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am  kiTxvebze  pasuxis  gacemis  erTi  gza  aris  is,  rom  pirvel  

rigSi  ganvsazRvroT  mecniereba,  Semdeg  axlos  gavecnoT  mecnierul  

midgomas _ mis  daSvebebs,  miznebs,  Taviseburebebs  da  SevadaroT  igi  

codnisadmi  sxva  midgomebTan.

ra aris mecniereba?

samwuxarod,  mecniereba  xSirad  arasworad  aris  gagebuli.  dil­

etantebi,  Jurnalistebi,  politikosebi,  swavlulebi,  TviT  mecniere­

bi  gansxvavebuli  mniSvnelobiT  da  gansxvavebuli  konteqstiT  iyene­

ben  termins  `mecniereba~.  zogierTisaTvis,  mecnierebas  prestiJuli  

mniSvneloba  aqvs,  zogisTvis  mecniereba  namdvili  codnaa,  zogisTvis  

ki  es  empiriuli  fenomenis  obieqtur  kvlevas  niSnavs.

mecnierebis  sawyisi  gansazRvra  sakmaod  rTulia,  vinaidan  xalxi  

xSirad  erTmaneTSi  urevs  mecnierebis  arssa  da  mis  meTodologias.  

miuxedavad  imisa,  rom  mecnierebas  ar  aqvs  konkretuli Tema, ama Tu 

im movlenis nebismier kvlevas mecnierebad ar ganvixilavT. magaliTad,  

astrologebi  akvirdebian  varskvlavebis  ganlagebas,  sxvadasxva  mov­

lenebs  adamianTa  cxovrebaSi  da  cdiloben  daamyaron  mimarTeba  

maT  Soris.  es  miznebi  da  aqtivobebi  ar  aZlevs  saSualebas  astro­

logias  mecnierebis  did  ojaxSi  Sevides.  maSinac  ki,  Tu  presti­

Juli  universiteti  daafuZnebs astrologiis  departaments,  axal  

fakultets,  Seqmnis  kurikulums,  mecniermuSakis  xarisxs,  astro­

logia mecnierul disciplinad ar CaiTvleba. mizezi,  ris  gamoc  as­

trologias  ar  vaRiarebT  mecnierebad,  aris  ara  misi  sfero,  aramed  

is,  rom  misi  meTodologia  ar  aris  mecnieruli.  rodesac  is  mimar­

Tulebebi,  romlebic  xalxis  mier  aRiarebulia rogorc  faqtobrivi  

codna,  uaryofilia  mecnierebis  mier,  es  uaryofa  yovelTvis  emyare­

ba  meTodologias.  ufro  metic,  mecnierebis  Sinaarsis  didi  nawili  

mudmivad  icvleba:  codna,  romelic  mecnierulad  miiCneva  dRes,  mo­

mavalSi  SeiZleba  aramecnierulad  moinaTlos.  termini  `mecniereba~  

exeba  ara  codnis  romelime  zogad  an  konkretul  nawils,  aramed  

meTodologias.  am  mizezTa  gamo,  termins  `mecniereba~  gamoviyenebT  

mTeli  im  codnis  aRsaniSnavad,  romelic  mecnieruli  meTodologiiT  

aris  mopovebuli.
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/ /codnis sxvadasxva gageba

sityva  `mecniereba~  momdinareobs  laTinuri  sityvidan  ~sci­

re~,  rac  codnas  niSnavs.  mTeli  istoriis  ganmavlobaSi  adamianebi  

codnas  gansxvavebuli  gziT  iZendnen.  mecnieruli  midgoma  ar  aris  

erTaderTi  midgoma,  romliTac  adamianebma  scades  Caswvdomodnen  

garemosa  da  sakuTar  Tavs.  sami  sxva  zogadi  midgomac  emsaxureboda  

codnis  SeZenas:  avtoritaruli  modeli,  mistikuri  modeli,  racio­

nalisturi  modeli.  mTavari  gansxvaveba  am  modelebs  Soris  mdgo­

mareobs  im  gzebSi,  riTac  isini  irCeven:  wyaros  an  codnis  miRebis  

albaTobas  (anu, saidan ici?),  proceduras,  romliTac  xdeba  codnis  

miReba  (rogor  gaige?);  efeqts,  romelic  am  codnas  aqvs  (ra  Seicvala 

amis gagebiT?).2  aseve  ixileT  entoni  o’heari,  `Sesavali  mecnierebis  

filosofiaSi~).  am  modelebis  mokle  aRwera  gviqmnis  perspeqtivas  

mecnieruli  midgomis  SedarebiTi  SefasebisaTvis.

avtoritaruli modeli

avtoritaruli  modelis  mixedviT  adamianebi  codnas  eZieben  im  

individebisagan,  romlebic  socialurad  an  politikurad codnis  

mwarmoeblebad iTvlebian.  eseni  SeiZleba  iyvnen  winaswarmetyvelebi  

gvarovnul  sazogadoebebSi,  arqiepiskoposebi  Teokratiul  sazoga­

doebebSi  (magaliTad mola Tanamedrove iranSi),  mefeebi  monarqiul  

sazogadoebebSi  da  mecnierebi  teqnokratiul  sazogadoebebSi.  nebi­

smier  sazogadoebaSi  SeiZleba  sxvadasxva  avtoritets  daeyrdnon  

gansxvavebuli  fenomenis  Sesaxeb  codnis  mosapoveblad.  sailustra­

ciod  SegviZlia  moviyvanoT  RvTismoSiSi  kaTolikebi,  romelTaT­

visac  papis  avtoriteti  religiur  sakiTxebSi  Seuvalia. gansxvave­

bul konteqstSi, CineTis kulturuli revoluciis (daiwyo 1965 wels) 

meTaurs mao Ze-dunsa da mis cols igive avtoriteti hqondaT konti­

nenturi CineTis cxovrebisyovel aspeqtSi. `mcire  wiTeli  wigni~,  sa­

dac  Sesulia  maos  aforizmebi,  erTgvari  bibliis  rols  asrulebda  

imasTan  dakavSirebiT,  ra  iqneboda  swori  saqcieli  an  fiqri.  mola  

amJamindel  iranSi  kidev  ufro  Tanamedrove  magaliTia.  avtorita­

2.  Walter L. Wallace, The Logic of Science in Sociology ( Hawthorne, N.Y.: Aldine, 1971), p.11. 
See also,  Anthony O’Hear, An Introduction to the Philosophy of Science ( New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1989).
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rul  modelSi  araprofesionalebi  codnis  warmoebis  unars  miaweren  

socialur,  politikur  an  religiur  avtoritets.  avtoritetis  pa­

suxis  bunebaze  gavlenas  axdens  manera,  romliTac  araprofesionali  

mimarTavs  avtoritets  (ceremonia)  da  ara  mimmarTvelis  ndoba  pasux­

isadmi.  maT,  visac  codnis  mwarmoeblis  avtoritetis  diskrediteba  

an  delegitimizeba  surT,  ganmeorebiT  unda  uaryon  maTi  mtkicebebi  

da  warmoadginon  codnis  axali  wyaro.

mistikuri modeli

mistikur  modelSi  WeSmaritebis  maZiebelni  codnas  iReben  ze­

bunebrivi  avtoritetebisagan,  winaswarmetyvelebisagan,  mediumebi­

sagan.  am  TvalsazrisiT,  mistikuri  modeli  avtoritaruli  mode­

lis  msgavsia.  igi  gansxvavdeba  Tavisi  damokidebulebiT  zebunebrivi  

movlenebisadmi  da  codnis  momxmareblis  fsiqofizikuri  mdgo­

mareobisadmi.  mistikuri  modeli  damokidebulia  ritualuri  da  ce­

remoniuli  procedurebis  gamoyenebaze.  magaliTad,  wes-Cveulebebi,  

romlebic  axlavs  astrologiur  winaswarmetyvelebas,  miznad  isaxavs  

araprofesionalis,  diletantis  darwmunebas  astrologis  zebune­

briv  ZalebSi.

ufro  metic,  mZime  depresiis,  uimedobis,  intoqsikaciis  pirobeb­

Si,  codnis  momxmarebeli  eswrafvis  im  codnis  aRiarebas,  romelsac  

mistikuri  modeli  iZleva.  ndoba  aseTi  saxiT  miRebuli  codnisadmi  

mcirdeba,  rac  ufro  izrdeba  uaryofis  raodenoba,  izrdeba  sazoga­

doebis  ganaTlebis  done  an  umjobesdeba  pirovnebis  fsiqologiuri  

mdgomareoba.

racionalisturi modeli

filosofiuri  skolis,  racionalizmis  mixedviT,  codnis  miReba  

SesaZlebelia  logikis  formebisa  da wesebisadmi mkacri  erTgulebiT. 

racionalizmis  mTavari  daSvebebia:  (1)  adamianis  gonebas  SeuZlia  

Caswvdes  samyaros  misi  dakvirvebadi  fenomenebisagan  damoukide­

blad  da   (2)  codnis  formebi  Cveni  pirovnuli  gamocdilebisagan  da­

moukideblad  arsebobs.  sxva  sityvebiT  rom  vTqvaT,  racionalistur  

models  saqme  aqvs  imasTan, rac principSi  WeSmariti  unda  iyos  da  

rac    logikurad  SesaZlebeli  da  dasaSvebia.
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racionalistisaTvis,  abstraqtuli  formaluri  logika  is  mode­

lia,  romlis  erTgulnic  unda  viyoT,  raTa  mecnierulad  viazrovnoT.  

esaa  daxelovnebis  mecniereba_misi  wesebis  dacva  saSualebas  gva­

Zlevs  ganvasxvavoT  mecnieruli  mtkicebebi  dausabuTebeli  mosazre­

bebisagan.  klasikuri  racionalistebis  mixedviT,  berZenma  filoso­

fosma  aristotelem  (Cv.w-aR-mde  384-322)  gamoikvlia  logikis  sruli  

Sinaarsi  da  amdenad  codnisa  da  WeSmaritebis  struqtura.  germaneli  

filosofosi  imanuel  kanti  (1724-1804)  werda:

aristoteles  Semdeg  nabijis  gadadgma  ar  iqneboda  saWiro, 
garkveul arasaWiro  wvrilmanebs,  an misi  sagnis ufro  zust 
gansazRvras  ganviTarebas  rom  ar  varqmevdeT.  orive  es  
ufro  erTgvari  eleganturobis  sakiTxia,  vidre  mec­
nierebis  simyarisa.  niSandoblivia  isic,  rom  dResdReiso­
biT,  SeuZlebelia  nabijis  win  wadgma,  ise    rom  miviCnioT  
igi  srulyofilad  da  SesaniSnavad.3

mosazreba,  rom  codna  TavisTavad  arsebobs  da  damoukidebelia  

adamianis  gamocdilebisagan,  iyo  gza  klasikuri  racionalizmis  pe­

riods  miRma.  racionalizmis  ukiduresi  gansxeuleba  Tanamedrove  

mecnierebaSi  aris  abstraqtuli,  wminda  maTematika.  wminda  maTema­

tika  Sedgeba  mtkicebebisagan,  romlebic  universalurad  swori,  mka­

fio  da  damoukidebelia  empiriuli  samyarosagan.  magaliTad,  wminda  

geometriis  mtkicebebi  absoluturad  da  WeSmaritad  miiCneva.  wmin­

da  gaeometria  arafers  ambobs  realobis  Sesaxeb.  misi  Teoremebi  

tavtologiaa,  anu  WeSmaritia  mxolod  sakuTari  logikuri  formiT.  

miuxedavad  imisa,  rom  wminda  maTematika  da  formaluri  logika  

bunebrivi  ram  aris  mecnieruli  midgomisaTvis,  maTi  Rirebuleba  

socialuri  mecnierebisaTvis  `arsebobs  mxolod  imdenad,  ramdena­

dac  isini  emsaxurebian  nayofier  progress  sagnis  mxriv,  isini  gamoy­

enebul  unda  iqnes,  rogorc  kompleqsuri  saSualebebi  mxolod  maSin  

da  iq,  sadac  maT  daxmareba  SeuZliaT  da  progress ar  Seaferxeben~.4

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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mecnierebis sabaziso daSvebebi

mecnieruli midgoma emyareba  mraval  sabaziso  daSvebas,  romlebc  

daumtkicebelia.  es  fundamenturi  wanamZRvrebi aris  mecnieruli  

msjelobis  warmarTvis aucilebeli  prerekvizitebi. epistemologia,  

codnis  safuZvlebis Seswavla, exeba am  wanamZRvrebis  bunebasa  da  

imas,  rogor  `muSaoben”  isini. am  daSvebebis arsis CaswvdomiT  Cven  

SegviZlia  ukeT  gaviziaroT  mecnieruli midgoma da  misi  upiratesoba  

sxva  midgomebTan  SedarebiT.

1.  buneba  aris  mowesrigebuli.  mecnieruli  midgomis  sabaziso  

daSveba  aris  is,  rom  bunebriv  samyaroSi  arsebobs  aRqmadi  sistemu­

roba  da  wesrigi.  movlenebi SemTxveviT ar  xdeba.  mkveTri  cvlile­

bebis  garemoSic  ki,  mecnierebi  uSveben,  rom  arsebobs  wesrigisa  da  

struqturis  xarisxi  da  cvlilebebis  Caswvdoma  SesaZlebelia.

bunebis  racionalisturi  koncepti  ar  exeba  yovlisSemZle  an  

zebunebriv  Zalebs.  mecnierebaSi  buneba  moicavs  empiriulad dak­

virvebad  sagnebs,  movlenebs,  pirobebs,  romlebic  adamianis  Carevis­

agan  damoukideblad  arsebobs,  moicavs  adamianebs,  rogorc  biolo­

giur  sistemebs.  bunebis  kanonebi  ara  ganapirobebs,  aramed  ufro  

aRwers  imas,  rac  realurad  xdeba.  yovel  SemTxvevaSi,  wesrigi  da  

sistemuroba  bunebaSi  aucileblobiT fenomenebs ar  axasiaTebs.  mag­

aliTad,  ar  arsebobs  logikurad  uryevi  mizezi,  ratom  unda  mos­

devdes  gazafxuli  zamTars,  zamTari _ Semodgomas,  Semodgoma _ 

zafxuls  da  zafxuli _ gazafxuls.  magram,  ramdenadac  es  ase  xdeba  

da  xdeba  ase  sistemurad,  CaTvlilia,  rom  aseTi  sistemuroba  safuZ­

vlad  udevs  sxva  dakvirvebad  fenomenebs.

2.  Cven  SegviZlia  CavwvdeT  bunebas.  daSveba,  rom  Cven  SegviZlia  

CavwvdeT  bunebas,  ar  aris  ufro damtkicebadi,  vidre  daSvebebi,  rom  

buneba  mowesrigebulia  da  rom  bunebis  kanonebi  arsebobs.  igi  gamox­

atavs  sabaziso  rwmenas,  rom  adamianebi  iseve  arian  bunebis  nawili,  

rogorc  sxva  sagnebi,  pirobebi,  movlenebi  da  miuxedavad  imisa,  

rom  Cven  unikalur  da  gansxvavebul  Taviseburebebs  vflobT,  Cveni  

buneba  SeiZleba  gagebul  da  axsnil  iqnas  imave  meTodebiT,  riT­

ac  vswavlobT  sxva  bunebriv  fenomenebs.  individebsa  da  socialur  

fenomenebs sakmarisi  perioduloba,  mowesrigebuloba da empiriulad  

demonstrirebadoba  axasiaTebs imisaTvis, rom  mecnieruli  kvlevis  

sagani  gaxdes.  adamianis  gonebas  SeuZlia  ara  marto  Caswvdes  bune­

bas,  aramed  Seicnos  sakuTari  Tavi  da  sxvaTa  azrovneba.
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3.  bunebis  yovel  fenomens  bunebrivi  safuZveli  aqvs.  daSveba,  
rom  bunebis  yovel  fenomens  bunebrivi  safuZveli  aqvs,  mecni­
eruli  revoluciis  TvalsaCino  magaliTia.  im  rwmenis  uaryofiT,  
TiTqos  bunebaSi  moqmedi  Zalebisgan  gansxvavebuli  Zalebi  iwvevs  
bunebriv  movlenebs,  mecnieruli  midgoma  daupirispirda  fundamen­
talistur  religias,  aseve  spiritualizmsa  da  magias.  ufro  metic,  
sanam  mecnierebi  SeZleben  fenomenebis  aRweras  bunebrivi  termi­
nebiT,  isini  uaryofen  arguments,  rom  sxva,  zebunebrivi  axsna  aris  
saWiro.  es  daSveba mecnierul kvlevas  zebunebrivi,  yovlisSemZle  
Zalebis  Ziebisagan im empiriuli sistemurobisa da wesrigis  aRmoCeni­
saken mimarTavs, romelic safuZvlad udevs  bunebriv  fenomenebs. aseT  
sistemurobas  SeuZlia  gamoavlinos  mizez-Sedegobrivi  mimarTebebi.

4.  araferia  TviTdamadasturebeli.  mecnieruli  codna  ar  aris  
TviTdamadasturebeli, pretenzia  WeSmaritebaze  obieqturad  unda  
iyos  demonstrirebuli. mecnierebs  ar  SeuZliaT  daeyrdnon  mxolod  
tradiciebs,  subieqtur  rwmenebs, an saerTo  azrs  mecnieruli  cod­
nis  dadasturebisas. mecnierebi uSveben, rom yovelTvis  arsebobs  
Secdomis  SesaZlebloba (albaToba)  da  yvelaze  martivi  mtkicebac  
ki  obieqtur  dadasturebas moiTxovs. Sesabamisad, mecnieruli  az­
rovneba  skeptikuri  da  kritikulia.

5.  codna gamocdilebis SeZenidan momdinareobs. imisaTvis,  rom  
mecniereba realuri  samyaros  gagebaSi  dagvexmaros, igi unda  iyos  
empiriuli, daeyrdnos  aRqmas,  gamocdilebas,  dakvirvebas. aRqma   mec­
nieruli  fundamenturi  principia da Cveni grZnobaTa  organoebiT  mi­

iRweva:

mecniereba uSvebs, rom komunikacia adamiansa da gare  sa­
myaros Soris ganmtkicebulia  misi  grZnobadi STabeWdile­
bebiT. codna aris individis gamocdilebis produqti,  ra­
mdenadac fizikuri, biologiuri da socialuri samyaros  
mniSvnelovani aspeqtebi Cvens grZnobaTa organoebze moq­
medebs.5

yovel  SemTxvevaSi,  codna  ar  moipoveba  mxolod  aRqmiT,  romelic  

Cvens  xuT  SegrZnebas _ Sexebas,  ynosvas,  gemos,  smenasa  da  mxedvelo­

bas  emyareba.  mravali  movlena  pirdapir  ar  ganicdeba  da  pirdapir  

ver  davakvirdebiT.  dakvirveba,  rogorc  mentaluri  aqtivoba,  ar  

aris  `TviTdamadasturebeli~  an  mTlianad  mowyvetili  mecnierul  

cnebebs,  konceptebs,  Teoriebs,  romelTac  mecnierebi  iyeneben.  ro­

5.  ideon Sjoberg and Roger Nett, A Methodology for Social Research ( New York: Harper & Row, 968), 
p.26.
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gorc  britaneli  filosofosi,  ser  karl  poperi  (1902-1994)  werda:

naivuri  empirikosi  .  .  .  fiqrobs,  rom  Cven sakuTari  ga­
mocdilebis  SegrovebiTa  da  mowesrigebiT  viwyebT  da  ase  
mivuyvebiT  mecnierebis  kibes.  .  .  .  magram  Tu  me  mTxoven,  
rom  Cavwero,  ra  gamocdilebasac  viReb,  ver  gavigeb,  ra  
unda  gavakeToT am brZanebis Sesasruleblad,  Cavwero,  rom  
vwer;  rom  mesmis  zaris  wkriali,  gazeTebis  momtani  bi­
Wis  yvirili,  yursasmenebis  zuzuni,  Tu  unda  Cavwero  is,  
rom  mTeli  es  xmauri  maRizianebs?.  .  .  mecnierebas  sWird­
eba  Tvalsazrisi  da  Teoriuli  problemebi  (karl  poperi.  
`mecnieruli  aRmoCenis  logika~).6

istoriulad,  daSveba,  rom  mecnieruli  codna  unda  emyarebodes  

mxolod empiriul dakvirvebas,  iyo  reaqcia  rwmenis  winaaRmdeg,  

TiTqos  codna  Tandayolilia  adamianTaTvis,  da  `wminda  azri~  Ta­

visTavad  sakmarisia  argumentirebuli  codnis  misaRebad.

6.  codna  sjobs  umecrebas.  es  daSveba  mWidro  kavSirSia  daSvebas­

Tan,  rom  sakuTari  Tavis  Secnoba iseve  SegviZlia,  rogorc  bunebisa.  

esaa  rwmena,  rom  codna  unda  SeviZinoT  ara  sakuTriv  codnis  gamo,  

aramed  adamianTa  pirobebis  gaumjobesebisTvisac.  argumenti,  rom  

codna  sjobs  umecrebas,  ar  niSnavs  imas,  rom  bunebaSi  yvelafris  

codna  SesaZlebelia  an  momavalSi  gaxdeba  yovelive  cnobili.  mec­

nierebi  varaudoben,  rom   codna zogadad sacdeli  xasiaTisaa  da  cva­

lebadia.  is,  rac  ar  vicodiT  warsulSi,  viciT  dRes  da  arsebuli  

codna  SeiZleba  Seicvalos  momavalSi.  mecnierebaSi WeSmariteba    da­

kavSirebulia  sicxadesTan,  meTodebTan,  TeoriebTan  da  yovelTvis  

Riaa  cvlilebebisadmi.

rwmena,  rom  fardobiTi  codna  ukeTesia,  vidre  arcodna,  diame­

trulad  gansxvavdeba  epistemologiisagan,    codnis  sistemebisagan,  

romlebic  absolutur  WeSmaritebas  emyareba.  rogorc  gideon  so­

bergi  da  rojer  neti  ambobdnen:

idea, rom adamianis Rirseba izrdeba,  rodesac  mas  mosveneba  
ara  aqvs da ZiebaSia, ewinaaRmdegeba  rwmenis  sistemebs,  rom­
lebic  Caketilobasa da  absolutur  WeSmaritebas  eswrafvi­
an.  Tanamedrove  mecnierebis  istoria  da  misi  ganxeTqileba  
absolutur  sistemebTan    am  Teorias adasturebs.7

6.  Karl R.Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery ( New York: Science Editions, 1961), p.106. 
7.  Sjoberg and Nett, A Methodology for Social Research, p.25.
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namdvilma  morwmuneebma  ukve  `ician~  yvelaferi  is,  rac  SeiZleba  

icodnen.  mecnieruli  codna  safrTxes  uqmnis  Zvel  Cveulebebs,  simS­

vides,  stabilurobasa  da  status  kvos.  amis  sanacvlod,  mecnieruli  

midgoma  gvTavazobs  cvalebad,  sacdel  WeSmaritebas,  romelic  cod­

nis  arsebul  mdgomareobas  exeba.  mecnieruli  midgomis  Zlieri  da  

susti  mxareebi    WeSmaritebis  sacdel  da fardobiT bunebas emyareba:

Zlieri  mxarea  is,  rom  racionaluri  adamiani  drois  xan­
grZliv  periodSi  asworebs  sakuTar  Secdomebs.  sisustea  
is,  rom  mecnierebi  ar  endobian  sakuTari  mtkicebebis  sis­
wores  da  im  sakmaod  xSirad  periodebSi,  roca  socialuri  
krizisi  safrTxes  uqmnis  xalxis  usafrTxoebas,  SeiZleba  
damarcxdnen  absolutistebis  mier.  mecniereba  xSirad  um­
weoa,  roca  mis  bastionebs  rwmenis  absoluturi  sistemebis  
gulmodgine  mimdevrebi  uteven.8

socialur mecnierebaTa miznebi

mas  Semdeg,  rac  ganvixileT  mecnierebis  daSvebebi,  SegviZlia  mi­

vubrundeT  adreve  wamoWril  sakiTxs:  ra  SeuZlia  mecnierebas  Ses­

Tavazos  im  adamianebs,  romlebic  sazogadoebis  problemebiT  arian  

dainteresebulni?  socialuri  da  yvela  sxva  mecnierebis  saboloo  

mizania  Camoayalibos  dadasturebuli  codna.  aseTi  codna  saSuale­

bas  gvaZlevs  avxsnaT  faqtebi,  SevimuSaoT  prognozebi  da  gavigoT  

empiriuli  fenomenebi,  romlebic  Cveni  interesis  sagania.  ufro  met­

ic,  sando  codna  SeiZleba  gamoviyeneoT  adamianTa  pirobebis  gasa­

umjobeseblad.  magram  ra  aris  mecnieruli  axsna?  rodis  SegviZlia  

SevimuSaoT    prognozi?  rodis  varT  marTlebi,  roca  vamtkicebT,  

rom  gavigeT  empiriuli  fenomenebi?

mecnieruli axsna

ratomaa  saxelmwifos  mier  erT  adamianze  gaweuli  xarjebi  ufro  

maRali  SvedeTSi,  vidre  SeerTebul  StatebSi?  vinmes  SeuZlia  Tqvas:  

`imitom,  rom  Svedebs  surT,  maTma  mTvarobam  meti  daxarjos~.  aseTi  

axsna   SeiZleba   diletants   akmayofilebdes,  magram  sociologebi  

8. iqve., gv. 26 
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msgavsi  ganmartebiT  ar  dakmayofildebian,  Tu  imave  mosazrebiT  ar  

miudgebian  sxva  politikur  sistemebsac.  xelisuflebis  mier  gaweu­

li  xarjebi  erT  adamianze  britaneTSi  Semcirda  mas  Semdeg,  rac  

1980  wlis  arCevnebi  konservatiulma  partiam  moigo.  Tumca,  cno­

bilia,  rom  britanelTa  umetesobas  surs,  rom  maTze  xelisufleba  

ufro  mets  xarjavdes.

sociologebis  mizania,  upasuxos  kiTxvas  `ratom?~  rodesac  mec­

nierebi  iTxoven  imis    axsnas,  ratom  aqvs  adgili  raime  movlenas  

an  qcevas,  isini  iTxoven  im winamavali  faqtorebis  sistemur  da  em­

piriul  analizs,  ramac  gamoiwvia  movlena  da  qceva.

im  droidan,  rac  Sotlandielma  filosofosma  devid  hiumma  

(1711-1776)  warmoadgina  Tavisi  Teoriebi  mecnierul  azrovnebaze,  

terminis _ `axsna~ _ gamoyeneba  gulisxmobs  asaxsneli  fenomenis  

zogadi  kanonebiT  dakavSirebas  sxva  fenomenebTan.  zogadi  kanonebi  

qmnis  erTgvar  CarCos,  saidanac    konkretuli  axsna gamomdinareobs.  

riCard  braiTveiTis  mixedviT:

mecnierebis  funqciaa  .  .  .  daadginos  zogadi  kanonebi,  
romlebic  exeba  im  movlenebsa  Tu  sagnebs,  rasTan  dakav­
SirebiTac  aris  dasmuli  sakiTxi  da  Sesabamisad  saSualeba  
mogvces  erTmaneTTan  davakavSiroT  sxvadasxva  calkeuli  
movlenis  Sesaxeb  Cveni  codna,  SevimuSaoT  sando  prognozi  
im  movlenebTan  dakavSirebiT,  rac  jerjerobiT  ar  aris  
cnobili.  .  . Tu  mecniereba  maRalganviTarebulia, kanonebi,  
romlebic  dadginda,  Camoayalibebs  ierarqias,  sadac  spe­
cialuri  kanonebi  logikurad  gamomdinareobs  mcire  ra­
odenobis  zogadi  kanonebidan.  .  .  .  Tu  mecniereba  ganviTa­
rebis  adreul  etapzea,  .  .  .  kanonebis  ubralo  ganzogadeba  
saxes  miiRebs  klasifikaciisaTvis.9

rac  ufro  viTardeba  mecnieruli  disciplinebi,  miT  ufro  icv­

leba  maTi  axsnis  formebi.  karl  hempelma  gamoyo  mniSvnelovani  gan­

sxvaveba  mecnieruli  axsnis  or  sabaziso  tips  Soris:  deduqciuri  

da  albaTuri  axsna.  klasifikacia  emyareba  ganzogadebis  tipebs,  

romelTac  axsna  iyenebs.10

deduqciuri  axsna.  deduqciuri  axsna  moiTxovs  (a)  universalur  

ganzogadebas,  (b)  iseT  pirobebs,  romlis  farglebSic  ganzogadeba  

9. Richard B. Braithwaite, Scientific Explanation ( New York: Harper & Row, 1960) p.1 
10. Carl G. Hempel, Philosophy of Natural Science ( Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966), ch.5. 
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WeSmaritia,  (g)  movlenis  axsnasa  da  (d)  formaluri  logikis  wesebis 

dacvas.  deduqciur  axsnaSi  kerZo  fenomeni  axsnilia  imis  CvenebiT,  

rom  igi  SeiZleba  gamoviyvanoT  dadgenili  zogadi  kanonebidan.  mag­

aliTad,  mecnieruli  axsna  imisa,  rom  haerSi  asrolili  sagani  miwas  

ubrundeba,  emyareba  gravitaciis  kanons.  mecniers  SeuZlia  daadgi­

nos,  rom  Tu  sagnebi ganicdian WeSmarit  urTierTmizidulobas,  nebi­

smieri  calkeuli  sagani  aseve  `moiqceva~  dedamiwasTan  mimarTebaSi.  

bunebrivi  mdgomareoba  universaluri  kanonisaTvis  aris  is,  rom  igi  

yvela  SemTxvevaSi  erTnairad  moqmedebs.

deduqciuri  msjelobisas  wanamZRvars  aucileblad  mivyavarT  

daskvnamde.  im  SemTxvevaSi,  Tu  wanamZRvari  WeSmaritia,  daskvnac  

WeSmaritad    unda  miviCnioT.  Tu  wanamZRvrebi    WeSmariti  ar  aris,  

daskvnis    WeSmaritebaSi  ver  viqnebiT  darwmunebulni.  magaliTad,  

davuSvaT,  demokratiul  sazogadoebaSi  arCeuli  oficialuri  pirebi  

moiTxoven  xelaxal  arCevnebs  (mcdari  wanamZRvari);  jon  brauni  aris  

arCeuli  oficialuri  piri,  amdenad,  jon  brauni  moiTxovs  xelaxal  

arCevnebs  (mcdari  danaskvi).  deduqciuri  axsna  mecnieruli  axsnis  

yvelaze  Zlieri  formaa,  radgan  misi  danaskvi  WeSmaritia,  Tu  wanamZ­

Rvebi  WeSmaritia  da  kidev  imitom,  rom  is  xsnis  unikalur,  kerZo,  

konkretul    movlenebs,  zogadi,  saerTo  qcevidan gamomdinare.

albaTuri  axsna.  yvela  mecnieruli  axsna  universalur  kanonebs  

ar  emyareba.  es  gansakuTrebiT  socialur  mecnierebebs  exeba,  romelTa  

farglebSi  universalur  ganzogadebebs Znelad  Tu  SexvdebiT.  so­

cialuri  mecnierebebi  iyeneben  albaTur,  anu  induqciur  axsnas.  mag­

aliTad,  politologebma  SeiZleba  mTavrobis  mier  gaweuli  xarjebis  

zrda  SeerTebul  StatebSi  axsnan  araxelsayreli  ekonomikuri  piro­

bebT,  vinaidan  warsulSi  iyo  SemTxveva,  roca xarjebis  zrda  mohyva  

mkacr  ekonomikur  pirobebs.  es  axsna  asaxsnel  fenomens  ukavSirebs  

adreul  movlenas  (qveynis  ekonomikur  mdgomareobas).  mecnieri  ase  

varaudobs,  vinaidan  dadgenilia,  rom  arsebobs  kavSiri  ekonomikur  

mdgomareobasa  da  xelisuflebis mier gaRebul xarjebs  Soris.  es 

kavSiri  ver  gamoixateba  kanonis  universaluri  formiT,  vinaidan  

ekonomikuri  siduxWiris  yovel  SemTxvevas  ar  mosdevs  mTavrobis  

mier  gaweul  xarjebis  zrda.  mecniers  mxolod  SeuZlia  ivaraudos,  

rom  arsebobs  maRali  albaToba,  rom  mkacri  ekonomikuri  pirobebi  

gamoiwvevs  mTavrobis  xarjebis  zrdas  an  daaskvnas,  rom  umetes  Sem­

TxvevaSi  ase  xdeba.  am  tipis  zogadi  axsna  warmoadgens  albaTur  

anu  induqciur  axsnas.  is  gamomdinareobs  albaTuri  ganzogadebidan.  

sxva  sityvebiT  rom  vTqvaT,  albaTuri  axsna  iyenebs  ganzogadebas,  

romelic  gamoxatavs  ariTmetikul  Tanafardobas  fenomenebs  Soris  



33I  nawili            empiriuli  kvlevis  safuZvlebi

(n  procenti, albaToba imisa, rom  X=Y)  an  ganzogadebas,  romelic  

gamoxatavs  tendencias  (X-s  aqvs  tendencia  gamoiwvios Y).

albaTuri,  anu  induqciuri  ganzogadebis  mTavari  nakli  uni­

versalur  kanonTan  SedarebiT  aris  is,  rom  daskvnebi  konkretuli  

SemTxvevebis  Sesaxeb  sruli  darwmunebulobiT  ar gamomdinareobs.  

magaliTad,  Tu  iciT,  rom  garkveuli  eTnikuri  jgufis  wevrebis  

70%  ukanaskneli  20  wlis  ganmavlobaSi  xmas  aZlevs  demokratiul  

partias,  Tqven  mainc  ar  SegiZliaT  darwmunebiT  TqvaT,  rom  jgu­

fis  konkretuli wevris mier demokratebisaTvis xmis  micema aris  7/10.  

garda  mocemuli  jgufis  wevrobisa,  romlisTvisac  sworia  es  gan­

zogadeba,  individis  qcevaze  gavlenas  SeiZleba  axdendes    sxva  faq­

torebic.  konkretuli  adamiani  SeiZleba  aseve  iyos  raime  socialuri  

klubis  wevri,  romelsac  respublikelebisaTvis  xmis  micemis  didi  

xnis  tradicia  aqvs  da  am  faqtorma  gadawonos  eTnikuri  identobis  

gavlena.  daskvnebis  logika  sociologiur  kvlevebSi  mogvianebiT  ga­

nixileba  me-19  TavSi.

prognozi

  deduqciuri  da  albaTuri  axsnebi  mecnieruli  codnis mniS­

vnelovan  komponents  warmoadgens.  prognozi  meore  aseTi  kompo­

nentia.  SesaZlebloba,  gaakeTo  swori  prognozi,  mecnierebis  aRi­

arebul  Taviseburebad  aris  miCneuli.  Tu  codna  arasakmarisia,  

prognozi SeuZlebeli  xdeba.  magaliTad,  Tu  iciT,  rom  2-jer  6  

aris  12,  Tqven  SegiZliaT  gaakeToT  prognozi  Sedegis  Sesaxeb,  ra­

sac  ori  6  sagniani  jgufis  kombinireba  mogcemT.  Tu  iciT,  rom  

wylis  gayinvis  temperatura  aris  32  gradusi  farenheitiT  an  0  

gradusi  celsiusiT,  Tqven  SegiZliaT  gaakeToT prognozi, ra  dae­

marTeba  Tqvens  manqanas,  Tu  zamTris  periodSi  mis radiatorSi  

wyals  antifrizi  ar  eqneba  damatebuli.  Tu  iciT,  rom  mTavroba  

zrdis  xarjebs  ekonomikuri  krizisisas, Tqven  gaakeTebT  prog­

nozs,  rom  momavalSi  krizisis gamo  gaizrdeba samTavrobo  xarjebs.  

Tu  iciT,  rom  dasaqmebis  programebi  gadaWris  umuSevrobis  prob­

lemas,  gaakeTebT  prognozs,  rom  umuSevrobis maRali  maCvene­

beli  Semcirdeba  am  programebis  implementaciis  kvaldakval. 

molodini,  rom  mecnierul  codnas  zust  prognozamde  mivyavarT,  

emyareba  Semdeg  arguments:  Tu  cnobilia,  rom  X  iwvevs  YY -s  da  sax­

eze  gvaqvs  X,  maSin  SegviZlia  viwinaswarmetyveloT  Y Y-is  gamoCena.  am  

arguments  safuZvlad  udevs  daSveba,  rom  Tu  universaluri  kanoni  

an  albaTuri  ganzogadeba aris  napovni  da viciT, rom is aris  WeSmari­
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ti  (anu  dakmayofilebulia  aucilebeli  winapirobebi), maSin  mizezebi  

imisa,  rom  ver  keTdeba  zusti  prognozi,  SeiZleba iyos Semdegi:  (1)  re­

alurad,  kanoni,  an  ganzogadeba  ar  aris  WeSmariti  an  (2)  winapirobe­

bi  arasworadaa  aRqmuli.  amdenad,  SegviZlia  vTqvaT,  rom  Tu  umuSev­

robis  problema  ver  iWreba,  es  xdeba  an  imitom,  rom  ganzogadeba,  

TiTqos  dasaqmebis  programebi  Wris  umuSevrobis  problemas,  ar  aris  

WeSmariti,  an  imitom,  rom  dasaqmebis  programebi  SecdomiT  ganisaz­

Rvra,  rogorc  aqtivobebi,  romelTa  mizania  umuSevrobis  aRmofxvra.

Tu  axsnis  deduqciur  models gavixsenebT, prognozirebis  pro­

cesi,  logikurad  rom  vimsjeloT,  aris  axsnis  procesis  sapirispiro  

mxare.  prognozirebisas  winamavali  dakvirvebebi  ubralod   sawyisi 

pirobebis arsebobas avlens.  universaluri  kanonebi  an  albaTuri  

ganzogadeba  gamoiyeneba  prognozis  dasasabuTeblad,  rom  Tu  arse­

bobs  garkveuli  pirobebi,  maT  mohyveba  konkretuli  Sedegebic.

axla  ukve  SegviZlia  davaxasiaToT  mecnieruli  axsnisa  da  prog­

nozirebis  logikuri  struqtura.11   es  struqtura    Semdegi  nawilebi­

sagan Sedgeba:

1.  mtkiceba  E E  aRwers  konkretul  fenomens  an  movlenas,  romelic  

unda  aixsnas.

2.  debulebebis    mimdevroba  A A-dan  AAn-mde,  aRwers  specifikur  

Sesabamis  pirobebs,  romlebic  wanamZRvrebia,  anu  kauzalurad  

aris  dakavSirebuli  fenomenTan,  romelsac E  aRwers.

3.  universaluri  kanonebi  an  albaTuri  ganzogadebebi  L L  pirvelidan  

LLn-mde,  rac  gamoxatavs:  `yvela  SemTxvevaSi,  roca  xdeba  iseTi  

movlenebi,  romelTac  aRwers  A An1 - A,  aRmocendeba  movlena,  

romelsac  E E  aRwers.~

imisaTvis,  rom  am  samma  nawilma  movlenis  an  fenomenis  axsna   

mogvces,  isini  sul  mcire  or  pirobas  unda  akmayofilebdnen:

1.	 danaskvi  unda  gamomdinareobdes  A ,A L   LwinamZRvrebTan  erTad  da  

ara  maTi  romelime  jgufidan  gancalkevebulad.

2.	 miRebuli  debulebebi-danaskvi    WeSmariti  unda  iyos.

ai  mecnieruli  axsnisa  da  prognozis  logikuri  struqturis simboluri  

gamosaxvac:

11. The following discussion draws on Richard S. Rudner, Philosophy of Social Science 
( Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966), p.60. 
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axsnis  logikuri  struqtura  prognozirebis  logikuri  struqtu­

ris  identuria.  gansxvaveba  maT  Soris  mecnieris  perspeqtivaSi  unda  

veZioT.  axsnis  SemTxvevaSi,  E E   warsuli  movlenaa,  rac  mecniers  upi­

rates  mdgomareobaSi  ayenebs,  igi  eZebs  Sesabamis  L L-sa  da  A A-s,  said­

anac  unda  gamomdinareobdes  movlenis  axsna.  prognozis  SemuSavebis  

SemTxvevaSi,  mecnierma  ukve  icis da AeZiebs movlenas,  romelsac  es 

movlenebi momavalSi gamoiwvevs.

gageba

socialur-mecnieruli  codnis  mesame  komponenti  aris  gageba.  

termini  `gageba~  ori  radikalurad  gansxvavebuli  mniSvnelobiT  

gamoiyeneba:  versteheni  anu  empaTiuri  gageba  da  prediqtuli  gageba.  

am  gansxvavebas  adgili  aqvs  imitom,  rom  socialuri  mecnierebebis  

sagani  aris  adamianis  qceva  da  Sesabamisad,    socialuri  mecnierebebi  

erTdroulad  arian  damkvirveblebic  da  monawileebic  Tavisi  disci­

plinis  saganSi.  hans  ceterbergis  mixedviT:

simboloebi  saSeni  masalaa,  riTac  agebulia  kulturebi  
da  sazogadoebebi.  .  .  .  magaliTad,  cnebaTa  mimdevroba,  
dabadeba,  ZuZuTi  kveba,  ZuZus  gaSvebineba,  warmoadgens  
mSoblobis  biologiur  realobas.  magram  adamianis  mSob­
lobis  gaanalizebisas,   biologiuri  realobisa garda,  
aRmovaCenT  simboloTa  mTel  kompleqss  (Rirebulebebs,  
normebs),  romlebic  moicavs  bavSvebis  yolis  uflebas,  pa­
suxismgeblobas  maT  movlaze,  aRzrdaze,  uflebebs  miiRo  
gadawyvetilebebi  maT  sasargeblod,  valdebulebebs  Caun­
ergo  maT  garkveuli  socialuri  ritualebi.  .  .  .  Cveni  
metyveleba  moicavs  kodebs,  ras  niSnavs  iyo  mSobeli,  ra  
unda  gaakeTon  mSoblebma,  ra  gakeTdes  maTTvis  da  mTe­
li  es  winadadebebi,  romlebic  Cveni  metyvelebis  nawilia,  
mSoblobis  socialuri  realobasa.  socialuri  realoba  am  
da  sxva  SemTxvevebSic  Sedgeba  simboloebisagan.12

12. Hans L. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in Sociology, 3d enlarged ed. ( Totowa, N.J.: Bed-
minster Press, 1965), pp. 1-2. See also, Kenneth J. Gergen, Toward Transformation of Social Knowledge 
( New York: Springer-Verlag, 1982).
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magram  SesaZlebelia  Tu  ara,  rom  simboloebi  da  adamianis  qceva  

Tavisi  SinaarsiT  vikvlioT  imave  meTodebiT,  romelTac  sabunebi­

smetyvelo  mecnierebebSi  iyeneben? aris  Tu  ara  socialur  mec­

nierebaTa  sagani  iseTi  kompleqsuri  da  gansxvavebuli,  rom  saWiroa  

unikaluri  mecnieruli  meTodologiis  Seqmna?  uwevT  Tu  ara  soci­

ologebs,  sabunebismetyvelo  mecnierebisagan  gansxvavebiT  sakuTar  

saganSi  `SeZroma~,  raTa  gaigon  igi?

verstehenis  tradicia.  verstehenis  (germanulad  `empaTia~)  

tradiciis  mixedviT,  sabunebismetyvelo  da  socialuri  mecnierebebi  

codnis  gansxvavebul  erTianobas  qmnian,  ramdenadac  gansxvavebulia  

maTi  sagani.

am  tradiciis  mimdevrebi  amtkiceben,  rom  sabunebismetyvelo  

da  socialuri  mecnierebi  kvlevis  gansxvavebul  meTodebs  unda  iy­

enebdnen.  magaliTad,  socialur  mecniers  unda  esmodes  adamianis  

qcevis  rogorc  istoriuli  ganzomileba,  aseve  adamianis  gamoc­

dilebis  subieqturi  aspeqtebic.  germaneli  sociologi  maqs  veberi  

(1864-1930)  amtkicebda,  rom  Tu  socialur  mecnierebs  surT  gai­

gon  individebisa  da  jgufebis  qceva,  maT  unda  iswavlon  `kvlevis  

monawilis  adgilze  sakuTari  Tavis  warmodgena~.  maT  unda  ASeeZloT  

sxvis  mier  realobis  xedvis  gageba,  unda  wvdebodnen  am  adamianis  

simboloebs,  Rirebulebebs,  attitudebs.13

mogvianebiT,  verstehenis  tradiciis  safuZvelze,  aRmocenda  in-

terpretaciuli  midgoma.  kenet  jergeni,  am  midgomis  mimdevari,  

ambobda:

fundamenturi  gansxvaveba  arsebobs  sabunebismetyvelo  da  
socio-biheviorul  mecniers  Soris  maTTvis  saintereso  
fenomenebis  mniSvnelobis  mixedviT. sakmarisi  mizezi  
gvaqvs  imisaTvis,  raTa  virwmunoT,  rom  am  ukanasknelis  
safokuso  fenomenebi  naklebad  stabiluria  (mdgradi,  san­
do,  gameorebadi),  vidre  sabunebismetyvelo  mecnierisa.  .  
.  .  ufro  konkretulad  rom  vTqvaT,  ukanaskneli  saukunis  
manZilze  sociobihevioruli  kvlevebisa  da  Teoriebis  ji­
bri  sabunebismetyvelo  mecnierebasTan  avanturistul  xa­
siaTs  atarebda.  mainc  ver  Seiqmna  principebi,  romlebic  
iseTive  sando  iqneboda,  rogorc  arqimedes  hidrostatikis  
principi,  anda  galileis  aCqarebis  kanoni.14

13. Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Econommic Organization, trans. A.M. Henderson and Talcott 
Parsons ( New York: Free Press, 1964).
14. Gergen, Toward Transformation of Social Knowledge, p.12.
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verstehenis  midgomis  meTodologia  ganxilulia  me-12  TavSi.

prediqtuli  gageba.  verstehenis  tradiciis  sapirispirod,  logi-

kuri  empirikosebi  ikaveben  pozicias,  rom  socialur  mecniers  Seu­

Zlia  mogvces  obieqturi  codna,  rogorc  socialuri,  ise  bunebrivi  

samyaros  kvlevisas.  isini  amtkiceben,  rom  socialur  da  sabunebism­

etyvelo  mecnierebebs  SeuZliaT  erTi  da  igive  meTodebi gamoiyenon.  

ufro  metic,  logikuri  empirikosebi  empaTikur  gagebas  ganixilaven  

rogorc  damxmare  gzas  aRmoCenisaken.  magram  Tu gvsurs aRmoCenis 

mecnierul codnasTan integrireba, is empiriuli dakvirvebebiT unda 

dadasturdes. (aRmoCenis  idea gamoyvanis sapirispirod mogvianebiT  

am  TavSi  aris  ganxiluli).

meTodologiis  roli

mecnierebebi  gaerTianebulni  arian  ara  imdenad  sagniT,  ramdena­

dac  meTodologiiT.  is,  rac    mecnierul  midgomas  codnis  miRebis  

sxva  saxeebisagan ganasxvavebs,  aris  daSvebebi,  romelsac  emyareba  

konkretuli mecniereba  da  misi  meTodologia.

mecnieruli  meTodologia  aris  zusti  wesebisa  da  procedurebis  

sistema,  romelTac    kvleva emyareba. amasTan, maTi  gaTvaliswinebiT  

fasdeba  mecnieruli  damtkicebebi.  es  sistema  araa  ucvleli.  piriq­

iT,  wesebi  da  procedurebi  mudmivad  gaumjobesebas saWiroebs;  

mecnierebi  sul  dakvirvebis,  analizis,  logikuri  daskvnebis,  gan­

zogadebis  axali  mniSvnelobis  ZiebaSi  arian.  mas  Semdeg,  rac  gan­

viTardeba  es  yvelaferi  da  SesabamisobaSi  mova  daSvebebTan,  rom­

lebic  safuZvlad  udevs  mecnierul  midgomas,  isini  CaerTvebian  

wesebis  sistemaSi,  romelic  mecnierul  meTodologias  gansazRvravs.  

amdenad,  mecnieruli  meTodologia  pirvel  rigSi  Tavad  asworebs  

Tavis  Secdomebs:

mecniereba  ar  eswrafis  moipovos  rwmena  sakuTari  Teor­
iebisadmi  nebismier  fasad.  Teorias mxars unda uWerdes 
logikurad  daSvebuli  argumentebi,  romelic  yuradRe­
biT  unda  avwon-davwonoT  da  SevamowmoT  kargad  cnobili  
daskvnis  miRebis  kanonebiT.  amas  mosdevs  is,  rom  mecni­
eruli  meTodi  ufro  stabiluri  da  ufro  mniSvnelovania,  
vidre  nebismieri  Sedegi,  romelic am meTodis meSveobiT 
aris  miRweuli.  mecniereba Tavisi  meTodebiT, Tavad  as­
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worebs  sakuTar  Secdomebs.  igi  ar  moiTxovs  specialur  
aRiarebas  an  Zalauflebas,  rom  misi  debulebebi  ueWvelad  
da  sabolood  miiCnion.  igi  ar  moiTxovs  Seucvlelobas,  
aramed  eyrdnoba  mtkice  daskvnebis  misaRebad  hipoTezebis  
SemuSavebisa  da  Semowmebis  meTodebs.  gamokiTxvis  kanonebi  
msjelobis  procesis  Sedegad aRmoaCines  da  SesaZlebelia   
Seswavlis  procesSi gardaiqmnas.  meTodi  SesaZleblobas  
iZleva  aRvniSnoT  da  gamovasworoT  Secdomebi  TviT  meTo­
disave  gamoyenebiT.15

socialur  mecnierebaTa  meTodologia  nela  viTardeboda.  evo­

luciis  procesSi  ideebis,  informaciis,  kritikis  uwyveti  urTierT­

gacvla  SesaZlebels  xdida  zustad  Camoyalibebuliyo  da  momxdariyo  

wesebisa  da  procedurebisa institucionalizacia,    ganviTarebuliyo  

Sesabamisi  meTodebi  da  teqnologiebi.  wesebisa  da  procedurebis  es  

sistema  mecnieruli  meTodologiis  normatiuli  komponentia.  ramde­

nadac  isini  gvkarnaxobs  `TamaSis  wesebs~,  mecnieruli  normebi  qmnis  

standartebs,  romelTac  unda  akmayofilebdes  mecnieruli  kvleva  

da  analizi.  wesebi  Tavis  mxriv  iZleva  komunikaciis,  konstruqciuli  

kritikis,  mecnieruli  progresis  SesaZleblobas.

meTodologia _ komunikaciis  wesebis safuZveli

anatol  rapoporti  or  adamians  Soris, romelTac  ar  aqvT  saer­

To  gamocdileba,  komunikaciis  zogadi  problemis  ilustracias,  

Semdegi  anekdotis  meSveobiT  iZleva:

brma  adamiani  sTxovs  viRacas,  rom  auxsnas  mas  sityva  `Te­

Tris~  mniSvneloba.

_ TeTri  aris  feri,  ai  magaliTad,  Tovli  aris  TeTri.

_ gasagebia _ Tqva  brma  kacma _ esaa  civi  da  nestiani feri.

_ ara,  araa  aucilebeli  civi  da  nestiani  iyos.  daiviwye  Tovli.  

qaRaldic  TeTria.

_ anu  Srialebs? _ kiTxulobs  brma  kaci.

_ ara,  namdvilad  ar  Srialebs.  albinosi  kurdRlis  bewvs  hgavs.

_ e.i.  rbili  da  fumfulaa? _ interesdeba  brma  kaci.

15. Morris R.Cohen and Ernest Nagel, An Introduction to Logic and Scientific Method ( Orlando, Fla.: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1962), pp. 395-396



39I  nawili            empiriuli  kvlevis  safuZvlebi

_ araa  es  saWiro.  faifuric  TeTria.

_ maSin  mtvrevadi  feri  yofila. _ Tqva  brmam.16

meTodologiis mTavari funqcia aris,  daexmaros  brmas  `dain­

axos~;  gaaadvilos  komunikacia  mkvlevrebs  Soris,  romelnic  izi­

areben an surT  gaiziaron  gamocdileba.  mas  Semdeg,  rac  naTeli,  

sajaro  da xelmisawvdomi  gaxdeba  meTodologiis  wesebi,  iqmneba  

CarCo  kopirebisaTvis  da  konstruqciuli  kritikisaTvis.  kopireba  

(replikacia)  gulisxmobs  gamokvlevis  zustad  gameorebas  imave  an  

sxva  mecnieris  mier  da  gauTvaliswinebeli  Secdomebisa  Tu  siyal­

bisagan  damcav  saSualebas  warmoadgens.  konstruqciuli  kritika  gu­

lisxmobs,  rom  mas  Semdeg,  rac  wamoyenebulia  debulebebi,  SeiZleba  

davsvaT  Semdegi  saxis  kiTxvebi:  `logikurad  gamomdinareobs  Tu  ara  

axsna  (an  prognozi)  daSvebebidan?~  `zustia  Tu  ara  dakvirveba?~  `ra  

iyo  dakvirvebis  meTodebi?~  `iyo  Tu  ara  Sesamowmebeli  procedura  

validuri?~  `xom  ar  Caeria  sxva  faqtorebic  daskvnebis  miRebisas?~  

`SesaZlebelia  Tu  ara  aRmoCenebis,  rogorc  argumentis   gamoyeneba,  

sxva  axsnis  sisworis  Sesamowmeblad?~  da  a.S.  am wignSi warmodgenili 

mTeli masalis mixedviT Cven  davinaxavT,  rom  aseTi kiTxvebi  warmoad­

gens  kriteriums  mecnierul  codnaze, axali  iqneba  is  Tu  Zveli, 

pretenziis  Sesafaseblad.

meTodologia _ azrovnebis wesebis safuZveli

imis  miuxedavad,  rom  empiriuli  dakvirvebebi  mecnieruli  mid­

gomis  fundamenturi  nawilia,  isini  `sakuTari  Tavis  Sesaxeb  ar  

saubroben~.  empiriuli  dakvirvebebi  an  faqtebi  sistemur,  logi­

kur  struqturad unda mowesrigdes  da  Camoyalibdes.  mecnieruli  

midgomis  iaraRi,  faqtobriv  dakvirvebasTan  erTad,  aris  logika 

_ sworad  azrovnebis  sistema,  romelsac  faqtobrivi  dakvirvebis  

safuZvelze  sando  daskvnis  gakeTebamde  mivyavarT.  logikur  pro­

cedurebs  mWidrod  urTierTdakavSirebuli  debulebis  forma  aqvs.  

logikis,  rogorc  mecnieruli  azrovnebis  safuZvlis  gamoyenebiT,  

mecnieruli  meTodologia  zrdis  mecnieruli  mtkicebebis  Sida  kon­

sistentobas.  imis  dasturad,  rom  logika,  iseve,  rogorc  azrovnebis  

16. Anatol Rapoport, Operational Philosophy ( New York: Wiley, 1969), p. 12.
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safuZvlebisa  da  principebis  Seswavla,  kritikuli  sakiTxia  mecni­

eruli  midgomisaTvis,  SegviZlia  CamovTvaloT  laTinuri  fesvebi  

uamrav  terminSi  _  magaliTad,  biologia,  anTropologia,  sociolo­

gia,  kriminologia,  geologia.

mecnieruli  meTodologia  (an  meTodologiebi)  moiTxovs  kompe­

tenturobas  logikur  azrovnebasa  da  analizSi.  momdevno  TavebSi  

ganvixilavT  logikis  elementebs  _  gansazRvrebis,  klasifikaci­

is  wesebs; deduqciuri  da  albaTuri  (anu  induqciuri)  daskvnebis  

formebs;  albaTobis  Teorias;  SerCevis  procedurebs;  aRricxvis  

sistemebs;  gazomvis  wesebs  _  rac  sociologis  meToduri  iaraRia.  

mniSvnelovania  gvaxsovdes,  rom  logikis  gamoyenebiT  mecniereba  

sistemuri  da  zogjer  revoluciuri  gziTac  viTardeba.

  meTodologia _ intersubieqturobis wesebis safuZveli

mecnieruli  meTodologia  ganmartavs  daSvebul  kriteriums  em­

piriuli  obieqturobisaTvis, agreTve, meTodebsa  da  teqnologiebs  

validurobisaTvis.  obieqturoba  da  validoba  mWidrod  arian  urT­

ierTdamokidebuli.  empiriuli  obieqturoba  damokidebulia  vali­

dobaze  imdenad,  ramdenadac  mecniers  ar  SeuZlia  ganacxados  pre­

tenzia  obieqturobaze,  sanam  sxva  mecnierebi  ar  ganamtkiceben  mis  

aRmoCenas.  intersubieqturoba,  romelic  moicavs  dakvirvebebisa  

da  faqtobrivi  informaciis  gaziarebas  mecnierTa  Soris,  savalde­

buloa  sakiTxia,  vinaidan  mxolod  logikuri  azrovneba  ar  iZleva  

empiriuli  obieqturobis  garantias.

ukve  vnaxeT,  rom  logika  exeba  sworad  azrovnebas  da  ara  em­

piriul  WeSmaritebas  an  damtkicebul  faqtebs.  faqti  an  namdvilad  

WeSmaritia  an  albaT  WeSmariti,  rodesac  arsebobs  obieqturi  argu­

menti  mis  mxardasaWerad. amis sapirispirod,  pretenzia  codnaze  mar­

Tebulia,  rodesac  igi  logikurad  gamomdinareobs  winamavali  daS­

vebebidan  -  wanamZRvrebidan.  amdenad,  mecnierebs  SeuZliaT  mcdari  

daskvna  gamoiyenon  swori  faqtebidan  (WeSmariti  mocemulobidan),  

Tu  isini  arasworad  azrovneben.  Tumca  maT  im  SemTxvevaSic  Seu­

ZliaT  dauSvan  Secdoma,  Tu  sworad  azrovneben  (logikurad  swo­

ri  azrovneba),  magram  ar  eyrdnobian  WeSmarit  faqtebs:  `mtkicebis  

WeSmariteba  dakavSirebulia  gamocdilebasTan,  mtkicebis  siswore  

dakavSirebulia  mis  Sinagan  konsistentobasTan  an  mis  konsistento­

basTan  sxva  mtkicebebTan~.17
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Sesabamisad,  SegviZlia  vTqvaT,  rom  deduqciuri  da  albaTuri  

axsna  (prognozi),  romlebic  adre  ganvixileT, ar aris dakavSire­

bulia  mxolod  logikurad  swor  msjelobasTan.  sxva  sityvebiT,  

maTi  daskvnebis  validoba  damokidebulia im winamaval  daSvebebze, 

romelTa  WeSmariteba  ver  ganisazRvreba  da  ver  dadasturdeba  mx­

olod  logikuri  safuZvliT.  WeSmariteba  unda  damtkicdes  empiri­

uli  argumentebiT.  rogorc  Semdeg  magaliTSi  Cans,  mkacri  miyola  

logikuri  msjelobisadmi  empiriuli  faqtebis  Seswavlis  gareSe,  

SeiZleba  sruliad  absurduli  daskvnis  miRebiT  dasruldes:

yoveli  adamiani  aris  ZalauflebiT  motivirebuli organizmi.
yoveli ZalauflebiT motivirebuli organizmi aris des­
truqciuli.
Sesabamisad,  yoveli  adamiani  aris  destruqciuli.

iqidan gamomdinare,  rom obieqturobis kriteriumi  empiriulia, 

amasTan, damtkicebis  meTodebi  aris  adamianis  gonebis  produqti  (sa­

pirispirod  rwmenisa,  rom  WeSmariteba  absoluturi  mocemulobaa),  

procesis  aRsawerad  termini  `intersubieqturoba~  ufro  adekva­

turia,  vidre  obieqturoba.  imisaTvis,  rom  iyos  intersubieqturi,  

codna  zogadad  (da  mecnieruli  meTodologia  kerZod)  unda  iyos  

xelmisawvdomi.  Tu  erTi  mecnieri  awarmoebs  kvlevas,  meore  mec­

niers  unda  hqondes  SesaZlebloba  gaimeoros es qceva  da  erTmaneTs  

Seadaros  Sedegebis ori mimdevroba. Tu meTodologia  sworia  da  pi­

robebi, romelSic  mimdinareobda  kvleva,  ar  Secvlila,  gvaqvs  molo­

dini,  rom  miRebuli  Sedegebi  igive  iqneba.  Tumca  pirobebi  SeiZleba  

Seicvalos  da  axali  garemoebebi  gaCndes.  miuxedavad  amisa,  inter­

subieqturobis  mniSvneloba  mdgomareobs  mecnieris  unarSi  gaigos  

da  Seafasos  sxvaTa  meTodebi  da  ganaxorcielos  igive  dakvirveba,  

raTa  moxdes  empiriuli  faqtebisa  da  daskvnebis  damtkiceba.  abraam  

kaplanis  sityvebiT:  `meTodologiuri  sakiTxi  yovelTvis  SezRudu­

lia  imiT,  SeiZleba  Tu  ara  dakvirvebis  gamoyeneba  momdevno  kvleva­

Si,  maSinac  ki,  Tu  konkretuli  damkvirvebeli  aRar  aris  konteqstis  

monawile~.18

17. Ibid., p.18. 
18.Abraham Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry ( New York; Harper & Row, 1968) p. 128.
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revolucia mecnierebaSi

rogorc      wina  nawilSi  davinaxeT,  mecnierulia  codna, damt­

kicebadia  rogorc  gonebiT,  ise  gamocdilebiT.  mecnieruli  meTodi­

kis  mniSvneloba  emyareba  mis  mier  enis  momzadebas  komunikaciisaTvis,  

wesebis  momzadebas  azrovnebisaTvis,  procedurebisa  da  meTodebis  

momzadebas  dakvirvebisa  da  damtkicebebisaTvis.  am  TvalsazrisiT,  

meTodika  normatiulia,  igi  moiTxovs  konformulobas:  mecnierebi  

uaryofen  pretenzias  codnaze,  romelic  ar  emorCileba  meTodikis  

mier  winaswar  gansazRvrul  wesebsa  da  procedurebs.  magram  xom  ar  

uSlis  meTodikuri  konformuloba  xels  axal  aRmoCenebs  da,  aqedan  

gamomdinare,  mecnierul  progress?  ufro  metic,  ramdenadac  mec­

nierebi  samecniero  sazogadoebebis  wevrebi  arian,  romlebic  kon­

venciebiT,  normebiT,  ritualebiTa  da  ZalauflebiT  imarTeba,  rac  

SesaZlebelia  SeuTavsebeli  iyos  obieqturobasTan,  SeuZliaT  Tu  

ara  samecniero  sazogadoebebs  Seaferxon  mecnierebis  progresi?

mecnieri  filosofosebi  da  socialuri  Teoretikosebi  didi  xa­

nia  msjeloben  konformulobisa  da  dogmis  safrTxeze  mecnierebaSi.  

rogorc  skot  griri  aRniSnavs` Tu  gagvimarTlebs da Cveni  mecnier­

uli  codna  akumulirdeba,  mas  SeiZleba  zemoT  mimarTuli  spiralis  

forma  hqondes;  Tumca  aseve  SesaZlebelia  igi  erT  adgils  tkepnides;  

SesaZlebelia  spiralurad  qveviT  miemarTebodes,  Teoriidan  dogmis  

doqtrinamde~  (skot  griri,  `socialuri  kvlevebis  logika~).  mra­

val  mcdelobas  Soris,  aRweros  mecnieruli  disciplinebi  sociolo­

giur-politikuri  perspeqtividan,  Tomas  kanis  Teoria  samecniero  

sazogadoebebis  Sesaxeb  gansakuTrebiT  provokaciuli  da  Rirebulia  

ramdenime  detalis  xazgasmiT.

aRiarebul da revoluciur mecnierebaTa dapirispireba

kanis Teoria avlebs zRvars aRiarebul  da  revoluciur  mecniere­

bas  Soris. aRiarebuli meciereba aris romelime istoriul periodSi 

dominanturi Teoriis an paradigmis rutinuli ganmtkiceba.  am  ti­

pis  mecnierebisaTvis  damtkiceba  da  Semowmeba  Tavsatexis  amoxsnis  

Semadgeneli  nawilebia.  kanis  azriT:

`aRiarebuli  mecniereba~  niSnavs  kvlevas,  romelic  emyare­
ba  warsul  mecnierul  miRwevebs,  miRwevebs,  romelsac  aRi­
arebs  konkretuli  samecniero  erToba  da  iyenebs  mas  praq­
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tikaSi.  dRes,  aseTi  miRwevebis  Sesaxeb  laparakia  (Tumca  
iSviaTad  xdeba  es  maTi  originaluri  formis  gadmocemiT)  
samecniero  saxelmZRvaneloebSi,  elementaruli  donidan  
umaRles  safexuramde.  es  saxelmZRvaneloebi  gadmogvcems  
aRiarebuli  Teoriis  arss,  gvaZlevs  misi  warmatebiT  gamo­
yenebis  ilustracias  da  adarebs  mis  gamoyenebas  calkeul  
dakvirvebasa  da  eqsperiments~.20

aseTi  samecniero  teqstebi  axdens  studentebisa  da  praq­

tikosebis  socializacebas  da  acnobs  maT  samecniero  sazogadoebas.  

isini  gansazRvraven  sakvlev  problemebs asaTvisebel daSvebebsa  da  

konceptebs,  da  kvlevis  meTodebs,  romlebic  unda  gamoviyenoT.  is­

toriulad  aseTi  teqstebi  da  kvlevebi

iZleodnen  amis  SesaZleblobas,  radgan  maT  axasiaTebdaT  
ori  ZiriTadi  Tavisebureba: 1.  maTi  miRwevebi  sakmaod  up­
recendento  iyo,  raTa  gadaebirebina  `metoqe~  mecnieruli  
aqtivobebis  mimdevrebi, 2.  is iyo  sakmarisad  Ria  imisaTvis,  
rom  saSualeba  mieca  praqtikosebisaTvis  gadaeWraT  nebis­
mieri  saxis  sakiTxi.21

kani am Tvisebebis mqone miRwevebs paradigmebs uwodebs. is va­

raudobs, rom paradigmebi mWidrodaa dakavSirebuli  aRiarebuli  mec­

nierebis  ideasTan:

am  terminiT  (paradigma), vgulisxmob,  rom  aqtualuri  sa­
mecniero  praqtikis  zogierTi  aRiarebuli  magaliTi,  ro­
melic moicavs  kanonebs,  Teorias,  gamoyenebas,  instru­
mentirebas  erTobliobaSi,  qmnis  models,  romlidanac  
gamomdinareobs  mecnieruli  kvlevis  konkretuli  Tanmim­
devruli  tradiciebi.  .  .  .  paradigmis  kvleva  .  .  .  amzadebs  
students  konkretuli  samecniero  sazogadoebis  wevrobi­
saTvis,  romlis  farglebSic  gaivlis  igi  praqtikas.22

paradigmis  magaliTebia  marqsis  materializmi  da  froidis  sqeso­

brivi  sawyisebis  Teoria.

ramdenadac  mecnierebi  uerTdebian  profesiul  samecniero  

sazogadoebebs,  romelTa  liderebs  sakuTari  disciplinis  igive  kon­

20. Thomas S.Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2 e ed. ( Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1970), p. 10. 
21. Ibid.
22. Ibid
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ceptualuri  da  meTodologiuri  safuZvlebi  aqvT  Seswavlili  igive  

wyaroebidan,  maTi  kvlevebi  iSviaTad  Tu  gamoavlens  SeuTanxmeblo­

bas  an  kritikas  safuZvlebis  mimarT.  mecnierebi,  romelTa  kvlevebi  

saziaro  paradigmas  efuZneba,  fsiqologiurad  mijaWvuli  arian  mec­

nieruli  praqtikis  imave  wesebs normebs,  standartebs:  `es  mijaWvu­

loba  da  aSkara  konsensusi,  romelsac  igi  iZleva  Sedegad,  normal­

uri  mecnierebis  prerekvizitia.  emsaxureba  konkretuli  kvleviTi  

tradiciis  dasawyissa  da  gangrZobas~.23

kani  Cveulebriv samecniero  erTobebs Tvlis ara neitralurad, 

aramed partizanebad,  romlebic damyarebul paradigmas  icaven. para­

digmisadmi erTguleba  aucileblobiT  ar  ganapirobebs  samecniero 

progress. paradigmebi, rogorc  maorganizebeli principebi,  aucile­

belia;  maT gareSe, mecnieruli kvleva  ver  daikavebs  Tavis adgils 

samecniero  `warmoebaSi~: `paradigmis  an  kvlevis ufro  ezoTeruli  

tipis  mopoveba simwifis  niSania nebismieri mecnieruli  sferos  gan­

viTarebis  procesSi~,24   magram aRiarebuli mecniereba  ukvdavyofs sa­

kuTar Tavs da amdenad aferxebs cvlilebebsa da inovaciebs.

revoluciuri  mecniereba

aRiarebuli  mecnierebis  sapirispirod,  revoluciur  mecnierebas  

kani  ganixilavs,  rogorc  sawinaaRmdego  paradigmis  uecar  ganviTa­

rebas.  paradigmis  cvlileba  aris  revolucia  mecnierebaSi  da  Sei­

Zleba  aRiarebul  iqnas  mxolod  TandaTanobiT  samecniero  sazoga­

doebis  mier.  magaliTad,  paradigmam,  rom  adamianis  inteleqti  aris  

rogorc  socio-kulturuli  garemos,  ise  genetikuri  procesis  Sede­

gi,  Caanacvla  adrindeli  paradigma,  romlis  mixedviTac  inteleqts  

gansazRvravda  mxolod  genetikuri  procesebi.  axali  paradigma  

revoluciurad  SemoiWra  pirovnebisa  da  adamianis  qcevis  kvlevebSi  

da  mravali  socialuri,  ganaTlebisa  da  ekonomikuri  politikisaT­

vis  qvakuTxedad  iqca.  

kanis  mixedviT,  dominanturi  paradigmis  uaryofa  paradigmis  

damtkicebis  mcdelobiT  iwyeba.  ramdenadac  mecnieri  empiriulad  

amowmebs  dominanturi  paradigmis  sxvadasxva  ganzomilebasa  da  gam­

oyenebas,  misi  kongruentuloba  empiriuli  kvlevis  aRmoCenebTan  

umniSvnelo  doneze  dadis.  kani  aseT  arakongruentulobas  `anoma­

liebs~  uwodebs  da  gamoTqvams  varauds,  rom  anomaliebi  ufro  Sesa­

mCnevi  xdeba  damtkicebisa  da  problemis  gadaWris  procesSi.  iwyeba  

23. Ibid., pp.10-11
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sawinaaRmdego  paradigmis  konstruireba.  aRmocendeba  konfliqti  

Zveli  paradigmis  mxardamWerebsa  da  axlis  mxardamWerebs  Soris.  

saboloo  jamSi,  samecniero  sazogadoeba  aRiarebs  axal  paradig­

masa  da  Cveulebrivi  mecnierebisaTvis  damaxasiaTebel  aqtivobas  

ubrundeba.  amis  miuxedavad,  Zveli  paradigmis  axliT  Canacvlebis  

periodi  samecniero  sazogadoebebSi  gaurkvevlobasa  da  konfliqts  

iwvevs.  es  periodi,  romelic  ramdenime  aTwleulis  manZilze  Sei­

Zleba  gagrZeldes,  xasiaTdeba  SemTxveviTi  kvlevebiT,  umizno  damt­

kicebebiT,  SemTxveviTi  aRmoCenebiT,  romlebic  gavlenas  axdens,  ro­

gor  da  rodis  moixveWs  Zalas  revoluciuri  paradigma.

mecnieruli  revoluciebi iSviaTad xdeba. mecnierebi Tavisi  drois  

umetes  nawils  Cveulebriv mecnierebas uTmoben.  isini  ar  cdiloben  

dominanturi  paradigmebis  uaryofas. dauyovnebliv  ver  aRiqvamen  

anomaliebs.  aRqma  emyareba mentalur kategoriebs,  romlebic  bevrad 

adre Camoyalibda, vidre damtkicebis procedurebi  daiwyeboda. mec­

nierebi, sxva profesionalebis msgavsad, xedaven  imas,  ris  danaxvasac 

elian. am mizeziT, dominanturi  paradigma  aRiarebuli  rCeba kidev 

didi xnis  ganmavlobaSi  mas  Semdeg,  rac  misi  kongruentuloba  em­

piriul dakvirvebebTan  mimarTebaSi  eWvqveS  dadgeba.

aRmoCenis  logika

kanis  SexdulebiT,  ar  arsebobs  aRmoCenis  logika,  arsebobs  mxo­

lod  aRmoCenis  sociofsiqologia:  anomaliebsa  da  arakonsisten­

turobas  uxvad  SexvdebiT  mecnierebaSi,  magram  dominanturi  par­

adigma  ganagrZobs  moqmedebas,  sanam  mas  ar    uaryofen.  arsebobs  

Tu  ara  krizisis  aRmocenebis  racionaluri  mizezi?  ra  aiZulebs  

mecniers  Seignos  es  mdgomareoba?  rogor  yalibdeba  sawinaaRmdego  

paradigma?  kanis  Tezisi  ar  exeba  am  sakiTxebs.  misTvis  ar  arsebobs  

aRmoCenis  logika,  arsebobs  jgufuri  brZola  samecniero  sazoga­

doebis  SigniT.
kaniseul xedvas  mecnierebis Sesaxeb mkveTrad upirispirdeba  karl  

poperis  direqtiuli  anu  normatiuli  Teoria.  poperi  amtkicebs,  rom  
samecniero  erToba  valdebulia  iyos  (da  realurad,  mniSvnelovan­
wilad  aris  kidec)  `Ria  sazogadoeba~,  romlis  farglebSic  arc erTi  
dominanturi  paradigma  ar  aris  xelSeuxebi.  poperi  amtkicebs,  rom  
mecniereba  permanentulad  revoluciebSi  unda  iyos  da  did  dros    
uTmobdes  kriticizms.  misi  azriT, revolucias axdens  codnaze  pre­

tenziis  uaryofa:

Cemi  azriT  `Cveulebrivi~  mecnieri,  rogorc  kani  aRwers  mas,  
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aris  adamiani,  romelic  unda  wuxdes  amis  gamo.  .  .  .  `Cveu­

lebrivi~  mecnieri  .  .  .  cudad  aris  ganswavluli.  igi  aRz­

rdilia  dogmaturi  suliskveTebiT:  es  aris  indoqtrinizaci­

is  msxverpli.  mas  naswavli  aqvs  teqnika,  romelic  SeiZleba 

ise iqnas  gamoyenebuli, rom ar dasva kiTxva ratom.  .  . 25

poperi  aRniSnavs,  rom  nebismier  momentSi  mecnieri  patimars  

hgavs,  romelic  Tavis  paradigmebSi,  molodinebSi,  warsul  gamoc­

dilebaSi,  enaSi  aris  gamomwyvdeuli:

Cven  patimrebi  varT,  magram  Tu  vecdebiT,  nebismier  dros  

SevZlebT  davamsxvrioT  es  borkilebi.  Tumca  isev  CarCoe­

bSi  aRmovCndebiT  moqceulni,  es  `sakani~  ukeTesi  da  ufro  

xalvaTi  iqneba  da  nebimier  momentSi  isev  SegveZleba  masac  

davaRwioT  Tavi.26

am  TvalsazrisiT,  erTmaneTisagan  unda  ganvasxvavoT  mecnieruli  

aqtivobis  ori  aspeqti:  damtkiceba  da  aRmoCena.27  damtkicebis  kon­

teqsti  exeba  mecnierTa  aqtivobebs,  rodesac  isini  cdiloben  logi­

kurad  da  empiriulad  gaamarTlon  pretenzia  codnaze.  mecnieruli  

meTodi  gvaZlevs  damtkicebis  logikas,  imis  miuxedavad,  rogor  

midis  mecnieri  sakuTar  alRomde.  mecnieris  aqtivobebi  aRmoCenis  

konteqstSi  ar  aris  SezRuduli  meTodikiT.  mecnierul  meTodi­

kas  SeuZlia  gaaadvilos  aqtivobebi,  romelTac  aRmoCenamde  mivya­

varT,  magram  sawyis  etapze  megzurad  verc  formalizebuli  wesebi  

gamodgeba  da  verc  logika.  SemoqmedebiToba,  intuicia,  warmosaxva,  

STagoneba  umniSvnelovanesia  mecnierebaSi.  miuxedavad  imisa,  rom  

SesaZlebelia  amis  swavleba,  isini  ver  daiyvaneba  wesebze:  rogorc  

jon  stiuart  mili  (1806-1873)  ambobda,  `ar  arsebobs  mecniereba,  

romelic  SesaZleblobas  miscems  adamians,  moigonos  ra  moergeba  mis  

daniSnulebas~.28

25. Karl R.Popper, “ Normal Science and Its Dangers;” in Criticism  and  the Growth of Knowledge, ed. 
Irme Lakatos and Alan Musgrave ( New York: Cambridge University Press, 1970), p.53 
26. Ibid., p.56
27. See Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry, pp. 12- 18.
28. Ibid., p. 16.
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kvlevis  procesi

mecnieruli  codna  is  codna,  romelic  emyareba  azrovnebasac  

da  gamocdilebasac.  mecnierebi  iyeneben  logikuri  sisworisa  da  em­

piriuli  damtkicebis  kriteriums  imisaTvis,  rom  Seafason,  ramdenad  

marTebulia  pretenzia  codnaze.  es  ori  kriteriumi ar  aris  gadat­

anili kvleviT aqtivobebSi  ,  romelTac  mecnierebi  axorcieleben.  kv­

levis  procesi  aris  aqtivobebis  zogadi  sqema,  romelSic  mecnierebi  

CarTulni  arian  im  mizniT,  rom  awarmoon  codna.  esaa  mecnieruli  

kvlevis  paradigma.

rogorc  es  pirvel  naxazzea  naCvenebi,  kvlevis  procesi  Sedgeba  

Svidi  mTavari  safexurisagan:  problemis  dasma,  hipoTeza,  kvlevis  

dizaini,  gazomva,  monacemTa  Segroveba,  monacemTa  analizi,  ganzo­

gadeba.  TiToeuli  es  safexuri  gavlenas  axdens  Teoriaze  da  Tavis  

mxriv  TviTonac  ganicdis  Teoriis  gavlenas.  am  wignSi  Cven  farTod  

ganvixilavT  TiToeul  safexurs  da  aseve  gadasvlas  erTi  safexu­

ridan  meoreze.  axla  SemovifarglebiT  kvlevis  procesis  mxolod  

zogadi  mimoxilviT.

kvlevis  procesis  mTavari  damaxasiaTebeli  Tviseba  aris  misi  

cikluri  buneba.  igi,  rogorc  wesi,  iwyeba  problemis  dasmiT  da  

sruldeba sacdeli  empiriuli  ganzogadebiT.  ganzogadeba,  romelic  

asrulebs  erT  cikls,  Tavis  mxriv  iwyebs  momdevno  cikls.  es  cikluri  

procesi  uwyvetad  mimdinareobs  da  mecnierul  progress  asaxavs.

kvlevis  procesi  aseve  xasiaTdeba  imiT,  rom  iqneb ase xdeba wina 

kvlevebSi Secdomebis gamosworeba.  mecnierebi  logikurad  da  em­

piriulad  amowmeben  sacdel  ganzogadebebs,  hipoTezebs  sakvlevi  

problemebis  Sesaxeb.  Tu  isini  uaryofen  am  ganzogadebebs,  axdenen  

axlis  formulirebasa  da  Semowmebas.  xelaxali  formulirebis  pro­

cesSi  mecnierebi  ganmeorebiT  afaseben  kvlevis  operaciebs,  radgan  

sacdeli  ganzogadeba  SeiZleba  uaryofil  iqnas  ara  imitom,  rom  igi  

arasworia,  aramed  imitomac,  rom  kvleviT  operaciebSi  Secdomebi  

iqna daSvebuli.  magaliTad,  mkvlevarma  SeiZleba  uaryos  ganzoga­

deba,  rom  ekonomikur  kriziss  mTavrobis  mier  xarjebis  gazrdamde  

mivyavarT,  Tu  igi  logikurad  swori  da  empiriulad  damtkicebuli  

ar  iqneba.  magram  ganzogadebis  uaryofa  SeiZleba  im  SemTxvevaSic,  

roca  igi  WeSmaritia,  Tu  damtkicebisa  da  verifikaciis  procedurebi  

(magaliTad,  kvlevis  dizaini,  gazomva,  monacemTa  analizi)  ar  dgas  

saTanado  simaRleze.  imisaTvis,  rom  Seamciros  WeSmariti  ganzoga­
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debis  uaryofis  riski.  mecnieri  mudmivad  amowmebs  kvlevis  proce­

sis  TiToeul  safexurs,  sanam  axali  ganzogadebis  formulirebas  

moaxdendes.  swored  amis  wyalobiT  iTvleba,  rom  mecnieruli  meT­

odologia  Tavad  asworebs  sakuTar  Secdomebs.  ideebi  da  Teoriebi  

moklebulni  arian  am  Taviseburebas,  ramdenadac  maTi  daniSnuleba  

ufro  axsnis  mocemaa,  vidre  sakuTari  mtkicebebis  Semowmeba.

da  bolos,  unda  gvesmodes,  rom  kvlevis  procesi,  rogorc  aq  

aris  warmodgenili,  ase  vTqvaT,  idealizebulia.  esaa  samecniero  

praqtikis  racionaluri  rekonstruqcia:

rekonstruqcia  axdens  mecnieruli  logikis  idealizebas  
mxolod  imis  CvenebiT,  rogori  iqneboda  igi,  Tu  ukidures­

naxazi  1.1

kvlevis  procesis  mTavari  safexurebi

ganzogadeba

Teoria

problema

hipoTeza

kvlevis 
dizzaini

monacemTa 
Segroveba

monacemTa 
analizi

gazomva
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ad  davxvewdiT  mas.  .  .  .  magram  yvelaze  didi  mecnierebic  
ki  ver  iqnebian  mTlianad  da  srulyofilad  logikurebi.29

praqtikaSi  kvlevis  procesi  aRmocendeba.

(1)  zogjer  swrafad,  zogjer  nela;  (2)  zogjer  formaliza­
ciis  maRali  xarisxiT  da  energiulad,  zogjer  sruliad  
araformalurad,  gauTviTcnobiereblad  da  intuiturad;  
(3)  zogjer  ramdenime  mecniers  Soris  sxvadasxva  rolSi  in­
teraqciiT  (magaliTad,  Teoretikosi,  kvlevis  xelmZRvane­
li,  interviueri,  meTodisti,  SerCevis  eqsperti,  statis­
tikosi  da  a.S.),  zogjer  ki  erTi  konkretuli  mecnieris  
ZalisxmeviT;  (4)  zogjer  mxolod  mecnieris  warmosaxvaSi,  
zogjer  realurad.30

dabolos,  kvlevis  procesis  es  idealizebuli  rekonstruqcia  

ara  universalizms  (mis  Seuval  WeSmaritebad  aRiarebas),  aramed  so­

cialur-mecnieruli  kvlevis  safuZvlebisa  da  zogadi  kanonzomiere­

bebis  gamoxatvas  isaxavs  miznad.  

wignis  gegma

es  wigni  mihyveba  kvlevis  procesis  mTavar  safexurebs.  meore  da  

mesame  Tavebi  moicavs  empiriuli  kvlevebis  konceptualur  safuZv­

lebsa  da  mimarTebebs  Teoriasa  da  kvlevas  Soris.  es  Tavebi  foku­

sirebulia  cnebebis  ideebze,  definiciebze,  Teoriebis  struqturasa  

da  funqciebze,  modelebze,  mimarTebebze,  cvladebze,  kvlevis  hipo­

Tezis  agebaze.

meoTxe  Tavi  exeba  eTikurisa  da  moraluris  sakiTxebs,  romle­

bic  socialuri  mecnierebaTa  mkvlevarebis  winaSe  dgas.  am  TavSi  

SevexebiT  kvlevis  monawileTa  uflebebs,  mecnierTa  valdebulebebs,  

interaqcias  kvlevis  monawileebsa  da  mecnierebs  Soris,  eTikis  pro­

fesiul  kodeqss,  rac  gansakuTrebiT  mniSvnelovania  kvleviTi  pro­

eqtebis  dagegmvisas.

mexuTe  da  meeqvse  TavebSi  yuradRebas  gavamaxvilebT  kvlevis  

dizainis  Camoyalibebis  fazaze.  kvlevis  dizaini  aris  strategia,  

romelic  exmareba    mkvlevars  kvlevis  procesSi.  esaa  damtkicebis  

29. Ibid., pp. 10-11. 
30. Wallace, The Logic of Science in Sociology, p. 19.
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logikuri  modeli,  romelic  saSualebas  aZlevs  mkvlevars  gaake­

Tos  daskvnebi  fenomenebs  Soris  kauzaluri  mimarTebebis  Sesaxeb.  

rogorc  dainaxavT,  arsebobs  kvlevis  dizainis  ramdenime  tipi,  

romelTagan  TiToeuli  ganmartavs  pirobebs  kauzaluri  daskvnebis  

daSvebisa  an  uaryofisaTvis.

meSvide  Tavi  eTmoba  gazomvis  safexurs.  am  safexurze,  mkvlevre­

biempiriul  monacemebs  aRniSnaven  simboloebiT  (kodebiT).  es  sim­

boloebi  eqvemdebareba  raodenobriv  analizs,      avlens  informa­

ciasa  da  mimarTebebs,  romelTa  garCeva  sxva  SemTxvevaSi  SeuZlebeli  

iqneboda.  ricxvebiT  SeiZleba  vawarmooT    Sekreba,  gamokleba,  gan­

vsazRvroT procentuli  Tanafardobebi,  korelaciebi  da  miRebuli  

maCveneblebi  gamoviyenoT  fenomenebis  aRweris,  axsnisa  da  progno­

zebis  SesamuSaveblad.

Cveulebriv,  mecnieruli  ganzogadeba  ar  emyareba  yovel  gazomil  

monacems.  igi  eyrdnoba  SemTxvevaTa  SedarebiT  mcire  raodenobas_

SerCevas.  merve  TavSi  SevexebiT  mTavar  sakiTxebs,  romelic  Ser­

CevasTan  aris  dakavSirebuli:  Teorias,  meTodebs  reprezentatuli  

SerCevisaTvis,  SerCevis  moculobas,  SerCevis  dizains.

momdevno  xuTi  Tavi  eTmoba  monacemTa  Segrovebis  fazas.  am  

safexurze  mkvlevrebi  awarmoeben  empiriuli  monacemebis  Caweras.  

monacemebi  sxvadasxva  meTodiT  SeiZleba  Segrovdes,  maT  Soris  

struqturirebuli  dakvirvebiT,  arastruqturirebuli  dakvirvebiT,  

personaluri  interviuTi,  anonimuri  gamokiTxviT,  sajaro  Canawere­

biT,  piradi  CanawerebiT.  monacemTa  Segrovebis  arc erTi  meTodi  ar  

aris  martivi  da  arc erTi  meTodi  ar  aris  universaluri  _  gamo­

sadegi  yvela  sakvlevi  problemis  SemTxvevaSi.  sxvadasxva  sakiTxi  

sxvadasxva  meTodis  gamoyenebas saWiroebs  da  TiToeuli  meTods  Ta­

visi  nakli  da  dadebiTi mxare  aqvs.

meToTxmete  Tavi  fokusirebulia  monacemTa  damuSavebis  mTavar  

sakiTxebze,  rac  Sualedur  safexurs  warmoadgens  monacemTa  Seg­

rovebasa  da  maT  analizs  Soris.  miRebuli monacemebi, damuSavebisas 

cnebiTi kategoriebis sistemad gardaiqmneba.  es  kategoriebi  gaday­

vanilia  kodur  sqemebSi,  rac  raodenobriv  analizs eqvemdebareba.  

kodebi  SeiZleba      Caiweros  da  damuSavdes  kompiuteris  saSualebiT.  

kodirebisa  da  monacemTa  avtomaturi  damuSavebis  sakiTxebi  aseve  

am  TavSi  Sedis.

kvlevis  procesis  Semdeg  safexurze  mecnierebi  raodenobriv,  

statistikur  analizs mimarTaven.  statistikebi  aris  ricxvebi,  

romelTa  gamoyeneba  SesaZlebelia  SejamebisaTvis,  analizisa  an  
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informaciis  SefasebisaTvis.  saWiroa  ganvasxvavoT  statistikis  

ori  kategoria,  romelTac  gansxvavebuli  funqcia  aqvT:  aRweriTi  

statistika  da  daskvniTi  statistika.  mkvlevarebi  aRweriTi  statis­

tikis  procedurebs  iyeneben  monacemTa  organizebis,  aRwerisa  da  

SejamebisaTvis.  meTxuTmete  Tavi  exeba  aRweriT  univariaciul  ga­

nawilebebs,  meTeqvsmete  _  bivariaciul  ganawilebebs,  meCvidmete  

_  multivariaciuli  analizis  meTodebs.  meTvramete  TavSi  warmo­

gidgenT  saZieblis  Sedegnisa  da  skalirebis  meTodebs.  statistikis  

meore  kategoria,  daskvniTi,  anu  induqciuri  statistika  SesaZle­

blobas  aZlevs  mkvlevarebs  ganazogadon  monacemebi,  Seafason  gansx­

vaveba  jgufebs  Soris,  Seafason  axali  mniSvnelobebi.  es  meTodebi,  

romlebic  ganxilulia  mecxramete  TavSi,  aadvilebs  sistemuri  kv­

levis  warmarTvas.

daskvna

1.	 mecnierebebi  gaerTianebulia  maTi  meTodikis  da  ara  maTi  

sagnis  mixedviT.  is,  rac  ganacalkevebs  mecnierul  midgomas  codnis  

miRebis  sxva  gzebisagan,  aris  daSvebebi,  romelic  safuZvlad  udevs  

mas  da  mis  meTodologias.

2.	 mecnieruli  midgomis  daSvebebi  SemdegSi  mdgomareobs:  

buneba  mowesrigebulia;  Cven  SegviZlia  vicodeT  buneba;  bunebri­

vi  fenomenebi  bunebrivi  mizezebiT  aris  gapirobebuli;  araferia  

TavisTavad  cxadi;  codna  gamocdilebis  SeZenidan  gamomdinareobs;  

marTalia  codna  sacdeli  da  eqsperimentulia,  magram  igi  ucodin­

robas  aRemateba.

3.	 mecnieruli  midgomis  meTodologia  sam  mTavar  mizans  emsax­

ureba:  igi  uzrunvelyofs  wesebs  komunikaciisaTvis,  wesebs  logi­

kuri  da  swori  azrovnebisaTvis,  wesebs  intersubieqturobisaTvis  

(unari,  gaiziaro  codna).  wesebis  es  sami  sistema  saSualebas  gva­

Zlevs  gavigoT,  avxsnaT,  gavakeToT  prognozi  sakuTar  TavTan  da  

Cvens  garemosTan  dakavSirebiT  ise,  rogorc  es  ar  SeuZliaT  sxva  

sistemebs  (avtoritarul,  mistikur,  racionalistur  modelebs).

4.	 mecnieruli  codna  aris  codna,  romelic  SeiZleba  damt­

kicebul  iqnas,  rogorc  gonebiT,  ise  aRqmis  sicxadiT.  mecnieruli  

meTodi  moiTxovs  logikisa  da  dakvirvebis  wesebisadmi  mkacr  mi­

yolas.  aseTi  erTguleba  wesebisadmi  aryevs  dogmas,  vinaidan  kv­

levis  procesi  cikluri  xasiaTisaa  da  Tavad  uswordeba  sakuTar  
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Secdomebs.  racionaluri  kriticizmi  mTavari  komponenti  unda  iyos  

mecnierebisaTvis,  romelic  valdebulia  permanentulad  revolu­

ciur  reJimSi  imyofebodes.  samecniero  sazogadoebebi,  iseve,  ro­

gorc  sxva  profesionaluri  erTobebi,  CarTulni  arian  Sida  brZo­

lebSi,  rac  yovelTvis  ar  uwyobs  xels  mecnierebis  progress.  aseTi  

brZolebi  ZalauflebisaTvis  gardauvalia.  magram  pretenzia  cod­

naze  sabolood  daSvebuli  iqneba  mas  Semdeg,  rac  igi  SesabamisobaSi  

mova  mecnierebis  daSvebebTan  da  meTodikasTan.

sakvanZo  terminebi  gameorebisaTvis

mecnierebis  daSvebebi   (gv. 29)

aRmoCenis  konteqsti  (gv. 48)

damtkicebis  konteqsti  (gv. 48)

deduqciuri  axsna  (gv.31)

empiriuli  (gv. 30)

epistemologia  (gv. 29)

axsna  (gv. 32)

daskvna  (gv. 39)

interpretaciuli midgoma (gv.38)

intersubieqturoba  (gv. 42)

logika  (gv. 41)

logikuri  empirikosebi  (gv. 39)

meTodologia  (gv. 39)

Cveulebrivi  mecniereba  (gv. 44)

paradigma (gv. 45)

prognozis SemuSaveba  (gv. 35)

albaTuri  axsna  (gv. 34)

racionalizmi  (gv. 28)

kopireba  (replikacia)  (gv. 41)

kvlevis  procesi  (gv. 50)

revoluciuri  mecniereba  (gv. 46)

mecniereba  (gv. 25)

tavtologia  (gv.28)

versteheni (gv. 37)

kiTxvebi

1.	 SeadareT  da  daupirispireT  mecnieruli  midgoma  codnis  mopovebis  

avtoritarul,  mistikur,  racionalistur  modelebs.

2.	 ganixileT  daSvebebi,  romlebic  safuZvlad  udevs  mecnierul  

midgomas.

3.	 ra  aris  mecnierebis,  rogorc  codnis  mawarmoebeli  sistemis  

miznebi?

4.	 aRwereT  kvlevis  procesi  da  misi  safexurebi.

5.	 rogor  imarTeba  mecniereba,  rogorc  azrovnebisa  da  dakvirvebis  

cikluri  procesi  da  rogorc  socialuri  institucia?
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damatebiTi  sakiTxavi

nil  eniu  da  sandra  paiki,  `mecnieruli  TamaSi:  Sesavali  biheviorul  

mecnierebaTa  kvlevebSi~.

kenet  boldingi,  `mecniereba:  Cveni  saerTo  monapovari~.

bernard  koeni,  `revolucia  mecnierebaSi~.

donald  fiske  da  riCard  Svederi,  ̀ metaTeoria  socialur  mecnierebebSi:  

pluralizmi  da  subieqturoba~.

jon  hiuzi,  `socialuri  kvlevebis  filosofia~.

uiliam  kruskali,  `socialuri  mecnierebebi:  maTi  buneba  da  

gamoyeneba~.

irme  lakatosi,  `samecniero  kvleviTi  programebis  meTodologia~.

entoni  o’heari,  `Sesavali  mecnierebis  filosofiaSi~.

karl  poperi,  `realizmi  da  mecnierebis  mizani~.

israel  Sefleri,  `mecniereba  da  subieqturoba~.

Carlz  teilori,  `filosofia  da  humanitaruli  mecnierebebi~.
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cneba (koncepti)
cneba  funqcia

gansazRvreba
konceptualuri  gansazRvreba
operaciuli  gansazRvreba
magaliTi:  gaucxoebis gansazRvrebebi
kongruentulobis  problema
Teoriuli  mniSvneloba

Teoria:  funqciebi  da  tipebi
ra  ar  aris  Teoria
Teoriis  tipebi
aqsiomaturi  Teoria

modelebi
magaliTi:  politikuri  kursis  implementaciis  modeli

Teoria,  modelebi  da  empiriuli  kvleva
Teoria  kvlevamde
kvleva  Teoriamde

II Tavi

kvlevis cnebiTi  
(konceptualuri) safuZvlebi



56

SeiZleba  Tu  ara  antikuri  periodis  wylis  wisqvilis  aRmoCenam  

samxreT  safrangeTSi  eWvqveS  daayenos  Cvens  mier  civilizaciebis  

cxovrebis  ciklis  konceptualizacia  da  Sesabamisad  kvleva?  trev­

or  hoji,  klasicisti  da  arqeologi,  Tvlis,  rom  SesaZlebelia.  ar­

qeologebi  da  istorikosebi  tradiciulad  monobas  Tvlidnen  te­

qnologiuri  simwiris  mizezad  romis  imperiaSi.  hoji  amtkicebs,  rom  

wisqvilis  zoma  da  misi  gamoyeneba  sxva  rameze  miuTiTebs.  monobis  

nacvlad,  igi  xazs  usvams  sakuTriv  teqnologiur  faqtorebs_am  

SemTxvevaSi  nalebis  ararsebobas  da  araadekvaturi  aRkazmuloba_

raTa  axsnas  bunebrivi  resursebis  dabali  gamoyeneba  antikuri  ro­

mis  ekonomikaSi.1

m TavSi  Tavdapirvelad  ganvixilavT  cnebaTa  formirebas,  rac  

Teoriuli  sistemis  `saSen  masalas~  warmoadgens.  SemdegSi  erT­

maneTisgan  ganvasxvavebT  Teoriis  oTx  dones  da  aRvwerT  modelebs,  

romlebic  realuri  samyaros  aspeqtebs  warmoadgens.  bolos,  gan­

vixilavT  kavSirs  Teoriasa  da  kvlevas  Soris.

rogorc  es  pirvel  TavSi  davinaxeT,  mecnieruli  codna  damt­

kicebulia  rogorc  gonebiT,  ise  gamocdilebiT.  es  gulisxmobs  imas,  

rom  socialuri  mecnierebi  moqmedeben  or  gansxvavebul,  magram  

urTierTdakavSirebul  doneze  _  cnebiT-Teoriul  da  dakvirvebiT-

empiriul  doneze.  socialuri  mecnierebis  kvleva  aris  am  or  dones  

Soris  interaqciis  Sedegi.  am  TavSi  ganvixilavT  cnebiT-Teoriuli  

donis  safuZvlebs  da  kavSirebs  Teorias,  modelebsa  da  empiriul  

kvlevas  Soris.

cneba (koncepti)

azrovneba  moiTxovs  enis  gamoyenebas.  ena,  Tavis  mxriv,  aris  ko­

munikaciis  sistema,  romelic  Sedgeba  simboloebisa  da  maTi kom­

binaciebis agebis wesebisgan.  erT-erTi  yvelaze  mniSvnelovani  sim­

bolo  enaSi,  gansakuTrebiT  ki  roca  saqme  kvlevas  exeba,  aris  cneba.  

cneba  aris  obieqtis,  misi  erT-erTi  Tvisebis  an    qceviTi  feno­

menis  abstragirebuli  (ganyenebuli)  warmodgena  (gamosaxva).      mec­

nierebi  kvlevis  process  cnebebis  CamoyalibebiT  iwyeben,  romli­

a

1. AA. Trevor Hodge, “A Roman Factory,” Scientific American, 263 (5) (1990): 106-111.
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Tac  aRweren  empiriul  samyaros.  magaliTad,  `socialuri  statusi~,  

`roli~,  `Zalaufleba~,  `biurokratia~,  `fardobiTi  deprivacia~,  

`kohorta~  saerTo  cnebebia  politikuri  mecnierebisa  da  sociolo­

giisaTvis.  cnebebi,  rogoricaa  `inteleqti~,  `percepcia~  da  `das­

wavla~  gavrcelebulia  fsiqologebs  Soris.  mecnierebis  TiToeuli  

disciplina  SeimuSavebs  Tavis  sakuTar  unikalur  cnebebs.  mecnierTa­

Tvis  es  cnebebi  da  simboloebi  qmnis  profesiul  enas.  magaliTad,  

rodesac  socialuri  mecnieri  iyenebs  sityvas  `kohorta~,  sxva  so­

cialurma  mecnierebma  ukve  ician,  ras  warmoadgens  es  termini:  ada­

mianTa  jgufs,  romelTac  aerTianebT  demografiuli  maxasiaTeblebi,  

magaliTad  asaki.  adamianebi,  romelnic  ar  arian  ganswavlulni  so­

cialur  mecnierebebSi,  `kohortas~  Jargonad  miiCneven.

cnebis  funqcia

cnebebi  mraval  mniSvnelovan  funqcias  asrulebs  socialur  mec­

nierebaTa  kvlevebSi.  upirvelesi  da  yvelaze  mTavari  aris  is,  rom  

isini  komunikaciis  safuZvelia.  cnebebTan  dakavSirebiT  SeTanxmebis  

gareSe,  mecnierebi  ver  SeZlebdnen  sakuTar  aRmoCenebze  saubars  da  

verc  sxva  mecnierebis  kvlevebis  gagebas  moaxerxebdnen.  SeuZlebeli  

iqneboda  komunikacia,  romelic  intersubieqturobasa  da  saerTo  

gagebas  emyareba.  mniSvnelovania  gvaxsovdes,  rom  cnebebi  abstrahire­

bulia  aRqmidan  da  informaciis  gadmosacemad,    mis  gamosaTqmelad  

gamoiyeneba.  cnebebi  ar  arsebobs,  rogorc  empiriuli  fenomenebi_

esaa  mxolod  fenomenTa  simbolo  da  ara  Tavad  fenomenebi.  cnebebis  

ise  gamoyenebas,  TiTqos  isini  konkretuli  fenomenebi  iyvnen,  mivya­

varT  reifikaciis  Secdomamde.  esaa  abstraqciis  realurad  CaTvla  

imis  nacvlad,  rom  CaTvalo  igi  azrovnebis  produqtad.  magaliTad,  

Secdomaa  CaTvalo,  rom  `Zalauflebis~  cnebas  aqvs  ganzraxvebi,  

moTxovnebi,  an  instinqtebi,  miuxedavad  imisa,  rom  mravali  adamiani  

ise  laparakobs  an  wers,  TiTqos  es  sworedac  ase  iyos.

meore,  cnebebi  warmogvidgens  perspeqtivas_empiriuli  movlenis  

xedvis  gzas:  `mecnieruli  konceptualizaciis  gziT  aRqmadi  samyaro  

mocemulia  mowesrigebulad  da  Tanmimdevrulad,  rac  SeuZlebeli  

iqneboda  konceptualizaciamde~.2  cneba  saSualebas  aZlevs  mecniers  

kavSiri  daamyaros  realobis  ramdenime  aspeqtTan  da  moaxdinos  misi,  

rogorc  Tvisebis  identificireba,  romelic  saerToa  fenomenis  sxva­

2.Norman K. Denzin, The Research Act, 3d ed. ( Englewood Cliffs, N.J.; Prentice-Hall, 1989), p.383
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dasxva  magaliTisaTvis  realur  samyaroSi:

misi meSveobiT  aZlevs  mecniers SeuZlia  sxva  mecnierebs  
warudginos  sakuTari  gamocdileba  konsensualuri  mniSvn­
elobis  doniT  (intersubieqturoba).  garda  amisa,  igi  saSu­
alebas  iZleva  daamyaros  interaqcia  garemosTan.  mecnieri  
acnobierebs  ras  niSnavs  cneba  da  Tavad  miuTiTebs  mis  
mniSvnelobas.  amdenad,  cneba  aTvisebads  xdis  gamocdile­
basa  da  aRqmas,  gvixsnis  dakvirvebis  axal  sferos  da  as­
rulebs  sxvas.3

mesame,  cnebebi  saSualebas  aZlevs  mecnierebs  moaxdinon  kla­

sifikacia  da  ganzogadeba.  sxva  sityvebiT  rom  vTqvaT,  mecnierebi  

sakuTari  gamocdilebisa  da  dakvirvebis  struqturirebas,  katego­

rizebas,  mowesrigebasa  da  ganzogadebas  axdenen  cnebebis  saSuale­

biT.  rogorc  jon  makkini  aRniSnavs:

yoveli  fenomeni  unikaluria  Tavisi  gamovleniT.  amis  gamo  
arc erTi  fenomeni  ar  aRmocendeba  Tavisi  konkretuli  
mTlianobiT.  identobis  mniSvneloba  yovelTvis  aris  ̀ iden­
turi  daniSnulebisaTvis~.  imisaTvis,  rom  warmoadginon  
mravalgvari  mecnieruli  daskvnis,  maT  Soris  prognozis  
mimdevroba,  mecnierebi  ugulebelyofen  unikalur,  ucxo  
sityvebs  da  amdenad  ganze  dgebian  aRqmiTi  gamocdilebi­
sagan.  es  gandgoma  ucilobeli  xarkia,  romelic  man  unda  
gaiRos  imisaTvis,  rom  abstraqtul  ganzogadebas. miaRwios   
mniSvnelobis  konceptualizacia  niSnavs  ganzogadebas  
garkveuli  xarisxiT.  ganzogadeba  niSnavs  obieqtebis  ricx­
vis  Semcirebas,  ramdenime  maTganis  miCnevas  identurebad.4

magaliTad,  SegviZlia  daviviwyoT,  riT  gansxvavdeba  erTmaneTisa­

gan  fiWvi,  muxa,  naZvi,  soWi,  palma  da  vaSlis  xe,  gavacnobieroT  maTi  

saxeobebis  msgavsebebi  da  gavaerTianoT  erTi  cnebis  `xis~,  qveS.  `xe~  

aris  zogadi  cneba,  romelic  xelSesaxebs  xdis  mraval  unikalur  Ta­

viseburebas,  rogoricaa  feri,  simaRle,  asaki  da  iZleva  SesaZleblo­

bas  CavwvdeT  maT  mocemuli  wesrigiT.  `xe~  aris  aseve  abstraqtuli  

cneba,  ramdenadac  fiWvis,  muxis,  naZvis,  soWis,  palmisa  da  vaSlis  

xis  unikaluri  Tvisebebi  dakargulia  konceptualizaciis  proces­

Si.  abstrahirebisa  da  ganzogadebis  es  procesi  saSualebas  aZlevs  

mecniers  aRweros  sxvadasxva  tipis  empiriuli  fenomenis  arsebiTi  

3.Ibid.
4.John C.McKinney, Constructive Typology and Social Theory ( Norwalk, Conn.: Appleton & Lang, 
1966), p.9. 
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Taviseburebebi.  Tumca,  cnebis  rom  erTxel  Camoyalibeba,  es  sulac  

ar  niSnavs  imas,  rom  is  srulyofili,  yovlis  momcveli  simboloa  

imisa,  rasac  warmoadgens_misi  Sinaarsi  mxolod  im  Taviseburebebs  

gamoxatavs,  romelTac  mecnieri   arsebiTad  miiCnevs.

cnebebi  Teoriebis,  Sesabamisad  axsnebisa  da  prognozebis  mniS­

vnelovani    komponentia.  cnebebi  yvelaze  kritikuli  elementia  Teo­

riaSi,  vinaidan  isini  gansazRvraven  mis  Sinaarssa  da  Taviseburebebs.  

magaliTad,  cnebebi  `Zalaufleba~  da  `legitimuroba~  gansazRvravs  

mmarTvelobis  Teoriebis  Sinaarss.  cnebebi  `individualizmi~  da  

`protestantizmi~  gansazRvravs  durkheimis  suicidis  Teorias.  

es  Teoria  varaudobs,  rom  TviTmkvlelobis  procenti  dasavlur  

sazogadoebebSi  individualizmsa  da  religias  Soris  mimarTebis  

Sedegia.  cneba  `fardobiTi deprivacia~ mTavaria  Zaladobis  Sesaxeb  

TeoriebSi.  xolo `mowodeba~ da `moTxovna~ sayrdeni burjis  rols  as­

rulebs  ekonomikur  TeoriebSi.  rodesac  aseTi  cnebebi  sistemurad  

da  logikurad  aris  dakavSirebuli,  qmnian  Teorias.  cnebis  Camoya­

libeba  da  Teoriis  ageba  mWidro  kavSirSia  erTmaneTTan.

gansazRvreba

imisaTvis,  rom  cnebebma  Seasrulos  komunikaciis,  gamocdilebis  

asaxvisa  da  organizebis,  ganzogadebis,  Teoriis  konstruirebis  fun­

qcia,  isini  mkafio,  zusti  da  SeTanxmebuli  unda  iyos.  yoveldRi­

uri  metyveleba  xSirad  bundovani,  orazrovani  da  arazustia.  iseT  

cnebebs,  rogoricaa  `Zalaufleba~,  `biurokratia~,  `dakmayofileba~,  

gansxvavebuli  mniSvneloba  aqvs  sxvadasxva  adamianisaTvis  da  gansx­

cnebebis oTxi funqcia

  	 cnebebi qmnis saerTo enas, romelic saSualebas aZlevs mecnierebs 

ganaxorcielon komunikacia erTmaneTTan.

  	 cnebebi aZlevs mecnierebs perspeqtivas _ fenomenebis xedvis gzas.

  	 cnebebi mecniers sakuTari gamocdilebis klasifikaciisa da 

ganzogadoebis saSualebas aZlevs.

  	 cnebebi aris TeoriaTa komponentebi _ isini gansazRvraven Teoriis 

Sinaarssa da Taviseburebebs.
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vavebul  konteqstSi  gamoiyeneba  sxvadasxva  ramis  aRsaniSnavad.  Cveu­

lebriv,  es  ar  qmnis  problemas  yoveldRiur  metyvelebaSi,  magram  

mecniereba  win  ver  waiwevs  orazrovani  da  arazusti  leqsikiT.

sizustis  aucileblobis  gamo  nebismieri  mecnieruli  disciplina  

koncentrirebulia  Tavis  leqsikonze.  socialuri  mecnierebi  cdi­

loben  Seqmnan  cnebaTa  mkafio  da  zusti  sistema,  romliTac  daaxa­

siaTeben  Tavis  sagans.  miuxedavad  imisa,  rom  gamoigones,  gamoiy­

enes,  gaaumjobeses  da  ukuagdes  mravali  cneba,      bevri  cneba  kvlav  

orazrovani  da  arakonsistenturia.  es  arc  ise  gasakviria.  social­

urma  mecnierebam  unda  ganasxvavos  Tavisi  cnebebi  im  cnebebisagan,  

romelTac  iyeneben  sazogadoeba,  romlis  Seswavlac  maT  surT.  ma­

gram  socialurs  mecnierebaTa  progresis  kvaldakval,  progresirebs  

maTi  leqsikac.  imisaTvis,  rom  miaRwion  mkafioobas,  sizustes  cne­

bebis  gamoyenebisas  kvlevis  procesSi,  mecnierebi  gansazRvrebebis  

or  tips iyeneben:  konceptualursa  da  operaciuls.

konceptualuri  gansazRvreba

gansazRvrebas,  romlic  cnebas  sxva  cnebebis  gamoyenebiT aRwers,  

konceptualuri  ewodeba.  magaliTad,  `Zalaufleba~  konceptualu­

rad  ganmartebulia,  rogorc  unari  moqmedi  pirisa  (magaliTad,  in­

dividisa,  jgufisa,  saxelmwifosi)  gaakeTebinos  meore  moqmed  pirs  

is,  rasac  es  ukanaskneli  Tavisi  nebiT  ar  gaakeTebda.  `fardobiTi  

deprivaciis~  konceptualuri  ganmarteba  aris  moqmedi  piris  mier          

mis  `RirebulebiT  molodinebsa~  da  `RirebulebiT SesaZleblobebs~  

Soris  sxvaobis  aRqma.5

am  or  magaliTSi  mTeli  rigi  cnebebia  gamoyenebuli  sxva  cne­

bebis  gansamartavad.  `RirebulebiT  molodinebi~  da  `RirebulebiT  

SesaZleblobebi~  TavisTavad  cnebebia.  magram  gansazRvrebebi  pro­

cesi  SeiZleba  aq  sulac  ar  SeCerdes.  `fardobiTi  deprivaciis~  Sem­

TxvevaSi,  adamiani,  romelic  ar  icnobs  Teorias,  ikiTxavs:  `ras  niS­

navs  Rirebuleba,  SesaZlebloba,  molodini,  aRqma?~  es  cnebebi  Tavis  

mxriv  moiTxovs  dazustebas.  `molodinebi~,  magaliTad,  ganisazRvre­

ba,  rogorc  gabatonebuli  normebis  gamoxatuleba,  romelTac  
uSualo  ekonomikuri,  socialuri,  kulturuli  da  politikuri  
garemo  awesebs.  magram  ra  igulisxmeba `normebis~, `uSualos~,  `so­

5. Ted.R.Gurr, Why Men Rebel (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1970) p.24.
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cialuris~, ̀ kulturulis~, ̀ ekonomikuris~, ̀ politikuris~  qveS.  es  
cnebebi  kidev  SeiZleba  ganimartos  sxva cnebebiT  da  ase  Semdeg.

am  procesis  garkveul  monakveTSi  mecnierebi    midian  cnebe­

bamde,  romlebic  ar  ganimarteba  sxva  cnebebiT.  aseT  cnebebs  sawy­

isi  (primitiuli)  terminebi  ewodebaT.  magaliTad,  ferebi,  sunebi,  

xmebi,  gemosTan  dakavSirebuli  terminebi  primitiuli  termi­

nebia.  primitiuli  terminebi  ar  aris  bundovani  da  orazrovani.  

mecnierebic  da  diletantebic  Tanxmdebian  maT  mniSvnelobaze,  

romelTac  rogorc  wesi,  safuZvels  umagrebs  mkafio  empiriu­

li  nimuSebi.  magaliTad,  mecniers  SeuZlia  migviTiTos  realur  

cxovrebiseul  qcevaze  da  gansazRvros  igi,  rogorc  `risxva~.  te­

qnikurad,  termin  `risxvis~  demonstrireba  gamoiyeneba,  rogorc  

saCvenebeli  ganmarteba.  anu  `risxva~  warmoadgens  advilad  dak­

virvebad  qcevas.  Sesabamisad,  `risxva~  SeiZleba  gamoyenebul  iq­

nas,  rogorc  primitiuli  termini  Teorizebisa  da  kvlevisas.

konceptualuri  ganmartebebi,  Sedgeba  sawyisi  da  nawarmoebi  

terminebisagan.  nawarmoebi  terminebi  aris  terminebi,  romlebic  

SeiZleba  ganisazRvros  sawyisi  terminebiT.  amdenad,  Tu  arse­

bobs  SeTanxmeba  sawyisi  terminebTan,  `individTan~,  `interaqcias­

Tan~  da  `regularulobasTan~  dakavSirebiT,  SevZlebT  ganvsazRv­

roT  cneba  `jgufi~  (nawarmoebi  termini),  rogorc  ori  an  meti  

individis  regularuli  interaqcia.  nawarmoebi  terminebi  ufro  

gamoyenebadia,  vidre  sawyisi,  ufro  advilia  Tqva  sityva  `jgufi~,  

vidre  mudmivad  imeoro  primitiuli  terminebi,  romlebic  gansaz­

Rvraven  `jgufs~.6

mniSvnelovania  gvaxsovdes,  rom  konceptualuri  gansazRvre­

bebi  arc  WeSmaritia  da  arc  mcdari.  rogorc  es  adrec  aRin­

iSna,  cnebebi  simboloebia,  romlebic  komunikaciis  saSualebas  

gvaZlevs.  konceptualuri  gansazRvrebebi  an  gamosadegia  komu­

nikaciisa  da  kvlevisaTvis,  an  ara.  rodesac  Tqven  akritikebT  

ganmartebis  marTebulobas,    goniruvlobs  an  svamT  kiTxvas,  aris  

Tu  ara  is  gamoyenebuli  konsistenturad,  kritika  ar  exeba  kon­

ceptualuri  gansazRvrebis  WeSmaritebas.  gansazRvreba  aris  is,  

rasac  ganmmartavi  ambobs.
rom SevajamoT, konceptualuri gansazRvrebebisaTvis,  romelic 

aadvilebs komunikacias,  damaxasiaTebelia  Semdegi  Tvisebebi:

6. Paul D.Reynolds, A Primer in Theory Construction ( New York: Macmillan, 1971), pp. 45-48.
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 	 gansazRvreba  unda  miuTiTebdes  imis  unikalur  Taviseburebebsa  

da  elementebze,  ris  gansazRvrebasac  iZleva da  moicavdes  

yvela  im  SemTxvevas,  romelsac  exeba  da  gamoricxavdes  yvela  

im  SemTxvevas,  romelsac  ar  exeba.

 	 gansazRvreba    ar  unda  iyos  cirkularuli.  igi  ar  unda  Seicavdes  

im  fenomenis  an  obieqtis  raime  elements,  romelsac  gansazRvravs.  

`biurokratiisa~,  rogorc  wyobis  gansazRvreba,  romelsac  

axasiaTebs  biurokratiuli  Tvisebebi,  an  `Zalauflebis~,  

rogorc  im  Taviseburebis,  gansazRvreba  romelic  axasiaTebs  

Zalauflebis  mqone  xalxs,  xels  ver  Seuwyobs  komunikacias.

 	 gansazRvreba  unda    Camouyalibdes   iyos pozitiurad.  `inte­

leqtis~,  rogorc  Tvisebis,  ganmarteba  romelic  moklebulia  

fers,  wonas  da  xasiaTs,  cxadia  gamousadegaria  komunikaciisaTvis,  

vinaidan  arsebobs  uamravi  sxva  Tviseba,  romelsac  ar  aqvs  feri,  

wona  da  xasiaTi.  pozitiuri  ganmarteba  miuTiTebs  Tvisebebze,  

romelic  unikaluria  mxolod  im  cnebisaTvis,  romelsac  is  

gansazRvravs.

 	 gansazRvreba  unda Seicavdes  mkafio  terminebs,  romelTa  

mniSvnelobac SeTanxmebuli  da  gaziarebulia  yvelas  mier.  

magaliTad,  iseTi  termini,  rogoricaa  `konservatiuli~,  

sxvadasxva  rames  niSnavs  sxvadasxva  adamianisaTvis  da  amdenad  

gansazRvrebad  ver  gamodgeba.

operaciuli  gansazRvreba

xSirad  SeuZlebelia  pirdapir  davakvirdeT  im  empiriul  Tavise­

burebebs  an  movlenebs,  romelnic  warmodgenilni  arian  cnebebiT.  

magaliTad  SegviZlia  davasaxeloT  `Zalaufleba~,  `fardobiTi  de­

privacia~,  `inteleqti~,  `kmayofileba~  da  zogadad  araqceviTi  Ta­

viseburebebi,  rogoricaa  aRqmebi,  Rirebulebebi,  attitudebi.  aseT  

SemTxvevebSi,  mkvlevrebs  uxdebaT  daskvnebi  gamoitanon  cnebis  em­

piriuli  arsebobis  Seaxeb.  isini  aseT  daskvnebs  akeTeben  operaciuli  

anu  iseTi  ganmartebebis  saSualebiT,  romlebic  cnebebs  empiriul  

damamtkicebel  sabuTebs  aniWebs.

operaciuli  gansazRvrebaSi  erTmaneTTan  akavSirebs  koncep­

tualur-Teoriul  da  empiriul-dakvirvebiT  doneebs.  operaciul  

ganmartebaSi  dasaxulia  procedurebi  im  aqtivobebTan  dakavSire­

biT,  romlebic  unda  ganaxorcielon  mecnierebma,  raTa  empiriulad  

daadginon  im  fenomenis  arsebobis  an  arsebobis  xarisxi,  romelsac  

cneba  aRwers.  anu  isini  gansazRvraven  ra  unda  gavakeToT  da  ras  
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unda  davakvirdeT  imisaTvis,  rom  Sesaswavli  fenomeni  gamocdile­

baSi  mogveces  da  SevZloT  misi  gageba.  aseTi  gansazRvreba  cnebis  

mniSvnelobasa  konkretuls  xdis  gazomvis  procedurebis  miTiTebiT,  

romlebic  qmnis  empiriul  kriteriums  cnebebis  mecnieruli  gamoy­

enebisaTvis.  operaciuli  gansazRvrebebi   SesaZlebelobas  iZleva  da­

vamtkicoT  cnebebis  arseboba,  romelTac  pirdapir  ver  davakvird­

ebiT.

operaciuli  gansazRvrebebis  idea  ganviTarda  azrovnebis  oper­

aciuli  skolis  mier  da  pirvelad  es  fizikos  bridgmenis  SromebSi  

moxda.  bridgmenis  centraluri  idea  aris  is,  rom  yoveli  mecni­

eruli  cnebis  mniSvneloba  dakvirvebadi  unda  gavxadoT  iseTi  op­

eraciis  gamoyenebiT,  romelic  Seamowmebs  specifikur  kriteriums  

cnebis  gamoyenebisaTvis.  cnebis  mniSvneloba  mTlianad  da  eqskluzi­

urad  gansazRvrulia  misi  operaciuli  gansazRvrebebiT.  bridgmani  

ganmartavs:

manZilis  cneba  Camoyalibebulia,  roca  aseve  Camoyalibe­
bulia  operaciebi,  romliTac  unda  gaizomos  manZil,  anu,  
manZilis  cneba  zustad  aris  is  da  araviTar  SemTxvevaSi  
meti  im  operaciebze,  romliTac  ganisazRvreba  manZili.  
zogadad,  cnebaSi  vgulisxmobT  arafers,  garda  opera­
ciebisa,  cneba  aris  operaciebis  sinonimuri  Sesatyvisi.7

amdenad,  `manZilis~  operaciuli  gansazRvreba  aRwers  procedur­

as,  romelic  gulisxmobs  saxazavis  gamoyenebas  distanciis  gansasaz­

Rvrad  or  punqts  Soris.  aseve,  termini  `ufro  magari~  mineralebTan  

mimarTebaSi  operaciulad  SesaZlebelia  ase  ganimartos:  `imisaTvis,  

rom  ganvsazRvroT,  aris  Tu  ara  minerali  m4   ufro  magari,  vidre  

minerali  m5 ,  aviRoT  m4-is  waxnagi  da  Zlierad unda gavusvaT  igi  m5

-is  zedapirze  (Sesamowmebeli  operacia);  m4   ufro  magari  iqneba  im  

SemTxvevaSi,  Tu  igi  datovebs  nakawrs  (Semowmebis  specifikuri  Sede­

gi).~8  `inteleqtis~  operaciuli  gansazRvreba  moicavs  testirebas,  

romelic  unda  Catardes  garkveuli  gziT,  raTa  gaizomos  azrovnebis  

unari;  Semowmebis  Sedegebi  aris  Sesamowmebeli  pirebis  pasuxebi  an  

maTi  pasuxebis  raodenobrivi  Sejameba.

operaciuli  gansazRvrebebis  struqtura  pirdapiria.  Tu  moce­

muli  stimuli  (S )  konsistenturad  iwvevs  garkveul  reaqcias  ( R )  

garkveul  obieqtTan  mimarTebaSi,  obieqts  aqvs  Sesabamisi  Tviseba  (

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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P P).  ukanasknel  magaliTSi  inteleqtis  testi  (S )  utardebaT  respon­

dentebs,  romlebic  iZlevian  garkveul  maCvenebels  ( R ),  inteleqtis  

( P P)  Sesaxeb  vaskvniT  maCveneblebis  mixedviT  an  ganvsazRvravT  maTi  

saSualebiT.

ramdenadac  individebiT  an  movlenebiT  manipulireba  an  arapraq­

tikulia  an  araeTikuri,  mravali  cneba,  romelTac  socialuri  mec­

nierebi  iyeneben,  operaciulad  gansazRvrulia  reaqciebis  siZlier­

iT  specifikuri  stimulebis,  pirobebis,  situaciebisadmi.  maSinac  ki,  

Tu  SevZlebT  individebiT  manipulirebas  garkveuli  operaciebiT_

magaliTad  gamoviwvevT  Zlier  SfoTvas  laboratoriul  pirobebSi,  

aseTi  qmedeba  mravali  eTikuri  dilemis  winaSe  dagvayenebs,  maT  So­

ris,  mecnierTa  da  kvlevis  monawileTa  uflebebis  Sesaxeb  (eTikuri  

dilemebi,  romlebic  socialuri  kvlevebis  winaSe  dgas,  ganxilulia  

meoTxe  TavSi).  aseT  SemTxvevebSi,  cnebebi  operaciulad aris gansaz­

Rvrulia  subieqtTa  reaqciebiT  stimulisadmi,  rogoricaa  testebi  

da  kiTxvarebi,  aseve  sxva  indikatorebiT,  romelTac  mogvianebiT  

ganvixilavT.

mniSvnelovania  aRiniSnos,  rom  cnebebs  aqvs  rogorc  konceptua­

luri,  aseve  operaciuli  komponentebi.  problema,  romelsac  social­

uri  mecnieri  awydeba,  am  ori  donis  integrirebaSi  mdgomareobs.  

kvleva  SeiZleba  daiwyos  an  konceptualuri,  an  operaciuli  doniT.  

Tumca,  aucilebelia,  es  ori  aspeqti  eTanxmebodes  da  avsebdes  erT­

konceptualuri da operaciuli ganmartebebi

    konceptualuri gansazRvrebebi: gansazRvrebebi, romlebic 
aRwers cnebebs sxva cnebebis gamoyenebiT. mkvlevrebi aseve 
iyeneben primitiul terminebs, romlebic konkretulia da ar 
SeiZleba ganisazRvros sxva terminebiT iyeneben aseve nawarmoeb 
terminebs, romlebic Camoyalibebulia sawyisi terminebis 
gamoyenebiT konceptualur gansazRvrebebSi.

  operaciuli gansazRvrebebi: operaciuli ganmarteba aRwers 
procedurebs, romelTac unda mihyves mkvlevari, raTa 
daadginos im fenomenis arseboba, romelsac aRwers cneba. 
mecnierebi moiTxoven operaciuli cnebebis gamoyenebas, 
rodesac SeuZlebelia fenomens pirdapir davakvirdeT.

maneTs.  es  aucilebloba  ufro  farTod  iqneba  ganxiluli  kongruen­

tulobasTan  dakavSirebul  ganyofilebaSi.
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magaliTi:  gaucxoebis  gansazRvrebebi

axla  vnaxoT,  rogor  iqna  gamokvleuli  empiriulad  iseTi  abs­

trahirebuli  da  kompleqsuri  cneba,  rogoricaa  `gaucxoeba~.  Tavis  

pionerul  kvlevaSi  melvin  simeni  ambobda,  rom  gaucxoeba  litertu­

raSi  ganisazRvra,  rogorc  `gaxleCis  grZnoba  maT  Soris,  rac  adre  

ganuyofeli  iyo,  daSla  mTlianobisa,  sadac  Rirebulebebi,  qceva,  

molodinebi  urTierTdakavSirebuli  formebad  iyo  ganawilebuli~.9 

es  konceptualizacia,  gaucxoebas  miawers  xuT  mniSvnelobas  da,  am­

denad,  saxeze  gvaqvs  xuTi  calkeuli  konceptualuri  gansazRvreba:

1.	 uZlureba  _  molodini  individebisa,  rom  maTi  qceva  ver  

gamoiwvevs  im  Sedegebs,  rac  maT  surT.

2.	 ugunureba  _  individebis  mier  imis  aRqma,  rom  isini  ver  

igeben  sxvaTa  mier  miRebul  gadawyvetilebebsa  da im movlenebs,  

romlebic  maT  irgvliv  xdeba.

3.	 normebis  ararseboba  _  molodini,  rom  axla  socialurad  

dauSvebeli  qceva  (magaliTad,  TaRliToba)  aris  saWiro,  raTa  

miaRwio  garkveul  miznebs.

4.	 izolacia  _  gancalkevebulobis  gancda,  romelic  

gamomdinareobs  socialurad  miRebuli  Rirebulebebisa  da  

miznebis  uaryofisagan.

5.	 TviTgandgoma  _  `selfis~  imijis  uaryofa,  rac  uSualod  

jgufis  an  mTlianad  sazogadoebis  mier  aris  gansazRvruli.

mogvianebiT  Catarebul  kvlevaSi  simanma  da  sxva  mkvlevrebma  

operaciulad gansazRvres  es  xuTi  cneba  kiTxvaris  CamoyalibebiT 

im TiToeuli  Tvisebis,  anu  ganzomilebisaTvis,  romelTac  cnebe­

bi  exeboda.  individTa  pasuxebi  mTlian  kiTxvarze  gansazRvravda  

TiToeuli  ganzomilebis  empiriul  arsebobas.  magaliTad,  mkvlevre­

bi  iyenebdnen  Semdeg  kiTxvas  `uZlurebis~  operacionalizebisaTvis:  

`warmoidgineT,  rom  Tqvens  qalaqSi  ganixilavdnen  marTvis  iseT  for­

mas,  romelic,  Tqveni  azriT  usamarTlo  da  sazianoa.  ras  fiqrobT,  

ris  gakeTebas  SeZlebdiT?~  individebi,  romlebic  upasuxebdnen,  rom  

verafris  gakeTebas  ver  SeZlebdnen,  CaiTvlebodnen  uZlurebad.  sxva  

kiTxvebi,  romlebic  aseve  uZlurebis  operaciulad  gansazRvras  isax­

avda  miznad,  Semdegi  iyo:  (1)  Tu  Tqven  did  Zalisxmevas  gaiRebdiT  

9. Melvin Seeman, “On the Meaning of Alienation,” in Continuities in the Language of Social Research, 
ed. Paul Lazarsfeld, Ann Pasanella, and Morris Rosenberg ( New York: Free Press, 1972), pp.25-34. 
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am  marTvis  Sesacvlelad,  ramdenad  mosalodnelia,  rom  warmatebas  

miaRwevdiT?  (2)  Tu  aseTi  SemTxveva  moxdeboda,  ramdenad  mosalod­

nelia,  rom  Tqven  realurad  gaakeTebT  raimes  amisaTvis?  (3)  rodesme  

cdiT,  rom  gavlena  moaxdinoT  adgilobriv  gadawyvetilebebze?  (4)  

warmovidginoT,  rom  kongresi  ganixilavs  kanons,  romelic  Tqveni  

azriT  usamarTlo  da  sazianoa,  rogor  fiqrobT,  risi  gakeTeba  Segi­

ZliaT?  (5)  rodesme  ecdeba  gavlena  moaxdinoT  kongresis  aqtze?.10

naxazi  2.1  gviCvenebs,  rogor  gadaiyvanes  mkvlevrebma  gaucxoe­

bis  cneba  konceptualuri  donidan  dakvirvebiT  doneze.  miuxedavad  
imisa,  rom  ar  SegviZlia  pirdapir  davakvirdeT  `gaucxoebas~,  misi  
empiriuli  arsebobis  Sesaxeb  mainc  SesaZlebelia  daskvna  gamovi­
tanoT.  imisaTvis,  rom  gaucxoebis empiriuli  arseboba  daedginaT,  
mkvlevrebma  Tavdapirvelad  gansazRvres  konceptualuri  komponen­
tebi,  anu  ganzomilebebi,  rogorc  es  zemoT  CamovTvaleT.  es  koncep­
tualuri  ganmartebebi  avlens,  rom  gaucxoebis  TiToeuli  ganzo­
mileba  exeba  sxvadasxva  empiriul  fenomens.  magaliTad,  uZlurebisa  
da  normebis  ararsebobis  ganzomilebebi  moicavs  individebis  molo­
dinebs  qcevasTan  dakavSirebiT,  rodesac  izolacia  moicavs  atti­
tudebs  socialuri  miznebisa  da  rwmenebisadmi.

naxazi  2.1
gadasvla  konceptualuri  donidan  dakvirvebis  doneze

gaucxoebis  SemTxveva

10. David Nachmias, “ Modes and Types of Political Alienation,”  British Journal of Sociology, 24(1976): 
478-493. 
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amis  Semdeg  mkvlevrebma  Camoayalibes  operaciuli  ganmartebebi.  
am  magaliTSi  kiTxvaris  punqtebi  asrulebs  operaciuli  gansazRvre­
bebis  rols.  amdenad,  kiTxvaris  punqtebma  konceptualuri  gansaz­
Rvrebebi  Camoayalibes  qcevebad,  romelTac  SesaZlebelia  pirdapir  
davakvirdeT.  mkvlevrebma  sisruleSi  moiyvanes  kiTxvaris  punqtebi  
(operaciul  gansazRvrebebi).  da  bolos,  kiTxvarze  pasuxebidan  maT  
ukve  SeeZloT  daeskvnaT  ra  xarisxiT  arsebobda  gaucxoebis  xuTi  

ganzomileba  empiriul  doneze.

kongruentulobis  problema

rodesac  mecnierebi  konceptualuri  donidan  gadadian  empiriul-

dakvirvebiT  doneze  an  piriqiT,  dgeba  ori  mniSvnelovani  sakiTxi.  

pirveli  aris  kongruentulobis  anu  SeTanxmebulobis  sakiTxi  

konceptualur  da  operaciul  gansazRvrebebs  Soris.  rodesac  `in­

teleqti~  konceptualurad  gansazRvrulia,  rogorc  `abstrahirebu­

lad  azrovnebis  unari~  da  operaciulad  gansazRvrebas  intelqtis  

testiT,  rogoria  kongruentulobis  xarisxi  am  or  gansazRvrebas  

Soris.  moicavss  Tu  ara  individis  mier  naCvenebi  qula  yvelafers,  

razec  miuTiTebs  `inteleqtis~  konceptualuri  gansazRvreba?  mec­

nierebi  kongruentulobis  xarisxs  konceptualur  da  operaciul  

ganmartebebs  Soris  afaseben  validobis  damxmare  testebiT,  rom­

lebic  aRwerilia  meSvide  TavSi.  yovel  SemTxvevaSi,  am  safexurze  

saWiroa  xazi  gavusvaT  imas,  rom  ar  arsebobs  absoluturi  krite­

riumi  kongruentulobis  dasadastureblad  da  namdvilad  SeiZleba  

arsebobdes  situaciebi,  romelSic  operaciuli  gansazRvrebebi  ver  

moicavs  konceptualuri  gansazRvrebebis  yovel  elements.  oper­

aciuli  gansazRvrebebis  gaumjobeseba  da  kongruentulobis  xarisx­

is  gazrda  maTsa  da  konceptualur  gansazRvreba  Soris  udidesi  

gamowvevaa  socialuri  mecnierebisaTvis.

Teoriuli  mniSvneloba

meore  mTavari  sakiTxi,  romelic  konceptualuri  donidan  op­

eraciul  doneze  gadasvlasTan,  wamoiWreba  maSin,  rodesac  cnebebi  

SeuZlebelia  ganisazRvros  operaciulad.  anu  maT  verc  pirdapir  da­

vakvirdebiT  da  verc  iribad.  magaliTad,  `ego~,  `oidiposis kompleqsi~, 

`dialeqtikuri materializmi~,  `qvecnobieri~,  `marginaluri  sarge­

blianoba~ da `sajaro interesi~ iseTi cnebebia, romelTaTvisac jer ar 
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SeumuSavebiaT  damakmayofilebeli  operaciuli  gansazRvrebebi.    

orTodoqsuli  operaciuli  midgomis  mixedviT,  cneba,  romelic  

SeuZlebelia  operaciulad  ganisazRvros  (sul  mcire,  principSi  mainc)  

ar  SeiZleba  gamoviyenoT  iqnas  mecnierul  kvlevaSi,  ramdenadac  igi    

intersubieqtur  verifikacias ar  eqvemdebareba.  sxva  sityvebiT  rom  

vTqvaT,  operaciuli  ganmarteba  saWiroa  imdenad,  ramdenadac  igi  

saSualebas  aZlevs  mecnierebs  gaigon  erTmaneTis      kvlevebi.  amis  

gareSe  mkvlevari  ver  iqneba  darwmunebuli,  rom  igi  imave  fenomens  

akvirdeba.  sizustisa  da  garkveulobis  naklebobas  arakonsisten­

tur  kvlevamde  mivyavarT.  cnebis  mecnieruli  mniSvneloba  mxolod  

garkveuli  operaciebis  saSualebiT  (dakvirvebis  instrumentebiT  

SeiZleba  davadginoT).  am  operaciebis  codna  aris  cnebis  gageba  

da  SesaZlebloba  empiriulad  daakvirde  fenomens,  romelsac  igi  

asaxavs.  istoriulad,  am  mkacrma  midgomam  mniSvnelovani  funqcia  

Seasrula,  rac  empiriuli  mecnierebis  metafizikisagan  gamoyofaSi  

mdgomareobda.  magram  Tavisi  ukiduresi  xasiaTiT  orTodoqsuli  op­

eraciuli  midgoma  problemuri  xdeba.

mecnierebma  mecnieruli  cnebebi  unda  Seafason  ara  mxolod  maTi  

dakvirvebadobis,  aramed  maTi  Teoriuli  mniSvnelobis  mixedvi­

Tac.  es imas  niSnavs,  rom  zogierTi  cneba  mniSvnelobas  iZens  mxo­

lod  im  Teoriis  konteqstSi,  romelSic  arian  isini  warmodgenilni.  

magaliTad, `anomiis~ cneba  azrs  iZens  mxolod  diurkheimis  suici­

dis  TeoriaSi, cneba  `ego~  mniSvnelovania  fsiqoanalitikuri  Teor­

iebis  konteqstSi,  `sajaro  interesis~  gageba SeuZlebeli iqneboda  

demokratiis  Sesaxeb  Teoriisagan  damoukideblad. karl hempelis  

`sistemuri  mniSvnelobis~  ideam  gavlena  moadina  praqtikaze:

mecnieruli sistematizacia moiTxovs sxvadasxvagvari  

mimarTebebis  dadgenas  empiriuli  samyaros  sxvadasxva  

aspeqts  Soris,  kanoniT  an  Teoriuli  principebis  saSu­

alebiT,  rac  axasiaTebs  kidec  mecnierul  cnebebs.  amde­

nad,  mecnieruli  cnebebi  sakvanZo  elementebia  sistemuri  

mimarTebebis  qselSi,  sadac  kanonebi  da  Teoriuli princi­

pebi erTian struqturas  qmnian.  .  .  .

mecnieruli  cnebebisaTvis  mxolod  empiriuli  mniSvneloba  

(rogorc  es      gamoyenebiTobis  kriteriumSi  aris  asaxuli  

da  rasac  samarTlianad  usvams  xazs  operacionalizmi),  

ar  aris  aucilebeli.  meore  savaldebulo  moTxovna  aris  

sistemuri  mniSvneloba    samecniero  kvlevaSi  cnebebisa  da  
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Teoriis  formireba  erTmaneTis  kvaldakval  unda  mimdina­

reobdes.11

es imas niSnavs, rom mecnieruli cnebebi  mxolod  dakvirveba Sesa­

Zleblobis  mixedviT  ar  fasdeba. unda gaviTvaliswinoT  unda  iqnas  

maTi  Teoriuli  mniSvnelobac.  sxva sityvebiT  rom  vTqvaT,  cnebebi  

empiriul  mniSvnelobas  operaciuli  gansazRvrebebiT,  xolo    Teori­

ul  mniSvnelobas  im  Teoriis konteqstSi  iZenen,  romelSic  arian  isi­

ni  gamoyenebulni.  Teoria,  rogorc  es  1.1  naxazze  davinaxeT,  arsebiT  

da  centralur  rols asrulebs  kvlevis  procesSi.  igi  ara  mxolod  

mniSvelovani  wyaroa problemebisa da  hipoTezebis  generirebisaTvis,  

rogorc  amas  mesame  TavSi  davinaxavT,  aramed  isic  Zalian  mniS­

vnelovania,  rom  sakvanZo cnebebis  mniSvnelobasa  da  mniSvnelovnebis 

interpretacia mxolod  Teoriis  konteqstSi aris SesaZlebeli.

Teoria:  funqciebi  da  tipebi

mas  Semdeg,  rac  ganvixileT  cnebebi,  konceptualuri  da  oper­

aciuli  gansazRvrebebi,  Teoriuli  mniSvnelobis  idea,  SegviZlia  

mivubrundeT  Teoriis  adgils  empiriul  kvlevaSi.  marTalia,  so­

ciologi  mecnierebi  SeTanxmebulni  arian,  rom  empiriuli  kvlevis  

erT-erTi  umniSvnelovanesi  fuqcia  aris  Teoriis  ganviTarebisa  da  

gaumjobesebisaTvis  xelis  Sewyoba  da  rom  Teoria  wamoWris  miznebs  

mecnierebisaTvis,  magram  jer  kidev  ver  SeTanxmebulan  imaze,  Tu  

ra  aris  Teoria.  jorj  homansma  ganaxorciela  Semdegi  kritikuli  

dakvirveba sociologiaSi  Teoriis  mdgomareobaze:

Tanamedrove  sociologebi  bevrs  msjeloben  `Teoriaze~,  
Tumca  iSviaTad  cdiloben  zustad  gansazRvron,  ra  aris  
Teoria.  .  .  .  Cven,  sociologebi,  sakuTar  dabneulobas  
Teoriis  bunebasTan  dakavSirebiT  vavlenT  imiT,  ras  
vlaparakobT  Teoriis  Sesaxeb  zogadad  da  rogor  Teor­
iebs  vqmniT  realurad.12

11. Hempel, Philosophy of Natural Science, pp. 94, 96-97. 
12. George C.Homans, “Contemporary Theory in Sociology,” in Handbook of Modern Sociology, ed. 
R.E.L. Faris ( Chicago :Rand McNally, 1964). p.951.
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mas  Semdeg,  igive  iTqva  sxva  disciplinebis  socialur  mecnierTa  

mierac.

Teorias  sxvadasxva  adamianisaTvis  sxvadasxva  mniSvneloba  aqvs.  

zogierTi  socialuri  mecnieri  Teorias  aigivebs  nebismieri  saxis  

konceptualizaciasTan.  iseTi  cnebebi,  rogoricaa  `Zalaufleba~,  

`socialuri  statusi~,  `demokratia~,  `biurokratia~,  `deviantoba~,  

rodesac  ganmartebuli  da  gamoyenebulia  empiriuli  fenomenebis  

interpretaciebSi,  xSirad  TeoriebTan  aris  gaTanabrebuli.  am  far­

To  TvalsazrisiT  nebismieri  konceptualizacia,  dakvirvebis  sa­

pirispirod,  aris  Teoria.  socialuri  mecnierebis nawili  Teorias  

aTanabrebs  `ideebis  istoriasTan~.  maSin  roca  sxvebi  Teorias  viwro  

kuTxiT  ganixilaven:  logikur-deduqciuri  sistema,  romelic  Sedge­

ba  urTierTdakavSirebuli  cnebebisagan,  romelTaganac  xelSesaxebi  

Teoriebi  SeiZleba  deduqciurad  gamomdinareobdes.  sanam  ganvixi­

lavdeT  ra  aris  Teoria  da  ra  tipis  Teoriebi  gvxvdeba  socialur  

mecnierebebSi,  sasargeblo  iqneba  Teoriis  Sesaxeb  ramdenime  mcdar  

Sexedulebas ganvixilavT.

ra ar aris Teoria

diletantebi,  rogorc  wesi,  ̀ Teorias~  ̀ praqtikas~  upirispireben.  

mtkiceba,  rom  raRac  `kargad  aris  TeoriaSi  Camoyalibebuli,  magram  

es  ver  gaamarTlebs  praqtikaSi~,  miuTiTebs  ideaze,  rom  Teoria  ara­

praqtikulia.  rogorc  arnold  brexti  aRniSnavs,  `mimarTeba  praqti­

kasa  da  Teorias  Soris  kargad  vlindeba  popularul  naTqvamSi,  rom  

Cven  yvelaze  kargad  ̀ cdisa  da  Secdomis~  gziT  vswavlobT.  cda  praq­

tikaa,  Secdomas  ki  TeoriasTan  aqvs  kavSiri.  rodesac  Teoria  marcxs  

ganicdis  praqtikul  ganxorcielebaSi,  igi  Sesworebas  saWiroebs~.13  

principSi,  ar  arsebobs  kontrasti  Teoriasa  da  praqtikas  Soris.  

Teoria  dakavSirebulia  praqtikasTan,  anu  mecnieri  uSvebs  Teor­

ias  (da  mis  praqtikul  gamoyenebas),  rodesac  misi  meTodologia  

aris  logikuri  da  zustad  Camoyalibebuli.  sarwmuno  Teoria  sando  

codnis,  konceptualuri  safuZvelia.  Teoriebi  gvexmareba  gviwevs  

avxsnaT  da  viwinaswarmetyveloT  CvenTvis  saintereso  fenomeni  da  

Sedegad  gamovitanoT  praqtikuli,  gonivruli  daskvnebi.

meore  mcdari  Sexeduleba  Teoriis  Sesaxeb  Sedegad  mosdevs  `fi­

losofiis~  Canacvlebas  `TeoriiT~.  iseTi  klasikosi  swavlulebis  

13. Arnold Brecht, Political Theory (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1959), p.19. 
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14. David Easton, “Alternative Strategies in Theoretical Research.” in Varieties of Political Thoery, ed. 
David Easton ( Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966), pp. 1-13. 
15. Talcott Parsons and Edward A.Shils, Toward a General Theory of Action ( New York: Harper & 
Row, 1962), pp.50-51.

Txzulebebi,  rogorebic  iyvnen  platoni,  aristotele,  loki,  mar­

qsi,  pareto,  xSirad  gaigivebulia  `TeoriasTan~.  faqtobrivad,  

meore  msoflio  omamde  Teoria  socialur  mecnierebebSi  moicavda  

filosofias  Tavisi  sxvadasxva  formiT,  gansakuTrebuli  xazgasmiT  

moralis  filosofiaze  _  anu  ra  rogor  unda  iyos.  platonis  mier  

saxelmwifo  wyobis,  idealis  warmodgena,  romelSic  filosofosis  

absoluturi  codna  daxmarebas  uwevs  politikur  da  socialur  qce­

vas,  cnobili  magaliTia.

moralis  filosofosebi  ayalibeben  msjelobebs  RirebulebaTa  

Sesaxeb.  isini  arc  mcdaria  da  arc  WeSmariti,  vinaidan  empiriulad  

ver  damtkicdeba.  Tu  Tqven  darwmunebulni  xarT,  rom  socializmi  

saukeTeso  ekonomikuri  sistemaa,  vercerTi  empiriuli  argumenti  

ver  gadagarwmunebT.  magram  filosofiuri  Sromebisagan  gansxvave­

biT,  mecnieruli  Teoriebi  abstraqciebi,  romlebic  warmoadgens  em­

piriuli  samyaros  garkveul  aspeqtebs,  exeba  imas,  Tu  rogor  da  

ratom  iCens Tavs  empiriul  fenomens  da  ara  imas,  Tu  ra  rogor  unda  

iyos.

Teoriis  tipebi

ar  arsebobs  erTi  Teoriis  martivi  ganmarteba,  romelzec  yvela  

socialuri  mecnieri  SeTanxmdeboda,  vinaidan  Teoriis  mravali  tipi  

arsebobs,  romelTagan  TiToeuls  sxvadasxva  daniSnuleba  aqvs.  mag­

aliTad,  devid  istoni  varaudobda,  rom  SesaZlebelia  Teoriebis  

klasifikacia   Tvalsawieris  mixedviT  _  mikroTeoriebia  arian  isini  

Tu  makro Teoriebi;  funqciebis  mixedviT  _  exebian  statikur  Tu  

dinamiur  fenomenebs,  struqturas  Tu  process;  maTi  struqturis  

mixedviT  _  arian  Tu  ara  isini  azrovnebis  logikuri  sistemebi  

mWidro  urTierTmimarTebebiT  an  ayalibeben  Tu  ara  ufro  arazus­

tad  gansazRvrul  mosazrebebs;  maTi  donis  mixedviT  _  ̀ mimarTebebiT  

qceviT  sistemebs  Soris~.14   Cveni  klasifikacia  emyareba  parsonsisa  

da  Silsis  mier  Teoriis  oTxi  donis  gamoyofas:  ad  hok  klasifi­

kaciis  sistemebi,  taqsonomiebi,  konceptualuri  struqturebi  da  

Teoriuli  sistemebi .15
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ad  hok  klasifikaciis  sistemebi.  Teoriad dayofis  yvelaze  qveda  

done  ad  hok  (laT.  konkretuli  SemTxvevisaTvis  saWiro)  klasifika­

ciis  sistemaa.  igi  Sedgeba  SemTxveviTi  kategoriebisagan,  romlebic  

empiriuli  dakvirvebis  Sedegebis  organizebasa  da  Sejamebas  emsax­

ureba.  magaliTad,  mkvlevarma  SeiZleba  kiTxvaris  erT-erT  punqtze  

_  `yvela  jgufi  am  qveyanaSi  harmoniaSi  cxovrobs  amasTan  sistemis  

Seucvlelad~  _  pasuxebis  klasifikacia  oTx  kategoriad  moaxdinos:  

`ufro  veTanxmebi,  vidre  ar  veTanxmebi~,      `ufro  ar  veTanxmebi,  vi­

dre  veTanxmebi~.  es  kategoriebi  qmnis  ad  hok  klasifikaciis  siste­

mas,  vinaidan  isini  ar  gamomdinareobs  ufro  zogadi  Teoriidan.

taqsonomiebi.  Teoriis  meore  done  aris  kategoriebis  siste­

ma  anu  taqsonomia.  taqsonomia  Sedgeba  kategoriaTa  sistemisa­

gan,  romelic  Camoyalibebulia  imisaTvis,  rom  moergos  empiriu­

li  dakvirvebis  Sedegebs  ise,  rom  mimarTebebi  kategoriebs  Soris 

mimarTebebis aRwera SesaZlebeli gaxdes.  kategoriebi  SeiZleba  urT­

ierTdamokidebuli  iyos.  anu  taqsonomiis  kategoriebi  Seesabameba  

aRweril  realobas.  talkot  parsonsis  socialuri  qcevis  analizi  

Teoriis  am  donis  magaliTia.  igi  varaudobs,  rom  qcevas  oTxi  Tvise­

ba  aqvs:  is  aris  mizanmimarTuli,  aRmocendeba  jgufis  situaciaSi,  

aris  normatiulad  regulirebuli  da  dakavSirebulia  energiis  xar­

jvasTan.  rodesac  qceva  avlens  yvela  am  Tvisebas,  igi  warmoadgens  

socialur  sistemas.  garda  amisa,  socialuri  sistemebs  aqvs  sami  

forma:  pirovnuli  sistemebi,  kulturuli  sistemebi,  socialuri  

struqturebi.16  parsonsma    aRniSnuli  Svidi  kategoria  ganmarta  da  

Semdeg  axsna  maTi  logikuri  urTierTkavSiri.  mas  Semdeg,  rac  par­

sonsma  Camoayaliba  es  taqsonomia,  empiriuli  dakvirvebebi  moergo  

kategoriebs.

socialur  mecnierebaTa taqsonomiebi kvlevebSi  ZiriTadad  or  

mniSvnelovan  funqcias  asrulebens.  taqsonomiis  zusti  ganmartebe­

bi  miuTiTebs  empiriuli  realobis  erTeuls,  romelic  unda  gaanal­

izdes  da  avlens,  rogor  SeiZleba  aRiweros  es  erTeuli  (magaliTad,  

parsonsis  taqsonomiaSi _  socialuri  sistemebi).  taqsonomiis  miza­

nia  mogvces

`mowesrigebuli  sqema  klasifikaciisa  da  aRwerisaTvis.  .  .  .  
rodesac  saqme  gvaqvs  kvlevis  nebismier  TemasTan,  SesaZle­
belia  dauyovnebliv  moxdes  misi  kritikuli  aspeqtebis,  

16. Ibid., pp. 247-275



73I  nawili            empiriuli  kvlevis  safuZvlebi

cvladebis  identificireba  taqsonomiis  gamoyenebiT,  ro­
gorc  `sayidlebis  siisa~.  imisaTvis,  rom  SevamowmoT  misi  
taqsonomia,  mecnieri  uyurebs  subieqt  X-s  da  gviCvenebs,  
rom  im  zogad  terminebs,  romlebic  aRweren  mis  ganzo­
milebas,  aqvs  analogebi  X-Si.17

taqsonomiis  meore  funqcia  aris  `Seajamos  da  biZgi  misces  aR­

weriT  kvlevebs~.18 taqsonomiebi  ar  iZleva  axsnas,  isini  mxolod  

aRweren  empiriul  fenomens  maTi  kategoriebSi  moTavsebiT.  codna  

cnebebisa,  romlebic  warmoadgenen  fenomens  (magaliTad,  `mTavrobis  

xarjebi~)  da  maT  ganawilebebs  (magaliTad,  ramdeni  ixarjeba  sxvad­

sxva  programaze),  ar  aris  am  fenomenebis  axsnisa  da  prognozirebis  

ekvivalenturi  (magaliTad,  ratom  xarjavs  Cveni  mTavroba  ufro  

mets  Tavdacvaze,  vidre  ganaTlebaze).

konceptualuri  struqturebi.  Teoriis  mesame  done  aris  kon­

ceptualuri  struqtura.  konceptualur  struqturaSi,  aRweriTi  

kategoriebi  sistemurad  aris  ganlagebuli  zusti  mtkicebebis  far­

To  struqturis  saxiT,  mtkicebebis  saxiT  mimarTebaTa  Sesaxeb  or  

an  met  empiriul  Taviseburebas  Soris,  romelic  an  unda  davuS­

vaT,  an  uarvyoT.  istonis  politikis  konceptualizacia  konceptua­

luri  struqturis  kargi  magaliTia.  istoni  politikuri  sistemis  

mTavar  funqciebad  `RirebulebaTa  avtoritetul  ganawilebas  mi­

iCnevs~19.  yvela  politikuri  sistema,  rogoric  ar  unda  iyos  misi  

marTvis  stili  (demokratiuli  Tu  diqtatoruli),  Rirebulebebs  

avtoritetulad  anawilebs.  istoni  iyenebs  iseT  cnebebs,  rogori­

caa  `Senatani~,  `produqtiuloba~,  `garemo~,  `fidbeki~  (naxazi  2.2)  

imisaTvis,  rom  aRweros  da  axsnas  empiriuli  dakvirvebis  Sedegebi.  

es  cnebebi  Semdeg  urTierTdakavSirebulia.  maT  Sorisaa  `fidbeki~,  

romelic  uwyvetobis  an  cvlilebebis  funqcias  asrulebs.  istoni  

aseve  gvTavazobs  mtkicebaTa  mTel  speqtrs,  raTa  axsnas  rogor  aris  

generirebuli  `Senatanebsa~  (diferencirebuli  `moTxovnad~  da  `mo­

wodebad~),  rogor  reaqcias  avlens  politikuri  gadawyvetilebebis  

Semoqmedebi  `Senatanebis~  mimarT,  rogor  axdens  gavlenas  `garemo~  

`Senatanebze~  da  gadawyvetilebis  mimReb  pirebze  da  rogor  cvlis  

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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an  icavs  `produqtuloba~  (diferencirebuli  `gadawyvetilebad~  da  

`moqmedebad~)  `fidbekis~  gavliT  `Senatanis~  bunebas.
es  konceptualuri  struqtura  ufro  maRal  doneze  dgas,  vi­

dre  taqsonomia,  vinaidan  misi  mtkicebebi  ajamebs  qcevebs  da  ama­
vdroulad  iZleva  axsnasa  da  prognozirebas  auracxeli  empiriuli  
dakvirvebebis  Sesaxeb.  imis  umetesoba,  rac  socialur  mecnierebebSi  
Teoriad  miiCneva,  Sedgeba  konceptualuri  CarCoebisagan,  romlebic  
SeiZleba  gamoviyenoT  pirdapir  sistematur  empiriul  kvlevaSi.  yov­
el  SemTxvevaSi,  mtkicebebi,  romlebic  konceptualuri  CarCodan  ga­
momdinareobs,  deduqciurad  ar  aris  dadgenili.  es  damokidebuleba  
empiriul  dakvirvebaze  Teorizebisa  da  kvlevis  adreul  safexurze  
zRudavs  maTi  axsnisa  da  prognozirebis  Zalas,  asustebs  gamosade­
gobas  samomavlo  kvlevebisaTvis.

Teoriuli  sistemebi.  Teoriuli  sistemebi  sistemurad axdens 
taqsonomiebisa  da  konceptualuri  CarCoebis  kombinirebas  urT­
ierTdakavSirebuli  aRwerebiT,  axsnebiTa  da  prognozebiT. 

es  Teoriis  umaRlesi  donea  da  yvelaze  zust  gansazRvrebas 
moiTxovs:  Teoriuli  sistema  Sedgeba  debulebebisagan,  romlebic  
urTierTdakavSirebulni  arian  ise,  rom  dasaSvebia  erTi  mtkiceba  
sxvebisgan  gamomdinareobdes.  rodesac  arsebobs  aseTi  Teoriuli  
sistema,  socialur  mecnierebs  SeuZliaT  ganacxadon  pretenzia,  rom  
axsnes  da  kidec  iwinaswarmetyveles  fenomeni.

naxazi  2.2

politikuri  sistemebis  konceptualuri  CarCo

daviT easonisgan, politikuri cxovrebis sitema (Cikago: Cikagos presis univer­

siteti, 1979).
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20. Homans, “Contemporary Theory in Sociology,” p.959

iseTi  Teoriuli  sistema,  rogoricaa  magaliTad,  durkeimis  
sistema,  uzrunvelyofs  struqturas  empiriuli  fenomenis  tevadi  
axsnisaTvis;  misi  Tvalsawieri  ar  aris  dayvanili  asaxsneli  movle­
nis  erT  konkretul  aspeqtze.  igi  Sedgeba  mravali  cnebebisagan,  
romelTa  nawili  abstraqtulia,  gviCvenebs,  ris  Sesaxeb  aris  Teoria  
(magaliTad  `suicidi~),  sxvebi  ki  aris  gazomvadi  empiriuli  Tavise­
burebebi  (magaliTad,  `suicidis  koeficienti~).  am  empiriul  Tavise­
burebebs  cvladebi  ewodeba  (cvladebisa  da  maTi  tipebis  Sesaxeb  
dawvrilebiT  vimsjelebT  mesame  TavSi).

Teoriuli  sistema  aseve  Sedgeba  debulebebisagan.  konceptualur  
struqturaSi,  maTi  statusis  sapirispirod,  es  debulebebi  qmnis  
deduqciur  sistemas.  sxva  sityvebiT  rom  vTqvaT,  mtkicebebi  ayali­
bebs  kalkuluss  (analizis  an  aRricxvis  meTodi  specialuri  sim­
boluri  aRniSvnebis  gamoyenebiT).  amdenad,  maTi  gamoyenebis  wesebis  
dacviT,  mecniers  SeuZlia  garkveuli  mtkicebebis  Sesaxeb  daskvna  
gamoitanos  sxva  mtkicebebis  safuZvelze.  rodesac  mtkicebebi  ase  
aris  dadgenili,  isini  ukve  axsnilia  da  SesaZlebelia  prognozis  
SemuSaveba.

diurkheimis  suicidis  Teoria,  rogorc  es  jorj  homansma  aRniS­
na,   Teoriuli  sistemis  klasikuri  magaliTia.20

1.	 nebismier  socialur  jgufSi  suicidis  koeficienti  icvleba  
individualizmis  xarisxTan  erTad;

2.	 individualizmis  xarisxi  icvleba  protestantizmis  gavrcelebis  
aresTan  erTad;

3.	 amdenad,  suicidis  xarisxi  icvleba  protestantizmis  
gavrcelebis  aresTan  erTad.

4.	 protestantizmis  gavrcelebis  are  espaneTSi  mcirea;
5.	 amdenad,  suicidis  koeficienti  espaneTSi  aris  dabali.

am  magaliTSi  me-3  mtkiceba  gamomdinareobs  1-eli  da me-2  mtkice­
bebisagan,  xolo  me-5  gamomdinareobs  me-3  da  me-4  mtkicebebisagan.  
Sesabamisad,  Tu,  magaliTad,  Tqven  ar  iciT  suicidis  koeficienti  

bulgareTSi,  magram  iciT,  rom  protestantizmis  gavrcelebis  are  

iq  mcirea,  es  dakvirveba  mesame  mtkicebasTan  erTad  saSualebas  

mogcemT  gaakeToT  prognozi,  rom  suicidis  koeficienti  bulgareT­

Si  aseve  dabali  iqneba.  amdenad,  Teoriuli  sistema  iZleva  rogorc  

axsnas,  asve  prognozs  suicidis  koeficientTan  dakavSirebiT.

da  bolos,  Teoriuli  sistemis  zogierTi  mtkiceba  pirobiTi  

unda  iyos,  damokidebuli  empiriul  realobaze,  im  TvalsazrisiT,  



76

rom  `gamocdileba  relevanturia  maTi  WeSmaritebisa  an  mcdaro­

bisa,  an  im  mtkicebebisa,  romelnic  maTgan  gamomdinareobs~.21  nam­

dvilad,  Teoriuli  sistemis  aRiareba  uciloblad  damokidebulia  

imaze,  SeuZliaT  Tu  ara  mecnierebs  misi  debulebebis  empiriulad  

damtkiceba.

aqsiomaturi  Teoria

arsebobs  erTi  Teoriuli  sistema,  romelic  calke  aRniSvnis  

Rirsia.  esaa  formaluri,  anu  aqsiomaturi  Teoria.  aqsiomebi  aris  

Seumowmebeli  mtkicebebi  an  daSvebebi  fenomenis  Sesaxeb,  anu  isini  

miiCneva  rogorc  WeSmariti.  aqsiomebi  aRwers  pirdapir  kauzalur  

mimarTebas  or  cnebas  Soris.  es  kavSiri  miiCneva  imdenad  sabazisod,  

rom  igi  ar  moiTxovs  Semdgom  empiriul  damowmebas.  aseTi  sabaziso  

daSvebebis  gareSe  azrovnebis  procesi,  konceptualizacia,  hipoTe­

zebis  Semowmeba  SeuZlebeli  gaxdeboda.  Sedegad,  aqsiomaturi  Teo­

ria  Sedgeba:

1.	 cnebebisa  da  ganmartebebisagan  (rogorc  konceptualuri,  ise  

operaciuli).

21. Ibid.

Teoriis oTxi done

	 ad hok klasifikaciis sistema: SemTxveviTi kategoriebi, romlebic 

empiriuli monacemebis organizebasa da Sejamebas axdenen.

	 taqsonomiebi: kategoriaTa sistemebi, romlebic iqmneba ise, rom 

empiriuli dakvirvebis Sedegebs ergebodes.

	 konceptualuri struqtura: aRweriTi kategoriebi sistemurad 

ganlagebulia zusti, aRiarebuli mtkicebebis struqturis 

saxiT. mtkicebebi, romlebic Sesulia struqturaSi, ajamebs 

da uzrunvelyofs axsnasa da prognozirebas empiriuli 

dakvirvebisaTvis. es mtkicebulebebi ar aris dadgenili 

deduqciurad.

	 Teoriuli sistemebi: axdens taqsonomiebisa da 

konceptualuri struqturebis kombinirebas mimarTebiTi 

aRweriT, axsniT, prognoziT. Teoriuli sistemis mtkicebebi 

urTierTdakavSirebulia ise, rom zogierTi maTgani 

gamomdinareobs danarCenebisagan.
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2.	 mtkicebebisagan,  romlebic  aRwers  situaciebs,  sadac  Teoria  

SeiZleba  iqnas  gamoyenebuli.

3.	 mimarTebiTi  mtkicebebisagan,  romlebic  iyofa

a)	 aqsiomebad _ Seumowmebel  mtkicebebad  an  daSvebebad,  romlebic  

WeSmaritad  miiCneva.  magaliTad,  aqsiomebi  geometriaSi  

WeSmaritad  iTvleba  imisda  miuxedavad,  gamoiyeneba  Tu  ara  

isini  empiriul  samyaroSi.

b)	 Teoremebad _ debulebebad,  romlebic  gamomdinareobs  

aqsiomebidan  da  eqvemdebareba  empiriul  damtkicebas.

4.	 logikuri  sistemisagan,  romelic  gamoiyeneba  imisaTvis,  rom

a)	 daakavSiros  yvela  cneba  erTmaneTTan  bWobis,  gansjis  

procesSi.

b)	 daskvnebis gamotana Teoremebis saxiT aqsiomebidan  gamomdinare,  

aqsiomebis  kombinirebis  safuZvelze  da  sxva  Teoremebis  

kombinirebis  safuZvelze.

hans  ceterbergis  mier  durkeimis  Teoriis  ganmeorebiTi  formu­

lireba  aqsiomatikuri  Teoriis  adreuli  da  xSirad  dasaxelebuli  

magaliTia.  ceterbergma  ganaviTara  Semdegi  aTi  debuleba:22

1.	 rac  ufro  metia  Sromis  ganawileba,  miT  ufro  metia  konse­

nsusi  (Tanxmoba  ZiriTad  Rirebulebebsa  da  sakiTxebTan  daka­

vSirebiT);

2.	 rac  ufro  metia  solidaroba  (mikuTvnebulobis  gancda),  miT  

metia  daaxloebul  pirTa  raodenoba  TiToeuli  wevrisaTvis  

(metia  kontaqtebis  raodenoba  jgufis  danarCen  wevrebTan);

3.	 rac  metia  daaxloebul  pirTa  raodenoba,  miT  ufro  metia  

konsensusi;

4.	 rac  metia  konsensusi,  miT  ufro  mcirea  deviantebis  uaryofis  

raodenoba  (individebisa,  romlebic  ar  aRiareben  ZiriTad  

Rirebulebebs  an  iqcevian  socialurad  miuRebeli  maneriT);

5.	 rac  metia  Sromis  ganawileba,  miT  ufro  mcirea  deviantebis  

uaryofis  raodenoba;

6.	 rac  ufro  didia  TiToeul  wevrTan  daaxloebul  pirTa  

raodenoba, miT  ufro  mcirea deviantebis  uaryofis  raodenoba;

7.	 rac  ufro  didia  Sromis  ganawileba,  miT  ufro  metia  soli­

daroba;

22. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in Sociology, pp. 159-160.
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8.	   rac  ufro  didia  solidaroba,  miT  ufro  metia  konsensusi.

9.	 rac  ufro  didia  TiToeul  wevrTan  daaxloebul  pirTa  

raodenoba,  miT  ufro  metia  Sromis  ganawileba;

10.	 rac  ufro  didia  solidaroba,  miT  ufro  mcirea  deviantebis  

uaryofis  raodenoba;

ceterbergma   maTi   Semdeg  SearCia  bolo  oTxi  debuleba  aqsiomebad.  

igi  amtkicebda,  rom  danarCeni  debulebebis  Sesaxeb  SeiZleba  logi­

kurad  davaskvnaT  am  aqsiomebis  kombinirebis  safuZvelze.

maTi aqsiomebTan  dakavSirebiT  yvelaze  rTuli  problemaa  

aqsiomebis  SerCeva.  ra  kriteriumiT  unda  SearCios  mecnierma  isini,  

rodesac  cdilobs  garkveuli  debulebebi  CaTvalos  aqsiomebad?  ra­

tom  SearCia  ceterbergma  mxolod  bolo  oTxi    debuleba    aqsiomebad?  

SerCevis  erT-erTi  kriteriumi  aris  konsistentoba  (Tavsebadoba):  

aqsiomebs  ar  unda  mivyavdeT  erTmaneTis  sawinaaRmdego  Teoreme­

bamde.  meore  kriteriumi  aris  raodenoba  _  mecnierma  rac  SeiZleba  

mcire  raodenobis  aqsiomebi  unda  SearCios,  romlidanac  gamomdin­

areobs  yvela  sxva  Teorema.  es  kriteriumi  asaxavs  mecnierTa  Soris  

konsensuss,  rom  Teoriebis  konstruirebisas  ekonomiurobas  da  si­

martives  didi  mniSvneloba  aqvs.  mesame  kriteriumi  aqsiomebis  Ser­

CevisaTvis,  romelic  socialur  mecnierebaSi  aqsiomaturi  Teoriis  

konstruirebas  yvelaze  metad  arTulebs,  aris  aqsiomebad  mxolod  

im  mtkicebebis  SerCeva,  romelTac  miaRwies  kanonis  statuss.  mt­

kicebebs  mniSvnelovani  empiriuli  safuZveli  unda  hqondes  imisaT­

vis,  rom  kanonebad  CaiTvalos.  dReisaTvis  socialur  mecnierebaSi  

Zalian  cota  mtkicebebs  Tu  miuRweviaT  am  statusisaTvis.

ukanasknel  kvlevebSi,  mecnierebi  amJRavneben  tendencias  aqsiome­

bi  SearCion  im  debulebebs  Soris,  romlebic  Teorias  ufro  zustsa  

da  advilad  gasagebs  xdis.  isini  am  mizans  im  mtkicebebis  gamoyenebiT  

aRweven,  romlebic  aRweren  pirdapir  kauzalur  mimarTebas  or  cne­

bas  Soris,  rogorc  aqsiomebi.  rogorc  hubert  blalokma  aRniSna,  

`aqsioma  SeiZleba  ise  Camoyalibdes,  rogorc  es  Semdeg  mtkicebaSia:  

X-is  zrda  gamoiwvevs  YY -is  TiTqmis  dauyovnebliv  zrdas.  YY -is  es  

zrda  Tavis  mxriv  Sedegad  mogvcems  X-is  Semdgom  zrdas,  Tumca  

ufro  Seyovnebuli  reaqciiT~.23  pirdapiri  kauzaluri  mimarTebis  we­

sis  gamoyenebiT  blalokma  xelaxla  Camoayaliba  ceterbergis  oTxi  

aqsioma,  kauzaluri  jaWvis  saxiT:24

23. Hubert M.Blalock, Jr., Theory Construction (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969), p.18.
24. Ibid ., p. 19.



79I  nawili            empiriuli  kvlevis  safuZvlebi

1.	 TiToeul  wevrTan  daaxloebuli  pirebis  raodenobis  zrda,  

gamoiwvevs  Sromis  ganawilebis  momatebas  (mecxre  mtkiceba).

2.	 Sromis  ganawilebis  momateba  gamoiwvevs  solidarobis  zrdas  

(meSvide  mtkiceba).

3.	 solidarobis  zrda  gamoiwvevs  konsensusis  zrdas  (merve  

mtkiceba).

4.	 solidarobis  zrda  gamoiwvevs  deviantebis  uaryofis  raodenobis  

Semcirebas  (meaTe  mtkiceba).

am  kauzalur  aqsiomebs,  Tavis  mxriv,  empiriulad  Semowmebad  

Teoremebamde  da  debulebebamde  mivyavarT.

aqsiomatikuri  Teoriebis  upiratesoba.  adamianis  qcevebisa  da  

am  qcevebis  kvlevebis  kompleqsurobis  gamo,  Zalian  mcire  raode­

nobis  debulebebi  aRwevs  socialur  mecnierebebSi  kanonis  sta­

tuss.  maS,  ratom  agrZeleben  socialuri  mecnierebi  aqsiomaturi  

Teoriebis  konstruirebas?

aqsiomatikur  Teorias  aqvs  ramdenime  upiratesoba.  pirveli  

is,  rom  igi  moiTxovs  TeoriaSi  gamoyenebuli  ZiriTadi  cnebebisa  

da  daSvebebis  yuradRebiT  aRwerasa  da  axsnas.  meore,  ramdenadac  

dgas  aucilebloba  mkafiod  ganisazRvros  TiToeuli  cneba,  yvela  

misi  sawyisi Tu  nawarmoebi  termini,  operaciuli  gansazRvrebebi  

aseTive  sizustiT  unda  gamoirCeodes.  mesame,  aqsiomatur  Teorias  

SeuZlia  aqtualuri  da  winaswar  ganWvretili  kvlevis  viwro  Sej­

ameba  mogvces.  Uamravi,  araarsebiTi  da  usistemo  debulebebis  nacv­

lad,  aqsiomaturi  Teoria  warmogvidgens  mxolod  arsebiT  debule­

bebs.  meoTxe,  aqsiomaturi  Teoria  SeiZleba  gamoviyenoT  `kvlevis  

ise  koordinirebisaTvis,  rom  calkeuli  aRmoCenebi  mxars  uWerdes  

erTmaneTs,  gviCvenebdes  maRal  albaTobas~.25  ramdenadac  Teoria  

urTierTdakavSirebuli  mtkicebebisagan  Sedgeba,  empiriuli  mx­

ardaWera  TiToeuli  mtkicebisaTvis  Sedegad  gvaZlevs  mTliani  

Teoriis  mxardaWeras.  magaliTad,  empiriuli  kvleva  socialur  

deviaciasTan  dakavSirebiT  Catarda  diurkheimis  Teoriis  safuZ­

velze.  mexuTe,  aqsiomaturi  forma  mkvlevrebs  saSualebas  aZlevs  

sistemurad  Seamowomon  aqsiomebis  Sedegebi.  Ees,  Tavis  mxriv,  ex­

mareba  maT  gansazRvron,  Tu  Teoriis  romeli  nawilia  damtkicebu­

li  da  romeli  nawili  moiTxovs  Semdgom  kvlevas.  es  gansakuTrebiT  

25. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in Sociology, p.163. 
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sasargebloa  maSin,  roca  mkvlevrebi  irCeven  sakvlev  Temebs,  rac  

yvelaze  metad  Tavad  Teorias  waadgeba.26  da  bolos,  aqsiomatikuri  

forma  yvelze  metad  Seesabameba  kauzalur  analizs,  romelsac  meS­

vide  TavSi  ganvixilavT.

modelebi

Teoriis  ideasTan  mWidro  kavSirSia  modelebis  cneba,  rogorc  

sistemuri  konceptualuri  organizaciis.  Teoretikosebi  xSirad  

cdiloben  konceptualuri  organizaciis  Seqmnas  modelebis  dax­

marebiT.      modeli  SeiZleba  ganvixiloT,  rogorc  raRacis  msgavseba.  

magaliTad,  inJiners  SeiZleba  hqondes  manqanis  modeli,  vTqvaT,  kos­

mosuri  xomaldis  modeli.  modeli  aris  realuri  kosmosuri  xomal­

dis  miniaturuli  reproduqcia,  warmoadgens  misi  zogierTi  Tavise­

burebis  masStabebs,  davuSvaT,  mis  struqturas,  magram  yuradRebis  

miRma  rCeba  sxva  aspeqtebi,  rogoricaa,  magaliTad,    makontrolebeli  

instrumentebi.  radganac  modelis  daniSnulebaa  fizikurad,  vizua­

lurad  warmoadginos  kosmosuri  xomaldis  struqtura  da  Tvisebebi,  

igi  eqsperimentirebisa  da  kvlevisas  SesaZlebelia  realuri  xomal­

dis  nacvlad  gamoviyenoT.  inJinerma  SeiZleba  modeli  gamoiyenos  

qarSi  (romelic  TavisTavad  aseve  modelia),  raTa  gansazRvros  kos­

mosuri  xomaldis  SesaZleblobebi  qaris  pirobebSi.

socialur  mecnierebebSi  modelebi  Cveulebriv  ufro  simboloe­

bs,  vidre  fizikur  elementebs  moicavs.  anu  empiriuli  fenomenebis  

Taviseburebebi,  misi  komponentebi  da  mimarTebebi  komponentebs  So­

ris,  warmodgenilia  logikuri  kavSirebis  saxiT  cnebebs  Soris.  am­

denad,  socialuri  mecnierebisaTvis  modeli  aris  ganyeneba  realo­

bidan,  romelic  awesrigebs  da  amartivebs  realobis  Cveneul  xedvas  

misi  arsebiTi  Taviseburebebis  warmodgeniT:

modelis  konstruirebisaTvis  damaxasiaTebeli  Tviseba  
abstrahirebaa.  situaciis  garkveuli  elementebi  SesaZle­
belia  ugulebelvyoT,  radgan  isini  irelevanturad aris  
CaTvlili. situaciis aRweris aseTi  gamartiveba mis gaana­
lizebasa da gagebaSi dagvexmareba.  garda  ganyenebisa,  mod­
elebis ageba zogjer moicavs konceptualur gadatanas.  

26. For an excellent application of these advantages, see Gerald Hage, Theories of Organizations: Forms, 
Process, and Transformation (New York: Wiley-Interscience, 1980).
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situaciis pirdapiri ganxilvis nacvlad, es SeiZleba iyos  
SemTxveva, roca realuri situaciis  TiToeuli elementi  
simulirebulia maTematikuri an fizikuri obieqtiT, misi  
relevanturi Taviseburebebi da kavSirebi sxva element­
ebTan  sapasuxo simulaciur  Taviseburebebsa  da kavSirebSi  
aisaxeba,  .  .;  sacobebi  qalaqSi  SeiZleba  simulirebuli  iyos  
misi  sagzao  qselis  miniaturuli  modelis agebiT, signale­
biT,  transportiT.27

modeli  warmoadgens  realobas;  igi  realuri  samyaros  im  aspeqtebs 

miuTiTebs,  romelTac  mecnieri  sakvlevi  problemis  relevanturad  

miiCnevs,  igi  azustebs  mniSvnelovan  kavSirebs maT  Soris,  saSualebas  

aZlevs  mkvlevars  empiriulad  Semowmebadi  debulebebis  formuli­

reba  moaxdinos  am  kavSirebis  bunebasTan  mimarTebaSi.  Semowmebisa  da  

realuri  samyaros  garkveuli  nawilis  ukeT  gagebis  Semdeg,  mecniers  

SeuZlia  gadawyvitos  modelis  Secvla,  raTa  igi  Tavis  axal  mosa­

zrebebs  daumorCilos.  modelebi  aseve  gamoiyeneba  im  fenomenebis  

wvdomisaTvis,  romelTac  mecnieri  pirdapir  ver  daakvirdeba  (mag­

aliTad,  `Zalaufleba~).  

politikis  analizisas,  magaliTad,  mkvlevrebi  ageben  gadaw­

yvetilebis  miRebis  struqturisa  da  procesis  modelebs,  gamoaqvT 

daskvnebi  im  pirebis  qcevis  safuZvelze,  romlebic  iReben  gadaw­

yvetilebebs.  Semdeg  isini  afaseben  am  mtkicebebs  empiriul  mona­

cemebTan  mimarTebaSi.  politikis  analizi  aseve  iyenebs  modelebs,  

raTa  Seafasos  alternatiuli  moqmedebis  Sedegebi,  romelic  Sesa­

Zloa  aerCiaT  gadawyvetilebis  mimReb  pirebs.  modelebi  iZlevian  

ufro  sistemur  safuZvels  politikuri  arCevanisaTvis,  vidre  subi­

eqturi  msjelobebi.

magaliTi:  politikuri  kursis  implementaciis  modeli

Tomas  smitis  politikuri  kursis  implementaciis  procesis  mod­

eli  aris  realuri  samyaros  kompleqsuri  aspeqtebis  modelirebis  

saintereso  magaliTs,  romelTac  pirdapir  ver  davakvirdebodiT.28   

mravali  adamianis  rwmeniT,    sajaro  politikasTan  dakavSirebiT 

gadawyvetilebis miRebas bunebrivad da avtomaturadac ki mohyveba 

27. Olaf Helmer, Social Technology ( New York: Basic Books, 1966), pp. 127-128. 
28.Thomas B.Smith, “The Policy Implementation Process,” Policy Sciences, 4 ( 1973): 197-209.
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politikuri kursis ganmsazRvrelTaTvis sasurveli miznebis imple­

mentacia, (magaliTad,  rodesac  kongresi  iRebs  kanonproeqts), magram 

ase iSviaTad xdeba?  implementaciis  teqnikuri  problemebi  sakmaod  

farToa  da  politikuri  gadawyvetilebebi  TiTqmis  arasdros  srul­

deba  ise,  rogorc  es  Cafiqrebuli  iyo.  amas  garda,  sajaro  biurokra­

tia,  saerTo  interesebis  mqone  jgufebi,  dazaralebuli  individebi  

da  organizaciebi  xSirad  cdiloben  SecvlasTan  politikuri  gadaw­

yvetilebis  sawyisi  formaSi,  implementaciis  procesi.

smitis  modeli  axdens    implementaciis  procesis  garkveuli  

aspeqtebis  ganyenebas  da  yuradRebas    oTx  komponentze  amaxvilebs 

esenia:

1.	 idealizebuli  politikuri  kursi,  urTierTqmedebis  

idealizebuli  nimuSebi,  romlis  provocirebasac  cdiloben  

politikuri  kursis  ganmsazRvrelebi.

2.	 samizne  jgufi anu adamianebi,  romelTac  axali  nimuSebis  

aTviseba  evalebaT  politikuri  kursis  ganmsazRvrelTagan.  

isini  arian  individebi,  romlebzec  yvelaze  metad  axdens  

gavlenas  politika  da unda  Seicvalon  saimisod,  rom  

daakmayofilon  misi  moTxovnebi.

3.	 implementaciis  organizacia,  rogorc  wesi,  samTavrobo  

saagento,  romelic  pasuxismgebelia  politikuri  kursis  

implementaciaze.

4.	 garemo  faqtorebi,  romlebic  gamowveulia  politikuri  

kursis  implementaciiT.  aq  igulisxmeba  zogadad  sazogadoeba  

da  konkretuli  saerTo  interesebis  mqone  jgufebi.

es  oTxi  komponenti  da  maT Soris kavSirebi  gamosaxulia  naxa­

zze  2.3.  politikuri  kursis  gansazRvris  procesi  Sedegad  iZl­

eva  sazogadoebrivi  politikis  kursebs.  es  kursebi  daZabulobas  

iwvevs  sazogadoebaSi:  implementacia  iwvevs  daZabulobasa  da  kon­

fliqts  politikuri  kursis  ganmaxorcieleblebsa  da  im  adamianebs  

Soris,  vinc  mis  gavlenas  ganicdian.  daZabulobas  `transaqciamde~  

mivyavarT,  riTac  aRniSnavs  smiti  reaqciebs  am  daZabulobasa  da  

konfliqtze.  fidbeki,  romelic  transaqciebiTa  da  instituciebiT 

aris inicirebuli,  gavlenas  axdens  implementaciis  procesis  oTx  

komponentze,  iseve,  rogorc  samomavlo  politikur  kursze.

modelebi  axsnisa  da  prognozebisaTvis  iaraRia.  Tu  isini  kar­

gad  aris  Camoyalibebuli,  mniSvnelovnad  uaxlovdebian  realobas.  
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magram  modelebi  TavisTavad  arasdros  warmoadgenen  realobas.  

isini  xSirad  icvlebian,  raTa  ufro  zustad  gadmoscen  realoba  da  

moicvan  axali  codna.  mecnieruli  modelis  kritikuli  Tavisebure­

ba  aris  is,  rom  igi  SeiZleba  empiriulad  Semowmdes,  damtkicdes  

naxazi  2.3

politikuri  kursis  implementaciis  procesi

misi  mcdaroba  da  Seicvalos  an  uaryofil  iqnas.

Teoria, modelebi da empiriuli kvleva

socialuri  mecnierebebi,  iseve,  rogorc  sxva  mecnieruli  dis­

ciplinebi,  eyrdnoba  or  mTavar  komponents:  Teoriasa  da  empiriul  

kvlevebs.  sociologebi,  iseve,  rogorc  sxva  disciplina  warmomad­

genlebi,  or  `samyaroSi~  moqmedeben:  erTi  mxriv,  dakvirvebisa  da  ga­

mocdilebis,  xolo,  meore  mxriv,    ideebis,  Teoriebisa  da  modelebis  

samyaroebSi.  sistemuri  kavSiris  damyareba  am  or  samyaros  Soris  

zrdis  socialuri  mecnierebaTa  miznebs  _  axsnan  fenomenebi  da  Sei­

muSavon  zusti  prognozebi.  magram  rogor  SegviZlia  mivaRwioT  am  
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kavSirs?  Tavdapirvelad  Cveni  Teoriebi  da  modelebi  CamovayaliboT  

da  Semdeg  SevudgeT  empiriul  kvlevebs?  Tu  Teoria  unda  mosdevdes  

empiriul  kvlevas?

Teoria  kvlevamde

azrovnebis  erT-erTi  mTavari  skolis  mixedviT,  Teoria  win  unda  

uswrebdes  kvlevas.  amas  xSirad  Teoria-Semdeg-kvleva  strategias  

uwodeben.  yvelaze  sistemurad  es  strategia  karl  poperma  (1902-

1994)  ganaviTara.  igi  amtkicebda,  rom  mecnieruli  codna  swored  

maSin  yvelaze  metad,  rodesac  mecnierebi  SeimuSaveben  hipoTeze­

bs  (varaudebs)  da  Semdeg  cdiloben  maT  uaryofas  empiriuli  kv­

levebiT  (uaryofa).29  poperi  uaryofda  empiriuli  kvlevis  sistemur  

damokidebulebas  Teorizebaze.  mas  swamda,  rom  kvleva  iSviaTad  Tu  

moaxerxebs  axali  Teoriebis  generirebas  da  arc  logikuri  meTodis  

daniSnuleba  aqvs  Teoriis  konstruirebisaTvis.  Teoriebi  `mxolod  

intuiciiT  SeiZleba  ganvaviTaroT,  romelic  damyarebuli  iqneba  

inteleqtualuri  siyvarulis  magvar  grZnobaze  gamocdilebis  obi­

eqtebis  mimarT~.30

Teoria-Semdeg-kvleva  strategia  Semdeg  gamartivebul  xuT  

safexurs  moicavs:31

1.	 zusti  Teoriis  an  modelis  Camoyalibeba.

2.	 empiriuli  kvlevisaTvis  Teoriidan  an  modelidan  gamomdinare  

debulebis    SerCeva.

3.	 kvlevis  proeqtis  dagegmva  debulebis    Sesamowmeblad.

4.	 Tu  empiriuli  monacemebiT  uarvyofT  debulebas,  romelic  

Teoriidan  gamomdinareobs,  unda  SevitanoT  cvlilebebi  

TeoriaSi  an  kvlevis  proeqtSi  (magaliTad,  kvleva,  dizaini,  

gazomva,  ixileT  naxazi  1.1)  da  meore  safexurs  davubrundeT.

5.	 Tu  debuleba      ar  iqneba  uaryofili,  SevarCioT  sxva  debuleba    

SemowmebisaTvis  an  Teoriis  damtkicebisaTvis.

29. Karl R.Popper. Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific Knowledge ( New York: 
Harper & Row, 1968). 
30. Karl R.Popper, The Logic Scientific Discovery ( New York: Science Editions, 1961).
31. Reynolds, A Primer in Theory Construction, pp. 140-144.
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kvleva  Teoriamde

Teoria-Semdeg-kvleva  strategias  mkveTrad  ewinaaRmdegeba  rob­

ert  mertoni,  romelic  kvleva-Semdeg-Teoria  strategiis  mimde­

varia.  igi  amtkicebs:
Cemi  centraluri  Tezisi  isaa,  rom  empiriuli  kvlevis  
mniSvneloba  imaze  metia,  vidre  pasiuri  rolis  Sesruleba  
Teoriis  verifikaciasa  da  SemowmebaSi.  igi  ufro  mets  gva­
Zlevs,  vidre  es  hipoTezis  dadastureba  an  misi  uaryofaa.  
kvleva  aqtiur  rols  asrulebs:  igi  asrulebs  sul  mcire  
oTx  mTavar  funqcias,  romelic    Teoriis  ganviTarebaSi 
gvexmareba.  igi  iwyebs,  axdens  ganmeorebiT  formulirebas,  
azustebs  Teorias,  Seaqvs  gardatexa  masSi.32

am  midgomis  mixedviT,  empiriuli  kvleva  TeoriisaTvis  axal  

problemebs  wamoWris,  moiTxovs  axal  Teoriul  formulirebas,  mi­

vyavarT  arsebuli  Teoriebis  gaumjobesebisaken  da  asrulebs  damt­

kicebis  funqcias.  kvleva-Semdeg-Teoria  strategia Semdeg  safex­

urebs   moicavs:33

1.	 fenomenia  gamokvlevasa  da  mis  Taviseburebebze  miTiTeba.

2.	 Taviseburebebis  gazomvas  sxvadasxva  situaciaSi  (gazomva  da  

gazomvis  procedurebi  ganxilulia  meSvide  TavSi).

3.	 miRebuli  Sedegebis  gaanalizebas,  raTa  ganisazRvros  aris  Tu  

ara  sistemuri  variaciuli  nimuSebi.

4.	 rogorc  ki  aRmovaCenT  sistemur  nimuSebs,  movaxdinoT  Teoriis  

konstruireba.  Teoria  SeiZleba  iyos  nebismieri  im  tipis,  

rogoric  manamde  ganvixileT,  Tumca  garkveuli  upiratesoba  

eniWeba  Teoriul  sistemas.

cxadia,   orive  strategia  Teorias  mecnieruli  progresis  sawin­

drad  miiCnevs.  realuri  dilema  Teoriis  adgils  kvlevis  procesSi  

ukavSirdeba.  Cven  vTvliT,  rom  arcerTi  strategiisadmi  dogmaturi  

miyola  ar  aris  aucilebeli  kvlevisaTvis.  socialuri  mecniere­

bebi  am  winaaRmdegobis  miuxedavad  mainc  ganicdidnen  progress  da  

warmatebiT  iyenebdnen  orive  strategias.  sinamdvileSi,  Teoria  da  

kvleva  mudmivad  urTierTqmedeben,  rogorc  es  naxaz  1.1-ze  gamoCnda  

32. Robert K.Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, rev. and enlarged ed. ( New York: Free Press, 
1962), p.103. 
33.Reynolds, A Primer in Theory Construction, pp.140-144.
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pirvel  TavSi.  amas  garda,  rogorc  ernest  neijeli  aRniSnavs,  kon­

trasti  am  or  strategias  Soris  ufro  moCvenebiTia,  vidre  real­

uri:

gamoCenili  mecnierebi  amtkiceben,  rom  Teoriebi  `gonebis  
Tavisufali  qmnilebebia~.  aseTi  mtkicebebi  ar  niSnavs  imas,  
rom  Teoriebs  biZgs  dakvirvebis  Sedegebi  ver  miscems  an  
rom  Teoriebi  empiriul  mxardaWeras  ar  saWiroebs.    rasac  
aseTi  mtkicebebi  realurad  gadmoscems  da  marTalicaa,  
rom  Teoriis  sabaziso  terminebs  ar  moeTxovebaT  iseTive  
mniSvneloba,  rogoric  eqsperimentul  procedurebs  aqvs  
da Teoria  SeiZleba  adekvaturi  da  nayofieri  iyos  maSinac  
ki,  Tu  misi  damamtkicebeli  sabuTebi  orazrovani  iqneba.34

daskvna

1.	 erT-erTi  yvelaze  mniSvnelovani  simbolo  mecnierebaSi  

aris  cneba.  mecnieruli  procesi  iwyeba  cnebebis  formirebiT,  raTa  

aRiweros  empiriuli  samyaro.  mecnieruli  procesi  win  miiwevs  am  

cnebebis  SekavSirebiT  Teoriul  sistemebad.  cnebebi  efeqturi  ko­

munikaciis  saSualebas  gvaZlevs,  warmogvidgens  Tvalsazriss,  aris    

mniSvnelovani  klasifikaciisa  da  ganzogadebisaTvis  da  asrulebs  

erTgvari  `saSeni  masalis~  rols  debulebebis,  Teoriebis,  hipoTeze­

bisaTvis,  (es  ukanaskneli  ganixileba  mesame  TavSi).

2.	 imisaTvis,  rom  Tavisi  funqcia  efeqturad  Seasrulon,  cne­

bebi  unda  iyos  mkafio,  zusti  da  SeTanxmebuli.  es  konceptualuri  

da  operaciuli  gansazRvrebebiT miiRweva.  konceptualuri  gansaz­

Rvreba  cnebebs  sawyisi  da  nawarmoebi  terminebiT  aRwers.  operaciiT  

gansazRvrebebi  miuTiTebs  procedurebsa    da  aqtivobebze,  romle­

bic  unda  Seasrulon  mkvlevrebma,  raTa  empiriulad  daakvirdnen  

fenomenebs,  romelTac  warmoadgenen  cnebebi.  amdenad,  operaciuli  

gansazRvrebebi  akavSirebs  konceptualur-Teoriul  dones  empiri­

ul-dakvirvebiT  donesTan.

3.	 imis miuxedavad,  rom  socialuri  mecnierebi  aRiareben,  Teo­

rias, rogorc mecnierul miRwevas,  arsebobs  azrTa  sxvadasxvaoba  

Teoriis  mniSvnelobasa  da  struqturasTan  dakavSirebiT.  dReisaTvis,  

mecnierebi  Teoriis  oTx  dones  ganasxvaveben:  ad  hok  klasifikaciis  

sistema,  taqsonomiebi,  konceptualuri  struqturebi  da  Teoriuli  

sistemebi.  erT-erTi  mTavari  Teoriuli  sistema  aris  aqsiomaturi  

34. Ernest Nagel, The Structure of Science ( New York: Heckett, 1979), p.86.
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Teoria.  aqsiomaturi  Teoria  moicavs  cnebebsa  da  gansazRvrebebs,  

debulebebs,  mimarTebiT  debulebebs,    romlebic  iyofa  aqsiomebad  

da  Teoremebad,  logikur  sistemebad,  romlebic  gamoiyeneba  cnebebis  

dasakavSireblad  debulebebad,  agreTve  imisaTvis,  rom  aqsiomebis  

safuZvelze  davamtkicoT  Teoremebi.

4.	 mecnierebi  iyeneben  modelebs,  raTa  sistemurad  warmoadgi­

non  realuri  samyaros  garkveuli  aspeqtebi.  modelebi  aris  ab­

straqciebi,  romelTa  daniSnuleba  realobis  Cveneuli  xedvis  

mowesrigeba  da  gamartiveba  ise,  rom  ar  daikargos  misi  arsebiTi  

Taviseburebebi.  mecnierebi  aseve  modelebs  iyeneben  imisaTvis,  rom  

Caswvdnen  fenomenebs,  romelTac  pirdapir  ver  daakvirdebian,  mag­

aliTad,  rogoricaa  ekonomikuri  sistema.

5.	 mecnierebma  daamyares  sistemuri  kavSirebi  empiriul  da  kon­

ceptualur  samyaroebs  Soris  ori  ZiriTadi  strategiis _ `Teoria-

Semdeg-kvleva~  da  `kvleva-Semdeg-Teoriis~  daxmarebiT.  imis  miuxe­

davad,  rom  arsebobs  winaaRmdegoba,  romeli  strategia  waadgeba  

yvelaze  metad  mecnierul  progress,  Cveni  azriT,  Teoria  da  kv­

leva  mudmivad  urTierTqmedeben  da  kontrasti  maT  Soris  ufro  

moCvenebiTia,  vidre  realuri.

ad  hok  klasifikaciis  

sistema    (gv. 74)

aqsiomaturi  Teoria

cneba   (gv. 56)

konceptualuri 

gansazRvreba   (gv. 60)

konceptualuri  

struqtura  (gv. 75)

kongruentuloba  (gv. 69)

nawarmoebi  termini  (gv. 61)

reifikaciis  Secdoma  (gv. 57)

modeli  (gv. 80)

operaciuli  gansazRvreba  (gv.62)

saCvenebeli  gansazRvreba  (gv. 61)

sawyisi (primitiuli)  

termini   (gv. 61)

kvleva-Semdeg-Teoria  

strategia   (gv. 84)

taqsonomia  (gv. 74)

Teoriuli  mniSvneloba  (gv. 70)

Teoriuli  sistema  (gv. 76)

Teoria-Semdeg-kvleva 

 strategia  (gv. 84)

kiTxvebi

1.  ganixileT  cnebaTa oTxi funqcia socialur  mecnierebaTa  kvlevebSi.

2. ganasxvaveT erTmaneTisagan konceptualuri da operaciuli  

sakvanZo  terminebi  gameorebisaTvis
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gansazRvrebebi  da  daasaxeleT  TiToeuli  maTganis  magaliTi  im  

sferodan,  romelsac  swavlobT.

3.	 ganixileT  mcdari  midgomebi  Teoriisadmi.  xom  ar  SegiZliaT  

daasaxeloT  sxvac?

4.	 aRwereT  da  axseniT  modelebis  gamoyeneba  socialur  mecnierebaTa  

kvlevebSi.  xom  ar  SegiZliaT  moiyvanoT  magaliTebi  sxva  

disciplinebidan?

5.	 ganixileT  winaaRmdegoba  Teoria-Semdeg-kvleva  strategiasa  da  

kvleva-Semdeg-Teoria  strategias  Soris.  Tqveni  azriT,  romeli  

strategia  asaxavs  ufro  zustad  mecnieruli  kvlevis  process?  

ratom?

damatebiTi  sakiTxavi

devid  barTolomeo, ̀ maTematikuri modelebi socialur mecnierebebSi~.

hubert  blaloki -  `bazisuri  dilemebi  socialur  mecnierebebSi~.

riCard  braitvaiti -  modelebi  empiriul  mecnierebebSi  _  ̀ mecnierebis 

filosofiis  sakiTxebi~.

alan  isaaki -  `politikur  mecnierebaTa  Tvalsawieri  da  meTodebi~.

devid  kraTvoli,  `socialur  da  biheviorul  mecnierebaTa  kvlevebi~.

Carlz  leivi  da  jeims  marCi -  `Sesavali  socialur  mecnierebaTa  

modelebSi~.

moSe rubinSteini  da  kenet  pfaiferi,  `cnebebi  problemis 

gadaWrisas~.

herbert  saimoni -  `xelovnebis  mecniereba~.

artur  stinCkombi -  `socialuri  Teoriebis  ageba~.

artur  stinCkombi -  `Teoriuli  meTodebi  socialur  istoriaSi~.

martin  salmeri -  `socialuri  mecniereba  da  socialuri  politika~.

kerol  vaisi b-  `socialur  mecnierebaTa  kvleva  da  gadawyvetilebis  

miReba~.
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ხატის შესაბამის არსებას - Homo Scientus-სდა მისი ძირითადი ატრიბუტები

ასე გამოიყურება:

 მაღალი ინტელექტი, ხშირად გაიგივებული მაღალი დონის

შემოქმედებით ნიჭიერებასთან;

 ღრმა დაჯერებულობა ლოგიკური აზროვნების ყოვლისშემძლეობაში

და მისი რეალიზაციის უნარი;

 ექსპერიმენტირების სრულყოფილი ჩვევები, რაც უზრუნველყოფს

სანდო მონაცემთა ოპტიმალურ შერჩევას;

 ობიექტურობა და ემოციური  ნეიტრალობა, ლოიალობა მხოლოდ

ჭეშმარიტებისადმი;

 მოქნილობა, რომელიც მდგომარეობს ფაქტების გავლენით საკუთარი

აზრის შეცვლის მუდმივ მზაობაში;

 თავმდაბლობა და პიროვნული დაუინტერესებლობა დიდებისა და

აღიარებისადმი;



 კოლექტივიზმი, რომელიც ვლინდება ცოდნის გაზიარების და

კოლეგებთან კოოპერირების მზაობაში;

 კატეგორიული მსჯელობის არქონა მაშინ, როცა ფაქტები უკმარისი ან

არაერთმნიშვნელოვანია.

ამ თვისებების მქონე მეცნიერი, მაჰონის თქმით, უფრო წმინდანს

მოგაგონებთ, ვიდრე მიწიერ არსებას და, ზოგის თქმით, მითიურ პერსონაჟს,

„რაციონალურ ავტომატს“ ჰგავს. სხვები აღნიშნავენ, ეს პერსონაჟი რეალობას

რომ შეესაბამებოდეს, მეცნიერები უკიდურესად მაზოხისტური, თვით-

უარმყოფელი ადამიანები იქნებოდნენ, რომლებიც წამებულს მოგაგონებსო.

მაგრამ მერტონი ახდენდა მეცნიერებაში  ნორმების მიდევნების

„ძალისმიერი ვარიანტის“ აქცენტირებას - მათ დაცვას არა

ინტერიორიზაციის, არამედ სამეცნიერო ერთობის ზეწოლით, რომელიც

გარკვეულ სანქციებს იყენებს. ის ასახელებს გარკვეულ, ე.წ. ეფექტებს,

რომლებიც შეუძლებელი იქნებოდა ნორმების ინტერიორიზებულობის

შემთხვევაში. მაგალითად, „მათეს ეფექტი“ (რაც მეტს ფლობ, მით მეტს იძენ),

„რატჩეტის ეფექტი“ (გარკვეული პოზიციის მიღწევის შემდეგ,

პრაქტიკულად,  მისი დაკარგვა შეუძლებელია) და სხვ. მაგრამ ძირითადად

ამ ნორმების შესრულება იმიტომ ხდება, რომ სამეცნიერო ერთობა აიძულებს

მათ შესრულებას და არა იმიტომ, რომ ეს ნორმები ინდივიდის მიერ

ინტერიორიზებულია.

პრაქტიკა აჩვენებს, რომ მეცნიერების ძირითადი ნორმები სისტემატურად

ირღვევა, განსაკუთრებით, ყველაზე ურყევი მათ შორის - ობიექტურობის

ნორმა, თუმცა ამ დარღვევას, როგორც წესი, მკაცრი სანქციები არ მოყვება.



უნდა აღინიშნოს, რომ ზოგიერთი ნორმა არა მხოლოდ რეგულარულად

ირღვევა, არამედ საერთოდაც არაშესრულებადია. ასეთ შემთხვევაში თავად

ნორმა წარმოადგენს აბსტრაქტულ,  დეკლარაციულ პრინციპს, მეცნიერული

მოღვაწეობის წესად კი გვევლინება ნორმის საწინააღდეგო ქცევა.

ასეთმა ქცევამ შეიძლება მიიღოს ნორმატული ხასიათი. ა. მიტროფმა აჩვენა,

რომ სამეცნიერო ერთობა გამოიმუშავებს თავისებურ, ოფიციალური

მეცნიერების ნორმების საპირისპირო  ანტი-ნორმებს. მაგალითად,

მიუკერძოებლობის ნორმა მეცნიერისგან ითხოვს სრულ

დაუინტერესებლობას, ემოციებისა და სუბიექტური ინტერესებისგან

აბსტრაჰირებულობას, რომელიც განდეგილად უნდა ცხოვრობდეს,

ამიტომაა, რომ  ემოციური გულგრილობა, იზოლაცია და მარტოობა

მეცნიერის პიროვნების სტერეოტიპულ თვისებებად მიიჩნევა. ამგვარად,

ესაა შემმეცნებელი სუბიექტი, რომელსაც არ აქვს ემოციები, პირადი

ინტერესები, არ შედის ინტერპერსონალურ ურთიერთობებში, მოკლედ,

ყოველგვარ ადამიანურს მოკლებულია. ამგვარი ინდივიდი ძნელად

წარმოსადგენია, შესაბამისად, ამ ნორმის შესრულება პრინციპში

შეუძლებელია.

უპირველეს ყოვლისა, მეცნიერების ადამიანები გულგრილი სულაც არ

არიან თავიანთი პროფესიული მოღვაწეობის მიმართ და ეს „კარგი“

მიკერძოებულობაა. ისინი მუშაობის პროცესში ძლიერ ემოციებს განიცდიან,

განსაკუთრებით, როცა საწადელს აღწევენ. მათი თქმით, მილიონი

დოლარის მიღების სიხარულიც კი ვერ შეედრება აღმოჩენით მიღებულ

სიამოვნებას. მაგრამ არც თუ იშვიათად, მეცნიერი ერთნაირი



თავგამოდებით იცავს არა მხოლოდ „კარგ“, არამედ „არც თუ ისე კარგ“

იდეებსაც, რომლებიც მას ეკუთვნის. პოპერის აღნიშვნით, მეცნიერული

იდეა მეცნიერის „ემპათიის“ საგანი ხდება ისე, რომ მზადაა, დაიცვას ის

საკუთარ სიცოცხლესავით.

მაგრამ მეცნიერები განიცდიან „ცუდ“ ემოციებსაც, ხშირად, კოლეგების

მიმართ. როგორც გრუბერი წერს, მეცნიერება ისევე ვითარდება

განსხვავებული პიროვნული  კონსტიტუციის მქონე ადამიანთა

დაპირისპირებით, როგორც იდეათა დაპირისპირებით. ამის უამრავი

მაგალითი არსებობს. პირადი ანტიპათიის გამო გოეთე ნიუტონის იდეებს არ

ღებულობდა, ნიუტონი, თავის მხრივ, ამ მიზეზით თავისი დროის ლამის

ყველა გამოჩენილ მოაზროვნეს წაეჩხუბა - ჰუკს, ლაიბნიცს, ფლემისტედს

და უარყოფდა მათ იდეებს, ფაქტიურად, ყველაფერი გააკეთა იმისთვის, რომ

მის თანამედროვეთა შორის „გიგანტები“ არ ყოფილიყო და ადეკვატურად

მხოლოდ თავის იდეებს ღებულობდა. იმ მოაზროვნეთა ჩამონათვალი, ვისი

იდეებიც ცუდად მიიღეს, საკმაოდ გრძელია, მათ შორის, ჰელმჰოლცი,

პლანკი, იუნგი, რეზერფორდი, პასტერი, დარვინი, აინშტაინი და სხვ. ასევე

დასტურდება, რომ დამოკიდებულება იდეების და დამოკიდებულება

ავტორების მიმართ ურთიერთკავშირშია და ერთმანეთზე გავლენას ახდენს.

პოპერის სიტყვებით, „იდეების სამყარო“ და „ადამიანების სამყარო“

განუყოფელია და მხოლოდ აბსტრაქციაში იყოფა. ისტორია ხშირად

აფიქსირებს ამ კავშირის ნეგატიურ მხარეს. მაგრამ მას პოზიტიური

შედეგებიც შეიძლება ჰქონდეს. ჯერ ერთი, თბილი ადამიანური

ურთიერთობები მათ გონებრივად აახლოვებს და ამარტივებს



შემოქმედებით თანამშრომლობას. ზოგჯერ ნეგატივიზმი ურთიერთობაში

შეიძლება იქცეს მეცნიერული ძიების სტიმულად და მნიშვნელოვანი

შედეგებისკენ მივყავართ. ოპონენტის უარყოფისკენ სწრაფვას ზოგჯერ

მოყვება ახალი ნათელი იდეები, შესაძლოა, ამიტომაც მეცნიერებას

კონფლიქტი უფრო ახასიათებს, ვიდრე თანხმობა. აღსანიშნავია, რომ

„კონფლიქტური“ მეცნიერები, ჩვეულებრივ, ყოფაში მშვიდი და

გაწონასწორებული არიან.

რა განაპირობებს მეცნიერთა მომხრეობას რომელიმე პარადიგმისა? ცხადია,

თავის მიდგომაში დარწმუნებულობა, გარკვეული კვლევითი ტრადიციები,

შემეცნებითი გამოცდილების თავისებურება და სხვა. ამ მიზეზებს ხშირად

სუბიექტური ინტერესები ემატება: მეცნიერი გარკვეულ პარადიგმას

მისდევს იმიტომაც, რომ ეს მომგებიანია.  ამიტომ პარადიგმული

დაპირისპირების უკან ხშირად სუბიექტური ინტერესების დაპირისპირება

დგას, იდეების ბრძოლის უკან იფარება ადამიანთა ბრძოლა, რომლებიც

პირად ინტერესებს იცავენ, იდეები კი გამოიყენება იმისთვის, რომ

გამოხატონ სუბიექტური ინტერესები მეცნიერებისთვის მისაღებ ენაზე. ეს

ვითარება ასახულია თანამედროვე მეცნიერების სოციოლოგიაში ე.წ.

„ინტერესების კონცეპციით“, რომლის თანახმად, მეცნიერთა მოქმედება

ყოველთვის განპირობებულია მათი სუბიექტური ინტერესებით,

ლოგიკური არგუმენტები კი მათი გამოხატვის საშუალებაა. ე.ი.

მეცნიერული მოღვაწეობის კანონი არადაინტერესებულობის ნორმა კი არაა,

არამედ ამის საპირისპირო - „დაინტერესებულობის ნორმა“.



თუმცა ეს პოზიცია უტრირებულია, გაკვეული საფუძველი მაინც აქვს.

მეცნიერის პირადი ინტერესი ყოველთვისაა წარმოდგენილი ნებისმიერ

მკვლევრულ სიტუაციაში, რამდენადაც კვლევა-ძიების პროდუქტი რაღაცას

აძლევს არა მხოლოდ მეცნიერებას, არამედ თავად მკვლევარსაც:

დისერტაციას, პუბლიკაციას, სტატუსის ამაღლებას ან რაიმე სხვას.

მეცნიერს ისევე, როგორც სხვა ადამიანებს, არ შეუძლია მთლიანად

აბსტრაგირდეს ამ ინტერესებიდან და, შედეგად, ნებით თუ უნებლიედ,

ცნობიერად თუ გაუცნობიერებლად ნებისმიერ მეცნიერულ შედეგს მათთან

შესაბამისობაში აღიქვამს. გამოჩენილი ფსიქოთერაპევტის, ა. როის თქმით,

„ძალიან ვეჭვობ, რომ ინდივიდი, რომელსაც იდეისთვის - „ემსახუროს

კაცობრიობას“ - ყოველგვარი პირადი ინტერესების უკუგდების უნარი აქვს,

ფსიქიკურად ჯანმრთელია“. არადაინტერესებულობის ნორმა, საბოლოოდ,

არამც თუ არ სრულდება, არამედ ვერც შესრულდება, რაც საერთოდ

ახასიათებს მეცნიერების  სხვა ოფიციალურ ნორმებსაც.

კომუფლაჟის ფსიქოლოგია.

სამეცნიერო ერთობა, რომელიც ტოლერანტულია ნორმების დარღვევის

მიმართ, გამოიმუშავებს თვითცნობიერების ამბივალენტურ, თუმცა,

იმავდროულად, ურთიერთშემავსებელ ორ ფორმას. ერთი ფორმა

ორიენტირებულია ნორმებზე და მისთვის მისაღებია მხოლოდ ის ქცევა,

რომელიც შეესაბამება ამ ნორმებს და თავსებადია მათთან. მეორე

ორინტირებულია იმ რეალობის გაცნობიერებულობაზე, რომ მეცნიერებს არ



შეუძლიათ მეცნიერების ნორმების სკრუპულოზურად შესრულება და

ამიტომ მათ დარღვევას კრიმინალად არ აფასებს.

მეცნიერული თვითცნობიერების ამბივალენტურობა კარგად ვლინდება

იმაში, რომ მასში არსებობს არც თუ მცირე რაოდენობის წესები, საკმაოდ

უნივერსალური და ძალადობრივი საიმისოდ, რომ ჩათვლილი იქნეს

ნორმად, მაგრამ ცუდად თავსებადი მის ოფიციალურ ნორმებთან.

მაგალითად, მერტონის მიერ აღწერილი იმპერატივი - „გამოაქვეყნე ან

მოკვდი“(Merton, 1973), რომელიც მეცნიერს აიძულებს აქვეყნოს რაც

შეიძლება ბევრი და სწრაფად. სტატისტიკის თანახმად, მეცნიერებს

გამოქვეყნების მოტივაცია უფრო ძლიერი აქვთ, ვიდრე გამოქვეყნებულის

კითხვისა. იყო მცდელობა, ეს იმპერატივი მოერიგებინათ მეცნიერების

ოფიციალურ ნორმებთან და განეხილათ, როგორც „გაზიარება ახალი

ცოდნისა“. მაგრამ კვლევები აჩვენებს, რომ ამის უკან სრულიად სხვა

მოტივები დგას - მეცნიერების ადამიანთა სწრაფვა, მიაღწიონ აღიარებას და

აიმაღლონ პრესტიჟი, დაიმკვიდრონ პრიორიტეტი გარკვეულ

პრობლემატიკაზე და დააფიქსირონ ის, აიმაღლონ მომდევნო ფინანსირების

შანსები და ა.შ.

პრიორიტეტისკენ სწრაფვა ერთ-ერთი ყველაზე ცნობილი არაოფიციალური

ნორმაა. და ეს ნორმა მუშაობს დიდი ხანია. მერტონის აღნიშვნით, ამ

თვალსაზრისით გამოირჩეოდნენ ნიუტონი, ჰობსი, კავენდიში,ლავუაზიე,

ნობელი და ა.შ. (გამონაკლისია ჩარლზ დარვინი, რომელიც,

თანამედროვეთა მოწმობით, ამ საკითხისადმი გულგრილი იყო).

პრიორიტეტის დაკარგვის აღმოჩენას ხშირად ტრაგიკული შედეგი მოსდევს.



მსგავს სიტუაციათა გავრცელებულობამ ჰანგსტრომს აფიქრებინა, რომ

მეცნიერთა ქცევის უმთავრესი პრინციპია გაცვლა. ზიმანმა შემოიტანა

მეტაფორა - „ჭეშმარიტების სოვდაგარი“, რომელიც ცოდნას უანგაროდ კი არ

გასცემს, არამედ ყიდის მას, როგორც საქონელს. ის ძალზე ნეგატიურად

უყურებს მისი საქონლის მითვისების ან მოპარვის მცდელობას. შედეგად,

იდეების მოპარვის შიში მეცნიერთა ერთ-ერთ მთავარ თავისებურებად

სახელდება. თუმცა ასეთი შიშიც დიდი ხანია არსებობს.

შესაძლოა, პლაგიატი ხშირად გაუცნობიერებელი და არაგანზრახული

ქცევის ფორმაა. მერტონის თქმით, მეცნიერთა შორის გავრცელებულია

თავისებური „კრიპტომნეზია“, რომელიც წარმოადგენს გაუცნობიერებელ

პლაგიატს: კარგად ამახსოვრდებათ საინტერესო იდეები, მაგრამ

ყოველთვის არ ახსოვთ მათი ავტორი. შემდეგ ეს იდეები ახსენდებათ,

როგორც საკუთარი. საბოლოოდ, თუმცა ოფიციალურ მეცნიერებაში

აღიარებულია კომუნიზმი (იდეათა გაზიარება), მისთვის უფრო

დამახასიათებელია გასაიდუმლოების არაოფიციალური ნორმა, რომელიც

სრულიად სხვა ქცევით სტანდარტებზე განაწყობს, კერძოდ, არა

კოოპერაციაზე, არამედ კონკურენციაზე. ამის ნიმუშია ე.წ. ციტატ-ქცევა,

რომელსაც მრავალი კვლევა მიეძღვნა.
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That postmodernism is indefinable is a truism. 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-François Lyotard. I therefore give Lyotard pride of place
in the sections that follow. An economy of selection dictated the choice of other figures for this
entry. I have selected only those most commonly cited in discussions of philosophical
postmodernism, five French and two Italian, although individually they may resist common
affiliation. Ordering them by nationality might duplicate a modernist schema they would
question, but there are strong differences among them, and these tend to divide along linguistic
and cultural lines. The French, for example, work with concepts developed during the
structuralist revolution in Paris in 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
emphasize 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.

Finally, I 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 procedural 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.



 1. Precursors

 2. The Postmodern Condition

 3. Genealogy and Subjectivity

 4. Productive Difference

 5. Deconstruction

 6. Hyperreality

 7. Postmodern Hermeneutics

 8. Postmodern Rhetoric and Aesthetics

 9. Habermas's Critique

 Bibliography

 Academic Tools

 Other Internet Resources

 Related Entries

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, since they cannot find fulfilling instances among objects
of experience. With Hegel, the immediacy of the subject-object relation itself is shown to
be illusory. 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's logic pre-supposes concepts, such as identity 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. There is no 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 substance is 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 relations in
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 is the 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 left 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 impulses, logic and science are built upon Apollonian 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 genealogical 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
imperative to be responsible for 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
social 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 stimulus is
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
question, 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 already occurred an infinite number of times
before. However, others, including postmodernists, read these passages in conjunction with
the notion that history is the 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 Heidegger,
whose meditations on art, technology, and the withdrawal of being they regularly cite and
comment upon. Heidegger's contribution to the sense of de-realization 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
nowhere 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 Heidegger, Western thought has conceived of being as the
presence of beings, which in the modern world has come to mean the availability of beings
for use. In fact, as he writes in 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 entities to 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 sees this as the 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
Heidegger, 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 Hölderlin, whose verses give voice to signs granted
by being in its withdrawal (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 a repetition of the different and the new. Some have gone so far as to 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 follows the 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-Labarthe 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's ideas 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 sees in it
the end and exhaustion of the metaphysical tradition, inaugurated by the Greeks, in which
being is interpreted as presence. Here, being is the underlying ground of the being of beings,
the subiectum that 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 simply 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
is always 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 identifies itself. On this view, language is a
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 phallus. Insofar as the phallus is
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 thus imposes itself upon the subject as a fundamental absence or lack that
is at once necessary and irremediable (Lacan 1977, 289). Hence the subject is forever
divided from itself and unable to achieve final unity or identity. As the subject of desire, it
remains perpetually incomplete, just as Dasein in Heidegger exists “beyond itself” in
temporal ecstasis.2. The Postmodern Condition
The term “postmodern” came into the philosophical lexicon with the publication of Jean-
François Lyotard's La Condition Postmoderne in 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
questions. In light of this ambiguity, Lyotard states that his portrayal 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 value in 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 legislator is also a
position within a language game, and this raises the question of legitimation. As he insists,
“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, especially in the information age, where enormous amounts of capital
and large installations are needed for research.

Lyotard points out that while science has sought to distinguish itself from narrative
knowledge in the form of tribal wisdom communicated through myths and legends, modern
philosophy has sought to provide legitimating narratives for science in the form of “the
dialectics of Spirit, the hermeneutics of meaning, the emancipation of the rational or
working subject, or the creation of wealth,” (Lyotard 1984 [1979], xxiii). Science, however,
plays the language game of denotation to the exclusion of all others, and in this respect it
displaces narrative knowledge, including the meta-narratives of philosophy. This is due, in
part, to what Lyotard characterizes as the rapid growth of technologies and techniques in
the second half of the twentieth century, where the emphasis 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 legitimate 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 collisions 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 leaves the field of legitimation to a new
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, a certain paralogy is required by the system itself. In this regard, 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 its inventive 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 themselves to 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 justice in Just Gaming (see Lyotard 1985 [1979]) and The
Differend: Phrases in 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 materials for Lyotard's analysis, 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 Ideas (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 unpresentables 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, a sensibility 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 as a missing content within a beautiful form, as in Marcel Proust, postmodern
art, exemplified by James Joyce, puts forward the unpresentable by forgoing beautiful form
itself, thus denying what Kant would call the consensus of taste. Furthermore, says Lyotard,
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 a repetition 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 excludes the elements of chance and contingency in play at every moment.
In short, linear, progressive history covers up the discontinuities and interruptions that 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 postulates that the religious will to truth in
Christianity results in 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, as the continuity of the subject is broken up by the gaps and accidents
that historical research uncovers. The first example of this research is Histoire de la folie à
l'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 institutional 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
a confluence of concepts, institutions, and practices, or, as he would say, of knowledge and
power. In its nascency, reason is a power that defines itself 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 madness is 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
is originative is the caesura that establishes the distance between reason and non-reason;
reason's subjugation of non-reason, wresting from it its truth as madness, 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 stands in opposition to madness is not identical to the reason that inscribes their
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 is the paradoxical
structure of historical transformation.

In his later 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
a leading 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 disciplines is 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
also 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 is to awaken and move. Art, science, and philosophy deploy such violence insofar as
they are transformative and experimental.

Against Hegel, Deleuze asserts that while dialectic 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 (as in Nietzsche's eternal return),
where difference affirms itself in eternally differing from itself. 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 along
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. His work, he says, stems from 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 representational 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 differential 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 a single
subject. Intensive qualities are individuating 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 “I” 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
its clinical application.

The dissolution of the subject and its implications 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 alienation based upon identity and negation. Furthermore, the Oedipus concept in
psychoanalysis, they say, institutes 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 elements 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, capitalism de-territorializes the
inscriptions of the despotic machine and re-codes all relations of alliance 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 simulacrum 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 a revolutionary 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 Paris in 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 three texts 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, although 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
Grammatology is the more comprehensive in laying out the background for deconstruction
as a way 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), a closure 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, where the written mark or signifier is purely
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
remains inscribed as one side of a difference, and where the mark of deletion is itself a trace
of the difference that joins and separates this mark and what it crosses out. Derrida calls
this joining and separating of signs différance (Derrida 1974 [1967], 23), a device 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 difference itself in its operation, as it is impossible to have a science of the origin
of presence itself, that is to say of a certain non-origin” (Derrida 1974 [1967], 63). Instead,
there is only the marking of the trace of difference, that is, deconstruction.



Because at its functional level all language is a system of differences, says Derrida, all
language, even when spoken, is writing, and this truth is suppressed when meaning is taken
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 all 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 “différance is 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 signifiers in 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 functions just 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 is not so much a theory 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 arbitrariness in the play of differences that result, it is not the
arbitrariness of a reader 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 reality 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 reality of power, production, desire,
society, and political legitimacy. Baudrillard argues that all of these realities have become



simulations, that is, signs without any referent, because the real and the imaginary have
been absorbed into the symbolic.

Baudrillard presents hyperreality as the terminal stage of simulation, where a sign or image
has no relation to any reality whatsoever, but is “its own pure simulacrum” (Baudrillard
1981, 6). The real, 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, as well as the 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 his call 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 a text,
hermeneutics seeks to arrive at an agreement or consensus as to what the text means, or is



about. Gianni Vattimo formulates a postmodern hermeneutics in The 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 Heidegger, and prefer
Nietzsche's textual strategies over Heidegger'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
developments in 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 themselves unable 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 Überwindung 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 means the 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” (Vattimo 1988 [1985],
10). As a result, 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
also 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 a turn within the enframing itself. Such a turn 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 a grounding truth, and the hermeneutics of being would be a distorted historicism. Unlike
traditional 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 thinkers who
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, is the 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, in the postmodern world the inorganic is not 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 a space that attracts precisely because it cannot be controlled
or possessed” (Perniola 1995, 87). That is, in the collection, art is removed 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 baroque 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 mimesis in
which there are only copies of copies without reference to an original; and ritual without
myth is the repetition of patterns of action having no connection to the inner life of a subject
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 Perniola's
notion of ritual without myth illustrates, the functional repetitions of social interaction and
technology do not disseminate differences, but efface them. This is 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, Perniola's 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 Jürgen
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 claims



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
modernism in which art acquires its 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, a unity of nothing other than the subject that is now 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 this way, he says, Derrida hopes to 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 denial 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 consensus is
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, reject 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 as it is realized
in social practices and institutions, 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-postmodernist
debates continue to play out.Bibliography

 Baudrillard, Jean, 1976, Symbolic Exchange and Death, Ian Hamilton Grant (trans.),
London: Sage Publications, 1993. (Page reference is to the 1993 translation.)



 –––, 1981, Simulacra and Simulation, Sheila Faria Glaser (trans.), Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Press, 1994. (Page reference is to the 1994 translation.)

 Cahoone, Lawrence (ed.), 2003, From Modernism to Postmodernism: An Anthology, 2nd
Edition, London: Blackwell Publishing, Ltd.

 Deleuze, Gilles, 1983 [1962], Nietzsche and Philosophy, Hugh Tomlinson (trans.), New
York: Columbia University Press.

 –––, 1994 [1968], Difference and Repetition, Paul Patton (trans.), New York: Columbia
University Press.

 Deleuze, Gilles, and Guattari, Felix, 1983 [1972], Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and
Schizophrenia, Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, Helen R. Lane (trans.), Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.

 Derrida, Jacques, 1973 [1967], Speech and Phenomena and other Essays on Husserl's
Theory of Signs, David B. Allison (trans.), Evanston: Northwestern University Press.

 –––, 1974 [1967], Of Grammatology, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (trans.), Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press.

 –––, 1978 [1967], Writing and Difference, Alan Bass (trans.), Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

 –––, 1982 [1972], Margins of Philosophy, Alan Bass (trans.), Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

 –––, 1979 [1978], Spurs: Nietzsche's Styles, Barbara Harlow (trans.), Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

 –––, 1987 [1989], Of Spirit: Heidegger and the Question, Geoffrey Bennington and
Rachel Bowlby (trans.), Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

 –––, 1988, Limited Inc, Gerald Graff (ed.), Evanston: Northwestern University Press.

 Foucault, Michel, 2006 [1961], History of Madness, Jonathan Murphy and Jean Khalfa
(trans.), London and New York: Routledge.

 –––, 1965, Madness and Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason, Richard
Howard (trans.), New York: Random House.

 –––, 1977, Language, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected Essays and Interviews,
Donald F. Bouchard (ed.), Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

 –––, 1985 [1984], The Use of Pleasure: The History of Sexuality, Volume Two, Robert
Hurley (trans.), New York: Random House.

 Habermas, Jürgen, 1987 [1985], The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity, Frederick
Lawrence (trans.), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Hegel, G.W.F., 1812, Science of Logic, A.V. Miller (trans.), London: Allen & Unwin,
Ltd., 1969. (Page reference is to the 1969 translation.)

 –––, 1807, Phenomenology of Spirit, A.V. Miller (trans.), Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1977. (Page reference is to the translation.)



 –––, 1823–9, Lectures on Fine Art, (Volume 1), T.M. Knox (trans.), Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1975. (Page reference is to the translation.)

 Heidegger, Martin, 1962 [1927], Being and Time, John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson
(trans.), San Francisco: Harper & Row.

 –––, 1991a, Nietzsche, Volume I: The Will to Power as Art, and Volume II: The Eternal
Recurrence of the Same, David Farrell Krell (trans.), San Francisco: Harper Collins.

 –––, 1991b, Nietzsche, Volume III: The Will to Power as Knowledge and as Metaphysics,
and Volume IV: Nihilism, David Farrell Krell (ed.), San Francisco: Harper Collins.

 –––, 1993, Basic Writings, 2nd Edition, David Farrell Krell (ed.), San Francisco: Harper
& Row.

 –––, 1994 [1937–1938], Basic Questions of Philosophy: Selected “Problems” of
“Logic,” Richard Rojcewicz and Andre Schuwer (trans.), Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.

 –––, 1998, Pathmarks, William McNeill (ed.), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 –––, 2000 [1953], Introduction to Metaphysics, Gregory Fried and Richard Polt (trans.),
New Haven: Yale University Press.

 Kant, Immanuel, 1787, Critique of Pure Reason, 2nd edition, Norman Kemp Smith
(trans.), London: Macmillan & Co., Ltd., 1929; reprinted 1964. (Page reference is to the
reprinted translation of 1964.

 –––, 1790, Critique of Judgment, Werner S. Pluhar (trans.), Indianapolis: Hackett, 1987.

 Kaufmann, Walter (ed.), 1954, The Portable Nietzsche, New York: Viking Press.

 Kierkegaard, Soren, 1846, The Present Age, Alexander Dru (trans.), New York: Harper &
Row, 1962. (Page reference is to the translation.)

 Lacan, J., 1977, Écrits: A Selection, Alan Sheridan (trans.), New York: W.W. Norton &
Co.

 Lacan, J., 1953–1955, The Seminar, Books I (Freud's Papers on Technique) and II (The
Ego in Freud's Theory and in the Technique of Psychoanalysis), edited by Jacques-Alain
Miller, transl. by J. Forrester (Book I) and Sylvana Tomaselli (Book II), New York:
W.W. Norton & Co., New York, 1988.

 Lacoue-Labarthe, Philippe, 1990 [1988], Heidegger, Art and Politics, Chris Turner
(trans.), London: Blackwell.

 Lyotard, J.-F., 1984 [1979], The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, Geoff
Bennington and Brian Massumi (trans.), Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

 –––, 1985 [1979], Just Gaming, Wlad Godzich (trans.), Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.

 –––, 1988 [1983], The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, Georges Van Den Abbeele (trans.)
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

 –––, 1990 [1988], Heidegger and “the jews”, Andreas Michel and Mark Roberts (trans.),
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.



 Marx, Karl, 1867, Das Kapital, Volume 1. The section quoted is from chapter 1, “The
Commodity”, Page numbers from the reprint, The Portable Karl Marx, Eugene Kamenka
(ed.), New York: Penguin USA, 1983.

 Nietzsche, Friedrich, 1872, “The Birth of Tragedy”, reprinted in The Birth of Tragedy and
The Case of Wagner, Walter Kaufmann (trans.), New York: Random House, 1967.

 –––, 1873, “On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense”, reprinted in Philosophy and Truth:
Selections From Nietzsche's Notebooks of the Early 1870s, Daniel Breazeale (ed.), New
Jersey: Humanities Press, 1979.

 –––, 1874, “On the Uses and Disadvantage of History for Life”, in Untimely Meditations,
R.J. Hollingdale (trans.), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985.

 –––, 1974 [1882], The Gay Science, Walter Kaufmann (trans.), New York: Random
House, 1974.

 –––, 1883–1891, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, translation and page numbers from Kaufman
1954: 112–439.

 –––, 1967 [1887], On the Genealogy of Morals, Walter Kaufmann (trans.), New York:
Random House.

 –––, 1889, “Twilight of the Idols”, translation and pages numbers from Kaufman 1954:
463–564.

 Perniola, Mario, 1995 [1990], Enigmas: The Egyptian Moment in Society and Art,
Christopher Woodall (trans.), London: Verso.

 –––, 2001, Ritual Thinking: Sexuality, Death, World, Massimo Verdicchio (trans.),
Amherst, N.Y.: Humanity Books.

 Taylor, Victor E., and Winquist, Charles E., 2001, Encyclopedia of Postmodernism,
London: Routledge.

 Vattimo, Gianni, 1988 [1985], The End of Modernity: Nihilism and Hermeneutics in
Postmodern Culture, Jon R. Snyder (trans.), Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

 Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 1953, Philosophical Investigations, G.E.M. Anscombe (trans.),
New York: Macmillan.Copyright © 2015 byGary Aylesworth <geaylesworth@eiu.edu>Epistemology
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/epistemology/



Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/rationalism-empiricism/

Rationalism vs. Empiricism
First published Thu Aug 19, 2004; substantive revision Thu Jul 6, 2017

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 is the nature of propositional knowledge, knowledge that a particular
proposition about the world is true?

To know a proposition, we must believe it and it must be true, but something more is
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
is less 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 is true.

The disagreement between rationalists and empiricists primarily concerns the second
question, 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 a rationalist is to 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 propositions in a particular subject area, S, are
knowable by us by intuition alone; 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 a way as to form a true, warranted belief in it. (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
three is prime and that it is greater than two. We then deduce from this knowledge that there
is a prime number greater than two. Intuition and deduction thus provide us with
knowledge a priori, which is to 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 truths in 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 claims to
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 allow 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 truths in a particular subject
area, S, as part of our rational nature.

Like the Intuition/Deduction thesis, the Innate Knowledge thesis 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 is just 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 us with 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 as well.

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 a way 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 thesis is entailed by the Innate Knowledge Thesis; a particular instance of
knowledge can only be innate if the concepts that are contained in the known proposition are
also innate. This is Locke’s position (1690, Book I, Chapter IV, 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 a rationalist is to 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. The first 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 as the ideas and instances of knowledge in S that 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 II and III, 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 experience is 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.
One is a commitment 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 knowledge in S or for the concepts we use in 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 experience is our only source of ideas. They reject the corresponding
version of the Superiority of Reason thesis. Since reason alone does not give us any
knowledge, it certainly does not give us superior knowledge. Empiricists generally reject the
Indispensability of Reason thesis, though they need not. The Empiricism thesis does not
entail 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 this rationalist lesson is that we do not know at all.

I have stated the basic claims of rationalism and empiricism so that each is relative to 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 empiricists in 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, is joined. 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 major 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 nonetheless adopts the Intuition/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 ties them all to
experience. The rationalist/empiricist classification also encourages us to expect the
philosophers on each side of the divide to have common research programs in areas beyond
epistemology. Thus, Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz are mistakenly seen as applying a
reason-centered epistemology 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 also 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 a form 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. Major rationalists (e.g., Descartes 1641) have presented metaphysical theories,
which they have claimed to know by reason alone. Major 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 raises 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 a faculty of moral intuition utterly
implausible. More recently, the rationalist/empiricist debate has extended to discussions
(e.g., Bealer 1999 and Alexander & Weinberg 2007) of the very nature of philosophical



inquiry: to what extent are philosophical questions to be answered by appeals 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 a triangle 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 concern in
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 a massive, 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 II, 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 III, p. 3).

This line of argument is one of the least compelling in the rationalist arsenal. First, the
assumption that knowledge requires certainty comes at a heavy cost, as it 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 a reason to doubt our intuitions as well as our empirical beliefs. For all we know, a
deceiver might cause us to intuit false propositions, just as one might cause us to 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 VII, p. 7): Deductions of any appreciable length rely on our
fallible 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 us the whole of it, since the senses never give anything but instances, that is to 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 as we 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 areas in which our knowledge similarly outstrips what experience can
provide. Judgments in logic and metaphysics involve forms of necessity beyond what
experience can support. Judgments in morals involve a form 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 claims in metaphysics, e.g., that God exists, that our mind is a distinct
substance from our body, the initial premise that we know the claims is less than compelling.
Taken with regard to other areas, however, the argument clearly has legs. 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 as that, all other things being equal, it is wrong to break a promise and
that pleasure is intrinsically 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 truths in
mathematics or elsewhere by intuition and deduction is substantive knowledge of the
external world, they owe us an account of this form of necessity. Many empiricists stand
ready to argue that “necessity resides in the way we talk about things, not in the things we
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 a world of apparently valueless facts.

Perhaps most of all, 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
is it 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 seems to one as if something is the case, then one is
prima facie justified 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 us all
we need to know. Any intellectual faculty, whether it be sense perception, memory,
introspection or intuition, provides us with warranted beliefs only if it is generally 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
is the 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, is to explain how it would be anything more than chance if my moral beliefs
were true, given that I do not interact with moral properties.”

These issues are made all the more pressing by the classic empiricist response to the
argument. The reply is generally credited to Hume and begins with a division of all true
propositions into 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
sides is a proposition which expresses a relation between these figures. That three times five
is equal to half of thirty expresses a relation 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 a circle 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 a like nature with the foregoing. The contrary
of every matter of fact is still possible, because it can never imply a contradiction and is
conceived by the mind with the same facility and distinctness as if 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 is only 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 XII, 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. Does it
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
XII, 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 a tautology, and so true
solely by virtue of the meaning of its terms and provides no substantive information about
the world, or it is open to empirical verification. There is, 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.



This empiricist 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 seems to
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 fails its 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 questions 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 knowledge is
already 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 a theorem in
geometry? We inquire into the matter. Yet, knowledge by inquiry seems impossible (Meno,
80d-e). We either already know the theorem at the start of our investigation or we do not. If
we already 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. Yet, we do know some theorems.

The doctrine of knowledge by recollection offers a solution. When we inquire into the truth
of a theorem, 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 already know.

Plato famously illustrates the doctrine with an exchange between Socrates and a young 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, it is a priori.

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 is innate. Its content is beyond what we directly gain in
experience, as well 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 is innate 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 a universal 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 hence it 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 a network 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 also
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
thesis itself. 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 consciously 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 II,
Section 5, p. 61). Proponents of innate knowledge might respond that some knowledge is
innate in that we have the capacity to have it. That claim, while true, is of little interest,
however. “If the capacity of knowing, be the natural impression contended for, all the truths
a man 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, I think, ever denied, that the mind was capable of knowing several truths”
(1690, Book I, Chapter II, 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, is innate.

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 is innate 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 thesis is 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 consciously 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 persons in 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 is true, 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 propositions in a way 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 a reliabilist 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 a reliable belief-forming process.
Carruthers maintains that “Innate beliefs will count as known provided that the process
through which they come to be innate is a reliable 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 a similar causal theory of warrant, may well be the best way for
rationalists to develop 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 is red
based on our current visual experience of a red table, makes the former innate and the latter
not innate? In each case, we have a true, warranted belief. In each case, presumably, our
belief gains its warrant from the fact that it meets a particular causal condition, e.g., it is
produced by a reliable process. In each case, the causal process is one in which an experience
causes us to believe the proposition at hand (that P; that something is red), for, as defenders
of innate knowledge admit, our belief that P is “triggered” by an experience, as is our belief
that something is red. The insight behind the Innate Knowledge thesis seems to be that the
difference between our innate and a posteriori knowledge lies in 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 is red. Yet, 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, as is the fact that the belief-forming process
is reliable. The same is true of our experience of a red 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 is red, but that something is hot. The process that takes us
from the experince to our belief is also only contingently reliable. Moreover, if our



experience of a red table “contains” the information that something is red, then that fact, not
the existence of a reliable 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 a way 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 consciously 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 Descartes in
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. Ideas 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, is innate. 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 available mental operations to 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 the infinite is arrived at not by means of a true idea
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 I understand that I
doubted or desired—that is lacked something—and that I 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). First, 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. Young 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 concepts in 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 a rationalist 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 a block of marble, the veins of which determine what sculpted figures it will accept.

This is why I have taken as an illustration a block of veined marble, rather than a wholly
uniform block or blank tablets, that is to say what is called tabula rasa in the language of the
philosophers. For if the soul were like those blank tablets, truths would be in us in the same
way as the figure of Hercules is in a block of marble, when the marble is completely
indifferent whether it receives this or some other figure. But if there were veins in 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 is in 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 simple
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 Locke is right, the idea is a simple 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 a greater distance in that place between the contiguous colors than in
any other. Now I 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? I believe there are but few will be of the opinion that he
can… (1748, Section II, 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 a blank 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 is false that all 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 is only 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 II, 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. Yet, 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 a similar circularity.

The mind being every day informed, by the senses, of the alteration of those simple ideas, it
observes in things without; and taking notice how one comes to an end, and ceases to be, and
another begins to 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, considers in 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 changes in our ideas
made by experiences and our own choices. Yet, 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 challenges to an empiricist account of the origin of
our concepts is to 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 a way 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.
Ideas 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 express it.

When we entertain, therefore, any suspicion that a philosophical term is employed without
any meaning or idea (as is but too frequent), we need but inquire from what impression is
that supposed idea derived? And if it be impossible to assign any, this will confirm our
suspicion. (1748, Section II, 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 is indeed 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 limits its content. Our idea of causation is derived from a feeling of expectation
rooted in our experiences of the constant conjunction of similar causes and effects.

It appears, then, that this idea 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 a repetition 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 feel 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 VII, Part 2, p. 86)

The source of our idea in 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 VII, 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, the initial 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 as rational inquirers. To what extent do our
faculties of reason and experience support our attempts to know and understand our
situation?
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Science is an enormously successful human enterprise. The study of scientific method is the
attempt to discern the activities by which that success is 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 a way 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 also 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 also be distinguished from meta-methodology, which
includes the values and justifications behind a particular characterization of scientific method
(i.e., a methodology) — values such as objectivity, reproducibility, simplicity, 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. Finally,
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 science is carried out.

While it is important 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 a crucial role in
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-methodological 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 science in society will affect the place one gives to 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; nihilism is a form of radical pluralism, which
considers the effectiveness of any methodological prescription to be so context sensitive as to



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 methods in
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 20th century debates on scientific method. In the second half of the
20th 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 turns in 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 a grand unified methodology of science. Sections 3 and 4 surveys the main positions on
scientific method in 20th 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 methods in science.

As these sections illustrate, the question of method is still central to the discourse about
science. Scientific method remains a topic for education, for science policy, and among
scientists. It arises in the public domain where the demarcation of science is 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 encapsulating 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.[1]

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 generally is an
understandable 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, a theme 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 Forms in 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 reflects first 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 the aim is



not merely recording of facts. Science (epistêmê), for Aristotle, is a body 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 causes in the entry on Aristotle on causality).

In addition to careful observation, then, scientific method requires a logic 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. This title 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, a rough division
which persists into modern times. The division, known most commonly today as deductive
versus inductive method, appears in other eras and methodologies as analysis/synthesis, non-
ampliative/ampliative, or even confirmation/verification. The basic idea is that 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 a theme 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 a commentary 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.[2] 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 16th–18th 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 Galilei (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 as important 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 errors to which naïve observers are prone.) The community
of scientists could then climb, by a careful, gradual and unbroken ascent, to reliable general
claims.

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 16th 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 is to Isaac Newton (1642–1727), however, that historians of science and methodologists
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 III of the Principia.[3] 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 III) 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 II: Therefore, the causes assigned to natural effects of the same kind must be, so
far as possible, the same.



 Rule III: 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 universally.

 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 his list 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 phenomena in 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,
obeys only 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 18th century reflections on scientific method were so celebratory. Famous also are
George Berkeley’s (1685–1753) attack on the mathematics of the new science, as well as the
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 methodological
reflections of the next century, such as the debate between Mill and Whewell over the
certainty of inductive inferences in science.

The debate between John Stuart Mill (1806–1873) and William Whewell (1794–1866) has
become the canonical methodological debate of the 19th 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 emphasizes 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 ideas is therefore 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 a role through what
Whewell calls the Colligation of Facts, a creative act of the scientist, the invention of a
theory. A theory is then 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 a fore-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 20th 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 also look for regularities among the laws discovered in
one domain, i.e., for a law of laws. Which “law law” will hold is time and discipline
dependent and should be held open to revision. One example is the 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-methodological
level (see the entries on Whewell and Mill entries).

3. Logic of method and critical responses



The quantum and relativistic revolutions in physics in the early 20th 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 particularities 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 20th century, philosophy of science focused on the second context,
although philosophers differed on whether to focus on confirmation or refutation as well as
on the many details of how confirmation or refutation could or could not be brought about.
By the mid-20th 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
Advances in logic and probability held out promise of the possibility of elaborate
reconstructions of scientific theories and empirical methods. The best example of this is
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, a logic.
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 as too restrictive (Carnap 1956). Another familiar version of this idea 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
terms in a formal 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.[4]

Positivism also 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 is required to make any observation, therefore not
all 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 his riddle 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
a given 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 a white shoe would therefore all confirm the hypothesis that ravens are black.
Many find this paradoxical, but Hempel maintained that our intuition is based on a tacit
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 as a logic 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, the idea is that a theory, 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 19th century, as well as Nicod (1924) and others in the 20th century. Often, Hempel’s
(1966) description of the H-D method illustrated by the case of Semmelweiss’ inferential
procedures in establishing the cause of childbed fever has been presented as a key account of
H-D as well as a foil 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 observable 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
questioned, 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 hypothesis is true without committing the fallacy of affirming the consequent.
Instead, Popper introduced the notion of corroboration as a measure for how well a theory or
hypothesis has survived previous testing—but without implying that this is 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 a line 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 a line instead
between pseudo and proper science. Science was science because it subjected its theories to



rigorous tests which offered a high probability of failing and thus refuting the theory. The
aim was not, in this way, to verify a theory. This could be done all 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 is risky; if observations showed the predictions from a theory 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 all. Originally, Popper thought that this meant the introduction of ad
hoc hypotheses only to save a theory should not be countenanced as good scientific method.
These would undermine the falsifiabililty of a theory. 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 Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) begins with a well-known
shot across the bow for philosophers of science:

History, if viewed as a repository 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 Lakatos, 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 occurs in 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 a disciplinary
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 a communal 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. As a
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, is too restrictive. Feyerabend
suggested instead that science might, in fact, be a threat to a free 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 false distinction between
philosophical accounts of the rational development of science and sociological accounts of
the irrational 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. As they saw it, in other words, explanatory appeals to scientific method
were not empirically well grounded.

By the close of the 20th 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 developed that attempts to recast confirmation in Bayesian
terms. Here these developments 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 methodology of the
experimental sciences from the 19th 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 20th 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 Legendre and Gauss in the early 19th century, criteria for the rejection
of outliers proposed by Peirce by the mid-19th century, and the significance tests developed
by Gosset (a.k.a. “Student”), Fisher, Neyman & Pearson and others in 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 a rigorous 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 a value component. This led 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 a role when deciding between hypotheses. Introducing
the distinction between the error of rejecting a true hypothesis (type I error) and accepting a
false hypothesis (type II 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 a theory 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 as if 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, a complete 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 a long-run frequency of a repeatable
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 as to likelihoodism).
Bayesianism aims at providing a quantifiable, algorithmic representation of belief revision,
where belief revision is a function 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
hypothesis is true is interpreted 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 proscribes that it is rational
for the scientist to update their belief in the hypothesis to that conditional probability should
it turn out that the evidence is, in fact, observed. Originating in the work of Neyman and
Person, frequentism aims at providing the tools for reducing long-run error rates, such as the
error-statistical approach developed by Mayo (1996) that focuses on how experimenters can
avoid both type I and type II errors by building up a repertoire of procedures that detect
errors if 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 criticism in this area are vast and
the reader is referred to the entries on Bayesian epistemology and confirmation.

5. Method in Practice
Attention to scientific practice, as we have seen, is not itself new. However, the turn to
practice in the philosophy of science of late can be seen as a correction to the pessimism with
respect to method in philosophy of science in later parts of the 20th century, and as an



attempted reconciliation between sociological and rationalist explanations of scientific
knowledge. Much of this work sees method as detailed and context specific problem-solving
procedures, and methodological analyses to be at the same time descriptive, critical and
advisory (see Nickles 1987 for an exposition of this view). 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 the first half of the 20th century
(see section 2) is that 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 also 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
a new cycle of simulation and evaluation. However, Nersessian also emphasizes 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 there is no
logic of discovery, discoveries can derive from reasoned processes, such that a large and
integral part of scientific practice is

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 special 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 experiments is to 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
The field of omics just described is possible because of the ability of computers to process, in
a reasonable 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 a version 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 steps involved 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 a typical 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
equations 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 simulations. 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 principles in such
a way 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). This literature considers the
epistemology 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 calculations 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 a single, universal method characteristic of all science, or grants to 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).[5] 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 references to 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 al. 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) a felt 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 simple 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.[6] 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 a fixed 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 a simple 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 example, 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 alternative to conventional biomedicine, needs to
develop its own methodology 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 science is
to test hypotheses, while descriptive and exploratory research is seen as merely preparatory
activities that are valuable only insofar as they fuel hypothesis-driven research.

In some areas of science, scholarly publications are structured in a way that may convey the
impression of a neat 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 publications in most biomedical journals known
as the 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 sociologists 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 a review of this work).

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 case is 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 is reliable, 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, a key question to be answered in determining whether a theory or technique is
scientific knowledge … is whether it can be (and has been) tested. (Justice Blackmun,
Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals; see Other Internet Resources for a link to the
opinion)

But as argued by Haack (2005a,b, 2010) and by Foster & Hubner (1999), by equating the
question of whether a piece of testimony is reliable with the question whether it is scientific
as indicated 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 perspectives in order to provide a renewed 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 a positive scientific method has eroded and what has been left to characterize science is
only its fallibility. First was a phase from Plato and Aristotle up until the 17th century where
the specificity of scientific knowledge was seen in its absolute certainty established by proof
from evident axioms; next was a phase up to the mid-19th century in which the means to
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 20th 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
there is no longer any consensus among philosophers and historians of science about the
nature of science. For Hoyningen-Huene, this is 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 several 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 this in a wrong way. Instead, she offers a new 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 a technical vocabulary that only
specialists may possess.
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DRAFT A

[p. 237] <p. 1>

[Introduction]

The term phenomenology is generally understood to designate a

philosophical movement, arising at the turn of this century, that has proposed

a radical new grounding of a scientific philosophy and thereby for all

sciences. But phenomenology also designates a new, fundamental science serving

these ends, and here we must distinguish between psychological and

transcendental phenomenology.

I. PSYCHOLOGICAL PHENOMENOLOGY AS "PURE" PSYCHOLOGY

[Phenomenological Reflection
3
]

1. Every experience and every other way we are consciously involved with

objects clearly allows of a "phenomenological turn," a transferral into a

process of "phenomenological experience." In simple perception we are directed

toward perceived matters, in memory toward remembered matters, in thinking

toward thoughts, in valuing toward values, in willing toward ends and means,

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 changing "subjective ways" in which4 they

                        
3
Hu IX, p. 238.9-240.4. The material under this heading generally corresponds
to some of the material in Draft D §2, "The Pure Psychical [etc.]."

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



"appear," the ways they are consciously known. For example, to perceive a

fixed and unchanged brass cube means to run through its form as a cube -- the

individual 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

cognizance for oneself.

But instead of proceeding like that, we can attend phenomenologically to

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

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

the very same cube appears differently as "something nearby" than as

"something far off"; or which modes of appearance it offers when we change our

orientation; and also how each individual determination within the process of

perception presents itself as the one determination in the multiple modes of

appearance belonging particularly to that perception.

This return to reflective experience teaches us that there is no

progressively perceived thing, nor any element perceived as a determination

within it, that does not appear, during perception, in multiplicities of

different appearances, even though it is given and grasped as continuously one

and the same thing. But in normal5 ongoing perception, only this unity, only

the thing itself, stands in the comprehending gaze while the functioning

processes of lived experience remain extra-thematic, ungrasped, and latent.

Perception is not some empty "having" of perceived things, but rather a

flowing lived experience of subjective appearances synthetically uniting

themselves in a consciousness of the self-same entity existing in this way or

that. In this connection, "modes of appearance" is to be taken in the broadest

sense. Thus, in the recollection of the cube or in the imagining of an

entirely similar one, the modes of appearance are "the same" as in the

perception [of the cube], but each of them is modified in a certain way,

precisely insofar as it deals with memory or imagination. Again, differences

such as those between a clearer and a more obscure memory, or those between

                                                                              
to "in denen," i.e., from "how" or "as" to "in which." (Cf. Hu IX, p. 237.20).
Unless otherwise noted, Heidegger's remarks appear in the left margin of
Husserl's texts.
5Heidegger (A1, p. 2.13, within the text) changes "normal" [normal] to
"unreflective" [unreflektiert]. See Hu IX, p. 238.15.



gradations of clarity, or even between levels of relative definiteness or

indefiniteness, are differences within the "modes of appearance." So too with

differences of time-perspectives, <p. 3> of attention, and so forth.

Quite analogously,6 the thoughts, values, decisions, etc., in the

corresponding lived experiences of thinking, valuing, willing, etc., are

unities of hiddenly functioning "modes of appearance." For example,7 the same

judgment, with the same subject and predicate, is consciously known, within

thinking, according to changing modes: sometimes as evident, sometimes as not

evident; and in the latter case, sometimes as explicitly judged in

step-by-step action and other times as not explicitly judged but rather as

something that comes vaguely to mind. In these cases, in the transition from

one mode to the other  [p. 239] there arises the identifying consciousness of

the same judgment, meant sometimes in one mode and sometimes in another. What

holds true for the whole of a judgment or even a proof, or for a whole theory,

also holds true for every thematic element, 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 multiplicities of

"phenomena" <p. 4> that are hidden but that can be disclosed at any time by

means of phenomenological 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, like

"children of this world"; that is, instead of living within the latently

functioning life of consciousness and thereby having the world, and it alone,

as our field of being -- as now-existing for us (from out of perception), as

past (from out of memory), as coming in the future (from out of expectation) -

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

                        
6The remainder of this sentence stems from Landgrebe, who substitutes it for
some fourteen typed lines in Husserl's text: A1, p. 3.2-16. For the omitted
text see Hu IX, p. 593, note to p. 238.32-35. We give Landgrebe's version,
because the correction seems to have been made before the text was sent to
Heidegger.

7Heidegger's note (A1, p. 3.17, shorthand; cf. Hu IX, p. 593):

"Thus, for example, what-is-adjudged in a judgment is repeated [wiederholt] as the
same."



field of theoretical or practical projects -- instead of all that, we attempt

a universal phenomenological reflection on this entire life-process, be it

pre-theoretical, theoretical or whatever. We attempt to disclose it

systematically and thereby to understand the "how" of its achieving of

unities; thus we seek to understand: in what manifold typical forms this life

is a "consciousness-of"; how it constitutes synthetically conscious unities;

how and in which forms these syntheses, as syntheses of passivity and

spontaneous activity, run their course and thereby in particular how their

unities are constituted as objectively existing or not existing, and the like;

and thus finally how a unified world of experience and knowledge is there,

operative and valid for us, in a completely familiar set of ontic types.

If it is the case that whatever is experienced, whatever is thought, and

whatever is seen as the truth are given and are possible only within [the

corresponding acts of] experiencing, thinking, and insight, then the concrete

and complete exploration of the world that exists and has scientific and

evidential validity for us requires also the universal phenomenological

exploration of the multiplicities of consciousness in whose synthetic changes

the world subjectively takes shape as valid for us and perhaps as given with

insight.8 The task extends to the whole [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 likewise continuously

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

                        
8Heidegger's note (A1 p. 4.24, German cursive; cf. Hu IX, p. 239.32 and n. 1):
Heidegger underlines erfordert ["requires"] twice and writes:

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

(More literally: "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."

9The text here reflects Landgrebe's changes in Husserl's text: A1, p. 5.2-4;
cf. Hu IX, p. 593, note to p. 240.2-4. As the typing of A1, p. 4 shows,
Landgrebe's changes were made before the A1 was sent to Heidegger.



[The Need for and Possibility of Pure Psychology
10
]

2. Does posing the task in this way lead to a new science?
11 Is there --

corresponding to the idea of a universal experience directed exclusively to

"subjective phenomena" -- a self-contained field of experience that stands

over against universal experience of the world, and thus a basis for a

self-contained science? At first one may object that a new science is not

required, since all merely subjective phenomena, all modes of appearance of

what appears, belong naturally within psychology as the science of the

psychic.12

<p. 5a> Doubtless that is true. However, it leaves open [the fact] that
13

a purely self-contained psychological discipline is required here14 in much

the same way that a [pure science of] mechanics is required for an exclusively

theoretical inquiry into movement and moving forces (taken as a mere structure

                        
10
Hu IX, p. 240.5-241.36. The material under this heading generally corresponds

to some of the material in Draft D §1, "Pure Natural Science and Pure
Psychology."

11Heidegger's note (A1, p. 5.6-7; cf. Hu IX, p. 593):

"Cf. 5a below."
Disposition of the note:

(1) What sentence is the note keyed to? Although Heidegger's note appears in
the left margin at this point (A1, p. 5.5-6), it may be linked by a line to
the last sentence of the previous paragraph (A1, p. 5.4); Biemel so takes it.

(2) What page does the note refer to? Heidegger is referring to ms. p. 5a,
which is inserted between pp. 5 and 6 in both A1 and A2 and which, in Hu IX,
corresponds to pp. 240.14-241.7 and, in the present translation, to the text
running from "That is doubtless true" to the sentence, "From this vantage
point...meaning and necessity of a pure psychology."

(3) What passage does the note refer to? I believe Heidegger's note refers to
p. 240.15-18 (ms. 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 much the
same way" on) is crossed out. However, Biemel (Hu IX, p. 593) takes it as
referring to all of p. 5a, i.e., Hu IX, pp. 240.32-241.7.

12At this point in both A1 and A2 (where p. 5.13 = Hu IX, p. 240.14) the second
half of the page is crossed out along with the first three lines of p. 6; the
deleted passage is reproduced in Hu IX, p. 593. For this deleted passage
Husserl substitutes ms. p. 5a, which follows.

13Heidegger (A2, p. 5a.1, within the text) changes "daß" ("[the fact] that")
to "ob" ("whether"), thus changing the reading to: "...it leaves open [the
question] whether...."

14In A2, p. 5a.3-5, the remainder of this sentence is crossed out -- although
it is retained in Hu IX, p. 15-18 -- and may be the referent of Heidegger's
marginal note in the previous paragraph.



of nature).

Let us consider the matter more closely. What is the general theme of

psychology? Answer: Psychical being15 and psychical life that exist concretely

in the world as human and, more generally, as animal. Accordingly, psychology

is a branch of the more concrete sciences of anthropology or zoology. Animal

realities are of two levels, the first level being the basic one of physical

realities. For, like all realities, animal realities are spatio-temporal, and

they admit of a systematically abstractive focus of experience upon that

factor in them that is purely "res extensa." This reduction to the purely

physical brings us into the self-contained nexus of physical nature, to which

animal organisms, as mere bodies, belong. Consequently, scientific exploration

of this area takes its place within the universal unity of natural science and

specifically within physical biology as the general science of organisms in

purely physical experience.

But animals do not exist simply as nature; they exist as "subjects" of a

"mental life," a life of experiencing, feeling, thinking, striving, etc. If,

with systematic purity and a differently focused abstractive attitude, we put

into practice the completely new kind of psychic experience (which, as

psychological, is clearly the specific source of psychology), this orientation

gives us the psychic in its pure and proper essential-ness and, so long as we

direct our gaze unswervingly in this direction, [p. 241] this orientation leads

continually from the purely psychic to the purely psychic. If we change our

focus and interweave both kinds of experience, then there arises the combined

psychophysical experience in which the real forms of the relatedness of the

psychic to physical corporeality  become thematic. From this vantage point it

is easy to see the meaning and necessity of a pure psychology.

<p. 6>
16 All specifically psychological concepts obviously stem from

purely psychic experience, just as all specifically natural

(natural-scientific) concepts stem from purely natural experience. Thus every

                        
15Heidegger (A2, p. 5a.6, within the text) changes Husserl's "psychical being"
[Seelisches Sein] to "psychical entities" (Seelisch Seiendes. ("Seelisches [also
Seelisch] is capitalized because it begins the sentence.) See Hu IX, p.
240.19.

16The first two-and-a-half lines of A1, p. 6 are crossed out. Those lines,
plus the second half of p. 5.14-27, were dropped in favor of p. 5a.



scientific psychology rests on methodically 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 psychological" they must precede all psychophysical

cognition.

Within the natural apperception of a human being taken as a concrete

reality, there is already given his or her psychic subjectivity, the manifold

[dimensions 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 general

structural essence -- the typical form of its structure as regards psychic

conditions, acts, and forms of a pure psychic synthesis -- then the basic task

of psychology, as first and foremost a "pure" psychology, must be to

systematically explore these typical forms. However large the domain of

psychophysical research may be, and however much it may contribute to our

knowledge of the soul, there is one thing it can do only on the basis of a

pure psychology, namely, exhibit the real relations of the psychic to physis.

All the indirect indications of the psychic that are possible here, presuppose

scientific experience of the purely psychic and knowledge of its essential

structures.17

[Original Intuitive Experience: Two Levels]

<p. 7>
18 All experiential knowledge rests finally on original experience,

on perception and the originally presentiating variations that derive from

                        
17In the bottom margin of A1, p. 6.27 Husserl adds in shorthand: "Accordingly,
among the 'basic concepts' of psychology -- the original elements of
psychological theory -- the purely psychological concepts have intrinsic
priority and precede psychophysical concepts and therefore all psychological
concepts in general." (This sentence is taken over at this point in Hu IX, p.
241.32-36.) This shorthand sentence in A1 may be a replacement
for the words "the ultimate theoretical elements of all psychology, which
precede all other psychological concepts" from the next paragraph, which are
crossed out in A1, p. 7.6-7 (but retained in Hu IX, p. 242.3-5).

18At this point in the typed ms. Husserl substitutes two typed pages, 7 and
7a, for a previous page 7. The first four lines of ms. p. 8, which followed
from the original p. 7, are crossed out. They are reproduced in Hu IX, pp.
594.



it.19 [p. 242] Without an original intuitive example there is no original

universalizing, no concept-formation. The same holds here. All of pure

psychology's basic concepts -- the ultimate theoretical elements of all

psychology,20 which precede all other psychological concepts -- must be drawn

from original psychological intuition.21 Such intuition has two levels: self-

experience and intersubjective experience.22

The first,23 which itself is gradated according to originality, is

carried out in the form of self-perception and its variations (remembering

oneself, imagining oneself); this provides the psychologist with original

psychological intuitions, but only of his or her own (present, past, etc.)

psychic [experience]. Obviously24 the sense of any25 experience of someone

else's "interiority" implies that his or her interiority is an analogous

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

                        
19Heidegger's note (A2, p. 7.1-5; cf. Hu IX, p. 594):

"Put this earlier, at least at page 6 above."

20Heidegger (A2, p. 7.6; cf. Hu IX, p. 594) writes

"Cf. p. 11."
The reference seems to be to A1, p. 11.5-6 (=Hu IX, p. 244.32-33), the second
sentence under "4."
21Heidegger (A2, p. 7.8) suggests changing the passage to read: "must be drawn
from original intuition of the psychic as such." Husserl carries the change over
into A1, p. 7.8 (= Hu IX, p. 242.6-7).

22Heidegger's note (A2, p. 7.10; cf. Hu IX, p. 594):

"An other in individuality or in community."
In A2 Husserl changes the sentence to: "Such intuition has three levels
founded one upon the other: self-experience, intersubjective experience, and
community experience as such." This reading appears in Hu IX, 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 IX, p. 594, note to p. 242.9), just as he
will suggest beginning the next sentence with "the former." See the following
footnote.

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 IX, p. 242.14).
25Heidegger (A2, p. 7.15, within the text) adds the word "intersubjektiven"
["intersubjective"] at this point.

26Husserl (A1 and A2, p. 7.16) adds "as an individual psyche," at this point.
Cf. Hu IX, p. 242.16.



the same basic concepts as (and no other than) those I originally fashioned

from my experience of myself. Yes, the experience of personal community 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

[Original 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' classical

formula, the ego cogito, provides the only possible answer to that question --

so long as we leave aside all the concerns that determined him in a

transcendental- philosophical way. In other words, we hit upon nothing other

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

purity, the psychic is nothing other than what we might call the specifically

egoical: the life of consciousness and being-as-ego within that life. If, when

we consider the human community, we also maintain a firm focus on the purely

psychic, then over and above the pure individual subjects (psyches), there

arise intersubjectivity's modes of consciousness that bind those subjects

together on a purely psychic level. Among these are the "social acts"

(appealing to other persons, making agreements with them, subduing their

wills, and so on)28 as well as, related to those, the abiding interpersonal

bonds linking pure [p. 243] persons to personal communities at different

levels. <p. 8>
29

                        
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. Hu IX,
p. 594):

"In the text there is a threefold [division]: self-experience, experience of someone
else, experience of the life of the community. Bring these three together in a
stylistically clearer way."

Husserl seems to have appropriated this suggestion: see above re A2, p. 7.10,
and Hu IX, p. 242.8-10.

28The remainder of this sentence (=Hu IX, p. 242.37-243.2) appears in A1 and
A2, p. 7a.8 as a shorthand addition by Husserl.

29Regarding what immediately 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 omitted text
is reproduced in Hu IX, pp. 594-595.



[The Phenomenological Reduction
30
]

 3. The correct performance of a pure phenomenological 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

any psychology at all -- depends on recognizing and overcoming them.31 The

method of "phenomenological reduction" is the basic method for throwing into

relief the phenomenological-psychological field, and it alone has made "pure

psychology" possible.

Let us, for example, <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, belongs

not to the perception but to extra-mental nature. Nevertheless, the perception

is what it is -- namely, something psychic -- [only] insofar as it is a

perception "of this tree." Without the "of this" or "of that," a perception

cannot be described in its own essential psychic make-up. The inseparability

of this element is shown by the fact that it remains with the perception even

when the perception is shown to be an illusion. Whether the natural object

truly exists or not, the perception is a perception of it and is given to me

in phenomenological reflection as that.32

                        
30
Hu IX, p. 243.3-244.29. The material under this heading corresponds generally

to Draft D, §3, "The Self-contained Field of the Purely Psychical. --
Phenomenological Reduction and True Inner Experience."

31Heidegger's note (A1, p. 8.20-27, left and bottom margins, 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 is determined and
guided by the 'phenomenological reduction.' The essential characteristics of this
method are the following:

1. a view of the psychic as essentially intentional;
2. in connection with that, the epoché;
3. constitution of the intentum in the multiplicity of its modes of

appearance;
4. [the] universal validity of this basic structure of the method in keeping

with the universality of the intentional structure."

32Heidegger (A1, 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 psychologist must, on the one hand, abstain from taking

any position on the actual being of the perceived (i.e., of the cogitatum);

that is, he must perform an epoché as regards that and thereafter make no

natural perceptual judgments, since the very sense of such judgments always

entails an assertion about objective being and non-being. On the other hand,33

however, the most essential thing of all should not be overlooked, namely 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 my perception includes the perceptual

object -- but purely as perceptually meant, 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) belongs to the phenomenological content not as [p. 244] a rigid, lifeless

element but rather as a vitally self- <p. 10> -constituting unity in the

fluctuating multiplicities of modes of appearance, each of which intrinsically

has the character of an "appearance of..." (e.g., views of,

appearance-at-a-distance of, etc.), and each of which, in the course of

interrelated appearances, synthetically produces the consciousness of one and

the same 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 phenomenological, as the purely

psychic, demands that we methodically refrain from taking any

natural-objective position; and not only that, but also from taking any

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

her naturally functioning cogitationes, straightforwardly accepts as valid in

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

33Heidegger's note (A1, p. 9.19-25, keyed to this and the next sentence; cf. Hu
IX, p. 595):

"Make this point at the beginning, and from that the necessity of the epoché will
become clear."

Husserl copied the remark, in shorthand, into the corresponding margin of A2
and, while leaving the passage in the same place, made some changes in it. See
Hu IX, p. 243.30 and p. 595.



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

incalculable plethora of modes in which the respective "intentional

objectivities" (the perceived as such, the remembered as such, the thought and

the valued 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 consciousness.34 But other than

"consciousness-of" -- always centered on the same pole of unity, the ego --

there is nothing to be found here. Every psychic datum can itself be exhibited

only as a unity that refers back to constituting multiplicities. Pure

psychology (and consequently any psychology at all) must begin with the data

of actual experience, that is to say, with my pure egoical lived experiences

as perceptions-of, remembrances-of, and things of that sort, and never with

hypotheses and abstractions, such as "sense data" and the like are.

[Eidetic Reduction. Pure Eidetic Psychology as the Foundation

for Empirical Psychology
35
]

4. Phenomenological or pure psychology as an intrinsically primary and

completely self-contained psychological discipline, which is also <p. 11>

sharply separated from natural science, is, for very fundamental reasons, not

to be established as an empirical science but rather as a purely rational ("a

priori," "eidetic") science. As such36 it is the necessary foundation for any

                        
34Heidegger's note (A1, p.10.20; cf. Hu IX, p. 595):

"Cf. p. 11"
[= Hu IX, p. 245 line 12ff.]

35
Hu IX, p. 244.30-247.3. The material under this heading corresponds to

material found in Draft §5, "The Fundamental Function of Pure Phenomenological
Psychology for an Exact Empirical Psychology" and § 4, "Eidetic Reduction and
Phenomenological Psychology as an Eidetic Science."

36Heidegger's note (A1, p. 11.6):

"Cf. p. 7"
Heidegger seems to be referring A1 and A2, p. 7.6 (see above). Husserl copies
Heidegger's note into the corresponding place in A2, but with the remark:
"However, there [i.e., p. 7.6, = Hu IX, p. 242.3-4] the discussion was only



rigorous empirical science dealing with the laws of the psychic, quite the

same way that the purely rational disciplines of nature -- pure geometry,

kinematics, chronology, mechanics -- are the foundation for every possible

"exact" empirical science of nature. [p. 245] Just as the grounding of such an

empirical science would require a systematic disclosure of the essential forms

of nature in general, without which it is not possible to think nature -- and

more specifically, spatial and temporal form, movement, change, physical

substantiality and causality -- so too a scientifically "exact" psychology

requires a disclosure of the a priori typical forms without which it is not

possible to think the I (or the we), consciousness, the objects of

consciousness, and hence any psychic life at all, along with all the

distinctions and essentially possible forms of syntheses that are inseparable

from the idea of an individual and communal psychic whole.

 Accordingly, the method of phenomenological reduction is connected with

the method of psychological inquiry into essence, as eidetic inquiry:37 that

is to say, exclusion not only of all judgments that go beyond pure conscious

life (exclusion, therefore, of all natural positive sciences) but also of all

purely psychological factuality. Such factuality serves only as an exemplar, 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

example, the phenomenology of the perception of spatial things is not a

doctrine about <p. 12>
38 external perceptions that either factually occur or

                                                                              
about concepts as first theoretical elements."

37Heidegger's note (A1, p. 11.18-20): 
"Cf. p. 10."

Husserl copies this note into the corresponding marginal place in A2. Biemel
takes this as referring to Hu IX, p. 244.19-21, i.e., in the present
translation, to the words "disclose the manifold forms of syntheses whereby,
in general, consciousness combines with consciousness into the unity of a
consciousness."

38Here at the beginning of A2, p. 12, in the top margin, Heidegger writes (and
underlines):

"p. 11 in Landgrebe"
which Biemel (Hu IX, p. 595, re 245.21) takes as referring to the opening
sentence of paragraph "4." above. It is at least possible, however, that
Heidegger is referring to Landgrebe's typescript of Husserl's "Studien zur
Struktur des Bewusstseins," which Heidegger had just read.



empirically 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 same thing. Among39 the most

important of the psychological-phenomenological syntheses to be explored are

the syntheses of confirmation, for example, the way that, in external

perception, consciousness -- in the form of agreement and via the fulfillment

of anticipatory pre-grasps -- appropriates to itself evidential belief in the

being [of something], and does so as a consciousness of the self-showing thing

itself. Correlatively:  there is the exploration of modalizations,

doubtfulness, mere likelihood, and perhaps evident nullity as counterforms of

the syntheses of agreement -- and so on for every kind of act (a pure

psychology of reason).

[Reduction to Pure Intersubjectivity]

5. The first phenomenological reduction, the one described above, is the

egological reduction; and so too phenomenology in the first [p. 246] instance

is the phenomenology of the essential possibilities only of my own originally

intuitive ego (egological phenomenology). However, a phenomenology of empathy

and of the way empathy, as a synthesis of phenomena in my mind, can run its

course with harmony and confirmation and can then, with consistent

confirmation, indicate a "foreign subjectivity" -- all of that leads to the

expansion of the phenomenological reduction into a reduction to pure

intersubjectivity. There then arises, as purely psychological phenomenology in

its completeness, the eidetic doctrine of a community constituted purely

psychologically, in whose intersubjectively entwined acts (acts of community

life) 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

"objectively" existing communities.

                        
39From this sentence to the end of the paragraph the text is bracketed in A1
and A2 (p. 12.5-14). In A1 it is marked with a deletion sign. In the left
margin of A1 (cf. Hu IX, p. 245, n. 1) Heidegger writes:

"Transcendental questions!"



[The History of Phenomenological Psychology
40

6. The idea of a pure, non-psychophysical psychology fashioned purely

from psychological experience goes back historically to Locke's noteworthy and

foundational work, while the development and elaboration of what Locke started

is carried out by the empiricist movement to which he gave rise. The movement

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

it as the first projection of a pure psychology carried through in almost

perfect [reiner] consistency (even though it is only an egological

psychology); yet it is nothing less than the first attempt at a

phenomenological transcendental philosophy.

We can distinguish two tendencies that are mingled already in Locke,

namely, the positive-psychological and the transcendental-philosophical.

However, in spite of its many deep premonitions and its rich promise, this

movement comes to grief in both areas. It lacks any radical reflection on the

goal and possibilities of a pure psychology, and it lacks the basic method of

phenomenological reduction. Being blind to consciousness as consciousness-of

("intentionality") means being blind as well to the tasks and special methods

that flow from this view of consciousness. In the final analysis empiricism

also 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

radical grounding of pure psychology and hence of a rigorously scientific

psychology in general.

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

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

                        
40
Hu IX, p. 245.37-247.23. In all the later drafts, the material under this

heading was combined with the material that comes in the next section (II. 1),
and the combination was made into a single section that opens Part II. In
Draft D that single section is §6, "Descartes' Transcendental Turn and Locke's
Psychologism."

41 [Translator's note: Franz Brentano, Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt,
Leipzig: Duncker and Humblot, 2 volumes, 1874; second edition, ed. Oskar
Kraus, Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 2 vols. 1924-1925, reprinted: Hamburg: Felix
Meiner, 1955. English translation: Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint,
ed. Oskar Kraus, English edition by Linda L. McAlister, translated by Antos C.
Rancurello, D. B. Terrell, and Linda L. McAlister, London: Routledge 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 phenomena." But still inhibited

by naturalistic prejudices, even Brentano does not see the problems 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

phenomenology. Nonetheless, his discovery alone made possible the

phenomenological movement that began at the turn of this century.

Drawing the parallel between this pure and a priori psychology on the

one hand and pure and a priori natural science (e.g., geometry) on the other

makes it clear that this psychology is not a matter of empty "a priori

speculations." Rather, it consists of rigorously scientific work carried out

in the framework of concrete psychological intuition, the work of

systematically shaping pure psychological concepts -- along with the evident,

necessarily valid laws 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 long known to us.

Corresponding to the fundamentally sui generis nature of the psychic there is

the equally unique system of its a priori and its entire method.



II.

TRANSCENDENTAL PHENOMENOLOGY

AS CONTRASTED WITH

PSYCHOLOGICAL PHENOMENOLOGY

[The Historical Intertwining of Phenomenological and Transcendental Phenomenology,

and the Need to Distinguish the Two
42
]

1. The new phenomenology did not originally arise as pure psychology and

thus was not born of a concern for establishing a radically scientific

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

purpose of reforming philosophy into a strict science. Because transcendental

and psychological phenomenology have fundamentally different meanings, they

must be kept most rigorously distinct. This is the case even though one

science turns into the other through a mere change in focus, <p. 15> such that

the "same" phenomena and eidetic insights occur in both sciences, [p. 248]

albeit under a different rubric, so to speak, which changes their meaning

fundamentally.

Even Locke's interest lay not primarily in establishing a pure

psychology; rather, this was to be only the means to a universal solution of

the problem of "understanding." Thus his primary theme was the enigma of the

functions of understanding that are carried out as knowledge and science

within subjectivity while making claims to objective validity. In short,

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

                        
42
Hu IX, p. 247.24-249.4. The material under this heading generally corresponds

to Draft D, §6, with intimations of §7 (the need to distinguish the
transcendental and the psychological problematics; cf. pp. 248.15-28:
Descartes' transcendental view) and §8 (the inadequacies of psychologism; cf.
pp. 248.28-249.4: Locke's psychologism).

43Heidegger's (erased) marginal note (A1, p. 14.23; cf. Hu IX, p. 247, n. 1):

"Rational  psychology!"
In A1 and A2 Husserl changed his text here to read: "establishing a strictly
scientific empirical psychology." See Hu IX, p. 247.25-26.



transcendental philosophy. He44 and his school have been charged with

"psychologism." But if the thrust of the transcendental problem is to

interrogate the sense and the legitimacy of an objectivity that becomes

consciously known in the immanence of pure subjectivity and that presumably is

demonstrated within the subjective grounding-processes, then this question

equally concerns anything and everything objective.

[Intimations of the Transcendental Problem] Already in Descartes' Meditations

(and this is precisely the reason why he was the epoch-making awakener of

transcendental problematic) the insight was already prepared, namely, that, as

far as the knowing 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

something believed-in within subjective beliefs, and is-thus-and-so only as

something represented, thought, and so on, as having this or that sense.

Hence, the subjective conscious life in pure immanence is the place where all

sense is bestowed and all being is posited and confirmed. Thus if we are to

clarify what subjectivity can and does accomplish here in its hidden

immanence, 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."

[Psychologism] Although Locke was guided by this great insight, he lacked

the [necessary] basic purity and fell into the error of psychologism. Insofar

as objective-real experience and knowledge in general were being subjected to

transcendental questioning, it was absurd of him to presuppose any kind of

objective experiences and knowledge -- as if the very sense and legitimacy of

their objective validity were not themselves part of the problem. A psychology

could not be the foundation of transcendental philosophy. Even pure psychology

in the phenomenological sense, thematically delimited by the

psychological-phenomenological 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 communities of psyches [that it treats] are psyches that
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belong to bodies in nature that are presupposed but simply left out of

consideration. Like every positive science, this pure psychology45 is itself

transcendentally problematic.

[The Transcendental Reduction and the Semblance of Doubling
46
]

But the objectives of a transcendental philosophy require a broadened

and fully universal phenomenological reduction (the transcendental reduction)

that does justice to the universality of the problem and practices an "epoché"

regarding the whole world of experience and regarding all the positive

cognition and sciences that rest on it, transforming them all into phenomena

-- transcendental phenomena.

Descartes had already touched upon this reduction insofar as (in keeping

with his methodical principle of epoché with regard to everything that can

possibly 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 universum of pure <p. 17> subjectivity and that this pure

subjectivity -- which is not to be taken as the [empirical] I, "this man"47 --

is the entity that is, in its immanent validity, presupposed by, and therefore

has intrinsic priority over, all positive cognition. If to this we add Locke's

momentous recognition of the necessity for describing cognitive life

concretely in all its basic kinds and levels, plus Brentano's discovery of

intentionality in its new utilization, plus finally the recognition of the

necessity of a priori method, then what results is the theme and method of

present-day transcendental phenomenology. Instead of a reduction merely to
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purely psychic subjectivity (the pure minds of human beings in the world), we

get a reduction to transcendental subjectivity by means of a methodical epoché

regarding the real world as such and even regarding all ideal objectivities as

well (the "world" of number and such like). What remains in validity is

exclusively the universum of "transcendentally pure" subjectivity and,

enclosed within it, all the actual and possible "phenomena" of objectivities,

all modes of appearance and modes of consciousness that pertain to such

objectivities, and so forth.

Only by means of this radical method does transcendental phenomenology

avoid the contradiction of the epistemological 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 temptation of

psychologism. Now we can easily see that in a certain way purely psychological

phenomenology in fact coincides with transcendental phenomenology, proposition

for proposition -- <p. 18> except that what their respective assertions

understand by the phenomenologically pure [realm] is, in the one case, the

psychic, a stratum of being within the naturally accepted world, and, in the

other case, the transcendental-subjective, where the sense and existential

validity of the naturally accepted world originate. The transcendental

reduction opens up, in fact, a completely new kind of experience that can be

systematically pursued: transcendental experience. Through the transcendental

reduction, absolute subjectivity, which functions everywhere in hiddenness, is

brought to light along with its whole transcendental life, in whose

intentional syntheses all real and ideal objects, with their positive

existential validity, are constituted. The transcendental reduction yields the

thematic field of an absolute phenomenological science, called the

transcendental science because it encompasses within itself all transcendental

or rational-theoretical inquiries. On the other hand, the transcendental

theory of reason is distinguished from it 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 same a priori

science.



[Transcendental Philosophy as Universal Ontology
48
]

2. All positive sciences are sciences [that function] in transcendental

naïveté. Without 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 knowledge remains 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 transcendental

phenomenology (and <p. 19> its transcendental idealism consists in nothing

other than this) makes possible sciences that deal with the fully concrete,

comprehensive sciences, which implies: sciences that thoroughly understand and

justify themselves. The theme of transcendental phenomenology 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 comes

to consciousness.

The world as experienced in factual experience is the theme of the fully

thought-out system of the positive empirical 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

possible world. So, on the one hand there is an a priori ontology that

systematically explores the structures that essentially and necessarily belong

to a possible world, that is, everything without which a world as such could

not be ontically thought. But on the other hand there is phenomenological

correlation-research, which explores the possible world and its ontic

structures (as a world of possible experience) with regard to the possible

bestowal of sense and the establishment of being, without which that world

equally could not be thought. In this way transcendental phenomenology, once
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realized, encompasses a universal ontology in a broadened sense: a full,

universal, and concrete ontology in which all correlative ontological concepts

are drawn from a transcendental originality that leaves no questions of sense

and legitimacy in any way unclarified.

[Phenomenology and the Crisis in Foundations of the Exact Sciences
49
]

<p. 20> The a priori sciences that have developed historically do not at

all bring to realization the full idea of a positive ontology. They deal only

(and in this regard, even incompletely) with the logical form of every

possible world (formal mathesis universalis) and the eidetic form of a

possible physical nature. They remain stuck in transcendental naïveté and

consequently are burdened with those shortcomings in foundation-building that

necessarily follow from it. In this naïve form they function as methodological

instruments for the corresponding "exact" empirical sciences, or to put it

more accurately, they serve: to rationalize the regions of empirical data; to

supply a methexis between the factual and the necessary by means 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 merely inductive

rules. The "basic concepts" of all positive sciences -- those from out of

which all concepts of worldly reality are built -- are at the same time the

basic concepts of the corresponding rational sciences. [p. 252] If there is any

lack of clarity as regards their origins, and consequently any failure

regarding knowing their genuine and necessary sense, this lack of clarity gets

transmitted to the whole theoretical make-up of the positive sciences. In most

recent times the defectiveness of all positive sciences has been disclosed by

the crisis of foundations into which all positive, empirical and a priori

sciences have fallen, as well as by the battle over the "paradoxes," over the

either genuine or       merely apparent evidentiality of the traditional basic

concepts and principles in arithmetic, chronology, and so forth. In light of
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the whole character of their method, the positive sciences can no longer be

considered genuine sciences -- sciences that <p. 21> can completely understand

and justify themselves and that can sketch out sure paths for themselves with

comprehensive insight. Modern science can be liberated from this intolerable

situation only by a phenomenological reform.

[The Phenomenological Grounding of the Factual Sciences
50
]

According to what we said earlier, transcendental phenomenology is

called upon to develop the idea, which it harbors within itself, of a

universal ontology elevated to the transcendental level and thus brought to

concrete comprehensiveness -- that is, the idea of a science of the system of

eidetic forms of every possible world of cognition as such and of the

correlative forms of their intentional constitution. Accordingly,

phenomenology is the original locus of the basic concepts of all a priori

sciences (as branches of the one ontology) and hence of all the corresponding

empirical sciences of our factual world -- basic concepts that are to be

formed in originary genuineness and that, as regards their phenomenological

development, are, from the outset, free of any unclarity. As it unfolds

systematically, this phenomenological ontology prepares all the as yet

ungrounded a priori sciences and thus prepares for the development of all

empirical sciences into "exact" (rationalized) sciences. An important step in

that direction is the founding of an a priori pure psychology that functions

for empirical psychology the way a priori geometry, etc., functions for

empirical physics. This idea will necessarily determine the work of the next

one hundred years.51 A major task contained therein is the phenomenological

interpretation of history and of the universal "sense" contained in its

unrepeatability.

3. The phenomenology of emotional and volitional life with the

intentionality proper to it, [which is] founded on the [p. 253] phenomenology
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<p. 22> of natural experience and knowledge,  encompasses the whole of culture

according to its necessary and possible eidetic forms as well as the

correlative a priori that belongs to the eidetic forms of sociality. Obviously

every normative discipline and every philosophical discipline in the

specialized sense belongs within the circle of phenomenology, just as,

historically, philosophical phenomenology arose in connection with clarifying

the idea of a pure logic, a formal axiology, and a theory of practice.

Phenomenology is anti-metaphysical insofar as it rejects every metaphysics

concerned with the construction of purely formal hypotheses.52 But like all

genuine philosophical problems, all metaphysical problems return to a

phenomenological base, where they find their genuine transcendental form and

method fashioned from intuition. Moreover, phenomenology is not at all a

system-philosophy in the tradition style, but rather a science that works via

systematic, concrete investigations. Even the lowest level -- the purely

descriptive eidetic analysis of the structures of a transcendentally pure

subjectivity (of the ego as a monad) -- is already an immense field of

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

psychology).

[The Phenomenological Resolution of All Philosophical Antitheses
53
]

As the work of phenomenology advances systematically from intuitive data

to abstract heights, the old traditional ambiguous antitheses of philosophical

standpoints get resolved by themselves without the tricks of argumentative

dialectics or feeble efforts at compromise -- antitheses such as those between
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rationalism (Platonism) and empiricism, subjectivism and objectivism, idealism

and realism, ontologism and transcendentalism, psychologism and

anti-psychologism, positivism and metaphysics, 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 inadmissible absolutizations of

partial positions that are only relatively and abstractly justified.

Subjectivism can be overcome only by the most universal and consistent

subjectivism (transcendental subjectivism). In this form [p. 254] subjectivism

is at the same time objectivism, insofar as it defends the rights of every

objectivity that is to be demonstrated by harmonious experience, but indeed

also brings to validity its full and genuine sense, against which the

so-called realistic objectivism sins in its misunderstanding of transcendental

constitution. Again it has to be said: Empiricism can [be overcome55] only by

the most universal and consistent empiricism that, in place of the narrowed-

down "experience" of the empiricists, posits the necessarily broadened concept

of experience -- originarily giving intuition -- that in all its forms

(intuition of the eidos, apodictic evidence, phenomenological intuition of

essence, etc.) demonstrates the kind and form of its legitimation by means of

phenomenological clarification. Phenomenology as eidetics, on the other hand,

is rationalistic; it overcomes narrow, dogmatic rationalism by means of the

most universal rationalism, that of eidetic research related in a unified way

to transcendental subjectivity, ego-consciousness and conscious objectivity.

The same goes for the other mutually intertwined antitheses. Within its

doctrine of genesis, phenomenology treats the eidetic doctrine of association:

it purifies and justifies Hume's preliminary discoveries but then goes on to

show that the essence of transcendental subjectivity as well as its system of

eidetic laws are thoroughly teleological. Phenomenology's transcendental 

idealism  harbors natural realism entirely within itself, but it  proves

itself not by aporetic argumentation but by the consistency of

phenomenological work itself. Phenomenology joins ranks with Kant in the
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battle against the shallow ontologism of concept-analysis, but it is itself an

ontology, albeit one drawn from transcendental "experience." Phenomenology

repudiates every philosophical "renaissance"; as a philosophy of self-

reflection at its most original and its most universal, it is directed to

concepts, problems and insights <p. 24>
56 that one achieves by oneself, and yet

it does get stimulation from the great men and women of the past, whose

earlier intuitions it corroborates while transposing them to the firm ground

of concrete research that one can take up and carry through. It demands of the

phenomenologist that he or she personally renounce the ideal of a philosophy

that would be only one's own and, instead, as a modest worker in a community

with others, live for a philosophia perennis.57
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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 Göttingen, 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.

Auguste Comte
Auguste Comte, drawing by Tony Toullion, 19th century; in the Bibliothèque 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 I. 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 Beiträge 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.
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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.

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, a seminal 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 a non-Euclidean
geometry; Hermann von Helmholtz, a pioneer in a broad range of scientific
studies; Heinrich Hertz, the first to produce electromagnetic waves in 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.
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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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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 “A is always followed by B” and saying “A is
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 Mises in 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 its validity. 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 logical was 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 linguistic analysis and their offshoots
Important contributions, beginning in the early 1930s, were made by Carnap, by the
Austrian-American mathematical logician Kurt Gödel, 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 (p is
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 also language, philosophy
of: Ordinary language philosophy, and Practical and expressive language.)

One of the most surprising and revolutionary offshoots of the metalinguistic (formal)
analyses was Gödel’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 Gödel’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
Gödel 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 Gödel



Kurt Gödel, 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 Schrödinger, 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) 
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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 survivors1. 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 

                                                 
1 For a full elaboration of the studies see Skjelsbæk (2012) 
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interviews were carried out with interpreters.2 I have used different interpreters, all 

local women3 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.  
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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. I 
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.  
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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 & Berterö (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 
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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 constitutive4. 

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

                                                 
4 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). 
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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.5 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.6 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), Jørgensen & Phillips 

(1999). 
6 It 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. 
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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 language7 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.  
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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 I 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.8 

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), Jørgensen & 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 



 15 

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 & Berterö, 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 field9.  

 

Interpreter selection  

                                                 
9 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 I 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 I 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-

à-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 



 20 

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 



 21 

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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