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METHODOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS:
KARL POPPER AND THE PRACTICE OF POLITICAL SCIENCE

by
Michael C. Berheide
Department of Political Science

Indiana University
‘Bloomington, Indiana

Chairman: Vincent Ostrom, Ph.D.

Contemporary political science suffers from a
methodolegical schism which penetrates te assumptions
about the place of values in a science of politios, the
proper unit of analysis, the place of metaphysics and
histerical understanding, and even the possibility of
practicing the study of politics as a "seience", With
a few notable exceptions, the profession has managed to
paper over these contreversies, reaching an uneasy
orthodoxy whioch disguises its underlying methodological
problems.

Methodological assumptions, however, are not
without serious c¢onsequences, This dissertation makes
the claim that methodeologies based upon positivistic
principles, such as behavioralism and certain varieties
of historicism, canneot justify themselves, owing to an
axiomatic denial of any role for metaphysical analysis.,
Such analysis is seen to be necessary in light of any

soientific methodology's inability te justify itself, a
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conclusion derived from Kurt Godel's Incombleteness
Theorem, as interpreted and applied by Karl Popper.
Popper's use of incompleteness and of his own
eriterion of falsifiability in sclence is shown to be
successful as a preliminary eriticism of thé
assumptions of 1logical positivism and histerioiam.
This analysis 1s then seeh to be 1itself 1lacking in
finality, in that Popper's own disavowal of metaphysios
leads his program into an unacceptable relativism,
Michael Polanyl and Eric¢ Voegelin are then used as
examples of thinkers who would construet the
metaphysical backing necessary for the ultimate suoccess
of Popper's arguments against both positivism and
historicism. The result, as - the dissertation
concludes, 1s a political science capable of examining
its methodological presuppoesitions and thus of learning
and growing, and of utilizing historical studies in a

constructive way.
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PREFACE

This work has grown through several
mutations, in the course of three years of researching
and writing on the subject., Originally, it was to have
been an examination of certain wunderlying assumptions
of "modern" approaches te scientific inquiry and social
inquiry in particular. These approaches were to be
opposed to those of a class of oritics whom I chose to
call "philoscephical", The underlying assumptions of
these eritics were, I belleved, three in number: (1)
the primacy and reality of a transcendent source of
existence and its meaning, (2) "structural relativity",
and (3) the status of the individual as the carrier of
meaning in history. This special metaphysic of the
critices, whieh I then believed was intellectually
traceable te Plate, was to be oppesed to
counter-assumptions on the part of the moderns.

The enormity of such a task was pointed cut to me
at the time of my dissertation proposal, and it was
decided then that a much less presumptuocus estimate of
my abilities 1indicated a rather severe restriction of
scope. Accordingly, I decided to utilize  the
dissertation as a place to begin my intellectual
maneuvers, and chose to concentrate upon the works of

Karl Popper and his attack upon one element of

x1ii



PREFACE

"modernity" in soolal science: historicism.

Undefsﬁanding Popper's coriticism of histericism
required a prior study of the methodological
assumptions which he makes about ;he practice of
science, however, In performing such a study, I
uncovered an important and to wmy knowledge unncoticed
characteristic of Popper's criticism: it simply did
not ge far enough, His assiduous avoidance of
metaphysics caused him to rely upon oonventional
acceptance of his rules for the "game" of science, and
left these rules bereft of any real justification --
even according to his own argument, This, I believe,
leaves his argument open te a serious problem of
relativism, obviating his attack on histericism as
engendering precisely that difficulty.

I realized then, and remain convinced, that
methodological discussion in pelitical science remains
severely hamshrung, owing to the fact that certain
methedologies which are party to the centroversy assume
the validity "and decidability of metaphysical
statements, wvhile others axiomatbically exclude
metaphysical problems from sericus Inquiry. Thus, the
controversy seems to remain undecidable, for the simple
reason that decidability is the issue at stake,

Thus far, I side with the metaphysicians. HNo rule

xiii



PREFACE

of science, as I argue 1in the dissertation, c¢an be
Justified without an appeal to "meta-scientific! w«. or
metaphysical -~ arguments. It 1s therefore the case
that those methodologies which exclude metaphysioal

statements in principle cannot Justify themselves, It

furthermore turns out that this applies to Popper's own
rules, good as they are,

This brings up a necessary disclaimer. This
dissertation should noet be considered an argument for
or against the use of any particular methodological
technique, say, statistical and survey methods, content
analysis, historical case studies, cor philosophical
anthropolegy and literary interpretation, All
techniques are appropriate when they are appropriate.
It 1s an argument against the uncritical applicatioen of
methodeleoglical techniques and against a principled
ignorance of metaphysics., It will incidentally also be
an argument agalnst a teo-streng reliance upon the

methodological distinctien between "facts" and

"'values", against defining sclence as the investigation
of facts and denying the possibility of an cbjective
analysis of values.

To the extent that all this is successful, I owve
1neshimab;e_thanks first of all to my parents, Charles
and Martha, who taught me te think about both values

xiv
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and facts at an early age, and to my professors,
especially Dr. Vincent O0Ostrom, whose own work has
inspired me and whose constant oriticism and interest
kept me at my own. Many discussions with Richard
Merriman, my friend and colleague at Indiana and Berea,
helped greatly in clarification, as did his comments on
previous drafts of this work.

To the extent that this work 4is unsuccessful, I
credit my humanity and EKurt Godel, whose work has
taught me to expect and embrace incompleteness 1in a
universe that is tragically ordered.

Many thanks are also due to Berea College, who
through the agency of Dean William F. Stelte paid my
tuition at Indiana University while I completed this
work, and whose PRIME 400 computer made possible
several drafts. Thanks, L.D.,, Bill, 'and Mark.

Above all, I owe more than I can say to my wife
and eritie, Becky, without whose presence I simply
would not be the way I am. This work is dedicated to

her.
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Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION ' 1

I. INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM OF METHODOLOGY
IN POLITICAL SCIENCE

In the study of creature, one should not
exerclse a vain and perishing curiosity,
but ascend to what i3 {immortal and
everlasting.

-~ Augustine, De Vera Religione

Methodological Warfare

In the course of the past century, the discipline
of political science, and especially that part of the
discipline which takes as 1ts subject matter the
theoretical analysis of the relationship between
government and society, has been rocked by a series of
methodological arguments and perhaps even some
methodological "revolutions®, The first great conflict
ocourred when traditional approaches to the study of
politiecs, begun perhaps by Plato and Aristotle, were
sharply attacked by that school of thought
self-characterized as "positivism". Following this
developmant, and indeed logically extending from I{it,
came the "behavioral revolution", a wmixture of
positivism and psycholégical behaviorism. Finally, 1in
perhaps an incomplete revolution, claims have been made

that political science has arrived in what is called



Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 2

its "post-behavioral® stage.

It is easy ¢to characterize these different
methodological strata as simply changes in emphasis on
the part of social sclentists, or as perhaps the
natural results of progress in the use of
newly-discovered techniques of investigation., But this
is not sufficient to explain the ferocity with which
the debate has proceeded. Sonit gnd Tannenhaus (1967)
have characterized these various disputes as a serles
of "internecine wars", representative. of an almost
unbridgeable gap between opposing camps. To be sure,
these authors are relatively sanguine about the future
of political science {(considered fronm their 1967
perspective), declaring that, while "the discipline
will Dbecome more behavioral in tempo e
paradoxically, the ‘'scientistic! aspirations of
behavioralism will become progressively more modest in
tone and scope." (1967: 208) o

Yet this rather modest projection, as the authors
admit, is based 1largely on certain historical
characteristics of the profession, In the first place,
the lack of a unifying methodology has thus far not
destroyed the profeasion, indicating "an enviable
capacity to reconcile the near-irreconcilable®, (1967:

206) and the authors see this admirably tolerant
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attitude continuing into the foreseeable future,
Secondly, the "de-escalation" of wmethodological
warfare will be aided by what appears to be a partial
victory by the behavioralist camp: behavioralism, they
tell us, will continue to become more popular, as it
succeeds in capturing Key positions within "the power
structure of the profession® and within the academy.

(1)

Methodological Choilces

Yet surely the long-term future success of the
discipline will not be ensured by the sublimation of
methodological squabbling through elther the
authoritative imposition of ofthodoxy or an attitude of

noblesse oblige towards the heretic elements of the

profession, For the intensity of debate over
methodological cholces is not the result of principled
misunderstandings and surliness, nor 1is it merely a
matter of taste: it 1s rather the result of a
deeply-set, albeit sometimes uncritical, awareness that
methodological principles are 1intended to reflect
fundamental truths about reality.

I shall argue in this dissertation that

methodological principles are wuseful only when they
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comport, in some fundamental sense, with our experience
of reality. This 1s not a shrﬁrising notion, for
clearly a methodology which would, for example,
champion 1illogical behavior in scientifiec investigation
would not be suitable in a world which we experience as
consistently ordered, for the prinociples of that
methodology would fall to reflect that world, and lead
us far astray in our search for truth about it, Thus,
the rules of a methodology are more than just articles
of convenience, to be applied or not as the mood
strikes us. They must instead be carefully orafted and
applied according to our interpretation of the
structure of reality, that they might ald us in further
interpreting and understanding that structure.
Methodologies, therefore, are regarded by those
who propound them with coritical awareness, as the
bearers of truth. Those who would attack and replace
these methodologles are then unéerstood as the
purveyors of falsehood, perhaps even as perverse and
fraudulent., This 1is not the typé ol situation which
leads to easy accomodation and amicable tolerance,
Within the profession of political socience, entire
careers have been built or destroyed, not on the basis
of seminal discoveries and watershed theoretical

advances, (2) but on the use or defense of some
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partiocular methodology.

While methodologies may be characterized as making
certain assumptions about the underlying reality which
they ald wus in examining, it is nevertheless true that
practicing solentists are not always, or even often,
¢ritically aware of these assumptions, Most of what
Kuhn (1970) desoribes as '"normal science" may Dbe
understood as occurring' precisely when such eritical
awareness is not forthcoming and as he notes, this
seems to be the usual state of scientific behavior.
(3)

Being unaware of the assumptions of a methodology
is not the same thing as belng unaware of personal
assumptions of the scientists. 1Indeed, as in the case
of a behavioral approach, one assumption which a
methodology may entertain (4) may be that the personal
assumptions of the scientist must be subject to
constant coritical serutiny. Methodologiles, used with
care, may then aid us greatly in "objectifying" our
search for knowledge, by foreing us to remove
irrelevant personal prejudices and idiosyncracies from
our investigation, or at least to assess their impact
on that 1investigatlon, But this is not the primary
concern of the dissertation. Subjeoting personal

assumptions which we bring to our investigations to
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critical sorutiny is a good and proper enterprise, a
good methodological principle, but none of the
methodologles contending for prominence iIn political
science seriously maintains otherwise. And political
scientists by and large seem remarkably successful in
accomplishing this.

The more serious problem, with which we are here

concerned, is that improper methodological assumptions

may produce results every bit as disasterous as
improper personal ones, and that while following
methodological rules may protect us to some degree from
the latter, it ocannot protect wua from the former,

Methodological rules do not, and c¢annot, carry with

them their own justification, as the dissertation will

make clear. We must therefore aspire to a sincere
eriticism of methodologies, if we are to avold ones
which trap us in assumptions which we do not intend to
make, and which eventuate in bad science,
Unfortunately, the paradoxical aspects of the
profession whiech Sowmlt and Tannenhaus regard as
ensuring its survival, i.e., its historieal
methodological promiscuity and 1its tendency to reward
methodological orthodoxy, at the same time reduces 1its
awareness of 1its own assunptions, thereby contributing

to what may be 1ts eventual downfall. Most of us 1in
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political science have come by our methodologies as the
result of our training, rather than through a oritical
1nve5tigation into the necessary charaocteristicas of a
good methodology. We are taught methods and
techniques, and only rarely the fundamental principles
“on which such techniques are based, Still less often
are we made to wunderstand the reasons for such
fundamental principles, reasons which, as noted, must
come from outside the methodology itself.

The "enviable ability to reconcile the
near-irreconcilable" cited by Somit and Tannenhaus does
not really refer to an ability to synthesize disparate
principles in a critical manner, but rather ¢to an
historical tendency simply to ignore the ramifications
of these disparaties. Each methodological camp agrees
to forgo aerioué criticism of the others, provided that
payment is returned 1in kind, and thereby ensures that
its practitioners may comfortably continue to grind out
conclusions which are unchallengeable on methodological
grounds «- the uost difficult of grounds to defend.

Thus the "internecine war™ over methodologies may
indeed move from a damaging exchange of salvos, through
an agreement to cease fire, to an uneasy detente, In
which a few occassional flare-ups, none taken too

serlously, may be expected. This final stage may in
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fact characterlze the "post-behavioral®™ era 1in which
political soience is now sometimes presumed to reside,.
(5)

But the natural antagoniams of competing
methodologies will not go away In the face of
affability and orthodoxy, no matter how  much we
congratulate ourselves; For the critical problems of
methodological assumptions still remain. Lack of
awareness does not make the thing of which we are
unaware disappear, and if that thing happens to be the
cause of problems, our lack of awareness will only
sarve to exacerbate them,

The present work seeks two simultaneous goals: to
establish the primacy and value of analyzing
methodological assumptions and to present such an
analysis by examining in particular the methodological
claims of three eminent thinkers: Karl Popper, Michael
Polanyi, and Eric Voegelin. 1In so doing, the work will
concentrate primarily on those methodologies which
Somit and Tannenhaus oclaim make up the core of
political science today: behavioralism, its ancestor,
positivism, and its close relation, historicisnm, The
analysis of methodologies will propceed on two distinct
but interrelated levels., The three thinkers mentioned

present their own wmethodoloecial prescriptions in the
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context of criticism of other contemporary approaches,
Not coincldentally, these happen to be positivism,
behavioralism, and historicism, We will therefore
examine these criticisms as an ald in establishing the
principles of debate over methodology and in furthering
our understanding of the methodologles wunder attack,
In addition, however, all three thinkers propose to
place their own principles in the vacuum believed left
by their ecritiecism, Our analysis will at the same
time, therefore, be an analysis of these
newly-contending ideas.

Before we proceed to the task, however, it will be
useful to present a brief overview of these 1ideas and
their interrelationships, although 1t is not feasible
to outline a detailed history. (6) Let us begin first
with the principle assumptions underlying the study of
politics before the advent of twentieth-century
methodologies, methods which may be 1loosely grouped

under the term "traditionalism",

Traditionalism, Positivism, and Behavioralism

The word "traditionalism"™ 113 more or less a
catch-all to include traditional peliticasl science as

it was practiced before the advent of positivism and
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behavioralism. 1Indeed, the word itself seems to have
been coined only after the advent of these newer
approaches, as a way of categorizing all the things to
which they were opposed. This practice was not unified
by any one methodology, but rather by a common goal,
Robert Dahl's contention is that this goal was in
general to provide ‘an answer to the question "What is a
good society?" (7) The lack of a unifying methodoleogy
makes it difficult teo examine the competing claims of
traditionalism and pesitivism te being the better
approach to the study of political science, but this
lack does not mean that traditional appreoaches did not
have certain wunifying assumptiens about the nature of
the subject matter,

In his 1969 collection of readings surveying

Behavieralism in Political Science, Heinz Eulau writes

that the "intellectual battle lines® between
behavioralism and t¢traditicnalism, while not drawn very

sharply, center around three coritical issues:

1. Disagreement over the nature of the
knowledge of political things.

2., Controversy over the place of values in the
study of politics.

3. Disagreement over the basic Tunit of
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analysis® in the study of polities. (Eulau,
1969a: 3)

We may accept these for the momentary purposes of

discussion here,

Knowledge of Political Reality

The traditional (or ‘'ancient", to use one of
Eulau's terms) approach to political study has been a
"philosophlcal" one, rather than a "scientific" one,
according to Eulau, with an emphasis on reason fettered
only by the demands of logic, and an inwardly-directed
search for the nature of man, The modern behavioralist
opposes such activity on the grounds of its manifestly
"subjective" nature, and proposes 1in its place the
possibility of establishing a scientific approach which

favors the observation of the "empirical" aspects of

political life, and their explanation "by means of

methods, theorles, and criteria of proof that are
acceptable according to the canons, conventions, and
assumptions of modern empirical science." (Dahl, 1969:
77) The controversy 1is therefore first of all an
epistemological one, asking how we best come to know

the stuff of politiecs, and opposing Socrates'! early
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injunction to "Know thyself" to a regard for the

political behavior of others,

Faocts and Values

The second area of contention, over the place of
"values" in a study of politics, displays for us in
heightened relief a fundamental, perhaps irreconcilable
difference between traditional approaches and the
doctrines of positivism, Much will be made of this
controversy in the dissertation, but a short exposition
of 1t is proper here,

There is one overriding claim on which positivism
is based. That 1s the claim that only "observable®
events in empirical reality are properly the subject of
rational and scientific investigation. This 13 the
core assunption of positivism, and the various
subsidiary assumptions which belong to this or that
form of positivism may be shown to be derivable from
it. There is, for example, the positivist distinection
between "fact" and '"value™, which by now is familiar to
any collegian, In its wmore general form, this claim
asserts that values are not a part of empirical
reality, and that therefore they cannot be the object

of rational analysis, 1In its behavioralist form, the
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claim is made that values, while they may or may not be
real, are 1in any case not observable, and the best we
can hope to do is observe the translation of these
values into behavior, Again, this precludes rational
investigation into the value which is prior to
behavior, Fipnally, there is that brand of positivism,
typified by Wittgenstein, which holds that values,
ideas, and ideals, are merely expressive phonetic
constructs, expostulations really, and as such not only
defy empirical observation, but furthermore have no
meaning. (8)

Traditionalists, in attempting to deny any of
these assumptions, find their arguments carefully
pushed backed to the distinction between facts and
values., In order to attack the behavioralist
standpoint or the standpoint of linguistic positivism,
the traditionalist must assert that on some level there
is no distinction between facts and values. At least
he must assert that this distinetion is not as
¢lear~cut as the positivist would claim,

The inclusion of Strauss' famous essay "What is
Political Philosophy? The Problem of Political
Philosophy", (9) in Eulau's collection indicates the
seriousness with which he treats this problem, as the

essay stands out as the only one dramatically opposed
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to behavioralism, and it is opposed on precisely the
grounds of the fact=value distinction. (10)
Strauss provides an excellent example of

traditionalism's goal, as Dahl has formulated it:

All political action has ... in itself a
directedness toward knowledge of the good:
of the good 1life, or the good society, For
-the good society is the complete political
good. (Strauss, 1969: 94)

Political philosophy 1s the task we undertake when we
expllcitly acknowledge this search for the good,
although it 1is at 1least {mplicit in all political
activity. But according to Strauss, this pursuit of
the good is now under attack by positivism and
behavioralism, which reject it as unscientifie,
(Strauss, 1969: 99) This rejection is based completély
on the positivist's recognition of a qualitative
epistemological difference between facts and values,
and his consequent attempt to structure a social
science whlch i3 “value=free", Strauss completely
dismisses this objective, giving us four reasons why a
value-free political science is an impossibility, and
why the attempt to implement such a thing must lead to
disaster.

First of all, it is "impossible to study social
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phenomena ‘oo without making value Judgements .t
(Strauss, 196%9: 101) One simply oannot observe such
phenomena without filtering them through a complex web
of value-judgements, both on the part of the political
actors being studied and on the part of the scientist.
We will see later that Polanyi asserts the inherently
evaluative nature of all pronouncements concerning
factuality.

Secondly, the positivist-behavioralist rejeation
of value Jjudgements "is based upon the assumption that
the conflicts between different values or value systems
are essentially insocluble for human reason.," (Strauss,
1969: 103) Indeed, this is the very reason for the
delineation between facts and values in the first
place., Only sﬁatements about facts may be examined
according to recognized principles of reason, say the
" positivists, and irf these principles constitute
sclence, there oan be no place for the study of values
in science. Strauss, Polanyi, and Voegelin all reject
this notion, and maintain instead that the
consideration of values i3 every bit the rational
enterprise that the consideration of féets is,

Thirdly, the positivistic elevation of scientific
knowledge to the '"highest form of human knowledge®
implies an illegitimate depreciation of "prescientific®
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knowledge. Indeed, iIn extreme cases such as Comte or
Descartes, it may explicitly deny any value whatsoever
for this type of Kknowledge. (Straﬁss, 1969: 104)
Strauss understands by this term "prescientific” both a
type of "common sense" knowledge =~ "things which every
ten year old c¢hild knows" (Strauss, 1969: 104) -- and
knowledge arrived at in a purely dialeatical fashion.
Only such knowledge is capable of dealing with "primary
or fundamental questions" and its neglect or disavowal
leads to a "thoughtless accaptance of received
opinion." (Strauss, 1969: 105)

Of particular importance in political science is
the "prescientific" question of Jjust what distinguishes
political things from things which are not political.
This type of question, Strauss asserts, cannot be
answered scientifically (as the positivists define
science) but only dialectically. (Strauss, 1969: 106)

We will see that this objection is akin to that raised
in the dissertatior in the oc¢ourse of oriticizing
Popper: methodological rules cannot be used to Justify
their own applicability, Only a "meta-sclentific?
analysis of such principles can provide the needed
eriticism. And if positivism denies the possibvility of
metaphysical ~~ "prescientific" - knowledge, the

selection of methodologileal principles becomes
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arbitrary and groundless,

Finally, S8trauss inmaintains that positiviam
"necessarily transforms 1itself into  historicism."
(Strauss, 1969: 106) By refusing to analyze the value
structure inharent in political behavior, positivism
runs the risk of mistaking momentary pecularities of a
particular society for essential characteristios of all
human soclety. In order to avoid this problem, it must
engage in TMoross-cultural" research, in an attenpt to
delineate truly constant social factors from merely
epiphenomenal ones, But in so doing, 1t will
- necessarily misunderstand the meaning of these cultures
"because it interprets them through a conceptual scheme
which originates 1in modern Western society", That
scheme is the scheme of modern scilence, "which refleocts
that particular soclety, and which fits at best only
that partiocular soclety." (Strauss, 1969: 106)

Other cultures do not necessarily understand
themselves from a seientific viewpoint, and our ability
to understand them rests wupon our recognition of the
way in which they understand themselves, (11" The
empirical social scientist can attempt to acquire this
understanding only by viewing such cultures in some
historical context. This is not in and of itself bad,
It i1s in fact a part of all proper studies of politics.
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But the type of "history" which the positivist can use
will amount to no more than an unoritical compendium of
"objective"® facts, and such a history is simply not
possible,

All historical analysis must be undertaken from

within a framework of directed interests, and such

interests must necessarily be based upon "subjeotive®
evaluations of problems. To avoid this, the empirieist
must attempt a strictly "sclentific"™ analysis of
history itself, to discover its fundamental structure
and the laws of 1ts movement, This attempt defines

historicism, the 'serious antagonist of political
philosophy." (Strauss, 1969: 107) Popper's excellent
criticism of such an enterprise will be discussed in
the following chapters. In one sense at least,
Popper's criticism will be seen %o boil down to

Strauss! final ocomment on the problem of historicism:

Historicism rejects the question of the good
society, that 1is to say, of the good society
because of the essentially  historical
character of society and of human thought:
there is no essentlial necesasity for ralsing
the question of the good soclety; this
question is not in principle coeval with man;
1ts very possibllity is the outcome of a
mysterious dispensation of fate., (Strauss,
1969: 108)

Eulau takes issue with Strauss over the question
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of whether a behavioral sclence of politics must
necessarily lead to the type of "moral neutralism" and
even nihilism which Strauss decries. He claims that
Strauss has "failed to stem the tide of behaviorélism
in political science. v because his method of
arriving at truth [i.e., the prescientific method] does
not recognize empirical reality and does not permit
" intersubjective validation of that reality.m The
reality which Strauss falls to recognize i3 simply that
behavioral sclentist are in faet not "contemptuous of
values nor disinterested in public policies." Just
because behavioral sclentists assert that values canﬁot
be composed scientifically does not mean that they
cannot be investigated by a process of pointing out the
empiricél consequences of alternative choices. (12)
Eulau asserts that values c¢an and should Dbe
studied by the methods of science, but his idea of what
a "study of values" 1s and Strauss' idea are really
quite different, For Eulau, it involves first of all
the determination of what values political actors bring
to bear on thelr activities (not "what is good?", but
"what do people think is good?"), and secondly the
relationship of these values to scientifically
predictable outocomes of policy choices, That is, Eulau

is concerned with showing how a given set of values may
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be optimized by the careful selection of polioey
alternatives whose outocomes c¢an be predicted by
science, The actual investigation of whether these
values are good and proper themselves he leaves to the
study of ethiocs, He does, hovever, seem to agree with
Dahl's contentlion that true excellence in a political
scientist may consist in an ability to shift rapidly
from one approach to another, (Dahl, 1969: 87)

Strauss, on the other hand, is really contending
that no shift 1s necessary, for in truth the study of
polities and the study of values must proceed
simultaneously and are indistinguishable Iin essence ==
much as Plato would have us study the polis as '"man
writ large" to understand Jjustice, and study justice to
understand political behavior, The basic controversy
over the place of values in the study of politios 1is
therefore not overcome by the behavioralist's assertion
of his willingness to study values scientifically.

We have dealt at length on this second of the
controversies identified by Eulau, for it is clearly
the most important, based as it is upon a fundamental
disagreement over the nature of reality, Let us finish
the discussion with a brief explanation eof Eulau's
third point, however: the controversy over what

constitutes the basiec unit of analysis of political
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studies,

The Unit of Analysis

Traditionalists, Eulau asserts, generally believe
that political study should confine 1itself to an
institutional level of analysis, while the
behavioralists assert that the individual human actor
should be the foous of our attention. Traditionalists
have.concentrated on describing the formal and informal
strucbtures of political institutions, on analyzing

their actlions as inatitutions according %o

legal-theoretical prineciples, on assessing the
relationship between structure and actions, and on
evaluating the consequences of these actions in terms
of their impact upon institutional characteristics.

But to the extent that behavioralism is concerned
with 1n3bi£utions, it 1s, as David B. Truman notes
(1969: 45), principally concerned with "explaining the
effects of a given 1institutional pattern on the
behavior of the individual and not with explaining or
even describing the operation of the institution
itself." When this concern does approach the analysis
of institutions, it 4is wusually undertaken from the
standpoint of viewing institutional characteristics and °
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activities as the results of agglomerated individual
onas,

The discussion of the place for methodological
individualism in the soclal sciences will be found
later in the dissertation. Let us note here only that
we will see that as a principle of investigation, it
has some very solid metaphysical backing, but that
there 1iIs nevertheless a danger in proposing the extreme
view that only individuals are fit objects of political
study, for the institutional effects on political
behavior are not negligible, and deserve consideration
even In a science whose basic unit of analysis.is the
individual. (Truman, 1969: 58-61) The neglect of
institutional effects can lead to a prepossessing

historioism, as Popper shows,

Positivism, Metaphysics, and History

Positivism as a philosophy was constructed to
combat some real problems in solentific investigation,
such as the lack of unifying methodology mentioned
above, and 1t has 1its advantages. As formulated by
early investigators in the natural sciences, such as
Bacon and Newton, and subsequently by soclal scientists

such as Comte, positivism was a direct response to the
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problems of extreme scholastlicism, It purports to
establiéh | an independent basls for sclentific
knowledge, and permits the development of a systematic
methodology, 1.2., rules of inquiry by which we should
be able to determine objectively the soundness of our
observations, But positivism has its disadvantages as
well. The argument that we can delineate between
objective fabt and subjective value cannot be made on
positivistie grounds, for non-observability cannot be
observed, HNor, by the positivists' own admisslion, may
this distinction be accepted on uetaphysical grounds,
for at the very least metaphysics 1s not science,
according to positivism, and therefore its conclusions
cannot be trusted. And at the most, positivists claim
that metaphysical statements have no meaning, and
therefore are worse than useless, Most lmportantly for
the purposes of this dissertation is the fact that the
positivist Eelianoe on uethod as a defining
characteristic of science tends to eliminate or distort
potentially useful wmodes of investigation, such as
historical analysis and philosophical anthropology, on
the grounds of maintaining methodological purity.

In some sense, this dissertation is also concerned
with the recovery of the study of history as a tool for
political science investigation, To do ¢this, 1t 1is
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necessary to oomplete two tasks: the first is to show
that history is an area susceptible ¢to intelligent
analysis, that it 1s more than simply the mere
collection and arrangement of "facts". For if history
is no more than this, 4t can have no theoretical
relevance, and hence c¢annot be wused even in a
supporting role for the study of political science. As
Dahl- rightly observes, "the a-theoretical or even
anti-theoretical biases of many historians often make
their works a storehouse of data s0 vast as to be
almost unmanageable for the theorist" (Dahl, 1969:
89), and Popper and Voegelin agree on precisely this
point., If, alternatively, facts are facts only in sone
larger theoretical context, there ocan and will be
theories of history which may be utilized by political
sceientists.

The second task is to show the theoretical 1links
between a study of history and a study of politics.
This will not involve merely collapsing the fields into
each other, by declaring history to be "past politics"
or politics to be "contemporary history"., Instead, we
must show that although the two fields are separate,
they are 1inextricably 1linked in the sense that an
adequate understanding of the one cannot proceed

without a similar understanding of the other. This may
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sound paradoxical, but all it means 1is that the
investigations proceed simultaneously as the result of
inquiry into the principles of ordered social behavior,

If these two points can be made, an argument in
favor of the reintroduction of the historical element
into political science research will be established,
This should be considered a "reintroduction" because,
as Voegelin will tell us, the two modes of
investigation were originally linked together at their
inception, but have been disincorporated over the past
century or so by the various "revolutions" noted above.
Each of the three thinkers examined in this work has
contributed a different important part to the
establishment of ¢this argument, and each part
embellishes and complements the others.

A complete defense of this reunification 1s not
the primary point of this dissertation, however, so the
reader will not find analysis centering on this point.
This work represents only a start at releasing the
study of history and politics from their historicist
and positivist encumbrances, in order to permit further
investigation. Moreover, the 1lack of competence 1in
this area on uy part makes the examination of the
thought of others the best way to begin such an

enterprise, I have therefore chosen to concentrate on
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the three thinkers mentioned above,

- Popper, Polanyl, and Voegelin

Karl Popper would not, at first glance, seem to be
a likely ocandidate for inclusion among those thinkers
who would rank historical studies high in importance
for the study of political science or the social
sciences in general, for his two major works in the

area of history, The Open Society and Its Enemies and

The Poverty of Historicism, challenge the attempts by

some scholars to claim that the only way to study
"sociology", as he «c¢alls 1it, is through the study of
history. Popper takes this notion apart, and shows
that the type of history with whieh these thinkers are
concerned does not and cannot form an adequate basis
for social sclence, The most it can hope to do is to
inform somewhat the soclal sciences by providing for
them starting points 1In the form of ceritical soclal
problems, and by illuminating examples of similar
problems in the past. Popper makes his point through
an in=depth investigation into the problen of
sclentific knowledge, showing that the knowledge which
the "historlcists" claim cannot be c¢lassed as

selentific knowledge, If we are to have a scientific
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study of society and politlies, then, we may not rely on
this approach.

But Popper has, I think, accomplished much more,
What he has attacked is a stunted view of historical
study which has developed alongside and in response to
the positivist influence in the social sciences, By
dismantling this pervasive approach to history, Popper
leaves open the possibility that other approaches to
history can be valuable, including his own approach
which utilizes it for the stipulation of critical
problems and investigation into the "logic of the
situation®, Furthermore, his approach to the
philosophy of knowledge, particularly knowledge in the
sclentific sense, also goes a great distance towards
dismantling the severe positivism which has 1influenced
political science and which has thereby prevented
adequate appreciation of historical studies, '

As mentioned earlier, part of the p;obiem of
positivism comes Iin the form of the "fact-value"
distinction., A positivist historian can succeed only
in amassing huge quantities of historical '"facts",
Passing Judgment on and evaluating these facts cannot
be ineluded 1in his inquiry, remaining instead a
separate task., Popper maintains a type of fact-=value

distinction in his philosophy of knowledge, but he



Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 28

manages to blur 1t somewhat by changing it to a
distinction between facts and decisions, Facts are not
decisions, and, while decisions are faots, they are a
particular type of non-scientifiec fact. Critical
decisions involve which facts are to be accepted, and
this acceptance depends upon the particular relevant
critical problem which the scilentist 1s investigating,
and it is here that historical investigation can help.
Popper's analysis remains incomplete, however, owing to
what we shall see 13 a certain aversion to metaphysics,
and 80 our own analysis will continue by examining
Polanyi and Voegelin, who have no such compunctions.
Polanyl does not concern himself as directly with
the problem of history and historical investigation as
does Popper, preferring instead to concentrate on the
problem of scientific knowledge, and to utilize his
findings in the field to comment on social scientific
investigation, We will see, however, that his
destruction of the distinction between facts and values
goes a step farther than Popper without violating his
basic premises, and incorporates "personal values" into
the facts of sclence themselves, This would remove the
basis from which the positivists ocan make thelr
criticisms of theoretical history, and with the
possibility of such an analysis open, the further
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possibility of a recovery of historical analysis 1in
political sclience is attained. |

These first two critics came to the problem of
social sclence investigation by similarly circuitous
routes, Popper was a physicist, and still regards
physics as the prototypical science., He soon became
involved in the philosophy of science, 1In particular
the problem of how scientists know ﬁhat they know. The
rise of modern political ideologies and Horldlwar II
gave Popper the impetus to apply his findings in this
field to soecial and political problems, and to the
study of politics. (Popper, 1976: secs. 23 and 24)
Polanyl began as a chemist, and again very qulekly
pushed the problems of methodology in chemistry and
bilology to the point where they became probiems of
epistemology. Again, the 1leap was mnade from the
problems of knowledge in the natural sciences to the
problems of knowledge in the social sciénoes, and again
the leap was caused, by his own admission, by
contemporary social and political disorder. (see esp.
Polanyl, 1974) |

The third thinker who we will be examining, Erie
Voegelin, cane at the problem  more directly.
Originally trained as a professor of law with rather

positivist leanings, he soon became disenchanted with
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the limitations of asuch a form of inquiry. In
partiocular, he reaoched the conclusion that such a
methodology could not 1lead to any kind of an
understanding of the nature of modern mass politiocal
movements., (Sandoz, 1981: chap. 2) Finally, Voegelin
seems to have come to the realization that the warped
nature of major contemporary studies of history seemed
to have a direct effect on the study of political
science, preventing an adequate understanding of the
nature of contemporary political culture, as well as of
the political cultures of the past, (Voegelin, 1968:
§-7) In criticizing these "derailed" philosophies of
history, he formulated his own philosophy of history in
opposition to them, based upon an "anti-positivist"
view of reality.

Now the discoveries and thoughts of these three
men are not going to change the face of politiecal
sclience at any time in the foreseeable future. In the
first place, they are not widely read or known,
Secondly, when they are read, they are widely
misunderstood, owing in part to the difficulty of the
subjeot matter and in part to the natural recalcitrance
of the members of the professions being oriticized,
And finally, even when they are read and understood,

they face some valid criticiasm from several quarters,
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and some oriticism on dogmatic grounds, We may
discount the 1latter, but the former have some
importance and call into question asome very real

problems in thelir writings.

The Course of the Work

The next chapter begins our analysis with an
examination of Popper's work in the area of the "logic
of science", as he calls 1it, We Dbegin with his
discussion of the "problem of induction® and his
proposed solution in the form of his line of
demarcation and the concept of falsifiability 1in
science, From thilis we proceed to an analysis of the
problem of conventionalism, as it 1s to be found in
Popper, with a brief excursion into the 1&ea of
incompleteness,

Chapter 3 will then analyze Popper's attempt to
apply his principles of sclence to the subject of
"historicism®, a modern treatment of history and social
science which he finds to be defective., It is seen to
be defective in ¢two ways: his early analysis
concentrated on showing that an historicistic approach
to social science was in fact bad science and doomed to

fail, Chapter 4 will examine his claims in this
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regard, especially his views on the problem of the need
for "frameworks" within which  investigation must
proceed, and the need for interpretation in history.

In chapter 5, we will disouss the second of
Popper's objections to historlecism: that it is false,
in addition to beilng simply unscientifie, In making
this claim, Popper has recourse to Godel's work on the
necessary incompleteness of our knowledge, and
expresses his own point of view through his idea of the
"three worlds® of reélity. In this chapter, however,
we will also make the c¢laim that Popper's assiduous
avoidance of metaphysics stunts his analysis by finally
foreing 1t to rely upon conventionalism, with all the
problems attending it, The point will then be made
that, while Popper's analysis is helpful as far as it
goes, without a willingness to engage in metaphysical
discussion, and to admit that such discussion can have
serious value in sclence, he cannot defeat the
dootrines which he so detests,

In chapter 6, we will present arguments from
Polanyl and Voegelin as potential ocandidates to
extricate Popper from his difficulties. Neither
thinker contradicts the core of Popper's criticism,
except for one primary point: they do not accept

Popper's division between science and metaphysics. The
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exclusion of certain types of questions and topics from
seientific inquiry 1s what 18 responsible for Popper's
problem, and with the disavowal of this distinection, it
may become possible to provide a solid and real basis
for Popper's criticism,

Finally, in chapter 7, we will attempt to sum up
the argument, and pull everything together in a manner
which expresses some of the consequences this analysis
has for the practice of political science. In
particular, we will address the consequences of a
non=-positivist study of history, of the general
incompleteness of knowledge, and of a purposefully

avaluative science.
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(1) According to Walter B. Roettger, these
developments have indeed taken place., His replication
of Somit and Tannenhaus'! work (Roettger, 1977a) leads
him te the conclusion that the study of political
philosophy 1is declining in impertance in the
profession, in favor of training 1in quantitative
methods, "as older age cchorts exit the discipline”,
(Roettger, 1977: 1)

(2) Indeed, the common-~-sense and even trivially
true nature of many "findings" in the profession is
sometimes a source of some embarrassment to sensitive
political scientists, Many of us  have often
experienced the "Big Deal" syndrome 1in our students,
after having carefully and methodically pointed out
that children are likely to identify with the peolitical
party of their parents, that Republilcans seem on the
whole wealthier and more "conservative" than Democrats,
and that the President wears many hats. There is, of
course, a danger of overstatement here, aince much that
is valuable has been done in political science, and in
social sclence in general. Nevertheless, the point is
well-taken. A short trip through any recent American
Political Science Review will turn up a number of
observatlions that "further investigation is necessary"
in order to uncover some truly "important® findings,
Usually, these are accompanied by a ¢all for more
rigorous application of this or that methodology, which
was precluded by the peculiar ciroumstances of the
current study.

(3) We will see later that Popper (1970a) objects
to Kuhn's analysis on the grounds that Kuhn's *"normal
science', while perhaps "normal" in the sense of being
historically usual, 1s not ‘'normal" in the sense of
being proper. 1In fact, for Popper the proper state of
seientific investigation nore clearly resembles Kuhn's
"revoelutionary science", in that it is always
characterized by a conscious willingness to examine the
fundamental assumptions made in the cour se of
investigation.

{(4) Hote that we are speaking metaphorically here
-- methodologies, not being conscious entities, do not
"assume™. The authors of these methodologies do, and
their assumptions are incerporated inte their
methodologies in the form of fundamental axioms.,

(5) We will not concern ourselves here with an
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analysis of "post-behavioralilam" in political science,
except to note that this "era" seems characterized only
by a less strident controveray surrounding the same old
debate Dbetween between traditionalism and
behavioralism, Excellent treatments of
post-behavioralism may be feund 1in Roettger (1977,
1977a), Graham and Carey, eds. (1972), and Green and
Levinson, eds. (1970).

(6) The reader interested in such a detailed
history should refer to the excellent treatments of
Somit and Tannenhaus (1964, 1967) and Roettger (1977,
1977a). More general <treatment of the history of
positivistic influences in phllosephy and science may
be found in Russell (1945), and Bergmann (1967)
provides an excellent overview of  some standard
positivistic principles. :

(7) In the Introduction to Polsby, et al, 1963.
The question is opposed to such behavioralistic
questions as "what is soclety 1like?" and "how does
this society work?". '

(8) I am indebted to Dr. Vincent Ostrom for
reminding me that this position 13 true only of the
early Wittgenstein, and that his 1later work presents
considerable modification of this view.

(9) Strauss, 1969. Originally published in the
Journal of Polities, 19 (August 1957), pp. 343-355.

(10) christian Bay's essay, ‘"Polities and
Pseudopolitics: A Critical Evaluation of Seme
Behavioral Literature", 1s the only other ecritical
essay included, but Bay primarily directs his eriticism
against certain undesirable practical censequences of
the behavioral approach. Strauss' essay is the only
one attacking fundamental principles of behavioralism,
Cf. Bay, 1969. Originally published in the American
Political Science Review, 59 (Mareh 1965), pp. 39-51.

(11) We will see that this "self-interpretive"
characteristic of societies 1is an important ebject eof
investigation in Voegelin's "philesophical
anthrepology" approach,

(12) Eulau, 1969a: 1. Eulau is here
paraphrasing Gabriel Almond (1946).
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II. THE LOGIC OF SCIENCE

Wherefore the natural measure whereby to
Judge our deings, is the sentence of Reason
determining and setting down what i3 good to

be done,

-=- Hooker, "The Laws of
Ecclesiastical pPolity"

Before we examine Popper's analysis of hisbofidism
and his understanding of the role history must play in
political science, we must first of all come to grips
with his treatment of scientific knowledge in general.
Much of his criticism of historicism revelves around
his cbservation that it either attempts to turn history
into a scientific enterprise, which Pepper claims
cannct be done, or tries to deny the possibility of any
scientific study of soclety, claiming instead that we
can only understand socelal and pelitiecal affairs
"historically", Both of these c¢laims 1involve a
fundamental misunderstanding of the methods and aims of
science, according to Popper, so it is to his

understanding of this nature that we now turn,

The Problem of Inductien

Probably Popper's finest and mest influential work
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is his The Logilc of Scilentific Discovery (1968},

originally published as Logik der Forshung in Vienna in

1934. In this work, he tries to 1lay out the
fundamental principles of scientifiec analysis and
discovery. Popper regards as one of the greater
difficulties facing anyone willing to deal with such a
toplc "the problem of induction"; that 1s, how one
deals with the apparent fact of basing a scilentifie
conclusion upon the consequences of an inductive logic,
This problem has appeared oritical to thinkers
throughout the history of sclence. At the very
beginning of the M"scientific revolution" of the
Enlightenment, Sir Isaac Newton makes the claim that
scientific method proceeds on the basis of induction:

A | frame no hypotheses; for

whatever 1s not deduced from the phenomena is

to be ocalled an hypotheslis; and hypotheses,

whether metaphysical or physical, whether of

occult qualities or mechanical, have no place

in experimental philosophy. In this

philosophy particular propositions are

inferred from the phenomena, and afterwards

rendered general by induction. (Newton,
1932)

The standard distinction which 1is made between
induotion and deduction 13 that 1irn the latter case
general statements are combined with principles of

logic to yileld specific oconclusions, while in the
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former the process 13 exactly reversed. (1) The
problem of induction may be expressed as the following
two-step problem. If we wish to derive specific
conclusions, we must have both general laws and an
acceptable mode of derivation, We  have, since
Aristotle, developed deductive logic to the point where
there is no inmportant disagreement over whether basic
prineiples of deductive logic are generally valid as
such a mode of derivation, We are still presented,
however, with the prior acceptance of some general law
to which to apply these principles. The overwhelming
question of philosophy of science is how we can justify
holding such general 1laws to be true, and as a
subsidiary question we ask how we come to construct
such general laws.

Induction has been touted as the answer to these
questions. Presumably, over a period of time we
observe similar events ocourring under  similar
circumstances, If these ocour often enough, we somehow
formulate the conclusion that these events always ococur
under these circumstances, We then have a general law
which may be "post=processed" through deduction. The
problenm, of oourse, is that we have no 1logical
structure comparable to deductive logic which permits

us to draw this conclusion. In deductive logic, we
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say, the conolusions are "foroed" by the combination of
argument and premise. But there is really no set of
knowable logical rules which force or entail the leap
from a mass of specific events to a general law
covering those events, Hume expresses the paradox
suocintly:

Thus not oply our reason fails us 1in the
discovery of the ultimate connexion of causes
and effects, but™ even after experience has
inform'd us of their gconstant oconjunction,
tis impossible for us to satisfy ourselves
by our reason, why we shou'd extend that
experience beyond those particular instances,
which have fallen under our observation.
(Hume, 1896: 91)

No one to our knowledge has devised any logical (hence,
"reasonable") principle which permits us to move from
the observation of a set of particular events to the
assertion of a general law under which the set of
particular events can be subsumed. The best that has
been done, and it was done by Hume, is the claim that
this "leap" from the particular to the general is
simply a fact of human psychology, without any
regessary "rationality" to it whatsoever,

St111, induction as a method remains widely
accepted., Whether explicitly expressed or implicitly
sssumed, inductive reasoning forms the basis for much

of the discussion on the nature of sclentifioc
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investigation, Kneale (1955) and Bergmann (1955), for
example, discuss sclentific 1investigation with the
understanding that the principles of induction are
already widely accepted, Donald Davidson comments that
"induction 1is ... certainly a good way to learn the
truth of a law." (1968: 57) And Max Weber permits a
"causal relationship" to be regarded as a "law" ",...
if we have shown it to be universally valid by means of
comprehensive historical induction - (1968:
85-86) In a textbook introdueing social science
methodology, one finds the authors claiming that
induction "is the basis of scientific theory." Even
though they admit that "we have made a 1logical leap
from what we have seen to a prediction about what we
have not seen", they Jjustify this on the grounds ¢that
"We all wuse induction 1in our daily lives." (Manheim
and Rich, 1981: 18)

But there are no compelling "reasons" to make the
leap == it 1is not "logical"™ at all -- and we remain
somehow unsatisfied. The usual Jjustification advanced
for making such a leap is that it is "all we can do" or
that it 1is somehow simply a miracle of human
psychology. Newton calls the method "the best way of
arguing which the nature of things admits of", and

another recent introductory text makes the same point:
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What 1s the Jjustification for making such an
inductive leap? The goal of soientific
research is not to develop an understanding
of one sample or one point in time. The goal
is to understand general patterns in the
empirical world., The only way we can develop
such a general understanding is to gather
evidence, one piece at a time, There 13 no
other way for us to learn about the empirical
world around us than by observation, and we
can never observe everything simultaneously.
(Kweit and Kweit, 1981: 23)

Hume reaches a similar conclusion: human beings simply
induce, and not much more can be said about it. The
problem 13 that such a conclusion appears to remove any
rational basis for constructing general 1laws. This
problem led Hume into a type of skepticism, but it can
lead to much worse. For with the rational basis for
the establishment of general laws removed, there is no
particular reason to get excited about the ability ¢to
derive specific statements from them. Science, apart
from its  minor deductive capablilites, becomes
essentially an irrational or extrarational pursult, and
knowledge remains rationally unjustifiable, It would
seem then that the only thing to which we could refer
would be pure personal preference, there being no
impersonal reason to prefer one belief over another.
The relativistic consequences of sSuch a stand are

certainly less than delightful.
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Induction and Probability

There rewnains one sort of Justification for
induction. This 1is the idea that while we cannot draw
certain conclusions from any number of specifie
observations, we may still speak of these conclusions
as being more or less probable. Carl Hempel calls this
type of induction "explanation by inductive subsumption
under statistical laws"., (1968: 184) These 1laws do
not make the conclusion necessary, . and therefore
arguments based upon them are not of the striectly
deductive type, but 1t is commonly claimed that we are
nevertheless justified in accepting the conclusion upon
probabilistic grounds.

But Hume has pointed out that resting knowledge on
a criterion of probability is self-defeating. If all
general laws can only be said to be probably true, than
8o is the general law which asserts this very thing,
and the probability of the first general law is reduced
proportionate to the probability of the ‘'‘meta-law".
But we c¢an fashion a "meta-meta-law", of probable
nature, which asserts thls oconsequence, and we can
continue to compound meta~law upon law until the

probability of the original law is essentially reduced
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to zero. (Hume, 1896: 180ff.) We are then right back
where we started, seeking 1ndpotiVe Justification for
general laws of probability which will in turn Justify
general laws of sclence,

Hempel's approach requires some sort of principle
of induction which would permit us to affirm or deny
the conclusion of an argument based upon probability.
The closest thing which we might have to a prineciple of
induction which would permit affirmation of a

conclusion is perhaps Carnap's "Theory of Confirmation"
(Carnap, 1962), but we need to note that even Carnap's
well-developed system does not permit us to formulate
arguments and premises, as Salmon (1971) has shown,
Hempel is left then only with the possibility of
rejecting conclusions because of low probability, but
this approach, too, suffers from a number of
difficulties,

In the first place, as every student of statistics
knows, we reject hypotheses on the basis of probability
only when the probability that the observed
relationship is due ¢to random chance falls below an
agreed upon critical level. The point 1is that no
matter how high this level i3 set, it is set prior to
the analysis of the observations, upon criteria which

are methodoleglically arbitrary, The critical level is
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never given to us as the result of our analysis of the
data, but must instead be imposed wupon it., In the
absence of any theoretically relevant reason for
selecting a critical 1level, we ocan have no logical
basis, inductive or probable, for rejecting a
statistical argument,

Accepting an hypothesis which is false is known in
statistical circles as making a "Type II error", While
our critical rejection can be set arbitrarily high (so
long as it does not require us to reject everything)
and thereby give us some "confidence" that we have not
committed sueh an error, it is because of this very
arbltrary nature that we are unable to insure ourselves
against every Type II error., This may be a shame, but
1t 1s not the only problem., Statisticians also speak
of a "Type I error" which is the opposite of the first:
here we are making the mistake of rejecting an
hypothesis which is actually true. Again, we can never
be sure that we have avoided this error, no matter how
low we set the oritical value (discounting zero as a
possibility), Most of our attention in statistics is
directed towards minimizing the chances of a Type 1II
error, while relatively 1little 1is done to protect
against Type I.

If we Lkeep in mind, however, that protecting
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against one error necessarily means increasing the

chances of making the other, (2) we see that Type I
errors are problemmatic indeed. ' The general consensus
1s that, of the two, the Type II error is the worse,
Since it causes us more harm to belleve in something
that is wrong than to disbelieve something which is
true. While this may or may not be the case, it is
certainly the case that this attitude (which is simply
Rempel's eriterion) will 1leave unexplained, in
principle, many events which occur with low
probability. To take Just one example, contemporary
physical theory states that the decay of uranium may be
due to bombardment of the atom's nucleus by alpha
particles. But our observations tell us that when an
alpha particle approaches the atom, there is a slight
probability (on the order of 10 exp -38) that it will
escape without striking the nuecleus, This is an event
of extremely low probability, but it does happen, and
Hempel's model would leave us incapable of explaining
such an event. (3)

There remains yet one view of the probabllity
model whioh c¢an potentially save 1t as a means of
scientific explanation, This is the notion of
"Statistics-as-Ignorance", It may be that there i3 a

reason why our alpha particle escapes which we simply
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do not know at this time. On this view of statistics,
probability statements are regarded as conveying
information. Information of which we are ocurrently
aware is expressed in the probability of the hypothesis
being true, which we may designate as p. In a
situation of perfect knowledge, p = 1, and perfect
ignorance occurs when p = 0, Within the range of 0 < p
<1, p represents our ourrent knowledge of the
situation, and (1 = p) all the additional information
which would be necessary for us to understand the
situation perfectly., We may never have this knowledge,
but the "statistics as ignorance” model asserts that
this does not mean that such knowledge 1is ruled out in
principle. A probability statement under this model,
then, 1is an expression of the ocurrent state of
scilentific knowledge, and the probabilites can be
expected to change as we modify hypotheses to reflect
the changing stéte of our knowledge.

This appreocach fails to satisfy for two reasons,
however. In the first place, such a model seems
counterintuitive in light of the way probabilities are
usually understood. When we say that the probability
that a perfectly unbiased coin will turn up heads when
flipped is exactly 1/2, we are conveying all the

information it is possible to know about that coin and
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the circumstances of its being flipped. Indeed, we are
speaking as if we had perfect knowledge of the
situation. In another situation, with circumstances
designed to bias the coin flip so that the probability
of a head is 3/4, we consider ourselves similarly
informed. It seems improper to say that our knowledge
of the situation has changed -- that we know more 1in
the second case than in the first. Rather, what has
changed is the situation 1itself. Similarly, should
there occur an event of which we were never made aware,
our inattention would not make the event impossible
(p=0), for this would be an unacceptable solipsism.

Secondly, this approach suffers from a reliance
upon determinism; that is, it implicitly asserts that
the event in question has a cause, and that this cause
can be considered as the explanation of the event., But
an assumption of determinism 1s not necessarily
warranted., Salmon (1971) notes that there 138 no
argument in statistics which can be made to support or
deny determinism., We may 1in fact be 1living 1in an
indeterministic universe, and we have no right ¢to
decide a priori that we do not.

While his point 1s a good one, Salmon is
apparently unaware that Popper has argued long and hard

for the acknowledgement of an actually indeterministic



Chapter 2 The Logic of Science 48

universe. A full exposition of Popper's argument will
havé to be deferred until we examine some subsidiary
concepts upon which the argument is based. Let us just
note here that if a sucocessful argument for an
indeterministic universe is | established, the

"Statistics-as-Ignorance" model cannot be upheld,

The Solution to Induction

Poppert's answer to the problem of induction is
simply to declare that it 1is no problem at all: it
depends upon a misspecification of the way in which
scientific and indeed all rational knowledge occurs,
The point of attack to resolve the problem is not the
establishment of principles of induction, but at the
prior point of discovering how laws come to be
formulated., We do not, according to Popper, formulate
laws on the basis of past experiences; rather, we
propose ﬁhem as bold hypotheses and then provisionally
accept 'them Jjust to the extent that they do not
conflict with experience. As part of establishing this

method, he refers us to his "line of demarcation",
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The Line of Demarcation

Coextensive with the problem of induction -
"Hume's Problem"™ - 13 the problem of how to separate
the "empirical” sciences from metaphysical speculation.
If we remove induction from the tool ohest of the
empirical scientist, what characteristic 1is 1left to
explain the difference between science and metaphysics,
or hetween empirical science and mathematics or logile?
The problem of discovering this characteristic
difference is called by Popper the problem of
"demarcation'", These two problems, induction and
demarcation, are "the source of nearly all the other
problems of the theory of knowledge", and of the two,
the problem of demarcation 1is the more fundamental.
(Popper, 1968: 34) This 1s so since, generally
speaking, induction has been used primarily as a means
for establishing a basis for the empirical scoiences
which is independent of metaphysics. Dissolving the
problem of induction then requires Popper to substitute
something in its stead which would serve as an adequate
delineator between the two flelds of investigation. He
accomplishes this demarcation by making two separate
claims about scientifie 1laws which, taken together,

distinguish such laws from other types of statements,
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such as metaphysical ones, They must be strioctly

universal and they must be falsifiable. Let us examine

these criteria more closely.

The Hature of Sclentific Statements

In Section 15 of The Logic of Scientific Discovery

{1968), Popper discusses the distinction between
strictly universal and strictly existential statements,
A "strict" statement is one in whigch no proper names
occur, and a strictly universal statement is a strict
statement which includes universal quantifiers such as
"all", "none", or "everyY, and excludes all so-called
existential quantifiers such as "many", "some", "one",
and so forth., A strictly universal statement contains
only universal quantifiers and strietly universal
concepts, while a singular statement contains at least
one singular concept or existential quantifier, The
negation of a strictly universal statement oan always
be expressed as a strictly existential statement, and
the reverse 1is also true. The statement "What goes up
must ocome down", which oc¢an be translated into the
strictly universal statement "All things that go wup
must come down", can also be expressed in the statement

"It i3 not the case that something goes up and does not
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come down",

Popper's use of the term M"universal statement"
might cause some confusion here, until we realize that
his notion of universality is something more than that
which is employed 1In classical logic. This 1logie
generally distinguishes universal, particular, and
singular statements, The singular statement refers to
one given individual, while particular and universal
statements refer to elements of a class oflindividuals,
the former referring to some of the elements of a
class, and the latter referring to all of them. But
this notion 183 not really what Popper means. The
classical universal statement was not developed for
reasons connected with the logic of knowledge, réther,
it was developed "with an eyé to the technique of
inference," (Popper, 1968: 62, n.1) Classical
universal statements remain bound to a particular place
and time, while Popper's universal statement does not.

To see the difference, let us compare the
following two statements: (a) 1light propagated in a
vacuum travels at approximately 300,000,000 meters per
second; (b) All of the Boston Celtics are over six
feet tall. Classical logic, which 1is concerned only
with the problem of proof and deduction treats these
statements alike, but Popper wishes to distinguish
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between the two, Statement (a) claims to be true
regardless of space and time, while statement (b)
refers only to a finite class of particular elements
within a finite individual spatio-temporal region
(Popper, 1968: 62). Statements like (b) can be
replaced, at least in principle, with the conjunction
of a fipnite number of singular statements. This is so
because, given enough time, we could successfully
enumerate all the elements of the c¢lass "Boston
Celtics", And the ¢truth of this conjunction of
singular statements would be ascertainable by
ascertaining the truth of each singular statement, and,
using the rules of classical logic, determining whether
their conjJunction was true. The first statement, on
the other hand, cannot be replaced by a conjunction of
singular statements. It is making a claim about all
places in the universe, and all times. The class of
elements which this statement circumécribes, then, is
infinite, and we cannot determine the truth of a
conjunction of an infinite number of singular
statements, Thls type of statement Popper ocalls a
"strictly universal" statement, while the latter type,
which claims to be ¢true only of a finite class of
events, Popper calls a "numerically universal"

statement.
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If one believes that natural 1laws are of the
numerically universal form, then the problem of
induction is no problem, for as we have seen, it i=s
perfectly possible to go from the verification of
strictly singular statements to the verification of
their conjunction in the form of a numerically
universal statement., But Popper maintains, ¢that, to
the contrary, natural laws are ip fact expressed in the
form of strictly universal statements, and here the
move from the verification of singular statements to
- the verification of a natural law 1is clearly
impossible, Even in the case of numerically universal
natural laws, however, the problem of induction, while
theoretically manageable, still presents insurmountable

practical difficulties,

for the verification of a natural 1law could
only be carried out by empirically
ascertaining every single event to which the
law might apply, and by finding that every
such event actually conforms to the law =---
clearly an impossible task. (4)

At any rate, the conjunction of a finite number of
singular statements 1s always itselr a singular
statement. The difference between numerically
universal and strictly universal statements is

therefore a difference in kind, not Just in degree. A
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numerically universal statement can always be replaced
by a strictly singulér statement, but a strioctly
universal statement c¢an only be replaced by the
negation of a strictly singular 6r exlstential
statement. Since the theorles of natural sclence, and
especially what we call natural laws, always have the
logical form of strietly universal statements, they can
be expressed In the form of negations of strictly
existential statements, such as the "It 1s not the
case" statement noted above, The law of conservation
of energy, to use another example, can be expressed in
the form "There is not a perpetual motion machine®, 1In
this formulation "we see that natural 1laws might be
compared to 'proscriptions'’ or 'prohibitionst'. They do
not assert that something exists or 1is the case; they
deny it." (Popper, 1968: 69). This form of
expressing a natural law is one whioh Popper calls its
"technological® form (Popper, 1964: 60ff.) and we
will see that it 1is ¢this form of social laws that
Popper uses 4in his discussion of a "technologloeal

approach" to the solution of practical soclal problems.

Explanation, Prediction, and Falsification

What exaotly shall we do with these "universsal
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statements"? Once we have them, how do we proceed to
utilize them in a logic of sclentific discovery? We do
so through the use of predictions and explanations
derived through simple deduction, Hempel (1965)
distinguishes three basic types of scientific
explanation: deductive-nomological, inductive-
statistical, and deductive-statistical, The first of
these models is often referred to as the "govering law"
or the "deductive" model of scientific explanation
{Dray, 1957). Hempel maintains that the 1latter two
models of explanation also involve covering laws, and

since two of the three involve deductive reasoning,

 wishes to aingle out the first type as the

deductive-nomological model. As we have 3seen, he is
Wwilling to admit the possibility of statistical forms
of explanation 1in science, and therefore finds it
necessary to distinguish among these three models,
Popper, on the other hand, does not admit the
possibility of a scientific explanation being couched

in statistical terms,. Statistical investigation 1I1n
this sense turns out rather to be a form of inductive
reasoning, which, although permitted by Hempel, (s
considered unsound and logically impossible by Popper.
(5) For Hempel, the deductive-nomological model is only

one mode of sclentific explanation, while for Popper it
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1s the only mode of explanation. We will here, for the

purposes of brevity, refer to this as the covering law

model of explanation. (6) Popper describes how this

model operates:

To give a causal explanation of an event
means to deduce a statement which describes
it, using as premises of the deduction one or
more universal laws, together with certain
singular statements, the initial conditions.

(Popper, 1968: 59)

In his treatment of soientific explanation, Popper
finds no need to adopt any ‘'principle of causality",
Indeed, the adoption of sueh a principle would be
problemmatic for any investigatiorn 1into sclentific
methodology. For the assertion that any event can be
causally explained is either tautological or else an
assertion about reality. In the tirst case, if "can"
means that it is always logically possible to construct
a covering law explaining an event, then the assertion
is analytic and trivially true, and assertions of this
type are not very valuable for the sclentific
investigator. On the other hand, if we wish to signify
by the word "can" the notion that the world is governed
by striet laws, this 1s a statement about reality, and
is synthetic, but it is not falsifiable, as Popper
shows in Section 78 of The Logic of Scientific

Discovery. (7) Accordingly, he neither adopts nor
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rejeots any princlple of causality, but instead
relegates it to the realm of metaphysics, and exocludes
it from science. He does adopt a methodological rule
which corresponds very o¢losely to the principle of
causality. This 1s the rule that "we are not to
abandon the search for universal 1laws and for a
coherent theoretical system, nor ever give up our
attempts to explain causally any kind of event we can
describe.," (Popper, 1968: 61)

Now Popper's use of the covering law model 1is
deceptively simple. It 1is based upon the logical
principle of modus tollens, Popper describes this

principle in the following fashion:

Let P be a conclusion of a system T of
statements which may consist of theories and
initial conditions (for the sake of
Simplicity I will not distinguish between
them), We may then symbolize the relation of
derivability (analytical {implication) of P
from T by "Teed>P" yhich may be read "p
follows from T", Assume P to be false, which
we may write ““p®, teo be read "npot-P", Given
the relation of deduclbility, T-->P, and the
assumption "P, we can then infer ~T (read
"not-T"); that is, we regard T as falsified.
If we denote the conjunction (simultaneous
assertion) of two statements by putting a
point between the symbols standing for them,
we may also write the falsifying inferenge
thus: ((T==>P).“P)}==>"T) or in words: "if p
is derivable from T, and if P is false, then
T also is false. (8)

We ocan replace the variables in this argument with any
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terms whatsoever, without disturbing the logical
consequences of the argument, If we replace them with
termé which generate true premises 1n the argument,
then the conclusion must also be true, But notice what
it would mean for the concluslon of a argument 1like
this to be ¢true. If °T is true, then T 1is false. If
we replace the statement "T-->P" with a strictly
universal statement, then the conclusion generated by
such a form of argument can only be that the universal
statement is false, Thus, for Popper, we do not

concern ourselves with the verification of strictly

universal statements (covering 1laws), only with their

falsification.

An explanation of an event and its prediction can
be treated in the same manner, and can be expressed in
exactly the same form., Given covering laws, and given
the singular statements of the initial conditions, we
deduce a singular statement as a conclusion (the
negation of a universal statement). Depending on our
perspective, we are entitled to regard this deduction
as either an explanation of the event, or as its
prediction. Generally speaking, we  make this
distinction simply on the basis of a particular problem
with which we are ooncerned, If the event has already

occurred and we wish to know why, the covering law



Chapter 2 The Loglc of Science 59

model explains 1it, If we are given a covering law and
specific initial conditions, and we wish to ascertain
what can be expected from them, the event in question
is said to be predicted., But again, it is important to
note that for Popper there is no essential difference
between prediction and explanation in science.

Popper's use of the principle of modus tollens 1is
based upon a fundamental asymmetry between the logical
handling of truth and falsity. It 13 a well-known
logical principle that truth is transmitted downward in
a validly constructed argument, i.e., from premise to
conclusion, while falsity is transmitted upwards, from
conclusion to premise. False premises will not
necessarily generate false conclusions, nor will true
conclusions necessarily entail true premises. (9) But
since both false premises and true ones can pgenerate
true conclusions, we can conclude nothing about the
truth of a premise from the truth of a conclusion based
upon that premise, This 1s important, for 1t means
that a wuniversal 1law cannot 1logically be considered
verified just because we may be able to use it in the
explanation or prediction of an actual event, Even if
we observe the event, and hold the statement of our
observation to be true, it is possible to construct an

infinite number of general laws from which this
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observation can be derived,

This fact is analogous to the famous "Paradéx of
the Raven®™, which Quine (1975) attributes to Carl
Hempel. The universal statement "All ravens are blaock"
cannot be verified by any number of observations. This
is so because the statement 1s logically equivalent ¢to
the statement "All non-black things are non-ravéns“.
Since my refrigerator is non-black and at the same ﬁime
a non=raven, the observation of this fact must be
considered a verifying instance of this law, and of its
logically equivalent fora "All ravens are black",
Indeed, there are an infinite number of non-black
things in the wuniverse, and therefore an infinite
number of potential verifiers of the atatement "All
ravens are black"™, Yet it hardly seems proper to speak
of such things as refrigerators when investigat%pg a
law about ravens, The attempt to verify a general
statement leads us therefore into a type of paradox.
'Falsification, on the other hand, poses no such
problem. Either of the two forms of the universal
statement is falsified wupon discovery of Jjust one
instance of a non-black raven, which would
coincidentally be a non~black thing which 1s not a
non-raven,

Popper has then shown us a way out of the ¢twin
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problems of induction and verification, by presenting a
view of sclentific progress which does not rely upon
induction at all. Rather than induce universal laws
and attempt to verify them through further observation,
we need only propose them (out of thin air, as it were)
and attempt to derive singular statements from them,
the truth of which can be tested, If these singular
statements prove to coincide with our oﬁservations, the

hypothesis of the general law is said to be temporarily

corroborated, We cannot, of course, conclude that it

is true. 1If the singular statement 1s shown to be
fal se by our observations, then ¢this falsity 1s
transmitted upward to the premise, and the hypothesis
has been falsified. It is now up to science to discard
the discredited hypothesis and replace it with a new
one which will not generate the same false singular
statement. (10)

In order for Popper's scheme to work, the original
universal statement must at least in principle be
falsifiable. That 1s, we must be able to derive from
it certain singular statements which may be tested
against empirical observations, This then becomes
Popper's criterion for demarcation: Iif a statement 1{is
not falsifiable, it 1s not a 3scientific statement;

rather, it is a "metaphysical" one, To see the
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difference, compare the statement "The path of light 1s
bent bj the force of gravity" with the statement "All
human beings are mortal", From the former we can
derive a prediction which tells us that light from a
star on the other side of the Sun should be bent around
the Sun, causing us to observe an apparent deflection
in the star's position, This statement can be checked
agailnst empirical observations, and, 1if false, would
falsify the original hypotheslis. But the second
statement cannot be falsified, for we can conceive of
no oritical experiment which would enable us to observe
an immortal human being. (11) Thus, this statement is
for Popper a metaphysical one, '

Note that Popper does believe with the positivists
that metaphysical statements are meaningless ———
meaning as such does not enter into his demarcation
criterion. Metaphysical statements may yet be true or
false, but they are simply not scientific, and their
truth cannot he decided in a scientific manner, Nor
does Popper believe that metaphysical statements are
not useful or even necessary. He notes that

ees it cannot be denied that along with
metaphysical ideas which have obstructed the
advance of science there have been others ---

such as speculative atomism =~~~ which have

alded 1t. And looking at the matter from the

psychological angle, I am inelined to think
that scientific discovery is impossible
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without faith in ideas which are of a purely
speculative kind, and sometimes even quite
hazy; a faith which is completely
unwarranted from the point of view of
sclence, and which, to that - extent, is
"metaphysical", (Popper, 1968: 38)

Problems With the Line of Demarcation

There exist some telling problems with Popper's
criterion for science, hovever. One of these has been
pointed out several times, notably by Skagestad (1975)
and Lakatos (1974). Skagestad notes that Popper, in
his Logik, has developed both a "thesis of
falsifiability™ and a "thesis of fallibility", This
latter thesis relates to the point which Popper makes
that his methodology only deals with the loglical
relationships among statements, and not with the actual
truth-values of the statements themselves. We cannot,
using Popper's method, ever be certaln of constructing
sound arguments, only valid ones. (12) Logical proof
is always something less than truth; thus logic cannot
tell us anything about the ¢&truth of the premises
involved in the argument itself.

Popper himself partially realizes this problem

when he notes:
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In point of fact, no conclusive disproof of a
theory can ever be produced; for it 1is
always possible to say that the experimental
results are not reliable, or that the
discrepancies which are asserted to exist
between the experimental results and the
theory are only apparent and that they will
disappear with the advance of our
understanding .... If you insist on strict
proef (or striot disproof) in the empirical
sclences, you will never  benefit from
experience, and never learn from it how wrong
you are, EPopper, 1968: 50)

We can,.in other words, always invent ad hoc hypotheses
to explain away the observed discrepancy between theory
and experimental results, and thereby refuse to falsify
the theory. We are not prevented from doing this by
any rule of logic, and so Popper must instead rely on
the good will of the well-meaning scilentist to
eliminate ad hoe hypotheses from his program.

Popper 1s making the point that not only 1is the
general law which we are testing falsifiable, but so
are our observational statements which we are using ¢to
test the law. Indeed, he often regards all statements,
even those referring to singular observations, as
hypotheses (Cf, Popper and Eccles, 1977). Why are we
not entitled to regard the singular statement referring
to our observation as false, rather than our universal
law? In fact, it often seems that most of what

sclentists do involves rejecting experimental
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observations which do not seem to ocoincide with some
prediction generated by a covering law. The logic of
Popper's method in no way forces us to regard the
prediction generated by his method as false simply
because it oonflicts with what we have apparently
observed., We are only presented with two contradictory
singular statements, both of which cannot be true, but
Popper's method does not, and can never, give us a rule
for deeclding between them, In other words, all
statements are fallible, and, as Ayer expresses it,
"Logically, our freedom is wunlimited", _(éited in
Skagestad, 1975: 26, my emphasis)

Furthermore, the notion that all statements are
fallible applies equally well to the "initial
conditions" which Popper includes in his covering law
model of explanation. Using that model and modus
tollens, he constructs an argument of the following
type:

Let "T" be a universal 1law, and "P" be a prediction
derivable from this law. Then the argument from modus

tollens seems to run thusly:
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-T
And the universal law 1s apparently falsified. But
remember that Popper says that the general law does not
by itself generate the prediction, Rather, it must be
accompanied by certain statements which describe the
"initial conditions". A law such as "Water at sea
level boills at 100C" does not directly produce the
prediction "The water in this container will boil", It
must be éccompanied by at least two more statements of
initial conditions: "The water in this container is at
sea level", and "The water in this container has been
heated to 100C", Thusa, the argument does not really
proceed in the manner of the simple modus tollens
described above. Let the first of our statements of
initial conditions be designated as "S1" and the second
as nsav, Since the general 1law must be taken in
conJunction with the initial conditions to yileld the
prediction, we must replace the simple conditional of
the above argument with the statement: "(T7.81.852) ==
P". Now, however, from an observation of the form
uw~pn. we are entitled to conclude only "~(T.S1.82)",
or, in other words, "(°T v 81 v ~82)". (13) Popper's
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method does not tell us which of the elements of this
statement must be considered to be falsified.

It may be objeoted on Popper's behalf that all we
need to do to find out which of the three premises has
beén falsified 1s to  examine them  individually,
particularly the initial conditlons. 1If these prove to
be true, then we now have an extended modus tollens
whioh tells us that the geﬁeral law is 1indeed false,
Indeed, we could do the same thing to overcome the
previous objection: merely test the observation to see
if it 1s true, and thereby decide the truth of the
prediction., Certainly this is what scientists do all
the time. But the point here 4s that this testing
cannot be carried out within Popper's system without
leading to an infinite regress of undecidability. We
may propose to test statement S2 for example, by
oreating the following new conditiomal: "(8S2.82') —-=>
82'' where "S2'" gtands for "Mercury in this glass
rises to this mark at 100C", and "S2'*" gstands for "The
mercury in this glass when inserted in this water rises
to this mark"™. But we have merely replaced the problem
of the old 1nitial conditions with the problem of the
new initial conditions, In fact, the initial
conditions themselves can be Seen to be predictions

based upon different covering laws which are also
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falsifiable, and we can extend the premises of this
argument indefinitely.

Finally, another related problem is one which to
my knowledge has never been pointed out before, and
this occurs when we apply the oriterien of demarcation
(a methodological rule) to itself. We may legitimately
ask the question whether Popper's rule of demarcation
is 1tself a scientific law or whether it belongs to the
realm of metaphysics. If the statement "All scientific
laws are falsifiable" is itself a scilentifioc statement,
then it must in some way be capable of being falsified.
The rule must be regarded as an hypothesis, and we nust
be able to fashion a test for this hypothesis,
according to the rule of demarcatlion, But since this
rule is itself the hypothesis to be tested, the action
of the last sentence, viz,, "we must be able to fashion
a test for this hypothesis" becomes 1in 1ts turn an
hypothesis, and is therefore testable. As is the last

statement, and so on, ad infinitum., Therefore, if the

idea that scientific statements are those which are
testable 1s itself a sclentific idea, we are led to the
paradox of not being capable of testing a testable
hypotheslis.

If, on the other hand, there can be no falsifying

experience for Popper's 1line of demarcation (as I
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believe is the case), then Popper's rule of demarcation
seems to be a metaphyslcal construct, not an empirical
one, and must ocompete for acceptance in the world of
metaphysical propositions, But Popper has shorn it of
its abllity to do so: he does not believe that there
can be a standard or coriterion for deciding among
metaphysical ideas. Indeed, this is the very heart and
purpose of his rule of demarcation,

In brief, we can sum up the problems with Popper's
method of demarcation as follows:
1. We do not know, from Popper's method alone, whether
we have shown the prediction to be false, and therefore
falsified the hypothesls.
2.+ Even if we are convinced that the prediction 1is
false, we ocannot conoclude that the hypothesis is
necessarlly false in the presence of other initial
conditions which were necessary to derive the
prediction,
3. We cannot falsify the line of demarcation 1itself,
indicating that it 1is not a scientific statement, yet

Popper maintains that metaphysical statements are
undecidable,

Conventionalism

Popper recognizes the first two problems, and
attempts to rescue his method from oriticism by using
what Skagestad calls Popper's "thesis of
conventionaliam", Simply put, Popper takes the line
that the only way out of the bind into whioh his notion
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of method leads him 1s to treat the method as if it
were composed of rules for a "game", and to require
that scientists agree to abide by these "conventions"
before engaging 1in research. (Popper, 1968: 53)
Accordingly, Popper suggests that we wutilize a rule
against the iIntroduction of ad hoe¢ hypotheses, for
example, and agree to accept it prior to the initiation
of scientific inquiry, Just as the rule that ochess
pieces may only be moved 1n.oertain well=-defined ways
must be accepted by all players before the game begins,
There 1s nothing intrinsic about the chess pieces which
forces us to move them in any particular fashion, but
if we change the pattern of allowable moves, we will
slmply not be playing chess, Similarly, we could
' adjust the rules of investigation to allow the use of
ad hoe hypotheses, and this would be perfectly
legitimate from a logical point of view, but Popper
would maintain that we would not then be practicing
science, but something else iInstead. Changing the
rules of ochess might result in a different, even
enjoyable, game, and there may be other useful and
proper forms of investigation, but both of these
"mutations" must nevertheless be distinguished from the
original "games".

There are other examples of methodological rules
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of the game of science which must be regarded as

conventions, Popper gives us two:
(1) The game of science 1s, in principle,
without end. He who decides one day that
scientific statements do not call for any
further test, and that they can be regarded
as finally verified, retires from the game.
(2) Once a hypothesis has been proposed and
tested, and has proved its mettle, it may not

?e ?llowed to drop out without "good reason".
14

We must also develop conventlons regarding the truth of
initlal conditions and of observation statements,
These are basically the same, since we have seen that
the initial conditions of one covering law explanation
schema can themselves be regarded as singular
statements derived from other covering laws. We
develop this conventfon by first accepting a prior
convention, one of "intersubjective testability". This
convention states that we will agree to accept
observation statements which somehow seem independent
of any particular observer. Since there can be no rule
telling us when enough intersubjective testing of
observations has been done, we can only rely upon some

general consensus on the part of the observers,
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Incompleteness in Science

At first glance, Popper's reliance on
conventionalism as an escape from criticism might seem
to be an ad hoe hypothesis of his own, and a defect 1in
his pregram, In one sense, it is a defect, or rather
the result of a defect, but it is not a problem limited’
to Popper's system., Instead, it is a problem endemic
to systems of sclence in general. A hint of what this
problem 1s can be seen when Popper tells us:

Although loglc may perhaps set up oriteria

for declding whether a statement is testable,

it certainly 1is not concerned with the

question whether anyone exerts himself ¢to
test it. (Popper, 1968: 54)

There are '"holes", in other words, 1in scientific
practice which logic does net fill, It cannot define
for us an interesting problem, it cannot motivate us to
undertake research, and 1t cannot force itself on us
and require us to behave logically. Most 1importantly,
perhaps, logic cannot by itself establish the truth or
falsity of any single observation statement, or of all
statements derivable from other statements. This may
seem somewhat paradoxical, but it is one of the more
fascinating and far-reaching findings in mathematical
logic.
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In his now-famous 1931 paper, "On Formally

Undecidable Propositions of Principia Mathematica and

Related Systems", the Austrian mathematiclian Kurt Godel
has shown that in any logical system powerful enough to
contain pnumber theory,- we must expect either
inconsistenoy or 1incompleteness. That 1is teo say,
either we will have a system in whieh there appear
contradictory propositions, or, if we avold this, one
in which certain well-formed formulae (wff) or
propositions will not be "decidable" as to their truth
or falsity. (15) They cannot be proved or disproved by
the system. 1In the fields of mathematics and 1logic,
this paper has had broad and important impact, but the
full ramifications of Godel's finding have not yet been
widely recognized. It can be shown that the findings
are generalizable ¢to include scientific investigation.
If we view sclence as a systematiec method ocontaining
formal rules for investigation {whether these rules be
inductive or deductive in character) and note that it
utilizes mathematics and 1loglcal principles, science
too must be ocontent with either inconsistency or
incompleteness,

Of the two, inconsistency is the worse problen,
for it ocan be shown that 1inconsistent premises

logically entail all possible statements. Suach a
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system would fail to distinguish between true
statements and false ones, precisely what science 1is
supposed to be able to do. (16) If we do not wish our
sclence to generate conclusions indiscoriminately, and
to be wunable to distinguish between truth and falsity,
we must instead be satisfied with incompleteness. That
is, there must remain some well-formed statements of
science the truth or falsity of which cannot, in

rinciple, be determined by scilence, This has grave
consequences for a phillosophy of sclence, of course,
and one of these is the consequence that scientific

proof must always remaln something less than truth. To

put the matter more simply, the old idea of science as
a means for dividing all statements about empirical
reality into distinet c¢lasses of ¢true and false
statements has been shown by Godel's work to be an
impossible program. Any science which could decide the
truth or falsity of all its propositions would have to
be too "weak" (17) to be of any use, or 1in some
fundamental sense, inconsistent, If we desire a
science of sufficient strength which 13 at the same
time consistent, we must expect that there will be some
propositions whose ¢truth or falsity cannot be
determined, That is, we will have to appeal outside

our system of science for such a determination to be
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made.

This problem 4s characteristic of all formal
systems, and hence of all scientiflec systems, not Jjust
the one which Popper has devised. The important point
in all this 1s that methodological rules cannot justify

themselves, We must appeal to some criterion ocutside
the system which operates at a "higher level" than the
system itself, if we are to find Justification for such
rules, Popper's conventionalism 1s his mode of appeal;
it is his way of deciding certain propositions by

getting outside the boundaries of science.

The Problem with Conventlonalism

Having made this brief excursus into the general
problem of 1incompleteness, 1let us return to Popper's
econventionalism, Now we have seen that the rule of
intersubjective testability 4is a convention which we
are to adopt in order for us to formulate oonventions
regarding the acceptance of observation statements (or
basic statements in general). This shows that there
are not only low-level conventions, "rules of the
game", but also higher and higher levels of
conventions, each one an agreement to accept a lower

level, Indeed, there is one great convention which



Chapter 2 The Logic of Scilence 76

Popper regards as requiring acceptance prior to the
designation of any subsidiary rules. 1In designing the
game of solence, we first of all set down a "supreme
rule?
+es wWhich serves as a kind of norm for
deciding upon the remaining rules, and whieh
is thus a rule of a higher type. It 1is the
rule which says that the other rules of
scientiflc procedure must be designed in such
a way that they do not protect any statement

in science against falsification. (Popper,
1968: 5SU)

This rule is really Jjust a translation of the criterion
of demarcation, for any violation of the rule would
amount to treating some scientific statement as
unfalsifiable (and therefore "metaphysical®).

But we have touched on a problem 1in all this:
eaven this so-called "supreme rule" does not carry its
own justification, and must be regarded as a
convention, There must still therefore be some higher
level of agreement to accept this rule, and it is
therefore not ¢truly "supreme", In fact, the

requirement of agreement extends to indefinitely higher

levels, and there can be no supreme convention at all.
How can this seemingly hopeless chain of conventions
ever be limited to give meaning to the practice of
sclence? In short, why should we "agree" to accept

Popper's own doctrine of conventionalism?
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Problem Situations and Traditions

This latter question basically asks for a way of
deciding among methodologles, and Popper of course
attempts to answer it. And just as the Justification
for his methodological system ocould be accomplished
only be stepping out of this system into the higher
level "system" of oonventionalism, so deces  his
Justification of this latter system require another,
higher-level appeal to his ‘''system"” of "problem
situations®,

Let us look at this notion by examining some of
the 1deas expressed 1in Popper's 1949 essay "Towards a
Rational Theory of Tradition® (Popper, 1962: 120-135).
The essay as a whole 1s concerned with the role which
tradition must play in scientific investigation. If we
take "tradition® to stand. for certain commonly
inherited sets of problems, hypotheses, and myths, as
Popper does, then we shall see that Popper 1s directly
addressing our question regarding methodologles,

At one point in the essay, Popper 1invites wus ¢to
consider what advice we should give a student aspiring
to be a sclentist, and tells us that this advice cannot

simply be "Go round and observe". (Popper, 1962: 129)
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This must be so because the command to observe does not
carry with it a qualifier telling the student what to
observe, If I am told, for example, to wrlte down what
I am now observing, I can hardly think where to begin.
Should I write that I am shut in a very hot, stuffy
office? That my pen skips? That my shoes are badly in
need of repair? Or should I begin listing the contents
of my desk top? Perhaps I should concentrate instead
on my feelings about these more immediate observations,
or perhaps I should record the fact that I am aware
that I can 1list thousands of observations which I am
capable of making at any moment.

The point 1is that the number of possible
observations is infinite and, more importantly, at this
time I consider nearly all of them to be irrelevant.
This leads me naturally to consider relevance as a
potential way of filtering the number of possible
observations to arrive at a much smaller and more
manageable set of relevant observations which I can
then regard critically according to some methodology.
Now Popper maintains that the criterion for relevance
of an observation is that it have some recognizable
connection to some problem with which we are concerned,
If my problem is writing a dissertation (and it is),

then the observation that my pen is rumnning ocut of 1ink
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is ''a relevant one, an 1its relevance 1is almost
immediately appareﬁt. Observing the state of my
footgear, on the other hand, 1is not  generally
understood to have such relevance, although in ¢this
case it proved to be relevant in that I reaiized (a
further observation) that I could use that cobservation
as an example in the preceeding paragraph. This shows
that a potential obsérvation's relevance in one context
may or may not be immediately recognized, even though
it 15 known to be relevant in another context (such as
the problem of acquiring a decent wardrobe on an
Instructor's salary).

At any rate, the relevance of an observation |is
directly related to the "problem situation" in whioh
the observing agent 1s placed. For scientists, this
problem situation 1s especially composed of traditions,
rules, hypotheses, and e¢ritical problems of science,
Accordingly, Popper advises his young student to do
more than observe, He tells him instead:

situation of tggouﬁgy. *“Thls means thEe yen

plck up, and try to ocontinue, a 1line of

inquiry which has the whole background of the
earlier development of sclence behind it;

you fall in with the tradition of science,
{(Popper, 1968: 129)

And in so doing, you study history.
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Studying this tradition gets the ball rolling for
the neophyte. But we might ask how the traditions
themselves got started. How, in other words, did the
first sclentist ochoose his oriteria for observation?
The answer should be obvious: by essentially the same
method of attempting to understand and resolve some
problem situation., While the newly-inducted student of
science méy find himself asked to consider the problenm
"Why has the Sun apparently stopped producing
neutrinos?®, (18) the hypothetically first scientist
may have begun by considering the problem of why he got
so0 hot standing under that big ball of fire in the sky.

These problem situgbions not only filter our
observations, (19) but also define the context in which
methodologies may be judged. We have seen that Popper
cannot justify his system logically, and must appeal to
agreement. Yet he cannot compel such agreement using
"scientifio™ arguments, and 1s reluctant to rely upon
metaphysical arguments., But by noting that problen
situations are the impelling force in our
investigations, providing purpose and filtering
observations, he 1s able to claim that those techniques
which we select should be those which result in the
solution (or at least a better understanding) of our

problems,
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Thus a methodology is to be judged after it has
been utilized., The proof of the pudding will be in the
eating. If a methodology serves to make clearer
something which was unclear, or enables us to overcome
the problem which impelled our investigation, it is a
good one, If not, it is a bad one, Popper can then
finally present us with an argument for the acceptance
of his own methodelogy, in particular his 1line of
demarcation:

My only reason for proposing my criterion of

demarcation is that it is fruitful: that a

great many poilnts can be clarified and

explained with its help .... It is only from

the consequences of ay definition of

empirical socience, and from the

methodological decisions which depend upon

this definition, that the scientlisat will be

able to see how far 1t conforms ¢to his

intuitive idea of the goal of his endeavors,
{(Popper, 1968: §5)

This new "eriterion of the problem situation" 1is
at the heart of Poppert's original eritique of
historicism. For in his early work, he is primarily
concerned with coriticizing historicism as a poor method
-~ one which does not yleld fruitful results in terms
of enabling us to deal with some problem situation,
Moreover, its '"poverty" i1is seen 1In light of its own
recognized problem situation, That 1is, even 1if we

accept that the problems with which historiclists are
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concerned are the fundamental problems of history and
political science, the method falls short. Historicism
does not do what it claims to do.

Further problems need to be worked out regarding
Popper's methodology, but 1t would be useful now to
turn to Popper's early oritique of historicism, The
analysis of this critique will ¢then lead quite
naturally back to a yet unexamined problem ~- the
cultural and historical relativism inherent in relying

upon problem situations and traditions,
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(1) See for example Byerly, 1973: 394-395., Not
all logicians agree with such a distinctlon, however.
Howard Kahane, for example, maintains that "there isntt
any truth to this old idea about the difference between
deductive and inductive reasoning." (1980: ©6) He
bases his argument upon examples whioh purport to show
"valid" arguments whiech move from particular premises
to particular or general oonclusions. The problem
here, though, is in his notion of a "valid" argument =«
one 1in which if the premise were true "“then that would
be a good reason to accept the conclusion.," (Kahane,
1980: 6, n.W)

Unfortunately, it is the very idea of what
gonstitutes a "good enough reason" for accepting a
conclusion that is at stake here, and Kahane's informal
approach is of no help to us, We will therefore
maintain the traditional, formal distinctlion,

(2) This is due to the fact that the probability
of an avent occcurring combined with the probability of
it not occurring must equal unity.

(3) This " type of problem in explaining 1low
probability eavents 1is often used on me by my
fundamentalist friends. Believing with Hempel that
sclentific laws are inductive in nature, and that they
therefore deal with events of high probability, they
challenge the sclentific thesis of evolution by
pointing out to me that, by the scientists' own
admission, the probability that evelution would produce
human beings just as they are is vanishingly small, and
that science has therefore shown the very improbability
of evolution, rather than established it as fact. I
hope the following treatment of scientifliec explanation
provides a response to such an argument.

(4) (Popper, 1968: 63) Popper believes that "the
question whether the 1laws of science are strictly or
numerically universal cannot be 3settled by argument,
It is one of those questions which can be settled only
by an agreement or a aonvention." (Popper, 1968: 63)
And since the problem of induction does not go away in
practice, even with the consideration of natural laws
as numerically universal statements, Popper concludes
that it is more wuseful and frultful to deal with
natural laws in their strictly universal form, We will
return to this notion of "conventionalism" later.
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(5) Note, however, that this does not prevent
Popper from outlining his own "frequency theory" of
statistical analysis and using the results to interpret
certain statistical statements as attempts to falsif
general laws. See Berheide (1981) for an examiInation
of this theory.

(6) This model is sometimes referred to as the
"Popper-Hempel" model of explanation. (Cf. Wilkins,
1976) I believe this reference to be a mistake, for it
ignores wide differences in the way in which general
laws are treated by the two thinkers,

(7) Popper asks, "Is the world ruled by striect
laws or not? This question I regard as metaphysiocal.
The laws we find are always hypotheses; which means
that they may always be superceded, and that they may
possibly be deduced from probability estimates. Yet
denying causality would be the same as attempting to
persuade the theorist to give up his search: and that
such an attempt cannot be backed by anything like a
proof has just been shown." (Popper, 1968: 247=-248)
Popper is alluding to his argument earlier in the work
(cf. Section 69, "Law and Chance") that the results of
scientific experimentation can never be used to support
either a deterministic or an indeterministic position.

(8) (Popper, 1968: 76) The special symbols which
Popper uses are slightly different than the ones
contained here in the text, but the vagaries of the
Berea College computer system make improvisation a
virtue here,

(9) The section below on incompleteness will
further make ¢this peint in asserting that from
contradictory premises, which necessarily contaln
falsehood, any conclusion whatsoever can be drawn,
including statements which are true.

{10) There is slightly more to it than this, of
course, An hypothesis which 18 disoredited by one
observation has been falsified, but we will not simply
discard it 1in favor of any hypothesis which is not
disoredited by the same observation, for there are an
infinite number of these, We instead must develop an
hypothesis which has at least the same "explanatory
power" as the first and which in addition 1is not
falsified by the same observation. Such an hypothesis
may not be put forth for some time, and we may be
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forced to limp along for awhille with the knowledge that
our theories are false, Popper discusses this problem
as the problem of '"verisimilitude®, (cr. Popper,
1979: Chap. 2).

(11) Anytime we claimed to observe such a
phenomenon, we might Justly be asked to "wait just a
little while" for the observed subject to die. This
constraint could be pushed indefinitely into the
future., Indeed, the subject might outlive many
generations of experimenters, with no change In the
possibility that the subject might yet be mortal,. He
might attempt to get around this by waiting until all
human beings were gone from the face of the Earth, but
who then would be making the observation? Note,
however, that while the statement "All humans are
mortal® is not falsifiable ( and is therefore
"metaphysical”) its counterpart, viz,, TAll human
beings are immortal™™ 1is falsifiable, and is in fact
falsified every few seconds,

(12) The traditional distinction between a sound
argument and a valid argument 1s that in a valid
argument, if the premises are true, then the coneclusion
must be tfue. A sound argument is a valid argument 1in
which -the premises are in fact true, e

{(13) The character "v" here stands for 1logilcal
disjunction, Read it as the word “or",

(14) (Popper, 1968: 53=54) He continues here: "A
'good reason! may be, for instance: replacement of the
hypothesis by another which ls better testable; or the
falsification of one of the consequences of the
hypothesis."

(15) Technically, the incompleteness does not
apply to the ¢truth of atatements, only to their
derivability within some formal system. However, such
systens are generally constructed so as to be
isomorphie to real ¢truth and falsity, That is,
derivable statements within the system are meant to
correspond to true statements about reality, and
non-derivable ones to false statements. So a wff which
is undecidable within some system corresponds to some
statement about reality whose truth or falsity cannot
be determined.

(16) The assertion that from contradictory
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premises any conclusion whatsoever c¢an be drawn is
easily shown, Let P be a premise and ~“P be a
contradictory premise, Now it is wuniversally valid
that

P -=> (P v Q); {(read "If P, then P or Q")
If we substitute "~p" for "P", we have
“P ~=> (*P v Q)

Using the principle that (A v B) <-=> (*A --=> B),
we ¢an wrilte

P «=> ("7P -=> Q)

Simplifying:

P ==> (P ==> Q)

Which ylelds, by the principle eof importation:

(*Pp . P) -=> Q; (read "If not P and P, then Q")

Thus the assertion of the truth of the conjunctioen
of two inconsistent premises ylelds any conclusion
whatsoever.

(17) The power of a formal system is related by
logicians to the ability of that system to incorporate
the principles of arithmetic. The more propositions of
arithmetie {(or number theory) which can be expressed by
a formal system, the more powerful that system is. For
Godel, a "sufficiently powerful" system 1s one which
can express all number theoretical statements
expressible in Peano arithmetic, Obviously, our
science should be sufficiently powerful, if it is to
make use of arithmetic.

(18) The range of this problem is explored in an
interesting article by James S. Trefil in the March,
1978 issue of Smithsonlan Magazine.

(19) Popper claims indeed that they act in an even
more fundamental way than as filters. He believes it
impossible to observe anything at all without some
problem in the baockground. That 1is, in the absence of
any problems, we would simply not observe. That this
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does not ocour is due to the fact that problem
recognition is built into us at the biological level --
to be alive 1is to experilence problems -- and is not
something we can ochoose to do without, See esp.
Popper and Ecoles, 1977.
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III. HISTORICISM

Truth 1is with the victor -- who, as you
know, alse controls the historians.

-~ Hochhuth, The Deputy

We have begun the investigation of this toplc with
an examination of the thought of Sir Karl Popper, for
at least two reasons, one of which 13 immediately
apparent, and one of which will become sensible only
after the investigation 13 complete. This 1latter
reason, briefly, requires an understanding of the
taxonomy of critiques which this work will develop., We
may place Popper at the beginning of the investigation
because his thought (at least as expressed in his
earlier work) may be alassed as belonging in the
simplest and least ocomprehensive c¢lass of criticism
with which we will be dealing. Further discussion of
this will have to be deferred,

The more immediately apparent reason is that thus
far in our discussion we have not yet had occcasion to
admit a definition of the term "historicism", and
Popper provides us with one. 1Indeed, if he does not
actually claim to have coined the term, he at least
feels responsible for dragging it into the limelight
and attaching to it his own definition., (Popper, 1964:
3) His understanding of the term is broad, (1) as we
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shall see, but limited to a clearly discernable core
set of principles, vwhich will serve adequately
throughout this work. It is perhaps best to start with
that work of Popper's which 1s most forthrightly

directed towards our tople: The Poverty of Historcism

(1964), by his own admission his "stodgiest plece of
writing®. (Popper, 1976: 114) Here we may find
Popper's clearest and leanest definition of

Yhistoriociam":

What I mean by 'historicism! will be
explained at length in this study. It will
be enough if I say here that I mean by
‘historicism' an approach to the social
sciences which assumes that historical

rediction is their principal aim, and which
assumes that this aim 48 attainable by

discovering the 'rhythms' or the 'patterns?',
the 'laws' or the 'trends' that underlie the
evolution of history., (1964: 3)

Prediction or explanation is the primary goeal of
the scientifiec enterprise, acocording to Popper, and we
have seen that this goal is met through  the
construction of his covering law model, Although his
model was developed with the natural soclences as his
primary oconsideration, Popper nowhere denies the
possibility of practicing social science according to
the same principles, To be sure, we will note some

differences which Popper sees between the two branches
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of science, primarily in the differing oconstraints
placed on experimental method by the different subject
matters, but the basic metheodology 1s the same in
either case. To the extent that the historiclst makes
this claim, Popper 1s in agreement.

The difference between the historicist outlook and
that of'Popper basiﬁally concerns the nature of the
covering laws which may legitimately be used, and the
content of the predictions or explanations which oan be
generated by the model. For the historicist, covering
laws in social science will be about history, and the
specific predictions derived from them will be
historical in nature, For Popper, we shall see that
covering laws cannot have any historical character and
still remain strictly universal statements, and
therefore predictions cannot be historical either.

This definition of historieism, and Popper's
eritique of that view, have been criticized by Marcuse
(1957) on the grounds that Popper does not deal with
any actual thinkers; that he in effeoct sets up a straw
man historicism and beats it to death, This proves no
point whatsoever, Marcuse oclaims, since no one 1in his
right mind would believe all the things which Popper
imputes to his imaginary historicist. (Marcuse, 1957:
121-122)
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But at least three cobjections can be raised ¢to
this. For one thing, we shall see that Popper does
deal very specifically with particular thinkers in The
Poverty of Historicism, notably Karl Mannheim, Bertrand

Russell, and Karl Marx, and in addition he also manages
to sideswipe Plato and Aristotle. Secondly, by the
time Marcuse had written his review, he ocertainly had

avallable Popper's The Open Soclety and Its Enemies

(1966), originally published in 1942, This work deals
extensively with Plato, Aristotle, Marx, and Hegel, who
Popper argues are historicists supreme. A third
objection is that Popper never set out to critique one
particular writer, or any five or six people that he
could lump together as historicists anyhow, In the
opening pages of The Poverty of Historicism, Popper

sets forth his method of dealing with historicism, and
that is to make as strong a case as possible for the

historlcist:

+ee I have not hesitated to construct
arguments in its support which have never, to
my knowledge, been brought forward by
historicists themselves. ! hopa that, 1in
this way, I have succeeded 1in building up a
position really worth attacking. In other
words, I have tried to perfect a theory which
has often been put forward, but perhaps never
in a fully develcped form, This 1s why I
have deliberately chosen the somewhat
ungﬂmili?r label "historicism", (Popper,
1964: 3
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His Justification for doing this is to make as strong a
case for historicism as possible. Presumably, if one
can defeat the strongest c¢ase, one automatically
defeats all lesser oases, Additionally, he says, by
introduecing this term,

I hope I shall avoid merely verbal quibbles:
for nobody, I hope, will be tempted to
question whether any of the arguments here
discussed really or properly or essentially
belong to historieclsm, or what the word
"historicism™ really or roperly or
essentially means, (1968: 3-”? _

Marcuse, however, either did not read this passage, or
read it and chose to ignore it anyway.

In the Preface to The Poverty of Historicism, (2)

Popper notes that in this work, he had not attempted to
refute historicism, but merely to show that as a method
of investigation 1t could not be very fruitful, He
states that only after developing his ideas on
indeterminism did he realize that historicism was not
only a poor method of scientific investigation, but
that 4t was also actually false. (Popper, 1964:
vieviii) We will deal with Popper's oriticism of
historicism in two parts, examining in the next chapter
his early analysis of historicism as a poor

(unscientific) method, and then investigating his
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refutation,

The Claims of Historiaelam

Popper divides the supporters of historicism into
two broad categories, according to thelr understanding
of the demands of social sclence methodology. Those
who would maintain that the methods of the natural
sciences (with physics being the natural science par

excellence) may be imported, with 1little or no

modification, into the social sciences, he calls
"pro-naturalistio® or "positive"™ historicists, and
those who believe precisely the opposite, viz., that
the methods of physics cannot be adapted for use by the
social sclences, he terms "anti-naturalistie® or
"negative! historicists, Note that one does not have
to be an hilstoricist to believe 1in either of these
points of view, However, Popper maintains that in the
context of the definition of historicism noted above,
each dootrine becomes a fallacy, owing primarily to a
distorted view of the natural sciences, We will turn

to the anti-naturallistic fallacy first,
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Anti-Naturalism

The basic anti-naturalistic tenet is that social
laws necessarily depend upon particular historical
situations, and are thus not like the laws of physics,
which are presumed to be independent of time and place.
Such historical relativiasm makes the methods of the
natural sciences inappropriate for social science, (3)
Methods which purport to find a constaney in human
nature and history c¢an really be nothing more than
social apologetics, and the historigist

+e. Opposes them by maintaining that
social uniformities differ wildely from those

of the natural sciences. They change from

one historical period ¢to another, and human

activity is the force that changes them, For

soclal uniformities are not laws of nature,

but man-made; and although they may be sald

to depend on human nature, they do so because

human nature has the power to alter and,

perhaps, to ocontrel them. Therefore things

can be bettered or worasened; active reform
need not be futile. (4)

A second objection to the importation of umethod
arises over the importance of the use of experiments in
the natural sciences,. It 1s asserted by the
anti-naturalist that this significant method is
impossible to wuse in examining social questions, since

the problems of controlling for extraneous variables
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would preclude any real analysis. Experiments of a
large enough scale to deal with social questions would
really be political processes, and hence would not be
repeatable, even in principle, since the initial
conditions of the experiment would have been altered by
the experiment 1itself. Finally, even if these first
two objections could be met, the historicist could
simply respond that all results of a properly executed
social experiment would still.be applicable only to a
particular historical pericd or epoch, and could not be
generalized to the 1level of a "law". This relates to
another objection brought by these historicists, namely
that all social experiences, like biological
experiences, are novel, and are intrinsically "new".
(Popper, 1964: 10) Because of this we will never be
able to discover general laws of cause and effect in
socliety. We may understand some causes, but they will
never again have precisely the same effect.
Anti-naturalists also appeal to what Popper calls
a "twofold complexity" in social phenomena, As noted,
the problem of disentangling relevant variables and
observations is one aspect of this complexity, which we
might consider "horizontal complexity". There i3 also,
however, a Kkind of '"vertical complexity" in human

affairs (5) such that an understanding of sociology
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presupposes an understanding of psychology, which in
turn presupposes an understanding of biology, and so
on, Presumably, soclological knowledge would
eventually presuppose (though perhaps not be reduced
to) knowledge of physics, This mammoth complexity,
while not ruling out understanding of social phenomena
in principle, at 1least makes such understanding a
practical impossibility. (Popper, 1964: 12)

To further complicate matters, social phenomena
fall viectim to what Popper calls the "Qedipus effect",
after a well-known problem in Greek Tragedy. The
problem has appeared before, generally under the rubric
of "self-fulfilling" or "self-denying" prophecies, The
idea here 1s that, owing to the fact that in studying
soclal phenomena we are at the same time student and
object of 1inquiry, certain predictions or discoveries
will produce a situation in which it is impossible for
the prehioted event to take place:

Suppose, for instance, it were predicted that

the price of shares would rise for three days

and then fall. Plainly, everyone connected

with the market would sell on the third day,

causing a fall of prices on that day and

falsifying the predioction. The 1dea, in
short, of an exact and detailed calendar of
soclal events 1is self-contradictory; and
exact and detailed scientific social

predigtions are therefore impossible, (1964:
13-14
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Popper's presentation of the OQedipus effect as an
argument used to support the anti-naturalistie position
is particularly interesting, in that we will find later
that his own more advanced arguments against
historicism make use of a similar problem encountered
when sclence turns 1ts methods of inquiry upon 1tself.
More specifically, we will see that the problem of °
indeterminism in science will be treated by Popper as
final proof of the falsity of the historicist view.

The Oedipus effect, according to the
anti-naturalists, must of necessity destroy the ability
of the soccial scientist to maintain any form of
sclentific objectivity. The argument may first of all
be made that the social situation of the sclentist
which precipitated the effect in the first place
indicates that he cannot be considered merely an
objective viewer of some system existing apart from
himself. A3 a member of the soclal structure being
studied --~ whether it be a family, a political unit,
or sSimply 'mankind" ==~ he 1s himself the subject of
his own investigation, and it 1s easy to see that this
type of dinvestigation cannot proceed "objectively."
(6) The theoretical problem here will often express
itself practically, usually 1in the form of moral

dilemmas presented to sccial sclentists:
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The interaction between the scientiat's
pronouncements and social life almost
invariably creates situations in which we

have not only to consider the truth of such

pronouncements, but also thelir actual

influence on future developments .... The

very fact that his pronouncements do exert an

influence destroys their obJectivity.

(Popper, 1964: 16) -

The case of the financial analyst predicting the future
trend of the stock market 1s a good case in point.
Knowing what he knows, and knowing what the reaction to
what he knows will be, what course of action should he
take? The point is, say the anti-naturalists, social
scientists must necessarily be faced with difficult
moral dilemmas anytime they are investigating social
phenomena which are in any way interesting. Their
decisions, aotions, predictions, and theories will then
be subjective, and therefore unscientific. (7)

Besides the problem of researcher objectivity 1in
soclal science, anti-naturalists point to an even
deeper reason for the inappropriateness of natural
science methodology 1In social science. 1In their view,
says Popper, the objects of sociological analysis
(i.e., social groups) are inherently different from
objects of physical analysis, and methods developed to
deal with the latter cannot be applied to the former,

(Popper, 1964: 17-19) An interesting point regarding
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methodologies may be raised here. The assertion that a
particular method of investigation is the only cne
which can lead us to truth has already been seen to be
patently false, when we applied Godel's Incompleteness
Theorem to the problem of formalizing truth in science,
Since methodology 13 always a mnmatter of proof, and
since Godel's theorem demonstrates that formal proof
must always remaln something less than truth, it
follows that no one methodology can have a monopoly on
the discovery of truth,

This much might easily be recognhized by anyone,
Indeed, Popper here makes the claim that the
anti-naturalist historicists assert as much. But the
assertion that this or that methodology is not useful
in studying a particular objeet because of the nature
of the object at least in part begs the question. If
we wish to examine the nature of an object, it does wus
no good to ochoose our methodology on the basis of
pre-existing ideas of what that nature is, As Popper

has already shown, under such circumstances we must in

effect regard methodologies as experiments themselves,

trying them out and accepting or rejecting then
according to their fruitfulness. There is no method by
which we can take into account the nature of our objeot

of inquiry and conatruct a foolproof methodology a
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priori, Popper himself does not apply this specific
oriticism to the anti-naturalist viewpoint, but 1t 1is

one which naturally flows from his own conventionalism.

Holism and Intuitionism

At any rate, the difference which the historiecist
sees between the two objects of inquiry is just this:
a physical system 1s no more than the sum of 1its parts,
while a soclal group can never be regarded as merely an
aggregation of the individuals which compose i¢.
Soecial groups have, in cother words, a '"holistic"
character which is not to be found in physical systems.
Part of this holistlc character, the historicists
assert, i1s the ldea of a system having a history which
influences the elements of that system. While it may
be interesting and informative to study the history of
the solar system, any analysis of its present state
need not take that history into account, for "the
structure of the system, its future movements and
developments, are fully determined by the present
constellation of its menmbers." (Popper, 1964: 18-19)
Given the relevant information regarding the state of
the system, and knowing the applicable physical 1laws,

we can prediet, as accurrately as we care to, the state



Chapter 3 Historicisnm 101

of the system at any other time. History is thus in
this sense irrelevant. The historiclsts conclude:

It 1s obvious 'that a physical structure

differs widely 1in this respect from any

soclal structure; the latter cannot be
understood, nor its future predicted, without

a careful study of 1its history, even if we

had complete knowledge of its momentary

'constellation'. (Popper, 1964: 19)

Here Popper points to links between historicism of
the anti-naturalistic variety and biological or organio
theories of social structures, theories which interpret
social groups '"by analogy with 1living organisms.”
(Popper, 1964: 19) All these factors thus far cited
are held by the historicist to render the use of
natural science methods inappropriate. A more
historical method, that is, a method which has the
ability to take 1into account the historical dimension
of social groups 1s necessary. It becomes necessary
for the so0cial investigator ¢to gain an almost
"intuitive" understanding of the historical and
cultural background of the social group under
observation, Not only must the student not ¢try ¢to
avoid a subjective connection with his object of study,
he must on the c¢ontrary actively ocultivate such a

connection by attempting in various ways to M"get in

touch" with the culture, to "become one with the
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people", and so forth. In this way, it 1s asserted,
the student can gain an intuitive understanding of the
group which goes beyond the limits of the cause-effect
analysis of natural sociencae,

This "intuitionism” 1is divided by Popper inte

three types:

(1) Understanding a social event by analysing it 1n
terms of the individual and group forces which
brought 1t about. Actlons of individuals and
groups are to be understood as belng in accordance
with their aims, whether these be rational or
irrational. (8)

(2) Understanding a social event requires more than a
causal analysis, even if the analysis is couched
in historical and psychological terms as above,
It is additionally necessary o understand the
significance of the event. (9)

{(3) Understanding a social event requires, beyond the
requirements of the first two variants of
intuitionism, that the investigator "... analyze
objective, underlying historical trends and
tendencies ... prevailling at the perilod in
question, and ... the contribution of the event
in question to the historical process by which
such trends become manifest. (1964: 22)

These three forms of intuitionism all e¢laim  that
understanding of social and cultural events is in some
sense deeper than is possible in the natural sciences,
But at the same time, thls understanding cannot occur
with the precision whieh is possible 1in the natural
sciences, a precision which permits laws and findings

to be expressed mathematically. This means, of course,
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that quantitative methods, even the most superficial
use of statisties, will simply not prove to be useful
in investigating social questions.

Popper brings up an objection te this latter claim
immediately, saying:

When we consider the opposition to the use of

quantitative and mathematical methods in

sociology, a strong objection must at once

oocur to us: this attitude seems to be

conflict with the facts that quantitative and

mathematical methods are actually being used

with great success 1In some of the social

sclences, How, 1in the face of this, can 1t

bg)denied that they are applicable? (1964 :

2
To this, Popper says, the historicist can respond that
there are perhaps some quantitative methods which find
a limited wuse 1n a very primitive analysis of social
phenoména, but this is not the same as expressing a
precise relationship among social events in a formal
mathematical form., 1In the first place, most of what
ococurs in social studies that might be guantified is of
a very simple order, demographic statistics being a
good example. While it 1s ocertainly useful to Kknow
population parameters, per capita 1income, and other
descriptive statisties, for an understanding of social
phenomena in the sense of Type III Intuitionism these
data are demoted to the 1level of ¢trivia, Secondly,

those phenomena which c¢an be quantified 1in soclial
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studies are quantified through the use of a statistical
form of analysis, an analysis based upon elements of
probability. The intuitlonist c¢laims that this
necessarily differentiates social laws, which can be
expressed in statistiocal form only, from natural laws
(such as the laws of physics) which are expressed in
precise mathematical functions. The problem, in other
words, boils down to this: a mathematical precision in
social laws would simply require the quantification of
things which are inherently non-quantifiable.

Yet a pro-naturalist might still object that ¢this
is merely the old problem of "operationalizing" terms,
(10) If one physiocist, for example, makes the statement
"This light beam is greener than that one", another may
disagree, but should the physicist break down the
relatively subjective reference to "oolor" into
characteristics such as light frequencles, which both
physicists agree to accept, even if only for the
purposes of the immediate discussion, the term "green"
becomes adequately operationalized and there 1is no
problem., Is this not possible in the social sciences?
the pro-naturalist will ask, Perhaps we have simply
not found that characteristiec of, say, social Justice,
whioh will permit complete operationalization and

therefore also quantitative analysis. At least, the
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discovery cannot be ruled out a riori, as the

anti-naturalist would seem to be willing to do.

Essentialism and the Problem of Universals

If social science, or history, (11) 1is essentially
non-quantifiable, and the problem of
non-quantifiability can be related to the problem of
operationalization of terms, this leads Popper directly
to the discussion of what he calls the "problem of
universals", in his view "one of the oldest and most
fundamental problems of philosophy." (Popper, 1964:
27)

The problem 1s usually expressed in metaphysical
terms, but Popper claims that "like most metaphysical
problems it can be reformulated so as to become a
problem of scientific method."” (1964: 27) Basically,
there are two very well known positions in deéling Wwith
the problem of wuniversals in science, The first
position, which Popper chooses to call "nominalism", is
that universals differ from proper names only by being
names of a set or c¢lass of different things which

themselves bear either proper or universal names, 1In
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other words, language deals iIn two types of names:
proper names, which denote specific individual things,
and universal names, which are used to name a category
or collection of things.

The alternative argument regarding this 1s what
traditionally has been known as "realism", but which,
for reasons that will become apparent, Popper chooses
to call "essentialism"., This 1s the notion that things
are named as they are because they partake in some
universal object denoted by the universal term, These
objects actually exist, in some sense, Popper notes
that this is the basis of Plato's doctrine of "forms"
or "ideas", and believes further that from a
metaphysical principle, it was erected into a princlple
of scientific method by Aristotle:

The school of thinkers whom I propose to e¢all
methodological essentialists was founded by
ArIstotle, wno taught that sclentific
research must penetrate to the essence of
things in order to explain them. (1964: 28)

The difference between an essentialist approach to
questions of science and a nominalist appreach is that
the methodological essentialist will be concerned with
questions such as "What is matter?", "What are atoms",
"What is 1light?", "wWhat is Justice?", and so on, The
methodological nominalist, on the other hand, will be
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concerned with problems such as "How does this systenm
operate?", "Why does this plece of matter behave as it
dbes?", and “What do people think about Justice?", The
difference is quite evident. Even the historicist will
generally be willing to grant that methodological
nominalism has been quite successful in the social
sciences, But, he will claim, because of the inherent
differences between the subject matter of the two
sciences, in- depth understanding in social science
requires the adbption of a type of methodological
essentialism, (Popper, 1964: 30)

Methodological essentialism goes quite well with
an historicist argument, and in fact it is this astyle
of argument which 1led Plato to his metaphysical
essentialism, says Popper. In particular, the—
Heraoclitean argument that changing things defy
description was important here:

Seience, or knowledge, presupposes something

that does not change, but remains identical

:ﬁghdiggﬂ;u;; of change, and %ﬁ: i:g::

that which remains unchanged during change,

appear here as correlative concepts.

(Popper, 1964: 33)

The relevant notion here is the idea that change, if it

is to be perceived at all, must be perceived against a

background of constancy. The idea 1s certainly not a
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new one, and it can be 3seen to be the basis of
Heraclitean, Platonie, and Aristotelean analysis. 1In
order to apply this essentialism +to history, it
requires that we first recognize just what an essence
is. The historicist, says Popper, holds that an

essence can in fact be interpreted as

the sum or source of the potentialities
inherent in the thing, and the changes (or
movements) can be interpreted as the
realization or actualization of the hidden
potentialities of its essence.” (This theory
is due to Aristotle). It follows that a
thing, i.e., its unchanging essence, can be
known only through its changes. (1964: 33)

"In other words, the historicists say, the way to know
social reality 1s through the study of social change,
the study of history.

Pro-Naturalism

Popper feels that most examples of historicist
thought are of the anti-naturalistic variety but that
nevertheless it 13 not simply the oppositioh to the use
of natural scientific methodology that defines
historieism. It 13 perfectly possible to support this
usage and yet still retain the basic historiecist
outlook described earlier. There are points, in other

words, at which historicism believes that the elements
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and aims of natural solence and socciology (to use
Poppert's term) coincide. One of these points, and this
is an 1dea which Popper shares, is that both scilences
aim at the same ¢time to be both theoretical and
empirical:
By sayling that it is a theoretical
discipline, we mean that soclology has to
explain and to predict events, with the help

of theorles or of universal laws (which it
tries to discover).

Furthermore,

By describing sociology as emplirical, we mean
to say that it is backed by experience, that
the events 1t explains and predicts are
observable facts, and that obaservation is the
basis for the acceptance or rejection of any
propounded theory. (Popper, 1964: 35)

We need to note that Popper fully agrees with this
notion, He agrees that this 1s what being theoretical
means, and that thls is what being empirical means.
And he furthermore agrees that both of these aims are
or should be common to both natural and soclal
soiences. The real difference between Popper and the
historiclist primarlly revolves around the emphasis
which the historicists are willing to give ¢to theory

and empirical observation in analyzing history and
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social events in general, The pro-naturalist
historicist will often c¢laim that history, as beiﬁg a
geries of observations, is really the only
observational and empirical source of social knowledge.
From this perspective then, sociology 1is simply
theoretical history, in that all forecasts 1in the
social sciences must also be of an historical nature,
based upon historical observation,

It is possible in the natural sciences to engage
in prediction of events which are to occur in the
distant future. Long-term forecasting of this type 1is
envied greatly by social scientists and the
pro=naturalistic historicist believes that there |is
nothing inherent 1n the social sciences which prevents
them from achlieving the same goal. As Popper puts it

"if it 1s possible for astronomy to predict eclipses,

why should it not be possible for sociology to predict

revolutions?" (Popper, 1964: 36) Well, it is possible,

says the historicist, but we mnust remember that the
soclologist cannot expect as much detalil in his
predictions, We saw earlier that an "exact scientific
calendar of social events"™ is 1logically impossible.
The simple fact that the human predictor is himself an
element of the society about which his prediction

speaks, creates a type of circularity which prevents
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the prediction from acquiring any detail. But, says
the pro-naturalist, we can make up for the sacrifice in
detail by broadening the scope of our predictions.
Short-term predictions, and predietions which require
the presentation of minute detail, are practically
impossible, and sometimes logically so, but long-term
predictions which deal with general characteristies of
society are not rendered impossible by this same logic,
and are therefore open to sociologists.

Since we cannot really experiment in the soclal
sciences, or at 1least cannot conduct the type of
experiments which make these large ascale forecasts
possible, we must make use of the only empirically
observable data available to us, and these data are the
chronology of historical events. Soclology 1s really
theoretical history, in that all forecasts must be of
an historical nature., This is an important point for
Popper, for the historical character of forecasts means

that any teating by experience of these forecasts will

have to occcur sometime in the future,

Now there are two ways of testing scientific
forecasts by experience. We may attempt to verify
them, by amassing observations which coincide with our
forecast, or we may attempt to falsify them, by

searching for experiences which directly contradict the
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forecast. As we have seen, Popper rules out the
possibility of verifiability in solence, but the

pro=-naturalistic historicist here has ruled out the

possibility of falsifiability. This 1s so because no

present experience can be utllized to falsify a

forecast which will occur only in the future. This is

intrinsically different from Popper's view of the
natural sclences, 1in which forecasts can be presently
falsified, by finding facts which contradict the
universal law on which the forecast was based.

The task of a science 1s not simply the collection
of observable facts (indeed, this is impossible); it
is also the arranging of these facts in an order in
which conclusions, in the form of predictions, can be
drawn from them. This ordering is typically known as a
theory, ap hypothesis, or a law. I, for the
pro-naturalist, these theories and predictions can only
really be expressed in sweeping general terms, then any
real social laws can only be "generally valid", Popper

traces where the logic of this position leads:

But this can only mean that they [the lawsl)
apply to the whole of human history, covering
all of its pericds rather than merely some of
them, But there can be ne sccial
uniformities which hold good beyond single
pericds, Thus, the only universally valid
laws of society must be the laws which 1link
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2% the successive periods. They must be laws
of nistorical development which determine the
transition of  one period to another,
(Popper, 1964: 41)

This curious position is seen to be the resuly of
a demand by the historicist for both predictibility,
thus generalizability and law, and at the same time a
demand for a type of cultural relativism which confines
the operation of particular soclological laws within
the boundaries of a particular society or a particular
historical epoch. The balancing act between these two
opposite demands, the demand for laws and the demnand
for "not=laws", 1is a tricky one indeed, and 1s one in
which the historiecist suooeeﬁs only by transferring his
theoretical égalysisugg'the level, not of individual
behavior, but of the behavior of something ocalled
thistory". (12)

Te return to the notlon of prediction in general,
Popper notes that there are a lot of different types of
predictions made by historicists, short and long term,
detalled and vague, But they have one thing in common,
and that is the notion that "sociological study should
help to reveal the political future, and that it could
thereby become the foremost instrument of far-sighted
practical politics." (Popper, 1964: 42) We can class
predictions into two types: those which predict events
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which we are powerless to prevent, and those which
prediat events which in some way depend upon human
agency, and which, therefore, we may find ourselves 1in
a position to prevent. In the physical sciences, this
distinction may or may not be important. For example,
a prediction, based upon general laws, which detalls
the future activity of sunspots is certainly engaged in
predicting activity which we are powerless to affect.
This in neo way makes that prediction any less
legitimate. Alternatively, we could make predictions
_ based upon general physical 1laws which require for
their fulfillment some type of human intervention, The
inflation of an automobile tire, for example, is
dependent upon general physical laws of alr pressure
and material elasticity. We could make a prediction
such as the following: if, given the general
parameters of this physical system (pressure and
elasticity), a human being applies air pressure to the
tire exceeding these parameters, the tire will explode.
We may assume for the moment that the tire will not
explode in the absence of this human intervention,

Now Popper wishes to o¢all this first type of
prediction, in whieh human agency cannot be involved,
"prophecy™, and he assigns the term "technologlical

prediction"” to the prediction which is conditional upon
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human intervention, This distinoction 1s Just as
important as we are likely to make it in the physical
sclences, but in the socilal sclences, this distinction
becomes of much greater importance. For in historicist
soclal science, Popper wishes to argue that the aim of
all prediction 1s in fact prophetic. (Popper, 1964:
44) Historicists, he says, consistent with their belief
that sociological experiments are impossible, argue
instead fof historical prophecy, and argue that this 1is
really the alm of all social science., This does not,
however, preclude thinking on the part of  the
historicists that some type of planning for the future
is possible, to the extent that this mnight arrest,
eontrol, or quicken impending social developments. We
have already seen Popper's comments on Marxist activism

in this regard,

Social Midwifery and Moral Historicism

In fact, in the section entitled "Interpreting
versus Planning Social Change" in Popper (1954), Popper
notes that most historicists have very marked
tendencles towards activism, For 1in spite of the
historicists' emphasis on prophecy, they 1in no way

teach that human beings are incapable of bringing
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something about in history. This would put an
historicist in a highly untenable positioen, for it
would reduce historlcism to a type of physical
determinism, or what in some philosophical schools is
known as "hard" determinism, (Cf. for example the
discussion in Taylor, 1975: 160-163)

Hard determinism leads to difficulties on purely
theoretical grounds, If every action is entirely
defined and caused by prior actions and events, the
idea of a free human actor becomes logically
impossible, This obviously greatly reduces
opportunites for concretely affecting human social
activities. And, taken to its logical extent, it would
have to lead to a program of human action which is
essentially no program at all. Human beings, when
faced with a social situation, whether regarded as good
or bad, would have to just sit there and take it.

St. Augustine, for ~example, while not your
typical historicist, (13) takes this type of "passive"
view of human activity in history. In Book V, Chapter
9, of The City of God (Augustine, 1972), Augustine

deals with Cicero's argument against foreknowledge of

history. He presents the argument so:

If the causal order 13 fixed, determining all
events, then all events, he [Cicerol]
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concludes, are ordered by destiny. If this

is true, nothing depends on us and there is

no such thing as free will, "Once we allow

this," he says, "all human 1life is

overthrown, There is no point in making
laws, no purpose 1in expressing reprimand or
approbation, censure or encouragement; there

is no justice in establishing rewards for the

good and penalties for the evil," (from

Cicero, De Fato, 17, 40; in Augustine, 1972:

191)

This argument of Cicero's is certainly one of the
more lucid and compact accounts of the problem of hard
determinism. Augustine notes ".,.,. {[Ciceroc] constrains
the religious soul to this dilemma, forecing 1t to
choose between those [sic) propositions: either there
is some scope for our will, or there 1s foreknowledge."
(Augustine, 1972: 191) Augustine points out that since
Cicero is & man of "eminent learning", who has had wide
experience in practiocal matters and therefore
experiences human actions influencing other human
actions, Cicero is forced to choose free will and to
deny the possibility of historical foreknowledge.

Augustine calls this 1'"profane and irreverent
impudence" and asserts 1instead that there is an
argument to be made whioh Cicero overlogks. Just
because there 1s for God a fixed order of all causes,
this deoes not necessarily mean that nothing will depend

upon our free cholice:
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Our wills themselves are in the order of
causes, which 1is, for God, fixed, and 1is
contained in this foreknowledge. Such human
acts of will are the ocauses of human
activities. Therefore, he who had prescience
of the causes of all events cartainly could
not be ignorant of our decisions, which he
foreknows as the c¢auses of our actions.
(Augustine, 1972: 192)

We see 1in this 1little argument all the points whigh
Popper wishes to make about historiceist activism, It
is clear to Cicero that the dichotomy between hard
determinism, which results from an ability to prophesy
the future perfectly, and free will, is one which must
be resolved in favor of the latter, For Cicero, one
must completely deny the possibility of foreknowledge
of fate, if not the reality of fate 1itself, 1in crder
for human activity to have any meaning. The notion
that human activity 1s meaningless in the presence of
hard determinism is one which Popper calls "passivism",
and he says:

Now I must admit that I am certainly out of

sympathy with this "passivist" view, and that

I even belleve that a policy of wuniversal

anti-interventionism is untenable --- aven on

purely logical grounds, since i1ts supporters

are bound to recommend political intervention

aimed at preventing intervention. (Popper,
1964: 60~61)

This is preacisely the argument which Cicerc makes, and
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Augustine responds to it precisely as would an
historieist, For Augustine claims that we can in fact
have our cake and eat it too. That 13 to say, there
can be a preordained order to history in which humans
can have free will, even if this "free will" is yet
bounded by this historical nature,

To make this argument, Augustine returns to the

distinetion between a prime cause and an efficient

cause, ascribing to God the role of prime cause, and
Biving him the power to determine all of history,
ineluding the past, current and future free choices of
human beings, But he demotes the freedom of will of
human beings to the level of an efficlent cause, In
order to understand all of his argument, it 1is
necesgsary to go back to the doctrine of the Fall. We
need only note here that prior to the Fall of Adam, man
was given the power to ©behave as a prime cause. To
this extent, humans were fashioned in God's image;
they were at least "semi-divine", Their free will
extended to being free to choose between good and evil.
They had the ability to choose "pot to sin", in
Augustine's outlook. After the Fall, however, human
free will was demoted to the freedom to choose only
among sins, to ochoose between one sin and another,

Humans could no longer choose not to sin. There |is,
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then, a sense in which human free will 1is bounded: it
is bounded by man's now-sinful nrature. But within
these not inconsiderable bounds, human beings are
perfectly free to aot as efficlent causes of events
preordained by God as prime cause..

Determinism leogically leads te the doctrine of
passivism, but passivism is itself logically
self-contradictory, as Popper has shown, for it leads
to interventionism on behalf of non-interventionism.
The historiclist overcomes this problem much in the same
way as Augustine did, by demoting the role of
interventionism, of activism, to the 1level of an
"efficlent cause", to wuse Augustine's phrase, or
"social midwifery", to use Popper's:

Only such plans as fit in with the main

current of history can be effective. We can

now see exactly the sort of activity admitted

by historicists to be reasonable. Only such

activities are reasonable as fit in with, and

help along, the impending changes. Social

midwifery is the only perfectly reasonable

activity open to us, the only activity that

can be based upon scientific foresight.
(Popper, 1964: 49)

And only those actiens of sinful man which fit in with
God's overall plan of sacred history can be regarded as
"reasonable" or ‘'good" for Augustine, Popper gets his

notion of midwifery from a passage in Marx's "Preface"
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to Capital which is worth quoting in full:
++s @ven when a soclety has got upon

the right track for the discovery of the

natural laws of its movement --~ and it 1is

the ultimate aim of this work, to lay bare

the economic law of amotion of modern soclety

-==- 1t o©¢an neither clear by beld leaps, nor

remove by legal enactments, the obstacles

offered by the successive phases of its
normal development, But it can shorten and

lessen the birth-pangs. (Marx, 1967, I: 10)

Yet Popper 1is not as concerned with the problem of
free will as he is with the problem of the proper role
of reason, Just as Augustine's human as efficient
cause gives free will a role to play in the grander
scheme of things without giving 1t the ability to
affect radically the scheme itself, historicist reason
also has a 1limited ability to influence history, "for
it is solentific reasoning, historicist sccial science,
which alone can tell us the direction any reasonable
activity must take if it 1is to c¢olnecide with the
direction of impending changes." (Popper, 1964: 50)
The ineluctable movement of history cannot at the same
time be known by human reason and also affected by 1it,
for that would create the same type of logical problem
which 1is expressed in Popper's treatment of the QOedipus
effect and which 1s expressed by Cicero's dilemma. If
reason ocan affect the o¢ourse of histery then it is

impossible to know the whole of history, to the extent
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that it includes the future, for the future is subject
to change at any given moment, through any volitional
act of human reason, If, on the other hand, it is
possible to know this history iIin 1ts entirety, then
human reason cannot have a part to play in the shaping
of the future, Reason must then be demoted in the.
manner of Augustine's free will ¢to the role of
efficient cause, and the historicist does this through
prescribing human activity which is in accordance with
preordained historical laws.

But this must be scant comfort to human beings.
Augustine's escape from the dileuma is accomplished at
the expense of a "stunted" free will, not at all the
type desired by humans, a fact he recognizes when he
calls Clcero "profane and impudent”, For this desire
is precisely a desire to have an effect on human future
in the sense of control over human destiny. Augustine
1s not willing to permit this, giving human destiny
over to Divine design. Nor 1s the historicist willing
to permit thils., In fact, the historicist reverses the
traditiconal role reason has to play in free will, by
defining as reasonable those human actions which are in
accord with the inescapable conclusions of history.

This type of historicism offers hope for humans
only if the historicist takes an optimistic view of



Chapter 3 Historicism 123

historical development, believing that this development
- is intrinsically good or rational, He must belleve
that rationallty 1is bound up in the course of human

history. This means that history is the only thing

which is rational, and that humans can share in this

rationality just to the extent that their actions
colncide with historical trends, There is, then, no
rationality independent of that ratlionality which 1is
possessed by history. But this optimistic view of
history "would amount to a belief 1In social and

political miracles, since it denies to human reason the

power of bringing about a wmore reasonable world."

{Popper, 1964: 50) As Marx has shouwn, activism ecan
only be considered rational so long as it acquiesces in
the prophecised impending changes.

Popper's use of the term "miraculoua" is
well-considered here. It 1is exactly what Augustine
would claim. To the extent that  human social
conditions improve in history, we may 1look only to
Divine 1intervention, God's kingly grace, with
gratitude, Popper 1is not willing to go along with
this, and returns to the objections raised by Cicero.
If the foreknown course of history yields a conclusion
which humans are loathe to accept, activism can have no

peint, and our participation in history is reduced to
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one of existential despair and pessimism, Even the
optimistic view of history, that is, a view which holds
for the ultimate progress towards a humanly acceptable
goal of history, falls flat in its attempt to assign
meaning to human activity. For as long as the
opportunity te affect the course of history in a
radical sense is denied us, any soclal improvement must
be based upon the miraculous good will of history
itself, If this good will is not divine in origin, if
it is not intended by some sort of oconsciousness, one
which is ocapable of intent, then it must be the result
of pure random chance (in the Nietzsohéan style) and
humans can take 1little comfort in this. (14) Popper
concludes by stating that "the leanings of some
historicists towards opitimism or activism are defeated
by the outcome of the historicist analysis ittself."
(Popper, 1964: 52)

The historicist ocan perhaps finesse this problenm
by denying a necessary connection between social
activism and the requirements of historicism as a
methodology. But this is not typically what the
historicist will do,. And 1t 1is certainly not in
keeping with the aims of the historicist who wishes to
transform the social sciences into an instrument for

political action, If this 1is to be the aim of the
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historicist approach, he cannot deny the possibility of
activism, But the type of activity which the
historicist can condone as reasonable would have to be
that activity which is in keeping with the direction of
history as it is known through soientific
investigation, The problem of the selection of
appropriate methodologies presents itself in the form
of a paradox: indeed, the asserticn of the historicist
that his methodology is the best or only possible one
becomes a tautology, for the only rational choice of a
methodology is one which accords with the laws or
history, whioch 1laws are discoverable only by that
methodology.

Moreover, since the requirements of reason are
often the requirements of morality, the assertion that
the most reasonable attitude is to adjust one's systen
of values to conform to the future direction of history
amounts $o a moral system. Therefore, historicism can
be examined as more than simply a doctrine of
methodoleogy; it can be 1looked at as a moral system,
and as such, Popper finds it wanting. (Popper, 1966,
II: chap. 22)
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(1) Popper will not stand on definition, as he
repeatedly makes olear. (cr. many discussiens on
"essentialism" and definitions in Popper, 1964; 1976
1979; 1962). Indeed, his unwillingness to quibble
over the definitions of words 13 thought by him te be a
primary difference between himself and the Vienna
Circle (Cf. Popper, 1976, chap. 17).

(2) The reader should be aware of the fact that
Popper has only rarely published anything as scon as he
has written 1t, and those works which were first
published in a foreign language were subject to a
considerable delay before being translated into
English. Fer example, Popper (1964) was originally
written in the mid-1930's (Cf. the "Historical Note",
p. V), Popper (1968) was originally published as Logik
der Forschung in 1934, and his Postscript to the Togic
of Sclen ¢ Discovery, published in three volumes
{Popper, 1082; Popper, 1983; and Popper, 1983a) was
written in 1956. The reader should keep these dates in
mind.

(3) There 13 no need here to enter into the
obvious discussion on the nwerits of  historical
relativism, The reader need only note that the
doctrine of relativism can be turned back on itself,
indicating a certain weakness. If all sacial laws are
in fact dependent wupoen historical situation for their
validity, for example, what can be sald about the
validity of this "meta-law" itself? The parallels to
Marxism which may be drawn are obvious.

(4) (Pepper, 1964: T7-8) In this regard, Popper
here points to Marx's famous Number XI of his Theses on
Fuerbach: "The philosophers have only interpreted the
world, in various ways; the point, however, 1is to
change it." (Marx, 1978: 145) While Popper cites this
in support of the activist tendenciles of the
anti-naturalistic version of historicism, we might also
note that Marx's use of the phrase "in various ways"
might seem to put him In the camp of the relativists.

(5) These terms are the author's, not Popper's.

(5) Popper's answer to this charge comes in the
form of his notion of the "three worlds" with which
human beings interact, Briefly, Kknowledge which is
"objective", yet still human, can take place within
"World 3%, whieh 1is ©basically a world of human
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artifacts., We will deal with this extensively in
Chapter 5,

(7) The recognition of this problem often leads to
a program of study which appeals primarily to M"the
predilections and interests prevalling in a particular
historical period", which 1is generally knowuwn as
"historism", not to be confused with "historiecism", An
approach which reduces these distinctions to
differences in political or economic or class
interests, is of the type known as the "scciology of
knowledge®, Popper's disdain for both of these |is
evident.

(8) This form of intuitionism is expressed 1in
current anthropological theory by referring to "emio®
analysis of the situation, The opposite type of
analysis which views and renders Jjudgement on the
structure from without is termed "etic". The terms are
due to Kenneth Pike (1967), and wused extensively by
Harris (1979). o _

I.C. dJdarvie (1969) traces the history of
methodological disputes 1in anthropology, showing that
"emio™ styles of analysis owe thelr popularity largely
to the developoment of structural-functionalism by
Malinowskl.

(9) (Popper, 1964: 21) Popper analyzes this
notion by sparring with the historieist, asking what is
meant by understanding the "meaning" and "significance"
of a social event, The reply, he notes, would be that
"a social event not only exerts certain influences, it
not only leads, in time, to cther events, but its very
coming into existence changes the situational value of
a wide range of other events. It creates a new
situation, demanding a re=orientation and
re-interpretation of all obJects and of all actions in
that particular field." (Popper, 1964: 21) Again, we
note the paradoxical pesition such a line of reasoning
holds for the researcher. If every new social event
(and they are all novel, after all) changes the meaning
of all subsequent soclal events, the meaning of
everything changes momentarily, This arbitrarily quick
"pushing" of uwmeaning into the future leaves one
breathless,

(10) In social sclence, Woperationalization"
refers to the process of "conveying the meaning of a
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term by specifying the operations required to test for
the presence of the thing to which the term refers."
(Rudner, 1966: 20)

(11) Throughout this discussion, by the way,
physies 1s being considered as the supreme example of a
natural science, and history as the example of soclal
sclence {or "sociology"). As Popper notes, the
argument that the historicist will make 1s that "3ocial
science is nothing but history: this is the thesis."
He continues: "Not, however, history 1in the
traditional sense of a mere chronicle of historical
facts. The kind of hnistory with whieh historicists
wish to identify sociology looks not only backwards to
the past, but also forwards to the future. {That would
obviously have to be the case 1if 1indeed they are
involved in formulating general historical laws., ~-~
M.B,] It is the study of the operative forces and,
above all, of the 1laws of social development .
(Popper, 1964: 45)

(12) Note that this also makes the not
inconsiderable assumption that indeed there are such
things as historical epochs., This 1s, of ocourse, a
question that has plagued historians for a long time,
When, for example, did the Enlightenment begin? A
recent article in the American Spectator declared the
Enlightenuent to be over. When did it end? What were
the Middle Ages or the Dark Ages 1f not simply
categories imposed upon history by historians? The
point is, the assumption that the historicist makes
that there are such things as epochs is one that by no
means deserves to go unchallenged.

(13) Augustine has all the elements of apn
historicist for Popper, for he does purport to
understand the overall meaning and goal of history, but
he understands this history in the light of the meaning
which 1s given to it through Divine intervention. The
more interesting type of historicist for Popper does
not generally deal with concepts of Divinity (with the
possible exception of Hegel). We shall see that to the
extent that the historicist ascribes the motion of
history to some type of '"spirit" or "econsclousness',
Popper would certainly consider this to be every bit as
superstitious and unscientific as the work of
Augustine. (Cf. Berheide, 1982)
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(14) See for example Nietzsche's "On Truth and
Falsehood in the Extra-Moral Sense'", where his despair
over the situation 1s apparent in his opening phrases:

In some out of the way nook of the universe,
glitteringly diffused in countless solar
systems, there once was a star on which
intelligent animals invented knowledge. It
was the most arrogant and mendacious minute
of "world history" -- but, however, only a
minute, After nature drew a few breaths, the
star grew cold and the intelligent animals
had to die. -~ Thus ocould one make up =a
fable and yet would not have sufficiently
illustrated how wretched, how purposeless and
arbitrary the human intellect appears in
nature, (Nietzsche, n.d.: 1)
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IV. HISTORICISM AS UNSCIENTIFIC AND UNFRUITFUL

Most social theorles are primarily the
autobiography of the theorist.
~== Richard Neely

Criticism of the Anti-Naturalistie Doctrine

As we have noted, Popper believes that the
ultimate criticism of any methodoleogy can only be that
1t does not yield the desired results. In his 1964
work, he sets out to criticize historicism as a poor
and unfruitful method, and he bases this criticism 'on.
historicisms' own claims, The historicist believes
that his approach to the study of social science is one
whilch can transform the soclal sciences into a powerful
instrument of socclal change 1in the hands of the
politician, Popper finds no fault with this practical
aim, and indeed believes that the ends of social
sclence should be the transformation and use of social
institutions so that they may serve as a means for the
resolution of practical human problems. .

There has always been an ongoing controversy
regarding the proper aims of the scilentific enterprise,
Should sacience be practiced with an eye towards gaining
knowledge for its own sake, or should it be practiced

with the goal of solving practical human problems?
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This is the controversy bhetween basic and applied
research, Popper tends toward the former view,
believing in the value of basic research, even going so
far as to appreciate the "spiritual” benefits which one
can derive from the practice of scilence, But he
believes that the dichotomy between the aims of basic
and applied research is a false one and wishes instead
to advance the thesis that the ¢two parts to the
controversy are in fact 1inseparable, since practical
problems act both "as a spur and a bridle® to basic
research. (Popper, 1964: 56) -

He appreclates Kant's formulation of the problem:

To yield to every whim of curiosity, and to

allow our passion for inquiry to be

restralned by nothing but the limits of our

ability, this shows an eagerness of mind not

unbeconing to scholarship. But it is wisdom

that has the merit of selecting, from among

the innumerable problems which present

themselves, those whose solution 1s important
to mankind. ()

Even the debates on scientific methodology themselves
are, as Popper notes, often inspired by the practical
problems of researchers. Certainly Popper's critique
of the historicist method is so inspired, since one of
the reputed problems of historlclsm is that 1t brings
about some terrible results., (Popper, 1964b: passim)

So Popper does not criticize the Interventionist aims
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of the historicist; rather, he i3 concerned that these
aims cannot be (fulfilled by the historicist approach.

Let us see why this must be 30,

Piecemeal Engineering

We recall that strictly wuniversal 1laws can be
expressed in a "techneological form" which asserts that
some event 1is impossible or that something is not the
case, Popper belleves that this 1is the appropriate
form to use for the solution of social problems, and an
approach which uses this form he c¢alls "piecemeal
engineering”, to be distinguished from Tutopian
engineering”, The historicist typlcally takes a
utopian or holistic approach to problems, emphésizing
the future goal of history and consigning human
activity to taking place within the confines of the
movement towards this goal. We have seen that this
imposes some moral constraints on human activity: the
morality of an action is determined by its congruence
with this future goal. But the approach of the
plecemeal technologist 1s morally neutral, claims
Popper, because the technolegist is not concerned with
what 1s going to happen in the future; instead, his

Job 18 to point out what cannot be achieved (Popper,
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1964: 61), by wusing the technolegical form of
scientific laws., All that technology may say about the
ends of human activity 1is whether or not they are
compatible with each other, or whether they ocan be
realized in the first place. This, he claims, renders
them morally neutral. (2)

While the holistic historicist tends ¢to view
society in the manner of an organism, a funotioning
whole, the piecemeal technologist recognizes that only
a minority of social lnstitutions have been consclously
designed by humans, and that most, on the contrary,
have simply grown up as the undesigned results of human
activity. This does not mean that these 1institutions
cannot be instrumental or functional in some way, but
the technologist will treat them rather as maochines
than as organisms. Popper has a modestly famous
aphorism, with which he 1s greatly pleased, that
expresses this: "Institutions are 1like fortresses,"
they must be well designed and properly manned," (3}
The "institution-as~-machine" metaphor reintroduces the
human element in social change. An organism, after
all, bhehaves on its own. It may interact with 1its
environment, but its actions are not thereby determined
(ignoring for the moment the problems of hard

determinism), A machine, on the other hand, must be
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operated and an institution must therefore be manned,

One of the problems of holistic or utoplan social
engineering (Popper wuses the terms interchangeably) as
opposaed to plecemeal social engineering, 1is that the
former does not adequately address the distinction
between private and publie interests, Apparently,
Popper means that whatever is concerned with the whole
is public, and utopian social engineering programs
believe that all things can only be dealt with in the
context of the whole, for this 1is the fundamental
principle of holism.

We can see an example of the elimination of the
distincetion between strictly private affairs and public

ones adwmirably acoomplished by Marx, when he writes:

Activity and consumption, both in their
content and in their mode of existence, are
social; gsocial activity and social
consumption; the human essence of ~value
first exists only for social man ... only
here does nature exist as the foundation of
his own human existence. (Marx, 1978a: 85)

Here Marx is expressing the 1dea that since all
individual activity 1s 1In some way affected by other
individual activity, or affects it in 1ts turn, there
can be no such thing as purely private activity, or
purely private property. That we continue to speak and

perceive in terms maintaining this private nature of
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action is merely the result of the imposition of false
consciousness by our class-dominated social Struoture.
Onoe this structure is done away with, the truly public
or sogial npature of all human events will be fully and
econscliously realized.

Holists such as Marx reject the pilecemeal approach
in favor of a radical restructuring of the "organism",
but their own approach degenerates into a piecemeal
one, claims Popper, and their utoplan engineering turns
into mere improvisation, which 1is to say "unplanned
planning”: "Thus the difference between Utopian and
piecemeai engineering turns out, in practice, to be a
difference not so much in scale and scdpe as in caution
and in preparedness for unavolidable surprises."
(Popper, 1964: 69) The surprises are unavoidable for
the utopian engineer because he ignores the
technological formulation of a social law, that
formulation which expresses those things which cannot
be done. The plecemeal engineer concentrates on Just
this, he knows that g¢ertain things cannot be
accomplished in certain contexts, and is not surprised
when these ends are not realized. The pilecemeal
engineer can attack any problem with an open mind as to
the saope of the reform. This is impossible for the

holist, for any real reform must necessarily involve a



Chapter 4 Unscientific Historicism 136

complete reconstruction of the social milieu, since the
"organism™ can only be dealt with ‘'holistically". To
return to the metaphor, a machine may be reprogrammed
and redirected towards different ends, while still
retaining its basic form and structure, but an organism
must evolve into a recognizably new form {(or be
replaced) for any change In its program to be effected.
This prejudices the holist against the possibility of
limits on social control, limits which can be expressed
in technological form. Thus, "By a rejection a priori
of such hypotheses, the Utoplan approach violates the
principles of scientific method." (Popper, 1964: 69)-
Holism and historicism refuse to play the game
according to Popper's rules, And In 1ight of this
criticism, Popper would regard Marx's claims of a
"solentific" study of soclety as unsubstantiated.

In spite of Marcuse's claim that Popper does not
really deal with any particular historicist thinkers,
we might briefly turn to Popper's examination of the
thought of Karl Mannheim, for another example of
holistic thinking. Popper calls Mannheim's Man and
Society in an Age of Reconstruction (1941) "the most

elaborate exposition of a holistic and historicist
programme known to me...." (Popper, 1964: 67, n.2) In

his chapter entitled "The Problem of Transforming Man®
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(a title which Popper finds particularly suggestive and
gsignificant) Mannheim states:

The political problem, therefore, is to
organize human_ impulses in such a way that
they will rect thelr energy to the right
strategic point, and steer the total process

of development 1in the desaired direction,
(Mannheim, 1941: 199-200, my emphasis)

Popper responds:

It seems to escape the well-meaning
Utoplanist that this programme implies an
admission of fallure, even before he launches
it. For it substitutes for his demand that
we build a new society, for men and women to
live in, the demand that we "mould" [sic]
these men and women to fit into his new
society. This, clearly, removes any
2%saibility of testing the success or failure
of the new soclety. For those who do not
like 1living in it only admit thereby that
they are not yet fit to 1live in 1t that
their Thuman impul ses" need further
Worganizing™. But without the possibility of
tests, any claim that a "sclentific" method
is being employed evaporates., 1The holistic
attitude 1s incompatible with a truly
scientific attitude. (Popper, 1964: 70, my
emphasis)

Testability, in the form of falsifiability, is the sine
qua non for a  sclentific method, and holistie
historicism fails on this account.

There 1s another reason that Popper notes for
eonsidering holism to be unscientific, and that is that

it contains an element of perfectionism. To the extent
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that this is true, Popper calls holism "prescientific®,
rather than simply unscientific, indicating that he
ranks 1t with réligion, soreery, mythology, and
superstition in general, Hollism, he claims, sesks to
provide a heaven on earth, but the technological
scientist realizes that this is impossible and once we
realize that we can '"only improve matters a little, we
also realize that we can only improve them little by
little." (Popper, 1964: 75, n.3)

Of course, holism and historicism are not one and
the same thing, but the similarities between the two
are such that there is a natural affinity present. The
historicist naturally fends towards a holistic

viewpoint, and vice versa. Popper claims that Plato

and Marx are two good examples of this "unholy
alliance" between holism and historicism, The peculiar
fascination of the historiecist with holism is based,
Popper believes, on a confusion of two senses in which
we can deal with "the whole" of something. We can
consider wholes as either "totalities" or "Gestalten",
and- the entire problem revolves around confusing the
gestalt characteristies of an obJeot of study with the
totality of that object. For gestalten do not
represent the totality as such, they are instead only

particular characteristics of that totality:
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If we wish to study a thing, we are bound to
select certain aspects of 1i¢, It is not
possible for us to observe or to describe a
whole piece of the world, or a whole plece of
nature; 1in faot, not even the smallest whole
piece may be 80 described, since all
description 1s necessarily selective. It may
even be sald that wholes [in the sense of
totalities] can never be the object of any
activity, scientific or otherwise, (Popper,

1964: 77)

Now holists not only plan to study society and history
as a totality, but to reconstruct 1t as such. The
desire for such a reconstruction indicates a
totalitarian mentality and nothing else., Popper does
not see any other possible reason for this desire:
"... what, apart from conveying this intuition, does
the prophecy mean?" (Popper, 1964: 79)

A holistic approach to the reconstruction of
soclety 1s foredoomed to fallure, for such an approach
would require a totalitarian-like oontrol over all
social relationships, and this 1is impossible., With
every new control, new social relations are coreated

which in turn require controlling:

In short, the impossibility is a logical
impossibility., (The attempt 1leads to an
infinite regress; the position is similar in
the case of an attempt to study the whole of
society -~~~ which would have to include this
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study). (Popper, 1964: 79-80)

It is possible for the historicist to attempt to get
out of this 1logical dilemma by simply denying the
validity of logic and attempting to supercede it with
something called "dialectie"., But these attempts have
all failed, and Popper refutes them in his work "What
is Dialectie?" (Popper, 1962: 312-355)

Very briefly, "dialectic” in the modern sense 1is
based upon the 1dea that criticism of an idea or

construct, the thesis, occurs in the form of an

antithesis, and this oriticism produces the third

element of the triad, the synthesis, which thereupon
becomes the new thesis. The new thesis is then a
combination of the good elements of both the thesis and
the antithesis, Against this notion, Popper argues
that the real way science proceeds i1is by proposing
hypotheses and then refuting them. What may appear to
be rejecting only bad parts of the thesis and retaining
the good parts 1is actually separation of the thesls
into several sclentific hypotheses which may be
rejected or accepted in their turn. When an hypothesis
is rejected, it may occur that a new hypothesis 1s not
immediately avallable to take its place. This in fact

happens quite frequently in the natural sciences.
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Thus, we are never guaranteed any sort of "synthesis",
() |

The attempt to raise dialectic from a process of
individual Kknowing to a ocharacteristic of history
itself, as in Hegel or Marx, is also doomed to failure.
Such an holistic view of history is required by an
holistic attempt at social reconstruction, but is

logileally impossible, says Popper, for WYEvery written

history is a history of a certain narrow aspect of this
"total" development, and 1s anyhow a very incomplete
history even of the particular incomplete aspect
chosen." (Popper, 1964: 81) It simply 1is not possible
for any individual, himself bound up within the course
of history, to know, study, or describe the totality of
history, for that study alse would have to include
itself. All knowledge 13 partial knowledge and can
never produce unshakeable evidence regarding the nature
of the whole. This point will become a key to Popper's
later argument that historicism 1is not only unfruitful,
but in fact false.

Holism or utoplanism usuvally admits that we do not
possess the experimental knowledge needed for any such
undertaking, of course. This was the objection of the
anti-naturalistic historicist, remember. But there

exists a kind of utopianism which finds that
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experiments can indeed be carried out at the 1level of
the entire soclety. We can perform "holistic
experiments®, This version of utopianism sees the type
of experiment whioh is limited to say, only a village
or a factory or *a commune, as simply "utopian
dreaming", since it is neglectful of historical trends,
This was Marx's objection to socialist liberalism. (5)

Popper ralses two objections to the 1idea that
there can be holistic experiments, The first objection
is a theoretical one, and turns out to be perhaps not
such a good objection after all., He o¢laims that the
holistic appreoach overlooks the piecemeal experiments
which are essential for all scientific kndwledge. This
viewpoint accords with his incremental view of the
progress of science in general. The belief in holistioc
knowledge leaves unexplained, he believes, the fact
that we already possess a great deal of knowledge of
social reality derived in a plecemeal experimental
fashion, Personal experlence 1is one such method,
Remember that for Peopper all human activity, even
biological activity, ¢an be understood as the positing
of bold hypotheses and attempting to falsify them. But
accusing the holists of not recognizing the knowledge
galned through this type of experimentation is at least
in part beside the point, for the holist ocan simply
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claim that there are other forms of knowledge beslides
scientific knowledge. Indeed, the anti-naturalistic
historicist is making this claim when he says that the
study of society cannot be conducted in a "scientific®
fashion. Taking this view, one would not have to
regard soclial reforms, aven radical ones, as
"experiments® at all, Instead, they may simply be
attempts to implement knowledge which is already
regarded as certain,

The second objection to holistic experimentation
is made on practical grounds, although it is related to
the logical problem of instituting any social
experiment. In a situation in which radical change 1is
effected, it is, in a practical sense, impossible to
control for soclal variables, and it therefore becomes
difficult to determine what particular actions are
responsible for what effects In the process, If we do
decide to attribute a certain result to a certain
measure, we can do this only on the basls of asome
previously gained knowledge, and not from the results
of the holistic experiment itself., But again, thils has
always been the claim made by Marxists, More important
for practical purposes perhaps, is the effect which the
totalitarian centralization of political power has on

the pursuit of inquiry. For the holistic experiment
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overlooks the fact that while it is relatively easy to
centralize power, 1t 1is not easy ¢to centralize the
necessary knowledge. (6) The holist must attempt to
exerclse some oontrol over people's minds, in order te
control social interactions. But this attempt "must
destroy the last possibility of finding out what people
really think, for it 1s clearly incompatible with the
free expression of thought, especlally eof oritical
thought . " (Popper, 1964: 90) Since for Popper
knowledge occurs in the form of eritical thought, the
destruction of critical thought means the destruction
of knowledge. And he.concludes that "the greater the
gain in power, the greater will be the 1loss of
knowledge." (Popper, 1964:90) This loss of knowledge
extends acreoss all flelds of investigation. Popper is
alluding to the fact that 1iIn order to have a good
natural science, one must first have a good pelitical
science. Numercus examples can be advanced which
support this position, one of which leaps immediately
to mind 18 the Lysenko affair in Stalinist Russia. (7)

One of the worst offenders in the supplanting of
critical scientific knowledge with totalitarian
dogmatics is Marxism, according to Popper, {(Popper,
1966b, II: passim) Curiously, Popper holds Marx in

high regard as a sensitive critic of social structures,
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but he believes that Marx's eagerness toc do away with
certain serious problems of injustice in his
contemporary soclety led him astray from the path of a
eritical scientific attitude, {(Popper, 1966b, 1II:
199-200) Instead of developing an open, scientifie
appreoach to the solution of these proeblems, Marx's
highly-developed moral sensibilities caused him to Jump
on the bandwagen of the radical transformation of
soclety. He became a dogmatic historicist and, indeed,
a utopianist in the sense mentioned above, despite his
protestations to the contrary. (8)

Maurice Cornforth (1968) takes issue with Popper's
claims about Marxism being dogma, and wishes to show
that, far from this being the case, Marxism is really
scienoe} even accoerding to Popper's eriteria, and that
it is the "open philoesophy" 1leading to the "open
soclety"., Unfortunately, nearly all of Cornforth's
wark i3 beside the peint of Popper's coriticism of
Marxism, and of c¢losed socleties and 1declogies in
general. Let us see why this is so.

Pepper has given us a number of prescriptions fer
the maintenance of a social erder whiech would be
"open", in the sense of belng open to change and
criticism. For example, he has maintained that free

speech 1s a sine qua non for an open soclety, because
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only in an atmosphere of free communication and
criticism can the scientific process take place (it is
required for intersubjective testability), and only 1if
we can have recourse to the scientific method can we
pare away at the falsehood and mistakes which we
commonly experience, We wmust have social 1institutions
whioh not only permit freedom of oriticism, but which
are structured in such a way as to encourage coriticism
and to distribute effiolently the ability to criticize
among vrelevant members of soclety. Cornforth
recognizes this point, but proceeds to embark en a

tirade against Popper's view of an open soclety:

But, one may ask, is a society really "open"
when social production 1is tiled to ensuring
the accunulation of capital from surplus
value, and the enjoyment of benefits by some
depends on expleiting the labour of others?
And ecan one's mind be really "open" s0 long
as one is unable to see that such is the case
with contemporary capltalist soclety, or to
see the possibilities of advance which ocould
be opened up for mankind if only the
exploitation of man by man were done away
with? So far from Marxism being a system of
dogmas to close our minds and disccourage the
unfettered exercise of reason teo werk ocut how
best to promote freedom and the brotherhoed
of man, it systemises [sic] a way of thinking
tec open our uwinds te the appreciation of
things as they are and the practical
pessibilities ef changing them for the
better. (Cornforth, 1968: 6-T)

The first two questions which Cornforth
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rhetorically asks us in this quotation are certainly
legitimate concerns, but they do not seem to be
concerns about which Popper would argue, Certainly we
can ask whether struoctural defects in our current
economic and soclal system hinder us in the pursuit of
the open soclety, and we can also question whether or
not minds which are in turn limited by this framework
afford us the ability to criticize the framework. But
this is exactly Popper's contention. We must remain
suspended in a state of constant criticism of ourrent
common wisdom and of current sclentific knowledge, and
this is the core of his methodology. S0 far from it
being an apologia for capitalist society, Popper takes
great pains to point out the very real criticisms which
‘Marx levels against the brutishness and inhumanity
which he obhserves to be part of the capitalist system,

Indeed, Popper would maintain that any "system",
capitalist, socialist, politiecal, scientific, religious
-= Or Marxist -- is by its very nature inimical to true
socientifioc 1inquiry, because as a system, it imposes
necessary constraints on this methodology. It refuses
to permit certain questions to be asked. This problem
of the "prohibition eof questions", to use Voegelint's
(1968) phrase, 1is the problem of the maintenance of a

"framework™ within which sclence i3 constrained to
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operate., Popper has some iInteresting things to say
abouf the relative "rigidities" of various frameworks
which we will examine a bit later, We need only
reassert here that any systematic attempt to impose a
dogmatic struocture or framework on the cperations of
science automatically closes off the  possibility of
true scientific progress.

The second part of Cornferthts quotation betrays
exactly this tendenocy which Popper wishes to avold.
Saying that Marxism "systemises" a way of thinking ¢to
open our minds is a self-contradiction, from Popper's
perspective. Criticism cannot be systematized 1in any
but the pedestrian sense of applying a systematic
methodology. Systematization by the requirement of a
belief in a pre-established *law" of historical or
social change begs the question of a systematic
investigation into this change. Methodoleogies may not
be erected into philosophical principles or general
laws, and, oconversely, general laws cannot serve us a
methods of inquiry. Popper accuses Marx of treating
singular events and developmental trends as if they
were universal laws of nature, and of then requiring
that these laws function as unquestionable frameworks
within which investigation may proceed. As we have

seen, this 1is bad science on both counts,
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Experimentation

There remains to be considered the
anti-historicist objection to experimentation in the
manner of natural science: that social events are
unique. The ability to experiment and repeat
experiments requires the abllity to set up conditions
for the experiment which are similar to past
conditions. The historicist claims that in a social
context this simply ocannot be done. Popper 1is not
impressed with this argument. The question of whether
or not social events have the necessary reproducibility
for experimentation 1is one whioh should be left up to
the experimental method itself:

Sbserved aifference or  SinTLRrTEY, however

striking, whether or not it will be relevant

for the purpose of reproducing an experiment.

So we must allow the experimental method to
take care of itself, (Popper, 1964: 094)

The argument of the historicist o¢an be reduced ad
absurdum. All that need be done is to note that it 1is
never the case that any experiment exactly duplicates
the contextual conditions of any other experiment.

Therefore, even within the natural sclences, the



Chapter 4 Unscientific Historiocism 150

possibility of using experimental method must be
denied, The fact of the matter 18 that it is not
necessary to be able to duplicate precisely all
experimental conditions, 1Indeed, if it were necessary,
experimentation would have no point, for experimental
results could not yleld any transferrable information
== we could not generalize, It is only necessary to
replicate relevant conditions, often in a relatively
imprecise way, and this relevance can only be
determined subsequent to the experiment itself.
Knowing this, the argument that soclal experiments are
sericusly hampered by the variability of sccial
conditions loses much of its force.

The reader may object that there may still be some

problem with the sui generis nature of events in

general,_pot Just social events but also physical
events, For those who would base scientifiec progress
on the wuse of an 1inductive method, such an
interpretation of reality would preclude the necessary
generalization, and sclentific progress would be
impossible, For a falsificationist such as Popper,
however, such an interpretation would not prevent the
generation of wuniversal hypotheses, since this is
accomplished independently of observation, All such

'hypothases would naturally be falsified, but such
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falsiflication would actually indicate progress. 1In any
case, the problem i3 not one which can be solved by a
choice of method -- 1t 1lies outside the reach of
scientific method, as we have seen, It may only be
understood as a metaphysical matter or as a problem of
conventional agreement, as it is treated by Popper.

Nor is Popper impressed by the historicist
observation that all generalization o¢an proceed no
further than the bounds of a particular historical
perioed. Even spectacular differences between
historical periods can give no support to the idea that
laws bridging historical periodas cannot be found "any
more than the spectacular differences hetween Greenland
and Crete o¢an prove that there are no physical laws
which hold for both regions." (Popper, 1964: 101) Yet
there may be differences in history which are more
fundamental than those in the physical realm. The
historiclist often claima, after all, that human nature
itself is bound up 1n the character of an historical
period. If soclety changes radically from one period
to another, perhaps man changes, too. Popper fesponds
to this by noting that atoms, too, change with their
environment, for example wunder the influence of
magnetic fields, and that this change occurs not in

defiance of the laws of physics, but according to then,
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Furthermore, the significance of any alleged change in
human nature is doubtful, and very hard to ascertain.
Indeed, we may ask how the very occurrence of this
change is to be proved at all, For if we were to admit
that laws are subject te c¢hange from one period to
another, this change could not itself be explained by a
law, In Popper's words, it would be the admission that
the change was Just '"miraculous". This would be the
end of any progress in knaowledge, because any
unexpected observations would not cause us to revise
our theories. All that would be necessary to "explain"
them would be the adoption ef an ad hoo hypothesis that
the laws had changed. (Popper, 1964: 103) Again, we

would violate the rules of the game,

Criticism of the Pro-~Naturalistic Deoctrine

Popper has stated that the central tenet of both
the anti-naturalistic and pro-naturalistic varieties of
histericism is that there are general laws of
historical development which are disceverable by human
beings. "“The bellef, more especially, that it is the

task of the social sciences to 1lay bare the law of

evolution of soclety in order te faretell its future

+es Inight Dbe perhaps described as the central
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historicist doctrine.” (Popper, 1964 106) The
anti-naturalistic historicist believes in a distinction
between the unchanging natural and the changing soccial
world, while the pro-naturalistic historicist belileves
that there ocan be soccial 1laws of succession on the
order of the natural law of evolution,

But Popper shows that the pro-naturalistic
position 1is based wupon a misunderstanding of the
so-called Ylaw of evolution". This misunderstanding is
related to the distinction between strictly universal
and numerically universal statements. All laws of
nature are hypotheses, but this does not mean that all
hypotheses are 1laws, 1in the striect universal sense,
The "law of evolution” is of course an hypothesis, but
1t is the type of hypoﬁhesis whieh has the character of
a specific or particular histeorical statement. Popper
likens this to the statement that "Charles Darwin and
Frances Galton had a common grandfather." (Popper,
1964: 107) There cannot be a law of evolution in the
strictly universal sense, because the evolution of life
on earth, or of human society, or of history, or of any
process is a unique, historical event, It may proceed
according to all kinds of laws, but the description of
thls process 1is itself not a 1law, only a singular

stvatement, Evolution 1s, after all, about 1life on
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earth, It does not generalize its principles to all
points in space, or all times, There may be other life
forms someplace else in the universe, which may or may
not have evolved 1n a similar fashion to those on
earth, and our "law of evolution" does not speak to
that., The discovery on some distant planet of a life

form which did not evolve would not disprove the law of

evolution on Earth, but the discovery of 1light which

travelled at sixty miles an hour in a vacuum somewhere
else in the unlverse would disprove the 1law of the
constancy of the speed of light. Nor does the law of
evolution speak to the problem of evolution ending
sometime in the future, or of it ever having had a
beginning. Because the hypothesis of evolution has the
character of universality, but is bounded by inclusion
of an 1individual oconcept (the Earth), 1t loses its
strict universality, becoming a numerically universal
statement, and cannot be considered a natural law., The
"law" of evolution is not a law, it is the description
of an historical event here on Earth, and a unique one

at that. Since it is unique, it cannot be tested.

Now it is possible to argue against the uniqueness
of historileal evolution and in favor of its
testability. The historieist ocould, in the first

place, simply deny the uniqueness, cilting, for example,
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civilizational life~cycles, showing apparent
similarities in the rise and fall of civilizations, as
both Spengler (1926) and Toynbee (1961) have done., (9)
But Popper would reply that these apparent similarities
are only that. They are apparent and they are vaguely
similar, but they are not exact repetitions of
historical events, nor can they ever be, (10)
Secondly, the historicist can claim that even if
we accept the uniqueness of events, we can still detect
trends as oharacteristic of a unique event, Social
systems are dynamic and in motion, Just 1like physical
systems, says the pro-naturalist, and since we can
géneralize about physical systems, there is nothing to
prevent us from generalizing about social systems. But
Popper says that this claim is based upon a confusion
of statiecs and dynamies. A dynamic system for the
physicist is really analogous to a system which a
social sclentist would call "static". An example of a
dynamic system for the physicist would be the solar
system: 1t 4is not evolutionary, and this very
characteristic is what permits us to generate
predictions about it., It is therefore a mistake to
suppose that these dynamical long-term predictions
establish the possibility of making general predictions

about non-stationary social systems. (Popper, 1964:
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113) The difference is clear when we note that in
natural science, when speaking of motion, we are
dealing with the ochange 1in position of one thing
relative to another, But the historilecist social
sclentist, when speaking of the movement of a system,
seems really to mean actual internal structural change
of the system itself., (11)

Still, Popper admitg that it seems true that we
can document certain trends statistically. But again,

trends are not laws., The assumption of trends 1s often

a useful statistical device, but any statement which
asserts the existence of a trend remains existential,

and not strictly universal:

+ss & statement asserting the existence
of a trend at a certain time and place would
be a singular historical statement, not a
universal law. The practical significance of
this logical situation is considerable:
while we may base scientific predictiens on
laws, we cannot (as every cautious
statisticeian knows) base them merely on the
existence of trends. A trend (we may ...
take population growth as an example) which
has persisted for hundreds or even thousands
of years may change within a decade, or even
more rapidly than that. (Popper, 1964: 115)

Even in the physical sciences, we do not make
predictions on the basis of trends. We may assume that

any succession of phenomena proceeds according ¢to

universal laws of nature, but it is important to note
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that "no sequence of, say, three or more causally

connected conorete events proceeds according to any

single law_of  nature." (Popper, 1964: 117) Thus the

succession of physical phenomena is not 1itself a
universal law, but 1s explained through the use of a
series, perhaps infinite, of interactions which are
themselves based upen universal laws, The wind shaking
a tree, and an apple falling to the ground, cannot
described by any one law, ncr even any definite set of
laws, The idea that any sequence or succession of
events ocan be described by any one law 1is simply
mistaken: "There are neither laws of succession, nor
laws of evolution" in natural socience, social science,

or anywhere else, (Popper, 1964: 117)

Causality in History

The cause of an event 1s the conjunction of aone
covering law and some specifiec initial conditions, and
the event can be sald to be an effect of this law and
these conditions. Popper makes the point that we can
never speak of cause and effect in any absolute sense,
We must say that an event (the initial condition) is
the cause of another event only in relation to some

universal law. Since the use of a theory for
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predicting an event 1s the same as 1its use for
explaining the event, we cannot legitimately predict
events without also referring to some wuniversal law.
The fallure to recognize thils fact 1s, according to
Popper, "the central mistake of historicism®. (Popper,
1964: 128) The laws of development of historicism have
been shown to be nothing more than trends, and as
trends, can only have the c¢haracter of numerically
universal (which is to say existential or singular)
statements, They cannot be treated as strictly
universal covering laws, and hence the predictions
which the historiclsts make based upon these trends are
not scientific predictions at all, but can only be in
the form of prophecies., (12)

To be sure, explained trends do exist. Since
trends are unique singular events, they can be
explained, but any persistence in trends depends upon
the persistence of other specific initial conditions,
which may in turn be trends. The historicist who
disregards this, and deals with trends as if they were
universal laws, cannot make use of the gcovering law
model of secientific explanation. It is very easy to
make this mistake, and to overlook the initial
conditions, and the dependence upon them of general

trends. The Marxist trend of "the accumulation of the
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means of production™ may, for example, depend upon such
things as inventions, population parameters, and the
psychological impact of an industrial environment,
(13) We must try to imagine the effeact on the trend if
the initlal conditions were not there, This 13 just
what the historicist cannot do, since all his eggs are
already in one basket:

The poverty of historicism, we might say, is

a poverty of 1imagination, The historicist

continuously upbrailds those who cannot

imagine a change in their little world; yet

it seems that the historicist 4is himselfl

deficient in imagination, for he cannot

imagine a change in the conditions of change,
(Popper, 1964: 130)

The pro-naturalistic historiecist is mistaken about
the methods of natural soience, and hence . about their
use in social soience. But his heart is in the right
place, because although the methods of npnatural and
soclial sclence differ slightly, they are nevertheless
basically the same: "the methods always consist in
offering deductive ocausal explanations, and in testing
(by way of predictions)."™ (Popper, 1964: 131) The
gcovering law model of scientific progress is indeed a
covering model, for it covers all forms of scientific
investigation, as well as all forms of rational

investigation period,
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There are some differences between the natural
sciences and the social sciences whiech Popper 1is
willing to accept, however. Firsat of all, an inability
to quantify the objects of his study has always been a
thorn in the side of the social scientist. Now the
natural scientist has this problem too, although ¢to a
lesser extent, as we can see in Popper's treatment of
the statistical basis of many observations i1in natural
sclence, (14) But in the soclal sciences, this
difficulty has at times proven to be almost
insurmountable. It has been overcome in part through
the use of advanced statistical analysis, but there
nevertheless remain some severe and fundamental
problems. In soelal sclence, the parameters with which
we often deal have a tendency to change greatly and
rapldly and this often obviates the possibility of
using statistical analysis as a basis for research,
Additionally, most of the interesting phenomena studied
in social sclence can only be studied at a relatively
rudimentary statistical level, unless we violate
fundamental statistioal assumptions. (15)

"Secondly, the historicist has a point when he
makes the claim that the objects of study in social
sclence are fundamentally different than those of

physics, They always boll down to individual human
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beings. This leads to an approach to the study of
social reality which Popper refers to as
"methodological individualism" (more fully developed in
Chapter 5). Individuals oan be studied, unlike
physical objects, by making the assumption of
rationality on the part of the objeot of study. Popper

calls the method which makes use of this assumption the

"zero method":

By this I mean the method of o<onstructing a
model on the assunption of complete
rationality (and. perhaps also on the
assumption of complete information) on the
part of all the individuals concerned, and of
estimating the deviation of the actual
behaviour of people from the model behaviour,
using the latter as a kind of zero
coordinate. (Popper, 1964: 141)

The 2zeroc method 1s often employed by social scientists
(see for example Rawls, 1971; and Friedman, 1953). It
is basically the same as Weber's "ideal types" (1968a).
Indeed, the assumption of a rational mbdel of political
behavior and the examination of actual politicél
behavior as deviations from the zero order assumption
is a technique which 1is as o0ld as Plato. Announcing
the zero order assumption amounts to a description of
what the scoial scientist believes to be rational
behavior, and this assumption is of course based upon

experientially derived knowledge of the psychological
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characteristics of human beingas.
But this does not imply that there is a
psychological basis for all sccial science; psychology

is simply one among many social sciences:

In fact, psychology cannot be the basis of
social sclence., First, because 1t i3 itselfl
Just one of the social 3sciences: "human
nature" varies considerably with the social
institutions, and its  study therefore
presupposes an understanding of these
institutions. BSecondly, because the social
sclences are largely concerned with the
unintended consequences, or repercussions, of
human actions [sic). (Popper, 1964: 158, my
emphasis)

The reductionist contention that socliology is simply
the study of psychologlcal ceharacteristics cannot be
successful because of the fact that human actions have
unintended consequences, important ones, Now a
strictly doctrinaire Freudian way attempt to overcome
this objection with the assertion that there are no
unintended consequences, and that all consequences of
our actions are at least suboonsclously intended, But
in the first place, such an assertion is impossible to
falsify, and thus remains unscientific or
"metaphysical', to use Popper's words, And
furthermore, 1f we maintain that human actors behave in
a context of incomplete knowledge, an assumption which

is not at all metaphysically untenable and which 1is
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practically fruitful, then we cannot assign to any
human actor the ability to know all potential
consequences of any speoifid action, -even
"subconseiously". For in a deterministic context, the
consequences of a particular action must ripple
infinitely through time, requiring, therefore, complete
knowledge of the future, while in an indeterministic
context, there may occur at some point events which
cannot be assigned specific causes, and which therefore
cannot be incorporated into the knowledge of all
potential consequences of a human action, Besides,
there exlst some oconsequences of human activity, such
as those outlined in the Tragedy of the Commons problem
(Hardin, 1964) and studied extensively in contemporary
Public Choice Theory (Buchanan and Tullock, 1962;
Olson, 1971), which are not the direct result of
conscious or unconscious human intent, but are rather
the result of the c¢onjoining of ¢this iIntent with
certain characteristics of ¢the physical world, And
human intent cannot, no matter how hard it tries,
change the fundamental constraints imposed upon it by
the physical world, We may invent airplanes, but they
must still obey the law of gravity.

The uncertain consequences of human intentions

causes Popper, in place of reducing sociology teo
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paychology, to claim Iinstead that the human factor is
"the ultimately uncertain and wayward element in social
life and in all social institutions.”™ (Popper, 1964:
158) In faot, it is the human element which cannot be
conpletely controlled, for any attempt to do so must
lead to tyranny, and if the tyrannizing individual is
himself a humﬁn being, subject to the uncertain
elements of human psycheclogy, the problem yet remains,
as Hobbes has shown in his famous paradox.

Yet there 1is room for certain psychological
assumptions about rationality in the study of society,
as we have seen, For Popper, this zero order
assumption 1s best expressed in the so-called "logic of
the situation®, (16) To see Popper's place for
situational logic in a scientific study of society, let
us first examine his distinetion between theoretical
and historical investigation a little more closely.

Remember that true science is theoretical science,
and as such it 1ls c¢haracterized by 1its iInterest 1in
universal laws, and by 1ts deductive method of
falsification. History, on the other hand, "is

characterjzed by 1its interest in actual, singular, or

specific events, rather than in laws or

generalizations.” (Popper, 1964: 143) These singular

events include trends and, to be sure, to the extent
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that the historian attempts to explain these trends and
events, he will have to make use of theoretical
sciences which concern themselves with universal laws.
But the historian is not interested in these laws as an
historian; he is instead interested in the event, For
example, the interest shown by some evolutionists and
historicists in questions of the origins of man or
society, 1is really an interest iIn ‘'how and why"
questions. These questions are conmparatively
unimportant theoretically, 4in that they do not and
cannot lead to the formulation of general 1laws. They
describe singular events, and are usually only of
specific historical interest. Popper does not here
mean to denigrate historical investigation or to
trivialize the findings of historians,. Rather, he
merely wishes to show that history and social science,
while linked in the study of humankind, are
nevertheless two distinet modes of investigation,
characterized by separate methodologies and separate
problems, History's interest in singular events cannot
approach the theoretical, because describing a singular
event means emphasizing that event's peculiarity and
uniqueness, This is necessarily to include aspects of
that event which do not attempt to explain it causally,
The two tasks of social scientifie and histerical
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investigation are related, necessary, and
complementary, and any event in history can be viewed
under either perspective, but they are not to be
conflated and confused with each other,

If there cannot be historical theories, can there
yet be a theory of history? I suspect that Popper
would find that this would be 4impossible, for any
theory that attempted to describe historical

investigation would be deseribing a singular event and
would fall prey to several problems: (1) by describing
a singular event, it would not be dealing with
universal laws; and (2) the event of studying history
occurs within history, as does the event of theorizing
about the study of history, which brings us back to the
Oedipus effeoct. We should note, however, that the
first objection can be raised against a "theory" of
sclentific discovery, too -- which is why Popper ecan
deal only with the "logic" of scientific discovery, and

cannot formulate laws to explain the phenomenon,

The Myth of the Framework

The antli-naturalist has made the c¢laim that the
peculiar character of social laws binds them to

partiocular histerical periods, while the pro-naturalist
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purports to discover "laws of history" which extend
beyond these periods, Popper has argued against both
of these: against the first on the grounds that it
produces utoplanism and totalitarianism, and against
the second by showing that it relies on a
misunderstanding of the nature of scientific laws and
historical events. There is one claim whiech at least
the anti-naturalistic historicist can make against all
this. Even if Popper can show that human nature is not
bound by a particular historical epoch, it may be the
case that bhuman knowledge 1s so bound. This stand
1éads to epistemological relativism, and Popper rejects
it out of hand, but Burleigh Taylor Wilkins (1978) has
a number of interesting things to say about Popper's
argument,

The basic argument which Wilkins advances against
Popper revolves around what Wilkins refers to as
Popper's "Myth of the Framework". Wilkins' work, Has
History Any Meaning?, takes its title from a concluding

chapter in Popper's The Open Soclety and Its Enemies

(1966b) , and Wilkins concentrates most of his attention
on the ideas of Popper which are expressed in this
chapter, fopper adjudges epistemological relativism to
be based upon the "myth of the framework": the idea,

that 1is, that all knowledge statements are
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fundamentally encapsulated in a "framework" of ideas
which we acquire, innately as 1t were, through our
cultural, social, and intellectual heritage. This idea
is of course nothing new, and there 13 nothing
necessarily illegitimate about it, Carl Becker's
(1932) "Climate of Opinion", for example, i3 one of the
more precise and cogent presentations of this thenme,
and Thomas Kuhn's (1970) oclaims regarding paradigmatic
revolutions in science also make use of a restrictive
interpretation of framework. But the "framework
mythologists" infer from all this a radical
imprisonment of the individual intellect within this

framework., As it 1is dimpossible to escape operating
from within a framework, standards of  truth and
knowledge must be beyond our reach.: The only
legitimate epistemological (and, by the way, moral)
standpoint is one of a thoroughgoing relativism,

Popper rejects this, noting 1in a rather famous

passage:

+s+ at any moment we are prisoners
caught in the framework of our theories; our
expectations; our past experiences; our
language. But we are prisoners in a
Pickwickian sense: if we try, we can break
out of our framework at any time,
Admittedly, we shall find ourselves again in
a framework, but it will be a better and
roomier one; and we can at any moment break
out of it again. (17)
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Wilkins is not happy with this formulation, however,
for he belleves that this atatement of Popper's
attitude towards science directly contradicets Popper's
declaration of the Iimportance of interpretation for

historical research, what Wilkins calls Popper's "Third

. Thesis",

According to Wilkins, Popper has three theses in
mind in dealing with the logic of historical inquiry:

(1) First of all, the study of history is always
characterized by 1its interest in singular or specific
events, and not by any interest in universal laws or
generalizations. ' ' -

(2) Secondly, Popper endorses the '"oovering law"
model of historical explanation, but emphasizes that
any use of universal laws by historians 1is usually
unimportant, even trivial, and these covering laws are
never used as a means to test a specific hypothesis.

(3) Finally, Popper argues that history must be
selective "unless it 1s to be choked by a flood of poor
and unrelated material." (18)

Let us deal with Wilkins' criticisms of these three

theses one at a time.

History and Singular Events

Wilkins agrees that it is true that historians are
concerned with speeific singular events, but he does

not think that this specificity is limited in the way
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in which Popper would maintain. He 1s willing to grant
to historians much greater latitude in their topies of
investigation than 1is Popper, noting at one point that
if Hegel did nothing else for us, he at least has made
us sensitive "to the great variety of interests and
poeints of view among historians.” (Wilkins, 1978: 24)
Therefore, we  must be very wary of sweeping
characterizations of "what historians do'.

The singular events 1in which historians are
interested are often extraordinarily complicated, and
Wilkins wonders whether 1t 1is at all valuable to
continue to characterize them as singular events, For
example,

In my . judgment to characterize events so

complex as either the Pelopponesian Wars or

the development of Britain as being singular

or specific would be informative only as a

way of telling us that historlians are not

concerned with wars or nations in general but

only with particular wars or nations.
(Wilkins, 1978: 25)

If we overemphaslize the singular nature of historical
events, we will have a tendency to downgrade legitimate
historical inquiry into more general considerations,
e;pecially "the causal connections among any events
whioh usually make up the problem or the 'wholet! that
the historian investigates.” (Wilkins, 1978: 25)
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But this argument can be of no use against Popper,
for we have already seen his own argument against
analyzing the "whole" (in the sense of "totality") of
anything. Wilkins seems to overlook this, as well as
the distinction which Popper makes between strictly
universal and numerically universal statements. No
matter how many wars we observe, any factors common to

these wars can only be expressed as a numerically

universal statement. It remains a conjunction of
sinsular statements, We may ¢try to aveid this by
making a statement auch as "War 1is caused by class
struggle” and intend it in its striectly -universal
sense., We could then at least conceivably test it by
attempting to falsify it through ecritical observation
and experiment. If we did all this, I believe Popper
would grant us the status of scientists, specifically
military or political soientists. But he would not
admit that we were Being historians, For all history
is the history of something, and therefore we must
refer to some object of investigation other than simply
"war" in general. If we are writing a history of human
soclety, then we will be dealing with human war, and

the statement cannot be considered strictly universal.
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The Triviality of Covering Laws in History

Wilkins says that Popper does not deny the
presence of general c¢onsiderations in historical
inquiry but that he "downgrades them unduly" by his
second thesis. The primary difficulty with this
thesis, according to Wilkins, is its ambiguity: ™"Is he
simply desceribing the limitations of many histories, or
is he saying that history as a kind of inquiry
necessarily has these 1limitations?" (Wilkins, 1978:

'26) If Popper is simply describing 1limitations of
histories which have been written, this does not prove
the impossibility of writing a history which does not
contain these limitations, and if Popper 1s maintaining
that history as a kind of inquiry has these limitations
built into it, then Wilkins belleves that Popper has 1in
no way shown this to be the case.

But once we understand Popper's intention of
"general statements" as being statements containing
strictly universal terms and only universal
quantifiers, Wilkins' objection to Popper's second
thesis 1s again not so strong, for the ambiguity in
Popper's position 4is removed, It is clear that what
Popper is saying 1s that history as a whole c¢annot in

principle be understood in universal terms. This is so
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owing to the open-ended nature of history, extending as
it does. indefinitely into the future. We must limit
ourselves to a "logleo of the situation® by which we
generalize only te the boundaries of a situational
context which occurs within the general context of
history. Whole statements such as these might appear
to bear the form of universal statements, but, strictly
speaking,'they are not., Again, "War is the result of
class struggle" 1s a meaningful statement in a limited
context (whether or not it 1s ¢true 1is beside the
point), that 1is, a context which surrounds 1t with
limiting statements - such as "in our recorded
knowledge"; "up wuntll the present"; Yhere on Earth";
or "discounting natural disasters”, These statements
place the M"universal" statement in an exlistential
context, thereby depriving it of 1ts universality. It
remains "universal" within a specific context, and
retains the appearance of an hypothesis, but it loses
its ability tc behave as a strictly universal statement
about history qua history, and at this level, it is not
falsifiable,
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The Need for Interpretation in History

The problem with Popper's third thesis, that of
the need for histerical interpretation, 1s not that it
is fundamentally wrong, but that, according to Wilkins,
it does not seem &0 be a means of delineating
theoretical from historical investigation. It is clear
that Popper recognizes something of the problem of the
framework in scientific investigation., We have already
seen Popper's disdain for the "naive empiricist" who
"thinks that we begin by collecting and arranging our
experiences, and so ascend the ladder of science ...."
(Popper, 1968: 106) We have noted that such an
approach is in the first place not possible, for 1t
ignores the problem of filtering perceptions and
cbservations according to some relevant basis, We
simply cannot observe without such a filter, and the
filter which Popper suggests we utilize is one which
pays attention to the common problems, theories, and
traditions of contemporary sclence -- a "framework", in
other words. We may not be bound by this or that
particular framework, but we must choose one in order
for investigation to proceed. The idea that the
pursuit is dependent in some sense upon the choice of a

perspective bothers Wilkins a great deal, and he asks,
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Can Popper give us good reasons to believe
that interpretation is more central or basic
to historical i1inquiry than te sclentific
inquiry? If he cannot, this would indicate
the presence of a paradex in his philosophy.
(Wilkins, 1978: 27)

The paradox to which Wilkins alludes is the fact
that Popper seems at once to be an enemy of the "myth
of the framework" and yet seems to defend it where the
writing of history is concerned, Historiecal
interpretations are frameworks, or at least the results
of frameworks. S8ince Popper says that 1in science we
can leap from one framework to another, we ought to be
able to do se in histery alsoe, But Popper never denies
this possibility. What he denies 1s the possibility of
testing the truth of any framework, and this is denied
both for historical investigation and for scientific

investigation.,

Wilkins is unclear at times in his use of the term
"framework". At one point he seems to mean that
frameworks are the sum of ¢the cultural, seeclal, and
intellectual heritage which the historian brings ¢to
bear upon his work, and this is certainly what Popper
means, At other times, however, Wilkins uses the term
as if to mean those problems which give the histerian

his incentive to inquire. Popper distinguishes between
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these twe uses, but it is clear that they are related,
The cultural and intellectual framework which creates
the context for the historian's investigation contains
some of the preoblems which the historian wishes to
investigate, and this is alse true for the sclentist.
But it is impeortant to keep the framework separate from
the problems, because the specific problem which the

investigator addresses may be the framework itself. We

would never experience the need or desire to move from
one framework or perspective to another if we did not,
at some time, have problems generated from operating
within the framework, This 1is the point of Kuhn's
"revolutionary science" after all. (Kuhn, 1970) We may
replace the notion of a framework in history with
Kuhn's concept of a paradigm in seience and say that
when the acceptance of a paradigm and operation within
a paradigm becomes itself problematic, by producing too
many results which seem to conflict with the paradigm
and with each other, a search for a new paradigm
begins.

But this slight oconfusion on Wilkins' part is not
all that dramatic. For his peint can be made simply by
appealing to Popper'!s notien of problems being the
"spur to research" and talking instead then about the

"myth of the problem". We could then say that the



Chapter § Unscientific Historicism 177

historian's interpretation will of necessity be based
upon and generated by the particular problems with
which he is ooncerned, This 1s also ¢true of the
sclentist. However, this is not at all the same thing
as making an argument 1in favor of epistemological
relativism., It 1s an argument 1instead sabout human
motivation, and about fruitful wodes of inquiry, rather
than about the possibility of knowing. When dealing at
this level, the level of problems, Popper can continue
to maintain his distinction between historical and
theoretical investigation. The problems generated for
the theoretician are problems brought about by the
momentary acceptance of a bold hypothesls or of a
general law, while the problems of the historian are
problems generated by the singular events of history.
As we have seen, no singular event, no matter how
complex its deseription may be, can be managed 1like a
universal law, We <¢an construet no a}gument which
would produce conelusions 1In the form of distinect
singular statements which would allow us to test the

original perspective,

The Problem of Meaning

Wilkins comments on Popper's c¢laim that history
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can have "no meaning" (Popper, 1966a, II: ochap. 25)
by referring us to the work of W. H. Walsh (1959).
First of all, Walsh notes . that we must distinguish
between the question of whether we can discover meaning
in history and the question of whether there is any
possible meaning of history to be discovered. It is
possible, says Walsh, to be concerned with discovering
meaning in history:

Just as the fact that a scientist succeeds in

understanding a set of previously puzzling

phenomena is without relevance to the thesis

that we can make sense of nature as a whole,

so s the historian's activity of

establishing order in his material irrelevant

to the question o¢f whether a pattern can be
discerned in history. (Walsh, 1959: 229)

The historian is entitled to arrange the obJects of his
investigation and his results into an order which makes
some sort of sense, and Popper is in accord with this.
Popper sees the value of historical interpretation as a
means of solving particular historical and soclal
problems., We can write histories of industrial
development, histories of war, and indeed even a
history of "international crime", (Popper, 1966b, II:
270) There 1s nothing wrong with ¢this, and to the
extent that the historian is successful in elucidating
such histories, he may 1legitimately be considered to
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have found some meaning in history.

But this is not the same thing as science (which
holds no monopoly on meaning) and it is furthermore not
the same as a meaning of history. Walsh sees two
distinct ways of inquiring into this latter type of
meaning. The first, more modest of the two, involves
searching for regular laws or patterns (what Popper
would call I"trends") which appear'to govern historical
change. The second form, however, 1involves a search
for "a single plot or pattern in the wheole course of
historical development .,. history makes sense only if
the goal in question 13 something of which we can
morally approve." (Walsh, 1959: 303) The difference
between the two is that the firat approach does not
entaill the second. For patterns within history again
involve the description of singular events, such as the
description of the evolutionary process., It is a great
leap to move from the description of this event to the
declaration that it is the one single 1law which
encompasses and explains all historical change, and
which therefore gives history its meaning. Walsh notes
that to the extent that this is done, we often end up
in the position of predicting the end of history and of
morally evaluating this end. If we approve of the
foreknown end of history, we might then speak of the
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"progress®" of history. On the other hand, 1f 1t turns
out that the end does not meet our approval, we may
speak instead of a "decline" in history.

Moreover, historicism goes even further than
deseribing the historical process as being moral or
immoral :

ees 1t seeks not only to tell us where

we are going and that where we are geoing is a

morally desirable gecal or end, but it alsc

seeks to derive moral imperatives from the
allegedly factual claim that history is going

in a ocertain direction. In short,

historicism tells us that the goal or end

toward whieh history i1is moving is morally

desirable because history 1is moving toward
that goal or end. (Wilkins, 1958: 22)

We have already 3seen Popper's arguments against the
"moral historicism" of the wutoplanists and holists,
(19) But HWalsh's distinction between the two types of
meaning of history means for him that such moral
overtones need not be present in any inquiry into the
laws of historical change. Rather, these laws c¢an be
discovered in a strictly scientific manner. (Walsh,
1959: 304) Wilkins agrees with this, He believes that
Walsh i3 correct in stating that the first sort of
inquiry can, if successful, find ocertain laws of
history, without at the same time obliging us to

comment on where history is going, or whether the ends
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of history are morally desirable. (Wilkins, 1978: 18)
This is so because, for Wilkins, "all a law tells us is
that under certain conditlons certain events will ---
or will not --- occcur, and the question whether these
conditions obtain is a separate matter." (Wilkins,
1978: 18)

But none of this meets Popper's basic objection.,
The notion that we can discern within history general
laws which have the quality of being able to generate
predictions, even If we do not at the same time make
some statement about the overall goal or end of
history, is precisely the confusion between trends, in
the form of hypotheses, and strictly universal 1laws,
which are the only truly sclientific form of hypotheses.
Popper has detalled this confusion earlier, and as we

have seen, historical trends can never in principle be

treated as wuniversal laws, because any historical
trends remain descriptions of 1ife on Earth, and
therefore contain singular limitations in the form of

individual concepts.

The Call of Historicism

Popper toys with the 1idea that even though

historicism is not solence, it nevertheless seems to
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answer some sort of need. It attempts to explain and
understand things about which human beings are
ganhinely puzzled, and he says that before we can get
rid of historicism, we have to be able to offer
something better to take 1its place, something which
would adequately satisfy these needs,

Popper is alluding to a very serious problem here.
There are some good points to historiecism., It is, for
example, often a reaction against the "naive method of
interpreting political history merely as the story of
great tyrants and great generals.," (Popper, 1964:
148) Historiclsts feel that there must be something
better than this type of explanation, because it links
historical progress simply to human personalities, and
if personalities are the result of chance evoluticnary
and environmental factors, what meaning could there be
in history? Instead, the historiecist tends to replace
the tyrants and generals with "spirita" and
"gonseciousnesses" (every bit as tyrannical, though):
the "spirit" of an age, of a nation, of history itself.
It is clear from the above discussion that Popper has
no sympathy with these spirits:

And yet I feel that they indicate, at least,

the existence of a lacuna, of a place whieh

it is the task of sociclogy to fill with
something more sensible, such as an analysis
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of problems arising within a tradition.
There is room for a more detalled analysis of
the logie of situations, (Popper, 1964
149)

Situational logic, perhaps using Popper's zero method,
can explain, as Jarvie (1972) shows, the reasons for an
event occurring. But as both Popper and Jarvie wish to
point out, this is not all there 13 to the explanation
of social phenomena. We need something more, something
on the order of an analysls of socclal movements and
social institutions. These studies should be based on
methodological individualism, says Popper, and they may
penetrate through current institutions, to the ways in
which new traditions and institutions may be created,
and to the ways in which old ones decay and die.

With all this said, however, there yet remains the
problem of the emotional appeal of historiciam, There
is a certain satisfaction te be gained in the
theoretical sciences. If we cannot know general laws
to be true, at least we can know what laws are false,
and this knowledge is not of inconsiderable value. In
addition, there 1is a certain mesthetic satisfaction to
be derived from the practice of theoretical science.
The elagance of certain mathematical formulae and the
beauty of the "truth content” of some universal laws

are widely recognized. The problem 1s that in history,
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the universal laws which can be used are for the most
part trivial and used unconsciously; they ocannot
possibly fulfill the function of interest-and aesthetic
satisfaction as we find in theoretical secience, To the
charge that historieism turns out to be unscientifie,
anyone oconvinced of the validity of that charge, even
an historicist, c¢an quite Jlegitimately respond "So
what?" Perhaps the purpcese of historicism is not to do
the deeds of sclence after all, but to fulfill sonme
need which science is perceived as not fulfilling. And
perhaps sclence 1is not the only way of knowing, but
only one among others, Furthermore, Popper's charge
that historicism as a means of investigation is
unfruitful in that it does not generate the knowledge
which 1s wutilizable by the politician for  the
construction of a better social order, may wmiss the
point in this regard. This might only be one aim of
the historiecist; there might be other more deeply-set,
even psychological aims, which Popper does not address.

In fact, Popper notes, at the end of his 1964
work, that there 1is a gdreat emotional appeal to
historicism, It seems to fulfill some emotional need
in human beings; a need which Popper sees present
throughout history. Popper therefore points out that

historiocism is not a modern phenomenon, but very, very
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old. The final passage of his 1964 work is worth
quoting in full here:

To present 80 venerable an idea as bold and
revolutionary is, I think, to betray an
unconscious conservatiam; and we who
contemplate this great enthusiasm for change
may well wonder wvhether it is not only one
side of an ambivalent attitude, and whether
there was not some inner resistance, equally
great, to be overcome, If 8o, this would
explain the religious fervour with which this
antique and tottering philosophy is
proclaimed the latesi and thus the greatest
revelation of science, May it not, after
all, be the historicists who are afraid of
change: And is it not, perhaps, this fear of
change which makes them so utterly incapable
of reacting rationally to criticism, and
whioch makes others so0 responsive ¢to their
teaching? It almost looks as 1if historicists
were trying to compensate themseives for the
loss of an _unchanging world by clinging to
the faith that change can be foreseen because
it 18 ruled by an unchanging law. (Popper,
1964: 160-161, my emphasis)

If historicism 1s unscientific, and if it furthermore
is unfruitful for planning social reform, perhaps the
"emotional appeal® {s the only ¢thing that is left,
Only at this point in his work does Popper seem to
glimpse the ‘'"pneumopathological™ aspects of what
Voegelin will later maintain to be the historicist
"revolt against reason", and the preference for
"gertain untruth" over "uncertain truth". (Voegelin,

1968)
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(1) Kant, Dreams of a Ghost Seer, Part II, Chapter
III; 1in Werke, E. Cassirer, ed,, vol, II, p. 385;
quoted in Popper, 1964: &6,

(2) Popper notes Hayek's objeotion (cf.
Collectivist Economic Planning, 1935: 210) to the use
of the term "soclal engineering"” as requiring the
centralization of all relevant knowledge in a single
head. Popper says that this very idea could be known
in the form of a technological hypothesis of whioch the
piecemeal engineer 1is aware. In other words, the
engineer could know that "it is not peossible for all
relevant knowledge to be centered in a single head" and
would take this into acccount in his engineering.

(3) (Popper, 1964: 66) The sociological principle
that the efficiency of institutional machlnes is
limited (see above aphorism) can be compared with the
principles of thermodynamios, which exclude the
possibility of perpetual motion machines, Popper
contrasts this with "sclentistice" attempts to work out
analogies between physical energy and such concepts as
political power, For example, Bertrand Russell (Power,
1938: 10ff.) makes the point that the various ~forms
of power, such as wealth, propaganda power, and
physical prowess, may be converted into one another,
This idea, however, is one which according to Popper
cannot be expressed in a technological form, This
would indicate that for Popper the ability to formulate
suoch an expression is a test against scientism.

(4) We must note here, however, that Popper's
refutation of dialectic depends upon the assertion of
his own dinterpretation of the progress of human
knowledge, and this assertion has thus far been left in
a state of "suspendended animation" by his doctrine of
conventionalism,

(5) See for example the Manifesto's oriticism of
"Critical~Utoplian Socialism and Communism® as
"fantastic pictures of future sociebty", laocking "all
practical value and all theoretical Justification",
their proponents differing from reactionary
conservatives "only by more systematic pedantry, and by
their fanatical and superstititiouas belief 1in the
miraculous effects of their social science." (Marx and
Engels, 1978: u489-499)

(6) It is in fact impossible, as seen 1in note 2
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above.

(7) See in this regard the excellent treatment of
Lysenkoism by Medvedev (1969), and by Cole (1983).

(8) The notion that Marx's analysis was inspired
by his moral indignation over the shoddy treatment of
the proletariat is part of the popular mythology about
Marx. Generally, the 1idea 1is advanced by those who
might reject the consequences of Marxism, but who,
wishing to find some good in it all, are willing to
maintaln that Marx's heart, at least, was in the right
place == though he may have gone overboard a bit owing
to his highly-developed moral sensibilities,

Such an attitude fails for two reasons. (1) Marx
explicitly condemns the sentimentality proposed by such
a view, and (2) as Niemeyer (1971) shows, Marx's
eritique of society was already in place by the time he
"discovered" the proletariat. Why Popper falls victim
to this myth is a mystery.

(9) Interestingly, Voegelin coriticizes this type
of thinking 1in a manner which would appear pleasing to
Popper. He writes:

The cycle of political forms N has
remained a problem 1in the theory of history
and pelitics through the ages, It will ©be
sufficlient to recall the names of Aristotle,
Polybius, Machiavelli, Vioco, Spengler, and
Toynbee. None of the sequences evolved by
the varilous thinkers can be called
satisfactory, though all eof  them have
absorbed a sufficient amount of historical
materials to prove that the problem is not in
vain. (Voegelin, 1957a: 128)

The problem with suoch investigation is -that it relies
upon an attempt to "construet the pattern by an
inductive method that would generalize historical
observations ...." (Voegelin, 1957a: 128) Such
induction 1s impossible, as Voegelin shows 1in his
admirable analysis of Toynbee (Voegelin, 1975: esp.
1-11), precisely because the "framework" used to select
the relevant historical facta 1is quite simply ¢the
resultant generalization: the 1life-cycle hypothesis
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itself,

(10) Nietzsche's doctrine of the MEternal Return
of the Same" comes to mind here., His primary argument
in favor of the doctrine is to be found in  Thus. Spoke
Zarathustra (Nietzsohe, 1968: 103-439) in Section III,
Part 2:

"Behold,"” I continued, "this Moment! From
this gateway, Moment, a 1long, eternal lane
leads backward: behind us lies an eternity.
Must not whatever can walk have walked on
this lane before?  Must not whatever can
happen have happened, have been done, have
passed by before? And if everything has been
there before --- what do you think, dwarf, of
this moment? Must not this gateway too have
been there before? And are not all things
knotted together so firmly that this moment
draws after 1t all that is to come?
Therefore -~~~ itself tco? For whatever can
walk ~--- in this long land out there teoo, it
must walk once more., (Nietzsche, 1968: 270)

Zarathustra 1s the story of finding out about this
doctrine, of learning to live with it and by 1t, The
argument essentially breaks down into five parts:

1. Every particular ¢thing 1in the world is
causally determined to exist and to be what and as it
is,

2. In the infinity and eternity of time past and
present, all things that can exist have existed, and
have been determined to exist.

3. Just as the past determines the present, so
the past and present together determine the future,

4, But if all the things which o¢an exist have
existed in the past or exist still in the present, then
the future can bring only a continuation af the things
which now are, or a return of those which have been.

5. The history of the world, therefore, can be
nothing but the "eternal return of the same".

The argument has an acceptable logical struoture,
and therefore it 1s valid, But, as we all know, there
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is a distinction to be noted between a valid and a
sound argument. Validity 1s not enough. Arguments
must contain premises which are true in order for them
to generate true conclusions. Nietzsche's argument is
dependent upon the truth of the following propositions:

1. that there has been an infinity of time in the
past,

2. that there 1is only a finite stock of things so
that all things capable of existing have already done
so, Or, more precisely, if there is to be an infinite
number of events possible, the infinity of time must be
of a greater magnitude, If events are denumerable,
time must be superdenumerable, If the infinity of time
is not greater than the iInfinity of eobjects and events,
then we would not be capable of knowing that "infinity
plus one equals origin",

3. that there will be an infinity of time in the
future. If this were not so, there may be a final
state. '

4, that there 1is oomplete causal determinism
("hard"); that there are no things which happen
without causes.,

Any of these propositions may be criticized.

(11) Additionally, we may note that the ability to
deal with interactions and predictions 1in even so
"preoise" a sSclence as physics may prove to be
extraeordinarily difficult, as is seen in the
intractability of the three-body problenm in
gravitational mechanics.

(12) In this regard, Popper (1964: 117-119)
points to Mill's attempt to discover "the law of
progress: which law [must] enable us to predict future
events, just as after a few terms of an infinite series
in algebra vwe are able to detect the principle of
regularity in their formation, and to predict the rest
of the series to any number we please." {Mil11, 1900:
633) Popper declares that Mill fails to make the
necessary distinotion between universal laws and
specifio initial conditions.

(13) It may also depend upon less immediately
apparent faotors such as ideology and religious belief,
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as Weber (1959) has shown,

(14) See especially Popper, 1968: seotions 4§7-42,
T4, 75, and Appendloces #ii-%vii; and Popper, 1983:
Chapter III.

(15) Multiple regression analysis, for example, is
widely used 1in political science, without  much
attention pald to the fact that valid use of the
technique requires, at a minimum:

1. 1interval level data

2. a number of cases at least greater than the
number of independent varlables

3. normally distributed residuals with zero mean
and constant variance (whioh requires an even greater
number of cases)

4y, partial correlation values of zero for the
residuals

5. no correlation among the independent
variables,

And this says nothing about additional requirements
which may be needed for the simple computation of the
regression coefficients.

These conditions are only rarely, if ever, met by
social solence data, I have personally seen them
violated so badly that a computer program designed ¢to
calculate the regression coefficients simply gave up,
and yet the (entirely unintelligible) results were used
in a professional paper.

(16) See Jarvie (1972: Chapter I) for an
excellent treatment of this concept. Jarvie (1969)
also gives a fine example of the application of this
method to anthropolegical problems.

(17) (Popper, 1970a: 50) See also Popper's work
"Normal Science and Its Dangers" (Lakatos and Musgrave,
eds,, 1970: 56), where he attempts to refute Kuhn's
notion of scientific paradigms,

(18) (Popper, 1964: 150) These olaims are
examined further 1in the next sectian of the
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dissertation.

(19) See also the ohapter entitled “Moral
Historicism" in Popper, 1966b, II,
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V. HISTORICISM AS FALSE

We think of the key, each in his prison
Thinking of the key, each confirms a prison,
-=- Eliot, "The Wasteland"

"perhaps you hadn't heard that I was a
logician." - Satan to Guido de
Montefeltro, Inferno XXVII

At this point, let us catoh our breath and
recapitulate what has gone before, The immediately
preceding chapter has analyzed Popper's criticisms of
historiecism, and has shown why he belleves historicism
to be a poor method of social 1investigation. By and

large, the refrain seems to be that historicism is

simply unscientific, sharing none of the

charaoteristices whieh Popper ascribes to sclence,
Thus, historicism cannot, by its very nature, produce
the type of knowledge which we say we are looking for
in the social sciences.

Yet we have seen that it 1s entirely possible, as
Popper recognizes, for the historicist to declare that
the distinct pature of historicism as opposed te
sclence may simply 1indicate historicism's greater
value, Even if the historicist admitted that his
methodology was unsclentific, could this not be seen as

a virtue? It should be clear to everyone that science
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has not solved all our social problems, nor 1s 1t
likely te do so, Perhaps it 1s the.oase that science
is incapable of providing such solutions precisely
because of the limitations of its own methodolugy. In
this case, the charge that historicism fails to produce
even 1ts own desired results is a charge that can be
hurled back 1in the face of the scientist. Such an
attitude gives the historicist much ammunition to use
agalnst Popper, and requires as a response a different
type of criticism -~ one which would be based upon the
idea that historiecism {s flatly untrue, i.e., that an
historicist interpretation of reality does not, in some
fundamental sense, comport with that reality.

Popper olearly understeod the importance of
establishing this critieism when he wrote the Preface

to The Poverty of Historicism. His opening statement

reads thus:

I tried to show, 1in The Poverty of
Historicism, that historicism 1is a poor
method == a method which does not bear any
frult, But I did not actually refute
historicism. Since then, I have succeeded in
giving a refutation of historicism: I have
shown that, for strictly logical reasons, 1t
is impossible for us to predict the future
course of history. (Popper, 1964: V1)

In this chapter, we wlll examine in detail the basis
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for Poppert's refutation, presented in several of his
works (notably Popper 1950 and 1950a, 1973, 1979, 1982,
and 1983). For the moment, however, let us be
satisfied by way of introduction with Popper's owuwn

brief summary of his refutation, given in this Preface:

1. The course of human history is
strongly influenced by the growth of human
knowledge, (The truth of this premise nust
be admitted even by those who see in our
ideas, including our scientific ideas, merely
the by-products of material developments of
some kind or other.

2. We cannot predict, by rational or
scientific methods, the future growth of our
sclentific knowledge....

3. We cannot, therefore, predict the
future course of human history.

4, This means that we must reject the
possibility of a theoretical history; that
is to say, of a historical social science
that would correspond to theoretical physics,
There ecan be no scientific theory ef
historical development serving as a basls for
historical prediction,

5. The fundamental aim of historicist
methods ... is therefore misconceived; and
historicism collapses. {Popper, 1964 :
vi-vii).

Popper states that the "decisive astep" in his
entire argument 1is statement number 2, which he

translates as: "If there is such a thing as growing

human knowledge, then we cannot anticlpate today what

we shall know only tomorrouw." (Popper, 1964: vii, his
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emphasis) Although he regards this point as
"gelf-evident", he realizes that others would require
that such a statement be proven. Popper's proof 1is
based upon his understanding of the indeterministic
nature of reality, and it consists, briefly, in showing
that no scientific predictor, of any type, can possibly
predict by 1its own methods 1its own future results,
(Popper, 1964: vii) It is to Popper's analysis of

indeterminism that we now turn,

Indeterminism in the Physical Sciences

In 1950, Popper published ¢two articles in The
British Journal for the Philosophy of Science (Popper,

1950 and 1950a), noting that by this time a "schism"
had developed between quantum physies and classical
physics. This sohism reveolved around the problem of
predicting, with some preclsion, the occurrence of
events in the physical world., The general thesis of
quantum physics 1implied that certain kinds of physical
events were impossible to predict, even in the presence
of complete and precise information about initial
conditions preceding those events, It held, on the
contrary, that such events could only be circumscribed

within probabilistic bounds -~ we could predict the
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"frequency of their occurrence under sufficiently
similar conditions" (pPopper, 1950: 117), but we could
not precisely prediot the actual oocourrence of any
single event. The alternative view, of c¢lassical

physics, was taken to be deterministic, "in the sense

that it 1implies the predictability, with any desired
degree of precision, of every 3ingle'physica1 event, on
the basis of sufficlently precise initial information.,"
(Popper, 1950: 117)

The quantum mechanical argument for indeterminism
depends upon the actual observance of indeterministic
phenomena, Indeterminism, in this view, is an

empirical fact, not something to be shown logically or

theoretically, although physical theory must be
expected to reflect these observations. Popper's own
arguments for indeterminism, however, are strictly
logical, and do not depend upon any recorded
observations. Rather, in his 1950 papers, he embarks
upon a type of “thought experiment" to determine the
conditions necessary in order for the estimation of
future conditions to be possible. It is this entirely
logical-theoretical character of his argument that
gives his results a kind of broad-based applicabllity:
while the findings of quantum mechanlecs are specific to

events occurring at the subatomic 1level, Popper's
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argument can be generalized to encompass any similar
prediction task, including those in <¢lassical physics
and social science, We turn now to a detailed analysis
of his general argument.

Let us assume the existence of X, a calculator,
attempting to predict events that will occur in system
Y. (1) Now it is a well-know principle that X can
gather information about system Y only by interfering
with that system in some sense., (2) This {interference
mnust somehow be taken into account if X is to predict Y
events accurately, and this can be done only in one of
two ways: (1) elther the interference of X on Y must
be sufficiently weak to be disregarded, or (2) X must
be able to calculate the effects of its own
interference on Y.

Let us take the first of these possibilities, To
start, we need to note that even If we assume that X
interferes weakly with Y, we must nevertheless admit
that ¥ must 1iInterfere strongly with X, This is so
because of the fact that small differences in
conditions in Y at an early state will necessarily be
compounded and create large differences in Y at a later
state, For example, if we take as cur system Y a set
of balanced scales, and place a small weight on the

right-hand plate of the scales at time T(1), then at
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time T(2) our observations should show the scales
ﬁipped dramatically to the right. (3) If, on the other
hand, at time T(1) we place a small weight on the
left-hand plate, then at time T(2) we should observe a
tip to the left. The two different T{1) states may be
as arbitrarily small in magnitude as we choose, yet the
differences 1in the ocorresponding T(2) states will
nedessarily be much greater. In order for X to behave
as an accurate predictor of the future state of Y, it
must therefore be able to take these dramatic
differences into asccount. It behaves, as 1t were, as
an amplifier of the T(1) state of system Y. Thus,
minute differences 1in T(1) conditions of Y strongly
affect the predictions of the T(2) state of Y, which
are generated by X. This is the same thing as saying
that Y strongly interferes with X.

We have then, under this condition, a type of
"one~way" Interference present, While X does not
interfere strongly with Y, Y strongly interferes with
X. Now let wus assume Z, a calculator which can study
the combined system (X+Y) under similar conditions;
that 1s, 2 in a sense "knows" the relatlionship between
X and Y. This assumption is permitted according to the
deterministic principle that a successful predictor can

be established for any physical system: Z will be our
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successful predictor for studying the system (X+Y).
Now either X "reciprocates" (in Popper's terms) Z's
"interest" —-- it knows of the presence of Z and can
study 1t -~ or it does not, If Z's interest is not
reciprooated by X, then Z can, in other words, escape
detection by X, This would be the same as saying that
there is only a "one-way" interference flowing from X
to Z. OQoccurences in any system which contains Z could
not be predicted by the calculator X, If there is only
one such c¢aloulator Z outside some system, which can
escape detection by an element of that system, then Z
is immediately seen to be part of a system whigh is
non-predictable, and this viclates the deterministic
assumption that for any system a succesaful predictor
can be constructed.

The alternative to this is to posit that for every
system there exists a "Z" which 1is superior to that
system and undetectable by it. There would then exist
an infinite series of Z{1) ... Z(N) predictors, But
this series would not converge to any Z(M) predictor
which would have knowable characteristics, For i1f the
series did converge, then all predictors coming after a
certain predictor Z(M) would differ very little from
Z(M), and would therefore not ©be sufficiently
dissimilar to be undetectable by Z(M). (Popper, 1950:
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133) Since the series does not converge, this means

that there would exist unpredictable predictors,

because the result of a non-convergent infinite serles

cannot, in prineiple, be known. (4) Thus, positing a

predictor Z which can predict events in the systenm
(X+Y) without strongly interfering with that system
necessarily places us in the pesiticen of positing some
predictor whose own future actions cannot successfully
be predicted.

If we do permit X te study Z, then the assumed
"one-way" interference breaks down, for Z will clearly
strongly interfere with X, and X (in X+Y) strongly
interferes with Z. Thus, the interference of Z on the
system 1s ne longer Bufficiently weak to be
disregarded. It 13 therefore not theoretically
possible to have sufficiently weak interference, and we
are left with the second of our original possibilities;
namely, that X can adequately calculate the results of
its interference on system Y.

This calculation could be accomplished in one of
two ways: (1) perhaps X 1s able to assess the
magnitude of the interference of some of its parts, say
Xt, on Y, or (2) perhaps X can calculate the results of
its interference on Y by wusing certain predictions

about its own future behavior. Again, let us examine
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the first of these possibilitiles first,

We see immediately that it leads, in a relatively
stralghtforward manrer, to an unacceptable circularity.
For if X can calculate the interference of some of its
parts, X', on ¥, it is in effect studying a new system,
the system (X'+Y), and the interaction of X and this
new system is obviously subject to the same problems as
the study of Y by X, We are then back where we
started, It would seem, then, that the only way in
which X ocould successfully predict events in system Y
is if 1t could utilize predictions which it could make
about its own future states. This is the topilc dealt
with at length in the second of the ¢two 1950 papers
(Popper, 1950a).

Tristram Shandy, Kurt Godel, and QOedipus

Popper uses three arguments in this paper ¢to
explain and show the impossibility of self-prediction
by a calculating agent. He introduces the problem by
developing the conseguences of the so=called "Tristram
Shandy paradox", The paradox proceeds as follows.

Tristram Shandy 138 a man given the task of writing
his autobiography. He wishes to make 1t as complete as

possible, and to this end, he attempts to write doun
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every event that has ocourred in his life., The problem
is that no matter when he begins, the task cannot be
completed. For as scon as he has written about his
most recent experience, the most recent experilence
becomes his own writing about this event. He must then
write this down. It 18 easy to see that the situation
regresses infinitely: he i3 put 1in the position of
constantly writing about what he has just written. In
any finite period of time, the task cannot be
completed, (5)

This paradox can be transferred into the realm of
predicting future events if we assume a calculator C
given the task of describing its own future output, say
at time T(5). We assume that at time T(1) it is given
all the information necessary to perform the task. At
time T(2) it begins 1its calculations. At ¢time T(3),
then, it begins 1ts description of the events occurring
at time T(1)+T(2). At time T(4) we find it .describing
what has occurred between time T(2) and T(3). This
will continue until time T(5)+e, at which point it will
have described T(5). It 1is clear that e cannot be
equal to zero; that is to say, the complete
description of what occurs at T(5) can only occur after
the event T(5) itself, Thus a prediction of an event

occurring at T{(5), which is tantamount to a description
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of that event, can occur only after the event 1itself.

Now there are twoe possible ways of overcoming
this. We may decide, for 1instance, to permit C to
produce statements whieh refer to themselves 1n some
sense, in order to overcome the problem of describing
its own statements with additional statements,
Alternatively, we may ¢try to design a calculator for
which we do not necessarily demand a complete final
state desaoription in order to meet the requirement of a
deterministiec calculator successfully ~- that 1is,
complete information 1is not necessary for final
nredictions, The first of these alternatives is dealt
with by Popper in his discussion of Godelian sentences,
and the second 1s treated in a discussion of his
"Qedipus effect", a thing we have met before.

The idea of éllowing the c¢alculator to wubtilize
self-referential statements to reduce e to zero, or
less than zero, is an interesting possibility at first
glance., If our C could be designed, for example, with
a punched-tape output, so that the holes punched 1inte
the tape c¢ould convey information about the predloted

event, and at the same time serve as a description of

C's output (i.e,, about the holes themselves) at the
time of this predicted event, we ocould conceiveably

reduce ¢ to zero or less, That is to say, C might then
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be able to make prgdictions about its own future state
before that future state actually occurred. Perhaps an

example by Popper will make this idea olear:

Such a machine may perhaps use numbers as
names of expressions of a certain shape; and
it may then conclude its self-prediction by
the following statement (coccupying, say, the
last § yards of the tape): 'The last fifteen
yards of the tape are taken up in this way:
the first twelve yards by two . equally long
series of holes of shapes No. 17,623,412 and
34,216,311, and the remainder by a serles of
holes of shape No. 612,522,347.' And it may
turn out that the 1last mentioned number is
indeed the number of the shape of the
statement Just quoted, perhaps even in
conjunction with other statements, (Popper,
1950a: 176)

The fact that this proposal cannot succeed, however, is
seen fairly easily when we note that this is precisely
the method Godel used to prove the undecidability of
self-referential statements,

Popper makes use of Godel's 1931 findings in a
surprisingly simply and effective way. We saw earlier
that in this paper, Godel demonstrated that in any
sufficiently powerful system, we are faced with two
cholces: either an inconsistent set of axioms, or the
production of well-formed formulae -~ system statements
-=- that are undecidable within that system. The first

of these alternatives is toc catastrophic to be
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entertained seriously, for we saw that from a set of
inconsistent axioms, any coneclusion whatsoever can be
derived, thus eliminating any possibility of
distinguishing true and false statements. We are
faced, then, with the second consequence; that is, for
any system S, a sentence which is undecidable within
that system may be constructed. We will call this type
of sentence a "Godelian sentence" and designate 1t by
the letter M"g", As a corollary to this, Godel showed
that if g can be oconstructed, and "h", a sentence
expressing this faoct, can also be constructed, then h
is also undecidable in 5.

Now Popper asks that we assume that our calcultor
C possesses certain current information, J. We may
then pose a question, q(i), to C, and 1let € respond
with "yes", "no", or "I don't know yet", depending upon
the derivability of the answer from J. Then let us
ask, at time T(1), question q(1): "If you are asked
q(2) at time T(2), will you or will you not answer by
signalling 'yes' or ‘'no'?M, If we let q(2) be a
Godelian self-referential gquestion, then it 1is easy to
see that even if q(2) is never in fact asked at time
T(2), the purely "empirical® (not striectly logical)
question q(1) cannot be answered by C. For q(1) is

capable of expressing the fact that q(2) is undecidable
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in J, and this corresponds to Godel's sentence h -- ahd
thus it is in principle undecidable. (6)

The objection may be raised that this bit of
information -- that q(1) cannot be answered -~ can
simply be included in C's original information J. That
is, we could strengthen the system J to include this
fact. But all this really does is create a new system
of information, J+1, for the calculator, and Godel has
shown that a g-sentence can be construced for any
system whatscever. The problem, then, is not evaded,
as the regressive charaoteristicé of this technique
clearly show.

If self-reference 1s not a way out, perhaps being
satisfied with Iincompleteness 1s. The second of our
alternative solutions to the Tristram Shandy paradox
suggested that we sinply not demand a complete state
description for determinism: instead, let us permit C
to make predictions based upon incomplete information,
This would, following Godel, permit both consistenoy
and decidability. For Godel, completeness of a system
refers to the faoct that the system 1is capable of
generating all number-theoretical statements,
Obviously, the inability of a ecalculator to produce
suah statements would seriously hamper its practical

utility. But we may assume for the moment that we are
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willing to accept this limitation. Indeed, Popper's
own analysis of the incompleteness of a caloulator's
system of information need not even reach this problem
-- the Oedipus efreoﬁ will be seen to result even |If

only knowledge of its current state 13 denled to C,

Moreover, it is logiocally necessary that C be denied
such knowledge,

Te see this, let us first recognize what our own
discussion has looked 1lilke. We have been studying a
calculator studying a system ({(itself or some other
system). We have therefore been performing a function
similar to that of our previous ecalculator Z -~ a
"meta-system" caleulator studying events in a "system"
calculator., As such a calculator, we have been able to
identify problems in system C which C itself was unable
to recognize. We see then that it is not impossible to
assume a very clever calculator, call it (1), which
can foresee all these problemmatic effects, and which
can perhaps supply C with a plece of information
inducing € to predict a certain T(1) state and at the
same time causing C to be in that state at time T(i).

However, C's self-information of its state at time
T(i) would have to be in the form of a physical

description of that very piece of information. For

example, If we let J(1) be the state of information of
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C at T(i), we are also forced to assume that it
possessas information J(2): "I have information J(1)
at T(1)", But then the information i3 really
J(1)+J(2), and this piece of information, J(3), must
also be known by C. And so on, In human terms, C must
not only "know", it must also "know that it knows", and

"know that it knows that it knows", ad infinitum,.

This 1s an infinite serles of information, and no
finite plece of information can encompass it. Yet no
infinite piece of inforumation can be completed at any

instant of time. It is therefore logically necessary

for any calculator to be unsure of the content of its
own current information, The Oedipus effect 1is an
unavoidable possibility in sueh a situation, and all
routes leading to the construction of a calculator
capable of predicting its own future states have been
elesed. This 1in turn eliminates the fingl possibility
of constructing calculators which are | capable of
predicting any physical event, and determinism cannot

logically be maintained,
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Why Indeterminism is Not Enough

The above argument for indeterminisn is an
excellent one, but not even Popper himself is satisfied
with it. (Popper, 1964: vi.) The focus of this
digssatisfaction 1is the impﬁct that physical
indeterminism -- chance events in the physical world --
has upon the idea of free human will. Popper has
remarked (1950a: 195) that the idea of an
indeterministic physical world seems to comport with
our "common sense" understanding of how the world
actually works., (7) But it 1is also clear to Popper
that this same ocomton sense view holds that human
beings are free to act deliberately and rationally, and
their actions are not self-understood as merely the
results of chance interaoctions of physical events.

In his 1973 essay, Popper notes that there appear
to be two understandings of "chance"., The first is
"ghance® understood as "accident" ~~ two independent
causal chains which accldentally seem to intermix at
some place and time, bringing about some event. As a
typical example, he clites the case in which one causal
chain loosens a brick in a wall, while ancther

independent causal chaln makes a man take up a position
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where he will be hit by the brick., (Popper, 1973: 24)
There is nothing in this view of chance which prohibits
the possibility of determinism, for under such
conditions, anyone furnished with enough information
about the two causal chalns could successfully pre&ict
the cccurrence of the event in question,

| But we have seen that quantum mechaniecs has
uncovered a second type of chance -- absolute, radical
chance. In this understanding, certaln elementary
physical events are perceived as logically
unanalyzeable in terms of causal chains, but instead
are seen to act according to certain quantum "jumps",
which can be understood only within the boundaries of
probability. These events are absolutely

unpredictable, and are therefore controlled by no lauws

of nature. This 13 the type of indeterminism which
Popper accepts and embellishes -~ the indeterminism of
the "dice-playing God", Such an indeterminiam,

however, is insufficient as an explanation of social

phenomena for at least two reasons: (1) it cannot
function as an adequate explanation of the  human
experience of free will, and (2) in and of itself, it
logically degenerates into a position of pure
relativism and skepticism (and therefore explains
nothing).
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The first problem 1is recognized explicitly by

Popper when he writes:

ess I want to point out that the
indeterminism of a dice-playing God, or of
probabilistic laws, fails to make rcom for
human freedon, For what we want to
understand is not only how we may act
unpredictably and in a ochance-like fashion,
but now  we can act delliberately and

rationally. (Popper, 1973:  28)

The acceptance of indeterminism in the material world
does nothing to promote a notlon of free will and
deliberation in human actions if in fact all our

actions are materialistically determined,

To see what is meant here} note that we can and do
speak of determinism in two senses, one involving the
interactions of events in nature, and another referring
to the absence of a source of human motivation which is
independent of those material events, Even 1f we say
that certain physical events can only be understood as
having had no causes, there i1is no reason to suppose
that human actlions themselves are nevertheless entirely
determined by such events,

In both Popper's and the quantun theorist's
arguments only one chance-like event 1s necessary for
the establishment of an indeterministic cOoSmoes.

Nelther Popper's 1logical indeterminism nor the
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physicist's observational indeterminism rules out the
possibility of at least 3some events having causes,
Indeed, for both Popper and the physicist, the set of
events understood as having knowable causes is infinite
in range, and 1t 1s entirely possible that the set of
all human actions forms a proper subset of ¢this set.
In such a case, human actions could all be explained as
the results of physical processes occurring 1in the
material world,

| But of course, such a materialistic view of human

behavior directly contradicts our prima facie

experience of deliberate choice and free will, It must
maintain that thils experience is not genuine and that
it is in fact an illusion. However, it cannot explain
in any way the occurrence of the delusion itself, nor
even the ocourrence of materialism as a dooctrine. It
is of some importance to examine thilis argument 1in
detail. In the proocess of doing so, we shall see that
such a materialistic view logically implies a purely
relativistic account of ¢truth and meaning, and that

such a doctrine is self-contradictory.
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Materialism and Relativism

To start, we offer the following definitions of
"materialism” and ‘"relativism", Materialism is here
understood as the doctrine that  bhuman actions,
including human thoughts, are fully understandable as
the results of physical events, whether these events be
themselves the results of material processes (and hence
physically determined), or simply chance "occurrences",
By relativism, we mean to point to the doctrine that
what is understood as true 1is true only by virtue of
being so understood. There is no absolute standard of
truth which exists independent of our decisions to
accept such a standard. A softer version of relativism
would maintain only that if such an independent truth
exlists, we nevertheless cannot know of 1it, and
therefore it cannot serve as a standard for human
investigation or morality. We way call the strong
version of relativism "pure™ or M"strict" relativism,
and the weaker version "moral relativism", since it
asserts that only 4in hutan action are relativistic
considerations a necessity (the full meaning of this
term will become apparent 1in the course of our

argument),
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Te see that materialism implies strict relativism,
let us first examine an argument to the contrary. The
materialistic determinist must insist that all human
activity is the product of physical forces, 1including
thoughts and ideas (which are themselves merely the
results of biochemical, hence physical, processes),
This means, of c¢ourse, that human actions willed
outside of such 1influences are 1impossible. Indeed,
such a willing 1itself becomes an impossible action,
unless it is wunderstood merely as a complex of
delusions on the part of the individual claiming the
ability to will, For the 1dea of a willful action
implies the 1dea of a choice among alternative futures,
while for the materialist the determination of all
human action means that alternative courses of action
do not exist -- we may behave only as physics forces us
to behave, With the field of alternatives reduced to
zero, the concept of cholce itself 1s nullified, and
this renders morality meaningless. The concept of
moral human behavior requires the prior concept of a
standard by which to gauge the rightness or wrongness
of behavior, but in the absence of alternatives, ne
suach standards o¢an be constructed. Meaningful choice
implies choice, and if choice is not present, neither

is meaning. Thus, the materialistic doetrine
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necessarily entails moral relativism at least, and this
much 18 often admitted by the materialist., (8)

But does it entail the strict variety of
relativism? The materialist wishing to deny that it
does might maintain that even if our human actions
cannot be endowed with standards of morality, they may
nevertheless be understood as beling more or less
"rational®, in the sense that "rational" means "in
accordance with the facts of reality". The materialist
may deny that standards of ¢truth for moral behavior
exist, and yet still maintain that there are
nevertheless "facts" (about the physical world, for
instance, or especially about the "trubh" of
materialism itself) which are true regardless of our
ability to grasp them nomologically or to apply them
morally. The delusion of free will could then be
accounted for by reference to these "facts" = by
saying, for instance, that an individual suffering such
a delusion was determingd to do so by his genetic
structure, social "instinets", or surrounding bourgeois
sccial context.

But this notion cannot withstand argument. The
materialist cannot maintain that his acceptance of
materialism as a "fact" is elither rational or

irrational. It 1s, instead, devoid of meaning
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altogether. If there 13 no room for free will, human
actions can have no meaning (there is one exception to
this that we will see in a moment). The question "What
shall we do?" or "What should we believe?" cannot
even properly be asked, since the notion of "should"
implies a choice in the matter., This choice is missing
in the presence of moral relativism, To the extent
that the materialist asserts the truth of materialism,
he proves its logical falsity, and to the extent that
he acts on the basis of his belief, he proves his own
practical inconsistency.

Not just the "faoct" of materialism falls prey to
this problem, but all purported "facts" about anything.
If we bhave no choice, we cannot decide, and if we

cannot decide, wWe cannot deaide what is true.

Materialism implies moral relativism, and moral
relativism implies strict relativism, the only logical
consequence of which 13 skepticism (but then, of
course, there is no reason to promote logic). And thus
the aims of materialism must be ocontradictory, for
belief in it entails its disbelief., (9)

A bellef in indeteruinism in physics, logical or
otherwise, does not help matters -~ indeed, it only
serves to exacerbate the problem of meaninglessness.

It 1s possible, for example, for a strict determinist
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(though not, perhaps, a materlalist) to find meaning in
human action even in the absence of free will. This
was the position of Auguatine, remember, In fact, for
Augustine, human actions were meaningful only because
they were fully determined by God, the source of all
meaning. Any human action outside of God's will could
only be arbitfary, not meaningful, and would anyhow
show the 1incompleteness of God's will - which
Augustine regarded as an impossibility. A similar
argument ocould be made that actions which are fully 1in
accord with natural laws (leaving God out of the
picture) are meaningful just because they fit 1in with
some higher-order plan of HNature =-- moving the whole
structure of Nature ineluctably towards some end,

This teleological v;ew of physics suffers,
however, from the problem that the "plan" is
meaningless if the "end" 1s meaningless, and no
assertions about the meaning of the end of Nature, or
even about its characteristiocs, can be made when the
process is yet incomplete, as it clearly is. It would
seem, in fact, that the only way to characterize
successfully the "why" of nature is to remain willing
to speak of its author, God, The greatest of all
positivists himself expressed just this notion. After
noting that "the true Positivist spirit consists ...
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in studying the How instead of the Why", Comte
proclaims that sclence must give up all attempts to

answer questioné of first cause ("Why?") because

If we insist upon penetrating the
unattalnable mystery of the essentlal Cause
that produces phenomena, there is no

hypothesis more satisfactory than that they
proceed from Wills dwelling in them or
outside them .... (10)

Thus, if a determinist is willing to believe in God, it
is possible that meaningful human activity (though not
free will) may be secured,

The indeterminist, however, 1s denled even this
cold comfort, God the Great Architect becomes God the
Gambler, and the playing of dice replaces the
eonstruction of Paradise, Nor is this the end of the
matter, for with this attitude, the meaninglessness of
human  activity (even all activity) takes on a
monstrously self-destructive character. Indeterminism

1tself becomes meaningless, even 1f true, and therefore

cannot properly be understood as true. The claims of
the indeterminist turn against indeterminism itself,
and indeterminism cannot be maintained unless it is
false,

We have seen, however, that indeterminism is

meaningful, and 1s actually true, according to Popper,
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Godel, and the quantum physieist. Therefore we must

restructure our interpretation of reality to make room

for free will in a way that physical indeterminism does

not, The way to do this is to maintain not only the
classical indeterminist view that the future of
physlcal reality is open to itself, but additionally
that this future 1is open to human intervention not
wholly determined by physies. This 1s what Popper
attempts to accomplish by his "Three Worlds"
understanding of reality.

Relativism in Popper

Before turning to an elaboration of this idea, let
us first note that it was not the problem of free will
that originally induced Popper to formulate the "Three
Worlds", Rather, the idea is the result of the problem
of relativism showing up in his own earlier work,

Recall from Chapter 2 that Popper's methodological
rule of "intersubjective testability" in sclence was to
be regarded as a oconvention to Dbe agreed upon by
practicing scientists, Furthermore, when faced with
the problem of giving a Justifying oriterion for

agreeing to such a oonvention, Popper was moved to
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propese a higher-level convention: that of the
"problem situation™ set in a "sclentific tradition".

In turn, this reliance upon the criterion of the
problem situation was seen to form the basis of his
early attack on historicism as being "unscientific! -
as disregarding the conventions (methodological rules)
developed within the main strean of sclentifie
tradition. The problem 1is just that what Popper sees
as a relevant "problem situation" and "tradition™ 1is
not considered relevant by the historicist. While
Popper, for example, sees the "problem" as a matter of
describing events in historical reality, we have in
Marx an historicist for whom the problem is to cgchange
reality. Under Popper's conventionalism, either

attitude is to be permitted, simply depending on which

gets the more votes,

If methodological rules are noething but
conventions, requiring agreement for whatever validity
they may have, then they become 1invalid once such
agreement is withdrawn. The historicist has a point in
claiming that his disapproval of the convention renders
it useless, in much the same way that the viclation eof
the terms of a contract by one of the parties to that
contract nullifies 1it. Popper therefore does not

escape the problem of relativism by introduecing either
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"eonvention™ or the more refined notion of "problem
situétionﬁ.

Once thls relativism is recognized, we are onoce
again without foundation for even our agreement on the
critical nature of specifie problems, let alone
agreement on the results of scientific method, or the
structure of a methodology itself. Popper cannot
compel agreement to his system, and therefore cannot
compel agreement to the objective validity of
sclentific laws. The acceptance or rejection of both
the method and findings of sclence remains a purely
subjective act on our part (as Popper admits), and we
seem equally justified in taking either course,

It would seem apparent then, that Popper's appeal
to conventionalism as a means for filling the "holes"
in his scientific system is wunsatisfactory, for it
gives us no objective reason for choosing one set of
conventions over another. Using his system, we oan
conceive of no standard by which ¢to measure the
adequacy of science; or, to put it another way, we have
no "scilence" of sclentific methodologies. Such a
“science" would actually be a "meta-science", or, using
Popper's own notion that the model for science is
physics, a "metaphysies", Nor is thisl simply a neat

rhetorical trick. Metaphysics ¢an be considered the



Chapter 5 Historiclsm as False 222

investigation inte the structure of reality, being, and
consciousness, If we concelve of sclenace as not simply
a methodology, a game to be played according to some
agreed-upon rules, but as a mode of conscious activity
itself occurring as an element of reality, then the
cholce of terns is a fortuitous one,

We must have recourse to such a “metﬁphyaica“
because the matter of choosing scientific methodologles
is a serious one. It would not bother us if different
methodologies led to similar answers in sclence, but
the fact of the matter 13 that the ochoice of a
methodology in a very fundamental sense defines not
only the set of problems with which we can deal, but
also the set of observations relevant to these
problems, and, more importantly, the set of potential
answers to these problems, Although many examples can
be constructed to illustrate this point, one in
particular comes to mind, (11)

It is an example which is famlliar to any student
of elementary statisties. It is usually formulated as

the ecologlcal fallacy and involves drawing conclusions

about individual members of a population from data
describing the population as a whole. As an exerclise
in making this peoint, I often ask my students ¢to

comment on the fellowing situation: gilven two voting
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precints, one predeminantly black which consistently
votes Democratic, and one predominantly white which
votes Republican, can we conclude that blacks tend ¢to
vote Democratic and whites tend to vote Republican,
even if we control for all other relevant variables?

Intuitively, students often feel that such a
conclusion 1is warranted. It 1is then left as an
exercise for them to construet situations in which the
conclusion falls. It is easy, for instance, to imagine
that the majority race in each distriet splits its vote
evenly, with the difference being made up by the
minority race, qhich would permit the opposite
conclusion, The point 1is that, methodologically, we
are not entitled to attribute the characteristics of a
population to particular individuals who happen to be
members of that population.

But why is this so? Only because we believe in
individuals which are somehow metaphysically distinot
from the groups to which they belong. The fallacy
results from a violation of the assumption of
"methodological individualism" in the soc¢ial soiences,
which asserts simply that the fundamental unit of study
and observation in social science must be the
individual. (12) But this assumption has a
metaphysical backing. We agree to study individuals as
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a basic unit because we understand individuals to have
a metaphysical status different from that of groups.

Individuals are regarded as meaningful things, even

apart from groupings, (13) However, a person with a
different metaphysical outlook ocan easily reject this
correlative assumption, If one regards race, economic

¢lass, or sex as metaphysically meaningful, or as

deterwinants of individual behavior, then
methodoleogical individualism 1Is easily rejected, and
ecological reasoning becomes a desideratum, (14)

This problem of methodological relativism seems to
have become apparent to Popper only after he became
familiar with Alfred Tarski's "correspondence theory of
truth®, Prior to this, Popper was not inclined to
invest his scientific statements with any bruth-oontenﬁ
whatsoever, other than that which may be determined by
a statement's methodological relationship to other
statements, But we have seen that such a position
leads him to relativist and subjectivist attitudes
towards the truth of scientific laws, and the
consequent denial that such laws have a truth-content
independent of the beliefs of scientists, That 1is,
there could be no such thing as cobjective truth or
"objective knowledge".

Tarskl's theory of truth, and more 1importantly,
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Popper's acceptance of such a theory, changed all this,
The théory itself can be summed up in a single
sentence: "Truth 1Is correspondence to the facts®,
That is to say, a statement is considered to be true
Just to the extent that the proposition conveyed by the
statement expresses a faet about reality. At first
glance, it might seem difficult to see how such a
"theory" could be regarded as resuscitating Popper's
method of science, for 1t just changes the question "Is
this statement true?? to "Does this statement
aeorrespond to the facts?", and requires us to determine
what the "facts" of empirical reality are -~ surely
what we have been attempting all along.

But the real point to emphasize here 1is not the
apparent change in the direction of our investigations,
but the change In the very nature of scientific
statements which this theory proposes, Prior to its
acceptance, Popper c¢ould quite legitimately treat only
the relationships between statements, without  ever
being forced to declare that such statements in and of
themselves were the bearers of truth, With Tarski's
theory, however, statements are treated as having a
nature which is independent of any human belief in that
nature, Any truth which is contained in them would

therefore be "objective" truth, and there could exist
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such a thing as "objective knowledge."

Upon realizing these consequences of Tarski's
theory, Popper began groping for a way of
‘characterizing reality whieh would account for the
possibllity of objective truth, a characterization
which would alsoc have two pleasant side-effects: it
would repair the holes in his view of science, and it
would permit the assertion of free human will. This
characterization comes to us in the form of Popper's

doctrine of the "three worlds" of reality.

The Three Worlds

We may now turn to an analysis of Popper's 1idea
that reality comprises three distinet and overlapping
"worlds", A couple of preliminary points need ¢to be
made here, First of all, in his original exposition of
the idea of "three worlds" with which human knowledge
may be sald to interact, Popper called these worlds the
"first", "second", and "third" worlds, Following a
suggestion by Sir John Eccles (1970), he now prefers
the terms "World 1", "World 2", and '"World 3", for
reasons which are rather obvious. (cr., Popper's
"Preface” to Popper, 1979) Secondly, Popper's use of

the three worlds idea should not yet be considered a
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metaphysical doctrine, It is above all an heuristic
device, and this must be kept in mind. It does us no
good to rail at Popper for what might appear to be a
rather arbitrary classification. He himself notes that
his use of this classification scheme 1is merely a
con&enienoe, and largely for disocussion purposes only.
(Popper, 1979: 106-7) He does not intend by this
classification a complete desoription of reality;
rather, he 1looks upon it as a means for understanding
several facets of human knowledge -~ a phenomenon of
reality -- and the relationship of such knowledge to
other phenomena of reality.

Let us begin by examining the characteristics and
content of World 1. This world is perhaps the simplest
of the three to understand. It 1s simply the physical
world, as it exists independent of human eXperience,
(Popper, 1979: T4) Popper 1is not troubled by the
arguments of those philosophers who would have.material
reality somehow dependent upon human cbservation.
Instead, calling himself & "materialist® and a
"realist", he claims an independent existence for
material reality., He is not, however, a materialist in
the sense that materialism is the view that "(extended)
matter 13 something ultimate or irreducible, or that it
alone is real." (Popper, 1979: 323, n.7) We are given
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two reasons for the acceptance of this independent
existence, One 1s basically Einstein's eclaim that
there is no reason not to accept such a reality, and

that there is no harm done in acocepting 1it:

I do not see any "metaphysical danger" in our
acceptance of things «-- that 1s, of the
objects of physlies ... together with the
spatio=temporal structures which pertain to
them, (Einstein, quoted and translated in
Popper, 1979: H2)

The second argument in favor of independent
existence Popper ascribes to none other_than Winston
Churchill, whom he regards as a highly skilled
epistemologist, going so far as to deplore the fact
that Churchill is not included in the Encyeclopedia of

Philosophy. He 1is much impressed by the following

argument of Churchill's:

I have always rested upon the following
argument which I devised for myself many
years ago ... [Here] 1is this great sun
standing apparently on neo better foundation
than our physlcal senses. But happily there
is a method, apart altogether from our
physical senses, of testing the reality of
the sun .., astronomers ... predict by
[mathematics and] pure reason that a black
spot will pass across the sun on a certain
day. You ... look, and your sense of sight
immediately tells you that their calculations
are vindicated ... We have taken what is
called in military map-making "a cross
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bearing", We have got independent testimony
to the reality of the sun. When my
metaphysical friends tell me that the data on
whioch the astronomers made their calculations
were necessarily obtained originally through
the evidence of their senses, I say "HNo",
They  might,  in theory at any rate, be
obtained by automatic .calculating-machines
set in motion by the light falling upon them
without admixture of the human senses at any
stage ... I ... reaffirm with emphasis ...
that the sun is real, and also that it is hot
--- in fact as hot as Hell, and that If the
metaphysicians doubt 1t they should go there
and see, {(Churchill, 1947: 115ff., quoted
in Popper, 1979: 43)

Popper regards Churchill's argument not only as a valid
eriticism of subjectivist philosophy, but also "as the
philosophically soundest and most ingenious argument
against subjectivist epistemology that I know.,"
(Popper, 1979: 43) It is to be noted that Churchill's
calculating-machine argument (a type of Turing machine
programmed by Newtonian theory, apparently) provides
for Popper an excellent refutation of some specious
arguments, but it does not and cannot prove reallism, as
Popper notes, For as we have all experienced, an
idealist can simply respond that we have dreamed up the
entire enterprise: oaloculating-machine, sun, Newtonlan
theory, spots, and perhaps even ourselves, Popper
regards this line of attack as rather 51113, since it
is universally applicable, thus unfalsifiable, and thus

unscientific, Besides, he can always fall back on
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Einstein's claim that there 1is n¢ particular harm done
in avoiding solipsism, and no particular advantage to
be derived from supporting it.

If World 1 is that world which is independent of
human perception and thought, World 2 is precisely the
world of this perception and thought. This difference
does not mean that the elements of World 2 (human
thoughts and dispositions) are in any sense "spiritual"
or are not themselves bound to material reality.
Indeed, Popper attempts to show (Popper and Eccles,
1977) that almost all human thought processes ocan be
explained as resulting from bicloglcal and therefore
material conditions, But if they are not spiritual,
they are not wholly material, either, in the sense that
the laws governing the processes of human thought
cannot be reduced to the laws of physiecs, in spite of
the fact that thought processes ocour in a material
medium. (15) _

The difference between World 1 and World 2 is not
simply the old positivist difference between facts and
values, or between objective reality and subjective
feelings, however, Certainly there 1s some of this
evident in Popper, since he consigns evaluative actions
to World 2 and cbjective physical phenomena to World 1.

But the phenomena of the two worlds interact in a third
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world, World 3, the world of what he c¢alls "objective

knowledge®:

What may be called the second world --- the
world of the mind --- becomes, on the human
level, more and more the 1link between the
first world and the third world: all our
aotions in the first world are influenced by
our second-world grasp of the third world,
This 1s why it 1is impossible to understand
the human mind and the human self without
understanding the third world (the "objective
mind" or "spirit"); and why it is impossible
to interpret elther the third world as a mere
expression of the second, or the second as
the mere reflection of the third, (Popper,
1979: 148-149)

And we might add here that this is alse the reasen why
it is impossible for Popper to interpret the second
world as merely an outgrowth or a continuation of the
first world, for if this were possible, there would not
be these two constituent elements of reality combining
to produce World 3.

World 3, in Popper's rubriec, 1is a bit more
difficult to comprehend, Put very simply, it consists
of human artifacts. As such, 1t 1s a "patural product
of the human animal, comparable to a splder's web."
(Popper, 1979: 112) In 1its physical manifestation,
World 3 is of course composed entirely of objects taken
from World 1, but these objects are processed by World

2 subjective knowledge to form an object whioch is more
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than a World 1 obJect, Instead, it wmay be viewed
almost as an "incarnation" of human subjective
knowledge. If we think about it, we can see that all
human artifacts 1hoorporate both of these
characteristics. They are constructed of material, but
they are oconstructed 1in such a way as to be shaped
towards some human end (a World 2 element), and the
process of shaping it involves thought processes (also
World 2), The objects of World 3 are potentially
infinite in number, and consist of everything from food
and drink to buildings and highways to books and
sclentific theories,

'0f these, Popper regards as most important,
especially for his investigation, scientific theories,
which are recorded in some sense. Information must be
glven a physical dimension by being placed in
libraries, on computers, video tapes, in Journals, and
so forth, If they are to be a part of World 3.
Utilizing subjective World 2 thought processes and
knowledge to 1interact with Werld 1 and produce World 3
objects amounts to objectifying that subjective

knowledge, It is objective in this sense: once
incorporated intc a World 3 artifact, it becomes
independent of particular human beings, or of human

beings in general,
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To see that this is the case, Popper takes us on a
thought experiment, and asks us to consider the
possibility of a nuclear catastrophe destroying
virtually every civilizational artifact, leaving only
university libraries standing, Whatever pitiful
remnants of the human race  would remain could
concelvably regain much of thelr former knowledge, and
Wwith relative ease rebuild their civilization,
Comparing this with the situation in which the
catastrophe destroyed everything including the
libraries, we see that 1In the latter case it would
clearly be much more difficult, perhaps impossible, for
the civilization to be rebuilt. (Popper, 1979
107-108)

This experiment is not so far-fetched as it might
ab first appear, In thelr description of the
deciphering of the Linear B script, Ventris and
Chadwick (1959) make the point that 1t remains
difficult to reconstruct Mycenean civilization on the
basis of the decoded remnants, since most important
documents of the day were written on papyri, which were
destroyed in the fires of  war. Archeclogists have
avallable only relatively unimportant documents, such
as inventories and receipts, which were written on more

easily available clay tablets (whiech were only baked
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hard by the fires), To mwmodernize the example,
electromagnetic pulse radlation from large explosions
would destroy information stored on magnetic media
while leaving paper copy intaect. (16) All this shows
to Popper that human artifacts and recorded human
knowledge retain a type of objective content, and may
be considered to be ¢truly independent of any human
knower, It is iﬁ this sense that he talks about
"Epistemology Without a Knowing 3Subject", (Popper,
1979: 106-152)

The notlon that 1deas reccorded as World 3 objects
have a type of objective reality independent of the
original thinker is, I think, an important one. In my
experience, students and professionals who fall ¢to
recognize this often have a tendency to think that they
have successafully argued against an idea once they have
impugned the motlves or the character of the thinker,
or the method which generated the idea, Such ad
hominem argumentation 1s effectively prohibited by
Popper's three worlds outlook, since character and
motives remaln World 2 objects, which cannot be managed
within a 1loglcal structure -~ they cannot be the
objects of an argument.

Just as World 2 objects are not reducible to World
1 objects, they are not reducible to World 3 objeots.
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Let us take for example the difference between a
thought as a World 2 obJect and a theory, a World 3
object. We saw earlier that according to Popper a
statement is not a theory unless it meets gertain
minimum conditions: it must ocontain only strictly
universal terms and strictly universal quantifiers.
There 13 a third cgndibion, however, which Popper does
not explicitly show, and that is that theories must be
recorded somehow, A thought might contain Dboth
universal quantifiers and universal terms, but Popper
is not willing to grant it the status of a theory,
unless and until it is expressed in linguistid, or,
more generally, artifactual form., This 13 what gives
theories their World 3 nature. The fact that they have
this nature means that they have an objective knowledge
content, and since that content 1s objective, theories
may stand in logilcal relations to one another., Mental
processes, however, may not, Hence, the scientifio
theories of World 3 cannot be reduced to simple mental

proceases:

The idea that a theory in its objective or
logical sense may be reduced to the mental
states of those who hold the theory ... 1is a
trivial mistake: it 1is the failure to
distinguish between two senses of the world
"thought"®, In its subjective sense, the word
"thought” describes a mental experience or a
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mental process, But two mental experiences
or processes, though they may stand in causal
relations to each other, oannot stand 1In
logical relations to each other. (17)

Since mental processes do not stand in logical
relationship to each other, a notion which is expanded
in Popper and Eccles (1977), there is no way in which
the ocontent of such processes can be objectively
analyzed while they remain bound to World 2. For to
analyze something objectively means to treat it in a
selentific manner, which in turn means dealing with
logical relationships among the elements of the
analysis, Popper 1s here maintaining a type of
fact-value distinction. We couid, of course, simply
asoribe "facts" to World 1 (and perhaps World 3) and
"yvalues" to World 2 (as being mental processes) and
deny the 1idea that values could be objectively
analyzed, But this 1s not what Popper does, These

values can become theories by being expressed in

appropriate form and translated into World 3 objeots.

Once they are 8o expressed, they may be analyzed

logically, and hence objectively:

The fact that certain theories are
incompatible 1s a logical fact, and holds
quite independently of whether or not anybody
has noticed or understood this
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incompatibility. These purely objective
logical relationships are c¢haracteriatio of
the entities which I have called theories, or
knowledge, in the objective sense,. {Popper,

1979: 299)

To the extent that the translation of World 2
experiences into objects of World 3 is accomplished,
subjective thought can be objectified, and the
positivistic distinection between objective fact and
subjective value 1s blurred and overcome somewhat., If
there exists a way in which to objectify personal human
values, then there also exists a way In which ¢to
analyze these values scientifically. (18)

Popper's three worlds are so arranged that the
second world interacts with the others, but World 1 and

World 3 cannot interact without World 2:

The three worlds are so related so that the
first two can interact, and that the last two
can interact, Thus the second world, the
world of subjective or personal experiences,
interacts with each of the other two worlds,
The first and the third world cannot
interact, save through the intervention of
the second world, the world of subjective or
personal experiences, (Popper, 1979: 155)

Some clarification may be needed. The objection which
might immediately be raised here is that the first and

the third world do interact and can affect one another.
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For example, suppose a meteorite, a World 1 element,
strikes a university 1library, destroying some of 1its
holdings, or, alternatively, that a human artifact,
such as automobile engines, pollute the atmbsphere to
the extent that the "greenhouse effect" melts the polar
icecaps. Are these not examples of the forbidden
interaction? Popper, I think, would deny this, and
argue in this fashion., Remenmber that World 3 objeots
have both physical oontent and objective knowledge
content, When the meteorite strikes the 1library, it
disturbs its physical manifestation (World 1) only.
Although books may be destroyed and hence theories lost
tc us forever, this doesa not amount to an interaction
between the theory and the meteorite., The meteorite
does not oriticize the theory. And in the second case,
in which the influence is reversed, we have basically a
similar situation, It is the material extension of the
artifact which influences the physical realm, and not
the theory incorporated into that artifact. Theories
do not act, nor can objects criticlze. Only in
combination with something capable of evaluative
decision-making can the relationship between physical
reality and obJjective knowledge be made conorete and
have any real meaning.

The physical world can influence thought processes
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and vice versa, Mental processes ocan influence the
objects of World 3 and, importantly, the reverse 1is
also true. Our personal World 2 experiences can be and
are extensively influenced by the objects of World 3,
and to the extent that thils occurs, we may say that a
type of scilentific analysis may have an effect on human
values and behavior. This is important because it is
this fact that gives meaning ¢te the practice of
sclence, Critical problems for human beings arise
because of the interactions between worlds 1 and 2, and
between worlds 2 and 3. We can scilentifically analyze
the objectified knowledge of World 3 and use the
results to change World 2 processes and thereby to
change the relationships between all three worlds, and
thus human problems can be aided in their solution
through the use of critical science. We should also
note that this ablility to analyze and affect mental

processes means that subjective }Elues can be changed,

for better or worse, by rational investigation. We
will see later, in Voegelin's analysis of Weber, that
this clalm directly contradicts the positivist
separation of sclence and ethics,

Not all the elements of reality neatly fit into
one or another of Popper's three categories, and he

himself notes that the Stoics realized that human
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language 13 pecullar 1in belonging to all three worlds
coincidentally. (Popper, 1979: 157) Since language 1s
composed of physical actlons, it of course belongs ¢to
World 1. In 8o far as it "expresses a subjective or
psychological state" or involves understanding (which
would be gchanging our mental state), it belongs to
World 2. And to the extent that it conveys information
or a message which may entail or refute other messages,
it belongs to World 3., The most important 1linguistic
entities of World 3 are theories, statements, and
hypotheses. Although the Stoiecs were the first to
recognize the distinction between 1anguage as an cbject
and the obJects about which language speaks (which may
be other 1languages), the full importance of this
distinction is s8till often lost. (19) We must not,
however, ignore this distinction if we are te avold the
twin traps of a subjectivist epistemology on the one
hand, and a morass of liar's paradoxes on the other,
Popper does not divide reality into three worlds
juét to have something to do. The autonomous nature of
the third world is very important because he believes
this idea to be in direct contradiction to some of the
primary thinkers 1in the area of eplistemology and
scientific knowledge, He distinguishes, for example,

between two groups of philosophers. The first consists
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of those who, like Plato, accept an autonomous World 3,
but who believe it to be superhuman in the sense of
being divine and eternal. {20) The second group
consists of those who "like Locke or Mill or Dilthy or
Collingwood" believe that language and what it
expresses 1s purely man-made, and who therefore see
linguistic things as being parts of the first and
second worlds only. They would then reject the
possibility that there exists a third world of
objective content for human language. (Popper, 1979:
158)

The problem with both of these approaches for
Popper 1s that they hypostatize reality into two
radically separate categories, with no real hope for
eplstemological interaction between then, The first
approach leads to the problem of essentiélism, and
therefore to a scholastlcist approach to language and
knowledge, an approach whieh must by its very nature be
unscientific, as we have seen iIn his eritique of
historicisnm, The second appreoach leads in two
different directions: either we have a purely
subjectivist eplstemcology, which 1in its logical
extension leads to sclipsism, or we have a type of
"bucket theory of the mwmind®, This "theory", which
Popper finds in Locke, holds that objective knowledge
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is presented to the mind through the senses, that
somehow the mind is simply predisposed to collect data

from the outside world in the manner of a tabula rasa.

This approach, however, ignores the fact that human
senses are themselves predisposed to filter reality and
therefore in a sense bias the perceived "facts",

Gestalt psychology and Kaﬁt's First Critique are good

examples of arguments which establish the effect.
Popper expresses this effect (see espeocially Popper and
Eccles, 1977) as a type of hypothesls formulation
taking place at the blological level, There exist no
objective facts which present thémaelves in all their
factuality to us, Everything which we perceive and
accept as fact must be regarded as being of
hypothetical nature. '

So for Popper, reifying World 3 or denying its
existence are equally unsatisfactory. The only
alternative then is to have the third world be composed
of thought processes and material, but to grant 1t a
type of autonomy whioch permits it to retain objective
content. By doing. 80, he finds himself able to
reintroduce both free will and an element of "reallsm"

into logic, science, and history.
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Free Will and Realism

With the three worldé idea, Popper now has in
place an hueristic which permits the incorporation of
free will into our interpretation of reality. The
original argument for an indeterministic physiocal
reality (World 1) =-- a reality whose future is ‘"open"
to itself -~ permits free will but does not necessitate

it. For if World 1 remains closed to influences from

worlds 2 and 3,

+es 8 closed indeterministic World 1
would go on as before, whatever cur feelings
and wishes are, with the sole difference from
Laplace's world that we could not prediet it,
even 1f we knew all about its present state:
it would be a world ruled only by chance,
(Popper, 1973: 25)

If we are to affect events in World 1, however, that
world's future must be 1left open to influences from
worlds 2 and 3. Popper's understanding accomplishes
this opening, and the experience of free will oan then
be accounted fof.

The three worlds alsc provide a refuge for Popper
from the relativistic consequences of his
conventionalisn., (21) The World 3 link between worlds

1 and 2 Keeps these latter two worlds from being
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identified with each other, preventing both solipsism
and relativism. This means that there can exist faots
about reality (although knowable only as hypotheses)
which are as they are independent of what anybody
thinks about them., These facts may then perform as
standards by which to measure statements and theories,
using Tarski's idea of truth as correspondance to the
facts.,  All assertions (which are, again, really
hypotheses for Popper) in World 3 may then exhibit more
or less correspondance to faets, and may accordingly be
considered more or less truthful, To the extent that
our hypotheses are true, or, conversely, that we may
assert hypotheses to be false, we may lay eclaim ¢to
knowledge. Since these assertions and hypotheses are
"exosomatic artifacts" (Popper, 1979: 286) of World 3,
they are understood as having an objectivity which 1in
turn permits us to say that "truth" and "falsity" are
not relativistic matters,

It is very 1important to note that Popper's
argument for objectivity in knowledge and standards of
truth i3 not harmed by the claim that we can never know

anything with certainty. Indeed, quite the opposite is

the case -- the claim for objectivity comes out of a
prior realization of uncertainty. |

To see this, let us permit the subjectivist ¢to
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make the o¢laim that all our "knowledge™ i3 of an
uncertain, and therefore subjective, character. (This
would amount to denying the reality of World 3), For
purposes of brevity, let 3 stand for the assertion "All
our Kknowledge is uncertain", We may now question the
certainty of the knowledge expressed by S. If S is
asserted with certalnty ("I know that I don't know"),
then 3 1s olearly false, and certain knowledge is
possible. If, however, S 1ls asserted as an uncertain
proposition, the possibility remains open that S is
true, but we could never know the truth of S, and we
" are therefore not entitled to believe in subjeotivism,

The argument from the uncertalinty of S regresses
indefinitely. We may let S' = "3 expresses an
uncertainty", and pose a question about the ocertainty
of 3'. We may then repeat the process as often as we
like. If at any poeint certainty is claimed for one of
these statements, 1logical self-contradiction is the
result. If certainty 1is never claimed, uncertainty is
compounded indefinitely. The problem is that we must
claim the certainty expressed by this 1last sentence
(i,e., "If certainty 1is never oclaimed, uncertainty is
compounded indefinitely."), and there would then seem
to be certain knowledge -~ of our ignorance,

How can the subjectivist explain this peculiar
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self-qontradictory knowledge of his own ignorance? He
cannot, for his notion of knowledge as an entirely
World 2 phenomenon means that the introspection of the
above argument must continue indefinitely. With his
"Trinitarian" view of reality, however, Popper can
explain the paradox. Since worlds 1 and 3 differ from
World 2, ¢truth has a component independent and not
wholly capturable by either World 2 (ocur thoughts) or
- World 3 (our science), This explains our ignorance.
Yet since the three worlds interact, or more
specifically, since worlds 1 and 2 interact in World 3,
we ~ have partial, uncertain Knowledge; we have
knowledge of our ignorance. (22)

Popper's view explains uncertalnty, but of ocourse
does nothing to alleviate it. 1Indeed, it cements it
firmly into place as a cornerstone for his edifice of
science. Recall that one of the conventions of his
game of science was that.the search for knowledge must
never be regarded as completed, We now see why this 1is
a rule deserving of agreément by scientists:
discarding it would mean discarding the three worlds
doctrine, as well as the fundamental uncertainty and
incompleteness on which the doctrine 1s based. The
problem of relativism is finally overcome by his

authoritative appeal to the three-~world structure of
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reality as a reason to accept his methodological rules.
So why ocontinue to talk about methodological rules
as conventions, instead of simply saying that they must

be accepted because they are the ¢true rules for

scientifio investigation, ocorresponding as they do to
reality's factual structure? If Popper would take this
simple step, the conventionalism and consequent
relativism that dogs his heels would disappear. In its
place would be a fully-elucidated and well-argued case
for the objective validity of his system of
investigation, In turn, thls would put the final nalils
into the coffin of historlicism,

To take such a step, however, would be to abandon
his own attempt to avold metaphysics, and this he
refuses to do. The three worlds conception of reality

is regarded by him as an hueristic device only -- not a

metaphysical statement about the "actual" structure of
reality. Nor are any of his methodoleogical rules to be
regarded as metaphysical propositions. He 1is very
clear on this point, as, for example, when he writes

that

The belilef in causality is metaphysieal. It
is nothing but a typical metaphysical
hypostatization of a well-Jjustified
methodological rule == the sclentist's
decision never to abanden his search for
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laws, (Popper, 1968: 248)

Two key ooncepts stand out in this passage:
"decision" and "well-justified”, I mean to show that
to the extent that Popper continues to rely solely upon
the decisions of scientists to accept such
methodological rules, such rules are in fact not

"well-justified®,

Conventionalism Redivivus

We have constructed a rather strong case outlining
the problem of conventionalism in Popper's philosophy
of science. It must not be assumed, however, that this
problem is one of which Popper is unaware: 1t was,
after all, a major reason for his development of his
three worlds idea. In a reply to a charge by Freeman
and Skolinowskl (1974) that his conventionalism renders

all science subjeotive, Popper writes:

+++ wWhat I wish to make quite oclear, is
that I am not a conventionalist: I hold that
although we build our own systems or
frameworks, we do everything we can to let
"nature' decide between them. (Popper, 197U:
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1070)

Nevertheless, Popper misses the point here (as do
Freeman and Skolinowski).
The  problem of conventionalism  1s an

eplstemological one, not strictly a methodological one.

This is to say that one does not choose to be a
conventionalist or not on the basis of methodeological
strategy, despite Popper's insistence that the only way
to judge a methodology 1s by 4its successes and
failures. Instead, conventionalism 1s at least in part
the result of an epistemological gquandry generated by
Popper's choice of methodological principles. The
1ssue is not whether we shall 1let nature decide
methodological controversies: the 1issue 1s how we
shall ever know what her decision is, We cannot Kknow
this by appealing to the methodology itself, and
therefore, 1f there is to be such knowledge, 1t must
come from outside sclence as it is defined by Popper.
If, as we have seen, Popper 1is unwilling to permit
travelling beyond the boundaries of the 1line of
demarcation inte an objective metascience, then
intersubjective agreement, conventionalism, is all that
is open to him. He must remain a conventionalist,

despite his protests to the contrary.,
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Popper's otherwise excellent criticisms of the
historicist ultimately fail to satisfy in the absence
of this final step into the land of metaphysics, We
have seen that criticisms of historiclsm as
unscientific could Justifiably be shrugged off as
irrelevant by the historicists, who simply respend that
they are committed to alternative ways of knowing.
Popper then found 1t necessary to attack historicism as
quite simply false, invelving logical
self=-contradictions, But 1logical consistency is seen
to be a metascientific criterion for science, to be
valued only as a methodelogical principle. To the
historicist's objection that logic has ne inviclable
and fundamental value, but serves merely as a humanly
constructed means to subjective ends, Pepper can give
ne convineing reply. He can only contradict, and
present a system which opposes historicism,

Furthermore, his idea that the fruits of the
system of science -- its ability to solve problemns --
somehow validates the use of his sclence, and thereby
amounts to "letting nature decide" among '‘methodological
systems, falls vietim to his own analysis of problem

situations., This is 3o because no decision by nature

can be understood outside of the context of the

problems relevant to the practicing scientist, The
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historicist may in fact be Interested in different
problems == "ohanging® the world rather than
"interpreting" it, for example ~- and therefore choose
a.sat of methodological principles on grounds different
from those of Popper's scientist. Should Popper make

the claim, as he does In The Poverty of Historicism,

that even given the historioist's oun problen
situation, historicism 1s a poor method, this point,
too, may be finessed hy the addition of another less
obvious problem with which the historicist is
goncerned: &the overcoming of the limitations of
Popper's method itself,

We have seen that Godel has shown, and Popper has
admitted, that there are areas of truth whioch extend
beyond the boundaries of logical consistency and proof.
A good friend eof mine, who also happens to be a
determined Marxist (pun 1intended), was once totally
unimpressed by a series of logilcal contradictions whieh
I had observed had been generated by some of his
remarks, Logic, he told me, like language, was a human
invention -~ designed %o be used as a tool to reach
desired ends, to solve problems. If these ends can be
better reached by belirg 1illogical, he asked, why not
dispense with logic?

His point was immediately obvious, and I had no
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reply. If logioc is indeed merely a tool, then it would
be Just as "irrational®™ to wuse it to promote a
logically inconsistent end as it would be to use the
caloulus to write music or to drive a nail with a light
bulb, (23) The real point, of course, is that without
an objective standard for the evaluation of ends, or at
least a willingness to engage in the search for such
standards, logic need not be treated as an end in
itself (or even as an inviolable standard for the
sucoessful pursuit of such an end). And when logic is
treated as a means only, it must compete with other
means on the basls of how well 1t fulfills ¢the
obligations imposed upon it by some end. HNo attack, no
matter how well mounted, against logical inconsistency
can be successful against one who 1is uncommited to
logie.

Thus Popper's argument against the historicist's
mode of inquiry must develop into an argument against
the problems relevant to the historicist, an argument,
in effect, against the aims and values of bhe.
historicist., This of course means that Popper must be

willing to engage 1in the evaluation of values, and,

moreover, must make ocertain ceoritical standards and

methodological principles available for such a task.
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Facts, Valuea, and Problems

For the positivists, such standards and principles
are 1in principle impoasible, because of their
unwillingness teo assign meaning to statements having to
do with norms and values. Statements about empirical
reality (however defined) are the only meaning ful
statements, and are therefore the only ones capable of
being handled through the use of a critical
methodology. Popper, while not reaching quite as far
as the positivists -~ he does not regard value
statements as meaningless -- nevertheless does maintain
that value statements are methodologically
unanalyzable, because they are unfalsifiable,
Soientists therefore disdain to talk about values,
since "so much talk about values is Jjust hot air."
(Popper, 1974: 154)

Values, however, are meaningful, because they
"emerge together with problems", and thus consideration
of values may be incorporated into the analysis of
problem situations which 1mpel the socientist on his
quest, and whioh serve as standards for measuring the
fruits of his efforts, Values could not exist without
problems, says Popper, and are therefore meaningful to

the direction of soientific inquiry. (Popper, 1974:
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154) |

But from where do we get our problems, and hence
our values? Clearly, says Popper, we cannot get them
from World 1 objects of physical reality, l1.e.,

"facts", for

+ss neither values nor problems can be
derived or otherwise obtained from facts,
though they often pertain to facts or are
connected with facts. (Popper, 1974: 154)

The key oconcept here 1s oontained in the term
"derived". All Popper 1s saying here 1is what every
logiclan knows: the co¢onclusion (derivation) of an
argument can contain no more information than what is
already present in the premises. (24) Since no values
‘and no problems are present iIn World 1, we ocannot
derive value statements from statements about World 1,
no matter the extent of our logloal manipulations.

Nor does Popper believe that values and problems
enter the world only with the development of

consciousness:

+e« values enter the world with 1life,
and i1f there 1s 1ife without oconsciousness
(as I think there may well be, even in
animals, for there appears to be such a thing
as dreamless sleep) then, I suggest, there
would alsc be objective values ... even
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without consociousness, (Popper, 1974: 155)

In one sense, then, values enter Iinto the world
(meaning the combination of the three "sub-worlds")
simply because of the life problems inherent in
existing as a biological agent. Simply being alive (as
oppose to simply being) presents problems to the
organism, chiefly in the form of needing to sustain
"life", These problems force the organism te attempt
to bring about end situations which would alleviate the
problems -- in effect, to value these ends,

Since such problems are biologically gncoded_ in
the organism, (25) they do not occur as the result of
conscious deliberation and are uninfluenced by
subjective considerations. Therefore, such values as
may obtain from the problems may be understood as being
objective. In fact, for these problems we need not
even presune the conscliousness necessary for
subjectivity, and hence we may speak of any organism
"valuing"® without at the same time imputing
consciocusness to 1it.

This is not the end of the matter, however, for
human consclousness at least (a World 2 phencmenon)
brings with it more problems, and hence more values,
(26) Such problems arise through the connection between

consclousness and World 1, and are built up from the
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earlier "life problems"” of the human being iIn his
capacity as a living thing.

As biological entities, we have physical extension
and thus our life problems demand that we interact 1in
certain patterns with the objects of World 1. With the
avallability of oconsciousness, however, we may
contemplate this interaction and these problems and
thus introduce new problems and values '"oreated by the
human wind, on the basis of previous solutions", in
attempting to solve the original problems. (Popper,
1974: 155) These new "problems of c¢onsciousness" and
their attempted solutions then make up the "innermost
nucleus" of World 3, "the world of problems, theories,
and oriticism." The values attending these problems
and theories {(and hence, scientific inquiry) remain
World 2 objeocts of consciousness. However, one
overriding value dominates World 3: "the value of

objective truth and its growth.," (Popper, 197U4: 155)

This must neocessarily be the case, since the
generation and growth of objective truth is precisely
the entire purpose of these nuclear World 3 objects in
the first place. We value objective truth for its
ability to aid us 1in the solution of problems of
consciousness, which in their turn have arisen in our

attempts to solve basic 1life problenms. (27) And 1in
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this sense, then, it becomes possible to speak of
values as being not meaningless, nor even wholly
subjective, but as indeed having some type of
objectivity., Values do hot exist "objJjectively" in the
sense of being World 1 or World 3 obJects, but the
problems which generate these values, and without which
they could not "exist" are objectively existing
elements of reality. (28)

With the objectification of knowledge, Popper was
able to attack the relativistic subjectivism of the
historicist, Yet this would not be sufficient to
preserve his own system from the relativistic
consequences of his conventionalism, 1In order for hinm
to do that, he would have to claim objective validity
for certain values which would compel assent to his
methodological principles, This he does by relating
problem situations with values and showing the
objeotive reality of those problenms.

And yet, something remains amiss. The objective
natures of truth, knowledge, and problems all depend
upon the objective, real-world character of Popper's
three worlds idea, Again, we must . repeat the
diffioculty: 1f Popper is willing to assert that the
three worlds idea is more than a hueristic device, that

instead it aotually describes ocertain structural
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characteristics of reality, then and only then will the
objJective reality of this doctrine be passed down to
the derivative ldeas of problems, truth, and knowledge.
and only then c¢an he overcome the standpoint of the
historicist.

Popper cannot, and will not, do this, for his line
of demarcation dooms him from the start. He will not
assert the three worlds dootrine as a metaphysical
idea, for that would entail the admission that
metaphysical statements can be seen to comport with
reality to greater and lesser degrees. In that case,

they would be testable, falsifiable, and his 1line

between science and metaphysiecs would be erased. The
doctrine must then remain a methodological principle,
and as 1s the case with the rest of his principles,
nust rely on oonventional agreement for its
establishment. Popper ends up in imaginary

conversation with the historicist:

P.: "You are wrong, according to my view of sclence,
history, and reality."

H.: "And what proof do you offer that your views of
seience and history, and your understanding of
reality, are correct?"

P.: "I have none, for I do not indulge in
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metaphysices, but if you would just agree with me,
you would see that I am correct."

H.,: "I disagree with you. Therefore, you are urong,"

In the next, penultimate chapter, we will look
briefly at two thinkers who do indulge in metaphysics,
and perhaps take Popper's oritique of historicism to
its final, 1logical resting place. In the course of
this indulgence, however, it will be necessary to break
through the line of demarcation, with the consequence
that the distinctlion between science and metaphysics

will be preserved only in practice.
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(1) X can be a human calculator (a scientifie
investigator) or some ocaloculating machine, such as a
Turing machine, specifically designed to predioct events
in the outside system Y.

(2) This principle was elucidated in its most
complete form by Helsenberg. It is commonly known as
his "Uncertainty Principle",

(3) We are of oourse assuming a perfect,
frictionless balance here, 1influenced only by the
weight placed on the plate.

(4) An interesting example of a non-convergent
series which has plagued mathematicians is Grandi's
series 1-1+1=1+1-1+ ,,.,. Looked at one way, it is
(1-1)+(1-1)+{1-1)+ ... = 0, but under an alternative
grouping, it becomes 14{=1+1)}+(=14+1)+(=1+1)+ ... = 1.
The associative 1law of addition breaks down here, and
the point is that since the series does not converge,
the "correot"™ sum o¢an never be known. Cf. Rucker
(1982: 118ff) for an analysis of this series and 1its
attendant problems.

(5) However, we can see that the paradox can be
. resolved if Shandy 1is permitted to live an infinite
amount of time, for then no matter what event at time
T(x) must be described, there is always a time T(x+) at
which to descoribe it. But of course we are interested
in autobiographies that can be completed within a
finite period of time, just as we are interested in
predicetions, inade by calculators, which are
acoomplished within a finite period of time -- notably,
before the predicted event has actually taken place,

(6) The problem of the undecidability of certain
system statements 1s sdeen more olearly in Rucker's
(1982: 162) very brief and elegant summary of Godel's
proof. It is reproduced here in full:

1« Someone introduces Godel ¢to UTM, a
machine that 1s supposed to be a
Universal Truth Machine, capable of
correotly answering any gquestion at all,

2. Godel asks for the program and cirouit
diagrams of the UTM., The program may be
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complicated, but it can only be finitely
long. Call the program P(UTM) for
Program of the Universal Truth Machine.

3. Smiling a little, Godel writes out the
following sentenoce: "The machine
constructed on the basis of the progranm
P(UTM) will never say that this sentence
{s true." Call this sentence G for
Godel. Note that G 18 equivalent to "UTM
will never say G is true,”

4. Now Godel laughs his high laugh and asks
UTM whether G is true or not,

5. If UTM says G is true, then "UTM will
never say G 1is true" is false, If "UTM
will never say G is true" is false, then
G is false (since G = "UTM will never say
G is true,") So if UTM says that G is
True, then G is in fact false, and “UTM
has made a false statement. So UTM will
never say that G is true, since UTM only
makes true statements.

6. We have established that UTM will never
say G 1s true. So "UTM will never say G
i1s true" is in fact a true sentence, )
G is true (since G = "UTM will never say

- G is true.").

7. "I know a ¢truth that UTM oan never
utter,”" Godel says., "I know that G is
true. UTM is not truly universal "

(7) We will see later that Voegelin considers
comportment with common sense to be a oriterion for the
selection of soientific methodologles.

(8) One could almost as easily substitute the
terms "positivist" or even "behavioralist" for the ternm
"materialist” in the above argument, and the results
would be the same,

(9) The interesting corollary to all this seems to
be that sclence and morality are 1lnextricably linked.
Without the possibility of moral cholce, we can have no
science, and without science {(in the sense of testing
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hypotheses) we have nothing te chocose., This is in fact
the position of the author, Jaki  (1978) makes
essentially this point when he theorizes that the rise
of "modern sclence™ could only have been accomplished
in the M"moral atmosphere® of Judeo«Christian
traditions, contrary te popular belief that science
ocourred in spite of such traditiens.

(10) (Comte: 1957: 651) Comte was unwilling to
commit himself te this Usatisfactory" belief and was
therefore induced te give up -- even prohibit -~ the
asking of the question "Why?". Significantly, he notes
that should the nonwpositivist persist in asking such
dilatory questions, the "discipline of soocial feeling"
will arise and oheok his tongue. (Compte, 1957: 39)
The apparent self-contradiction of answering "why" we
must give wup asking "why" never seems to ooccur to
Comte, at least in his supposedly "positivist" stage.

(11) Other 1interesting —«cases in which the
assumptions of different methodoleogles contribute to
different results might examine Marx and  Weber's
disagreement over the causes of capitalism ("material®
versus "ideotypical"), Voegelints (1957) "philosophical
anthropolegy"  versus Marvin Harris! (1979)
materialistic interpretation, or perhaps Bernard
Ballyn's (19487) 1ideological interpretation of the
origins of the Constitution versus Charles Beard's
{1935} "economic" one,

(12) Popper agrees with this assumption, and it
forms part of his attack against historicism., (Cf.
Popper, 1964: <Chap. 1IV. 30)

(13) E.B. Portis (1983) points out that Weber
goes so far as to assert that groups have no
metaphysical status (no "meaning") at all, apart from
the individuals whe compose them. I am indebted to Dr.
Vincent Ostrom for calling this te my attention,

(14) In my tenure as a statistical oconsultant, I
once found myself advising several graduate students of
history that they were committing the ecological
fallacy by 1lmputing motivations to individuals on the
basis of o¢lass demographic data which they had
assembled. The response by ene 1is interesting: "It
deesn't matter -- this i1s a Marxist analysis",

Even highly-regarded political scientists indulge.
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Lipset's (1981) famous study on Fascism is replete with
analyses such as this, in which he quotes the
scciologists Loomis and Beegle:

LLIPIPR areas in whieh the middle class
prevailed ... gave 1increasingly larger votes
to the MNazis as the economic and social
orises settled on Germany." [This shows a]
high correlation between Nazi vote and
proprietorship .... (Lipset, 1981: 145, my
emphaslis)

The response to this by the methodological
individualist is, simply put, that "areas" do not vote
-=- people do.

(15) In making and supporting this olaim, Popper
shows us a nascent oyberneticism which is more fully
developed in Valetin Turchin's The Phenomenon of
Science (1977). The fact that these thought processes
are not reducible to such laws highlights what others
have termed theilr "subjective" content, and so Popper
prefers to consider World 2 the world of "subjeotive
knowledge",

(16) Walter Miller's novel A Canticle for
Liebowitz makes extensive use of the possibility of
recovery of information from a World 3 object, in this
case rebuilding oivilization after a nuclear
catastrophe from the plans for parts of an electric
dynamo.

(17) (Popper, 1979: 298, my emphasis) Note that
desplite Popper's proclaimed 1lack of 1interest in the
problem of defining terms, he here makes an important
peint precisely on definitional grounds, There are two
senses of the word "thought", and we must be clear
about which one we are using.

(18) Though the distinction is somewhat blurred,
it 13 not entirely lost to Popper: he maintains it in
the form of his "fact-decision" distinotion, as we
shall see,

(19) Among the more important ocontemporary
thinkers who make use of and investigate this
distinction are ocertainly Alfred Tarski and W.V.0.
Quine. See especially Tarski (1965) and Quine (1960).
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(20) I do not agree with Popper on this point, but
eriticism at this Juncture would not affect his general
argument. Suffice 1t to say that there is another way
of looking on these three worlds in which Popper and
Plato would agree. For Plato, the third world of human
artifaots is certainly a product of interaction between
World 1 and World 2, and 1in this case 1s not divine in
origin, However, elements of divinity can be found in
World 3 objects in so far as World 2 mental processes
were influenced by the noetic connection of the human
soul with &the divine, It 1is entirely pessible,
however, to have human artifacts {(suech as the
degenerate polis) which are predominantly 1influenced
not by nous, but iIinstead by the soul's apeirontic
connection to Chaos,

(21) This refuge is only temporary, however, as
the next section will show.

(22) The three worlds hueristic would also explain
the paradox of Godel being able to prove mathematically
and loglcally the incompleteness of mathematics and
logio., This argument from the uncertainty of knowledge
to the acceptance of a tripartite reality is mine, not
Popper's, but I believe that 1t comports completely
with his view., 1Indeed, 1t is a logical consequence of
his way of looking at things, which only serves to
Juatify his oontinuing interest in the "unintended
consequences™ of our actions.

(23) The problem of the relationship between logic
and rationality is a very serious one indeed, and 1is
one that has been helghtened by Godel's work, If we
take great liberties with the historical discussion of
this problem, we oan arrange sclutions in several
general categories:

(1) "Rational™ means M"logically consiatent",
There are no truths which are not discernable
through the use of 1logic, and no illogiocal
statement can be true., This I take to be the
attitude of the Cartesians, the early
positivists, the Delsts, and even perhaps the
Benthamites.

(2) "Rational® means at least M"logically
consistent”, but in addition encompasses more
than logic, 1in that the rational 1idea or
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action must have reference to some absolutely
true or good standard or end which is not
itself provable by loglic. No such standard
or end could . be demonstrably 1llogiecal,
however, Plato, Aristotle, Greek Eudaimonism
in general, and the early Christian
synthesizers such as Aquinas and Dante might
serve as examples here.

(3) "Rational" means "logically consistent" only
sometimes, but sometimes the truly rational
attitude or action will seem to be 1logilecally
inconsistent., The most memorable example of
this is Kierkegaard's declaration that it 1s
rational to be a Christian precisely because
Christian doctrines are the height of Toglical
absurdity. Godel's use of logic to prove
that there exist truths inaccessable by logic
also falls under this category.

(4) "Rational™ has nothing necessarily to do with
logical consistency at all, the attitude of
my Marxist friend, In this oase, the
adjustment of means to ends (as well as the
selection of ends) is to be accomplished
according to some rule or standard, such as
the dialectical process of history, which may
accord with logile, but which need not.

The problem with all this is that there is no
way for a subscriber to one of the points of view
to persuade someone who holds a differenct one,
for it is the methodoleogy of persuasion and debate
that is really at issue here, Debate and
persuasion must proceed according to agreed-upon
principles of rationality, shared by the parties
to the debate. If no such agreement is
forthooming, there o¢an be no debate, and no
persuasion,

This is why thinkers who come to one of these
points of view from ancther often relate this
experience as a type of "conversion", precisely
paralleling the religious type (Whitaker Chambers
and Arthur Koestler are excellent examples of
this). They do not reach this point by being
convinced: rather, they seem to experlence some
form of "revelation" or "enlightenment", which
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does not seem to be analyzable from within that
particular system of rationality, It is therefore
often only presented as an autobiographical fact
of dramatic importance -- every bit as dramatic as
being struck down on the road to Damascus.

(24) Of course, in one sense conclusions do
contain more information than the premises used To
generate them, for the conolusion of a
well-constructed argument may surprise us,

Given the syllogism:

All men are mortal.
Socrates is a man.

Socrates is mortal.

it is clear that a person knowing the information
contained in the premises might nevertheless not
know the conclusion in the way it is formulated.
In that case an additional plece of information
may be sald to be needed: namely, that an
argument constructed in this way generates a valid
gonelusion,

Yet we can alse see that the oconoclusion
itself does not and cannot contain any information
not to be found in the premises, The situation is
analogous to the fact that although encorypted
texts and tape recordings require the use of aids
in Iinterpreting them, the aids themselves add
nothing to the information avallable, Indeed,
that 1is the whole point of rules of 1logle,
ciphers, and tape players, and additional
information would be regarded as "noise".

(25) Sometimes the response to the problem is
also so encoded. Cf. Popper and Eocles, 1977.

(26) This is all reminiscent of Plate, for
whom the body desires the things of the material
world, while the soul desires God.

(27) In this same vein, Popper toys with the
idea that the ability to ceriticize may have been
generated through evolutionary processes and forms
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our advantage over other members of our
evolutionary chain. We can, in short, permit our
hypotheses to die in our stead. cf. Popper,
1979: 146ff,

(28) The usual subjectivist argument against
such an assertion demands that we contemplate
whether such values would exist in reality in the
absence of human heings, The answer here 1s that
they would not -~ but this does not render those
values subjective, It merely renders them
humanly-created. This parallels precisely the
"objeotivity" of humanly-created world 3
knowledge.
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VI. CROSSING THE LINE TO METAPHYSICS

To believe 18 to effect an intelleotual
synthesis,
== Pierre Teilhard de Chardin

Where is the knowledge we have lost in
information?
-~ Eliot, "Choruses From the Rock"

We have seen that Popper's critique of historicism
cannot suoceed 30lely at the level of a coritique of
methodology, owing to the oconventionallsm necessary for
him to establish his own set of methodological
principles. Escape from this prcblem requires a
ocriticism of the ends valued by the historicist, ends
whioh prevent him from assenting to Popper's version of
scientific inquiry. The development and presentation
of a successful oriticlsm of values and ends in turn
depends upon a willingness to accept a reality in whioh
statements about values ocan have some objective ¢truth
content, so that they may be arguable.

For a positivist to permit this would require the
admission that metaphysical statements are meaningful,
for the positivistic distinotion between facts and
values precisely parallels the distinction between
weaningful and meaningless statements, But Popper has
maintained, again and again, that his own 1line of

demarcation 1s not a oriterion of meaning. {(cf.
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Popper, 1968: sec. 4) Statements about values are, %o
be sure, metaphysical in nature, but that does not
render them meaningless., The line of demarcation does,

however, render them unanalyzable, because Popper feels

that statements of value are not subject to conolusive
falsification,

Popper chldes the positivist for making meaning
the criterion of distinection between science and
metaphysies, and rightly so. In his view, any
atatement 13 meaningful as 1long as it is significant
for some relevant problem, and it is olear that at
least some metaphysical statements are significant in
this sense, It is useless, for example, to deride
arguments for or against the existence of God as
meaningless, for the very fact that sueh arguments
exist bear testimony to their significance in the lives
of certain thinkers, and therefore to their meaningful
nature. But if meaning is not the relevant oriterion,
neither has Popper demonstrated an cpen and shut case
for falsifiability as the relevant oriterion.

We remember the problems with Popper's oriterion
of falsifiability as 1t was originally feormulated in
Chapter 2. 1If we are given a prediocotion derived from a
strictly universal statement ~= a theory or an

hypothesis of sclence —-- wye encounter serious



Chapter 6 Crossing the Line to Metaphysies 270

difficulty in deciding when that singular prediotion
statement has been oontradicted by observation. This
13 basically the problem of wmeasurement error and
peroeptual reliability. But the important point to
note is that even 1f we have established the
contradiotion of a prediction, we are not logically
entitled to conclude thereby the contradiction of the
original hypothesis, This 1is so because of the
interference of certain initial conditidns necessary
for the derivation of the prediction. The
contradiotion logically proves only that the hypothesis
or some initlal condition has been falsified, and does
not tell us whioh.

Moreover, we have seen that the attempt to
determine whether an initial condition has itself been
falsified relies upon logleal derivations similar to
the one posing the original problem. Popper's doctrine
of falsifiability escapes the problem of induction by
no lenger requiring an infinite number of singular
statements to verify a scientiflic hypothesis, but it
falls prey to a similar problem: an indefinite number
of singular statements is now required to demonstrate

conclusively the falsity of a universal statement, and

therefore no suoh conclusive denmonstration can be made.

Popper's attempt to escape this dilemma through
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the introduction of conventicnalism fails, as has been

demonstrated, and therefore we are free to entertain

the possibility that solentiflo statements, just like

metaphysical statements, are incapable of being

conclusively falsified. Along with this possibility

comes the possibility that metaphysices and sclience are
finally indistinguishable, and coherent with this idea
is the idea that ¢the 1line originally drawn by the
positivists between facts and values mnight simply
disappear, This is indeed the ¢laim made by Michael
Polanyi and Eriec Voegelin, so 1let us examine this a

little more oclosely.

Michael Polanyl and The Smashing of Spectacles

Popper recognizes that all practicing soientists
must operate within a framework. This framework,
however, must never be  regarded as a set of
methodological rules dogmatically 1laid down. The
scientist must be willing to jump ocut of one framework
into another, if he is to maintain his pursuit of truth
to the bitter end. But the case for such jumping about
is not made in the form of an argument; it 1s rather a

plea to the scientist that he behave according to
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Popper's rules of proper inquiry. Should the scientist
reject these rules, Popper cannot counter him except by
8imply calling him an 1deologue and a bad scientist,

In a paper entitled "The Message of the Hungarian
Revolution", (1) Michael Polanyl speaks metaphorically
of the problem of jumping from one framework to another
as the problem of removing one palr of spectacles and
replacing them with another. (2) Viewing the world
through the spectacles of a comprehensive framework
amounts to the construction of a closed system, whieh

Polanyi describes in Personal Knowledge as being

composed of "implicit beliefs" with a type of
elrecularity about them permitting them ¢the capabllity
of accomodating any conceivable piece of new evidence,
(Polanyi, 1962: 268-292) This idea parallels Popper's
own criticisms of closed socleties, and especially
closed scientific societies, with their reliance wupon
ad hoe hypotheses in order to perpetuate their
particular methodological framework.

But while Popper only hints at the underlying
psyohologioal commitment to a partioular framework, (3}
Polanyi deals with it explicitly. A system that can
interpret any possible fact in 1ts own terms c¢an be
shaken only "by a preference for a total change of

outlook"., This is so because
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«vs the whole person 1s involved in,
trusting a particular comprehensive outlook.
Any oritioism of it is angrily rejected, To
question it 1s felt to be an attack on an
existential assurance protected by the dread
of mental disintegration, (Polanyi, 1969:

31)

Comprehensive methodelogical frameworks do not serve
merely as oonvenient sclentific rules of thumb. They
have 1In addition a strong emotional value, and this
value 1s in fact quite necessary for the adherent of
the framework to have the strength of motivation
necesgsary to carry him through the many pitfalls and
disappointments which his necessarily incomplete systen
will produce. (4) To give Jjust two examples, it is
clear that Einstein's commitment to & scientifio
framework which would ineclude a God who does not play
dice is what acoounts for his tremendous resistance to
quantum theory and his willingness to engage in a
fruitless search, lasting many years, for a unified
field theory. Such coumitment also goes far in
explaining why, in spite of the fact that nominally
communist countries have never fulfilled the
predictions of Marx's analysis, Marxists rarely regard
Marx as having been conclusively refuted.

How are such commitments to be analyzed, and as
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importantly, how are the jumps from one commitment to
another to be understood, for such Jjumps surely do
occur? Can this be acocomplished in sclentifioc terms?

Popper's methodoleogy clearly cannot aid us 1in
answering these questions, His commitment 1is to a
methodology which keeps open the possibility of jumping
from one framework to another, but he cannot utilize
‘that methodology to force a cholce among frameworks,
To do so would require that he be able to declare that

onhe framework 1s objectively hetter than another. But

frameworks are chosen according to relevant problems,
and problems are chosen aocording to ends which are
valued by the scientist or historian, Since these
values remain unanalyzable by his methodoleogy (he
analyzes them only through the framework of his three
worlds "heuristio"), Popper must remain silent on these
questions.

We see then that although Popper does not wish ¢to
identify himself with the positivists in declaring
value statements to be meaningless, he nevertheless
accomplishes the same thing. His is a sort of Ysofth
positivism: values are certainly wmeaningful, but no
scientific (i.,e., "falsifiable") statement oan be made
regarding them.

Polanyi calls this attitude, shared by many
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contemporary behavioral scientists, "moral neutralism®,
It is merely the separating out of the examination of

values from the sclentific enterprise:

Values admittedly enter into the lives of
soolal scientists, but in the pursult of
solence the scientist makes only statements
of fact that can be observed by our senses,
To state, for example, that the Supreme Court
of the United States has nine umembers 1is to
state a fact, while teo say that its deocisions
are impartial is not to state a fact; this
kind of statement 1is to be excluded from the
science of political behaviour. (Polanyl,

1969: 29)

Polanyi produces two arguments against this notion
of moral neutralism in science. 1In the first place, he
notes, all men make moral judgements, a "fact" admitted
by the moral neutralists, and when such judgements are
made "we invariably refer to moral standards which we

hold to be valid," That 1is, when we make these

Judgements, we intend universality (in Kant's sense) to
the standards on whioh the judgements are based, (5)
Making such a claim, however, entalls distinguishing
between moral truth and moral 1llusion, and this
distinotion in turn requires distinguishing between two
types of motivation:

The awareness of moral truth 1is founded on
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the recognition of a valid olaim, which can
be reasonably argued for and supported by
evidence; moral illusion, iIn ocontrast, is
compulsive, like a sensory illusion,

We then are forced to admit that true human values

exist, and therefore '"we have implicitly denied the

olaim that all human actions ocan be explained without

any reference to the exercise of moral judgement®,

The moral neutralist has a problem: his
neutralism asserts that human values exist and that
behavior predicated upon these values ¢an be observed.
The behavior can then be said to be caused by the
actor's bellef in a certain value. But this 1leaves
open the question of why the actor belleves as he does,
Now it 1s olear that many possible styles of answers
can compete at this point -- the Marxist, the Freudian,
the positivist, the racist -~ but if it 1s possible
that true human values exist, 1t may be that referenoce
to econonice necessity, psyechie dysfunction, or
biclogical characteristics may have to compete with the
possibility that the actor is behaving out of a genuine
regard for a true value,

In Polanyl's example of Hungarlan intellectuals
rebelling against fake trials, it becomes possible that
these intellectuasls rebelled Jjust because they knew

such trials to be a real and actual evil, The
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important point, though, is that the motivations of the
actor cannot be decided without first establishing
whether the end sought (such as fair trials) is in faot
good or evil, If we cannot decide, or even disouss,
this question, then we oannot decide that actors are
not motivated by their regard for true values. Polanyl

therefore concludes from this that "value judgement

proves indispensable to the political soientist's

explanation of ... behaviour.,"

The only way out of this problem is to deny the
possibility of meaningful moral judgements in general:
the position of a "hard" positivist, though not of
Popper. This, however, 1leads to another difficulty,
for if the scocial scientist is able to explain all
human actions by value-free observations, then of
course none of his own actions ocan be motivated by
moral values, In other words, the scientist would have
to explain his interest in his probiem, cholce of
methodologlical framework, and his contentious
argumentation on behalf of  his interests and
conclusions, in one of two ways, It must either be the
result of a fully determined set of historieal
eircumstances, or the result of meaningless random
choices on his part. While this position would be

oconsistent, it would be unbearably so, for in such a
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case everything the sclentist did would be totally
without meaning. Moreover, such a position would
continually contradiet the basic human experience of
meaningful action and ohoice, as shown in Chapter 5.
Nelther could it explain the problem of the emotional
commitment to a particular pair of spectacles, because
it would be forced to deny the possibility of
meaningful spectacles in the first place. The
sclentist could not even work with Popper's idea of the
logioc of problem situations, for what oculd qualify as
a problem in the absence of the possibility of meaning?

Polanyl concludes from all thls that the idea of
moral peutralism, of a behavioral science which wishes
to draw too fine a distinction between facts and
values, must be rejected in favor of exactly the type
of traditional political science which Dahl desoribed

for us in our introduction.

Objectivity and Personal Knowledge

Pelanyits distaste for the "fact-value®
distinoction occours in part as as result of his oritical
objections to the parallel distinetion between
"objective" and Ysubjeotive" knowledge, as it is often

drawn by moral neutralists and others. Modern man, he
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says,

+e» has set up as the ideal of
knowledge the conception of natural sclence
as a set of statements whioch is ‘'ebjeotiven
in the sense that its substance is entirely
determined by observation, even while its
presentation may be shaped by convention.
(Polanyi, 1962: 16)

Faots, in and of themselves, are objective, in the
sense that they are as they are independent of whether
they are observed by humans or acknowledged by them as
facts. The possibility that they may not be ohserved
or acknowledged 1s expressed by the "moderns" by
positing a subjective ocomponent to human observation
and knowing. This subjeotivity, in the form of values,
frameworks, and idiosyncratic personal characteristios,
necessarily colors bhoth our observations and our
knowledge, thus robbing our perceptions of their
objectivity, It does not, of course, do anything to
alter the faots themselves,

Up to this point, I do not think that either
Polanyl or Popper would disagree. The diffioulty comes
into play when the obJeotivists begin to insist that
the purpose of sclence 13 to utilize a striot set of
methodological principles to strip away the accretions

of subjectivity, and thereby to observe facts and know
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truth in all its objective purity.

Polanyi's point is, quite simply, that such =a
program 1s impossible, as it is at odds with the way
human beings actually know, We and reality are so
constructed as to make this subjeotive component not
only impossible to overcome, but a necessary part of
knowing and an essential part of existing. Instead of
claiming that the proper way to acquire knowledge, or

rather to investigate, is to shun subjectivity 1in favor

of the dispassionate application of methodoleogical
rules, Polanyi asks that we aoccept at the outset that
all humarn awareness and knowing 1is an 1intensely
passionate experience, requiring personal commitment in
the manner of faith, "Personal knowledge" 1s the
concept Polanyi uses to aid this understanding, and
while he admits that "the two words may seem to
contradict each other", according to the modern view of
things, "the seeming ocontradiction 1s resolved by
modifying the conception of knowing." (Polanyi, 1962:
vii)

The key to understanding Polanyi's "modification®
lies in his treatment of the twin problems of
"awareness" and what he calls the "tacit dimension" of
knowing. His theory of how we know is based upon a

fundamental principle of Gestalt psychology: "We
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cannot comprehend a whole without seeing its parts, but
we can See the parts wlithout comprehending the whole,”
(Polanyi, 1959: 29) It 1s possible, say ‘ the
psyohologists, to advance from a knowledge of parta to
a more general understanding of the whole which
ocmprises those parts. Sometimes this is exceedingly
diffioult, says Polanyl, and in such a case we may be
said toc have achieved a discovery, but whether easy or
difficult, in all cases the same comprehending faculty
is at work. Furthermore, 1t is possible, though not
very likely, that once we comprehend the whole, we may
lose sight of 1t by intensely restricting our attention
te the parts.

Polanyi maintains that once we comprehend a set of
things as a coherent whole "the focus of our attention

is shifted from the hitherto uncomprehended particulars

to the understanding of their Joint meaning."
(Polanyi, 1959: 29, my emphasis) We do not, of ocourse,
lose sight of the particular in oomprehending the
general, since we ocan naturally see the whole only by
seeing the parts, But once we oomprehend the whole,

"it changes altogether the manner in which we are aware

of the particulars. We become aware of them now in

terms of the whole on which we have fixed our

attention." (Polanyi, 1959: 30) That is to say, our
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knowledge of the partioulars, and the particulars
themselves, c¢ome to have meaning only within the
context of the largér, more oomprehensive generality.

He accordingly chooses to speak of two types of
awareness or knowledge. .Hhen our attention is fixed
upon particulars in themselves (at whioh point we of
course do not recognize them as "partioculars"), this is
"foecal awareness", This 1is distinguished from the
"subsidiary awareness" of these particulars, in which
they come to have meaning only in the context of a
larger whole, In their subsidiary function, the
particulars of which we are aware aid us in the
comprehension of the whole, Therefore, they in effect
perform the same function as clues or tools, and are
actually used just as if they were extensions of oaur
bodily selves.

Pelanyi notes that the Gestalt psycholgiats are
unlikely to see 1in the shift from focal awareness to
subsidiary awareness anything but a passiﬁe experience,
but in reality, he says, "it represents a method -- and
indeed the wmost general method ~- for acquiring
knowledge." (Polanyi, 1959: 28) The reason for the
hesistation on the psyochologistsa' part is that they do
not realize that this shift in attention involves a

distinotly personal and active commitment on the part
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of the 1individual. This o¢ontrary c¢laim is one which

Polanyl wishes to advance.

Tacit and Explict Knowledge

In a lecture entitled "Understanding Ourselves®,
(6) Polanyl reminds us of our earlier difficulty with
the problem of "knowing that we know", a problem
similar to Tristram Shandy's infinite autobiography.
As Polanyl treats it, the problem is one of elucidating
the nature of human knowledge. The task, it seems,
would be endless, for as soon as we completed it, the
subject matter of the study "would have been extended
by this very achievement." (Polanyi, 1959: 11) The
logical diffioulty generated by this problem 1is quite
significant, but is one for which he offers a tentative
solution. He suggests that we regard knowledge as of
two kinds: explicit knowledge (that which is "set out
in written words or maps, or mathematical formulae"),
and tacit knowledge.

Expliclt knowledge is the objective knowledge
which we seek, but Polanyi asserts that it cannot be

divorced from tacit knowledge. This latter is a type
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of "unformulated" knowledge, such as we have of our own
immediate personal experiences, The important
connection between the two cocurs when we realize that
not only do we have Kknowledge of what we assert to be
true (explict), but we also at the same time have

knowledge that what is being asserted 13 being asserted

by us (tacit): “We always know tacitly that we are

holding our explicit knowledge to be true." (Polanyi,
1959: 12)

If we are satisfied to regard at least part of our

knowledge as tacit, then the problem of the infinite
regress of our knowing becomes not a logical paradox to
be overceme, but 1instead an accurate desoription of a
fundamental experience of existence. Now the
objectivist or positivist standpoint would simply deny.
the charaoter of knowledge to this tacit dimension, but
because to do so would leave open this paradox, and
furthermore deny what Polanyli believes to be a basaie
(hence irrefutable) human experience, Polanyl ohooses
instead to accept this tacit character of knowledge and
to examine the struoture of consolousness in its light,
(7)

Aocepting the fact that all knowledge contains a
taclt component -- specifically, the assertion that the

knowledge is true -- means that at every stage in the
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process of knowing, a personal commitment on the part
of the knower is made, This applies espeoially to the
move from a focal .awarenesa of partioculars to a
subsidiary awareness of them, Thus, ocomprehensive
knowledge 1s not obtained as the result of the
dispassionate application of rules,. It 1s rather a
highly individualized and personal process. Indeed, it
is best understood as the practice of an art or ecraft,

a skillful endeavor:

I regard knowing as an active comprehension
of the things known, an action that requires
skill, Skilful [sic] knowing and doing is
performed by subordinating a set of
particulars, as clues or tools, to the
shaping of a skilful achievement, whether
practical or theoretical. (Polanyi, 1962:
vii, my emphasis)

Methodological principles of sclence may be
understood as "particulars" of which we need to be
subsidiarily aware: the Yclues or tools" which we
mentioned earlier, We have usually achieved focal
awareness of them through our knowledge of their
"success" in related endeavors. Thus, mathematical
principles have been observed to carry with them a
certain reliability and oonsistency, oharacteristiocs
Iuhioh we might value iIn our pursuit. A strict

concentration upon mathematizing events occurring in
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sooiety or history, in order to "understand" them,
however, would be to subordinate the ¢thing being
studied to the technique being used to study it. It
would be to ocommit ourselves to a focal awareness of
the partiocular. 1In order for mathematical principles
to be wuseful ¢to us, (indeed, in order for them to be
meaningful at all), we must beoome subsidiarily aware
of them in the greater ocontext of the whole to be
studied. (8)

Similarly, it will be seen to be 1impossible ¢to
come to an adequate understanding of a political system
by foocal concentration on one or several particular
aspects of it, say voting behavior or the legislative

process, Knowledge of these particulars is necessary,

but it is not sufficient: it must be accompanied by a
persaonal commitment to larger, integrating wholes, and
by the awareness of our assertions of truthfulness.
Moreover, the need for such commitment extends to each
individual practicing solentist: 1t cannot be avoided
by a "division of 1labert which would esteenm
concentration on minute details to the exclusion of the
whole. For as both Popper and Voegelin agree, ignoring
a larger context makes the seleotion of details ¢to
study an impossible task,

Remaining confined by focal oconcentration on
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methodology and knowledge of particulars must be
forsaken in favor of thé willingness to ohoose from
among tools those that are relevant 1in the larger
context of some whole. Since such choosing is the
essenoe of personal commitment, Polanyi calls knowledge
"personal", and since 1t cannot itself be bounded by a
methodology, there are no rules teo this game. Science,
like all knowing, becomes a o¢raft, and 1its practice
requires personal skills and virtues on the part of the
scientist,

Indeed, the successful practice of sclence 1is a
profoundly skillful performande, and it is a well-known
fact, says Polanyi, that "the aim of a skilful
performance i3 achieved by the observance of a set of
rules which are not known =as such by the person
following them,"” (Polanyi, 1962: #9) Polanyi adduoces
several examples to support this olaim, showing that
knowledge of the rules of asay, swimming or bioycle
riding, is not enough for the suoccessful performance of
these skills, (9) 1In fact, should the performer
attempt to concentrate primarily on these rules, he
would find himgelf unable to perform, Just as a
sclentist who concentrated exclusively on methodology
would be unable to pursue his investigation

successfully., The rules are useful, but they do not
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determine the practice. They are not definitions, they
are maxims, and "can serve as a guide only if they oan
be Iintegrated into the practiocal knowledge of the art.
They cannot replace this knowledge, (Polanyi, 1962:

50, my emphasis)
The personal particlpation of the knower in the
known does not mean that knowledge must be subjective,

in the sense of being idiosyncratic, however:

Comprehension is nelther an arbitrary act nor
a passive experience, but a responsible act
claiming universal valldity, (Polanyl, 1962:

vii,)

Here we are sort of back wﬁere we started, addressing
the problem of how such intensely personal knowing can
validly oclaim such "universal validity". And it is at
this point that we saw Popper trip over his 1line of
demarcation, in his quest to regain objective status
for scientific truth, Polanyl does not stumble, deftly
erasing the line and declaring a metaphysical baocking
for the objectivity of human knowledge.

There exists, he tells us, a reality beyond that
which is sensorily peroceivable, which 1is nevertheless
real and apprehendable. This idea, he acknowledges, is

one not widely accepted these days:
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To say that the disocovery of cbjective truth
in science o¢onsists in the apprehension of a
rationality which commands our respect and
arouses our contemplative admiration, that
such discovery, while using the experience of
our senses as  olues, transocends this
experience by embracing the vision of a
reality beyond the impression of our senses,
a vision which speaks for itself in gulding
us to an even deeper understanding of reality
-- suoh an account of scientifle procedure
would be generally shrugged aside as
out-dated Platonism: a plece of
nystery-mongering unworthy of an enlightened
age, Yet it is preclisely on this oonoception
of objectivity that I wish to insist ....
(Polanyl, 1962: 5<6)

This is npot simply a heuristic device, like
Popper's three worlds, It 1s, 1in Polanyi's view, a
fact about the structure of reality as it is
experienced by human beings, and since no amount of
human intervention or disregard can change this faot,
it is objective and true.

That such a reality 1s rationally apprehendable is
seen by the fact that human intellect 1is used to
perceive and acknowledge its reality. Polanyi asserts
this objective reality, which transcends  sgensory
perception, because he 1s forced to do so as a result
of his argument., Such a conclusion seems to him to be
the only way out of the logical dilemmas resulting from
the positivistic oonception. These dilemmas prove to

him that, far from asserting the existence of objective
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knowledge, the positivist 1s forced inte a position of
asserting the impossibility of Kknowledge altogether.
Since he ocan "know" this, knowledge 1is therefore
possible, and the positivists must be wrong.

Moreover, the positivist finds himself having to
declare meaningful the only things which can have no
meaning in themselves: the "partioulars" of which we
are only fooally aware., These things acquire meaning
only in a subsidiary context, and thus only when we
have made the personal commitment ¢to subordinate
tangible things to things of a higher, more coherent
order, As he puts it:

What is most tangible has the least meaning
and it is perverse to identify the tangible
with the real. For to regard a meaningless
substratum as the ultimate reality of all
things, must lead to the conclusion that all
things are meaningless. And we ocan avoid
this conclusion only if we acknowledge
instead that deepest reality is possessed by
higher things that are least tangible. (10)

Sinbe personal commitment 1s required for the
apprehension of these superordinate realitles, and
since this commitment ococurs in the context of personal
skill, it is appropriate to refer to the process as
"visionary", Knowledge of reality comes not simply as

the result of observation and 1leogical analysis. We

cannot expect to form ourselves into logle machines,
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feed observations into a hopper, and draw oconclusions
which we may call knowledge. All this 1s mere prelude
to the grand aot of personal commitment to a vision,

Although it is not defined by them, this vision
cannot, of course, contradict those subsidiary
particulars of whiceh we are aware in the formulation of
the vision, just as a plocture in a newspaper does  not
cease to be composed of hundreds of tiny dots once we
decide to view it as a picture. However, we cannot use
our awareness of the dots to claim that our perception
of the picture 1s true. Therefore, we may still feel
uncomfortable with this notion of a vision -~ how can
we be certaln that the plcture we perceive is the
"real" one, for illusions surely do exist? As R, Je
Brownhill asks,

s+ how can we know whether a vision is
true when we cannot test it by the experience
of our senses, and can we really call a

vision knowledge at all if we cannot test 1it?
(Brownhill, 1960: 121)

Kant would say that we cannot test suoh visionary
knowledge, for thias would amount to a test of knowledge
of a thing 1in 1tself, which 1s beyond sense, and
therefore this knowledge does not strictly deserve to
be called knowledge. Moreover, those who would insist

that such propositions must be conclusively verified or
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falsified in order to be ocalled knowledge must also
maintain that such visionary knowledge as Polanyi
proposes is not in faot knowledge. (11)

In this absence of physalcal tests for metaphysical
principles, Polanyl therefore insists that a practicing
soientist be an especlally moral man, obliged at all
times to tell the truth about what he has disocovered
about reality, and responsible for and committed to the
discaovery he has made. (Brownhill, 1960: 122) Thus it
is that commitment, faith, skill, and vision are
necessary for the scientific process to continue., The
vision of the sclentist 1s not tested against some
observation statement referring to empirical reality in
Popper's sense, Rather, this vision, which 1s a
belief, a faith, is tested against the faith of the
solentific community, the beliefs and visions whioh the
community has already accepted,

Two objections can be immediately raised here. It
is evident, first of all, that reliance upon the
accepted knowledge of the relevant sclentific community
runs a serious risk of dogmatism. The scientific
community can be as wrong as any individual scientist,
and the requirement that a vision be tested against
that of the community might insure that wuntruth would

become unassailable, making science impossible.
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Furthermore, the fact that one "vision" can be replaced
in standing by another indicates that no vision,
including Polanyi's own vision of oonsciousness and
knowledge, can ever be said to be true with ocertainty,

The second objection is the less serious of the
two, I believe, for 1t is beside the point of Polanyi's
analysis., In fact, it iIs precisely his argument that
does most to establish the unocertainty of knowledge.
It 1s the positivist, he contends, who seeks the
impossible dream of certain knowledge, with his denial
of personal oommitment, The positivist notion of
objectivity was established to aid in the acquisition

of certain knowledge, But we must not confuse

ocbjectivity with certainty. If the objectivity of

knowledge means having a basis outside of the
individual knower, then Polanyi may claim that
knowledge may be objective and yet uncertain,

- The problem of dogmatism i1is more difficult to
overcome, and Polanyl admits this. Indeed, the current
positivistic dogmas in sclence have done much more, in
his view, to damage true science than anything else,
(Polanyi and Prosch, 1975: 24) The only way out of the
diffioulty is tco 1insist on the primacy of virtue and
morality in scientific affairs. The virtuous solentist

is not personally committed to a proposition, he |is
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committed to the pursuit of truth, and because of this

comnitment, 18 entirely willing to discard partiocular

propositions in the 1interest of this latter pursuit.
Indeed, the commitment to this or that proposition
represents an inversion of the proper scientific
attitude, much as the commitment ¢to a particular
methodology represents an inversion of the scientific
process as seen by Erile Voegelin, And this attitude of
virtuous commitment must predominate in the entire
scientific community 4if dogmatism 1s to be avoided.
But because of the reliance upon personal commitment,
such virtue can never be guaranteed, and it 1s always
possible for sclence to degenerate into dogmatism,
This may be too bad, but that is just the way 1t is,
and no amount of methodological tinkering can insure
against 1it.

This is somewhat akin to Popper's methodological
principle that the game must never end, but it is more
than a rule for successful scilence: 1t is a part of
the vision of higher reality itself. The sclentist
must oconstantly seek the truth, he must personally

commit himself te do so, and this principle is itself

part of the truth being sought. Virtue and knowledge

are inextricably 1linked, science and metaphysics are

ingeparable, fact and value are one,
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We will now see that Eric Voegelin is of a similar
mind.

The New Science of Peolitiloes

One of Voegelin's early attempts at explaining his
analysis of polities and history dealt directly with
the subjeot of the state of the sclentific study of
polities. In 1951, when he delivered the Walgreen
lectures at the \University of Chicago (published in
1952 as The Hew Science of Politics), the "statistical,

the psychological, and the sociological bases of a
political science™ had reached the high point of their
challenge to the more traditional modes of political
inquiry. (12) This ohallenge was itself  being
challenged, however, and by 1952 Voegelint's work
represented perhaps one of the more articulate and
telling parts of this counterattack.

A theory of politics, says Voegelin, if it 1is to
penetrate to principles (as any thecory must), must at
the same time be a theory of history. He recognizes
that such an approach is not the usual in contemporary

political sclence, but nevertheless,
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the procedure cannot be considered an
innovation in political science; it will
appear rather as a restoration, if it be
remembered that the two flelds which today
are oultivated separately were inseparably
united when political science was founded by
Plate. (Voegelin, 1952: 1)

The connection between polltical science and the study
of history 1is not generally recognlzed, espebially
during times which are relatively untroubled. During
such historical periods of comparative stability,
political science "contraots" to the mere description
of existing institutions, and the apology for the
principles of these institutions. (13) It 1is only
during times of extraordinary historical orisis that
the fullness of the c¢onnection between politioal
science and history beoomes articulate. Voegelin notes
_thab there have been at least three such erises in
Western history: the Hellenic crisis, marked by. Plato
and Aristotle, that of Christianity and Rome, marked by
Augustine, and the great "Western crisis", marked by
Hegel's philosophy of history and law and its
derivatives.

Voegelln cautions that any return to an
examination of theoretical principles in political
science (and a move away from simple apologetics)

cannot be had by simply returning te the formulations
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of earlier times = whether these formulations be
Platonism, Augustinianism, or Hegellianism, We can
certainly learn from previous attempts to treat the

problems invelved in theorizing, but

the very historicity of human existence, that

is, the unfolding of the typlcal in

meaningful conecreteness, preocludes a valld

reformulation of principles through return to

a former oconcreteness., (Voegelin, 1952: 2)
There is nothing to be galned, and a good deal to lose,
by denying the very historical nature which one 1s
attempting to examine theoretiocally. The c¢oncrete
experience of another age can serve as example, but it
can never afford us the existential experienoé
necessary for an adequate formulation of the problens
‘which must be approached by political science. This is
of course 1identical to Popper's ocontention that the
context of history provides us with concrete sooclal
problems towards which all secientifie investigation
must be directed. The very historical nature of these
problems makes them coneretely different problenms,
although varicus similarities c¢an nevertheless be
recognized, (14)

What is needed then is not a return to an earlier
way of doing things, but a new awareness of the

problems and importance of  theory, and a new
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willingness to undertake the Job of "“doing theory".
This retheoretizafion has been taking place in
political science for some time, according to Voegelin,
and may be understood as a response to the disasterous
and destructive effects of two fundamental assumptions
underlying the positivistic bent of most ourrent
political science: (1) that the methods of the natural
sclences are applicable to a science of human scoiety,
and (2) that these methods are the defining
characteristios of a valid sclence and are "a criterion
for theoretical relevance in general."

- The problems with the first assumption are
relatively well-known, and Popper has shown us why the
assumption cannot hold water. According to Voegelin,
this assumption should not be all that problemmatio,
for if the methods truly do not work -- if they produce
"bad science" as Popper olaims -~ then the poor results
of any inquiry directed by such methods would prove
their 1inapplicability, (15) It 1is the second
assumption whioh causes most of the real difficulty.
For by defining sclence in terms of a type of method, a

strange and destruotive inversion has taken place:

ses this seocond assumption subordinates
theoretical relevance to method and thereby
perverts the meaning of sclence. Science is
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a search for truth concerning the nature of
the various realms of being, Relevant in
soience 1s whatever contributes to the
success of this search., Facts are relevant
in so far as their knowledge c¢ontributes to
the study of essence, while methods are
adequate in so far as they can be effectively
used as a means for +this end, Different
objects require different methods ,,.. This
may sound trivial, but disregard for
elementary verities happens to be one of the
characteristics ef the positivistic attitude;
and hence it becomes necessary te elaborate
the obvious. (Veoegelin, 1952: 4-5)

Voegelin wishes to distinguish between a particular
manisfestation of this latter problem, and the problen
of perversion of science in general. In this genéral
sense, his claiw is that any attempt to bind science to
a particular methed in principle perverts the meaning
of sclence and makes its practice impossible., (16)

We must pay ¢lose attention te this general form
of the perversion, and distinguish 1t from the
particular ways in which it has coume about. Faillure to
make such a distinetion would not allow the analysis of
the perversion to penetrate te the level of principle.
For example, 1if we were to define positivism simply as
the doctrine taught by Ayer, and attempt to discuss
positivism as a perversion of science, our
investigation would fail te recognize related forms of
the perversion, for we would not examine the principle

of perversion behind the special ferm of Comtean
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positivism, Similarly, if one oconstrued positivism as
being the development of soclal science through the use
of mathematizing methods "one might arrive at the
conclusion that positivism has never existed" for this
development has even now not been fully completed.
(voegelin, 1952: 8) But 1if, on the other hand,
positivism were treated as the attempt to make social
sciences truly "scientifie"™ by subordinating it to the
methods used 1in natural sclences, entire areas open
themselves up for investigation.

Understanding positivism in this sense, Voeglin
notes variocus ways 1in whioch the phenomenon manifests
itself. First of all,

[tlhe use of method as the oriterion of

science abolishes theoretical relevance. As

a consequence, all propositions concerning

facts will be promoted to the dignity of

science, regardless of their relevance, as

long as they result from a oorrect use of
method. (Voegelin, 1952: 8, my emphasis)

The result of this 13 an enormous proliferation of
facts, and especially of irrelevant facts. Lacking the
"quality control" of theoretical relevance, irrelevant
facts will eventually overwhelm those that are relevant
for, as Popper has shown us earlier, facts relevant to
a ooncrete problem are few in number, while there are

an infinite number of facts in total, Faced with this
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situation, science will simply choke itself to death on
useless and irrelevant information,

An interesting ocorollary seems to apply here.
What both Popper and Voegelin seem to be saying is that
although science 1s the pursuit of truth, this 1s not
the end of the matter: it must be the pursult of
relevant truth. Even granting that the relevance of a
discovered truth may not be immediately apparent, it is
clear that the complete disregard of relevance leaves
the practice of science pointless. Yet this
pointlessness will be achieved  only by the
proliferation of practicing soientists, We then are
faced with the situation in whieh 1large numbers of
highly-eduocated and skilled people must turn elsewhere
to find any meaning in what they do. It is easy to
imagine what the result might be : '"solence" practioced
not in pursuit of truth at all (relevant or otherwise),
but rather iIin pursuit of status, ideology, or funding.
We may also expect to see a massive proliferation of
arcane specilalities which do not communicate with each
other except to compete, and which have relevance only
in their own eyes. (17)

Related to this uneritical equality of faots is
the second manifestation of positivism: the

examination of truly relevant infarmation under
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defective theoretical principles, something whioch 1s
bound to happen due to the neglect of theory, In the
field of historical analysis especially, Voegelin notes
examples of great efforts in the acoumulation of truly
important materials going te waste simply because the
scholar had nothing theoretically relevant to de with
the materials once they were collected. The wuse of
non-theoretical, and hence uneritical, principles of
interpretation prevents the scholar from recognizing
certain essential parts of the historical picture, and
this in turn prevents the facts which he does recognize
from assuming their true importance. (18)

A third manifestation of positivism alse comes
under eritical attack by Voegelin., Under this aspeot,
Voegelin analyzes the development of methodelogy, whieh
oocurs especially in the half-century from 1870 teo 1920
(Voegelin, 1952: 10) This development resulted
directly from the perversion of theoretical rélevance
which is generally a condition of the positivistioc
attitude, but it alsc, according to Voegelin, contained
within it the seeds of positivism's destruction,
inasmuch as "it generalized the relevance of method and
thereby regained the understanding of the specific
adequacy of different methodas for different sciences."

(Voegelin, 1952: 11) In other words, the emphasis upon
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methodology eventually led back to the realization that
appropriate and effective methodologies could only be
developed in the ocontext of a partiouiar golence, and
that quite often one methodology whioh was applicable
to one science would not prove to be appliocable to
another, The question then becomes one of how one
would go about establishing eritioal standards for the
appropriateneas of a methodelogy, and the minute such a
question is asked, the very idea of a science defined

as a methodology is refuted.

Voegelin and the "Fact-Value" Distinction

Voegelin shares Polanyi's concern about the
attempt by the positivist tradition to make political
science "objective? through the methodologioial
elimination of all so-called "value judgements",
Voegelin does not believe that the distinction between
objeotive reality and "values" is a valid one, and he
bases part of his case against it upon an analysis of
the history of this distinction,

First of all, he says, we must realize that the
terms "value Judgement" and "value-free" science were
not a part of the philosophical vocabulary until the

late nineteenth c¢entury --- that is, until the advent
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of the positivist movement in soclal sclence:

The notion of a value~judgment (Werturteil)
is meaningless in itself; it "gains 1its
meaning from a situation 1in whioh 1t 1is
opposed to Jjudgments concerning facts
(Tatsachenurteile). And this situvation was
created through the positivistio conceit that
only propositions oconcerning facts of the
phenomenal world were ‘Yobjective", while
Judgments concerning the right order of soul
and sooie?y were ‘'subjJective", (Voegelin,
1952: 11

The separation of fact from value had two distinoct and
somewhat ambivalent effects: on the one hand, rigorous
methodology designed to- purge political science of
resldual "values" had the effect of directing attention
to the problems of uncritical cpinion and of dogmatic
attitude. That is, the fact-value distinction brought
to the fore the realization that there truly was a
difference between attitudes and decisions based upon
"truth", scientifically discovered and eritically held,
and "opinion" ~-- value-oriented assumptions with ne
Justifying facts to back them up.

To the extent that the distinetion encouraged the
awareness of this difference, it enhanced the
possibilities of science by allowing ita distinct
nature to be separated out from unoritical opining.

Popper's work can be seen as an attempt at such a
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separation, and Voegelin's work 1s constantly concerned
with just: this problem. But on the other hand, to the
extent that the fact-value distinction served to
relegate whole approaches to the study of politieal
science, appreoaches which well deserve the c¢laim to
empirical validity (such as classical philesophical
anthropology and the study of ontology) to the rubbish

heap, it also exacerbated any chances that social

v selence might have had for avoilding the "morass of

relativism® into which it found 1itself sinking.
(Voegelin, 1952: 13) With the rejection of the notion
that there could be any solience of "values", all
eritical study of a "right order" of human society and
the human soul was pushed aside, along with all
consideration of values and ends, Moreover, since
values were c¢onsidered to be unquestioned assumptions
of research and analysis, there was consequently no way
to avold having as many different analyses, as many
different political sciences, as there were researchers

with different values,.
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The Example of Max Weber

This problem of the fact-value distinction comes
to a head in the works of Max Weber, according to
Voegelin, for Weber elevated the distinction to a
eritical peint, He was quite explicit in his
declaration that science invelved only the examination
of causes and effects, and that values as such were
completely ocutside of the realm of science. Which
actions were good and which were bad could not be told
by Weber's science. Instead, such a science would
provide a 1list of the consequences which a particular
action might have (would have), and leave it up to
individual choice to decide whether or not to take such
action. Values as such are "demonic" and are beyond
rational argument and critical examination. It was the
task of political science, especially a science of
public administration, to make political actors aware
of the consequences of their actions, and thus ¢to
soften the demonism in polities and introduce instead
an element of "responsibility".

This notion harkens back to the first ambiguous
consequence of the "value=free" science: a

cancentration on the distinotion between unoritical



Chapter 6 Crossing the Line to Metaphysics 307

opinion and belief related to scientifically
ascertained faoct, But Voegelin finds that giving a
purpose to soience in this way is actually
contradictory to the expressed nature of secience
itself. 1In assuming that the scientist would teach the
politician the oconsequences of his actions, Weber nmust
necessarily admit that this act of teaching had some
purpose behind it. Why should people be taught these
things? Sinoce the values of the students were beyond
scientific analysis, this teaching would apparently

leave them untouched:

Could 1t perhaps have the indirect effect of
inviting the students to revise their values
when they realized what unsuspected, and
perhaps undesired, consequences thelir
pelitical ideas would have in practice? But
in that case the values of the students would
not be quite so demonically fixed. An appeal
to judgment would be possible, and what could

a Judgment that resulted in reasoned
preference of value over value be but a
value-judgment? Were reasoned

value-judgments possible after all? The
teaching of a value-free science of politics
in a university would be a senseless
enterprise unless 1t were c¢alculated to
influence the values of the students by
putting at their disposition an obJjeoctive
knowledge of political reality. Insofar as
Weber was a great teacher, he gave the lile to
his idea of values as demonic decisions.
{(Voegelin, 1952: 16)

Could Weber finesse this argument by claiming that
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it was simply human nature to try to inculcate his own
demonic values in fresh young minds, that these values
might be given greater chance of realization in public
policy? No === for this 1is not the point of the
argument. Weber does not simply set his own
demonically held values 1in opposition to those of his
students, and then let it go at that. He argues for
them, He gives evidence for them: reasons, in the
farm of the effects of policy decisions, why students
should choose one course of action over another. And
it i3 this attempt to influence the values of his
students which leads Voegelin to believe that Weber was
inconsistent in his notion about demonically~held
values, for if values were indeed demonic, the idea of
rational argument in support of any value would make no
sense whatsoever.

There is a further sense in which Weber's
scholastic waork 1s inconsistent with the prinolple of a
separation of science from values, according to
Voegelin, and this oc¢an be seen when one exanmines
Weber's vork on history. The main problem with writing
a history 1s that there are potentlially an infinite
number of historical facts, which wmust be winnowed
through the use of sowme sort of framework, as Popper

has noted., Now Weber, with his exclusion of values
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from objective investigation, could not theoretically
defend a "science of order", nor prevent seclentific
analysis of history from degenerating inte relativism
{neither can Popper). Yet he himself escapes this fate
by intreducing priﬁciplea of order inte his analysis of
history "as facts and causal factors In history."

Voegelin gives an example of this technique:

While Weber as a methodelogist of value-free
seience would profess to have no argument
against a political intellectual who had
"demonically" settled on Marxism as the
"value™ of his preference, he could blandly
engage In a study of Protestant ethics and
show that certain religious conviotions
rather than the o¢laas struggle played an
important role 1in the formation of
capitalism. (Voegelin, 1952: 18)

What Weber accomplishes in deing so is the oreation of
an argument against Marxism, by noting the objectively
observable fact that an historical analysis based wupon
Marxist principles leads to incorrect conclusions,

Note that this does not depend upon whether Weber
was actually correct in his analysis of history, and
thus a Marxist attempt to explain away religious
influence as epiphenomenal would be irrelevant to the
main point here, no matter how accurate it might be as
a desoription of historical reality. It would Just
shift the burden of ochanging values to Weber, The
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important point for our purposes 1s that Weber's
"objeotive" interpretation 1leads to the realization
that certain interpretations of history are wrong, and
therefore there must be a standard of objectivity in
science which ‘“preoclude[s] the constitution of the
objeoct of science by 'referring' facts and problems ¢to
the 'value' of a Marxist" or to any other "demonically"
held system of values, (Voegelin, 1952: 19) If there
exist objective facts in history whieh contradict
"values" used as assumptions for analysis, then these
values may be demonstrably shown to be wrong, and
therefore a science of values {(or of "order", in
Voegelin's terms) i3 possible.

Neither can this argument be finessed by saying
that Weber's interpretation of what 13 relevant in
history is a function of his own demonically=held
values -- for this 1s again entirely beslde the point,
We are concerned with the natural inconsistency ¢to
which  Webert's position leads him, In the
non-subjective, scientific study of history, a study
presumably divorced methodeologically from his. own
values, Weber uncovers certain objective facts which
may serve as coritlcal standards for the evaluation of

values, This 1is the oruecial point: facts and

arguments can and do influence values held by people,
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and to the extent that they do, these values are not
arrived at "demonically", but through rational
investigation and speculation in the light of standards
of truth which are oonsidered t0 be objective. In
Popper's words, World 2 must remain open to World 3.
This behavior is by definition sclentifie, and thus
Weber seems to be missing the applicability of science
te perscnal values, Values are not Jjust Starting
points for sclentific 1investigation -~ they are also

arrived at in the form of conclusions through reasoned

discourse.

Why such considerations never led Weber to reject
his formulation in favor of a "science of order" may
never be known, but Voegelin believes that it is
possible to discern the point at which he stopped his
investigation. Voegelin finds it significant that 1in
all of Weber's massive work on the history and
soclology of religion, there 13 no examination of

pre-Reformation Christianity:

The reascn for the omission aseema to be
obvicus. One can hardly engage in a serious
study of medieval Christianity without
discovering among 1its "values" the belief 1in
a rational sclence of human and soclal order
and especially of natural law. Moreover,
this science was not simply a belief, but it
was actually elaborated as a work of reason,
Here Weber would have run inte the fact of a
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science of order, just as he would if he had
seriously occupled himself with Greek
philosophy. (Voegelin, 1952: 20)

However, this science of order must be ignored in a

work such as Weber's, since

[Iln order to degrade the polities of Plato,
Aristotle, or St. Thomas to the rank of
"values" among others, a consclentious
scholar would first have to show that their
claim te be science was unfounded. And that
attempt 1s self-defeating. By the time the
would-be oritic has F%netrated the meaning of
metaphysics with sufficlent thoroughness to
make his criticism welight he will have
become a metaphysliclan himself., 1The attack
on metaphysics can be undertaken with a good
consclence only from the safe distance of
imperfect knowledge, (Voegelin, 1952: 20,
my emphasis)

Weber's position, Voegelln concludes, reduces the

notion of a value-free sclence ad absurdum. A

scientist can believe that the object of scilence 1s
constituted by reference to some prior value only so
long as he does not treat all values as being equal,
Weber not only treats them as all equal, he treats them
as "social facts among others", In this situation,
"there were no 'values' left which could constitute the
objeot of science, because they had become part of the
object itself.," (Voegelin, 1952: 20-21) Political
science had reached the 1limits of its positivistic line
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of argument.

It then became necessary, according te Voegelin,
for 8 restoration to begin to take place, one which
would 1nvolve political science in an active
reaffirmation of the possibilities of a soclence of
order and essence, of sclence as a pursuit of a truth
which is constituted entirely independently of human

"values", The lecturas in The Hew Selence of Politics

represent his own attempt to engage in this resatoration
through a discussion of the problem of representation
in politicallsociety. We will accordingly turn to this

nov.

The Representation of Existence (19)

"Human society"”, writes Voegelin, "is not merely a
fact, or an event, in the external world to be studied
by an cobserver like a natural phenomenon." (Voegelin,
1959: 27) The face which soclety presents to the
outside world, and which constitutes its "merely
factual®™ nature, is indeed an important part of that
socieby's existence, and is therefore an {important

objeot of study for those interested in wan and his
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relationships. But equally important, and perhaps more
so, 1s the face which society presents to itself; that
is, the manner and substance of soclety's expression of
the meaning of its existence and its place in the order
of things. For society 1is more than an aobject to be

witnessed:

ess 1t is as a whole a little world, a
cosmion, illuminated with meaning from within
by the human beings who ocontinuously create
and bear it as the mode ‘and condition of
their self-realization. It 1s 1illuminated
through an elaborate symbolism, 4in various
degrees of canpactness and differentiation ==
from rite, Gthrough myth, to theory -- and
this symbelism illuminates it with meaning in
so far as the symbeols make the internal
structure of such a ocosmion, the relations
between its members and groups of members, as
well as lts existence as a whole, transparent
for the mystery of human existence,
(Voegelin, 1959: 27)

A soclety carries with 1t the meaning of its own
existence, as understood and determined by the members
of that society, and this wunderstanding 1is both
achleved and communicated through the use of certain
symbolic forms of expression, Voegelin terms this
understanding and communication the "self-illumination"®
of a society, and it is a dynamie, ongeoing process,
occurring as members of a soclety continually translate

their experience of the depth of individual and social
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existence into ocommunicable language symbols, One
symbol whieh ocan serve this function is the concept of
pelitical representation,

Political societies may be considered in both
their internal and external aspects. Externally, we
refer to the fact that societies exist tangibly through
the medium of physioal human bodies which participate
"in the organic and inorganiec externality of the
world": Popper's "Yorld 1", (Voegelin, 1959: 31) As
oppesed te considerations of coumen mores, beliefs, or
values, we here refer to the actual physical presence
of a group of individuals organized in some manner
according to more or less codified and fermal rules, A
society can, for example, 1leose its form not only
through the internal dissolution of the beliefs and
symbols which give it its cohesiveness and
self-understoeod identity, but it can also obviously be
destroyed through the dispersion or ocutright
destruction of its members. This 1is the type of
externality which Voegelin has in mind when he speaks
of the "theoretically elemental aspect" of
representation. (Voegelin, 1959: 31)

This elemental or "constitutienal™ representation
is what we are dealing with when, for example, we speak

of the Unlted States and other Western nations as
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having "representative institutions"., We here refer to
nothing more than "simple data of the external world®,
usually meaning that the offlclals of the government
hold their positions by virtue of some type of popular
election, and we bring into our discussion such topics
as voting behavior, elections, lobbying, pelitical
party activities, and the behavior of public officials.
The study of the elemental aspects of representation
comprises, in our view, most of what goes on in
malnstream political science today. This 1is not to
belittle such studies, however: far from it. For we
keep in mind that this aspeot of representation, while
perhaps containing only moderate theoretical relevance,
nevertheless carries some, for the elemental aspects of
society are yet part of its total structure., (20)

We can see that the theoretical revelance of the
conocept of representation 1s not exhausted by its
elemental aspect when we realize that a group, a
society, may be considered representative in one sense,
yet not in another, Under the elemental aspect, we
speak of a society as belng representative of 1its
members through its formal laws, official policles, and
recognlized structures and 1institutions, and we most
often mean by this interpretation that these aspects

represent the interests of an appropriate group of
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people, Yet there can be vast disagreement over what
constitutes the representation of the pecple's
interest. Voegelin notes, for example, the sharp
division of opinion between Western demcorats and
Soviet-Communists over the question of whether or not

the Soviet Union 1is truly representative in this sense:

Westerners will say that the mechanism of
representation alone will not do, that the
voter must have a genuine choloe, and that
the party monopoly provided by the Soviet
consatitution makes a choice impossible,
Communists will say that the true
representative must have the interest of the
people at heart, that the exclusion of
parties representing special interests 1is
necessary in order to make the 1institutions
truly representative, and that only countries
where the monopoly of representation is
secured for the Communist party are genuine
people'’s democracies. (Voegelin, 1959: 34)

And this is by no means the only conflict which oocurs
over the question of what type of 1institutional
arrangement may be oconsidered truly representative:
arguments abound not only over the number of parties
necessary for adequate representation, but also over
the types of eleoctions, suffrage rights, questions of
centralization and fragmentation of  power, and
qualifications of officlals,

However, says Voegelin, though we might disagree

as to vhether or not the government of the Soviaet Union
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actually represents the people, "there can be no doubt
whatsoever that the Soviet government represents the
Soviet sooclety as a political soclety 1in form for
action in history." (Voegelin, 1959: 36) As a result
of what Voegelin calls "political articulation", (21)
society has rulers, whioh are given the ability to act
for scciety 1Iin both an international and a domestic
oontext, and whose acts are not considered to be merely
the acts of private individuals, but are instead
percelved as being representative of the soclety as a
whole, The purpose of such representation 1is to
procure for socciety, through the action of | its
representatives, its "existential necessities" -~ those
things whioh 1t finds essential for its existence ==
and thus Voegelin terms this aspect of representation
its "existential" aspect.

These two types of representation might be grouped
together under the "representation of existence", for
it i3 through the wuse of elemental and existential
representation that soclety represents the existence of
its members to itself and to the rest of the world.
Yet Jjust as a soolety has more than simple externality,
and additionally aspires to self-understanding, so too
representation has a facet to it whioh goes beyond ¢the

elemental and existential.
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The Representation of Transcendence

In interpreting and communicating the meaning of
its existence, a soclety has recourse to the use of
symbols, and insofar as symbols are meant to represent
this meaning, they are alsc meant to be true, as
Polanyi notes, (Voegelin, 1959: 52) Just as we may
distinguish between explicit and taclit knowledge, we
may also distinguish between the representation of a
soclety by 1its "articulated representatives®™ and "a
second relation in which society 1itself becomes the
representative of something beyond itself, of a
transoendent reality." (Voegelin, 1959: 54) Voegelin
therefore terms this type of representation
"transcendental". (22)

Now it is surely true that while one soociety may
consider the symbols which 1t generates to Dbe
representative of truth and meaning, another soclety or
individual may not accept the former's interpretation.
Rather, the seccond may oppose its own truth to that of
the first. When this happens, they become enemies, for
the "saocredness" of truth, and the required personal
commitment to 1it, causes the "passessor® of truth to

view those who would challenge it as representative of
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disorder and untruth, and hence dangerous adversaries.
(Voegelin, 1959: 55)

The notion that the truth represented by a society
can be challenged by another soclety or an individual
points out an important fact. (23) Although we speak
of “socliety" representing 1tself and a transcendent
source of order and truth, this must be understood as
merely shorthand. For M"society" does not perform
conscious actions: it does not experience, perceive,
understand, symbelize, or communicate. Conscious
activity is the work of conscious beings, and
consciousness resides in concrete individuals, rather
than in any abstracted, higher 1level of existence.
(24)

It is this fact, that the locus of consciocusness
is the concrete 1individual, which accounts for the

necessity of representing truth, that 1s, symbolizing

it instead of giving it a literal expression. The
concept of the individual 1is itself a symbolic
expression of the experience of exlistence, according to
Voegelin (1978: 175-182), and the differentiation of
this individual froum the general fleld of consciousness
was the achievement of classical Greek philosophy and
its immediate precursors. (Voegelin, 1957, 1957a)

Voegelin's understanding eof the nature of human
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existence and consclousness 1is largely derived from
this olassical understanding, as expressed especially
by Plato, and it revolves around what he calls the

"In-Betwaeness" of existence,

Symbolism and Metaxy

For Voegelin, it seems, the primary experience of
existence is the experience of tension. (Webb, 1981:
38) Although we do not find Plato wusing this precise
term, we do find the experience expressed through his
frequent introduction and use of concepts which are
dualistic (philosopher v. philodoxer, knowledge v.
ignorance, good v. evil, etc,) and most importantly
through his exposition of the idea that human existence
occurs "In-Between® (metaxy) Being and Not-being., Two
great expositions of this oconcept ceccur ' in the
discussion of Knowledge and Opinion in Book V of the
Republic, and in the analogy of the puppet in the Laws.
(25)

To take the latter first, in the Laws (644d-645b),
Plato imagines men to be like marionettes, with various

cords attached to them, pulling them in different
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directions; thus acecounting for the various desires
which we all feel 1in this life, as well as the tensions
of 1ife, since the cords often pull us in opposite
directions, One of these cords is made of gold and is
sacred: 1t is this cord which connects us "erotically"
(26) to the Divine transcendent ordering ground of
Being. 1Its pull 1is delicate and gentle, The other
cords, however, are made of iron and are considerably
stronger, and man must resist the pulls of these cords,
which are the pulls of "this world", in order not to be
drawn away from the Divine by them. He must "pull
back" against these cords iIin order to support the
slender golden thread and to allow himself to be
ordered according to the Divine patterns of the ground
of Being.

Plato uses this as an objeot lesson in the proper
behavior of a citizen of the polis and of the polis
itself, He 1s emphasizing the "nulling back".
Voegelin, however, is more concerned with the nature of
existence for Plato, and sees from this analogy that
man exists "metaleptically", (27) participating in the
In-between of Divine and mundane worldliness, and man
experiences this fact through his consciousness of the
tensions of existence, Human existence and its

tensions are the givens of reality -- they are what we
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experience and they account for how we experience. The
prbper response to this for man 1is, according to Plato,
a humble and oreaturely submission to the "serious
play" of the geods, and the acceptance of this reality.

What effect this type of existence has on the
possibility of knowledge can be seen in Book V of the
Republic, in which Socrates and Glaukon discuss the
difference between knowledge (episteme) and opinion
(doxa), in an attempt to establish a true conception of
what philosophy entails. It is first asserted by
Socrates that philosophers are desirers of wisdom, and
of all wisdom. (ﬁ?ﬂb) This is readily agreed to by
Glaukon, but he suspects that there is more to it, for
he notes that lovers of sights and sounds are often 3o
because they 1love learning, and we are bardly willing
to grant them status as true philosophers. (#75d)
Socrates agrees, and explains how he makes the
separation between lovers in general and lovers of
wisdom.

As an example, Socrates distinguishes firsat of all
between taking delight in things which exhibit or
"participate in" the quality of beauty and taking
delight in Beauty itself. Furthermere, he will
distinguish between that type of man who believes in
and loves the former but not the latter, and the Gtype
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of man who believes in and can discern the existence of
both. (476bd) Now the former type of man will be like
a dreamer, since dreaming is no more than "believing a
likeness of something to be not a likeness, but rather
the thing itself to which 1t is like." (4T76c) But the
latter type of man, the one who can distinguilsh Beauty
from that which is merely beautiful, and who does not
confound the one with the other, will be the man who is
truly awake. This is the man who truly possesses
knowledge, while the other opines, and dees not know.

Knowledge must be knowledge of something, and this
something must necessarily be something which is and
not something which 1is not. (477a) That whioch is is
knowable and that which is knowable 1is. Thus, true
knowledge pertains only to the realm of Being, that
realm which circumscribes that which is. Furthermore,
that whieh 1is .not 1s unknowable, and that which is
unknowable "in no way is." Ignorance, then, pertains
to the realm of Not-being. (477b) Where then does doxa
fit in? Opinion, we will find, 1lies in between

knowledge and ignorance, and that of whiech 1t opines,
between that which 1is and that which is not.
(487e,ff.) (28)

It is then agreed by Soecrates and Glaukon to

assign the term "philosopher" only to those who love
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~ true wisdom, to those who will love and seek that whieh
is, Those who delight in that which "rollls] around
somewhere between HNot-being and Being purely and
simply™® (479d) shall deserve the appelation
"philodoxos": lovers of opinion. (29)

Voegelin's conception of the nature of existence
is substantially aimilar to that of Plato. (See esp.
Voegelin, 1978) There are certain requirements and
restrictions whiech this conception of existence places
on human expression and the ability to claim knowledge.
For though man experiences, and hence participates in,
boeth Being and Not-being, he is himself neither wholly
of the one nor the other. Being and Hot-being are the
boundaries of existence within which human
consciousness can ocecur and move, this movement
ocourring as a response to the erotic attraction
mentioned above., As boundaries, they are perceived as
that beyond whieh consciousness cannot go, and are
therefore part of the experlience of consciousness. And
yet they cannot be subsumed within consciousness
itself, else they would not perform the funotion of
boundaries., 1In other words, man cannoct have certain or
complete knowledge, and in this sense cannot be termed

wigse":
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Wise I may not o¢all them; for that is a
great name which belongs to God alone =-
lovers of wisdom or philosophers is their
more modest and befitting title. (30)

For Plato and for Voegelin, man may only aspire to bhe a
lover, a seeker, of wisdom, and nothing more, for to
claim more 4is to claim godhood and thus to deny our
humanity. Popper's game of science Indeed must never
end., Like Popper, knowledge must always be uncertain,
and like Polanyi, there are metaphysical reasons for
this. HNor are we completely ignorant -~ we know that
we do not know -- for this would also deny the 'special
In-between nature of existence, We do know, but as
Polanyl puts it, we always know more than we c¢an say.

Owing to this peculiar situation 1in which man
finds himself, aflcat somewhere between Being and
Not-being, sywmbolic representation of two different
types plays a large part in understanding and
communication, The first type of symbolic
representation is well known to all: it i3 the simple
act of representing, through the use of language, the
phenomena of everyday, quotidian experience., It 1s the
act of naming and defining, assocclating particular
phonemes with particular objects of our experience of
World 1, and regulating the use of these phonemes by

calling some phonemes and combinations of phonemes
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"meaningful®. (31) What is represented under this
aspect is generally said either to be or to derive from
sensory experience of physical phenomena. Since
consciousness 1s always the consclousness of a concrete
individual, these direct experiences ocannot be directly
experienced in a precisely similar way by different
individuals, or at 1least, different individuals can
have no direct experience of any such similarity.
Matehing phonemes with experiences in naming processes,
and in subsequent defining processes, provides us with
the opportunity to symbolize our experiences 1in ways
which are communicable across discrete individuals.
(32)

While the positivist would rest with this point,
Voegelin would assert metaphysical limits to this type
of experience. Furthermore, this experience of
"boundedness" must also be symbolically represented.
Yet since the experience of the'transoendent is "once
removed" from general experlences of the field of
consciousness (note that both experlences yet ocour
within said fleld, even though one experience is of
something "outside®"), ¢the symbols adequate for the
representation of the 1latter will be seen to be
inadequate for the task of representating the former,

We feel safe 1in using language terms to discuss
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averyday occurrences, even though we often admit that
the names do not capture the essences of the things
named, We are willing te put up with imprecision for
the most part, because we feel that we may still
capture the essence in cur minds. If someone asks us
what type of thing a dog is, we may have difficulty
formulating an answer which expresses with precision
our conception of that animal, but this is due to the
fact that we nonetheless feel that we know what a dog
is., We Lknow it so well that language seems almost a
poor vehicle for the expression of this knowledge.

But what are we to do with the very boundaries of
our "knowledge", with the "Ineffable Greatness", the
"inherently and eternally Unknowable', 9"YHWH", "the
Dabar", “Logos", “"the One GGreat Life", "Being and
Nothingness", "that which comprehends all, and hence
cannot be comprehended"? Faced with something on this
order, mere naming seems to us woefully inadequate.
Symbolization of such radically more complex
experiences requires similar complexity in expression,
says Voegelin, We may not be content with names and
definitions, but must move on and 1incorporate these
into larger, more comprehensive symbols: those of

myth, religion, philosophy --=- and science.
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The faot that we oconstuct symbols -~ that we can
only symbolize =~ links Voegelin's metaphysles bd that
of Polanyi, and perhaps provides the basis lacking for
a final acceptance of Popper's oritique of positivism
and historicism, We must symbolize because our
knowledge is incomplete,- bounded by our placement in
the structure of reality., Symbols are symbols, and not
literal expressions of truth, Thus, the pursuit of
truth is never finished -~ the game 13 never over -- it
is a process that must continue throughout the span of
our lives, The release of political science from
positivistiec and historicistic demands for certain
knowledge can be understood as part of a commitment to
such a view of reality and conversely, only with such a

commitment can such a release be effected.
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(1) Originally presented in American Schalar, 35,
1366, PP. 261=-276, Reprinted 1in Polanyi, 1969:
24-30,

(2) Polanyl extracts this interesting metaphor
from a poem entitled "Song of Faith", by Dimitar
Metodiev, a leading Bulgarlan Communist, The poenm
begins with the line

If one had told me yesterday:

-- Friend take off your glasses! --
I would have laughed

in a black rage

at the mortal insult.

and continues:

On the ground now
the glasses lie smashed
and I look at them stunned.

The poem was published in the official party organ of
Bulgaria in January 1962, and describes "the great
change that by this time was universally imposed by the
party", referring to the repudiation of Stalin.
(Polanyi, 1969: 30)

(3) As in the final passage of The Poverty of
Historicism cited at the end of Chapter 3 in this wvork,

(4) We have seen 1in Chapter 5 why all such
systems, and 1indeed all frameworks, are "necessarily
incomplete'. -

(5) These arguments are to be found in Polanyi,
1969: 33-35. If the moral neutralist were to counter
that universality is not intended by the persen making
a moral Jjudgement, we may refer him to the arguments
against relativism found in the previous chapter.

(6) The first of the Lindsay Memorial Lectures
delivered by Polanyli at the University of North
Staffordshire in 1958. Reprinted in Polanyi, 1959.

(7) As Voegelin will say, any methodology which
occludes or denles a fundamental human experience
serves no purpose, and in faot does precisely what a
methodology should not do.
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(8) Thus, Popper tells us that there are an
infinite number of true mathematical theorems, The
skill of the scientist oconsists in discerning those
which are "interesting", Cf. Popper, 1968.

(9) Some of the rules are known, or course, and
must be obeyed, If this were not soc, there could be no
ccaching or teaching. What Pelanyl is emphasizing is
simply that great scientific performances can be
formulated and taught no more easily than great
artistic or athletic ones, Furthermore, as anyone who
has ever ¢tried to hit a ocurve ball knows, focal
concentration on the minute detalls of a technically
correct performance will revent the correct
performance -- you will miss ‘the ball. And in any
case, knowledge of all relevant details is in the limit
impossible, for the circumstances leading up to any
event are infinite in number,

{(10) Michael Polanyi, "The Modern Mind: Its
Structures and Prospects". Lecture delivered October
19, 1964, at Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Maine, Cited
in Brownhill, 1960: 118.

(11) Of course, as we have seen, conclusive
verfication or falsification 1is an impossibility,
Therefore, this position degenerates into one of
declaring that no knowledge exists, a proposition which
contradicts itself.

(12) From Jerome Kerwin's "Forward®, in Voegelin,
1952: v,

(13) Thereby becoming more a “"profession" than a
"discipline",

(14) This in turn reminds us of earlier discussion
of the analytical problems which may arise in the
consideration of unique historical events.

(15) However, this  inapplicability would be
"proven® only to those who are emotionally or
psychologically willing to change frameworks, and these
are not necessarily the ones whose minds really need to
be changed.

(16) The subjugation of sclence as an ongoing
pursuit to a particular idealized methodology effects
exactly the ending of the sclentific game which Popper
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so strongly criticizes, Thus, Voegelin's analysis
coincides with Popper's here.

(17) One anecdote must be permitted here., I
recently heard of a radic interview with a scientist
who had spent a grand part of his profeassional 1life
studying "bee undertakers" -~ those bees in a hive
whose purpose it is te remove dead bodies, When the
interviewer asked a truly relevant question, "Why in
the world did you decide ¢to study this?®, the
selentist's response was that he was simply curlous,
and that was good enough. Presumably, he 1s now a
world-renowned expert in his chosen field,

(18) A rather extended quotation will serve to
illustrate this tendency:

Into this class belong the histories of Greek
philosophy which from their sources primarily
extracted a "ocontribution"™ to the foundation
of Western sclence; the treatises on Plato
whioch discovered in him a preocursor of
Neo-Kantian logic or, according to the
political fashions of the time, a
constitutionalist, a utoplan, a sccialist, or
a Fasclst; the histories of political ideas
which defined politics in terms of Western
constitutionalism and then were unable to
discover much political theory in the Middle
Ages; or the other variant which discovered
in the Middle Ages a goad deal of
Yecontribution" to constitutional doctrine but
completely ignored the block of politieal
sectarian movements which oculminated 1in the
Reformation; or a gilant enterprise like
Gierke's Genossenschaftsrecht that was badly
vitiated by the autnorts conviction that the
history of political and 1legal thought was
providentially moving toward 1its olimax in
his own theory of the Realperson. In cases
of this class the damage 1s not due to an
accunulation of worthless materials; on the
contrary, the treatises of this type
frequently are still indispensable because of
their reliable informations concerning facts
(bibliographical references, eritical
establishment of texts, etc.). The damage is
rather -~ done through Iinterpretation. The
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content of a source may be reported ocorreoctly
as far as 1t goes, and nevertheless the
report may oreate an entirely false ploture
because essential parts are omitted. And
they are omitted because the uncritical
principles of interpretation do not permit
recognizi?g them as essential, (Voegelin,
19%2: 10

(19) The following section 1s adapted from part of
a paper written In 1980 for Dr. Michael Morgan at
Indiana University. Cf. Berheide, 1980: esp. 9=33.

(20) They thus may serve as these partioulars of
which Polanyi asks us to be subsidiarily aware,
deriving their significance from their relationship ¢to
the larger whole,

(21) "political articulation" is the "process in
which human beings  form themselves into a society for
action ...." (Voegelin, 1959: 37) The concept is far
too complex to discuss thoroughly here.

(22) This is perhaps an unfortunate ocholce of
words in this age eof self-help schemes and
pseudo-spirituality. The word taken in this context
means only that such representation refers to something
which 18 peroeived by a society as existing apart from
that saqciety, yet within which society might
participate, and which serves as the scurce of meaning
for soclety.

(23) Voegelin notes that evidence for the
contention that the order of Truth represented by a
particular soclety can be challenged is seen when we
note that iIn the very act of inquiring as to the
possibility of this action "we have set up ourselves as
representatives of the ¢truth 1in whose name we are
questioning -~ even though its nature and source should
be only dimly discerned." (Voegelin, 1959: 59-60)

(24) We see here of course a metaphysical argument
for Popper's prineciple of "methodological
individualism®,

(25) The translations referred to in the following
section are Bloom's Republic (Plato, 1968) and Taylor's
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Laws (Plato, 1966).
(26) In the technical sense of Symposium.

(27) The term is  Voegelin's (1957a), and
emphasizes the particlipatory nature of existence in
metaxy. Man "participates™ in both the Divine and the
mundane, In this sense, Voegelin also speaks of
existence as a "process", (cf. Voegelin, 1978:

passim)
(28) cf, Diotima's comment in Symposium that

Right copinion ... being incapable of giving
a reagson, 1is not Kknowledge (for how o¢an
knowledge be devold of reason? nor again
ignorance, for nelther ocan ignorance attain
the truth), but is clearly something whioh is
a mean between ignorance and wisdom, (Plato,
1967: 115)

(29) Voegelin makes an interesting and what I take
to be a very important point about the construetion in
Plato of "pairs of opposites", one of which is the
philosopher-philodoxer pair, and of the effect on our
understanding of Plato . which has occurred through the
modern tendency to neglect this principle:

We have philosophers in English, but no
philodoxers. The 1loss 1in -this instance is
peculiarly embarrassing, because we have an
abundance of philcdoxers in reality; and
since the Platoniec term for their designation
is lost, we refer to them as philosophers.
(Voegelin, 195Ta: 65)

(30) Phaedrus, 278. (Plato, 1920)

(31) The disoussion of thls aspect of symbolic
representation has preduced a voluminous literature and
has been a primary ooncern for uwriters such as Hobbes,
Russell, Wittgenstein, Frege, Carnap, and a huge tribe
of semanticists and linguistic analysts. We note here
that, while our understanding of language and its uses
under this ordinary aspect has been enhanced by these
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various offerings, benefits are sometimes offset by the
fallure of many in this pursuit to encourage or even
recognize the possibility of inoreasing our
understanding eof the seoond type of symbolic
representation,

(32) Hobbes notes that language symbols serve not
only as "signs" for inter-personal communication, but
also as "marks" for man, reminders of what his thoughts
or experlences were in the past, An interesting
discussion of Hobbes and language may be found in
banforth, 1980.
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VII. A CONCLUDPING PRESCIENTIFIC POSTSCRIPT

The eternal essential ¢truth 1s by ne
means in itself a paradox; it becomes
paradoxical by virtue of its
relationship to an exlisting 1individual,
-== Soren Kierkegaard
Now faith 1s the assurance of things
hoped for, the conviction of things not
seen.
=== Hebrews, 11:1
In this final chapter, let us undertake a brief
summary of what has gone before, and then finish with
an examination of the practical consequences which our
conolusions hold for political science and its

relative, history,.

Intentions

The intent of this work has been twofold. Its
first and primary goal has been to show that the
discussion of methodolbgical rules has a place in
political science, and that this discussion must
proceed on a level "higher" than that of the rules of
the various methodolaegies in question., Methedological
centroversy is evident in mueh coritical work in
political sclence today, but it iIs generally confined
to taking place within the boundarles of a broad set of

shared methedological assunptions, concentrating mainly
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on the question of the proper application of those
assumptions. Thus, within the behavioral approach to
political sclence, we may find muoh-argument over the
propriety of certain statistical teohniques, personal
assumptions of the scientist, or the identification of
variables relevant to an analysis, (1) The parties to
such controversies, however, nevertheless retain in
common the core assumptions of a bhroader methodelegical
outlook, and these assumptions are not inconsequential.
(2)

Secondly, we have been concerned with actually
performing such an analysis of methodolegical
assumptions, and of shawing what is necessary for that
analysis to take place. Popper's criticism of the
methodelegical assumptions of logical positivism,
inductivisnm, and historicism, and Polany's and
Voegelin's attacks on the axiomatie exclusion of the
consideration of values from seclentific inquiry were
seen to be examples of the level of analysis necessary.
But Popper's work in particular, though 1t reached the
necessary level, falled to recognize that level for
what It was, His argument became metaphysical 1in
nature, although he protested that it did not. We saw
that his fallure to acknowledge this fact caused his
analysis to be fatally flawed by its ultimate reliance
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upon conventlonalism, This shows us that deciding upon
alternative methodologies demands basing our decision
upon critical interpretation of the structure of

reality, and this of course is metaphysies,

Arguments

We may briefly recapitulate the entire course of
argument by which the dissertation has expressed these
concerns,

A first assumption of auch contemporary science
whioh was attacked by Popper was that of induction as
the general way by which scientifle discovery proceeds,
This, we saw, could not logically be the case, for the
ability te induce requires the ability to formulate
some rule for moving from the truth of an indefinite
nunmber of singular observation statements to the truth
of a universal statement, which is the form of all
scientific laws, Such a rule is simply not possible,
Popper therefore proposes that we drop the idea that
human being induce altogether, declaring instead that
science proceeds by declarations of 'bold hypotheses"
and attempts to refute them by finding contradicting
singular statements,

This step is important, for it shows Popper's
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willingness to reject methodological principles on the
grounds that they fall to reflect underlying resality.
Thus, at this point Popper already begins to treat
questions about the structure of reality -
metaphysical questions, really -~ as significant. It
1s clear, however, that he does not recognize what he
is doing, for he takes his methodological principle of
falsifiability and erects it inte a dividing 1line
between sclence and metaphysies, through his line of
demarcation,

We then saw, moreover, that this 1line fails ¢to
delimit the boundaries of science 1in a satisfactory
way, for Popper's argument in support of 1t 1s a
conventionalist one. According te him, there can be no
Justification for this principle except that scientists
agree to utilize 1t because it produces successful
results., Such Justification cannot be ferthooming from
the methodology itself, because arguments advanced by
Popper and Godel show Gthat methodologies muat remain
incomplete: all methodologiles must generate some true
statements whioch cannot be decided by theilr own rules,
and which 1instead wust be asserted as axioms,
Therefore, arguments 1Iin favor of a methodology must
rely upon its utility: it must be shown to produce

desirable results,
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The problem is that this suocess or failure must

be measured in terms of problem situatlions recognized

by scientists, and these problems are only problems in
the light of certain values whioh solentists might
hold, If these values cannot be rationally analyzed,
if statements about them are unfalsifiable, then Popper
is left with no means of compelling assent to his
principles. Relativism becomes the order of the day.

We then deferred further discussion of this
problem to concentrate on the effect which Popper's

analysis had on the assumptions of historicism, the

doctrine that histery can be known by the laws of its
movement, and that this 1s the way ¢to study soclal
phenomena, First we saw Popper's claims that reliance
upon histoericist methodology (anti-naturalist or
pro=-naturalist) produced results which were
unsatisfactory -- the methodolegy was "unfruitful",

The anti-naturalist historicist was bound to view
social problems and institutions "holistically"”, and te
demand total, Morganic" reform In order to achieve
viable solutions to problems. But this would 1in the
firat place obviate any possibility of testing our
hypotheses about institutions, by substituting for the
demand that we change our ideas to fit the reality of

human nature the demand that we restructure human



Chapter 7 Presclentific Pestseript 341

nature te fit our 1ldeas. Furthermore, such a program
would simply be impossible, It would require two
incanceivable things: that we have complete knowledge,
a thing contradictory ¢to the restraints of
incompleteness, and that we be able te establish total
control, a legical impossibility because of the
"Oedipus effect",

Pro-naturalistic historicism also fails because it
misunderstands the nature of truly scientifiec laws, and
does not notice that histerical trends are not laws in
the sense of being strictly universal statements, which
alone are subject to scientifie falsification. The
unfrultfulness of this appreach then becomes evident in
its inability te address anything ¢truly significant
about social institutions and preblenms. The social
scientist is left with a few identifiable trends, which
may c¢hange in the future, and a few trivially true
covering laws, from which not much that is truly useful
can be derived.

Te this point, Popper's criticism was seen to be
valid, but it wultimately foundered on precisely the
same point as his call for falsification: the
historicist could simply reject the "values" and
"problems" by which Popper measured the unfruitfulness

of historicism, and claim instead that by his own
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standards, historioism was successful, (3) Popper's
inability to -specify the ¢true values of scientific
inquiry lets the historicist in the back door,

Once Popper recognized this, he undertook te prove
that the historicist's methodological assumptions were
actually false, that they did not accurately reflect
underlying reality. This reality he claimed was

characoterized by indeterminism, and a methodology

reflecting it must be characterized by incompleteness.

Specifically, Popper argued that indetermintsm in the
physical world was not aenly an observed feature, but
was in addition the leogical result of human interaction
with that world. That 1is, events in reality wefe not
only subject to the Iindeterminism produced by the
random, uncaused natureé of certain physical events, but
were alsoe subject to human interference, and human
actions are characterized by the reality of free will,
All this he expressed 1n his "heuristic” notion of
"three worlds" of reality, in which the world of
physical reality interacts with the world of human
ideas in a third, separate world of human artifacts.
This complex, indeterministie nature of reality
was then wused as his final argument against the
possibility of scientific laws of history, or of

studying soclal events according to the demands of such
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an assumption, Popper therefore belleved that he had
shown historicism to be false., Yet we saw that a
further problem remained: his unwillingness to
recognize his "heuristio" for what it was -- a definite
argument from metaphysics =-- again required that he
turn te convention for acceptance of his ideas. And
again, the historicist could evade Popper's criticism
by simply denying the legitimacy of his problems and
values, (U4)

Our conelusion then became evident: nao successful
ceriticism of methndology,_no matter how powerful, could
be accomplished without a willingness to undertake a
ceritical investigation of the structure of reality. We
must do metaphysles, and argue about methodological
assumptions on the basis of their comportment with
reality. This requires that metaphysical statements be
Just as decidable as their "acientific" counterparts,
and Popper's line of demarcation must be abandoned, as
was the inductivist and positivist position before him,

We then turned to two examples of thinkers who
were willing to engage in the type of metaphysical
research necessary for this oritieism, Michael
Polanyit's investigation 1led him to conclude that all
knowledge, including scientific knowledge, had a tacit

companent of evaluative commitment, Faith 1s an
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integral and inseparable part of knowing, according to
him, and this is a fact about the reality in which all
our investigations must take place, Thereford, any
methodology which strictly divides "facts" from
"yalues" makes a fundamental mistake about reality, and
cannot ultimately produce satisfactory results.

Erio Voegelin asserts much the same thing. After
first making the point that defining scilience as a
particular methedology puts the cart before the horse,
he argues against the positivistic distinotion of facts
and values in nmuch the same way as Polanyi. The study
of values 18 Just as amenable to rational principles of
analysias as is the study of faets. Indeed, the latter
cannot proceed without the former, Values may be
analyzed, criticized, and argued about, and this is a
task appropriate for a science which takes as its
object of investigation valuing human beings.

Furthermore, Voegelin makes the case that without
such a study, certain serious problems in polities,
such as the problem of representation, cannot be
adequately comprehended, let alone 3solved, His own
research has convinced him that the praoblem of
representation has at least one dimension which cannot
adequately be studied from the perspective of a
positivistic denial of mnmetaphysics ——— the
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“transcendental™ aspect of it.

Finally, Voegelin bases his claims about the
nature of reality and human ability te know that
reality on metaphysical arguments whioh parallel those
of Plato. Voegelin wutilizes Plate's understanding of
the "In-Between" nature of human existence to explain
why the problem of methodology 1s a problem in the
first place. Human beings, "suspended" existentially
between the Divine and the Chaotic, know that they
cannot know. This feature of reality c¢allas for the
.oonsideration of science as a pursult, rather than a
methodology, one which must always remain incomplete,
but whieh can appreach or fall away from truth to
varying degrees. Knowledge, 3something atatic and
definite, becomes replaced by knowing, a process,

The dissertation 1iIs not meant to make a c¢ase for
any particular metaphysical interpretation, only ¢to
show that such interpretation is necessary. The 1ideas
of Polanyli and Voegelin give the metaphysical backing
that would be necessry for Popper's pregran to be
finally succesasful, {(5) Each of his methodological
oriticisms of positivism and historicism could then be
translated inte arguments claiming that these
methodological assumptions either do not comport with

or explicitly deny the true structure of reality. Only
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with sueh an argument ocan methodological c¢laims be
advanced without fear of a debilitating and
self-contradictory relativism,

If we note, 1in finishing ¢this summary, that
certain methodelogical principles exclude the
consideration of metaphysical problems from legitimate
inquiry, then we see immediately that these
methodologies are improperly conceived. Metaphysics is
necessary, not aptional or just suggesbéd, for without
it no methodology can be coriticized or Justified.
Adherence to such a methodolegy will not aid us, and in
fact will often harm us, in ocur search for the truth
about political reality. Without a critical analysis
of methodology, even what truth we do manage to learn

will ultimately seem to be largely accldental.

General Effects: Solence as Symbolism

What effects upeon the study of politlies wmay we
then expect frem a general reintroduction of
metaphysics, and in particular of the metaphysics of
thinkers such as Polanyl and Voegelin?

To leook first at the general effects of
reintroducing metaphysios aﬁ a serious study in

politiocal science, we note the obvious and primary
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contribution of an abllity to examine scientifio
methodology at a deeper and more critical level than is
generally the case now. Admitting metaphysics means
that we understand that methodoleogies are meant to
capture somehow certain essential characteristices of
reality, but that they are not to be mistaken for that
reality. A methodology, for example, may be understood
as symbolizing how we come to have knowledge, but it is
1tself neither that knowledge nor the process of
knowing.

Soience, a pursuit utilizing various
methodologies, might also then be understood as a
symbol, In this sense it i3 no differenct from
metaphysics, art, religion, or even the "heuristies" of
someone like Popper. Symbols are judged according to
their ability to express the experience being
symbolized, Now Tarskl and Popper have both done us a
great favor in thelir attempts to distinguish between
words and the objects to which words refer., Popper has
advacated replacing "ideallsm" with "nominalism" -- the
idea that words de not themselves refer to essences of
reality, but are symbols which we consolously choose to
stand for elements of reality. Tarski's correspondence
theory of truth draws a similar line between the truth

of statements and the facts about reality to which
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statements refer, Only a satatement may be true or
fﬁlse, pot a fact. A fact is simply a faoct. (6)

0f course, this distinction seems common-~place and
not one to be seriously challenged. Who would mistake
the word '"dog" for a dog, forrinstance? But it is not
that simple, for the question arises as to how we Kknow
whether or not a given statement corresponds to the
facﬁs of reality. How do we, 1In simple terms, Kknow
that the word "dog" refers to a dog? 1In the case of
linguistic constructs which simply name, we may be
satisfied with appealing to convention =« everyone
calls it a dog, so we will, too,. But conventionalism
will not suffice when we begin to investigate the

relationships between named objects, when we analyze

the logical relationships of statements. For this we
need a methodology, which is a linguistie construet and
hence, a symbol, and appeals to convention will not be
of service,

The focus of metaphysies 1s our experience of
reality, and hence an additional level is introduced
here. We may say that Tarski had it only partly
correct: while truth and falsity do indeed refer to
statements, statements do not directly correspond to

facts, Rather, they refer to our experiences of the

facts of reality. Reality is not something about which
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we can have direct knowledge, as Kant, Popper, Polanyl,
and Voegelin have all argued, Instead, we can have
knowledge only of that part of reallty whioch 1is our
experience of Iit, We attempt to communicate this
experience by means of symbols, linguistic or
otherwise, and to the extent that we are sucoessful at
communicating (to ourselves and others) we regard the
symbols as belng true.

For example, the special relationship of the sides
of a perfect right triangle is a fact about reality,
even though our actual experience of this relationship
is never perfect. This experience is nevertheless what
we intend to communicate when we express it in the form
of the Pythagorean theorem. The adequacy af our symbol
(the theorem) in expressing to our satisfaction this
experience is what we mean when we speak of its being
"true',

We recongnize that the facts of reality are
different from our experiences of them when we admit
the possibility of mistake and illusion, of incomplete
knowledge, We may experience an action as unjust, but
may later decide that we were wrong, for instance. But
we furthermore distinguish between our experience of
Justice and the symbols which we may use to express

this experience, such as law. We are willing to
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assert, to further the example, that sometimes our laws
fail to express that experience aof justice, and we then
call them "false™ or "bad" laws. If we mistake law for
justioce, we may end up slavishly following unjust laws
in the name of justice., So, too, 1if we mistake the
rules of a methodology for the pursult which 1t
symbolizes, we may defeat the purposes of 3science in
the very name of science.

As another example of this type of problem, let us
suppase that we accept Popper's zero-order assumption
of rationality. (7) as a way of struoturing our
investigation into social 1interaction, Now let us
further suppose that we do not regard this principle as
an inexacot expression of our experience of rationality
in human beings, but 1instead treat it as deseriptive of
reality itself, or as the "truth" about reality. What
will we do when we ocome up against an irrational
person, as we surely will do? Treating the principle
as reality, we will have to conolude that apparent
irrationality is rationality, thus making nonsense of
the entire netion. A cautious distinction based upon a
metaphysical consideration of the differences between
symbol, experience, and fact, would on the other hand
entitle us to modify our principle teo admit of some

exceptions, (8) We can only change our principles to
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coincide with reslity if we admit that reality exists
independently of those principles, which is the
underlying proposition of metaphysics. (9)

The reader will have course noted that my above
argument about symbol, experlence, and fact is a very
simplistic and naive metaphysies, and will have
undoubtedly discovered serious flaws in it. Everything
may in fact be completely different from my description
«w but that 1s just the point. The reader will be able
to make such Jjudgements only te the extent that he
engages in metaphysics, and he will do this because he
implicitly regards the reality of his experience as a

standard by which to measure my statements.

Particular Effects: Methodology in Political Science

Let us now examine some particular consequences
for the study of pollitical science which we might
expect upon committing ourselves to the metaphysical
principles of someone 1like Polanyl or Voegelin. We
claim that these principles provide the backing
necessary for Popper to critize the methodological
assumptions of positivists and historicists, so we may
begin by looking at some effects of denying these

assumptions.
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The pro-naturalist historicist, for instance,
assumes that the study of human behavior and human
institutions can proceed in precisely the same way as
the study of material behavior and structures, But
this assumption overlooks two Kkey charaocteristics of
reality which distinguish the ¢two fields, and which
have identifiable consequences for a research progranm.

First, there is the problem that human researchers
studying society are in the position of studying

something of whioch they are a part, Now Popper's

discussion of indeterminism in the physical scilences
clearly indicates that the inability of the researcher
to remove himself completely from the system belng
studied is an unavoidable problem in both the natural
and the soclal soiences. But while the soclal
scientist has the same problem with researcher-subject
interference that the natural scientist does, he must
in addition put wup with anothér problem: he 1is
st&dying something that is fundamentally like himself,

This similarity of subject and researcher both
constrains and expands the range of methodologies
avallable to the social sclentist. It constrains him
by requiring him te impute to his Subject
characteristics whieh are not necessarily quantifiable,

which he may experience in himself, The very idea, for
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example, that social sclentists must strive to
disenocumber their obvservations and methadology fram
their own personal biases and values 18 proof that such
biases and valuea are strong causal factors 1in human
behavior, having a reality whioh cannot be denled. If
these values are nobt analyzable quantitatively, yet are
significant, the researcher must sometimes abandon the
manipulation of statisties and turn to other methods of
investigation. This does not mean an abandonment of
science, unless one simply defines scilence as a method,
If such is the case, however, as it seems to be for
many, values become rationally unanalyzable, and hence
much of what goes on 1in socecial 1interaction simply
cannot be studied scientifically. Thus, a
pro=naturalist may in fact find himself quite logically
an anti-naturalist, if we understand these terms as
Popper has formulated them,

A further constraint place upon methodology by
this wunique relationship 1s that of the "Qedipus
effect” identified by Popper. This iIs not a problem
for the natural scientist., A prediction which he may
make about the behavior of a physlical system would not
have an effect upon that system, except in certain
trivial and uninteresting cases. (10) The  social

scientist, however, must constantly Tbattle this
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problem., ‘Any significant prediction he might make can
influence the system hé is studying, and therefore
actually cause or prevent the predicted event. This is
so simply because the objeots of his investigation,
human beings, are Jjust as capable of learning and of
acting upon acquired knowledge as he is. As Popper
notes, this constrains methodologies in two ways: it
makes it difficult to test methodologies by the success
and fallure of their predictions, and it introduces
gerious ethical questions 1Inte the art of predioting
itself,

But this peculiar subject-researcher relationship
also expands the range of wuseful approaches, For
example, if the object of study is human motivation and
behavior, and the researcher is a human being, 1t may
be possible to develop an approach 1In which the
researcher studies himself to arrive at oconclusions
about human nature, Thls seems to me to have been the
method of Socrates: "Know thyself" was not Jjust good
advice, but a potentially wuseful methodological
principle. It seéms to me that Socrates!' reasaning
must have gone something 1like this: "The essance of
human nature must consist of what 1is present and
unchanging in all human beings across individuals and

time., I am a human being, therefore I have this
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nature, I must then attempt to discover what 1s
constant and eternal in my own self, and this will be
the essence of human nature." (11) This method of
discovery by introspection is one of  Strauss!
"presclentific" methods, To those who object that it
is mere philesophy, we might respond, "So be itIn If
it works, 1if it aids us in our pursult of truth about
human affairs, then it is a good methodology.

Furthermore, the distinotly human nature of the
object of 1nquiry c¢an enable the researcher to put
himself in the place of the subject, in a manner of
speaking, perhaps using Popper's "rationality
principle" or his "logilc of the situation", What
physicist would net wish to be able to "think like an
atom", to know intimately and immediately the
experiences and causes which T"motivate" atomic
behavior? The soclal scientist is in a position te do
something like this, for he ocan indeed think like a
human being 1in a scclal setting. He c¢an utilize
literature, art, music, history, religion «-- all forms
of expression of human experlence --- and by close
attention to the effects which these works produce on
him, attempt to understand the experiences symbolized
by their authors.

The second special characteristic of social
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science whioh distinguishes it from natural soience is
that the objeots of study must be regarded as having
free will. I think the arguments in this dissertation
show that there can be no gainsaying this proposition,
For all arguments construoted against free will must
implicitly contain a premise whioch asserts free will
-~=-=- that of the arguer --- and thus declarations of
determinism are inherently self-contradictory.

The notion of free will 1s closely related to the
first distinetion, as it is free will that accounts for
learning and the Oedipus effect, as Popper has shown.
But it is yet distinet, for it produces anather
difficulty which the natural scientist does not have to
face: the object of investigation has the abllity to

deceive the investigator (as well as, perhaps,

himself). In natural science, of course, we may speak
of being "deceived" by our objects of study, but we
know that we haven't been, really. The problem 1is one
of misspeocification, mismeasurement, or misinterpreta-
ion, all problems with ourselves, not our stars and
gasses, Human beings, however, are free to just plain
lie. (12) Again, this both constrains and expands the
range of useful methodologiles. It limits the wutility
of surveys, for example, as in those well=known cases

of surveys finding more people claiming to vote than



Chapter 7 Presclentific Postscript 397

actually voted. Ne amocunt of statistical tinkering can
overcome this problem, But on the other hand, it gives
a certain utility to the studies of psycheology --- "why
and under what c¢ircumstances do people lie?" --- and
history «-= "how often has he lied in the past?",
Indeed, the study of history assumes an importance
which it cannot have for the strict behavioralist or
historioist. The historicist's assumption {not

conclusion) that histery may be wundersteod, may be

known by learning the laws of its movement, forces upon
all his studies an unacceptable detarministio
companent., His history, and thus his society, seems to
leave no room for significant actions, freely-willed by
hunman beings, But if free will 1is wunderstood as an
unavoidable assunption 1in any social science, then the
study of history will be treated as a record of these
willed actions and of the consequences which they had
in the past. We will not, of course, be able to assert
that similar actions will necessarily produce similar
effects in the future, for free will oaobviates the
passibility of establishing universal laws of this
type. But we will be able to use history to expand our
base of investigation into the problems which dominate
contemporary soclal sclence,

For example, let us look at Marx's claim that
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human ideas are determined by the economio context in
which these ideas occur., We may find many histerical
examples of this, and Marxists have often performed a
great service in doing so. But we cannot wuse this
deterministic apprecach to explain how Marx or anyone
else could come by the idea of economic determinism in
the first place, for this 1s an idea which supposedly
cuts across different economic contexts., That 1is, we
cannot explain how we know that all thought 1s bound by
economic context when this very universal law must
itself be so bound, There are certain questions, then,
which simply cannot be studied from within the ceonfines
of an historicist perspective,

If we free our studies from such a perspective,
however, we may engage in a study of history whieh wmay
throw some light on the problem. If we cannot explain
the occurrence of Marx with Marxism, perbaps we can
identify other intellectual movements in history which
are significantly similar to Marxism. The recognition
of these similarities would then provide us with a core
set of characteristies which we ocould examine and
attempt to explain. This is what Voegelin has tried to
do in his own work on "Order and History"., (13)

Freeing our analysis from the demands of

historicism alse permits us to wmake another important
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assumption: that human beings have a common nature,
that some significant characteristic is common to all
human beings, across time and varying ocultures. The
historiecist who holds that the essence of human
character is determined by the influences of the
particular historical T"epoeh" in whioch the human
exists, cannot make this claim. Therefore, his field
of invesatigation into social problems is radically more
restricted than 1is ours. First of all, he cannot use
examples of behavier from other "“epochs" teo inform his
understanding of his own, and secondly, he cannot apply
any understanding of his context to any other.

Suppose, for example, that we maintain that, owing
to the advent of various economic facters which are
evident in our current ‘"capitalistic" era, our ideas
and our actions based on them are fundamentally
different from those beings of another era. (14) It
would then noet be possible to investigate maodern
problems of democoracy by turning to examples of similar
problems found, say, 1in the Athens of Socrates. Such
an appreach would ¢turn out to be as theoretically
defensible as studying the social behaviar of
dinosaurs. But 1if, on the other hand, we admit
constant human nature which spans these so~called

"epochs®", then we can atudy history to gain information
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which might aid us in selving current problems.

Indeed, such an approach makes possibie the
solution of problems in the first place. A strict
historicist determinism may or may not be able ¢to
explain how our problems have arisen, but it cannot in
any case permit us to attempt to solve them. We are at
the mércy of the laws of history, and if our problens
eventually disappear, it is only because of the magical
and mysterlous designs of history.

The expansion of the fleld of investigatian
provided by historical wunderstanding can aid the
behavioral appreach te political sclence as well, In
the first place, it permits the study of data about
political behavior which cannot be collected by methods
designed to investigate contemporary behavior. Such
study is Iimportant for the behavioralist in that it
permits him to test hypotheses about current practices
against behavior in the past, thereby enabling him te
generate hypotheses of a more substantial and
far-reaching nature.

This advantage, however, comes at the price of a
willingness to undertake the study of the relevancy of
both data and hypotheses, which in turn means that the
behavioralist cannot remain strioctly bound to his

pasitivistic heritage, He must acknowledge both the
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desirability and the possibility of a rational
consideration of values,

Moreover, the behavioralist who acquires an
historical perspeotive in his studies c¢an avoid the
problem of mistaking the wnomentary characteristics of
politics for 1ts essence, Dahl's (1962) analysis of
the ruler-ruled relationships in an American clty
centered primarily wupon a behavioralist description of
those relationships at the time of the study. But he
also used historical analysis to trace the changing
aspects of this relationship as supporting evidence for
his hypothesis of circulating elites. In a similar
way, Agger, Goldrich, and Swanson (1964) combined a
cross-sectional analysais of communities with an
historical treatment of the stages of development in
power relationships. Such types of study enable the
soclal scientist to view his subject both as an
institution and as a process, both undeniably important
features of any social setting. As Eulau notes, such
studies demonstrate that a high degree of historical
depth can be beneficial _to behavioral studies of
politics, without ocausing them to become history or te
lose their emphasis on the individual: "there 1s no
necessary conflict between behavioral and historical

methods.” (Eulau, 1969a: T)
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Again, however, we must remind ourselves that the
utility of historical studies requires that We
recognize it. Without an evaluative framework from
within which we ocan identify problems for study, the
use of history 1s bound to degenerate into an
unoritical collection of "facts™. The historlan must
select his object of study and his data in really the
same way that the statistiocal researcher selects his
variables: on the basls of their relevance to Gthe
problem being studied. We have seen that this
relevance can only be understood in relation to
eritically-held values of the researcher. Again, a

willingness to consider values becomes paramount,

Incompleteness and Learning

Finally, let us address a question of recurring
importance which may have occurred te the reader, What
effect does a methodology predicated on incompleteness
and indeterminsim have upon our abllity to learn, both
individuallly and socially? Furthermore, deoes not all
that has been demonstrated here simply reduce to the
assertion that human beings can never have perfect and
complete knowledge and that consequently we  must

maintain a vigilant and critical approach to whatever
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"knowledge” we may claim? And 1s not this assertion
rather uncontroversial in this day and age and not
seriously doubted by contemporary social science? Why,
then, deoes it seem sc important to restate in such a
complicated fashion what must be patently obvious?

Te take the latter problem first, perhaps 1t is
patently cbvious to people of good sense that human
beings are not gods, and that they cannot aspire to
complete, perfect knawledge. "Intellectual
obsolescence is always around the corner,m admits
Eulau, and no methodology 1s immune to it, (Eulau,
1969a: 9) Why should it be neceésary to restate this,
and even to attempt to prove 1it?

Without indulging in a psychological examination
of the willingness of human beings to aspire to be
gods, we may state that it is necessary for the simple
reason that methodologies and their effects outlive
their creatoers, If a methadological - principle
implicitly assumes the possibility of complete
knowledge, or this assumption can be logically derived
from its other assumptions, such an attitude becomes
incorporated into the research program of even those
sensible people who would reject it were they aware of
1t. We regard methodologies as useful precisely

because they assume things that we do not wish to
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investigate every time we undertake research. Just as
law 1s wuseful so that we do not have to trouble
ourselves with the Jjustice of every action, the
principle of methodological individualism 1s useful so
that we do not have to wonder about where consciousness
resides in reality whenever we research interest group
activity.

We do have t6 worry about these things aometimes,
though, in order to ensure that we do not need to worry
the rest of the time, We must be willing to
investigate justice, so we can create laws whiech will

induce us to act justly without really thinking about

it, and we need to examine methodologies to make
certain that they assume only what we want them to, If
a law 1is wunjust, we change 1it, without thereby
redefining Jurisprudence. If a methodology makes an
inappropriate assumption, we should c¢hange 1t too,
without thinking we have abandoned or destfoyed
science,

Is it possible to learn in such an atmosphere? It
is --~ and only in such an atmosphere. For as Popper
has shown, only incompleteness can account for the
possibility of the growth of knowledge, Without it, we
must either be perfectly knowledgeable or perfectly

jignorant, and 1in either case no growth can accur., We
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grow in our knowledge through the testing of our
hypotheses, which is only possible when all hypotheses
are permitted to be regarded as potentially false
(including methodological assumptlions), We should not
be dismayed that this eternal possibility of being
wrong indicates that we can never regard ourselves as
being in possession of the truth; Just because we
cannot know perfectly does not mean that we cannot know

imperfectly, and that we should just give up the search

for knowledge., We must instead distinguish between
perfect, divine, knowledge and human knowledge, and
understand that human knowledge is better than nothing.
A little knowledge may indeed be a dangerous thing, but
not nearly as dangerous as a hopeless disavowal of
knowledge altogether, or as the hybris which demands

that we be more than we are.
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(1) Allan Carlson (1982), for example, argues
against Rosas and Sawhill's (1975) conclusion that a
fathert's absence from a family does not in itself
affect children adversely, by pointing out that the
researchers! operationalizations and choice of
variables for study effectively assumes what they have
set out to prove, He does not, however, question the
utility of statistical methodology in atudying this
problem,

(2) Some oontroversy over methodolagical
assumptions is always evident, though. Philip Gregg's
(1974) analysis of Wilson, Weber, and organization
theory is an example of a criticism directed towards
methodolegical assumptions. Specifically, he addresses
the "unit of analysis" problem cutlined in ohapter one
of this work, deciding that the institutlonal level of
analysis in these cases causes researchers to overlook
significant causal factors iIn publie policy output.
Ostrom (1974) is another example of the assertion that
a systemic approach may assume away lmportant elements
of a successful analysis of institutions of a federal
nature,

(3) "The ends justify the means", as it were.
Agaln, we recall the arguments of those who would
change their methodologies 1f they failed to produce
the "proper" conclusioens, such as my Marxist friend who
advocated freeing his analysis from the demands of
logic when it suited his purpoases,

Note that selecting a methodoleogy according to the
conclusions we wish to produce is not the same thing as
seleoting it according to the demands of the object
under investigation. The former is illegitimate, for
it denies the special independence of reality, while
the latter 1s both legitimate and necessary.

(4) By dismissing them as mere "bourgeois
abstractions", for example,

(5) Other metaphysical arguments might also back
Popper's analysis, The polnt is that some such
argument is neoessary.

(6) Remenmber the connection between this
distinction and Popper's objeotive knowledge. We can
only eriticize the knowledge we have which we put 1into
linguistiec form, for only this form may be predicated
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by truth and falsity,

(7) See the discussion of this in chapter four.
To recall, this principle refers te the assumption of
"oomplete rationality" on the part of the human
subjects of our study.

(8) Indeed, this would allow us to apply the
principle as Popper suggests: to use 1t as a standard
by which to measure the actual behavior of our
subjects.

{(9) Note that this willingness to modify
methodology according to reality precisely reflects
Popper's demand that our methodology  promote a
willingness to modify our hypotheses to reflect reality
(or, rather, our experiences of 1t). Thus the
scientific principle 1s applied to science 1itself,
making it a '"metascientifie", or metaphysical,
principle.

(10) A physiocist wmay, for example, predict that
the air ocurrents in his laboratory will shift slightly,
and his speaking aloud that prediction will cause the
event predicted to oacour.

Heisenberg uncertainty is not trivial or
uninteresting, but 1t 1is not the same thing, for here
change in the system ‘occurs as a result of measurement
interference, not aof prediction,

(11) He might also add: "Naturally, I do not
trust myself conmpletely =«= for I am old, and easily
fooled --- therefore I will take this essence and see
if I find it also in other human beings, as a test."
And thus, the methodological principle of
intersubjeotive validation is born.

(12) The possibility of deceilt 1s an integral part
of politics, Bargaining, propaganda, pelitical
mythology, and general pelitical strategies and tactices
all make use of deliberate deception, For a discussion
of the extent to which this hampers a strictly
?eha;%oral approach to political science, see Berheide

1976) .

(13) Voegelin (1956, 1957, 1957a, 1975). See also
Voegelin (1975a, 1968) for the analysis of Marxism in
this respect.
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(14) I call them ‘"beings" rather than ‘“human
beings" to emphasize the lack of common essential
characteristies.
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