by implication, that there
is not much to culture.” This confirms, in a self-sealing man-
ner, psychologists’ negative impression of anthropology’s
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scientific respectability. (Anthropologists who take a
“postmodern,” anti-empiricist line also contribute to this
view. Greenfield [2000] discusses psychology and posi-
modernism in detail in her companion article.)

Psychologists and Status

Psychology is both an academic discipline and a li-
censed profession. As a result, status issues found in the
professions are more prominent in psychology than in
other academic disciplines. Psychologists divide into two
major groups that are subdivided into dozens (if not hun-
dreds) of specialties and subspecialties. Experimental psy-
chologists (scientists) have greater intellectual status; ap-
plied psychologists (like engineers) make more money and
pay more attention to their clothes (*‘dress professionally”).
Within both groups, specialties that are more biologically
oriented, and hence closer to physics, have more prestige
than those closer to education. For example, among expen-
mental fields, physiological psychology has greater intel-
lectual status than educational psychology; in applied
fields, clinical psychology (practiced in hospitals) is more
prestigious than school psychology.

Clinical and other applied psychologists make a point of
calling each other “doctor.”* Newsletters perennially carry
letters to the editor concerning whether those with master’s
degrees in psychology should be referred to as “psycholo-
gists.” There are over 200,000 of them, but as long as |
have been in the field, the answer has remained no. To
avoid offending psychologists, one should refer to people
with M.D.’s as “physicians.” Clinical and other applied
psychologists are involved in a never ending battle with
psychiatrists who condescend to them. Psychologists will
gladly explain to you that a Ph.D. is a higher degree than an
M.D, and that they have done research dissertations, un-
like physicians.

Becoming a psychologist involves entry (occasionally
continuation and, rarely, descent) into the upper middle
class. This is serious business. Anthropologists not only
rub shoulders with the hoi polloi, they seem to like it, and
this further confirms psychologists’ negative impression of
them. A European American anthropology graduate stu-
dent might eat chitterlings and Coca Cola; the correspond-
ing experience for an African American psychology gradu-
ate student might be bric and white wine.

Every spring toward the end of classes. my wife’s an-
thropology department has a picnic featuring a goat roast.
Undergraduate students from a Ilithic technology course
use stone tools they have made to butcher two goats that
have already been slaughtered and gutted. Students gain an
appreciation for the skills of our ancestors, and a good time
is had by all. One year I cnthusiastically showed the an-
nouncement for the goat roast to a colleague in my depart-
ment—expecting that it would be seen as an imaginative



556 AMI-RICAN ANTHROPOLOGIST * VoL. 102, No.3

alternative to our activities. “Psychologists,” he responded,
“eat in restaurants.”

Psychologists’ strong identification with the upper mid-
dle class® provides an additional insight into their ethno-
centrism. An attempt in one’s private life to understand,
identify with, and enact the behaviors of a particular
subculture does not foster the perspective of a neutral cul-
tural observer.

Culture

There are many ways in which psychologists do not un-
derstand the concept of “culture.” To begin with, “culture”
is seen as something other people have, like foreigners or
members of minority groups. I have given counterexam-
ples from other cultures to purported psychological gener-
alizations and received a “So what?” response—as if such
people were not standard issue humans and were therefore
irrelevant to the assertion under discussion. Especially if
the counterexample is from a small nonliterate tribal group,
it tends to be dismissed as irrelevant exotica. “Anthropolo-
gists just say ‘cultural relativism,”” one colleague com-
plained; “cultural curiosities” was the way a psychology
editor referred to it.

Because psychologists’ ethnocentric understanding of
“the environment” is implicitly limited to the United States
today, they have a truncated view of environmental influ-
ences on behavior that confirms their bias toward biolo-
gized explanations. For example, what psychologists refer
to as “studies comparing identical twins reared apart,” an-
thropologists might call “studies of identical twins reared
in very similar environments compared to those reared in
extremely similar environments.” (Statistically, the effect
of limiting environments from “those on the planet” to
“those in the United States” is to inflate the hentability
estimate for IQ or whatever else is being studied.)

Perhaps anthropologists might help to persuade psy-
chologists that the universality of principles of perception,
learning, and other “basic processes™ needs to be investi-
gated rather than assumed. Some such studies have been
done—for example, it has been shown that, although dif-
ferent cultures use different color names for different parts
of the visible spectrum, physically normal people in all cul-
tures have the ability to distinguish among the range of
color stimuli (Berlin and Kay 1969). Similarly, despite cul-
ture-specific display rules governing facial expressions, it
appears that basic emotions—anger, disgust, enjoyment,
fear, sadness, surprise—are experienced similarly in all
cultures (Ekman 1992). On the other hand, growing up in a
“carpentcred world” with straight lines and right angles, or
in a flat environment with open vistas (where individuals
experience the foreshortening of visual perspective), en-
hances the experience of optical illusions (Segall et al.
1966). It is unfortunate that there is no sensc of urgency
among psychologists about the need to verify the generality
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of the range of psychological fundamentals, since urbani-
zation, globalization, and the destruction of indigenous
cultures are leading to a rapid decrease in cultural diversity
around the world.’

The behavior that psychologists study is the behavior of
individuals. Since culture is by definition shared, the
psychological perspective will—if not specially trained
(which, in general, it is not)}—tend to overlook or distort it.
Thus, shared cultural knowledge or norms might not be
recognized or might be misunderstood as individual
knowledge or norms, and the social processes by which
they are constituted might escape examination.

Even “social psychology” is defined as the study of “the
individual in society”—that is, people function as unique
individuals, and society (and, as indicated below, culture)
can be seen as a set of independent variables, like genes or
other biological factors, that affect the individual’s behav-
ior. This perspective of psychology fits in well with, and
can almost be regarded as an exemplification of, American
individualism. Psychologists have even postulated basic
human drives like “self-actualization™ that can be under-
stood as individualism universalized into theory.

In this way, the worldwide spread of psychology can be
viewed in part as an example of the spread of cultural as-
sumptions from the United States to increasingly Westem-
ized intellectual elites. Traiming in psychology, especially
graduate training, becomes in part—along with leamning
statistics and experimental methodology—a way of leam-
ing to think in terms of those assumptions.

Meanwhile, back in the United States, psychologists
with their individualistic perspective have difficulty in
grasping what a cultural perspective might be. They under-
stand the concept of “egocentrism,” but “ethnocentrism” is
understood not as its cultural counterpart but as something
diffusely bad and roughly equivalent to “discrimination™ or
“racism.” Psychologists, when asked to explain why some-
one thinks, feels, or acts a particular way, typically give an
individual explanation that vanes according to their theo-
retical orientation. They might refer to factors such as the
person’s distinctive early childhood experiences, or his or
her more recent learning history, to neuropsychological
predispositions (e.g., “right brained” vs. “left brained”) or
to cognitive schemata. They would be unlikely to offer the
explanation that those are the kinds of thoughts, feelings,
and actions produced in people of comparable social cir-
cumstances in the United States today and that these con-
trast in certain ways with the thoughts, feelings. and ac-
tions of people in parallel circumstances in another culture.

In other words, rather than seeing themselves as situated
within and exemplifying a culture, psychologists view cul-
ture as a variable (or set of vaniables) affecting behav-
ior—perhaps as a default explanation to appeal to when
a psychological explanation is not at hand (“it must be
cultural”). An undergraduate cross-cultural psychology



textbook even has the title Understanding Culture's Influ-
ence on Behavior (Brislin 1993)."

The marginal status of cultural perspectives in psychol-
ogy can be illustrated in several ways. While cultural perspec-
tives are relevant to all specialties dealing with humans,
traditionally they have been most problematic for social
psychology—even though social behavior is by definition
permeated by cultural elements. To understand social psy-
chology’s problems with culture, it is necessary briefly to
discuss some relevant background—including the ways
both applied psychology and culture contaminate the ideal
of experimental purity. (Mainstream social psychologists
do laboratory experiments on topics such as attitudes, con-
formity, and small group processes.) Ultimately, these
problems led to two splits within social psychology.

The American Psychological Association (APA) has
84,000 doctoral-level members and the main home for
“scientific” social psychology is Division 8—Personality
and Social Psychology.” The division title itself evokes im-
ages of people acting socially because of their individual
personalities. Psychologists leave it to sociologists (who
have a parallel field of social psychology) to examine so-
cial behavior in terms of what might be called “society in
the individual.” The Society for the Psychological Study of
Social Issues (SPSSI) was created in 1936 mainly by social
psychologists who wanted to study important social issues,
like prejudice and discrimination, outside of the labora-
tory.'” As part of a reorganization of APA in 1945, SPSSI
entered as Division 9. While the issues addressed by SPSSI
may be of social import in the United States, social psy-
chologists do not usually consider cultural issues or deal
with cross-cultural perspectives.

Cultural issues kept coming up in social psychology,
and more recently they split off to form (along with content
from other areas of psychology) the field of cross-cultural
psychology, thereby retaining social psychology’s scien-
tific purity.”! The centrality of cross-cultural psychology to
social psychology is illustrated by the cross-cultural psy-
chology text Culture and Social Behavior (Tniandis 1994),
written by the senior editor of the first edition of the Hand-
book of Cross-Cultural Psychology (Triandis et al
1980-1981). The implication of the title is that cross- cul-
tural psychology deals with the subject matter of social
psychology.

Some other APA divisions that deal with cultural issues
include 7, Developmental Psychology; 35, Psychology of
Women; and 45, Society for the Study of Ethnic Minority
Issues. More recently, Division 52, International Psychol-
ogy, was formed, and psychologists interested in culture
may have found a refuge, if not a home, there. However,
the division’s main activities revolve around relationships
with international psychology organizations, as well as na-
tional psychology organizations in other countries, rather
than the viewing of human behavior through a cultural lens.
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For the sake of completeness, 1 should mention that the
small minority of American psychologists who identify
themselves as concerned with cultural i1ssues (and who are
more varied culturally than other Amencan psychologists)
refer to themselves as “‘cross-cultural psychologists,” cul-
tural psychologists,” and “multicultural psychologists.”
These terms are not well defined and are in an ongoing
process of self-definition and political negotiation. My ten-
tative impressions are the following. American cross-cul-
tural psychologists tend to be whites born in the United
States or immigrants, are interested in comparative cross-
cultural studies of psychological issues, and may be mem-
bers of the International Association of Cross-Cultural
Psychology (IACCP) or of the Society for Cross-Cultural
Research (SCCR) or other organizations where they can
interact with sociologists and anthropologists. Cultural
psychologists (e.g., Cole 1996) are new and scarce and I’ ve
only met a few—Greenfield (2000) represents this per-
spective. My impression so far of American cultural psy-
chologists 1s that their leaders and founders are predomi-
nantly whites born in the United States who are interested
in cultural processes and meaning construction and who
make use of both qualitative and quantitative methods.
Both cross-cultural psychologists and cultural psycholo-
gists are interested in Understanding Human Behavior in
Global Perspective (the title of the 1999 cross-cultural psy-
chology text by Segall et al.)

In contrast, American multicultural psychologists are far
more numerous than the other two groups combined, are
far more likely to be members of minority groups, and tend
to be concerned with applied and power issues in the
United States, such as stereotyping, discrimination, affirm-
ative action, and social justice. Multicultural psychologists
are often members of APA Division 45, the Society for the
Psychological Study of Ethnic Minority Issues.

While international (IACCP) and interdisciplinary
(SCCR) organizations exist, there is no APA Division of
Cross-Cultural Psychology because such a small propor-
tion of American psychologists share a global perspective.
(By way of illustration, the following are some other divi-
sions that do exist in APA: 19, Military Psychology: 23,
Consumer Psychology; 46, Media Psychology: 47, Exer-
cise and Sport Psychology.) Culture remains marginal and
marginalized. If ethnocentrism is the glue that holds cul-
tural groups together, then American psvchology as a cul-
tural group has been remarkably effective at maintaining a
unity of purpose and vision.

Etics and Emics

The etic and emic concepts, which have made their way
into cross-cultural psychology, are otherwise unknown in
the field. (Instead of etic vs. emic, psychologists think in
terms of quantitative ['scientific”] vs. qualitative [unsci-
entific”].) If these concepts became part of psychologists’
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general knowledge—and were not marginalized as an ex-
otic import from anthropology—psychologists would have
to acknowledge that most of their purportedly scientific
generalizations about humans have their origins in Ameri-
can cultural categories (and are based mainly on data from
the United States). Since all of physics is culture-neutral,
psychologists might come to the conclusion that the kinds
of generalizations they seek are unattainable, and might
become more open to a cultural perspective.

Here is an example. Psychologists develop tests to
measure psychological constructs, like intelligence, extro-
version, or anxiety. Over the years, an impressive method-
ology has been built up for defining the dimension, sam-
pling relevant behaviors, developing a pool of test items,
standardizing the test, measuring reliability and validity,
seeing how it compares with and relates to other relevant
measures, and so forth. As a result, the investigation of an
American emic domain produces an etic dimension that is
seen as comparable to other etic dimensions, like height or
weight. That is, height is seen as quantitatively different
from extroversion, because it has a greater test-retest reli-
ability, but not qualitatively different. Psychologists do not
view height as a culture-neutral dimension and extrover-
sion as a culturally derived dimension because they do not
think in terms of etics and emics.

Techniques exist, such as the use of back translation, to
enable the development of equivalent versions of a test in
other countries. This, in turn, permits one to provide quan-
titative answers to questions such as “How do people in
England, Israel, Japan, and the United States compare on
extroversion?”

The problem, which anthropologists see immediately
but which has to be explained to psychologists who do not
specialize in cultural issues, is that the neutral-sounding
“psychological construct” that is being compared cross-
culturally is culture-specific in origin. A test for it was de-
veloped in the United States because of its salience here,
and its cross-cultural generality was assumed rather than
investigated. (The more diverse the cultures compared, the
more unlikely it is that they all organize the world in terms
of the same salient psychological dimension.)

Once something psychological has been operationally
defined, it can be investigated anywhere. New psychiatric
diagnoses are proliferating in the United States. They are
voted into existence so therapists can receive insurance re-
imbursement for treating them; but once they have been
operationally defined (e.g., as the presence of five or more
“symptoms” on a checklist of a dozen) they can be investi-
aated around the planet.

As aresult, once the world has been measured or classi-
fied in terms of our dimensions or categories, its cultures
can be ranked. Psychological tools allow us not only to
rank cultures according to how extroverted they are or ac-
cording to their incidence of passive-aggressive personal-
ity, but according to how intelligent, or sexist, or lazy, or

SEPTEMBER 2000

dishonest, or for that matter—if operationally defined—
un-American they are.

The minority of psychologists who specialize in culture
are well aware of these problems—for example, Berry
(1969) coined the term imposed etic to refer to such prac-
tices. More recently Greenfield (1997) discussed the issue
with regard to ability assessments, and Segall ct al. (1999)
explained it as well. But, as with other issues—such as ex-
perimental studies of American undergraduate students
conducted in order to make generalizations about “human
behavior”—I have seen no evidence of or prospects for
such knowledge diffusing to the field as a whole.

* % %

Anthropologists could make a real contribution by com-
municating a deeper understanding of culture to psycholo-
gists, especially the concepts of etics and emics. (Harris
[1999] discusses the debate in anthropology over whether
observable behavior needs to be included in the definition
of “culture.” Those who would exclude it are not likely to
have much impact on psychologists.)

Even descnbing the discipline of anthropology to psy-
chologists would help. They have not heard of the four
fields and would be surprised to learn, for example, that
linguistics is part of anthropology. Explaining and using
biological concepts (e.g., breeding population and cline)
and data from physical anthropology will enhance anthro-
pologists’ credibility, as will the use of statistically ana-
lyzed quantitative data in general. Whether such efforts
will be sufficient to make a dent in psychology’s ethnocen-
trism remains an open question.

Psychologists’ Belief in *‘Race™

Psychologists’ ethnocentric assumption that emic cate-
gories of “race” in the United States are biological realities
appears particularly intractable, in significant measure be-
cause of the circumstances described above. My frustration
at the imperviousness of American psychology, as a cul-
tural group, to attempts to challenge this assumption with
scientific data from anthropology has led me to a perverse
respect for the power of ethnocentrism. It has also led me
to write about “race”—including efforts like this article
aimed at encouraging anthropologists to help out (Fish
1983, 1995a, 1995b, 1996: ch. 9, 1997a, 1997b, 1998, 1999;
Fish and Newton 1998).

With few exceptions, psychologists believe that there
are two sexes—male and female—and three (principal)
races—Caucasoid, Mongoloid, and Negroid. Among the
reasons for the belief that the human species is divided into
biological races are an ethnocentric acceptance of the va-
lidity of folk categories in the United States and a desire to
make biologically based generalizations about human be-
havior because they are more scientific than socially based



ones. An additional reason, however, is psychologists’ lack
of basic knowledge from physical anthropology (e.g.,
Marks 1995) and cultural anthropology (e.g., Smedley
1998)—as well as from other fields, such as genetics and
history."* How to get such knowledge into psychologists’
heads (and textbooks) is a real problem—but there are so
many psychologists and psychology students that it is worth
thinking about.

Both sex and race can be rated reliably by psychologists,
and their ratings correlate highly with subjects’ ratings of
their own sex and race, thereby establishing the desirable
psychometric characteristics of these categories. The two
sexes and three races can be combined into six cells to
study the effects of race, sex, and the race X sex interaction
on any vanable of interest, such as mathematical ability.
Not surprisingly, psychologists like to have it both ways.
On the one hand, as scientists, they have learned that they
should be cautious in generalizing the results beyond the
local populations represented in their study. On the other,
especially when studies are cited in articles or appear in lit-
erature reviews, qualifying statements tend to drop out, and
the discussion shifts to universal generalizations about ab-
stractions like “cognition.”

Once data from outside the United States are included,
ethnocentric assumptions about “race” become evident.
For example, a psychologist might want to compare black-
white IQ differences in the United States with black-white
IQ differences in Brazil. It would rapidly become appar-
ent that Brazilians have many more ‘“‘racial” categores
than exist in the United States (Fish 1983, 1995b, 1996:
ch. 9; Harris 1964, 1970) and that to do such a study would
force the great majority of Brazilian subjects into “racial”
classifications from the United States that they would
view as inaccurate (or protest with stronger adjectives).

Sometimes the categories, instead of being labeled as
“race,” are labeled ‘‘race/ethnicity,” or occasionally “ethnic-
ity.” But the implicit understanding—that some biological
component is involved in the different classifications—
means that the question remains as to the extent to which
biologically based “racial” factors, however they may be
labeled, are responsible for obtained group differences.

Psychologists who protest the “‘political correctness” of
colleagues opposed to studies of “racial” differences may
have a point in the following odd sense. Both groups be-
lieve that biological races exist; one thinks that a commit-
ment to science implies that differences between them
must be studied, and the other thinks that a commitment to
social justice means that such studies should be avoided
since they could be used to harm people who are already
disadvantaged. The conflict could be resolved (or at leasi
diminished by those open to outside evidence) if both
groups of psychologists would learn some anthropology.

A common set of psychological comparisons is among
categories labeled as “white,” “black” or “African American,”
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and “Hispanic™ or “Latino.” Since this article 1s written for
anthropologists and not psychologists, I will not belabor
the point that these folk categories from the Unued States
represent neither biological races nor cultural entities.
Briefly, “African Americans” are more culturally diverse
than “whites,” since the former include non-Western im-
migrants from Africa, while non-Western “whites” are
rare. They are also more varied in physical appearance be-
cause people in the United States with one “white” parent
and one “black” parent are classified as “black.” The cate-
gories misclassify Brazilians as “Hispanic” (although they
speak Portuguese); and *“Latinos” include both monolin-
gual English speakers and speakers of Spanish and other
languages who are immigrants from countries with long
histories of armed conflict among them. Furthermore, the
range of physical appearance of Latin American immi-
grants varies greatly from one country of origin to another.
(Some people also benefit from American “racial” catego-
ries, especially those who intermarry or are children of in-
termarriages within a given category. For example, a Chi-
nese-Japanese marriage in the United States is much less
problematical than it would be tn either China or Japan, be-
cause both spouses are “Asian.” Similarly, the children of a
Mexican-Puerto Rican marriage are protected from con-
flict over their ethnic identity because they are “Latino, just
like their parents”; and the children of a Nigenian—African
American marriage are “black, just like their parents.™)

Despite the problems with these categories, much psy-
chological research that passes for “cultural” involves
comparisons among these three groups, in large measure
for two reasons discussed above. The first is ethnocen-
trism—psychologists 1n the United States study rather than
question the categories they have been raised to use. The
second has to do with the scientific methodology psy-
chologists are committed to. Only by lumping culturally
diverse people together (e.g.. immigrants from Nigeria,
Haiti, and Jamaica along with rural southern and urban
northern African Americans are all “black”) can they get
enough subjects per cell to do the requisite statistical analyses.

Once a number of such studies have been done, they be-
come self-perpetuating. That is, if one criticizes them
based on the questionable naturc of the categories used, the
justification is that continuing to use the same categories
allows for comparability of results across studies. (This
same perpetuation of error occurs in the other social sci-
ences—for example, as a justification for the use of “race”
in the census.)

* * *

Whatever the explanation, psychologists’ lack of basic
knowledge about human physical variation and the differ-
ing folk taxonomies by which it is classified in different
cultures 1s a major shortcoming. Anthropology could per-
form a real service for psychology by communicating its
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knowledge; and cross-cultural psychology-—marginal
within psychology though it may be—would seem to be
the best place to begin. (Segall et al. [1999] have made a start
in this direction.)

In Conclusion

While I believe that this is an article that needed to be
written, as I was working on it I felt twinges of disloyalty at
times for doing so. Much of the above cnitique of psychol-
ogy, especially the methodological part, applies to other
disciplines as well—above all to other social sciences—in
differing ways and to differing degrees. It would be inter-
esting to hear from historians, political scientists, and soci-
ologists as to what anthropology could do for them. Law,
literature, and medicine (to mention only a few) are three
other fields that immediately come to mind as potential
sources for articles comparable to this one. Psychology is
not the only ethnocentric discipline; my own group loyalty
encourages me to believe that it is one of the better ones.
(That is what I find so troubling.) But each discipline is
ethnocentric in its own way, and anthropology as an over-
arching field can help.

Notes

Acknowledgments. Thanks to Harold Takooshian for his
comments on an initial version of this paper and for sharing
with me a paper on field research methods for psychologists
(Takooshian et al. in press). Feedback from Patricia Green-
field, Marshall Segall, and three other AA reviewers with a va-
riety of perspectives gave me much to think about, led to many
improvements, and is greatly appreciated. (Greenfield, Segall,
and Takooshian are psychologists.) Dolores Newton has, as
always, been generous with her advice and supportive of my
interdisciplinary forays.

1. T am using the term culture as a shorthand to refer to the
subject matter generally regarded as cultural without confront-
ing problems of definition. I am aware of Kroeber and Kluck-
hohn’s (1952) multiple definitions, and I have written about
problems with the concepts “personality,” “culture,” and “so-
ciety” (Fish 1996). Similarly, I do not attempt to define “etics”
and “emics.” since the concepts are familiar to anthropologists
and are used widely, albeit in a variety of ways (Harris 1999).
In addition, although all inhabitants of the New World could
rightly be thought of as “American,” I use the tern to refer to
people in the United States because that is the folk term we use
to refer to ourselves. just as another culture might use a term
that means *'the human beings.” Finally, I use terms like white
and black because they are the folk terms Americans usce (o re-
fer to purported races™—even though our species has no
races in the biological sense.

2. Questionnaire surveys. because they are quantitative, are
viewed by psychologists as more scientific than ethnographic
interviews: but they are seen as less scientific than experi-
ments because experiments yield causal inferences.

3. An example of the problem can be scen in the widely
used and highly regarded edited volume, Ethnicity and Family
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Therapy (McGoldrick ct al. 1996). now in its second edition.
Following an introduction, the book contains 47 chapters,
each of which describes American families from a particular
cultural background and discusses issues relevant to family
therapy with them. The great majority of chapter authors are
family therapists (social workers, psychologists, and a few
psychiatrists) whose main qualification to write about the eth-
nic group in question is their membership in it rather than spe-
cifically relevant training in the social sciences.

My point is not that the cultural content does not exist; the
three-volume second edition of the Handbook of Cross-Cul-
tural Psvchology (Berry et al. 1997) is just one example to the
contrary. Rather, it is that awareness of the existence of the
content and of the complexity and pervasiveness of culture has
not diffused to the great masses of psychologists (as well as
others, like social workers and psychiatrists—though this arti-
cle is not about them), unfortunately including many who
teach psychology courses with some form of the word culture
in the title.

4. Psychologists also make a point of distinguishing among
their doctorates to emphasize their expertise and training and
to more clearly distinguish themselves from psychiatrists and
social workers. The Ph.D. is a research degree awarded to sci-
entists and scientist-practitioners (e.g., clinical psychologists).
The Psy.D. (Doctor of Psychology) is an applied degree
awarded to practitioners by university psychology depart-
ments as well as both university-based and freestanding
schools of professional psychology. The Ed.D. degree (Doctor
of Education) implies a focus on education and the schools
and is usually awarded by schools of education to educational
psychologists and school psychologists. Ph.D. psvchologists
are the most numerous, and the Ph.D. is the most prestigious
degree; the Psy.D. has been in existence for only a few dec-
ades but has rapidly become widespread; Ed.D. psychologists
are on the wane, with educational psychology tending toward
the Ph.D. and school psychology becoming dominated by the
Psy.D.

5. The social class origins and aspirations of social scien-
tists are a topic of evident importance and worthy of empirical
investigation. My observations of psychologists are impres-
sionistic but are consistent with the following. Eugene Ogan
(n.d.) presents evidence for the upper-class and upper-middle-
class roots of American anthropology. Anne Roe’s 1953 study
of 14 eminent psychologists and 8 eminent anthropologists
suggested that the anthropologists came from money while the
psychologists worked their way up.

Psychologists’ identification with the upper middle class
may not make them unique—Strangers in Paradise (Ryan and
Sackrey 1984) discusses the difficulties faced by academics of
working-class origin in a vanety of fields—but it is relevant1o
their work. For example, Sherwood and Nataupsky (1968) ex-
amined the biographical characteristics of 83 researchers who
had studied “racial” differences in intelligence. They con-
cluded that “investigators whose research was categorized as
concluding that Negroes are innately inferior intellectually
came from higher socioeconomic backgrounds™ {p. 57). Simi-
larly. Kaufman (1957) found that status concern (i.c., agreeing
with statements like “Raising one’s social position is the most
important goal of life”) correlated .66 with anti-Semitism—
though this was not a study of psychologists or social scientists.



6. The heritability statistic is a fraction—the genctically as-
sociated varnation in a population under given environmental
conditions divided by all variation (both genetically and envi-
ronmentally associated). By limiting the environments considered,
one decreases the environmentally associated variation. This
makes the denominator smaller and, hence, the heritability es-
timate larger.

7. Once again, from my point of view, the existence of out-
standing counterexamples among psychologists specializing
in culture (e.g., Berry et al. 1997; Segall ¢t al. 1999) does not
diminish the accuracy of this statement as it applics to the
great masses of psychologists. Such people constitute nearly
all of psychology and identify with the plethora of specialties
whose titles omit the word culture.

8. The existence of such a title would seem to imply a rec-
ognition by the author that psychologists in general define re-
ality in terms of individual behavior (even if cross-cultural
psychologists do not). The implicit dialogue justifying the
book’s existence would go something like this. “I'm a psy-
chologist, interested in understanding behavior. Why do 1
need to learn about culture?” **Because culture influences be-
havior.”

9. Over time, the more numerous applied psychologists
have come to dominate APA, to focus policy attention on
guild issues, and to expand the number of applied divisions to
reflect their concerns. As a result, the American Psychological
Society (APS) was formed in 1988 as an explicitly “scientific”
organization. In case applied psychologists didn’t get the mes-
sage, a movement developed to keep the acronym APS, but
change the name to the “Association for Psychological Sci-
ence.” (Although 60% of members actually voted for the
change, the proposal was defeated because it received less
than the two-thirds of the ballots required by the bylaws.) The
APS journal that goes to all members (corresponding to
AAA’s American Anthropologist or APA’s American Psy-
chologist) has been called Psychological Science from the start.

[ was initiated into the status gulf between experimental and
applied psychology as a graduate student at Columbia Univer-
sity in the 1960s. The experimental psychology programs
were housed on the main campus, south of 120th Street
(known to us as the widest street in the world™) and the ap-
plied psychology programs were housed at Teachers College.
The subject matter and status distinctions were so important
that the university even had two Ph.D. programs in social psy-
chology—a program emphasizing laboratory c¢xperiments on
the main campus, and one emphasizing the study of social i1s-
sues at TC. And while much at Columbia has changed over the
decades, the geographical demarcation of the two spheres of
influence with their accompanying status distinctions, as well
as the existence of two Ph.D. programs in social psychology,
continue.

10. There are approximately 108,000 people with doctor-
ates in psychology in the United States. Approximately an-
other 213,000 have master’s degrees, and about 71,000 of
them are working in psychology. Over 70,000 people a year
graduate with bachelors degrees in psychology, though few of
them work in the field since positions generally require more
advanced training.
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The following figures are presented to give a sense of the
order of magnitude of differences (1) between the member-
ships of psychological organizations and other professional
organizations concerned with “culture™ and (2) between the
memberships of psychological organizations representing the
ficld as a whole and those specifically concerned with “cul-
ture.” Approximate memberships are: American Psychologi-
cal Association, 84,000; American Psychological Society.
16,000 (many of whom are also APA members); American
Sociological Association, 13,000; American Anthropological
Association, 11,500; Society for the Psychological Study of
Social Issues, 3,000; Society for the Psychological Study of
Ethnic Minonty lIssues, 1,200; International Association of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 690 (260 from the USA, others
from 69 countries); Society for Cross-Cultural Research, 200.

The assistance in compiling these numbers of the APA
Research Office. of individuals in the various associations,
of readers of earlier drafts of this paper, and of my graduate
assistant Lily Hung is greatly appreciated.

11. The point here is not that cross-cultural psychology be-
gan recently—IACCP has been around for over 25 years.
Rather, it is that the separate existence of an entity named
“cross-cultural psychology™ has served to isolate cultural is-
sues from the mainstream field of social psychology and un-
dercut the argument that cultural concerns are an intrinsic as-
pect of its subject matter. “You study culture, we’ll do our
experiments, and everybody will be happy ™ is the communication.

12. Here are two more illustrations of the ways in which
psychologists seal themselves off from other disciplines’
knowledge about “race.” APA, like AAA and other profes-
sional organizations, is located in Washington, DC. The 1997
AAA convention, highlighting the issue of “race,” took place
there; and I asked the editor of the APA Monitor (comparable
to Anthropology News) to send a reporter to cover some of the
key presentations. She decided not to because the presenta-
tions were not by psychologists. Similarly, the editor of APA
Books turned down a proposal for a multidisciplinary book on
race and intelligence because too few of the chapters were by
psychologists.
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