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SYNOPSIS 

Critical studies of 'hermeneutics' of Schleirmacher, Gadamer, 

Apel, Habermas and Ricoeur brought out their implicit or explicit 

concerns with 'objectivity' of interpretation, as truth is indispensable 

for knowledge to exist. Further, the alleged distinctions between 

hermeneutical human sciences and non-hermeneutical natural sciences 

was shown to be nonsustainable on two grounds: One, the hermeneutical 

human sciences are themselves not exclusively subjectivist and two, 

even natural sciences have an unexpungeable hermeneutical element. 

History of philosophy of natural sciences is observed as a conflict 

between realist and anti-realist interpretations. The reSolution of the 

conflict does not lie in merely acknowledging the existence of 'irralionall 

elements in theory formation, but in showing that there is a logic in 

both theory generation (discovery) and justification. For this, proper 

articulation of scientific rationality is impervative. Rationality as an 

absolute concept defined in negative terms is employed to justify an 

objectivist conception of scientific rationality. 

An inquiry into the language of science reveals that 'metaphors' 

are not intrusions into the objectivity of science but constitutive of it. 

In fact 'metaphors' not only function as tools of theory generation but 

without them scientific advancement would be impossible in mature sciences. 

And finally, it was observed that ontological commitments of a theory - 

both as a presupposition of a theory formation and as a austification of 

the acceptance of a theory are unexpungeable components of natural 

science enterprite. It is purely because of this that natural sciences 

are essentially 'incontestable' . 
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INTRODUCTION 

The present study envisages a twofold task : one to understand 

the conceptual foundations of a science of hermeneutics, and two, to 

evaluate *the crisis of "Hermeneutics" in science. The project presupposes 

the contemporary ' Culture' of philosophy of science, wherein Kuhn, 

Feyerabend, Lakatos and Popper are treated as forerunners of a new 

philosophy . And within this culture, one finds it difficult to distinguish 

scientific rationality from metaphors, descriptions from polemics, 

communication from client-centered therapy . Hermeneutics in science could 

as well be called scientific realism and vice versa . 

The growth of scientific knowledge and rationality , seems to be 

interlinked with crisis in science. And the type of questions asked seem 

to depend upon the centrality of human beings in the crisis . To under-

stand the rational development of the history of science, we would have 

to consider the scientific tradition, the methodological tradition and the 

meta-methodological tradition, as a narrow and restricted analysis of the 

history of science may bring out an incomplete picture of the same . 

Changing research traditions do not presuppose denial of earlier theories, 

nor is the logic of discovery superior to the logic of justification, nor is 

the context of acceptance more efficacious than the context of pursuit, 

heuristically analysed . 

The dialectial relation between the ' interpretation' in the natural 

sciences and ' hermeneutics' in the social sciences needs to be properly 

understood and to be rearticulated (reinterpreted) if we are to understand 

the growth of scientific knowledge and rationality . The resultant 

dialogue between the 'interpreters ' will be an attempt towards a theory of 

scien,tific realism . 
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The present dissertation is divided into three sections: Section One  

is an inquiry into the conceptual foundations of the science of hermeneutics; 

Section  Two is the analysis of the notion of ' scientific realism' in the 

contemporary debate of philosophy of science; and Section Three is the 

concluding discussion of the dissertation wherein attempts are made to 

delineate and dissolve the issues raised in the two preceeding sections. 

The discussion in Section One (Hermeneutics  as Method, Philosophy  

and Critique) is centered around (Chapter : I) Classical Hermeneutics : 

Objectivist Interpretations; (Chapter : II) Foundations of Philosophy of 

Hermeneutics; (Chapter : III) Critical Hermeneutics and Interpretation in 

Social Sciences; and (Chapter : IV) Consensus and Truth. 

The theory or philosophy of the interpretation of meaning has given 

rise to a major problem : How to render accounts of subjectively intended 

meanings objective in the face of the fact that they are mediated by the 

interpreter' s own subjectivity? This problem of hermeneutics in contemporary 

discussion gives rise to three clearly distinguishable issues : hermeneutical 

theory (focuses on the general theory of interpretation as the methodology 

for human sciences), hermeneutic philosophy (the link between the inter-

preter and the object is pre-established due to the context tradition - which 

makes neutrality impossible), and critical hermeneutics (seeks out the 

causes of distorted understanding and communication which operate under-

neath normal interaction). 

Classical Hermeneutics : Objectivist Interpretations 

With F.D.E. Schleirmacher hermeneutics took a major turn from being 

merely 'specific hermeneutics' to 'general hermeneutics' (as the art of 

underst-inding).' Understanding for Schleirmacher involves experiencing of 
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the author's mental process. Schleirmacher's formulation of canons for 

psychological interpretations stress around investigating the roots of the 

thoughts from within the totality of the author's or speaker's life. 

Whereas the canons f or grammatical interpretation lays emphasis on the 

linguisticality of understanding. With Schleirmacher hermeneutics became 

the art of understanding. 

An analysis of Wilhelm Dilthey's and Emilio Betti's work brings to 

light the objectivist aspect of their philosophy. Dilthey while rejecting 

Schleirmacher's ,contention, that understanding has its roots in language 

and man's linguistic nature, traced the beginning of understanding to 

'category of 1 ife' . This is because beyond life thinking cannot go. While 

trying to gain objectivity in methodical reconstrucion, Dilthey developed 

hermeneutics as the foundation for Geisteswissenschaften.  Man can under-

stand himself only through history and what man is only history .can tell. 

Though opposed to the tendency of the human sciences to use the methodology 

of the natural sciences, he engaged himself in the task of formulating a 

methodology for gaining objectivity valid interpretations of inner life; and 

failed to rise above the familiar subject-object relationship which is 

considered as the hall mark of the natural sciences. 

Betti like Dilthey argues for a comprehensive genral hermeneutics 

for the Geisteswissenschaften.  While attempting to provide a genetal the&ry 

of how 'objectivations of human experiences can be interpreted, he argued 

for the autonomy of the object and the interpreter and the possibility of 

historical objectivity in making valid interpretations. Though his attention 

centered primarily around the nature of objective 'interpretation' he did 

not neglect the subjective aspect in interpretation. Betti attempted to make 

a clear distinction between understanding and explanation. Betti's 
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formulation of four hermeneutical cannons illustrates his defense of 

objectivity . 

Betti views interpretation as a means towards understanding. It 

is a triadic process in which the meaningful forms mediate between the 

mind objectivated in them and the subject's mind. Betti's hermeneutics, 

while taking as its goal a systematic organon of forms of interpretation. 

supplied us with arguments in favour of the possibility of verstehen as a 

methodically disciplined form of understanding. 

Hermeneutic Theory of Dilthey, Betti and others thus tried to keep 

subjectivity out of objective interpretations. ' As opposed to this 

hermeneutical philosophy asserted the preunderstan.ding of the interpreter 

while interpreting an object. This made neutrality impossible. Hermen.eutical 

philosophy concerned itself with the interpretation of Dasein in its temporality 

and historicality. Here the attention shifts from the objective interpretation 

to a transcendental analysis of understanding from the view point of 

active existence. Hermeneutical Philosophy thus indicates a new way of 

being. Buttmann and Gadamer are the main proponents of this view. 

Rudolf Bultmann, following Heidegger attempted to carry out the 

deepening of Dasein's methodical analysis. He was concerned with the 

dialectic problem between the existential understanding of the interpreter 

and the mythological language in which Kerygma, found expression in the 

New Testament ., The hermeneutic circle which was much apparent in 

hermeneutical philosophy resurfaces here i the sense that the interpreter 

in order to understand has to be a believer, and understanding the message 

is necessary for acquiring beliefs. 

Butmann believed that the message of the holy texts lies in its 
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existential appeal and it is the task of the interpreter to explicate 'the 

existential core of the text' . Bultmann's demythologizaion of the New 
A 

Testament is an effort in this direction. However, this is not to be 

confused with the task of eliminating myths as meaningless but to bring 

out its original meaning. 

In interpreting any document, Bultmann argues that we need to 

take into account the vital existential relationship between the author 

and the interpreter. The way we interpret a document depends upon our 

interest and our preunderstanding of the subject. Our idea of objective 

or standpointless meaning seems to be an impossibility since the meaning 

arises only out of the interpreter's relation to the future and also 

because history can be known only through historian's subjectivity. This 

forms the central contention of Bultmann's philosophy. 

Later on, with Hans-George Gadamer the hermeneutical problem took 

a language-philosophical turn. As a hermeneutical problem it is concerned 

with achieving an agreement with somebody else about our shared 'world' . 

Concept of understandings is of primary importance in his philosophy. 

But unlike other philosopher's he retains the historical nature of under-

standing. it is impossible for an interpreter to get rid of his 'prejudices' 

for they constitute, according to Gadamer, all historical and other under-

standing. The 'effective history' is the ultimate cause of our prejudices. 

Language forms the basis of understanding because it is through language 

that we achieve 	'fusion of horizons' of the interpreter and the historical 

object, which characterizes the act of understanding. Gadamer by referring 

to the universal aspect of hermeneutic philosophy was able to overcome 

dogmatic metaphysics and scientific restrictions to knowledge. 
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Critical Hermeneutics and Phenemenological Perspectives 

The mediation between tradition and the understanding of subject-

ively intended meaning has been the prime concern of hermeneutics 

discussed so far. However, hermeneutic philosophy and hermeneutical 

theory differ when discussing the question of 'how such understanding was 

possible and to what extent it would constitute objective knowledge' . But 

while both approaches placed conflicting emphaSiS on the role of the inter-

preter, they share the exclusion of one dimension: the questioning the 

content of the object of interpretation. Any reflection as to the truth of a 

text or of tradition meaning was either excluded as falling outside the 

concerns of an epistemology and methodology of the understanding process. 

This led to distorted or incomplete understanding of understanding. 

Critical hermeneutic arose to seek out the causes of distorted understanding 

.c . and communiation which operate undGtrneath seemingly normal interaction. 
A 

Critical understanding contains an element of causal explanation because of 

its references to empirical contingencies underlying intellectual. process. 

Apel and Habermas, the two exponents of critical hermeneutics, combine the 

methodical and objective approach to arrive at practically relevent knowledge. 

Though Apel accepts that there is a common ground for natural and social 

sciences he refuses to reduce them to unified sciences. For him the 

scientific and hermeneutic attitudes complement each other. He is against 

Gadamer's fusion of hcrizons and defends the idea of objectifying 'role of 

interpretation in the human sciences. Interpretation is a process by which 

knowledge is achieved. 

Apel calls for a 'normatively-methodologically relevant philosophical 

hermeneutic' to reassert the possibility of progress in interpretation. A free 

society which allows an open discussion remains a precondition for better 
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understanding. Apel says, our understanding of texts and authors allows 

us to criticise and go beyond. the truths contained in them because we are 

in possession of the idea of a more truthful way of life. Progress in 

human communication can be achieved, according to critical hermeneutics, 

only when we develop a free society. A critical study of Apel's herme-

neutics reveals a two fold task; transcendental and general as well as 

special and particular. 

Jurgen Habermas like Apel makes use of psycho-analysis as the 

model for an emancipatory science that dialectically relates both interpre-

tative and explanatory approaches. The critical hermeneutics of Habermas 

aims to mediate the objectivity of historical process with the motives of 

those acting within it. According to him, the modern positivist turns 

history into a static present and reduces it to a mere empirical fact. 

The hermeneutical dispute between Habermas and Gadamer which 

primarily centered around 'depth' or 'critical' hermeneutics also serves as 

a starting point for Habermas's philosophy. Gadamer's effective history 

had according to Habermas all the earmarks of a methodological principle 

applicable to textual interpretation in the human sciences. However 

Habermas felt that Gadamer tried to reduce hermeneutics to a mere investi-

gation of the transcendental ccnditions of understanding . 

In order to bring to light the shortcomings of the other interpreta-

tive approaches Habermas introduced hermeneutical thought into the metho-

dology of the social sciences. This he did with an aim to fight the object-

ivism in scientistic approaches to the social world. Through an Aufhebung  

or psycho-analysis .and hermeneutic philosophy he arrives at an outline of 

a dialectical-hermeneutical theory of action. Psycho-analysis provides 
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Ilabermas with the model for a theoretical framework that allows us to 

transcend the communicative consensus meta-hermeneutically. 

The concept of truth, according to Habermas provides no criteria 

for distinguishing between true and false consensus since we can arrive 

at truth via a consensus in discourse. In conjoining truth and favourable 

conditions which help its emergence, allows Habermas to get away from the 

ontologization of language and tradtion of a philosophical hermeneutic. 
A 

Paul Ricoeur acts as a mediator in both the hermeneutical and the 

hermeneutic disputes. Ricoeur's work, brings to light the important role 

played by the structuralist analysis of a system of a sign in relation to 

the hermeneutical interpretation of a text. Hermeneutics deals with 

symbolic texts which have multiple meanings. They may constitute a 

semantic unity which has (as a myth) a fully coherent surface meaning and 

at the same time a deeper significance which is brought to light through 

hermeneutic. Ricoeur felt the impossibility of forming universal cannons 

for exegesis this is because of the irreconcilabibtyof totally different 

approaches to the interpretation of myths (represented by Butmann and 

Freud). We can have, according to Ricoeur, separate theories regarding the 

rules of interpretation. 

Consensus and Truth  

The problem of hermeneutics can be reviewed in a new context 

wherein it is pointed out that the understanding fails not because of 

' conplexity of the universe' nor 'amenability of contradictory interpretations' . 

The intellect' s capacity to view things partially, renders it incapabfe of a 

proper understanding. Intellect' s past (without which it does not exist) 

is both an asset and a liability . As Zygmunt Bauman puts it : Thanks to 
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its past, the intellect is able to see; because of it, it is bound to remain 

partially blind. The concept of ' right' . and ' wrong' understanding makes - 

sense only in a given context. The fullest understanding, therefore, seems 

to be context-dependent and context-confined. 

This is the disturbing feature of hermeneutics that compel thinkers 

to seek context-free meanings, and in the absence of such a formulation 

'truth' is accepted as a consensus. Bauman' s analysis seems to be based 

on a unquestionable distinction between natural and social sciences 

(particularly , sociology) when he says that lack of consensus (compared 

to natural sciences) seems to have deeper roots than the human and 

• professional frai ties of social scientists. 

And if (following Popper) we accept that the general aim of 

rational discussion, is to get near to the truth, and further it it were not 

for the ideal of truth as the supreme standard of belief, no agreed inter-

pretation of meaning would be conceivable, then why should social sciences 

be treated differentily? After all, isnt't truth indispensable for knowledge 

to exist? 

The discussion in Section Two : (Hermeneutics in Natural Sciences)  

is centered around (Chapter : V) Locating Scientific Realism; (Chapter : 

VI) Social Basis of Scientific Theory and Practice; (Chapter : VII) Realism, 

Anti-realism and th e problem o f Met hod; and (Chapter : VIII) Understanding 

' Interpretation' in Natural science. 

The diverse approaches to philosophy of science have raised contro-

versies regarding the nature of scientific explanation, objectivity of 

scientific laws and progress. The ideas of PopPer, Kuhn, Feyerabend, 

Lakatos, Ludan., Hanson, Van FraSsen and others who participated in the 
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debate regarding scientific realism have one thing in common - they are 

projections or reactions to a deeper and more structured view that theories 

are first and foremost ontological depictions  of nature. Section Two of the 

dissertation will throw light on to what extent the above thinkers partici-

pate or react to the issues concerning realism in science. 

Locating Scientific Realism 

'Scientific realism' may be defined as a doctrine which claims that 

the method of science is the criteria of what there, is and isn' t. B. 'van 

Frassen highlights this commitment of scientific realist when he says: 

Science aims (not only) to give us, in iLs theories a literally true story of 

what the world is like, (but) acceptance of a scientific theory involves a 

belief that it is true. In short, realism in science claims that there exists 

a world which stretches beyond our perception of it. And we receive infor-

mation about the existence and nature of this world through theories. 

Scientific theories therefore are said to depict the nature of things around 

and it is this feature which accounts for their ability to explain and 

predict phenomena. 

Karl R. Popper regards his view as realist mainly because for him 

science is an attelnpt to make the statements about the world (in the sense 

of correspondence truth) . A critical study of Popper's philosophy of science 

reveals that there are no inductive methods for ascertaining whether a theoty 

is true or probable. In fact theories for him may be asserted as false and_ 

aye relative to their own test statements. Popper accepts scientific progress 

on the ground that successive theories have survived increasingly many 

attempts to falsify them, and that they have become ever more powerful 

and comprehensive. Central to Popper's theory of realism is the notion of 

verisimilitude. He claimed that the criteria for progress depends upon the 
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verisimilitude of a theory (which increases with its truth content and 

decreases with its falsity). 

Popper's notion of ' verisimilitude' as an 'approach to truth' 

about the real world has been questioned on the ground that he has paid 

little attention to changes in the theoretical langu7pe that occur between 

successive theories. Problems raised by meanin9L-variance thesis which 

require comparison between successive theories involving radically 

different concepts are not accounted for in the Popperian framework. This 

led to the 'radical shift' in the history of philosophy of science. 

Social  basis of scientific theory and practice 

Locating a social basis for scientific theory and practice, consti-

tutes one of the critical problems of modern science. And if there is a 

social base for science, then the study of this base is imperative to under-

standing ' scientific realism' . Science as a way of knowing and acting 

can be understood as socially constructed reality : the elements it includes 

are familiar - rationalism, empiricism and the underlying belief in a 

material reality. It has its origins in time, place and circumstances. 

The f ramework capable of linking these parts, tharefore, must be able to 

deal with ideas and concepts and modes gaining knowledge (that is the 

cognitive structures and processes), but it must also include institutional 

forms and procedures, the social matrix - the structure and processes of 

the broader social order. 

The Popperian conception of science refused to accept anything 

other than rationality in natural sciences. Any activity in which any 

form of subjectivity was involved could not be called scientific at all. 

The formalistic approach of Popper defends the rationality of science free 
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from emotions, passions and any other social, political or psychological 

influences. On the other hand T.S. Kuhn and others attempted to :identify 

the social processes of cognitive development in the science within the 

context of history of science. Kuhn's studies brought into focus the role 

of various communities of scientists in creating both the consensus in 

'normal science' and the revolutionalry thrusts of 'paradigm shifts' or 

major conceptual changes. He rejected the idea of scientific change as a 

linear process of ever increasing knowledge. 

The transition of the scientific community from one theory to another 

is not an objective process, accroding to Kuhn. it is founded upon non-

objective, sociological-political factors. Hence, Kuhn demands that scientific 

progress must be viewed not in a logical but human terms: in particular, 

in terms of the replacement of a total network of values, commitments and 

theoretical institution of a scientific community with an entirely different 

set. 

The outcome of Kuhn's model of scientific change is that our common-

sensical view of science as an activity that luxuriates independently of 

our frail humanity is a myth. And we find that objectivity does not 

preside over change, Instead scientific progress is brought about by social 

and political forces. 

The most critical comment on Kuhn's notion of scientific change as 

'paradigm shift' comes from Lakatos when he says, Kuhn's view of 

scientific revolution is irrational, a matter for mob-psychology. 

P.K. Feyerabend being a contextualist like Kuhn shares with him 

some of the fundamental tenets of this school of philosophy. Feyerabend 
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advanced on Kuhn's insight that a pre condition for the rejection of a 

given theory is existence of competing theories - which is also a pre 

condition for progress in science. According to Feyerabend, the meaning 

of all scientific terms whether factual (observational or theoretical), are 

determined by the theory of paradigm or ideal or natural order which 

underlies them or in which they are embedded. For him, scientific terms 

when taken into consideration, independent of a theory are meaningless. 

Further, theories do not have to depend on observations to obtain meaning. 

However, the same cannot be said for observational statements. Feyerabend, 

therefore, concludes that it is observational statements and not the theory 

that needs to be interpreted. 

A critical study of Feyerabend's philosophy of science reveals that 

he advocates extreme subjectivist view when he says that all sciences are 

our own creations. Sciences as we know today, are not inescapable, but 

it is just one set of belief among many possible ones. We venerate science 

not because it is more rational than all its alternatives but because we are 

culturally attuned to look at science with such great admiration and hope. 

It is possible that we construct a world in which science plays no role. 

Feyerabend's conception of science lapses into complete relativism 

and makes it impossible to compare and choose between two theories on 

rational grounds. Science thus, for Feyerabend, is irrational in nature. 

I. Lakatos developed on alternative model of science largely as an 

antidote to Kuhn's assault on some of the much valued assumptions of 

traditional philosophy of science. He was opposed to Kuhn because he was 

of the opinion that Kuhn had reduced philosophy of science to sociology. 

And that it left no place for the sacrosanct scientific values like truth, 

objectivity, rationality and reason. 
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What makes Lakatos different from Kuhn is that Lakatos's model of 

science, unlike "that of Kuhn' s, allows for the co-existence of different 

research programmes at the same time and within the same domain. In 

opposition to Kuhn' s idea of 'incommensurability of Paradigm' Lakatos 

stressed or rather insisted that it is possible to compare the progress of 

competing research traditions objectively. 

Lakatos introduced the notion of research programmes which is 

the chief characteristic of his conception of science. According to him the 

basic unit of appraisal of scientific growth must not be a lonely isolated 

theory nor a conjunction of theories, but rather a 'research-programme' . 

According to Lakatos, an objective appraisal of scientific growth 

can be done in terms of degenerating or progressive problem shifts in the 

series of theories. One of the elements of research programmes is a series 

of theories, T
1 

T
2 

T
3 • .. Each of these theories must at be at least as 

consistent with known facts as its predecessor. The sequence is theoreti-

cally progressive if each theory in turn predicts some novel facts not 

foreseen by its predecessors. It is empirically progressive if some of 

these predictions pan out. A programme is simply progressive, if it is 

both theoretically and empirically progressive otherwise it is degenerating. 

The triump of progressive programme over degenerating ones ensures the 

growth of knowledge. The growth of knowledge constitute the core idea of 

Lakatos' s philosophy of science. He insisted that knowledge grows 

inspite of what we think about 'truth' or 'reality' . Further, Lakatos does 

not neglect the 'historical development of scientific progress while emphasi-

zing its rationality. 

To sum up, Laktos' conception of philosophy' of scinece is an 
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attempt to show that continuity in science, the tenacity of some theories, 

rationality of a certain amount of dogmatism, can only be explained if we 

construe science, as a battle ground of research programme rather then 

isolated theories. 

Critical realism  and the problem  of  method 

It may sound inappropriate to call the present discussion 

'Critical realism' . But taking into account the varied theses formulated 

by the post-Kuhnian and other philosophers of science (whose positions are 

labelled as phenomenalism, pragmatism, verificationism, reductionism, 

internal-realism, constructive empiricism, etc.) and their critical appraisal 

of Popper, Kuhn, Feyerabend and Lakatos, the umbrella of critical realism 

seems to be inadequate. One observes among the critics dogmatic anti-

realists, hesijant instrumentalist, compulsive., relativists and not to mention 

unconscious realists. 

A critical study of some important philosophical contributions forms 

part of this dissertations. N.R. Hanson, B. van Fraassen and Rom Harre 

are antirealists for varied reasons. Hanson was influenced by Kan and 

Wittgenstein when he formulated his gestalt approach to theories. Van 

Fraassen was reacting to positivist rejection of metaphysics claiming that 

the linguistic form employed by them was of little value to understanding 

science. Rom lIarre is defending science as a communal practice of 

community accounting for moral behaviour. 

Ilanson believed that the formalists and the logical positivists 

were completely blind to an important aspect of science, namely, the 

perceptual relativity. The perceptual relativity aspect of science says, 

that, the same data can be interpreted differently depending on to what 
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theory is applied. Perceptual relativity is a natural growth of Hanson's 

theory of observation. The facts, then, are not 'out there' in some 

absolute sense but are relativised to the conceptual scheme of the observer. 

Theories, according to Hanson, serve as backgrounds, and help the 

scientists to pick out of a vast variety of data (especially those facts 

that possess explanatory relevance). Even the principle of simplicity 

cannot help us to choose our explanans from a vast variety of sets of 

initial conditions and laws, that lead to the deduction of an explanandum. 

This is so because, according to Hanson, what may be simple according 

to one theory may be complex according to another. 

Hanson disagrees with Deductive-Nomological view that explanation 

of events can take place in isolation. For him, each explanation, has an 

entire conceptual framework packed into it in the same way that the parts 

of a picture get their meaning in terms of the whole. 

Hanson as a contextualist like Kuhn could not adequately explicate 

his ideas of theory ladenness, and, specially, semantic levels of language 

without utilizing some kind of formal characterization. His application of 

a gestalt model to theories ignores the ontological aspects of a theory, 

thereby rendering the notion of theory ladenness a psychological-

semantical one. 

Van Fraassen's 'constructive empiricism' attempts to show that the 

proper attitude towards scientific theory is not a belief in its truth, but 

only the weaker (safer) belief in its empirical adequacy. Van Fraasen 

does not ai m at a positivists reinterpretation of the language of theory, 

nor does he want to deny that theory is (literally) true or false. He 

wishes simply to remain agnostic about the unobservable part of the world 
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described by the theory. Thus he hopes to avoid many of the traditional 

problems of logical positivism by significantly weakening its claim. Van 

Fraassen opposes his (semantic) account of empirical adequacy to the 

(syntactic) 'language-oriented' account characteristic of positivist philo-

sophy of science. 

Van Fraassen's position does not allow distinction between realism 

about theories and realism about entities. This is dependent upon his 

theory of scientific explanation in which explanatory power of 	theory is 

held to be a feature which is radically context dependent. 

R. Harre rejects the traditional conception of scientific knowledge 

as ' accumulated truth' and rejects falsehood of the workings of scientific 

method and sets himself the project of defining alternative set of stientific 

concepts which can be substituted for the strict system of truth, falsity 

and logical necessity. 

Attempts at reconciling the realism versus anti-realism debate is a 

difficult task. Recent literature in philosophy of science is abound with 

anti-realist authors. And philosophers who proclaim themselves realists 

are too aften found to be reluctant realists. Ian Hacking, Newton Smith, 

Jerrold Aranson, and Larry Laudan, etc. , belong to this group. Some of 

these authors representing distinct trends are critically studied in this 

section. 

Larry Laudan chooses the view of science as ' a problem-solving 

activity 	as his central insight. When viewed from this perspective, 

science may be treated as progressive since successive theories solve more 

problems than their predecessors. Laudan' s Study depends upon his 

distinction and analysis of two sorts of scientific problems: empirical (first 
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order) and conceptual (second order) problems. Empirical problems are 

those that concern themselves with the physical world and arise within a 

context of inquiry and are partly defined by that context. Conceptual 

problems are higher order questions about the well-foundedness and the 

conceptual structure (theories, which have been devised to answer the first 

order question). Laudan's emphasis on the conceptual problems sets him 

apart from philosophers like Kuhn and Feyerabend. Laudan points out 

that it is Kuhn's inability to allow conceptual problems to play a rational 

role in our choice of theories tba.t rendered the notion of paradigm-shifts 

irrational. 

Considering that the aim of science is problem-solving, scientific 

progress occu,rs only if the succession of scientific theories In any domain 

shows an increasing degree of problem-solving effectiveness. 

Laudan's conception of scientific progress and rationality has no 

place for the commonly held view that any assessment of scientific 

rationality or progress is always related to the question of truth of theories 

in science and that rationality amounts to accepting those statements about 

the world which we have good reasons for believing them to be true. 

Laudan seems to be making rationality prasitic upon progressiveness. 

Laudan agrees with Kuhn on the point tht determination of truth anti 

falsify are irrelevent to the acceptability of theories. 

The greatest virtue of Laudan's problem-solving model is its 

workability. If offers a criteria for determinating whether a particular 

theory solves a given problem or not, and helps in deciding whether new 

theories offer solutions to more important problems than their predecessors. 

If we limit our notion of rationality as consisting of achieving these aims, 
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then we are in a position to decide whether science is rational and 

progressive. 

Jerrold Aranson's approach to the nature of scientific theories 

is an ontological one. Theories for him depicit the nature of things 

and because of this important feature of theories they are able to explain 

predict or organize a vast variety of data. 

Aranson argues that the very confirmation of a theory depends on 

its ability to refer to the fundamental constituents of nature. Science can 

function only from an ontological point of view. Philosophers like Kuhn, 

Ilanson, Feyerabend, while capturing something important about the nature 

of theories always neglected the ontological aspect. This was mainly 

because the ontological aspect of a theory as being most fundamental did 

not fit in with the traditional methods of analysis. Aranson believed that 

the various logical, linguistic and epistemological features of theory can 

be traced to its ontological commitments. If we change the ontological 

commitment of a theory, then we change the way the theory predicts and 

explains. Ontology is thus prior to the other aspects of theories. 

Aranson argues that it is not possible for a philosopher of science 

to produce science without being 'guilty' of doing metaphysics, without 

practising science from an ontological point of view. Science for Aransor 

is really metaphysical. 

Scientists and philosophers are intellectuals who seek truth an ■ 

understanding about the nature of things. If they are to get at the 

meaning of a scientific theory then they must work to glean its onto" 

implications, to seek out a view of nature that makes the most sen.sf 

its formal structure and predictive powers. Unless and until we g, 
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ontological insight into recent theories (like the quantum field theory), 

unless we visit the 'subatomic zoo' , their true meanings will escape us. 

Hussain Sarkar's "Theory of Method" comes under close scrutiny for 

two reasons : (i) it is a unique theory of method (unlike other scientific 

methodologies) that attempts a metamethodology; and (ii) there is an 

underlying scientific realism that may be 'sifted' from the iconoclastic 

ideas regarding method, inspite of his professed anti-realism. 

Sarkar, it is noticed, accepts three distinct components of method: 

objective, norrilative and illustrative. The objective component which is 

divided into the logical and the conventional, part; the normative which 

accounts for the acceptability and the evaluative criterion; and the 

illustrative part together form the rational elements of a given scientific 

theory. 

Sarkar claims that social sciences provide side-constraints on 

method, that is, social science laws indicate what scientists cannot do in 

following a method. This is done in two ways: First, they limit what 

scientists can do sinCe some social scientific laws show how a scientists 

cannot possibly act in this way or that. Second, they limit what a 

scientist can do but is undesirable to do so, as it would undermine either 

scientific or non-scientific goals (for instance, ethical ones). It is 

obvious from the above that Sarkar accounts for the irrational elements i 

scientific theory. But underlying the whole theory of method is a commi 

merit to scientific realism. 

Understanding 'Hermeneutics' in Natural Science 

An inquiry into what constitutes interpretation in natural scie 

will have to reflect on the constitutive elements of interpretation and 
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three approaches to hermeneutics. It is observed that the classicaI 

hermeneutics was essentially objectivist. Notwithstanding the individual 

thinkers inclination away from the natural sciences, and their denial of 

'unity of method' between natural and social sciences, hermeneutics ! 

retained the autonomy of the obj ect and the interpreter and the possibility 

of historical objectivity in making valid interpretations. The hermeneutical 

philosophy of Heidegger, Bultmann and Gadamer lack the ' completeness' as 

it fails to answer many questions about the existential, historical and 

cultural embedding of their language and communication. Critical herme-

neutics of Apel and Habermas had to retrive something of this classical 

hermeneutics and combine the methodical and ,objective approach to arrive 

at practically xelevant knowledge. 

An inquiry into the possibility of hermeneutical interpretation in 

natural science' was taken seriously after Kuhn's analysis of the history 

of science. To appreciate this ' hermeneutical dimension' of natural science, 

one has to reflect on the fact that the contents of perception and scientific 

observation are never unique, final, absolute and apart from history and 

particular social and cultural milieu. Hermeneutics, therefore, enters 

natural science through perception (observation) and through the study of 

literacy, graphic and mathematical materials (which is the corpus of 

science). 

Natural science uses hermeneutic methods in its growth and deve-

lopment, in its use of models. Patrick. ileelan while arguing for a type 

of scientific realism which he calls "Hermeneutical" or "Horizonal Realism" 

attempts to account for the hermeneutic dimensione4science. He points out 

that when the 'Book of Nature' is 'read' primordial or 'spoken' or 

' written' by science, they share a common/hermeneutical structure of all 



human understanding, an understanding ' which subtends both linguistic, 

perceptual and scientific activity' . It may be that it is in this context 

that one can understand why 'methodological hermeneutics' aims at 

arriving at 'the things in themselves' , inspite of 'biases and prejudices' . 

The discussion in Section Three (The Linguistic Muddle and the  

problem  of  Hermeneutics) is centered around (Chapter : IX) Understanding 

Scientific Rationality; (Chapter : X) Logic of Discovery Versus Logic of 

Justification; (Chapter XI) Metaphors in Science; (Chapter XII) Essential 

Incontestability of Natural Science - A Hermeneutical perspective. 

Understanding of Scientific Rationality 

While the realist and instrumentalist interpretations of science are 

as old as science itself, the anti-realist and relativist interpretations are 

of a recent Vintage. One may view the relativist interpretations as attempts 

at reconcilliation between the classical realism of Popper and Hempel and 

instrumentalism of Nagel on the one hand and anti-realism of Kuhn and 

Feyerabend on the other. One does not pressupose that there is one specific 

realist or relativist position. There are, in fact, varieties of realism and 

relativism. Similarly, anti-realist positions are due to a variety of reasons. 

Discussions regarding the notion of scientific rationality are 

intrinsically linked up with the traditional epistemological formulation of 

the same as 'general commitment to evidence' . Harvey Siegel's defence of 

rationality of science consists of showing that there is a feature of science 

' appropriately' characterized as its method, which in turn secures for 

science its rationality. Hence, science is preminently rational. 

Siegel was reacting, on the one hand to the 'irrationalism' of Kuhn 

and Feyerabend; and on the other to Laudan-Toulmin's notion of rationality 
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Smith' s notion of rationality characterized by 'mean-end' or ability of its 

(Science's) methodological principles and procedures to achieve its goal. 

Inspite of the varied problems such 	a conception of rationality 

generates, Siegel's analysis moderates 'the excessively historicist concep-

tion of recent philosophy of science' . 

Logic  of Discovery Versus Logic of Justification 

The debate between rationality and irrationality of science takes 

another form in the discourse of context. Philosophy of science views 

scientific enterprise from two perspective. From one perspective it seeks 

rules of assessing and evaluating claims of science, in another perspective 

it concerns itself with rules of generating new knowledge. Hence, one can 

inquire into the logic of justification or the logic of discovery. 

Hans Reichanbach, Karl Popper and others expressed reservations 

regarding the 'logic of discovery' . Reichanbach argued that the act of 

discovery escapes logical analysis. Popper although recognized the 

importance of discovery, confined the same to the field of psychology. N.R. 

Hanson and T.S. Kuhn not only argued for an inquiry into the logic of 

discovery but raised new philosophical issues hitherto not articulated. 

The questions regarding the kind of logic is the 'logic of discovery' or 

the primacy of discovery versus justification, became the focaL points of 

debate in philosophy of science. 

Recent discussions attempts to overcome the dichotomy between the 

two contexts (discovery and justification). E. Pietruska-Madej for instance, 

while arguing against the dichotomy, seeks to focus not on the non-rational 

elements in justification, hut on rational elements in the discovery. Mary 
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Tiles proposes correction of concepts rather then replacing them, %thereby 

accepting a commulative model of scientific progress. C.A. van Peursen 

by setting out a common context of the discussion about the context of 

discovery and context of justification relates the same to the 'deepening 

awareness of the cultural context of scientific method' . The result of this 

analysis is not blending of the two contexts, or absorbtion of one by the 

other. What Peursen has attempted is to create two contexts - but 'one 

Wider, less defined and demarcated from the wider field of daily culture' , 

- and the other - more restricted, functioning as a kind of safety device 

on behalf of the wider stratergy of discovery. 

Metaphors in Science 

Another issue that requires serious reflection is the language of 

scientific enterprises. Taking into account the fact that traditionally the 

language of science was deemed to be exact and precise, whereas, 

metaphors seem to be common place in non-scientific discourse. The issue 

here is to understand what is exegetical in science analysed vis-a-vis 

'metaphors' in science. 

Max Black while rejecting the ' substitution view' and proposing 

the 'interaction view' of metaphors, had pointed out that metaphors are 

sometimes used in creating similarities. He, however, restricted the use 

of 	metaphors of pretheoretical or pre-scientific area in which tiaere is 

no question of precision. Richard Boyd sought to analyse an important 

class of metaphors which play a role in the development and articulation 

of theories in relatively mature sciences. Their function seems to introduce 

theoretical terminology where none previously existed (Black' s catacheresis). 

Black' s belief that metaphors lack (or must lack) the precision attributed 

to scientific statements is probably the result of misunderstanding of 
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precision in science. Boyd attempts to show the objective, public and 

programatic character of metaphors in science, and concludes that ' such' 

metaphors are ‘constitutive of the theories they express rather than merely 

exegetical. At this stage one inquires whether the feature of science 

expressed by Boyd applied only to 'relatively young' and ' relatively 

mature' sciences; or it applies to all sciences, particularly, those which 

are most advanced. It Prima facie seems that the most developed sciences 

1 ack the adequate linguistic machinery to express their theoretical formu-

lations. Could it be that it is this that lead 'anti-realist' to their 

anti-realist formulation? 

Essential Incontestability  of natural sciences  - A Hermeneutical Perspective 

History of development of social sciences mirrors strange change. 

The development of positivist methodology gave social scientists a hope that 

the credibility of social science explanations, the preciseness of social 

science laws will be on par with that of natural sciences. Physics conti-

nued to be the relying point for natural and social sciences. But the 

anti-positivist movement on the one hand and the development of 'hermeneu-

tics' on the other lead to a belief that social sciences are essentially 

contestable and context-bound. The questions that dominated the discussions 

were whether it is possible for social sciences to emulate the feat of 

natural sciences, i.e. , objectivity, precision, universality, etc. 

The development of philosophy of science as history of science 

questioned the very foundations of science - namely, the ' feat' of natural 

sciences that social sciences tried to emulate. It the laws in natural 

sciences do not have the objectivity, precision, universality, etc. 	What 

are social sciences trying to immitate? In fa.ct, there was a sort of 

Copernican revolution. Philosophers of science of this new genre (dependent 
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on history of science for their observations) attempted to emulate the 

feat of social sciences, thereby rendering natural science laws hermenuti-

cal. 	It iS L1115 , rather fashionable scenario, i.hat has been the focus of 

attention in the present dissertation. The excessive historicist conception 

of philosophy of science has been responsible for this scenario. 



SECTION ONE 

HERMENEUTICS AS METHOD, PHILOSOPHY AND CRITIQUE 



CHAPTER I 

CLASSICAL HERMENEUTICS : AN OBJECTIVIST INTERPRETATION 

'Hermeneutics' the focal issue of the present study, has a long 

history of conceptual development. Though the roots of new hermeneutics 

could be traced to European Protestant theology, the concept of 

'hermeneutics' has gained considerable importance in other general non-

theological disciplines. The philosophers of Science as well as social 

scientists find themselves deeply engaged in the task of defining 

hermeneutics. Hermeneutics, as the theory or philosophy of interpretation 

of meaning, draws attention not only froth philosophy of social sciences 

and natural sciences but also from philosophy of art, language and from 

literary criticism. This makes ' hermeneutics' fundainental to all 

hermeneutics. 

In tlae beginning, for many centuries hermeneutics existed as a 

subdiscipline of philosophy. It was developed to answer questions 

regarding the authenticity of biblical texts. Hermeneutics sought the 

aid of philological methods to scrutinize the religious text. By doing 

this, hermeneutics aimed at gaining the 'true meaning' , the undistorted 

message of the document. Because of this hermeneutics came to be viewed 

as mere tool to help solve problems. However, later on, at the turn of 

the eighteenth century philosophical relfections on the hermeneutical 

activity began to question the nature and objectives of historical 

knowledge. 

This brought about a change in the way the texts were analysed. 

Earlier the author or the artists remained comparatively anonymous. But 

with romanticism any work of art was viewed as a purposive system. It 



was a result of the writer 's imagination, ideas, thoughts and emotions. 

A mere analysis of these works-, could not bring out the genuine meaning. 

To do so one had to go beyond the work of art. Hermeneutics, thus had 

to shift its aim at gaining the interpretation of meaning . It had to 

decipher the human imprints on the works. This 'Understanding' the 

meaning of a text/work of art or the deciphering process became the 

focus of hermeneutics. 

In this context a brief review of how 'hermeneutics' had been 

viewed in the course of history is appropriate. One notices six distinct 

(not necessarily mutually exclusive) ways 'hermeneutics' has been defined. 

1. Hermenutics as theory of biblical exegesis. 

2. as philological methodology. 

3. as science of linguistic understanding. 

4. as the methodological foundation for the Geisteswissenschaften. 

5. as phenomenology of Dasein and of existential understanding. 

6. as a system of interpretation. 

One notices in these six different ways of understanding 

hermeneutics a certain historical development from biblical exegesis to 

contemporary literally criticism. 

Hermeneutics as theory of biblical exegesis is probably. the 

earliest usage of the word and can be treated as a starting point for 

the distinction between actual commentary (exegesis) and the rules, 

methods, or theory governing it (hermeneutics) . This distinction "remains 

basic to the definition of hermeneutics both in theology and, when the 

definition is later broadened, in reference to non-biblical Literature".
1 
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In England and America the word came to be specifically 

associated with biblical exegesis. Later on when one came across 

obscure texts, the word was broadened to refer to non-biblical texts. 

This not only expanded the scope of hermeneutics, (as systems of 

interpretation both implicit and explicit) but also modified its 

definition as referring to both biblical as well as non-biblical 

Literature. 

In the eighteenth century, rationalism and classical philology 

made a profound effect on biblical hermeneutics. The 'truths of reason' 

were treated as superior to the ' accidental truths of history' . This made 

the biblical interpreters claim that textual truths were above time and 

history . 

A need was felt to make the bible relevant to the enlightened 

rational man. This was more so, because "the bible does not tell man 

anything true which he would not eventually have recognized through using 

his reason revealed before its time. The task of exegesis, then, was to 

go deeply into the text, using the tools of natural reason, and to find 

those great moral truths intended by the new testament writers but hidden 

within different historical terms. What was needed, they argued, was a 

developed historical understanding which could grasp the spirit (geist) 

behind the work and translate it into terms acceptable to enlightened 

reason" .
2 

Thus the task of interpretation became an historical one. 

With this change, the methods of biblical hermeneutics were 

treated as synonymous with secular theory of interpretation or classical 

philology. Thus the concept of hermeneutics as the general rules of 

philological exegesis slowly replaced our earlier conception of 
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hermeneutics as strictly biblical, 

With Schleirmacher, hermeneutics came to be viewed as the 

science of Linguistic  understanding. He viewed hermeneutics not simply 

as philological hermeneutics but as "general hermeneutics", the 

principles of which served as the foundation for all textual 

interpretation. Hermeneutics for the first time freed itself from the 

bondage of biblical exegesis and classical philology and came to be 

viewed as the study of understanding itself . 

With Dilthey hermeneutics came to be viewed as the methodological  

foundation for the Geisteswissenschaften. He felt that an act of historical 

understanding is necessary if we have to interpret any expression of 

human life. Because of this he formulated a method different from the 

one employed by the scientific world. This act' of historical understanding 

was based "on the personal knowledge of what being human means. What 

was needed in' the human sciences, he believed was another 'Critique' 

of reason that would do for the historical understanding, what Kant' s 

Critique of pure reason had done for the natural science - "a Critique 

of historical reason".
3 

With Heidegger, hermeneutics developed as the phenomenology of 

Dasein and of existential understanding . With him, it ceased to be a 

science or rules of textual interpretation or as a methodology for the 

Geisteswissenschaften. But it referred to his phenomenological explication 

of human existence itself . Heidegger treated 'interpretation' and 

'understanding' as foundational modes of man' s being . So "Heidegger' s 

hermeneutics' of Dasein turns out, especially in so far as it presents an 

ontology of understanding, also to be hermeneutics; his investigation was 
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hermeneutical in content as well as method" .
4 

Due to such an 

understanding hermeneutics came to be connected with the ontological 

dimensions of understanding and with phenomenology . 

Ricoeur turns back to a definition of hermeneutics which listed 

textual exegesis as its central element. He treated the interpretation 

of dreams (psychoanalysis) as an obvious form of hermeneutics . For 

him hermeneutics is a system of interpretation. A dream for Ricoeur is 

a text filled with symbolic images, containing a hidden meaning. 

Hermeneutics, for him ," is a process of deciphering which goes from 

manifest content and meaning to latent or hidden meaning".
5 

Ricoeur makes a distinction between univocal and equivocal 

symbols. Hermeneutics concerns itself with the equivocal symbols. 

Though these symbols may have multiple meaning they have a deeper 

significance which can be brought to light through the process of 

hermeneutics . 

Bultmann dealt with symbols by trying to recover their hidden 

meaning. He and others like him treated the text as means to know. the 

sacred reality. As opossed to this, people like Freud, Marx, and 

Nietsche made us distrust the manifest reality . Symbols for them represent 

false reality which must be shattered. 

This becomes evident in the fact that we try to find hidden 

meaning in dreams, slips of the tongue, etc. The demystifiers made the 

individual undermine their "pious confidence in reality in his own belief 

and motives, each pleaded for a transformation of viewpoint, a new system 

to interpret the manifest contents of our worlds - a new hermeneutics".
6 
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Because of these diverse approaches, Ricoeur felt that it is not 

possible to formulate universal rules for exegesis but what we can have 

is only separate and opposing theories regarding the rules of interpreta-

tion, Ricoeur in his reflective philosophy therefore tried to contain both 

the rationality of doubt and the faith of recollective interpretation so as 

to avoid the problems created by the demythologizers and demystifiers. 

The process of understanding used by hermeneutics differed from 

the one employed by the natural sciences. In a scientific analysis the 

objects are treated as objects 'out there' . They could be explained in an 

objective way without an element of purpose or will. This method, 

however, could not be employed to understand human activity; for man, 

has a purpose in doing any action. These acts which are a result of 

human intention cannot be merely explained but need to be understood. 

This meant that social sciences could never gain the objectivity, the 

precision, which was the hallmark of the natural sciences. 

But how far does this distinction between natural and social 

sciences on basis of explanation and understanding hold good? In 

explanation the individual phenomenon is included under a general rule, 

whereas, in understanding, the individual is always studied in relation 

to the whole to which it belongs. However, understanding is not possible 

without explanation. This is so, because, explanation presupposes under-

standing. However, understanding "does not always presuppose an 

explanation. It is truer to say that understanding is more fundamental 

and that explanation always begins where understanding reaches its limits. 

Where we understand, no explanation is needed. It is only where we do 

not understand, that explanations are required".
7 

It is necessary there-

fore, that every process which acts as a guide to understanding must be 

treated as explanation. 
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On the other hand, it should be noted, that, the process of 

explanation though is of more importance cannot be said to be exclusively 

the domain of scientists, but can also be found in art, religion and 

philosophy. F. Bollnow has rightly pointed out that "Understanding is 

not restricted to the human sciences, or explanation to the natural 

sciences. Both produce explanation where the original understanding has 

broken down" . 8 

Restrictil understanding to social sciences brought about the 

problem of producing consensus of interpretation. This understanding 

which was an art rather than a science proved to be an hurdle for smooth 

scientific progress. For its growth, science needed a communal consensus 

of interpretation. Science was governed by specific, impersonal rules 

which were not acceptable to hermeneutics which dealt with personal/ 

artistic acts. 

The problem of consensus of interpretation, however, proved to be 

a minor one as compared to that of truth. Scientific results were always 

said to be universally acceptable and true. Justification of these results 

was an impersonal, a temporal affair, where personal factors had no role 

to play. 

The same, however, could not be said about the justification of 

interpretation of meaning. Hermeneutics now began to view "understanding" 

11
as residing in a sort of 'spiritual unification' of the writer and reader, 

the actor and his interpreter. Unification, whether achievable or not, 

was bound to start from a specific, always to an extent; unique, 

historical and biographical position. Even if interpreters could find the 

means to neutralize the personal differences between them, they would 
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still remain historically enclosed by the volume and types of experience 

made available to them by tradition. Consensus, therefore would not 

guarantee truth" .
9 

If at all consensws could be gained IL was possible only at a 

particular time in history. Understanding, therefore would always remain 

context-dependent, temporal and context-confined. Because of such a 

nature of understanding, history and understanding could be treated as a 

same process. The act of recapitualating and penetrating the past is 

itself history. The agent has no transcendental ground from where he can 

objectively contemplate the process to which he himself belongs. 

The notion of 'hermeneutical circle' brings out this idea more 

clearly; understanding here means going round in circles. It consists 

of an endless kecapitulation and reassessment of collective memories. 

The theory or philosophy of Interpretation of meaning has given 

rise to a major problem: namely; "How to render accounts of subjectively 

intended meaning objective in the face of the fact that they are mediated 

by the interpreter's own subjectivity"?
10 

This problem of Hermeneutics in 

contemporary discussion gives rise to three clearly distinguishable issues: 

(a) Hermeneutical theory (which focuses on the general theory of interpre- 

tation as the, methodology of human sciences.) (b) Hermeneutical philosophy  

(which asserts that the link between interpreter and the object is pre-

establis hed due to the context of tradition which makes neutrality impossible) 

and (c) Critical hermeneutics (which seeks out the causes of distorted 

understanding and communication which operate underneath normal 

interaction. 

Wilhelm Dilthey's Rise of Hermeneutics made us aware of the 
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possibility and necessity to understand any human expression of our own 

contemporaries. For him, man is a social animal influenced by the society, 

politics and history, and awareness of our history or that of mankind as a 

whole enriched our lives. Only through an intercourse with others we 

become aware of ourselves as individuals and also gain awareness of our 

' specif ic characteristicS'. 

Dilthey beleives that access to other individuals was possible only 

through indirect means. The gestures, the expressions, actions and sounds 

were the only things accessible to us. These signs did not provide any 

insight into the inner life of others. This makes it necessary that we 

reconstruct it and the material needed for such a construction is provided 

by our lives. Our interest. In the life of others triggers the act of 

understanding; which "provides the bridge for reaching the spiritual self 

of the other ... 	It establishes a communion of the human spirit dwelling 

• 

in all of us and addressing us in multifarious forms from all directions".
11 

Hermeneutical theory concerns itself with tracing the emergence of 

hermeneutics which regulates, and thereby improves the "art of under-

standing permanently fixed expressions of life".
12 

Chronologically, associated with the God Hermes who transmitted 

and made intelligible heavenly messages to ordinary mortals, 'hermeneutics' 

was assigned the tasks of (1) "the ascertaining of the exact meaning - 

content of a word, sentence, text, etc., 	(2) the discovery of the 

instructions contained in symbolic forms."
13 

In its early stages, 

hermeneutics, was always employed while discussing the language of the 

text, or to facilitate the exegesis of biblical.literature, and to guide 

jurisdiction. 
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Literary interpretation began with the interpretation and 

criticism of poets like Homer, in the Greek educational system . During 

the renaissance period a methodology was formulated for the interpretation 

of profane texts . The biblical exegesis was the moving force behind 

theological hermeneutics and developed their own rules for interpreting 

their texts . In fact hermeneutics at this stage of development was known 

"as the study of the general principles of biblical interpretation ." 14 

With Ast, Wolf and Schleimacher , hermeneutics took a turn from 

being merely ' specific hermeneutics' of biblical exegesis , to being 

gene ral hermeneutics' whose principles can serve as the foundation for 

all kinds of text interpretations . 

F .D .E . Schleiermacher ' s romanticist hermemeutics was influenced 

by romanticism and transcendental philosophy . Based on these two he 

formulated a form of questioning and conceived a new process of 

understanding . Schleiermacher tried to inject epistemological considerations 

into methodological discussions. His aim was to frame a general hermeneutics 

as the art of understanding . 

The essence of this art is always the same even though the text 

changes . However , there is a unity which lies beneath the differences . 

Since all texts are in language , grammar can be used to know the meaning 

of a sentence . The interaction between the grammatical structure and a 

general idea forms the meaning which we seek . For Schleiermacher "if 

the principles of all understanding of language were formulated , these 

would comprise a general hermeneutics" .
15 

He emphasized the need for a relation between the author ' s 

thoughts or ideas and the unity of an active and organically developing 
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subject . Understanding involves a reexperiencing of the author ' s mental 

processes . The Speaker constructs a sentence and the thought of the 

speaker . Interpretation thus consists of two parts : ' grammatical ' and 

the ' psychological ' . 

The psychological interpretation focusses its attention on what is 

subjective and individual , whereas " grammatical interpretation proceeds 

by locating the assertion according to objective and general laws" .
16 

Schleiermacher developed forty-two canons for the grammatical interpreta-

tion of which the first two are of prime importance . (1) Everything that 

needs a fuller determination in a given text may only be determined in 

reference to the field of language shared by the author and his original 

public and (2) The meaning of every word in a given passage has to be 

determined in reference to its coexistence with words surrounding it" .
17 

This , according to Scheiermacher is a negative boundary setting procedure . 

These canons bring to our notice the emphasis which Schleiermacher 

lays on the linguisticality of understanding and which sets him apart from 

other philosophers . Whereas the rules which Schleiermacher developed for 

psychological interpretation stress around investigating the roots of the 

thoughts from within the totality of the authors or speaker ' s life . 

allows not only for a better understanding of the text but also the inter-

preter can understand the author better than he had understood himself . 

P sychological interpretation needs to make use of a comparative method 

as well as the intuitive or ' divinatory ' method . In this divinatory method , 

the interpreter , in order to °rasp the i ndividuality of the other person , 

directly transforms himself into the other -,erson 

Inspite of the presence o1 LI 	psy-t ' ,gical element in 
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Schleiermacher, with him hermeneutics took a new turn, no longer was it 

viewed as concerning itself with theology, literature or law but was viewed 

as the art of understanding any utterance in language. 

After Schleiermacher, the development of hermeneutics as the art 

of understanding, suffered a great deal. But with historical hermeneutics  

of DiUtley, hermeneutics 	viewed as the foundation for Geisteswissen- 

schaften i.e. "all the humanities and social sciences, all those disciplines 

which interpret expressions of man's inner life, whether the expressions 

be gestures, historical actions, codified law, art works or literature".
18 

Dilthey's aim was to gain objectivity, in methodical reconstructions, 

The Geisteswissenschaften, according to him must begin and end with 

concrete, historical, lived experiences. We should develop our thinking 

out of life itself and even aim our questions towards life. This is because 

"behind life itself our thinking cannot go".
19 

Dilthey's struggle to 

provide an epistemological foundation for Geisteswissenchaften, results in 

the coniunctiontof two diverse, conflicting views namely the Anglo French 

empirical realism and positivism and German idealism and life philosophy. 

Both these views tried to give a proper way to study man. The content 

of Geisteswissenschaften consists of three classes of statements: (a) "those 

referring to reality as it is given in perception"; (b)" those developing 

constant elements apparent in reality constituting its theoretical component' *, 

and (c) "those expressing value-judgements and prescribing rule-governed, 

practical action".
20 

If one has to understand Dilthey's hermeneutics then one has to 

understand (1) Dilthey's view of history and (2) his life-philosophical 

orientation. 
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In contrast to the reductionist and the mechanistic perspective of 

the natural sciences, Dilthey tried to formulate a methodology appropriate 

to the social sciences. And to do so, he focussed on understanding man' s 

social and artistic expressions. The task of finding the basis for such 

- 

a methodology was seen as (1) an epistemological problem, (2) a matter 

of deepening our conception of historical consciousness (3) a need to 

2I 
understand expressions from out of 'life itself ' . 	He also felt it 

necessary to make a distinction between the approach of natural science 

and social science. 

Understanding is necessary for any study of man. What is the 

nature of this understanding is for Dilthey an epistemological problem and 

hot a metaphysical one. As a conterpart to Kant' s critique of pure 

reason which laid the epistemological foundations for natural sciences, 

Dilthey wrote '  critique of historical reason' to provide epistemological 

foundations for human studies. This did not mean that he was totally 

rejecting Kantian categories. But rather he felt that Kant was neglecting 

two important components of man' s existence: - The desire for action and 

feeling . Kant paid little attention to these two components and considered 

them in isolation from other factors of mental life. This made it impossible 

to understand the inner life of man. 

Dilthey stressed on historically-oriented understanding 'of man whit', 

consists of recovering a consciousness of the historicality . For him man 

can understand himself only through history . While Kant's approach was 

a-historical, Hegel' s approach stressed historicity of thought. For a 

proper understanding of man, it was necessary to consider the thoughts 

in relation to space and time which have a considerable influence on the 

principle on which thoughts are based. 
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In Dilthey we find a synthesis of Kant's aversion to metaphysical 

reasoning and Hegel's love for history. Only through history do we know 

curselves. As Palmer puts it: "We experience life not in the mechanical 

categories of "power" but iv, complex, individual moments of "meaning", 

of direct experience of life as totality and in loving grasp of the parti-

cular. These units of meaning require the context of the past and the 

horizon of the future expectations; they are intrinsically temporal and 

finite, and they are to be understood in terms of these dimensions - that 

is, historically" .
22 

Dilthey attempted a synthesis between the tenets of philosophy of 

life and that of science to provide a epistemological foundation for 

Geisteswissenschaften. Dilthey maintained that we think, perceive or 

understand "life" in terms of our historical background, i.e. "in terms of 

our feelings, moral demands and imperatives. The obvious need is to 

return to the meaningful unities present in lived experiences".
23 

This 

does not mean that we return to some psychic energy or to some meta-

physical ground. Rather, Dilthey views life in terms of meaning, as a 

' human experience known from within' . 

Dilthey' s refusal to treat the world as an appearance reflected 

his aversion to metaphysics. This becomes very much apparent in his 

statement: behind Life thinking cannot go. The categories of .life can be 

found in our lived experiences and not in some transcendental phenomena. 

Like Hegel, Dilthey treats life as a historical reality, however, unlike 

Hegel, Dilthey does not treat history as an absolute goal, but rather as 

a manifestation of life. Life, in human experience, can never be an 

absolute. The relative nature of life allows. it to express itself in 

different forms. 
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Dilthey tried to overcome the schism between logic and life by 

connecting GeistewissenscWten 	with systematic philosophy. He tried to 

combine theory with practice by widening the concept of science. This he 

did with the hope of deriving generally valid knowledge from inner 

experiences of man as well as from appearances. Understanding of man 

has to be based on the categories of life, which are the structural forms 

of 'life itself ' . These categories of life differ vastly from those categories 

used by natural sciences. 

Dilthey makes a distinction between natural science and human 

studies. Natural sciences deal with facts which are presented to us in 

this world but human studies deal with meaningful facts which throw 

light on the inner experiences. And hence the methods which natural 

sciences employ to study phenomena cannot be employed by human studies. 

The process of mental transfer allow the human studies to understand the 

inner expressions of another individual. 

We are in a position to understand another man because there is 

a close affinity between the facts of our mental life and those of others. 

This becomes clear in Dilthey's assertion that "real transposition can take 

place (when man understands man), because affinity and universality of 

thought ... can image forth and form a socio-historical world, the inner 

events and processes in man can be distinguished from those of animals".
2 

Only from such a transposition can we construct and experience the 'fulle3 

inner world' of another individual. We can penetrate this world only 

through interpretation i.e. by deciphering the imprints of man on phenoml 

This does not mean that human studies do not make use of the 

objects of natural science. They do make use of these objects but these 
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objects always refer to the inner experiences of man. These physical facts 

are important for human studies because they affect human behaviour and 

human purpose; thus the context of relationship within which the perceived 

object is understood differs. For Dilthey, natural sciences proceed without 

any reference to human experiences whereas human studies cannot proceed 

without any reference to the man's inner experiences. Thus, for Dilthey 

the difference in context is largely responsible for the difference in the 

two sciences. The human sciences can use facts in relation to man's 

inner processes, whereas if natural sciences use mental facts, then they 

cease to be natural sciences. In fact, Dilthey emphasizes the "importance 

of locatin3 psychological and social phenomena within a context " - which 

according to Bleicher, "provides them with their resonating richness and 

significance" .
25 

Another difference between natural sciences and human sciences is 

that natural sciences explain nature while human sciences understemi 

expressions of life. The interests of the human sciences in the individual 

expressions of inner life distinguishes itself from the attitudes and 

procedures of the natural sciences and hence the human studies must have 

its own methodology of understanding that will transcend the obsessions 

of the natural sciences to reduce everything to the realm of science. And 

will further help the human science to "return to the fullness of life, of 

human experience".
26 

The distinction, however, was not acceptable even to some of his 

strong supporters like George Misch, who observed that it is desirable to 

have a reconciliation between the two approaches, while Bollnow felt that, 

understanding and explanations cannot be restricted to human sciences 

and natural sciences respectively; but rather in the acquisition of 
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knowledge, understanding and explanations are involved in varying 

degrees. If the objects of science are available to us through a process 

based on the relationship between experience-expression and understanding 

then even the sciences can belong to human studies. 

In Dilthey's life-philosophy the three terms experience, expression 

and understanding have their own distinct meanings. Experience, for 

Dilthey is an act, of which we are not conscious, but we live in and 

through experience. It is an attitude which we take towards life. 

Experience cannot perceive itself, neither is it a datum of our consciousness 

for to be such it would gain the status of an object. Hence, for Dilthey 

"experience exists before the subject-object separation, which separation 

is itself a model used by reflexive thought. Experience is, in fact, not 

distinguished from perceiving or apprehending itself. Erlebnis represents 

that direct contact with life which we may call immediate lived 

experiences'
,

.
27 

He views experience as a realm in which the world and our 

experience of it are given together. It is absurd to separate our feelings 

and sensations, he says, from the total context of relationship held 

together in the' unity of experience. Experience is not static, as it 

contains the past, the present and the future. The temporal (historical) 

nature of experience, makes it inevitable that we understand this 

experience with the aid of temporal (historical) categories of thought. 

This assertion is of great importance in Dilthey's hermeneutics. Dilthey 

does not restrict historicality only to the past but widens it to include 

the present and the future. To understand the present, the structural 

unity of the past and the future is necessary. 
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An expression, for Dilthey, "is not primarily an embodiment of 

one person's feeling but rather an "expression of life"; an 'expression' 

can refer to an idea, a 	a social form, language - anything that 

reflects the imprint of the inner life on man. It is not primarily a 

symbol of feeling".
28 

Dilthey's 'Expressions of life' are the necessary 

components of all human sciences. 	This renders human studies 

intrinsically hermeneutical. Geisteswissenschaften, according to Dilthey, 

should concern themselves with everything in which the spirit of man has 

objectified itself. 

Dilthey classifies man's inner experience in three major categories: 

Ideas, actions and expression of lived experience. Ideas are independent 

of the space, time, person; they are 'mere thought contents' and can be 

communicated easily. Concepts, judgements, etc. fall into this category. 

All actions have a goal, and this makes it difficult to interpret them. 

Determining the factors that are at work in deciding an act is also a 

difficult task. "Expression of lived experience" includes spontaneous 

gestures, exclamations, etc. They are the expressions of our inner life. 

It is here that our inner experiences come to fullest expression. 

Along with gestures and signs a piece of art work is also included 

in expressions of lived experiences, by Dilthey. Our gestures may be 

faked, but a piece of art work is an experience itself which cannot be 

faked. This makes the works of art the most reliable object of human 

studies. According to Dilthey, the literary works have the greatest 

ability to disclose the inner Iiic of man. It may be recalled that for 

Dilthey, "a literary document in particular is expressive of the articulate( 

and interpreted experience of a single, unique individual".
29 

Because of 

the fixed, and unchanging nature of a literary work, there arose a theor 
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which dealt with interpreting texts, i.e. hermeneutics. "The principles 

of hermeneutics, Dilthey asserted, can light the way to a general theory 

of understanding, for "above all ... the grasping of the structure of the 

inner life is ,based on the interpretation of works, works in which the 

texttane of inner life comes fully to expression".
30 

Understanding for Dilthey, is a process in which the mind grasps 

the mind of another individual. In other words, we explain the nature 

around us but we cannot explain man; rather we understand man. 

Explanation is a purely intellectual process whereas understanding involves 

combined activity of all mental powers. Dilthey's 'Understanding' , is a 

"mental process by which we comprehend living human experience. It is 

the act which constitutes our best contact with life itself . Like lived 

experience (erlebnis) understanding has a fullness that escapes rational 

theorizing" .
31 

It is by this, we reexperience and reconstruct the world 

and accomplish a prereflexive transposition of oneself in the other person. 

In doing so Dilthey believes,we rediscover ourselves in another individual. 

The concept of historicality along with that of expression and 

unity of life is of prime importance in Dilthey's hermeneutics. Histori-

cality in Dilthey, has two meanings; and the same can be understood 

from two 'definitions' of man he proposes: (1) "What man is only history 

can tell" and (2) 1Vlan's nature is not a fixed essence".
32 

Dilthey 

believed if man has to understand himself then he has to do so through 

the objectifications of life. Man understands himself only through the 

living experience which have their roots in his own inner being. For 

achieving Self understanding man has to "take a hermeneutical detour 

through fixed expressions dating back over the past. Dependent on 

history, it is essentially and necessarily historical".
33 
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Secondly, man, according to Dilthey, has not yet determined 

what he is. He relies on his historical decisions, to decide what he 

will be. As Dilthey puts it: "man is continually taking possession of 

the formed expressions which constitute his heritage, he becomes 

creatively historical" .
34 

Dilthey claims that man' s nature is totally dependent on history, 

as what he is and what he will be is determined by history. History 

consists of various world views but we have no fixed standards of 

judgement to decide which world view is better than others. 

Meaning is another crucial term in Dilthey's hermeneutics. 

The whole, according to Dilthey can be defined with reference to its 

parts, and the parts can be understood with reference to a whole. 

Dilthey defines meaning as "what understanding grasps in the essential 

reciprocal interaction of the whole and the parts".
35 

Dilthey believes 

that the type of relationship which exists between a part and a whole, 

also exists between the part, and the whole of human life. We can make 

' sense' of the meaning of the whole which in turn is dependent on its 

individual parts. Further meaning for Dilthey depends on history. He 

says, "it is a relationship of whole to parts seen by us from a given 

stand point, at a given time, for a given combination of parts. It is 

not something above or outside history but a part of the hermeneutical 

circle always hiStorically defined".
36 

It is true that meaning always depends on the context, and as 

the context and the perspective from which we view the events change, 

the meaning also changes. The way in which we interpret a text or a 

play, is influenced by the situations in which the interpreter lives. 
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A meaning, for Dilthey, is not something which 'hangs in air' nor 

is it self-contained. Instead, "it is the non objective something that we 

partially objectify in rendering a meaning explicit".
37 

It helps us to 

grasp life, which is a lived expereince. However, meaning is not 

subjective "but a perception of a real relationship within a nexus prior 

to the subject-object seperation in thought".
38 

The interactions between 

the objective. mind and the individual within a hermeneutical circle is 

labelled as meaning. 

Understanding, for Dilthey has no beginning, as- every part is 

presupposed ip another. .Every act of understanding has a context. 

Understanding in Geisteswissenschaften, takes as its context the lived 

experience. 	Any interpretive approach which neglects the historicality 

of these lived experiences may be called as objective. 

Inspite of Dilthey's claim to overcome scientism, and to free 

human science from the reductionist tendencies of natural sciences, the 

objectivist remnants of historical school are very much present in Dilthey's 

hermeneutics. In fact, he claimed to provide objectivity to 

Geisteswissenschaften. His critique of historical reason was a result of 

an effort to provide universal foundational discipline for the cultural 

sciences as Kant's first 'critique' was for the newtonian physics. 

Dilthey strove to formulate a methodology for gaining 'objectively 

valid' interpretation of the expressions of inner life. At the Same time, 

he protested against the tendency of the human sciences to use the 

methodology Of the natural sciences. Hence in Dilthey, we sense the 

romanticist desire for immediacy and totality which stands in sharp cont 

with his main aim of seeking objectively valid data. he wanted to prol 
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to the human sciences, the objectivity, certainity, the generality 

cola Con5 	 (Avva y; _txpt...c;tly present in the natural 

sciences. For this purpose he focussed his attention on interpreting 

fixed, unchanging objects. This relatively unchanging nature of object 

itself provided him the grounds to argue for the possibility of objectively 

valid knowledge. 

Inspite of his efforts to overcome scientific conception and 

historicism, it is possible to see the extent of their influence on his 

conception on human studies. His quest for objectively valid knowledge 

was "itself an expression of the scientific ideal of clear clean da.ta . And 

this imperceptibility guided his thinking towards the atemporal, spati alized 

metaphors and image of mental life compatible with scientific thinking". 39 

Even Dilthey's selection of the non-scientific categories is governed by his 

aim of gaining "objectively" valid knowledge. Gadamer and Habetmas 

pointed out that Dilthey was never able to overcome the scientific territory. 

Gadamer regards Dilthey' s attempts to base human sciences 

(Geisteswissenschart ern) on hermeneutics and independent of natural sciences, 

as misleading. Scientific knowledge which involves 'breaking the 

connection with life, getting away from one' s own history' is nothing but 

confirming to the methodological ideal of natural sciences.
40 

Gadamer argued that Dilthey viewed 'expressions of life' as 

objectifications of life; and that one can have objective knowledge of these 

objectifications. The methodology of natural sciences faced critical attack 

from Dilthey, but Dilthey at the same time strove to achieve 'objective 

knowledge' in historical studies. 

It is here that Gadamer points out to Dilthey s inability to get 
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rid of the ideal of objectivity held by the historical school aginst 

which Dilthey levelled most of his criticism. The aim of hermeneutics, 

according to Gadamer should not be of formulating rules for objectively 

valici knowledge but lo conceive understanding itself as comprehensively 

as possible. Gaciamer argues that objectively valid knowledge suggests 

a "stand point above history from which history itself can be looked 

upon. Such a stand point is not available to man. Finite, historical 

man always sees and understands from his stand point in time and place, 

he cannot, says Gadamer, stand above the relativity of history and procure 

"objectively valid knowledge".
41 

Dilthey focussed his attention on two concepts: 'given' (the 

ultimate unit of experience) and 'reliving' (equivalent to observation). 

Habermas argues that both "these fulfil on the empirical level the 

criterion for a copy theory of truth, they gaurantee, it seems, the 

reproduction of something immediate, within an isolated consciousness that 

is free of any subjective element".
42 

Hence, Habermas claims Dilthey 

failed to transcend the objectivity and scientism in establishing human 

sciences as non-scientific. His desire for objective knowledge is a mere 

reflection of Scientific ideals. Habermas also observed that Dilthey's 

conception of philosophy of life allowed him to transport the ideal of 

objectivity of natural sciences to the human sciences. 

Further Dilthey's conception of historical objectivations as 'given' 

could be made meaningful with the help of hermeneutical technique. By 

doing so he failed to establish the relation between interpreter and text 

as that of subject - subject and it lapsed into the familiar subject-object 

relationship so common to the natural sciences. 
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Though Dilthey rejected metaphysics, his conception of 'life' 

seems very much similar to Hegel's 'objective spirit' . Inspite of the 

fact that his metascience remained within scientific limits and a number 

of other lacunae in Diltheyl s views he renewed the project of a general 

hermeneutics and advanced it considerably. 

Emilio Betti, following Dilthey's footsteps, argues for a 

comprehensive general hermeneutics for the Geisteswissenschaften. His 

aim was to provide a general theory of how objectivations of human 

experience can be interpreted. He argued for the autonomy of the 

object and the interpreter, and the possibility of historical 

objectivity in making valid interpretations. Gadamer and Heidegger, 

according to I3etti were destructive critics of objectivity. 

Like Dilthey, Betti accepted without reservation that knowledge 

is not a passive mirror of reality. Its objects are determined by the 

way we comprehend them. For Betti our interpretative activity begins 

when we encounter perceivable forms, "through which an other mind, that 

has objectivated itself in them addresses our understanding; it is the 

purpose of interpretation to understand the meaning of these forms to find 

out the message they wish to transmit to us".
43 

Interpretation is 

therefore, an activity which tries to reach at understanding. 

Betti like Gadamer, did not wish to provide us with a more 

accura,te account of truth, neither like Heidegger did he wish to present 

us with a deeper understanding of the nature of being. He merely wished 

to distinguish between the different types of interpretations in human 

disciplines. 
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Betti criticized the German tradition f or being preoccupied with the 

phenomenon of Sinngebung (Understanding), so as to equate it with inter-

pretation. He therefore sets before himself the task of making a clear 

differentiation between Auslegung (explication) and Sinngebung . Sinngebung  

was for Betti a function of the interpreter, whereby he confers meaning 

on the object, whereas Auslegung dealt with objective interpretation and 

was the only valid form of interpretation. Yet another form of under- 

standing to which Betti refers is that of Deutung (speculative interpretation) 

which "remained dependent on intuition and the inter nal coherence of an 

apriori established system".
44 

Though his attention centred primarily around the nature of objective 

interpretation he did not neglect the subjective aspect. He merely pointed out 

that inspite of the subjective element in interpretation, the object still remain( 

the object and hence, it can be interpreted objectively. The autonomy of the 

objectivations of mind' makes objectivity possible. However, this objectivity 

cannot be called absolute objectivity owing to the distance between the speech 

and its addresses. Realative objectivity, therefore, replaced complete objectivity 

The relation between interpreter and the author allows possibility 

of communication but at the same time, it constitutes and obvious problem 

of the objectivity of the results of interpretation. Betti engages his 

energies in a task of reconciling ' objectivity of understanding' and 

' subjective conditions' . For a proper understanding, the interpreter 

needs to engage his whole sensibility . 

Betti lists ' metatheoretical conditions' for the process of 

interpretation, these include, the interpreter' s interest in understanding, 

his open-mindedness, attentiveness and self-effacement. To allow a prop( 
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understanding of the 'other' , a few obstacles which come in the way need 

to be removed. Among these obstacles are: (a) The interpreter's conscious 

or unconscious resentment towards the ideas of others, which deviate from 

the commonly held ideas. Such resentment on the part of the interpreter 

leads to (b) the 'denigration and distortion' of the author's ideas; 

(c) "the attitude of self-righteousness which sees issues in terms of black 

and white and is unaware of the dialectic between good and bad; (d) the 

conformism towards dominant conceptions and the pharisaic acceptance of 

'conventional bias' in judging others".
45 

Also (e) our lack of interest 

in the other cultures influences the way in which we take part in 

discussion. 

Once these barriers are removed, correct understanding is ensured. — 

However, even though the highest subjectivity of the interpreter is a pre-

condition for understanding, interpretation is not to be confused with 

self-understanding and speculation. 

Betti's defense of objectivity is illustrated in his formulation of tile 
four hermeneutical cannons: 

a) The canon of the hermeneutical autonomy of the object and the 
immanence of the hermeneutical standard. 

b) The canon of totality and coherence of hermeneutical evaluation. 
c) The canon of the" actuality of understanding. 
d) The canon of the harmonization of understanding hermeneutical 

correspondence and agreement. 

Out of these four canons, the first two refer to the obiect, wherea6 

the remaining two refer to the subject of interpretation. The canon of  

hermeneutical autonomy of the object and the immanence of the hermeneutica 

standard deals with affirming the essential autonomy of the object. The 

meaning-full forms as the interpretative object are essentially objectivation 

of mind and manifestations of the author's thought content. It is there-

fore, necessary that they have to be understood with reference to the auth 
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mind, objectivated in them. 

In order to accomplish this objective, the "observer must be 

translated into a foreign subjectivity and through an inversion of the 

creative process, get back to the idea or interpretation which is embodied 

in the object".
46 

The idea of objectivity which does not involve the 

interpreter's subjectivity is therefore absurd. At the same time if the 

interpreter is not able to penetrate the otherness of the object then he 

ends up in projecting his own subjectivity on the object of interpretation. 

This has to be avoided. Hence, according to Betti, it is essential to 

affirm the autonomy of the object. 

The canon of totality 	coherence ot hermeneutical evaluation, 

refers to the context of meaning or the whole within which individual parts 

are interpreted. This is so because "there is a relationship of coherence 

between individual parts of the speech because of the overarching totality 

of meaning built up for the individual parts".
4-7 

The relation of elements, 

within themselves and to the whole allows for the elucidation of meaning-

full forms in the relationship between the whole and its parts. 

In the romanticist tradition, Schleirmacher stressed the importance 

of the relationship between the part and the whole or the 'totality' . 

There exists, according to him, an interrelation between the unity of the 

whole and the individual elements of a "work" to be interpreted. This 

relation between the two allows for an interpretation (of the work) to 

take place in such a way, that explanation can be achieved either by 

refering to the unity of the individual parts or to the meaning which each 

part acquires in relation to the whole. It is, possible therefore, to arrive 

at the meaning of the whole, from its individual elements and an individual 



part can be understood with reference to its whole. 

The above two canons deal with the objectivity of the meaning, 

whereas the remaining two correspond to the subjectivity of meaning. 

the canon of the actuality of meaning,  Betti acknowledges the topicality 

of meaning, (actuality of meaning) that is "the relatedness to the inter-

preter's own stance and interests in the present, which is involved in 

every understanding" .
48 An interpreter, while interpreting an event will 

be influenced by his own experience and understanding. Understanding 

is therefore, not a passive but a reconstructive process which involves 

the interpreter's own experience of the world. 

It is impossible therefore, for the interpreter to get rid of his 

subjectivity. Spedally in case of historical interpretation, it would be 

naive to assume, "that the task of the historian would be exhausted by a 

mere reporting of what is contained by his sources and to assume that the 

only true history is that contained in these sources".
49 

When we 

experience something new it becomes a part of our mental world and 

influences our further experiences of the world. 

If it is said that only mind can have access to another mind, 

then, only those minds which are of equal stature can understand each 

other . For proper understanding to take place tile interpreter should 

have actual interest and open-mindedness which allows him to undertake 

his investigations without biases and prejudices. Such an openmindedness 

forms a necessary part of the fourth canon of interpretation. According 

to the  canon of the harmonization of understanding-hermeneutical corres-

pondence and agreement, which is also called canon of meaning adequacy, 

1,71` 
11-- 1 

"the interpreter should strive to bring his own lively actuality in the 
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closest harmony with the stimulation that he receives from the object in 

such a way that the one and the other resonate in a harmonious way".
50 

This element of the correspondence to the meaning makes itself 

apparent in historical interpretation. The individuality, as it finds 

itself expressed in an historical personality, should be in conformity with 

the personality of the interpreter. If this personality shows a unity in 

regard of the kind and degree to which the content of the given object-

ivations of mind are united, then "it is precisely the congenial affinity 

with such a kind and degree of synthesis that presents the historian with 

one of the conditions for the inner constructions of a personality".
51 

Betti did not concern himself with the ontological dimension of 

understanding, rather he set himself a twofold task: First, understanding 

what understanding is. And this he believed is possible if one enquires 

into the process of interpretation.. Secondly, he tried to propose a 

methodology for objective interpretations of 'objectivations of mind' . By 

this method, he attempted to exclude the 'objective intrusions' from the 

process of interpretation. And to understand the above, first and fore-

most, one has to enquire into the complex scenario what he calls 

'interpretation' and the types that are given rise to. 

There is a clear linkage between ' theoretical moments' within the 

process of interpretation and the resultant types of interpretations. Betti 

observes four different moments - the philological, the critical, the 

psychological and the techno-morphological. The philological moment which 

consists of "reconstruction of the grammatical and logical coherence of 

spoken or written speech"
52 

allows us to understand permanently fixed 

symbols. The critical moment is an enquiry into incongruencies, illogical 

statements or gaps in the line of arguments in a partic'ular text. This 



allows us to distinguish between original and authentic elements from the 

later additions to the text. The psychological moment consists in under-

standing from the author' s personal perspective, taking into account his 

psycho-intellectual position. The technical-morphological moment "aims 

at understanding the meaning-content of the objective mental world in 

relation to its particular logic and, formative principle". 53 

Betti recognised three types of interpretations - recognitive, 

reproductive and normative. Recognitive interpretation consists of 

reconstruction or restoration of the factual or intended meaning which is 

achieved by philogical and historical reconstruction. Philological 

reconstruction of the text, according to Betti takes into account two 

moments: the totality of language (grammatical perspective) and author' s 

personal development (psychological perspective). Interpretation of symbols 

and myth poses a special challenge to I3etti, who does not accept the 

naturalistic approach of placing symbols within a causal context and 

regarding them as "deceptions masking an underlying intention which the 

author is himself not aware of".
54 

Instead, Betti believes that the author, very well knows the 

5. 	5 
meaning of the symbol and allows an excess meaning 	transcending its 

existence in appearance. Betti also rejects the 'reductionist' approach 

of Bultrnann' s demythologization of the Bible. 

Betti applies reconstructive exercise to historical phenomena as 

well. The aim of such interpretations, according to Betti, is not to bring 

to life historical epochs but to correct our limited and questionable 

conception of these epochs. The difference between the philological and 

historical approaches lies in the fact that the historian has to consider 
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the context in which a text was produced. This is an important aspect 

of historical interpretation as it is often the case that there is a difference 

between what was intended and what actually came to pass. Betti 

recognises an important element of this type of interpretation, namely, the 

possibility on the part of the interpreter to "understand the author better 

than he had understood himself".
56 

To understand what Betti calls the 'technical-morphological 

interpretation' , an attempt to define it negatively is more appropriate. 

Betti does not accept a naturalist (or materialist) approach to intellectual 

history. He, therefore, rejects psychologistic approach to social phenomenon 

claiming that only a limited part of our actions are conscious ones. 

Instead, he proposes a methodological device, namely a complementary 

technical-morphological interpretation - to understand the problems arising 

from such variety of phenomena extending from religion to social structures. 

The method of problemgeschichte consists of "investigation of the 

genesis, continuance and solution of the problem arising out of the form 

that has been given to issues of meaning and value". 57 
This mode of 

interpretation retains the historical specificity of the phenomena. Further, 

since it contains both the anthropomorphic and materialistic moments with-

out one being reduced to the other, the technical morphological inter-

pretive method differs from "that of other objectivations of mind, (e.g. 

works of art) since the subject matter consists here not of fixed object 

but of rules which are objectivated in norms and mostly transmitted 

orally" .
58 

The nature of understanding, according to Betti is reproductive. 

It translates into its own language, the objectivations of mind, with the 



help of an actuality that is similar to one that we encounter in meaning-

full forms. Hermeneutical understanding of linguistic or musical creations 

adds another dimension to reproductive understanding. The target of such 

hermeneutically trained understanding is an audience (potential or actual) 

to whom it 'renders understandable' , what is. 

The interpreter has to remain faithful to the author in interpreting 

any work. In bringing the author's intentions to the fore, the interpreter 

has to surrender himself . The difficult task in such interpretations is to 

bring to full. expression what the author may have left out (intentionally 

or otherwise). Reproductive interpretation thus suffers from the possibility 

of lapsing into speculative interpretations. 

While translating a text, the 'interpreter' engages himself in the 

task of transposing one context of meaning into aonther. Rather he 

re-creates the work. It is possible that while doing so, his prejudices 

and other conditions can influence the interpretative process and subject-

ive elements may enter into it. The interpreter has to check himself 

again and again to keep out this subjective element and should try to 

fulfill the real inentions of the author. The interpretative task here is 

to make apparent the author's intentions, while keeping out the subject-

ivity and arbitrariness. 

Normative interpretation usually occurs in the field of theology 

or jurisdiction. Both these disciplines have a tendency to borrow from 

the meaning-context, (like the Bible or the legal codes) the norms or 

guidelines for the present activity. In case of jurisdiction, action has 

to occur within a "framework of given direction and becomes acute in 

cases which are not directly covered by written laws; interpretation with 



r 

a normative intention is thus called upon here and takes the form of, 

for example, an anology judgement" .
59 

On the other hand biblical 

interpretation has to fulfill an additional condition. It has tri be-gin from 

a belief (or dogmatic position) which becomes apparent through correct 

interpretations. 

Betti views interpretation as a means towards understanding. The 

aim of objectilve interpretation was to bring about a re-appropriation of 

objective mind by another subject. It is necessary that to bring about 

an objective interpretation, the interpreter enters into a subject-object 

relationship with the object of his interpretation, which usually is an 

expression of another subject. 

Objectivity (or rather relative objectivity) is possible in the results 

of interpretation. The objectivations of mind have an autonomous character, 

which makes possible this objectivity . However, this objectivity can only 

be relative (and never absolute) owing to the distance between the speech 

and its addreSsee. 

An interpretative act for Betti, is a triadic process, "in which 

meaningful-forms mediate between the mind objectivated in them and the 

mind of the interpreter . These forms confront the interpreter as something 

60 other" 	l'he object in this type of interpretation is an objectivation of 

mind. The ideas and intentions in these 'objectivations of mind' are 

reconstructed by the interpreter and transposed into another subjectivity. 

This is what differentiates Betti' s interpretative process from any other 

process of cognition. 

Language plays a crucial role in bringing about elementary 

understanding. The written or spoken speech of ,the subject, appeals us 
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to understand it. In answer to this appeal by making use of our own 

categories of thought the interpreter reconstructs the intentions of the 

author. The crucial point that separates Betti from Gaciamer and Bultmann 

on the one hand and DiUtley on the other, is the distinction between 

cognitive heruneneutic and normative hermeneutic. 
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CHAPTER II 

FOUNDATIONS OF PHILOSOPHY OF HERMENEUTICS 

In the last chapter we have seen how the proponents of 

herrn eneutical theory feared the intrusion of subjective elem ents into 

objective interpretation. As opposed to herrn eneutical theory 

herrn eneutical philosophy did not aim to provide an objectiv e base 

for understanding . Instead, it asserted that the interpreter w hen 

interpreting an object already has some pre-understanding of that 

object w hich makes neutrality im possible. H ermeneutical p hilosop hy 

concerned itself with the interpretation of the Desein in its tem porality 

and historical ity . Here the attention shifts from the objective 

interpretation to a transcendental analysis of understanding from the 

view point of active ex istence. H erm eneutical philosophy , thus 

indicates a new way of being . 

Rudolf Bultm ann ' s theological herm eneutics uses H eidegger 's 

hermeneutic philosophy to carry out. the deepening of Desein s  

methodological analysis. 

Bultmann was concerned with the dialectic problem betw een 

the ex istential understanding of the interpreter and the m ythOlogical 

language in w hich kerygm a ( the message about the advent of God 

in Jesus C hrist) found ex pression in the New Testament. T he 

hermeneutic circle w hich was much apparent in Heidegger s p hilosop hy 

resurfaces here in the sense that the interpreter, in order to 



understand, has to be a believer, and understanding the message 

is necessary for acquiring beliefs. 

Heidegger provided the philosophical foundation for Bultmands 

existential theology. Bultmann believed that the message of the holy 

texts lies in their existential appeal. The way the scriptures were 

written was greatly influenced by the thoughts and ideas of the times 

in which they were written. They were an expression of world view 

prevalent during that period. With the advent of science these age 

old beliefs and conceptions enshrined in the mythological view of 

the world were questioned. The cosmological-eschatological explanation 

of nature no longer appealed to modern man. The task of the 

contemporary theology/ therefore, is to "penetrate via interpretation 

this mythological shell in order to pass through what is merely said, 

to what is actually meant - the existential core of the text. 

Theological interpretation, as Bultmann once put it, distinguishes 

what is said from what is meant and measurers the former by the 

1 
latter" . Bultmann's demythologization of the New Testament is an 

effort in this direction. 

Bultmann's exercise was a preface to a long-standing 

debate regarding the validity of the written biblical word. Since 

the bible came to us from a world totally different from the one 

in which we live, the stories, the fables, -contained in the biblical 

texts were distant in time, space and language. How do the people 

of the modern world understand these issues ? It is therefore 

important that our understanding and the understanding of the text 

must somehow merge. It 6ecame necessary therefore that ''mediated 
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riot only through language but through history (a time gap of two thousand 

years), the New Testament must come to speak 'in the words tht are of 

our world, our medium of seeing what is"
2

. 

The modern world is in conflict with the world view of the New 

Testament and this issue derives major attention from Bultmann. The New 

Testament, according to Bultmann moves in the direction of a new self-

understanding. This understanding is what Bultmann terms as 'authentic'. 

Bultmann uses hermeneutics as an exegetical method to demythologize the 

biblical text and to overcome the exegetical problem. By demythologization, 

Bultmann specifies a hermeneutical process which inquires after the real 

content of mythical assetions or texts"
3
. This definition presupposes 

a certain understanding of reality. Natural sciences understand reality 

as it is given to us through its objective representations. Human being 

can control' this reality. This perception of reality "is demythologizing 

as such in so far as it rules out the effects of the supernatural described 

in myths, be it the effects of powers which start natural processes and 

preserve them, or of powers which interrupt natural processes"
4

. 

This reality according to Bultmann projects itself in two aspects 

coorresponding to man's two potentialities, that is authentic and inauthentil 

existence. 	In inauthentic existence, man understands himself in the 

world around him, whereas in authentic existence, he makes an attempt 

to understand himself in the unavailable future. 	However, these two 

self-understandings do not exist without one another. 	Man is a physical 

being whose authentic life is carried out in responsible decisions, 

which are "only made in concrete situations in which 

physical life is also at stake. The decision whereby man chooses 



himself, his authentic existence, is always simultaneously the decision 

for a potential physical life. Responsibility for oneself is always 

simultaneously responsibility for the world and its history. On 

account of his responsibility, man needs an objectifying view 

of the world into which he is placed as his available 'Working 

World'. For that reason, there is repeatedly the temptation or 

. 	5 seduction to view the 'Working World' as authentic reality" . 

Thus, for an existential interpretation of history, the objectifying 

study of the historical past is a necessity., For Bultmann, there 

is a fundamental difference between the natural sciences and the 

disciplines of history. While NaLural sciences try to eliminate  

myths, the discipline of history interprets  it. 

Myths, for Bultmann refer to a reality which lies 

beyond objectifiable, observable and controllable reality. Human 

being has to acknowledge the presence of this reality. This 

is because, when man finds himself in a situation which he cannot 

control, he is confronted with the fact that he is not the master 

of his own life. 

Demyth ologization however is not to be confused with 

the task of eliminating myths as meaningless, but to interpret 

it and bring out its original, authentic but hidden meaning. 

Mythical symbols are to be treated as a window to the sacred. 

Demytholcgization, thus tries to bring to light the authentic reality 

of man. Mythological thought as against demytholcgization treats 

the "otherworldly as innerworldly in so far as it, at odds with 

its authentic intention, imagines the transcendent as spatially 

distant and its power as quantitatively greater than human 

67 



Ga 

. 	6 
capabilities" . 

Bultm ann felt that, rather than understanding theory 

per se, hermeneutics as a p hilosophy should guide ex egesis. 

T he herrn eneutical problem thoug h alw ay s related to ex egesis 

is not to be restricted to theology but should be viewed as a 

resident of all tex ts. T his is because the same conditions of 

understanding w hich are applicable to the Bible are also applicable 

to other books. T he herrn eneutical task therefore, is to understand 

the historical docum ents delivered by tradition. 

In interpreting any document Bultmann argues that we 

consider the "vital ex istential relationship w hich both the author 

and the interpreter share with respect to the m atter at hand 

ex pressed in the tex t" 
7

. W hen an interpreter attempts to under-

stand the tex t he approaches it as a questioner; this is because 

the structure of our ex istence itself is questionable. M an, for 

Bultm ann ex ists essential ly as a question about him self and cannot 

him self answ er, the question he is in his ex istence without failing 

to do justice to his ex istence. M an is therefore driven by the 

structure of his ex istence to m eet the claim w hich confronts him 

in the traditions by w hich he lives"8 

For BulLtitann our interpretation of historical documents 

or of history , depends on our interest, w hich in turn is dependent 



on our understanding of the subject. Without our understanding 

and interest no questions would arise and there would be no 

interpretation. Historical understanding also presupposes an under-

standing of the subject-matter of history itself and of men who 

are a part of history. Our interest in the text may be either 

aesthetic, historical or psychological. But the most fundamental 

of all is the interest" in history as the sphere of life in which 

human existence moves and in which it acquires and develops 

. 	9 
its possibilities" . 

The relation between the subject matter of history 

and the interpreter (which historical understanding presupposes) 

is grounded in the actual life-context in which the interpreter 

stands. For instance, just as a musician can understand any text 

related to music, in the same way a historian, living in society, 

can understand the society and its social and political phenomenon 

of the past and their history. Bultmann, therefore argues that 

there cannot be presuppositionless exegesis. He calls this underst-

anding of the subject matter of the text as preunderstanding.  

This preunderstanding is not free from prejudices. 

This understanding, however, is not to be treated as definite. 

Historical knowledge gives us knowledge of ourselves. We can 

know our present in a better way when we know our history. 

To understand history one should not take the stand of a neutral, 

nonparticipating observer, but should stand and participate in 
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history and share in responsibility for it. T his type of encounter 

with history w hich is a result of one is own historicity is w hat 

Bultm ann term s as ' ex istential encounter ' . T he historian participates 

in it with his w hol e ex stence . T his ex istential relation to history 

is the fundam ental presupposition tor understanding history . T his 

m akes neutrality im possible. 

Bultm ann ' s position seem s to be a synthesis of Heidegger 's 

existential herrn eneutics and H aberm as ' sociological view . History 

for him / "gains m eaning only w hen the historian himself stands 

within history and takes part in history" 
10 	

Our idea of 

objective m eaning or stand-pointless m eaning seem s to be an 

impossibility since the meaning arises only out of the interpreter s 

relation to the future, and also because history can be known 

only throug h historian ' s subjectivity . Histoty' in its objectiv e 

content can only be understood by a subject who is ex istencial ly 

moved and al ive. T he subject and object of historical knowledge/ 

are thus dependent on each other. 

For Bul tmann, this historical is not definitive 

knowledge. It is never closed but always rem ains open. T his 

is because the meaning of the scriptures discloses itself anew 

in every future. Since the interpreter ex ists " historically and 

must hear the word of scripture as spoken in his historical situa-

tion, he will understand the word anew . Always anew it will 

tell him who he, man, is and who God is, and he will always 

have to ex press this word in a new conceptuality" 

70 



Thus, according to Bultmann, man takes possession of his 

origin through the language of myth. The meaning contained in the 

text, which refers to an event directs our understanding. Existential 

understanding, thus "consists in the submission to the content of 

a text, and the interpretation of the Bible takes the circular form 

of: understanding a text which expresses a belief in Jesus Christ 

and which was formulated by the old curch; in order to understand 

a text, it is necessary to believe what the text expresses, which 

12 
itself can be only be known through understanding" 

Gadamer, like Bultmann stressed the impossibility of pre-

suppositionless exegesis. Bultmann felt that man cannot get rid of 

the preunderstanding which he forms as a member of the society. 

Gadamer, in the same vein, claims that man is always guided in 

his understanding by his own set prejudices which are absolutely 

necessary for any type of understanding. Man cannot be rid of his 

prejudices for they constitute the historical reality of his being. 

Bultmann's philosophy, however, invoked a lots of criticisms. 

Betti, for instance rejected. Bultmann's existential. interpretation 

as subjective. This is because Bultmann relied heavily on the subjectS 

preunderstanding which contains his prejudices and biases. According 

to Bultmann the most subjective 	always 'the most objective' interpretation. 

jt would be improper for the interPreter to curb his individuality in order. 

achiev'e objectiVe knowledge. The idea, of being. free from presuppositions 

according to Bultmann, is an improper and illusory idea that has 

its beginning in the scientific view regarding the nature of true 

knowledge. On the other hand, the idea of being free from prejudice 
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is "sine qua non  of any attempt to remain within the orbit of objective 

knowledge" 13 

Against Bultmann, Betti insisted that "for every position or point 

of view, within the limitations of available perspectives, objective truth 

can be seen" 
14

. If one has to ensure objective interpretation, then one 

has to separate the meaning of the phenomenon from its significance to 

the interpreter. Betti accused Bultmann of engaging himself in the eschatological 

attribution of meaning which is distinct from (and not to be confused with) 

historical interpretation. Again Betti rejected Bultmann's assertion that 

"a historical phenomenon will show itself in its very essence only when 

history has reached its end'
,15

. 

Bultmann's concept of myth, was criticised by those who wanted 

to eliminate myth from religion and those who refused to interpret religious 

myth. Karl Jaspers, one of Bultmann's severest critics, believed in the 

autonomous character of myth and treated it as impervious to any scut 

of interpretation. Jaspers points out that in demythologizing any scripture, 

Bultmann commits two errors: (a) Mythical thinking, though ambiguous 

in nature, is according to Jaspers a permanent faculty of human mind. 

Bultmann is mistaken in accepting the belief, that this mythical thought 

can never be superseded in any time in 	history. This myth according 

to Jaspers is a primary way though which we experience the 'transcendental'. 

A proper understanding of mythical though is, therefore, necessary for 

a proper working of the mind. (b) Bultmann accepts an erroneous view 

of science. 	He is mistaken in accepting that science can 

create 	a world 	view in any sense of that vague 
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expression. The universal truths of science, according to Jaspers, "are 

valid only from the point of view of abstract thought. Man cannot and 

never has lived concrete existence in terms of scientific weltanschauung.  

Such abstractions hve no existential power simply because the statements 

16 
of science are neither historical nor stated in historical terms" 

Our rational doubts, regarding myths do not owe its origin to 

scientific thought, but existed even before science began. Jaspers is adamant 

that myths cannot be interpreted. We can only understand them through 

a mythical language. Mythical symbols are irreducible to any other° language; 

neither can their meanings be replaced. Jaspers argues that "only an 

old myth can interpret an old one, and that only by transforming old 

myth. Myth alone interpretes myth" 17. 

Another criticism levelled against him is that he ignored language 

in the hermeneutic debates. Bultmann restricted himself to an approach 

which centered on objectivations rather than on language. This led him 

to neglet the fact that while demythologizing a text the language-of the 

myth is replaced by naother. One notices in Betti and Ricoeur a concern 

about th effect of translation on the original message, which is not seen 

in Bultmann. 

When Hans-George Gadamer's Truth & Method appeared in 1960, 

the 	hermeneutical problem took a language philosophical 



turn. As a hermeneutical problem it was concerned with achieving 

an agreement with somebody else about our shared world. Following 

Ileidegger's footsteps, Gadamer developed a profound and extensive 

analysis and critique of the various manifestations of the classical 

hermeneutical thought. Gadamer focussed his attention on the concept 

of historicity of understanding. Though Gadamer was influenced by 

Di'they, unlike Dilthey, he did not aim to secure a methodology for 

human sciences. Rather he tried to expose and criticize the 

hermeneutical principle which underline the humanistic disciplines 

in their actual History and present day manifestations. 

The concept of understanding is of primary importance to Gadamer 

but he does not view understanding as a tool to overcome the historical 

distance between the historical phenomenon and the interpreter. Instead 

he argues for the historical nature of understanding itself. Any act of 

interpretation of the past is "as much a creature of interpreter's own 

time and placeas the phenomenon. under investigation was of its own period 

in history" 
18

. The notion of 'prejudice', which the Enlightenment 

philosophers overlooked, derives much attention from Gadamer. In fact, 

gadamer argues that our understanding is not possible without prejudices. 

Also the concept of 'effective - history ' is of equal importance to Gadamar. 

Understanding, for Gadamer, "would not be possible if the interpreter 

were not also part of the historical continuum which he and the phenomenon 

he studies must share"
19

. 

With Gadamer's Truth & Method, the focus of attention is shifted 

from the earlier conception of hermeneutics as a methodolcgical - 

base for Geisteswissenschaften, to the status of the method itself. 

7 4 
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Understanding for Gadiver, is a way of ' being ' of man himself. 

Hermeneutics, for him is a p hilosop hical ex ercise to account for underst-

anding as an ontological process in man. T hese type of re-interpretations 

of hermeneutic and understanding resulted in a different type of 

herrn eneutical theory - namely Gadamer ' s philosophical hermeneutics. 

Gadam er ' s attention was focussed on the concept of understanding . 

He was concerned with knowing how understanding is possible, not only 

in the m ethodologies of human science, but in the w hole of man ' s ex perience 

of the world. For Gadam er, herm eneutics is the " basic movement of 

human ex istence, m ade up of its finitude and historicality, and therefore 

it encom passes the w hole of his ex perience of the world . T he movement 

20 
of understanding is encom passing and universal" - . 

Before Gadam er, philosopher ' s like Schleirmacher, Boeckh, 

roy sen, conceived of understanding, as a tool, to overcome the distance 

between the interpreter and the historical phenom enon , Gadamer, however, 

conceives of understanding as a dialectic, historical and linguistic event. 

It is not an act of human subsjectivity but is a basic way of D aseins 

' being in the world ' . T he aim of heremeneutics is not to formulate 

canons for ' objectively valid understanding ' but to conceive understanding 

itself, as comprehensively as possible. Gadam er , like Heidegger did 

not believe in surrrendering to technological thinking ; rather his approach 

had close affinity to the dialectic of Socrates. T he aim of his dialectic 

was mainly " phenom enological: to have the being or thing encountered, 

reveal itself. Method involves a specific kind of questioning w hich 

lay s open one side of a thing ; the dialectical herm eneutics opens _itself 
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to be questioned by the being of the thing, so that the thing encountered 

can disclose itself in its being . T his is possible, Gadam er contends, 

because of the linguisticality of human understanding and ultim ately of 

being itself" 21
. 

T he interpreter, w hen understanding the past is always guided 

by his 'prejudices ' (Vor-urteil) w hich are an out growth and function 

of his historical ex istence. T his observation is what gives hermeneut*al 

problem its real thrust. T he Enlightenment philosophers denied any place 

for prejudices. P rejudice, according to Gadamer, "means, a judgment that 

is given before all  the elements that determine a situation, have been finally 

ex aminedI, 22
. Gadamer recognizes the negative as well as positiv e, aspects 

of prejudices. T he enlightenment philosopher', however, always stressed 

the negative aspects of the prejudices, and the need for the historian, 

in search of truth, to overcome these prejudices. 

Gadamer, on the other hand, stressed that a 'prejudice' is a 

necessary condition for all  understanding ( historical or any other) . A cts 

of interpretation and understanding tried to get rid of the strangeness of 

the phenomenon to be understood andtried to transform it " into an object 

of familiarity in w hich the horizon of the historical phenomenon and that 

of the interpreter become united" 
23

. 

T he enlightenment, distinguished between prejudices due to ov e 

hastiness in ourselves and due to authority . T he enlightenment did not 

accept any authority without first scruitinizing it rationally T he T rutl 

of Scriptures  and historical documents depends on the credibility that 

assigned to them by reason. It is reason alone that constitutes the 

source of all authority . T his demand of' the enlightenment to ov erc 

P rejud ices, is according to G ad am er a Prejudice against P rejudice 
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Traditions are thus treated like the objects of natural. sciences. 

T his basic disregard for all prejudices, "which unites the ex primental 

emphasis of the new natural sciences with the enlightenment becomes, 

in the historical enlightenment, univ ersal and radical" 
24

. If our prejudices 

were to limit our freedom then, according to Gadamer, the idea of absolute 

reason would be an impossible task . T his is because, reason exists for 

us only in concrete, historical terms, that is, it does not govern itself 

but is totally dependent on the available circumstances in which it operates. 

Prejudices, according to Gadamer, have their own importance 

in interpretations. Man is a member of family society and state through 

which he understands himself. Individual's self awareness "is only a 

flickering in the closed circuits of historical life. T hat is why the prejudice: 

of the individual, far more than his judgements, constitute the historical 

reality of his being" 
25

. We cannot therefore dispense with prejudices/ 

as our understanding of history is based on them . 

According to Gadamer, therefor, there cannot be presuppositionless 

interpretation. When we interpret a text, our prejudgements do play an 

important role. T hey enable both understanding and misunderstanding. 

In short our, assumptions are not barriers but conditions facilitating underst-

anding. Since our understanding is something which has been hisCO rically 

accumulated it even affects our scientific interpretation, that is, "the 

meaning of a described ex periment does not come from the interplay of 

the elements in the ex periment but from the tradition of interpretation 

in which it stands and the future possibilities it opens up. T he past 

- present - future temporality applies to both scientific and non-scientific 

understanding" 
26

. T his, according to Gadamer, is a universal phenomenon. 

T here can be no pressupositionless understanding within science or outside 

it. It is necessary therefore that we rehabilitate the concept of prejudice 

and accept the fact that there are legitimate' prejudices. 
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and which is the fabric of relations; the horizon, within which we 

do our thinking . T he tension between the past and the present, according 

to Gadamer, is of utmost importancein hermeneutics. Indefense of 

this position, Gadamer argues that "a placement between strangeness 

and familiarity exists between the historically intended, distanced 

objectivity of the heritage and our belongingness to a tradition. In 

this between is the true place of hermeneutics. T he mediation of 

hermeneutics, then involves both that which was historically meant 

and tradition'
,27

. T his does not, however, mean that the aim of hermeneutics 

is to develop a procedure for understanding, but merely to clarify 

the conditions .which allow understanding to take place. 

The temporal distance, according to Gadamer, allows the true 

meaning of the object to emerge fully. However; this is an infinite 

and continuous process. It works as a filtering process whereby new 

errors and whatever is inessential, is avoided in an attempt to reach 

the true meaning. Thus temporal distance has both positive and negative 

function. It not only allows "those prejudices that are of a particular 

and limited nature die away, but cause those that bring about genuine 

understanding to emerge clearly as such" 28 

This temporal distance, Gadamer points out, is of great 	portancef 

for it helps to distinguish between true predudices which govern our 

understanding and false prejudices w hich govern our misunderstanding. 

Historical consciousness, thus become a part of a hermeneutically trained 

mind. We are made aware of the prejudices which govern our understanding. 

This would allow us to isolate and value the text as another's 

meaning. 	e. what is it 	that the text says. 



The task of hermeneutics, is thus to understand not the author, 

but the texts; because of the participation in the subject matter that 

the text communicates. This participation in the subject matter brings 

to light the fact that the interpreter allows the text to address him 

in his present world. He lets it become present to him contemporaneous. 

Understanding is thus the "participation in the stream of traditions in 

a moment which mixes past and present" 
29

. Gadamer, thus argues that 

this conception of understanding is the one which must be included in 

the hermeneutical theory. 

Understanding begins when something addresses us. This according 

to Gadamer, is the primary hermeneutical condition. The person involved 

in the act of understaanding is not isolated from the object to be understood, 

by a gulf of historical time but, rather they: stand in relation to one 

another. According to Gadamer thus the object and the "hermeneutical 

operation of the interpreter are both part ofan overriding historical 

30 . 
and cultural tradition or continuum" 	1. . the effective-history. 

This effective historical continuum, is the one which gives rise to 

our positive and negative prejudices, which govern our understanding. 

If the interpreter attempts to understand a historical phenomenon 

from the historical distance that characterises the hermeneutical situation 

then, he is always subject to the effects of effective-history. Effective-

history helps to determine what is significant from what is insignificant. 

In all types of understanding the power of effective-history is at 

work. Our faith in scientific method sometimes ignores the existence 

of effective-history. This leads to deformation of knowledge. However 

"the power effective-history does not depend on its being recognized. 

This precisely is the power of history over finite human consciousness, 

namely, that it prevails even where faithin method leads one to deny 
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one's own historicality"
31

. To have a scientific consciousness we must 

become concious of this effective-history, says Gadamer. 

This involves an awareness of hermeneutical situation, 	the 

situation in which we find ourselves with regard to the tradition that 

we are trying to understand. A complete achievement of this reflection 

is not possible as it remains within_ the limits of our own historicaity 

gadamer thus argues that to exist historically mean that knowledge of 

onself can never be complete. All self-knowledge proceeds from what 

, 	Y. 
is histoically pregiven"

32
. 	Every historical situation, thus, has its 

A 

own limitations or horizon. A 'horizon', for Gadamer is a "rarige of 

vision that includes everything that can be seen from a particular vantage 

point. It is something wihtin which we wander and that moves with us"
33

. 

A person without a horizon is the one who restActs himself only to the 

things near to him. Our historical understanding tries to possess a particular 

horizon so as to understand everything that stands within the horizon. 

To engage onself in such a hermeneutic reflection and to determine 

our own hermeneutic situation, one needs to develop an "effective - historical  

consciousness" - one needs to be conscious of the effective-historical continuum 

to which one belongs. This consciousness is a speculative and a dialectical 

awarness. In order to clarify the nature of this consciousness, Gadamer 

makes use of three types of 'I-thou' relationships. the first 1I-thoul 

relationship is the one wherein the 'thou is not an object but Stands 

in relation to us. He is something who is used as a tool to achieve one's 

goal. According to Gadamer, if this is applied to the hermeneutical 

relation to tradition then the tradition like the object of natural science 

becomes a separate, independent entity.It, therefore, cannot be used as 
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a foundation of a consciousness in which, history is at work. 

The second relation wit.h 'thou' treats it as a reflexive 

projection. Here the 'thou' is treated as a person. But Gadamer 

argues that. "despite the involvement. of the person in the experience 

of the 'thou', the understanding of the latter is still  a form of self- 

relatedness'' 
34

. This relation is not. independent. but. remains involved 

in the 'I' and is in reality, the relation between the 'I' and a reflexively 

constituted 'thou'. Thus, this relationship is a reflexive one and 

not an im mediate one. 

Th.e relation is reflective in the sense that. for every claim 

there is a counter claim. This allows the partner involved in the 

relationship to outdo the other. Using his own reflection he wiLl 

know the claims of the other. This makes it. possible for him to 

understand the other better than the other himself. But. in this 

way Gadamer claims that "the 'thou' loses the immediately wit.h which 

5. 	3 
it makes its claim" 	In t.his sort of an understanding, history 

is treated as an object out there,  - "it objectifies it and effectively 

36 
destroys its real claim to meaningfulness" 

Historical understnding, must., according to Gadamer, take account 

of its own historicality. Being wit.hin the bounds of tradition, does 

not limit the freedom of knowledge but. makes it. possible. This knowledge 

constitutes the t.hird relation wit.h 'thou' as tradition speaking. This 

is the highest type of hermeneutical experience; the openess to tradition 

possessed by effective-historical consciousness. 

In an type of human relationship it is necessary argues Gadamer 

that. we treat. the 'thou' as a 'thou'. It. is important. thereof that 

we do not. abandon his claims as redundant. but. rather we should listen 



to him patiently 	W hat is, necessary here is an authentic openess to 

'thou ' . Any one w ho listens is therefore fundamentally open. T his 

openness does not mean that we accept blindly w hat the other says; 

but to acknowledge "that I must accept som ething that are against myself 

37 
ev en though there is no one else w ho asks this of me" 

T his sort of openness is for Gad am er , the foundation of effectiv e-

historical consciousness . T his ty pe of consciousness relates to history 

in such a way , that the text is viewed not as. -an objectiv e other, " but 

rather a placing oneself so as to be laid , claim to by the other. T his 

consciousness does not see the present as the apex of truth, 'it holds 

itself open for the claim w hich the truth in the work can address to 

it. Herm eneutical consciousness finds its fulfilment not in methodical 

self-certainty but in the ex perim entAl  readiness and openness that an 

38 
ex perienced "person has, in contrast to a dog m atic one" 	T his is 

w hat distinguishes effective-historical consciousness from other types 

of consciousness nam ely in term s of the concept of ex perience. 

T he historical-criti cal method , according to Gad am er, view ed 

ev erything objectiv ely . Only verifiable things are treated as real. 

T his does not leav e any space for the non objectiv e and historical side 

of ex perience. 

Influenced by Hegels dialectics, Gadamer treats ex perience 

as a dialectical and historical process w hereby knowing is not sim ply 

treated as a stream of perception but as a happening , an event, an 

encounter. How ever as com pared to Hegel, Gadamer ' s use of term is 

closer to ordinary usage and is less technical. Ex perience for Gad am er, 

has its dialectical fulfilment t'not in definitiv e knowledge, but in that 

openess to ex perience that is encouraged itself by ex perience. It is 
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that experience which must constantly be acquired and from which none 

can be exempt" 
39

. It refers largely to a non objectifiable accumulation 

of understanding. Experience, according to Gadamer, is thus a necessary 

part of man's historical nature. 

When an experienced man comes in contact with others, his 

experiences influence his interpretation of the others. This experience 

is a constantly accumulative process. Sometimes the process through 

which we gain our experience is painful. This negative aspect cannot 

be altogether dispensed with from experience. Gadamer argues that "only 

through negative instances do we acquire new experience. Every experience 

40 
worthy of the nature nins counter to our expectation" 	. Thus disillusionment 

and negativity are necessary for experience. 

True experience is the one where one learns of his finiteness. 

Experience makes one aware that he is not in control of the past or 

the future. But this does not stop him from gaining new experience. 

T hus tnie experience, according to Gadamer", is that of one's own historicalit) 

And the effective-historical consciousness as a genuine form of experience 

41 
must reflect the general form of experience'' 

Though this experience is in general treated as an event, according 

to Gadamer, one's tradition, is not an event which we can recognise 

and control through experience but 	is a language. What Gadamer 

suggests here is that the tradition expresses itself like a 'thou'. 

Tradition is something within which we stand. and understand it as a 

linguistic experience. Through a text the interpreter understands the 

tradition which addresses him as a part of that non objectifiable stream 

of experience and history in which he stands. The tradition expresses 

itself through a text and makes claims on the interpreter, "not as something 

with which he has nothing in common but in mutuality. The text must 



be allowed to speak, the reader being open to it as a subject in its 

own right rather than as an object" 
42

. The relation between 'I-thou 

which Gadamer suggestS takes the form of a dialogue or dialectic. 

According to Gadamer, we gain our experience by asking questions. 

Thus the structure of questioning is presupposed in all  types of under-

standing. To ask a question, according to Gadamer, means to 'place 

in the open'. However this openness is limited by the horizon of 

the question. There are wrong questions which do not have any answer 

and right questions which Gadamer argues can be found only through 

the immersion in the subject itself, i.e. the tradition. 

The text is already present in a written form. The task 

of hermeneutics then is to find a way through, to the give and take 

of dialogue. It is necessary for a proper understanding that the text 

should question the interpreter and vice versa. Thus the aim of 

hermeneutics, according to Gadamer, ''is to bran' g the text out of the 

alienation in which it finds itself, back into the living present of 

dialogue, whose premordial fulfilment is question and answer"
43

. 

When the interpreter claims to have understood the text it 

is necessary that he understands the questions placed by the text. 

However the text is itself an answer to the questions which .,he subject 

of the text puts to it. It is necessary that the interpreter has to 

go beyond the text in order to interpret it and place it within the 

horizon from which it arose. And his effective-historical consciousness 

assists him in asking the right questions. 

When one interprets a text, he does not leave his horizon, 

but broadens it to fuse it with the text. The dialectic of question 

Ott 



and answers, is what brings about a fusion of horiizons. What Gadamer 

means by this is that there is no such thing as isolated horizon but 

there :is always an integration between different horizons. A present 

horizon is always formed through the contact with the past. Understanding 

takes place through a fusion of horizon. 

The fusion of horizon, between the interpreter and the text 

is possible because both of them are universal and grounded in being. 

When the interpreter encounters the horizon in the text he becomes 

aware of his own horizon, and understands himself in a better way. 

The encounter becomes, "a moment of ontological disclosure - it is an 

event in which something emerges from negativity - in the negativity 

of realizing that there is something one did not know, that things were 

not as one had assumed" 
44

. The first step in this process will be 

that of rec ognizing the distinctness of the text from the interpreter's 

present and the second step will be to look for a common ground to 

link the text and the interpreter. Achieving .such a fusion is the task 

of the effective-historical consciousness and the medium through which 

it can be achieved is that of language claims Gadamer. 

Gadamer emphasized the primacy of language, as it is language 

with which we think. Gadamer's notion of linguisticality of understanding, 

differed from that of Humbolt and Schleimacher. He did not distinguish 

between the different aspects of linguistic phenomenon, namely, language, 

speech and linguisticality. Rather his use of language covers variety 

of meanings and leaves sixuR for contradictions. 

However understanding is possible only through language. It 

serves as a middle ground in which understanding and 'agreement 
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concerning the object takes place between different individuals. Language 

however is not to be treated as similar to a sign; neither is it a 

fixture w hich we encounter in our world. Rather the world itself 

is a part of the language, and not its basis. We encounter the possiblity 

of having a world at all through language. Gadamer argues that every 

"object of knowledge is encompassed within the world horizon of language"
45

. 

T his is what he calls as the linguisticality of human ex perience of 

the world. 

Language thus allows us to understand not only a particular 

ex perience but even the world hidden in it. Language facilittetes an 

ex act understanding of an ancient text. To understand other 

traditions our language should have a certain universality . T his 

universality of language is what Gadamer emphasizes when he notes 

that the world is not a closed unit which restricts our knowledge 

of things but it contains everything that • our insight is able to broaden 

and lift up. Each tradition views the world differently . Inspite of 

these differences the "world is always a human, and this means a 

linguistically created, world which is presented in whatever heritage 

it may be" 
46

. 

Linguistically is thus a common ground in which the interpreter 

and the text can meet. Experience can be acuqired only through language- . 

We live in this language and understand the world and ourselves in 

terms of it. We cannot free ourselves from language and from history 

but at the same time we cannot control it. Language allows free thinking . 

Gadamer argues that we never really transcand our own participation 

and '  belongingness ' Zugeh'drig Kest) to language. 
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Our belongingness to our language allows us to gain access 

to a text. Since the text and the interpreter, belong to a language 

a com mon linguistic horizon becom es possible. T his linguistic horizon 

brings about an understanding of a text. T his does not mean that 

we can understand only those texts w hose linguistic tradition is identical 

to our own. For Gadam er understanding a text from an al i  en linguistic 

world becomes possible only when we assume that there exists a prior 

understanding between us and the text. 

Gadamer argues that "only because both interpreter and 

text ' participate' in at least som e respects in a com mon linguistic 

world can the difference betw een the interpreter and the text be high-

lighted in any significant way" 
47

. T his belongingness to language 

allows fusion of horizon w hich is the main task of effective-historical 

consciousness. T he belongingness to language as the medium of our 

ex perience of the world is the real ground of herrn eneutical ex perience. 

For, successful interpretation to take place our interpretation 

should find its voice in the text. Successful interpretation takes place 

only when m eaning and significance merge into a coherent w hole. T he 

cYiterion of success for this fusion of horizon is according to Gadamer 

48 
the "disappearance of the interpretation in the text" 	. T his means 

that disparities betw een the text and the interpretation are eliminated 

and mutual adjustm ents hav e been m ade to bring about sm ooth interpretation. 

In this fusion between the text and the interpretation, the 

text is adjusted by restricting its range of possible meaning and 

em phasizing the one which concerns the interpreter. T his does not 

however m ean that the author of the text and the interpreter agree 
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with the truth-claims in the text. In fact Gadamer points out that 

we cannot guarantee such an agreement. All that we can do is to "make 

adjustments in what the text could be saying until we find a way to 

understand it that speaks of our situation and which seems to take 

all  that the text is explicity saying into account without contradiction"
49. 

A single meaning of the text is therefore not possible. What we can 

have is merely variety of interpretations. Even these interpretations 

can never be verified but merely falsified. Hermeneutical experience 

finds its fulfilments in the linguisticality and in an dialectical encounter 

with the meaning of the transmitted text. The interpreter's horizon 

fuses with the meaning of a text and understanding is achieved. 

At.the end of 'Truth and Method',  Gadamer asserts the 

historical, dialectical and linguistic nature of human understanding. 

rie elevated hermeneutics to a new level of comprehensiveness. Hermeneutics 

for him is no longer restricted either to a text or to the 

Geisteswissenschaften.  Hermeneutics is viewed as an ontology and 

phenomenolcgy of understanding. His conception. of understanding is 

not traditional in the sense that it is not viewed as an act of human 

subjectivity but as the basic way of Dasein's being in the world. 

Like Ileidegger, Gadamer suggests a hermeneutics. that is 'ontological, 

'dialectical', 'language-centered' and 'speculative'. 

This understanding should aim to conceive understanding 

itself as comprehensively as possible and not to put forward rules 

of objectively valid understanding. To do so, would mean to assume 

that it is possible to understand tradition from some stand point 

outside history. For a proper understanding to take place it is necessary 

that the interpreter participates in the tradition. 



89 

Such a stand threatened the possibility of objective historical 

knowledge. Betti strongly oppposed Gadamer for being a destructive 

critic of objectivity. Betti argues against Gadamer (and also against 

Bultman) that "for every position or point of view/ within the limitations 

of available perpectives, objective truth can be seen" 
50

. By separating 

the meaning of the text from its significance for the interpreter Betti 

argues that we can ensure objectivity of interpretations. Further/ 

Betti pointed out Gadamer's failure to propose a methodology and accused 

him of "jeopardizing the legitimacy of referring to the objective status 

of objects of'interpretations and thus rendering questionable the objectivity 

of Ant erpretation itself" 51. 	However inspite of Gadamer's critique 

of objectivity of interpretation, it seems that he accepts some notion 

of indentity of text. Inspite of the variety of iriterpretation there 

is some kind of continuity and identity. This is because the work 

remains the same, and the fullness of its meaning is proved in the 

changing process of understanding. 

Betti further observed, that Gadamer has failed to provide 

normative methods for distinguishing between right and wrong interpretation 

and that he lumps together different types of interpretations. According 

to Betti, Gadamer's assertion that every interpretation/ involves an 

application to the present does not always hold good. T his application 

to the present may be of importance in case of legal interpretation 

wherein a lawyer when interpreting a text has practical application 

to the present in mind. But this may not be.true in case of historical 

interpretation, where the historian is more concerned with immersing 

himself in the text. 
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Gadamer defended himself in response to Betti's criticism 

by stating that he is not proposing a method but. trying to describe i_ur hat 

is' . He claims to be doing ontology not methodology. K. O. A pel rejected 

the type of reasoning that Gadamer employs, in his response to Beta's 

critique. A pel argues that the task of a "normatively relevant critique 

cannot be abandoned in favour of a mere description of that ' which is', 

and it is impossible to refer to a critique of pure reason without atttempting 

to answer the questions after the conditions of the validity of science" 

tcgether with the question after its possibility" 
52

. 

Gadamer believed that only the fusion of horizon, was necessary 

to bring about understanding. A pel however was of the opinion that 

one should ask about the validity of understanding and before we can 

answer any questions about the possibility of understanding, we need 

some criteria to differentiate between understanding and misunderstanding. 

A pel argues for a normatively methodologically relevant philosophical 

hermeneutics which Gadamer and also Betti had restricted to the emergence 

of different interpretations. 	H aberm as, though appreciates G ad am er 's 

work and even accepts some of his insights, criticizes Gadamer 's rehabilitation 

of prejudice and the importance that Gadamer attaches to tradition. (A 

more detailed discussion of H aberm as ' criticism of Gadamer are in Chapter 

III of this study.) 

Inspite of the criticisms lavelled against Gadamer Is ideas 

his "Truth and Method" opens up a whole new horizon of consideration. 

By referring to the universal aspect of hermeneutic philosophy, he was 

able to overcome dogmatic metaphysics and scientistic restrictions of 

knowledge. 
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CHAPTER III 

CRITICAL HERMENEUTICS AND PHENOMENOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES 

The mediation of tradition and the understanding of subjectively 

intended meaning has been the prime concern of hermeneutics discussed 

so far. However, hermeneutic philosophy and hermeneutical theory 

differ when discussing the question of 'how such an understanding was 

possible and to what extent it would constitute objective knowledge' . 

But while both approaches placed conflicting emphasis on the role of the 

interpreter, they share the exclusion of one dimension: the questioning 

the content of the object of interpretation. Any reflection as to the truth 

of a text or of tradition meaning was either excluded as falling outside 

the concerns of an epistemology and methodology of the understanding 

process. This led to distorted or incomplete understanding of understanding. 

Critical hermeneutics arose to seek out the causes of distorted understanding 

and communication which operate underneath seemingly normal interaction. 

Critical understanding contains an element of causal explanation because 

of its references to empirical contingencies underlying intellectual process. 

K .0. Apel and J. Habermas, the two exponents of critical hermeneutics 

combine the methodological and objective approach to arrive at practically 

relevant knowledge. 

Karl Otto Apel, acts as a synthesizer of hermeneutical theory and 

hermeneutical philosophy. Language, according to him, plays a crucial 

role in constructing historical meaning as it is a historical condition for 

the possibility of truth. lie argued for a complementarity of technical and 

hermeneutical interesis in acquiring knowledge for a critical theory of 

society. 
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lie attempted to demonstrate the necessity of the hermeneutical 

approach as it is always part of the existing systems of knowledge and 

cannot be divorced from them. While acknowledging the difference 

between the natural and social science he does not treat them as totally 

exclusive, but as complementary to each other. Both these sciences are 

grounded in a commonly shared apriori  which Apel terms as "linguistic 

community of communication". However, Apel insists that this idea of 

complementarity is not to be confused with that of 'unified sciences' . 

Through a dialectical mediation of 'explanation' and 'Understanding' , 

Apel aims at a critique of ideology. 

Apel is against Gadamer's 'fusion of horizon' , which according to 

Gadamer is sufficient for the purpose of demonstrating the possibility 

of understanding. According to Apel, before we can answer any question 

about the possibility of understanding, we require some criteria to 

distinguish between understanding and misunderstanding. Apel accused 

Gadamer and also Betti of restricting progress in interpretation to 

emergence of different interpretations. He, therefore calls for a 

normatively-methodologically relevant philosophical hermeneutic to reassert 

the possibility of progress in interpretations. 

A free society which allows an open discussion remains a 

precondition for better understanding. Apel says, our understanding of 

texts and authors allows us to criticize and go beyond the truths contained 

in them because we are in possession of the idea of a more truthful way 

of life. Progress in human communication can be achieved, according to 

critical hermeneutics, only when we develop a free society. Apel like 

Habermas combines the methodical and objective approach to arrive at 



96 

practically relevant knowledge. 

Apel points out to the necessity of progress in interpretative 

understanding. We become aware of this only when our communication 

is hindered or made impossible. Sometimes an individual (neurotic 

patient) or the group (acting under a false consciousness) are not able 

to detect this break-down in communication. A critical sociologist or a 

psychoanalyst is in a position to spot these hurdles and remove them 

with the help of a cl-itique of ideology and psychoanalysis. Actions which 

arise as a result of inadequate understanding of its motives become 

understandable when their causes are pinpointed. 

Apel utilizes, for the purpose of emancipation, "the intrusion of 

a mode of cognition appropriate to the investigation of natural processes 

into the field of intersubjective communication and mediation of tradition" 1 

This, according to Apel helps the actors, (through a process of reflection) 

to pursue their development with ' will and consciousness' . 

Casual approaches to human sciences believe that human behaviour 

needs to be explained rather than understood. Whereas statistical approach 

would be successful in those cases wherein human behaviour is regular - 

without any creativity or spontaneity. These two types of trends which 

we find in the methodology of social sciences are diametrically opposed 

to each other. On the one hand, there are those who argue for the 

irreducibility of social sciences to natural sciences, and on the other, 

there are those who try to grant the social sciences the objectivity and 

certainity of natural sciences. 

Apel, following Habermas, argues that. human actions cannot be 
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reduced to natural sciences. The intentional structure of human actions 

cannot be reduced to observable behaviour. These intentions are 

controlled by fundamental cognitive interests. The connection of the 

hermeneutical discipline with the process of the transmission of tradition, 

according to Apel, accounts for their independence of the natural sciences. 

The methods of natural sciences are, therefore, different from that of 

human sciences. 

Critical hermeneutics, attempts a dialectical mediation of the two 

approaches in the form of a critique of ideology . A true hermeneutical 

inquiring, according to Apel, stands in complementary relationship, to the 

natural science inquiry. Apel argues that "a natural scientist, as 

solus ipse, cannot seek to explain something for himself alone. And in 

order, merely to know ' what' he should expLain, he must have come to some 

agreement with others about it"
2
. Such an intersubjective agreement, 

however, can never be replaced by the methods of natural science. 

Apel lists two complementary cognitive interests to man: (1) an 

interest that is "determined by the necessity for a technical praxis as the 

basis of insights into natural laws",
3 

and (2) an interest that is 

governed by our need for a social, morally relevant practice. 

The second interest aims at an agreement upon the possibility and 

the norms of a meaningful human 'being-in-the-world' . This interest, apart 

from aiming at a communication amongst contemporaries also aims at 

achieving a communication of the present with the past through a mediation 

of tradition. Through such a mediation of tradition we accumulate technical 

knowledge and enhance our own understanding of the possible meaningful 

motivation. This makes the humans superior than any other species. 
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Apel s complementarity of scientific and hermeneutical science , is 

based on the fact that the existence of a ' communication community ' 

presupposes any knowledge in subject-object dimension . This communica-

tion community act s as the "intersubjective meta dimension for the objective 

description and explanation of data in the world" .
4 

This , according to 

A pel , should also become the theme of scientific knowledge . After coming 

in contact with the ' nature ' , not only should the human being perceive 

sense-data and develop ideas , but he should interpret these ideas in an 

exchange with the other members of a historical community . 

This dialectical mediation between the natural and social sciences , 

is what Apel calls as the ' critique of ideology ' . It serves as the only 

"meaningful logical foundation and moral justification of the objective 

and explanatory sciences of man' , . 5 The empirical science persupposes a 

' hermeneutic communication ' in the ' communication community ' of the 

practitioners of science . This hermeneutic communication in turn uses 

the available factual information - including analytical-empirical sciences . 

Our hermeneutical communication is also a communication about our needs 

and goals and hence presupposes an ethics and this ethics in turn implies 

the hermeneutical communication . 

For Apel there is a fundamental difference between the critical 

hermeneutics (in the form of a critical sociology ) and positivist, social 

sciences . The positivist attitude to social sciences tries to reduce the 

social sciences to natural sciences by using the methodology of natural 

sciences . Here the individuals are treated as mere objects of quantifica-

tion . Social events are treated as natural phenomenon falling outside 

the domain of conscious intervention . On the other hand , the critical 

approach tries to eliminate the causal element in human gctions by 
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to 
making public their mechanism and thereby allowing the human'si‘control 

their own destiny. 

According to Apel, the critical reconstruction of .social or individual 

processes replace the 'hermeneutic(a1)1 interpretation of meaning. Herme-

neutics regards the belief to know better as misguided. Critical hermeneu-

tics, according to them, commits a fallacy by trying to gain access to 

meaning outside or behind the intentional self-understanding of actors. 

On such a background, how can critical hermeneutics be justified? 

The answer, to the problem regarding the conditions for the 

possibility of critical understanding according to Apel, has to be as 

fundamental as that which "Kant provided for the possibility of natural 

sciences - without starting from the hypostatization of a subject or 

0., consciousness as the metaphysical gurantor of the intersubjective validity 

of knowledge, but from the presupposition that we are because of the fact 

that no one can follow a rule alone or only once (Wittgenstein) - destined 

a priori to intersubjective communication and understanding ... In this 

sense, a hermeneutically transformed transcendental philosophy starts from 

the apriori of an actual communicative community which is, for us, 

practically identical with the human species 	society".
6 

The distortions in our communication are due to the intrusion of 

the element of force. This makes it necessary that we establish a 

'regulative principle' which would help us to judge the actual state of 

affairs and help towards better understanding. This is only possible in a 

free society. Apel's ideal communicative community which is implied in 

every communicative act, picturizes a state of affairs which can only be 

approximated. An open society which allows free discussions, enhance3 

better understanding. 
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Only our anticipation of a truly human form of existence, provides 

the conditions for the possibility of a critique of our distorted communica-

tion, and inadequate self-understanding. It is only a human being who 

is in possession of an idea of a more truthful way of life. This idea 

allows us to understand texts and to transcend the truths contained in 

them. According to critical hermeneutics, then only our development 

towards a society free from any constraints can bring about a progress in 

communication. 

Jurgen Habermas represented critical hermeneutics and challenged 

the idealist assumptions of hermeneutical theory as well as hermeneutical 

philosophy. According to Habermas both hermeneutical philosophy and 

theory failed to take into account the extra-linguistic factors which are 

a part of our thought and action. He aimed at removing all distortions 

in communication. 

The Scientistic approaches to the social world infused it with 

objectivism. Habermas with the aim to combat the objectivist approaches 

to social science introduced hermeneutics into the methodology of the social 

sciences. However, our social existence is not to be treated as charact-

erized solely by the actor's intentions but it also has an objective context 

that limits our recognition of the intentions of those acting within it. 

Through synthesis of psycho-analysis and hermeneutical philosophy he 

arrives at an outline of a dialectiCal-hermeneutical theory of action. 

Psycho-analysis provides Habermas with the model for a theoretical frame-

work that allows us to transcend the communicative consensus meta-

hermeneutically. Critical philosophy like psychoanalysis must be a 

liberating reflection. 
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The critical hermeneutics of Habermas as a dialectical social 

science aims to mediate the objectivity of historical processes with the 

motives of those acting within it. Critical theory like other reflection has 

an emancipatory interest. The goal of these critical sciences is to 

further processes of self-reflection. Habermas argues that for a proper 

understanding of all social activities, critical sciences are necessary. By 

exposing "the systematic distortions in communication and action, they 

attempt to aid human beings in coming to awareness so that they can make 

laistOry with. will and consciousness".
7 

Habermas provided a theory of communication in an attempt to 

provide a normative foundation for critical theory . The theory of commu-

nicative competence is an important aspect of this theory of communication. 

His criticism and acceptance of Gadamer' s view contain the seeds of his 

theory of communicative competence. Habermas critized those approaches 

which focussed on the subjectively intended meaning. These approaches 

according 	to Habermas accepted the meaning of an act as defined by the 

actor and failed to consider the interpreter and actor as partners in a 

dialogue. Gadamer' s ' fusion of horizon' according to Habermas serves to 

legitmize the critical component in understanding the subjective intended 

meaning . Gadamer recognized the limitations of behaviouristic approaches 

to social world. Gadamer ' s hermeneutics stressed the role of reflecting 

partner in understanding the objects of the social sciences thrOugh a 

dialogue. 

The possibility of social sciences rests on the communication between 

the subject and the object. This communication also affects the natural 

sciences . Progress in natural sciences in dependent to a large extent on 

the communication between scientists. Though this may- not directly affect 
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their work, the understanding between scientists helps to establish a 

scientific community , to have common opinions, to form a common criteria 

for the acceptance or rejection of findings within a scientific community . 

Ilabermas called this language which is used to talk about the formal 

language of scientific systems as metalanguage. 

Habermas Zur Logic de Sozialwissenschaften started the hermeneutic 

dispute between Habermas and Gadamer. Gadamer according to Habermas 

is reluctant to engage in any sort of methodical considerations . Gadamer 

stated the difference between methodical experience and hermeneutics which 

according to Habermas supports the positivist degradation of hermeneutics. 

Though he supports Gadamer' s ' fusion of horizon' , Habermas rejects his 

'rehabilitation of prejudice' and the ' predominance of tradition' . For 

Habermas, tradttion as a continuous process can never be objectified and 

cannot therefore provide a basis for all activities, methodical or otherwise. 

Our understanding, according to Gadamer depends on authority and 

tradition. But he, according to Habermas, fails . to see the importance of 

reflection in understanding . Reflection is capable of rejecting the claims 

of tradition. Universal history, which is the basis of all historical 

understanding provides a frame of reference which transcends traditon, 

and can be criticized within traditions. 

Habermas introduces a concept of totality (of a pre-understood 

the.t 
universal history) as an anticipatory explanation,tshould create a ' whole' 

in relation to which the parts of historically given become meaningful. 

And the main aim of the anticipation of the totality of history is the 

removal of all distortions in communications. .Further Gadamer' s use of 

language as a transcendental absolute, 	Habermas points out, lacks 



1 0 3 

any objective content. Rather a system of labour and domination along 

with language provides an objective context, within which it is possible 

to understand social actions. Gadamer's ontologisation of language along 

with hypostatisation of continuity of tradition have been the target of 

Habermas's criticism of Gadamer. 

Gadamer's formulation of consensus in the context of traditional 

language according to Habermas may be a result of pseudo communication. 

It is possible that due to a distortion in language we are in no position 

to recognize our own intentions. What we need instead, is a concept of 

truth which arises as a result of free communication. 

Habermas wanted to replace hermeneutics which understands meaning 

subjectively with the one which understands meaning objectively; such a 

theory according to Habermas will view the society as moving towards the 

final stage of right living in free communication. However, the critical 

theory which he formulates is avowedly hermeneutical. Consequently, the 

central aim of critical theory is the critique of positivism and the 

rehabilitation of the concept of reflection as a category of valid knowledge. 

Critical gocial sciences treat objects as potential subjects rather 

than objectivating them. A critical social science should be guided by an 

emancipatory interest. Habermas lists three types of interest : the' 

technical, the practical and the emancipatory interests, which developed 

in three social media, namely, labour, interaction and power. These give 

rise to three possible sciences : the empirical - analytic; the hermeneutic, 

and the critical.' 
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The natural sciences, accroding to Habermas are governed by a 

technical interest and are oriented towards production of technically useful 

knowledge. Positivism tried to reduce everything to the natural sciences. 

This according to Habermas cannot succeed since there are other view 

points besides natural sciences which disclose the reality. 

Historical-hermeneutic sciences (cultural or human) present such a 

view point. These sciences according to Habermas "aim at producing mutual 

understanding and agreement. They try to grasp the interpretations of 

reality with regard to possible intersubjectivity of action-oriented mutual 

understanding, specific to a given hermeneutic starting point".
8 

These 

cultural sciences have a practical interest in the sense that they try to 

overcome conflicting interpretations and misunderstandings, in our practical 

life by aiming at mutual agreement and understandings. Successful 

communication is necessary for human species to function properly. Ordinary 

language grammar here helps to establish a transcendental framework by 

providing "schemata for world interpretation as soon as the individual is 

socialised intotinguage community".
9 

This provides the starting point for the hermeneutician to start his 

interpretation of texts, which includes both symbols and facts. The nature 

of this inquiry is therefore, both conceptual aS well as empirical. However, 

historicism, infused with different world views blocks critical reflection in 

cultural sciences. It reduces the meaning of cultural objects to those given 

to them by the subjects of their study. To overcome this, what is needed 

according to Habermas, is a critical science or a critical theory with an 

emancipatory interest. 
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'these critical sciences are different from natural sciences as well 

as, cultural disciplines concerned with interpretations and with renewing 

our cultural heritage. The critical sciences aim at an emancipatory 

interest in gaining freedom from constraints, power and distorted commu-

nication. They are above all characterized by self-reflection (overlooked 

by positivism) , the capacity to act rationally and to be self-determinant . 

However, our self-understanding is restricted by the constraints imposed by 

history . If, we are to attain a rational capacity which can function 

properly then we need a type of knowledge which would help to remove 

these constraints. Such a form of knowledge is what Habermas calls as 

self-reflection. 

Habermas argues that "self-reflection brings to consciousness those 

determinants of a self-formative process of cultivation and self-formation 

(bildung) which ideologically determine a contemporary practice and 

conception of the world ... It (leads) to insight due to the fact that 

what has previously been unconscious is made conscious in a manner rich 

in consequence : analytic insights intervene in life " .
10 

This self-

reflection thus helps to overcome distortions by revealing them. 

Human% have a capacity to reflect on their own failure and achieve - 

ments and act with greater consciousness and autonomy . This forms the 

basis on which emancipatory interest can be revealed . In self-reflection, 

unlike the natural science and cultural sciences, the theory and practice 

are linked to one another . Critical sciences with an emancipatoTy interest 

try to further this aspect of self-reflection and to remove conditions which 

do not allow self-conscious development of the humans to take place; to 

have a proper understanding of social activities, critical sciences are 

therefore necessary. By pointing out the distortions in action and 
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communication they help the human beings to create history with "Will and 

consciousness" . 

Freud' s psychoanalysis, according to Habermas presents a model 

which helps him to form a critical social theory . Through an integration 

of psychoanalysis and hermeneutic philosophy, Habermas aimed at a 

dialectical-hermeneutic theory of action. Freud according to Habermas was 

wrong in considering pyschoanalysis as a part of natural sciences. 

Psychoanalysis, according to lIabermas, shares the same metatheoretical 

status as that of hermeneutical theory or empirical theories. 

The legitimacy of critical hermeneutics according to Habermas 

depends on the rejection of the hermeneutic claim to universality. 

Hermeneutic approaches deal with understandable speech. They prove to 

be inadequate when they come in contact with systematically distorted 

communications. These defects present in the. speech are disregarded by 

hermeneutics. Hermeneutics thus works within a limited area . 

Habermas argues that the "Self-conception of hermeneutics can be 

shaken when it appears that patterns of systematically distorted communi-

cation are also evident in 'normal' speech. This is the case in the 

pseudo-communication in which the participants cannot recognize a break-

down in their communication; only an external observer recognizes that they 

misunderstand each other" .
11 

And since hermeneutics does not allow us to 

be a spectator, we are unable to detect when we fall prey to a false 

consciousness of pseudo-normal understanding which in fact requires 

systematic explanation. 

Habermas uses psychonalysis as a critique of individual self-

understanding by taking into account individual life-history . Influenced 
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by a particular ideology the social groups are kept away from recognizing 

their interest and from pursuing them . Falling prey to a ' false conscious-

ness ' members even hand over their rights to the continuance of an unjust 

social sytem which provides pseudo-scientific explanations to the contra-

dictions inherent in their ideology . This the analyst tries to bring to 

light by helping to bring to consciousness their distinctive self-formative 

processes . 

An anticipation of the ' final state ' allows a critical understanding 

of the present . Habermas makes extensive use of psychoanalysis to uncover 

the conditions for possibility of a critical social science. Psychoanalysis 

aids Habermas to transcend the communication consensus metahermeneutically, 

by providing a model for a theoretical framework needed for such a task . 

With the help of scenic understanding , Freud explained how the 

"explanatory reconstruction of development processes can be combined with 

the interpretation of behaviour symptoms , so that in the end insights can 

coincide with emancipation from unrecognized dependencies" . 

This reconstructed scene is usually a childhood situation which the 

child represses and further excludes it from public communication; 

unconsciously he desymbolizes the meaning of the object which causes 

conflict . This opens up a gap in the semantic field which is closed with 

the help of a symptom, (an unsuspicious symbol takes the place of the 

symbolic content that Jaas been split off ) which gains its own private 

meaning and which violates the rules of public language . Scenic under-

standing helps to find out the conditions which led to the distortion of 

language , and "breaks through the specific incomprehensibility of the 

symptom and assists in resymbolization i.e. the, re-introduction into public 

communication of a symbolic content that has been split off" .
13 

The 
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analyst tries to make comprehensible the latent meaning underlying a 

present situation by relating it to analogous sitpations (scenes) in the 

transference situation. This helped to provide clues to the original scene 

in infancy which is the cause of the distortions and which had so far 

remained inaccessible but determined behaviour. 

Habermas thus aimed at providing a depth hermeneutics which tried 

to explain "the emergence of patterns of speech which have to reernain 

incomprehensible to hermeneuticians since they affect the organization of 

language itself"
14 

Habermas argues that one can develop the theoretical 

assumptions underlying depth-hermeneutical lan6uage analysis in rel ation 

to three aspects of psychoanalysis. The psychoanalyst in the beginning 

has some preconceived idea as to what constitutes undistorted (normal) 

every day language. When he comes across systematically distorted 

language he tries to trace this distortions "back to the fusion of pre-

linguistic and linguistic organizations of symbols which are separated as 

two stages 	the developmental process and lastly he explains the 

emergence of deformation with a theory of deviant processes of socialization 

which extends onto the connection of patterns of infant interaction with 

the formation of understanding".
15 

Scenic understanding is the tool of depth hermeneutics to engage 

in such an exercise. However, scenic understanding is not to, be confused 

with hermeneutic understanding, in the sense that hermeneutical under-

standing, deals with our everyday undistorted communication and helps to 

sanction the prevalent use of language, whereas scenic understanding is 

an explanatory understanding which locates the conditions which lead to 

language distortions. Incomprehensible forms of expression are made 
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accessible with reference to the initial conditions of the distortions itself 

through scenic understanding. 

Habermas's depth hermeneutics takes note of the exercise of power 

and repression which lead to distorted communication. Psychoanalysis, 

for Habermas constitutes an important component, of a theory of communicat-

ive competence. Habermas argues that the requirements of such a theory 

are to be found in an analysis but not of the linguistic competence of a 

native speaker, but of systematic distortions of communication of the type 

postulated by psychoanalytic theory. 

Habermas outlines his theory of communicative competence by 

criticizing Chomsky 's linguistic theory. Chomsky' aimed at describing 

the syntax "by specifying the rules underlying the construction of 

sentences" .
16 

This linguistic theory according to Chomsky is concerned 

with linguistic competence i.e. the ability of an ideal speaker to master 

the abstract system of rules. Habermas rejects three assumptions of 

Chomskies work namely, (1) Monologism - linguistic universals belong 

solely to the basic equipment of the solitary organism of the speaking 

subject; (2) A priorism - Linguistic Universals precede all experiences; 

and (3) Elementarism - meaning can be adequately analysed in terms of 

combinations of a finite number of lexical components".
17 

Habermas negates these three assumptions. Against the first two 

he argues that linguistic universals do not precede all experiences as 

pointed out by Chomsky; neither are they all rooted in the human organism 

prior to socialization. Habermas makes a distinction between aposteriori 

linguistic universals which process experiences "in the sense that they 

represent invariant features of contigent scopes of experiences common to 
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all cultures and a rIbri linguistic universals which make such a processing 

possible by establishing the conditions of potential communication and 

general schemes of interpretation".
18 

Against the third assumption of elementarism, Habermas argues 

that our considering of linguistic universals, such as kinship terms and 

colour words exhibit that OUT semantic analysis is very much dependent 

on the "non exceedable common context of the society to which the speaker 

belongs".
19 

This Socio-cultural context needs to be taken into account 

when we attempt an adequate analysis of meaning. Habermas argues that 

this analysis is dependent on a changing world view and hence it is 

valid only at a particular stage of development. 

It is necessary therefore that we take into account all possible 

global interpretation; what is needed for such a massive analysis is a 

frame of reference. We encounter such a frame of reference when we 

discover that for a speaker to gain competence over language it is not 

merely enough to have a mastery of rules for constructing sentences, but 

what is really required is a capacity to communicate. The speaker can 

engage in communication when he has linguistic competence as well as 

'basic qualifications of speech a.nd symbolic interaction (role - behaviourP 

which Habermas terms as communicative competence. 

A theory of communicative competence is required in order to 

rebuild the competence of an ideal speaker to master an ideal-speech  

situation. This ideal-speech situation according to Habermas is character-

ized by symmetry requirements: (1) unrestricted discussion which would 

allow to attain free consensus; (2) mutual unimpaired self-presentation in 

which it is possible to achieve subtle nearness with unviolable distance 
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extreme individuation; and (3) full complementation of expectations which 

makes possible the claim of universal understanding and universalized 

norms. For Habermas, these three symmetries represent a linguistic 

conceptualization for that which we traditionally apprehend as the ideas 

of truth freedom and justice".
20 

Habermas argues that this ideal speech situation is an idealisation 

but he argues that it is indispensible since 11 is "necessary implied wit h 

the structure of potential speech".
21 

All truth, according to Habermas, is 

oriented towards an idea of truth, and this idea of truth can only be 

• 

assessed in terms of consensus which is achieved in free and universal 

discourse. llabermas further argues that our ability to conceive of an 

ideal speech situation implies that we can also anticipate ideas of justice, 

truth and freedom', 

Habermas tries to establish a principle to distinguish between true 

and false consensus with the help of the description of a discourse. This 

discourse according to Habermas is different from communicative action. 

Communicative action includes those forms of social interaction which take 

for granted all the norms and opinions of society, whereas a discourse 
. • 

questions these opinions before accepting them. Sometimes in our everyday 

interaction we encounter situations in which the validity of these beliefs 

and values becomes problamatic. It is at this time that"through a 

'discourse' the validity claims which have become problematic are made the 

topic and are examined for their justification".
22 

Through argumentation, 

discourse tries to end disputes over truth claims. 

The validity of norms, and the truth of statements therefore, accordin, 
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IIabermas, depends upon a form of life, free from domination. This 

form of life is what he terms as ideal-speech situation. Ideal speech 

situation creates a favourable condition for free debates to take place which 

allows arguments to emerge and acceptance of the best arguments and 

finally a true consensus is reached. This brings about an universal 

agreement . 

Habermas is successful in moving from the ontologization of language 

and tradition of a philosophical hermeneutic by combining the idea of truth 

and ideal speech situation, (freedom from domination) . Habermas argues 

that the idea of truth, which measures itself against the "idea of true 

consensus implies the idea of a true life or we could say, it includes the 

idea of Mundigkeit, (being of age) . It is only the formal anticipation of 

an idealized dialogue, as the form of life to be realized in the future, which 

gaurantees the ultimate supporting and contra-factual agreement that already 

unites us; in relation to it we can critize every factual agreement, should 

it be false one, as false consciousness" .
23 

Habermas' s ideas have been subjected to severe criticisms, Gadamer 

in a counter reaction to Habermas pointed out that Habermas conceives of 

hermeneutics as concerned only with ' subjectively-intended meaning' . What 

makes hermeneutical problem universal and fundamental to all inter-human 

experience is that "meaning can be perceived even where it is not intended" 

Even Habermas' s idea of depth hermeneutics, (understanding of mean] 

cannot be limited either to the mens auctoris or to mens actoris) is, accord].) 

to Gadamer, the most characteristic point of his own hermeneutics. Haberma 

according to Gadamer uses this position in rejecting the 'hermeneutic's 

claim to universality' because he conceives hermeneutics in a restricted ser 
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liy restricting the scope of hermeneutics, Habermas believes that he 

can no longer solve the problems of systematic distortion of communication as 

a participant in a dialogue but only as an analyst or a therapist of society 

as a whole. This depth hermeneutics, according to Gadamer entails a 

"role of a social engineer who creates but does not liberate".
25 

Further Gadamer criticized Habermas's analogy between psychoanalysis 

and sociological theory. The use of psychoanalysis to explicate the frame work 

of the critique of an individual's distorted self-understanding is accepta.ble 

to Gadamer, but when it is transferred onto a social sphere it creates a 

problem. At an individual level the society lists certain limits that are 

to be followed when psychoanalysis is applied. Gadamer argues that Habermas 

transcends these limits when he applies psychoanalysis to a large group, and 

thus forfeits this socially based legitimacy. 

Application of psychoanalysis to a whole social order "contains the 

danger of an uncontrolled exercise of force on the part of self-appointed 

elites, who dramatically claim a prividedged insight into the delusions of 

others, and the truth of their own view point".
26 

According to Gadamer 

our openness to the ideas of other people and OUT effort to reach a common 

agreeement through dialogue is what leads us to truth. 

David Held criticized Habermas's notion of ideal-speech situation, 

pointing out that it is not a sufficient condition for a fully open discourse. 

Ideal-speech situation is a narrow concept in the sense that it does not 

"cover a range of phenomena from the nature (content) of cultural 

traditions to the distribution of material resources, which are obviously 

important determinants of the possibility of discourse and, more generally, 

of a rational, free and just society".
27 

Alvin Gouldner, points out tothe,binictne 
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the ideal-speech situation by stating the conditions of a rational consensus; 

they in fact, according to Alvin Gouldner, create barriers to agreement and 

consensus. 

Paul Ricoeur's phenomenological  hermeneutiC, while not representing 

a clearly separable strand, brings into sharp relief the different strands 

and attempts to integrate them into a larger framework. While doing so, 

he acts as a mediator in both the hermeneutical and hermeneutic disputes. 

The important role played by the structuralist analysis of a system of sign 

in relation to the hermeneutical interpretation of a text is brought to light 

in Ricoeur's work. 

Ricoeur treats textual exegesis as the central element in hermeneutics. 

He defines hermeneutics as the "theory of rules that govern an exegesis, 

that is to say, an interpretation of a particular text or collection of signs 

susceptible to being considered as a text".
28 

Even a dream is considered 

as a text. And the psychonanalyst uses the interpretative system to bring 

to light the hidden meaning. Text includes also a myth, literature' and 

symbols. 

He distinguishes between univocal (having one meaning) and equi-

vocal (having variety of meaning) symbols. The latter happens to be the 

true focus of hermeneutics. Hermeneutics, thus deals with symbolic texts 

which have multiple meanings. Such symbolic texts have a fully coherent 

surface meaning and at the same time a deeper significance. 

Ricoeur points out to two totally different syndromes of hermeneutics 

in modern times. One represented by Bultmann's demythologizing, wherein 

hermeneutics is understood as the manifestation' and restoration of a meaning 

addressed through a message or a proclamation (kerygma). And the other 
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represented by Freud's demystification; which sevics to destroy the symbol 

as the representation of false reality . Because of these two divergent 

approache 	to the interpretation of symbols Ricoeur felt the impossibility 

of forming universal canons for exegesis. We can only have separate 

theories regarding the rules of interpretation. 

Ricoeur's theory of the conflict of interpretation mediates between 

"theories of hermeneutics so far advanced by considering the reconstructive 

determination of objective sense and the existential appropriation of 

traditional meaning as equally justified and operating on different 

strategic levels" .
29 

Ricoeur formulated a concept of text which serves as 

a basis for a theory of interpretation. 

The theory of interpretation does not restrict itself to literary 

texts but extends itself to the sphere of social action. Individuals in 

this world act and speak in a meaningful way. Their actions can be 

understood only through a process of interpretation. Ricoeur argues that 

to see "an actiorc as a text is to view it as meaningfully constituted 

behaviour, which can be interpreted in various ways; and to view action 

as meaningfully constituted behaviour is to identify the primary source of 

the phenomenology of ideology". 03 

Ricoeur's study centered around language. Ricoeur adopted 

Benveniste's distinction between a semiotics of the sign and a semantic 

of a sentence to, highlight some of the features of language. A semiotic 

study concerns itself with different types of signs. However, the level of 

sentence in a language does not fall under the domain of semiotics. 

Though a sentence is composed of signs it is not the same as signs. 

Ricoeur argues that there are certain characteristics which distinguish it 



-116 

from signs, namely "the sign only has a function of discrimination: What 

is 'peculiar to each sign is what distinguishes it from other signs; for the 

sign, to be distinctive and to be significant are the same thing. The 

sentence, by contrast, has a function of synthesis. It's specific 

character is to be a predicate".
31 

A sentence has a reference as opposed 

to a sign which is defined by difference. 

The basic unit of discourse is a sentence. Ricoeur, in order to 

justify between written and spoken language introduces the concept of 

discourse. He accepts the definition of discourse formulated by linguistics 

as a counterpart of language system or linguistic codes. It is given as 

an event. This .is because when someone speaks it produces some effects. 

As opposed to a-temporality of system of signs, a discourse has an actual 

eventful character. It is distinguished from the system of signs by a 

number of traits, namely, "realized-temporality" . self-referentiality' 

"outside-object reference", "existence of an addressee", etc. 

However one can differentiate between written and spoken speech, 

depending on the way in which these traits are actualized. The 

inscription of discourse in writing involves a series of transformations 

which Ricoeur calls as distanciation. 

The first transformation concerns itself with the fixing of a 

discourse. In spoken speech, discourse has a fleeting character which 

leads to the problem of fixation. In order to preserve the meaning of 

what is said one should take recourse to writing, "fixing it in a material 

medium such as paper and thereby surpassing the fleeting character of the 

instance of discourse".
32 

According to Ricoeur, surpassing is done by 

the 'intentional exteriorization of the speech-act. 



11'7 

Ricoeur illustrated this point by reference to Austin's speech-acts. 

The different components of speech-acts (namely locutionary, illocutionary 

and perlocutionary acts), Ricoeur argues can be realized in writing. A 

locutionary act when written can be identified and reidentified. The 

illocutionalry act which conveys the force of the act can also be written 

down. The perlocutionary act, according to Ricoeur, is the least 

inscribable and least discursive aspect of discourse. It is discourse qua 

stimulus. 

Ricoeur argues that discourse operates "not through the recognition 

of my intention by the interlocutor, but in an energetic mode, as it were, 

by direct influence upon the emotions and affective attitudes of the inter-

locutor. Thus the propositional act, the illocutionary force and prelocu-

tionary action are susceptible In decreasing degrees, to the intentional 

exteriorization which renders inscription by writing possible".
33 

The second form of distanciation concerns with the relaticn between 

the author's intention and the textual meaning. The intentions of the 

author and the meaning of the text overlaps in spoken discourse; whereas 

in the case of written discourse, the verbal meaning and the intentions 

are dissociated from each other. Ricoeur argues that the "text's career 

escapes the finite horizon lived by its author. What the text says now 

matters more than' what the author meant to say, and every exegebiS unfolds 

its procedures within the circumference of a meaning that has broken its 

mooring to the psychology of its author".
34 

The third  form of distanciation marks the emancipation of text 

from the limits of 'ostensive reference' . Discourse has a reference i.e. 

the world. Spoken discourse, refers to a common situation of the 
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interlocutors. Thus in written discourse the link between discourse and 

ostensive reference is shattered. The text frees itself from the limits of 

ostensive reference. It does not "refer to features of the situation in 

which it was produced, but opens up a world and projects a new way of 

being. To unfold this deferential dimension of the text, and to relate it 

to the subject who is metamorphized ' by the text, is the task of the 

theory of interpretation".
35 

In the fourth and the final form of distanciation, there is a 

discrepancy between the text and its social condition of production. 

Discourse is the foundation of communication as it is addressed to someone. 

In spoken discourse the dialogical situation determines the hearer; 

whereas a text creates its own audience. It is addressed to any invisible 

unknown audience, who can read. Thus a text has a universal character 

as compu.red to •the limited number of partners in spoken discourse. 

Ricoeur' s theory of interpretation centres around his concept of 

text. Any discourse fixed by writing is defined as a text. This fixation 

of writing replaces speech, "occuring at the site where speech could have 

emerged . This suggests that a text is really a text only when it is not 

restricted to transcribing an anterior speech, when instead if inscribes 

directly in written letters what the discourse means".
36 

The transition from sentence to a text is the transition from 

semantics to the sphere of hermeneutics. In this transition new problems 

surface which did not arise in spoken language. The text being a written 

discourse is therefore termed as a work. 

Ricoeur lists three distinctive features of a work, namely: 

(a) A work cannot be reduced to a sentence. It thus gives rise to a new 
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problem of understanding. (b) A work is produced in accordance with 

rules which allow us to classify it as a play, poem, etc. (c) When a 

work is produced in accordance to a literary genre it is given a unique 

configuration which li kens it to an individual and which may be called 

its 'styles' . 

This concept of text exhibits the four forms of distanciation. 

Ricoeur based his theory of interpretation on such a conception or text. 

It is text or written discourse as such which defines the object domain of 

hermeneutics. Ricoeur avoids the romantic and psychological tendencies 

characterizing some forms of hermeneutics. Ricoeur treats text as a 

written work .and suggests two types of readings of this text: (1) 

Explanatory  attitude, which prolongs and reinforces "the suspense which 

affects the text's reference to a surrounding world and to the audience 

of speaking subjects".
37 

(2) Interpretative attit  ude, which removes the 

suspense and reveals its true nature and fulfils the text in present speech. 

The openness of the text enables reading; and reading of a text conjoins 

a new discourse to the discourse of a text. This conjunction of a discouse 

"reveals, in tlie very constitution of the text, an original capacity for 

renewal which is its open characteristic. Interpretation is the concrete 

outcome of conjunction and renewal".
38 

Written text has an autonomous 

character, and interpretation is the type of reading which responds to this 

autonomy. Since the time of Dilthey the contrast between explanation and 

understanding • became common in hermeneutics. Understanding was concep-

tualized in psychological terms and explanation was considered as the 

objectivist intrusion in social sciences and hence rejected. Ricoeur 

characterizes this tendency as misleading, and tries to bring together 

understanding and explanation and synthesize them into a complex  
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Interpretative process. 

The four forms of distanciation reveal the aspects of this inter-

pretative process. The first two forms of distanciation, namely, "the 

eclipse of the event of saying by the meaning, of what is said and the 

severance of the latter from the intentions of the speaking subject",
39 

according to Ricoeur imply that the objective meaning of the text is 

something other than the author's intention. 

Ricoeur argues that taking recourse to the author's intention does 

not help to solve the problems of understanding. A text is different from 

a sentence and hence the meaning of a text must be constructed as a 

whole, taking into account its structured totality irreducible to a sentence. 

Interpretation is an open process and hence can be constructed in many 

ways. Each construction of a text is therefore necessarily a guess. 

However, such a conception of interpretation does not make it 

arbitrary. Ricoeur argues that it is always possible to argue for or 

against interpretation, "to confront interpretation, to arbitrate between them 

and to seek agreement, even if this agreement remains beyond our 

immediate reach" .
40 

Our arguments in favour of or against an interpre-

tation is to bring to light the plausibility or validity of one interpretation 

over some other. Interpretation thus, does not aim at certainty but at 

the same time avoids scepticism. 

The remaining two forms of distanciation are of equal importance 

to Ricoeur. The emancipation of the text from the writer and the social 

circumstances enhances the possibility of two different attitudes towards 

the text. On one hand, by treating the text_ as a self enclosed, worldless 

entity the reader may suspend any judgement regarding the references of 
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the text, whereas on the other, the reader may give up his epoche and 

try to bring to light the non-ostensive references of the text. 

The structuralistic approaches to the study of language and myth 

adopted the first attitude. They offered a new way of explanation which 

took into consideration the internal relations of the text. This novel 

type of explanation, however comes from the field of language itself and 

not from that of natural sciences. 

Acccirding to Ricoeur, however, such a type of analysis presupposes 

a form of understanding which cannot be reduced to structural explanation. 

The second attit ude which a reader adopts in relation to the text takes 

into consideration this presupposed form of understanding. What the 

reader tries to discover is not something that is internal or hidden in the 

text but what is projected by it, that is, a world about which it seeks. 

Though the text is not limited by the ostensive reference, it has a 

referential dimension which is divided in such a way that the suspension 

of ostensive reference is the condition for the realization of a second 

order reference. Ricoeur argues that "the literary work discloses a world 

only under the condition that the reference of descriptive discourse is 

suspended or, in other words, in the literary work, discourse unfolds its 

denotation or a denotation of the second order in virtue of the suspension 

of the first order denotation of discourse".
41 

The understanding of text at this stage involves a movement from 

that which the text says to that about which it says, i.e. from sense to 

reference; the reader thereby appropriates the world of text. 

By appropriation, Ricoeur means to make ones "own what initially 
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was alien. It is an act through which interpretation brings together, 

S. 
equalizes, renders contemporary and similar" .

42 
This act Ricoeur emphaizes 

does not take into account the author' s intentions but tries to free the 

prior self and deepen one' s self-understanding and that of the other by 

virtue of the meaning inscribed in the text. Ricoeur thus treats 

explanation and understanding not as contradictory but as two levels in 

the process of interpretation. 

Ricoeur argues that if structural analysis is treated as a mediator 

between surface and depth interpretation "then it seem possible to situate 

explanation and interpretation along a unique hermeneutical arc and to 

integrate the opposed attitudes of explanation and understanding within an 

overall conception of reading as the recovery of meaning".
43 

Such a 

synthesis of the two (explanation and understanding), while not neglecting 

the subject, avoids subjectivism. 

Ricoeur does not restrict the theory of interpretation only to the 

text but extends it to include even human actions. Meaningful actions 

become the object of sociological study when it undergoes a kind of 

objectification similar to the forms of distanciation expressed in a text. 

The inner traits of the action which are similar to the structure of the 

speech act make this objectification possible. A discourse when fixed, 

surpasses the event of saying, by the meaning of what is said. In the 

same way, an action, when objectified or fixed, surpasses the event of 

doing, by the significance of what is done. 

An action is analogueS to a text in many ways. An action like a 

text has a structure of locutionary act, in s.o far as they can be 

identified and reidentified. It also exhibits the variety of illocutionary 
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traits. Like the speech acts, even the actions have a force of warning, 

threat, etc. An action is autonomous in the. sense that like a text it is 

detached from its agent. This autonomous character of action allows to 

leave its traces on human history. Further, an action like a text being 

open work, can be interpreted by those who witnessed it and also by 
- 

those who cart read it. Finally the human actions like a text are free 

from ostensive reference. They transcend the social conditions - of its 

production.-,s. 

It is on the basis of these similarities that Ricoeur extends his 

interpretative theory of actions. Ricoeur' s interpretations of actions helped 

him to overcome the understanding-explanation dichotomy . The action 

like a text has a sense and a reference. It projects a possible world 

and at the same time has an internal structure. Through the process of 

interpretation the potential mode of human existence can be revealed. 

The structure and totality of text can be constructed in different 

ways. In the same manner even human actions could be interpreted in 

various ways. To understand an action it is necessary to explain why 

a person acted the way he did and this can be done if the reasons for 

the actions are known. 	The actor may makehis actions understandable 

by explaining that it was done out of a particular feeling or motive 

(jealousy or revenge) . To explain one' s action in this manner is to 

make a claim which could be defended or contested. All interpretations 

in the literary criticisms and in the field of social sciences can be 

challenged like the legal utterances. This is because the query ' what 

can defeat a claim?' is a common element of all arguements. Yet whereas 

in legal tribunal one reaches a point where all procedures of appeal are 

exitausted, in social science and literary criticism there is no such last 
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word. Discussion in this field can only be terminated by violence. 

The ret of the aspects of interpretation theory are also applicable 

to actions. Ricoeur argues that the structuralist mode of analysis can be 

generalised. It can be made applicable also to social phenomena which 

may be said to have a semiological character (which may be characterized 

in terms of systems of interrelated signs). If such an extension is allowed 

then the type of explanations given by the structural mode of analysis 

differS from the classical causal model, like the flumean account of causality, 

where cause and effect occur without any logical connections between them. 

As against this, the structuralist imply correlative relations rathen than 

consequetive or sequential. Such correlations do not exhaust the task of 

interpretations. It is only a primary phase in the depth-interpretation 

of social phenomena. 

Objectified actions are a part of social phenomena which has a 

reference and a structure. These actions like a text project a world 

and point towards human existence. This appropriation revealed in depth 

hermeneutics does not reduce the objectivity of .social science phenomena 

to individual subjectivity . This is because such appropriation does not 

concern itself with the author's intentions. 

Ricoeur's Phenomenological Hermeneutics 

Ricoeur's primary aim is to propose a hermeneutics different from 

hermeneutics that concerned itself with religio-theological problem. He 

therefore, introduced 'phenomenological-hermeneutics' . Taking into account 

the above classifications, one can now understand what is phenomenological 

about Ricoeur's hermeneutics. 

Though the approaches of phenomenology and hermeneutics seem 
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to be diverse, they have something in common and are therefore inseparable. 

Phenomenology, according to Ricoeur, serves as the basis of hermeneutics. 

Phenomenology therefore is the fundamental presupposition of hermeneutic 

philosophy. On the other hand, neither can phenomenology proceed without 

an hermeneutical presupposition . The hermeneutical condition of phenomeno-

logy, argues Ricoeur, is tied up with the role of explication (Auslegung) 

in the fulfilment of its philosophical project. Ricoeur thus aims at a 

phenomelogical hermeneutics by grafting hermeneutics to a phenomenological 

philosophy. 

Ricoeur lists three stages of this 'graft' of hermeneutical problem 

and textual paradigms to a phenomenological methodology. In the first 

stage, Ricoeur holds on to the notion of a textual analysis of symbolic 

discourse. He restricted himself to form methodological grounds for a 

theory of analogous meaning. Here phenomenology enters hermeneutics, "as 

a version of a comparativist strategy and as a means of 'recovering' the 

intentionalities of symbolic expressions, Le. of layering the experimential 

significations of these expressions. Thus the constellation of meaning 

surrounding the various confessions of the experience of evil are explored".
44 

The object of analysis in this stage is the ' text' . 

In the second stage, which began specially with his writings on 

Freud, he retains the textual element. Ricoeur treats Freudian' analysis 

of dreams, jokes, art works, etc. as a type of hermeneutics. These art 

works or dreams are treated as ' texts' which a psychoanalyst must inter-

pret. However, the object of analysis is the human subject and not the 

text. Ricoeur argues that what we need here is an interpretation which 

takes into consideration the concealed meaning of the text 'self ' . 
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Hermeneutics, when restricted to biblical exegesis included the 

problem of faith. Ricoeur's use of hermeneutic of belief is latently 

religious in intention. The question of faith, finds itself hidden in the 

hermeneutical problem now linked to an understanding of phenomenolggy 

itself . On this background, (third stage) the dialectic of hermeneutics, 

which emerges, "is one which counterplays those interpretations of meaning 

which demythize the existential-cum-religious significations with those 

which seek a 'recovery' of forgotten significations. The counter-part of 

susp icion is a latent belief in Ricoeur's version of a hermeneutical-

phenomenology" .
45 

This grafting of hermeneutical problem to a phenomenological 

methodology shows evidences of previous graft (like the grafting of the 

question of faith to the hermeneutical problem). Since the hermeneutical 

problem started long before phenomenology, Ricoeur felt the need to graft 

hermeneutics onto phenomenology. Ricoeur lists two ways of doing this. 

One, which he calls the short route, (explored by Heidegger) since it 

short-circuited the problem by directly carrying itself to the "level of 

an ontology of finite being in order there to recover understanding, no 

longer as a mode of knowledge, but rather as a mode of being".
46 

This 

process is not gradual but a sudden one. 

Ricoeur takes the other route, which is a difficult one, and aims 

at carrying reflections to the level of ontology in a slow, step by step, 

method. Ricoeur felt that with Heidegger's sudden manner of questioning, 

the problem that aroused our investigations remained unsolved and lost 

from sight. Heidegger treats historical knowledge as secondary to 

ontological understanding, as a derived form of a primordial understanding. 
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Ricoeur as opposed to Heidegger, felt the need to take into consi-

deration the derived forms of understanding and to pinpoint in them the 

signs of their derivations. He therefore begins on the level of language, 

since this is the level on which understanding operates. By substituting 

the analysis of language to the analytic of Dasein, Ricoeur hopes to keep 

in touch with those disciplines which aim to practice interpretations in a 

methodical manner. At the same time he hopes that this will keep him 

away from separating truth and characteristics of understanding from those 

methods followed by the various disciplines sprung from exegesis. 

If a problem of understanding is to be resolved, then it must 

proceed from the semantic elucidation of the concept of interpretations, 

common to all hermeneutic disciplines. Ricoeur intends to solve the 

question of existence through a detour of this semantics. A purely semantic 

explanation remains incomplete till one exhibits that our understanding of 

multivocal or symbolic expressions is a moment of self-understanding. The 

semantic approach thus follows a reflective approach. While interpreting 

the signs the subject interprets himself . The interpreter becomes a "being 

who discovers by the exegesis of his own life, that he is placed in 'being' 

before he places and possesses himself".
47 

The semantical approach keeps hermeneutics in touch with various 

methodologies and also grafts hermeneutics onto phenomenology, at the level 

at which Phenomenology is most sure of itself (at the level of the theory 

of meaning like the one developed in the logical investigations). 

Interpretation, according to Ricoeur aims at making one's own, 

something that is remote or alien. By overcoming this remoteness the 

interpreter can appropriate its meaning to himself . Through an under- 
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standing of the other, the interpreter, expands his own understanding of 

himself. Every hermeneutics, thus according to Ricoeur is a self under-

standing. Therefore, it would not be wrong on our part, to graft 

hermeneutics onto phenomenology, on the level of the problem of the cogito. 

By combining the multiple meanings in the semantic field with self-

knowledge, we radically transform the problem of cogito. 

Ricoeur's route in grafting hermeneutics onto phenomenology is a 

long one and begins with distanciation and with determination of the 

objectivity of sense which is embedded in a text. In his essay 'phenome-

nology and hermeneutics' , Ricoeur presents a hermeneutical critique of 

phenomenology in its most idealistic form (that advanced by Husserl') 

Once this idealistic form is given up, the mutual affinity between 

hermeneutics and phenomenology comes to the fore. 

Ricoeur lists five objections levelled against the Husserllian 

idealism by the hermeneutical philosophy: 

a) Husserllian Idealism construed the ideal of 'scientificity' as 

ultimate justification. This ideal according to Ricoeur encounters its 

fundamental limit in the ontological condition of understanding. This ideal 

of scientificity, Ricoeur argues, needs to be questioned; unless this is 

done the problem of ultimate justification for Hermeneutics still rests withir 

the domain of objectifying thought. Such a position, goes back from the 

idea of scientificity to the ontological condition of belonging. The subject 

who guestions,belongs to the very thing about which he questions. 

So long as the ideal of scientificity is not questioned, the probler 

of ultimate justification for Hermeneutics still rests within the domain of 

objectifying thought. Such a position, goes back from the idea of 
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scientificity to the ontological condition of belonging. The subject who 

questions, belongs to the very thing about which he questions. 

b) According to Ricoeur, Husserll's demand for the return to 

intuition is countered by the necessity for all understanding to be mediated 

by an interpreter, and remains on the level of epistemology; whereas that 

of hermeneutic philosophy refers to universality of understanding. The 

text according to hermeneutic philosophy has an autonomous character and 

opens up a possibility of variety of meaning . Thus it is an unlimited 

and open process. 

c) His central thesis is that all intuitions depend on subjectivity. 

All transcendence and self-knowledge according to Husserll is doubtful 

because it proceeds by sketches (Abschattungen)  which are presumptive. 

Only immanence which does not proceed.by sketches is indubitable. This 

contention, according to Ricoeur becomes doubtful, when we realise that 

the cogito also becomes the target. of criticism. 

Ricoeur argues that only a hermeneutic of communication by showing 

the "insurmountable character of the ideological phenomenology through its 

mediation on the role of pre-understanding the apprehensions of any 

cultural objects ... (and by) demonstrating the necessity of a critique of 

ideology",
48 

can incorporate the critique of ideology into self-understandin 

Hermeneutics thus has a way of attaining both the unsurpassable character 

ideological phenomena and the need and the possibility of a critique of 

ideology. This is possible because as against phenomenology, hermeneutic 

has a subject which is always open to the efficacy of history. 

(d) Fourthly, hermeneutics, according to Ricoeur, aims at a worlc 

which is in front of the text and not the intentions of the author. And 
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aim of the hermeneutician becomes the task of discerning the 'matter' 

available in the text. The implications of this preoccupation of hermeneutics 

with the textual 'matter' on the Ilusserllian idealism is that "phenomenology, 

which was born with the discovery of the universal character of intentionality, 

has not remained faithful to its own discovery, namely that consciousness 

has its meaning beyond itself . The idealist theory of the constitution of 

meaning has thus 'hypostasized subjectivity ' " .
49 

e) Lastly, hermeneutics treats subjectivity as the last category of 

the theory of understanding. Instead of becoming the beginning point, it 

stands for a fulfilling agency through which hermeneutics leads to self-

comprehension. It becomes the discipline of the text. 

Inspite of these objections, Ricoeur felt the need to justify his 

thesis that "phenomenology remains the unsurpassable presupposition of 

hermeneutics" .
50 

The primary phenomenolgical presupposition of hermeneutic' s is that, 

every question regarding any type of 'being' is a question regarding the 

meaning of that 'being' . The question of meaning becomes hermeneutical, 

when the meaning is concealed by everything which denies access to it. 

Only when this question of meaning is treated as central to phenomenology, 

it becomes a hermeneutical problem. In doing this, the phenomenological 

attitude is placed above the naturalistic-objectivistic attitude. The choice 

in favour of meaning, is thus, according to Ricoeur, the most general 

presupposition of any theory of interpretation. Such a breakdown between 

phenomenology and a naturalistic-objective attitude, according to Ricoeur 

leads to "nothing more than an opting for the consciousness 'in' which it 

occurs'
,

.
51 



.131 

Hermeneutic philosophy, according to Ricoeur can explore the 

conditions of hermeneutical understanding only through reference to its 

This according to him presupposes a general theory of 

sense where the concept of meaning is coextensive with the notion of 

intenticnality. Ricoeur contends that we are right in speaking of the 

'meaning of perception' or the 'meaning of will' , etc. Ricoeur further 

argues that this "subordination of the logical notion of signification to 

the universal notion of meaning, under the guidance of the concept of 

intentionality, in no way implies that a transcendental subjectivity has 

sovereign mastery of meaning towards which it orients itself. On the 

contrary phenomenology can establish the priority of meaning above self-

consciousness
,
'.

52 

Another way in which phenomenology presupposes hermeneutics is 

through the moment of distanciation. Hermeneutical distanciation is related 

to phenomenological epoche. All consciousness of meaning involves 

distanciation, (a distancing from lived experience). Phenomenology, argues 

Ricoeur, starts "when, not content to live or 'relive' , we interupt lived 

experience in order to signify it. Thus the epoche and the meaning-

intention are closely linked".
53 

The epoche is a virtual event, which involves the exchange of 

signs for things. Phenomenology is similar to this epoche, " hich it 

raises to the dignity of the act, the philosophical gesture. It renders 

thematic what was only operative, and thereby makes meaning appear as 

meaning".
54 

Hermeneutic makes use of this philosophical gesture into the 

human sciences. The lived experience, which hermeneutics tries to bring 

into language and raise to meaning is really 'the historical connection, 

mediated by the tram-mission of texts, works etc., which renders present 
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the historical past. 

The 'lived experiences' of phenomenology and the 'consciousness 

exposed to efficacy of history' in hermeneutics correspond to each other. 

Hence, Ricoeur argues, that the relation between ' distanciation' and 

'belonging' in hermeneutics is parallel to that of epoche and lived 

experience in phenomenology. Hermeneutics therefore, "begins when not 

content to belong to transmitted tradition, we interrupt the ret.a.tion of 

belonging in order to signify it".
55 

This similarity allows hermeneutics 

to include the critical moment from which psychoanalysis, critique of 

ideology etc. could begin. The critical moment and the relation of belong-

ing can be integrated together, if distanciation is consubstantial with 

belonging. This, according to phenomenology, becomes possible 'when it 

elevates to a philosophical decision the Virtual act of instituting the 'empty 

space' which enables a subject to signify his lived experience of his 

belonging to a historical tradition".
56 

Thirdly, Ricoeur stresses the primacy of the structure of experience 

in relation to linguisticality as the most fundamental phenomenolocj.cal pre-

supposition in hermeneutics. He refers to the 'experience of art' in the 

form of a 'game' (referred by Gadamer) and the noematic analysis of the 

pre-linguistic sphere. In both these cases "linguistic considerations' are 

preceded by the presentation of 'what it is' that is brought to, language. 

The relation between the pre-predicative o phenomenology and that 

of hermeneutical philosophy, concerns the relation between the 'life world' 

and 'world of science' on one hand, and that of the .objectivating approach 

of the 'Geisteswissenschafteri to artistic, historic, and linguistic experiences 

on the other. Both the 'Dasein' and 'leben Welt' (Life-world) "designate 
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the surplus of meaning of 'lived experience, which makes possible object-

ifying and explanatory attitudes".
57 

These links between phenomenology and the hermeneutic philosophy, 

make it necessary for phenomenology to incorporate a hermeneutical 

presupposition, namely; to conceive of its method as an explication, an 

interpretation, an as Auslegung.  Phenomenology thus can be realized 

only hermeneutically. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONSENSUS AND TRUTH 

The problem of hermeneutics can be reviewed in a new context 

wherein it is pointed out that the understanding fails not because of 

'complexity of the universe' nor 'amenability of contradictory 

interpretations' . The intellect's capacity to view things partially, 

renders it incapable of a proper understanding. Intellect's past (without 

which it does not exist) is both an asset and a liability. As Zygmunt 

Bauman puts it: "Thanks to its past, the intellect is able to see; 

because of it, it is bound to remain partially blind".
1 

The concept of 

'right' and 'wrong' understanding makes sense only in a given context. 

Bauman goes on to add: "... there is no understanding without 

experience to which the object can be referred. But the obverse relation 

holds as well: the meaning is accessible only together with experience. 

Hence with varying experience, the meaning varies. Is not the meaning, 

therefore, subject to a 'double bind' , constrained simultaneously by the 

text and by the reader? And if this is so, can the meaning ever be 

conclusive, final, ultimately borne out once and for all?'
,2 

The answers 

to the two above questions are of significant importance particularly 

because they will depend upon what is regarded as an essential 

distinction between natural and social sciences. 

Bauman puts the whole issue in a beautiful metaphor when he 

says: "... that what transforms 'looking at the text' into understanding 

is the act of placing the text in a context".
3 

Although what Bauman 

is referring to is 'understanding' in cultural or human sciences we 

notice that the same applies to natural sciences, though in a lesser 

degree. We shall come back to this at the end of this chapter. One 



will have to look at the whole argument to observe the 'disturbing' 

feature of human knowledge that is both 'context-dependent' and 'context-

defined' . And this compelled thinkers to seek 'context-free' meanings, 

methodologically neutral understanding of the 'text' . Bauman believes 

that the 'uneasy feeling' is not due to a notional intrinsic superiority 

of context-free over context-bound knowledge. It is an urge to come to 

an understanding, which once acquired, is immutable and immune to 

contingencies of fate. This, Bauman believes, will give one the feeling 

of genuine mastery over the object. 

The strongest (and the strangest) point of Zygmunt Bauman's 

thesis is his claim that "the real trouble, therefore (the real reason of 

our anxiety) is not the endemic structure of theoretical understanding, 

but the  practical lack of control over  the life situation which a most 

perfect interpretation will still be helpless to redress. Objective  

understanding -appears, so to speak, as a substitute for practical 

control over the situation, as an 'intellectual socialization' of the 

conditions of actions which in reality are privately owned. This is why  

attempts to  gain objective understanding will always be repeated: and  

this is why they will be never successful, that is., unless an entirely 

different situation of action deprives them of their goal. Paradoxically, 

a truly objective understanding  would be  accessible only in conditions 

which do not require it; which do not posit such an understanding as a  

problem".
4 

What I called 'strange' in his view that 'lack of consensus' 

in social sciences is not so much due to 'professional frailties' of social 

scientists but due to the very nature of understanding. 

Natural science by its very nature is dependent on what 

constitutes its practices. And what constitutes its practices has to be 
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accepted by consensus among the scientists thereby creating an ' authority 

of interpretations' . The acceptance of specialized instruments, new 

theorems of deduction, etc. is not 'once for all recognition' of a new 

discovery. Instead, a ' new scientific discovery' tends to come into 

conflict or dispute with the already established ' authority ' of science - 

which in due course of time, after mutual interactions, often acrimonious., 

is accepted as part of the scientific understanding. 

Michael Polyanl analyses this quasi-sociblogical position regarciing 

the formation of scientific authority when he writes: 

"Any attempt to define the body of science more closely 

comes up against the fact that the knowledge comprised 

by science is not known to any single person. Indeed, 

nobody knows more than a tiny fragment of science well 

enough to judge its validity and value at first hand. 

For the rest he has to rely on views accepted at second 

hand on the authority of a community of people accredited 

as scientists. But this accrediting depends in its turn 

on a complex organization. For each member of the 

community can judge at first hand only a small number 

of his fellow members, and yet eventually each is 

accredited by all. What happens is that each recognizes 

as scientists a number of others by whom he is recognized 

as such in turn, and these relations form chains which 

transmit these mutual recognitions at second hand through 

the whole community . This is how each member becomes 

directly or indirectly accredited by all. The system 

extends into the past. Its members recognize the same 

set of persons as their masters and derive from this 

allegiance a common tradition, of which each carries 

on a particular stand" .
5 

The question that remains- uppermost in our minds is: Does this 

consensus (in natural sciences like that of Polyani, 	or in social sciences 



like that of 13anman) rejects the objectivity of F.,eientific findings? We 

shall come back to this at the end of the chapter after analysing 

Rauman's arguments why he believes that human science creates 

'consensus' and that objective understanding is possible under conditions 

which does not require it. 

Bauman believes that "the truth of sociology" (and pari passu 

that of other social sciences) has to be negotiated in the same way the 

ordinary agreement is".
6 

It 	comparable to the 'truth' by consensus 

among the physicists which is reached by an agreement. The difference 

between the two sciences (physics and sociology) - the 'phenomenon of 

physicists is fully controlled by physicists; whereas that of sociologists 

is not fully controlled by sociologists. The reason for this lies in fact 

that sociological language is tied up with contexts of meaning-under-

standing_. And however much the sociologists have tried to fulfil 

et^ 
Schleipacher's objective of an interpretation which is both conclusive and  

apodietically true, the sociologists have failed to give up the historically, 

socially and culturally relative understanding. This is so because the 

standards of understanding as vvell as valuation are by definition 

internal to the particular culture which is being analysed. Bauman 

concludes that interpretative sociology is condemned to relativism. 

But are natural sciences different from this? Quoting Karl 

Popper, Bauman shows how science had developed only 'negative 

standards' by means of which we can at most determine the falsity of 

theories. Science, in Popperian sense, progresses by an endless effort 

of elimination of false theories. "There is no assurance that we shall 

be able to make progress toward better theories".
7 



Popper's falsificationism, therefore has a very important critical 

element - particularly with regard to inductivist conception of development 

of scientific knowledge. Scientific statements, for him, cannot be verified 

once-and-for-all. They are accepted only after rigorous  attempts at 

falsifying them have failed. These 'corroborated,' statements are still 

provisional till they have been accepted by the scientific communitz. 

Scientists are able to come to this consensus "on account of their mutual 

application of rational criteria as embodied in logically coherent 

argumentation. ln this sense, the 'rationalism' advocated by Popper is 

a 'critical' one in that any statement purporting to be scientific is 

made available, and tends itself, but the rationality of this procedure is 

itself not amenable to further justification resting, as it does, on the 

'irrational' opting for Reason is an 'act of faith' ".
8 

But Popper does not reduce scientific theories 'to each according 

to his own faith' . The rules of science are such that they "be as 

subject to the general aim of rational discussion, which is to get nearer 

to the truth".
9 

One can understand the Popperian 'volte face' from consensus to 

truth from the following. On the one hand truth becomes an unrealistic 

objective if it is to be derived from hypothetical propositions. On the 

other hand, there will be no direction for the on-going rational 

discussion if truth is not posited as its objective. Bauman reasserts 

this when he says: "... if it were not for the ideal of truth as the 

supreme standard of belief, no agreed interpretation of meaning would 

be conceivable. Truth is perhaps unachievable as a state of knowledge. 

But truth is indispensable for knowledge to exist" .
10 



Keith Lehrer and Carl Wagner argue that 'consensus' appears 

not only in. acceptance of scientific results but also of scientific method. 

"Scientists", they point out, "disagree about experimental outcomes, obtain 

different results ... disagree over which methods are appropriate".
11 

Scientists, therefore, have to be consensually committed to a method - 

if not, then "no matter what the intrinsic merits of the method, agreement 

is not to be expected".
12 

Lehrer and Wagner refer to Galileo's method 

(use of telescope) and how his contemporaries did not 'see' the moon of 

Jupiter which he Saw. Galileo's contemporaries were not committed to 

his method and consequently could not accept the results. Lehrer and 

Wegner therefore conclude: "When we claim that the results of science 

are rational, when we refer those results to prejudice and superstitions, 

the rationality of our claim rests ultimately upon our agreement, our 

consensus, that those methods lead us to truth or at least expose error 

in a reliable way. The application of method may itself produce 

agreement, but such agreement presupposes a prior consensual commitment 

to the methodology itself".
13 

What Lehrer and Wagner calls the consensus, Bt:Luman calls 

truth - and both function 'as rules of rational discussion as well as the 

pursuit of o6jective understanding. What distinguishes Bauman and 

other social scientists from that of Popperians is that the former have 

their existential moorings. Bauman for example, clearly expresses his 

existential inclinations when he says: "The pursuit of truth and 

objectivity, as guiding principles of human technical and practical 

activity - human work and communication - are anthropological, not 

historical features of human existence: they are transcendental 

conditions of the specifically human mode of existence".
14 
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If empirical-analytical sciences cannot guarantee the truth of 

scientific statements, how can we expect guarantee of truth of inter-

subjective agreement, asks Bauman. The sociological hermeneutics as a 

method of criticism can maximally expose conditions of communication 

that lead to an invalid or untrue consensus. Bauman points out that 

"sociology is 'socially engaged' not in spite of, or in violation of, its 

truth-seeking motives, but in consequence of those motives. Conversely, 

sociology may pursue its aim of true, as distinct from merely consensual, 

understanding *only thanks to its active engagement with the task of 

promotion of equal opportunity and democracy ... (and) in the same way 

as science employs the model of ideal experiment to expose and eventually 

eliminate flaws in the practice of scientists, so sociology employs the 

model of ideal communication to lay bare and eventually help to e/iminate 

the flaws in the practice of societal consensus".
15 

Bauman's concluding remarks, namely, "the practical success of 

sociology so understood, can be only measured by the degree to which 

the opposition between consensus and truth is gradually reduced, and 

the problem of understanding as an activity distinct from communal 

life gradually disappears,"
16 

brings about the possibility of new 

dimension to natural or empirical-analytical sciences. The practical 

success of natural sciences did not only reduce the degrEe of opposition 

between 'consensus' and 'truth' but they were deemed to be one. flow 

else can one. explain why Popper did not develop the notion of 

'consensus' in any other work except for his 'passing' reference in 

The Open Society and Its Enemies? 

There seems to be a dialectical relationship between consensus 

and truth, namely, truth makes concensus possible; and consensus 
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legitimizes/reinforces truth commitment of a scientific proposition. Or 

are they two different hermeneutical expression uncoding 'The Book of 

Nature'? 
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CHAPTER V 

LOCATING SCIENTIFIC REALISM 

The diverse approaches of Kuhh, Fe yerabend, Laudan, Lakatos, 

Popper, Hanson, etc. have raised controversies regarding the nature of 

scientific explanations, the relation between explanation and p redictions, 

and the objectivity of scientific progress. However all these varied ideas 

have one thing in common. They are either project4ons or reactions to a 

deeper and more structured view that theories are first and foremost 

ontological depictions of nature".
1 

Philosophers of Science after Descrates and Kant concentrated more 

on the epistemological questions and thus side-tracked the ontological 

ones. After this epistemological turn, 'what can I know?' became the 

primary concern of all philosophy. With this epistemological turn the 

Logical positivists considered ontology as a mere subordinate to epistemology. 

They forcefully insisted that only those entities which can be verified 

directly existed. 

This raised questions regarding the status of theoretical entities. 

Opinions are divided over this issue. On one hand, we have the 

realists who insist that unobservable theoretical entities like the protons, 

photons, etc. do exist and play a valuable role in scientific theories. 

lhese unobservvable theoretical entities "are precisely what theory is all 

about and, the realist maintains, science could not function to predict 

and explain without them".
2 

As opposed to this, the anti-realists claim that there is no such 

thing as - unobservable theoretical entities. Photons, electrons, etc. are 

important at predicting, "as aids for visualising unobservable processes. 
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There is nothing in the nature of theoty or the practice of science itself 

which dictates or entail s, their existence" .
3 

At best such entities are ' 

' useful intellectual fictions ' . 

Realists like Aronson argue that the misplaced emphasis on the 

"logical, epistemological and semantical features of scientific theory as 

rock bottom determinants of a theory ' s essence actually gets in the way , 

that we must eventually come to an understanding of how it is that 

ontology shapes its e pistemological, logical and semantical features" . 4 

This inseparable connection between the way in which the theory depicts 

nature and its other features constitutes the defence or Scientific Realism . 

Raimo Tuomela defines Scientific Realisin as a "doctrine which, 

claims that the method of science is the criterion of what there is and 

isn' t" .
5 

Whereas B . Van Fraassen goes a step further while defining 

' Scientific realism ' and claims that not only does "science aim to give us, 

in its theoreies , a literally true story of what the world is like" , but , 

" acceptance of a scientific theory involves a belief that it is true" .
6 

Realism in science claims that there exists a world which streches 

beyond our perception of it. And we receive information about the 

existence and nature of this world through theories . If a theory is proved 

to be true than it entail s the existence of the theoretical entities . For 

instance , "the success of atomic theory in terms of its ability to predict 

and explain a gigantic cluster of observable phenomena entails that atoms 

exist" . 
7 

It is claimed that truth is to be considered as a kind of 

criterion of the success of science for the best exiDlaining theories are 

always true . 

Theories, otecordtrig to sci entific realists , have an ability to 
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break through appearances and are able to pass on information about ! 

micro-particles, fields of force protons, photons, etc. which are beyond 

our experiences and are usually termed as mysterious. Ian Hacking went 

to the extent of claiming that "if you can spray them, than they are 

real" .
8 Though these entitites cannot IDe observed directly, they can be 

used to bring about observable effects. 

To justify his argument, Ian Hacking points out to Millikan' s 

oil drop experiment which made use of unobservable electrons. Merely by 

spraying electrons into oil drops and experimenter can watch the chahging 

motions of the droplets. This, in fact, strenghtened his belief in realism 

about entitites. Ian Hacking makes a distinction between realism about 

entities and realism about theories. Realism about entities says that 

theoretical objects should really exist. Whereas realism about theories says 

that they aim at the truth and the truth is how the world is. 

However for the purpose of the present discussion I feel it is 

unnecessary to make such a distinction. A realism about theories 

implicitly entails realism about entities. 

However opinions differ regarding this issue. Scientific realism 

was strongly opposed by pragmatists, verificationist, instrumentalist, etc. 

Phenomenalists argued that theories contain Only what is immediately 

perceived. Theoretical entities for them are 'convenient myths' used to 

organise experience. As Aronson puts it, "the truth or success of a theory 

does not lie in its successful reference and description of non-perceivable 

entities but instead in the capacity of its theoretical terms to organise 

and predict experience".
9 The logical positivists introduced a programme 

to reduce the meaning of "Iny scientific theoretical term to obs ervable term. 
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Whereas, the approaches of Kuhn and Hanson to Scientific theory high-

lighted only a particular aspect of theory. 

The linguistic, epistemological and logical features which were 

stressed by the various schools no doubt play a valuable role in under-

standing theories and can all be traced to its ontological commitments. 

But to identify a particular feature with the essence of the theory would 

be a fallacy on our part. Each of these theories are limited because they 

exihibit only a limited ontological commitment. 

In order to arrive at the true meaning of a scientific theory "we 

must work to glean its ontological implications,' to seek out a view of 

nature that makes the most sense of its formal structure and predictive 

powers. There, is no way to practice science without being 'guilty' of 

doing metaphysics, without practising science from an ontological point of 

view" .
10 

Scientific theories depict the nature of things around and it is 

this feature which accounts for their ability to explain and predict 

phenomena. This makes it increasingly necessary that we review the 

relationship between philosophy and science. The interests of philosophers 

and scientists overlap to some extent. Both of them "seek truth and under-

standing about the nature of things".
11 

Natural philosophers like Kant, 

Descrates, Galileo dabbled in science as well as in philosophy. Einstein's 

questions about the nature of light could not be strictly demarcated as 

either of philosophical or scientific nature; but were simply ontological 

considerations, which in turn brought about much scientific progress. 

With logical 'positivism began the age of, specialization, which 

discredited such a combination of activities. Also with the rapid changes 



150 

brought about in the field of physics, the task of gleaning the ontological 

implications of a scientific theory in order to understand its true meaning 

became increasingly difficult. Until and unless we inquire into the 

ontological status of the recent theories, the true meaning of science and 

scientific progress will escape us . 

It would be advisable then that philosophy and science return to 

their interdisciplinary mode of philosophizing and argumentation as in the 

past; and it is this phenomenon that we observe in the discussions of 

hermeneutics in science. 

The task of locating scientific realism would be best served if we 

begin with Popperian conception of science. The Popperian conception of 

science is distinctly different from that of Kuhn, Feyerabend and others 

who take sociological, historical and semantical stand point in assessing 

scientific activities. 

Popper, on the other hand, defends the traditional view of science 

as a rational activity. He pictorized science as an objective enterprise 

constantly growing and making revolutionary progress towards- attainment 

of truth. Popper, like Carnap and Reichenbach, and unlike Kuhn and 

Feyerabend, believed that empirical considerations determine theory choice 

in science. Thus scientific activity was viewed by him as an objective 

enterprise open to test and criticism. This makes science rational in 

nature. 

Popper's formalistic approach towards science laid its emphasis on 

rationalism which tried to solve the puzzles by an appeal to reason and 

experience and not to passions and emotions. Subjective factors play no 

role in any scientific activity, he argued. 
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He makes a distinction between pyschology of knowledge, which is 

concerned with empirical facts and the logic of  kn.owledge which deals with 

thAtogical relations. Popper outlines two stages in the process of scientific 

investigation, namely, "the initial stage of getting a new conception, 

finding a hypothesis", and "the critical analysis and appraisal of a 

hypothesis and its refutation, if it proves to be worthless".
12 

Philosophy of science according to Popper, deals with the second 

stage. Although the initial stage of conceiving a theory has some irrational 

elements involved in it, this is deemed irrelevant to any logical analysis 

of scientific knowledge. 

Science, for Popper, starts nob With observations but with problems. 

He visualizes science as "progressing from problems to problems - to 

problems of ever increasing depth. For a scientific theory - an explanatory 

theory - is, if anything, an attempt to solve a scientific problem that is 

to say, a problem concerned or connected with the discovery of an explan-

ation" .
13 

This does not mean that observations are unimportant in science. 

If the observations clash with ouT theories or expectations than they give 

rise to new problems. 

Popper, like Kuhn, maintains that no finite number of positive 

experimental results can help us to confirm a theory, while one negative 

experimental result can refute a theory. Popper was opposed to the idea 

of inductive logic. In fact he termed his method as " ' deductive method 

of testing' , or as the view that a hypothesis can only be empirically 

tested - and only after it has been advanced".
14 

While establishing a new 

theory inductive reasoning plays no role. 

The, method of testing and selecting theories always proceeds 
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through a fixed pattern and involves deductive reasoning. As Popper 

observes: from a new idea, put up tentatively, and not yet justified in 

any way - an aiticipation, a hypothesis, a theoretical system, or what 

you will - conclusions are drawn by means of logical deductions. These 

conclusions are then compared with one another and with other relevant 

statements, so as to find what logical relations (such as equivalence, 

derivability, compatibility, or incompatibility) exist between them". 5
1 . 

Popper regards deductive reasoning as 'stepping stones' or as 

'means ' to arrive at new theories. Thus conceived deductive systems are 

indispensable in our acquisition of scientific knowledge. While discarding 

inductive reasoning in science as inductively invalid he puts forward the 

fallibilistic  viewpoint or the method of theory corroboration. 

The fallibistic viewpoint constitutes the central idea of his concep-

tion of science and serves as a basis to differentiate between science and 

non-science. According to Popper, "if there is no conceivable way that a 

statement can be shown to be false, while it might still be considered 

meaningful, it is not scientific but metaphysical ... Popper lays stress on 

the idea that while no amount of true observation statements could verify 

the universal statement, the truth on one observation statement should 

suffice to falsify the universal statement".
16 

The logic of confirmation of 

a theory is not the same as the logic of refutation of a theory.- 

Scientific theories are accepted because they have withstood several 

attempts at falsification and are not overthrown by another theory. Such 

theories are said to have 'proved its Mettle' or are considered as coroborated 

Popper so categorically states, "the more the theory risks, the more it gains 

each time it fails as attempt to falsify it".
17 
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A corroborated theory cannot be dropped without a 'good reason' . 

For Popper, good reason consists of "replacement of the theory by another 

which is better testable, or the falsification of one of the consequences of 

the theory" .
18 

Gelles discovery of Neptune, Hertz' s discovery of electro-

magnetic waves represent corroborations by severe tests. 

Popper, like the other falsificationists, believe that the ideal of 

distinguishing rational science from other forms of supersitions, can be 

"realized very simply by recognizing that the rationality of science lies 

not in its habit of appealing to empirical evidence in support of its dogmas 

- but solely in its critical approach in an attitude which, of course, 

involves the critical use, among other arguments, of emprical evidence 

(especially in refutation)" .19 In other words, rational science is capable 

of empirical falsification. Popper is not interested in formulating secure 

theories but is more interested in subjecting it to criticism and tests. 

Popper stresses the cummulative character of science. As a theory 

passes more and more tests the results are added to the background know-

ledge. A theory which contains "more empirical information or content, or 

is logically stronger, and has greater explanatory and predictive power" 20 

is always preferable to a 'trivial one. Thus a high degree of empirical 

content in a theory is always desirable, according to Popper. 

Science is one of the very few human activities wherein we can 

learn from our Past mistakes and can speak of making progress. This 

scientific progress, for Popper, is revolutionary in nature; for a new 

theory to establish itself it is necessary that "it should contradict its 

predecessor or it should overthrow it".
21 

Einstein's theory in order to 

establish itself contradicted Newton's theory. 
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Another important character of Popperian notion of scientific 

progress is its conservative  nature. A theory in order to overthrow its 

predecessor "must always be able to explain the success of its predecessor . 

In all those cases in which its predecessor was successful, it must yield 

results atleast as good as those of its predecessor and, if possible, better 

results" .
22 	

Thus progress in science is always towards a more informative 

and therefore logically less probable theory. 

Popper lays down a criterion of progress, when he asserts "that 

we know what a good scientific theory should be like, and even before it 

has been tested - What kind of theory would be better still, provided it 

passes certain crucial tests. And it is this (metascientific) knowledge 

which makes it possible to speak of progress  in science and of rational 

 choice between theories" .
23 

Popper' s conception of scientific progress can be expressed in the 

following way . The scientists after the initial stage of forming a hypothesis 

and critically examining it puts forward the theory Ti, which argrees with 

the relevant observational statements. Over a period of time anomalies 

occur . (Even a single anomaly can prove to be devastating for a theory) . 

A new theory T2 is put forward to solve the anomalies . Theory T2 is 

such that it not only explains the theory but is able to explain the pressinl 

anomalies facect by Ti and thus theory T2 which has a greater, explanatory 

power and higher empirical content replaces theory 	A theory which 

has been refuted is no longer worthy of any serious scientific 

considerations. 

According to Popper, therefore, what makes science rational is 

our choice between theories, in certain problem situations. Popper sees 
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science as the search for truth, but this is not the only aim of science. 

Science infact looks for more than mere truth - " "it looks for interesting 

truth which is hard to come by".
24 

The idea of trut h makes- LI 5 aware of our mistakes, as "the very 

idea of error - and of fallibility - involves the idea of an objective 

truth as the standard of which we may fall short".
25 

Popper links rationality with truth by pointing out that even 

though we may not be aware of the truth or probability of our scientific 

theories, they are def inately closer approximation  to truth than their 

predecessor. 

Theory T2 replaces theory Ti because of its better correspondence 

to the facts than theory 	. And there is no doubt that theory T2 is 

much more closer t truth than T
1 . This idea of better or worse 

approximation to truth is of major importance in Popperian conception of 

science for it is such that we simply cannot do without it. 

When a new theory makes more precise assertions and explains more 

facts than its predecessor or when it explains the facts in more detail 

manner than the earlier one and passes the tests which the earlier theory 

had failed then the new theory replaces the old one. The contents of the 

two theories play an important role in determining when a theo‘ry replaces 

its predecessor . 

On the basis of this, Popper argues that the idea of truth and of 

content can be combined into one, 1 .e. "the idea of a degree of better 

(or worse) correspondence to truth or of greater (or less) likeness or 

similarity to 'truth".
26 

This idea of verisimilitude (nearness to the truth) 
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along with that of content of a theory comprises Topper's criterion of 

scientific progress. 

Following Popper critics have conceived the idea of nearness to 

truth in two ways: "Either the theories may both be considered as being 

completely false, while one is closer to being true than the other, or 

they may be considered as each being partly true or partly false, while 

one is more true (or less false) than the other. In the former conception, 

truth is not something attained, but rather something approached, in the 

latter conception truth, though attained, is not comprehensive".
27 

For Popper a theory which is completely comprehensively true can 

be said to have achieved a 'maximum' verisimilitude with regard to theories 

which are known to be false. The idea of verisimilitude plays an important 

role, as it makes it possible to speak of these cases as better or worse 

approximation to truth. 

In Popper's conception of science the assessment of scientific 

progress and rationality is related to the question of truth of theories. 

Rationality consists in accepting only those statements for which we have 

valid reason for accepting them as true. Progress is viewed by Popper 

as a 'successive attainment of truth by a process of approximation' . 

Popper's conception of scientific progress defends rationality and object-

ivity in science while leaving out subjective factors. 

In the ultimate, what is the criterion for deciding between two 

theories? After all the logical analysis, Popper seems to rely upon the 

consensus among the scientists for the acceptance of theory Ti over T
2' 

when he says that a 'corroborated' scientific statement is still provision 

and is subject to the consent of the scientific community".
28 
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In order to overthrow a theory, Popper argues, that we require 

sincere efforts on the part of the scientist. Scientific theories are accepted 

when they survive severe attempts at falsification. Popper's notion of 

'severity of tests' presupposes the sincerity on the part of the scientist 

the criterion for which seems to be psychological rather than logical. 

Inspite of Popper's attempts at isolating the subjective criterion for 

science, consciously or unconsciously subjectivism creeps in, in his theory 

of science. This opens up to possibility of Kuhnian extreme form of 

subjectivism. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE SOCIAL BASIS OF SCIENTIFIC THEORY AND PRACTICE 

Locating a social base for scientific theory and practice, constitutes 

one of the critical problems of modern science. And if there is a social 

base for science, then the study of this base is imperative to understand 

'scientific realism' . 

Man is a social animal and it is only logical for us to suppose 

that science being an activity of human beings, is a social activity. 

Being a creative enterprise of human beings located in space and time, 

one may argue that scientific knowledge is essentially a socio-historical 

product. 

The way in which we approach the nature is different even among 

the people belonging to the same culture or society. It is but natural 

that the way in which we interact and understand nature will not be 

uniform among different cultures and at different times. In order to 

"provide the basis for a deeper understanding of the role(s) of science 

(or, more broadly, interpretation of nature) within a society or culture",
1 

these differences will have to be considered. Epistemologically viewed, 

science can be understood as "a socially constructed reality; the elements 

it includes are familiar - rationalism, empiricism and an underlying belief 

in a material reality. It has its origins in time, place and circumstances. 

The framework capable of linking these parts, therefore, must be able to 

deal with ideas and concepts and modes of gaining knowledge that is the 

cognitive structures and processes, but it must also include institutional 

forms and procedures, the  social matrix; the structures and processes of 

the broader social order".
2 
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To establish a social basis, a mere correlation of a set of ideas 

with a group or a class is insufficient; rather one of the important 

concerns of historians should be to discover and recognize the historical 

processes of the social group . 

Everett Mendelson in his paper "The Social Construction of 

Scientific Knowledge" points out to two important attempts to provide 

historical examples both of which were the products of sociologists, 

historically oriented: (a) Edgar Zilsels' Marxist studies of the social 

bases of the cognitive and epistemological styles of the early modern 

sciences; (b) Robert K. Merton's "Science, Technology and Society in 

Seventeenth Century England", which sparked off two paths.
3 

One, led 

to puritanism  and the role it played in shaping and encouraging the 

institutional structures of science; while the other moved to discover the 

economic, social and other external influences on research in science. 

The formation of social laws was being influenced by the social, 

cultural and human elements and this tendency very slowly seemed to 

have influenced the natural sciences. Natural science by its very nature 

denote objectivity and universality. Perhaps if we look at science as it 

is commonly understood as objective and universal enterprise without any 

social, cultural, political and other presuppositions - then, using Popper's 

and Gellner's term, we might call science 'cruzonian' . By 'Cruzonian 

science' they meant science which was possible even in total isolation from 

the rest of the humanity. And if we acknowledge the social and other 

influences on the so called objective enterprise of science, then the 

prominent question which arises before us is whether we should grant the 

natural sciences the autonomy which is an iinportant characteristic of 

scientific enterprise. 
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if we accept the determinacy of sciences then natural science 

like the human or social sciences will be historical, influenced by social 

presuppositions, which in turn may be context dependent; and depending 

upon the variety of context we may have variety of natural sciences. 

The Popperian conception of science refused to accept anything 

other than rationality in natural sciences. Any activity in which any 

form of subjectivity was involved could not be called scientific at 	. The 

formalistic approach of Popper defends the rationality of science free from 

emotions, passions and any other social, political or psychological 

influences. 

Popper's science "is an activity that is of great significance in 

promoting and strengthening rationality. The essential feature of science, 

then, is that whatever statements are made, no matter who makes them, 

they are accepted as valid if and only if they satisfy the test of 

'independent and impartial criteria ; subjective factors, aesthetic or 

ethical, play no role and must be allowed no role in the evaluation of 

scientific theories" .
4 

Unlike, Popper, Thomas Kuhn and others attempted to identify the 

social process of cognitive development in the science within the context of 

history of science. Kuhn's seminal study 'The Structure of Scientific 

Revolution", brought into focus the role of various communities ok scienti,sts 

in creating both the consensus 'Normal Science' and the revolutionary 

thrusts of 'paradigm shifts' or major conceptual changes. He rejected the 

idea of scientific change "as a linear process of ever-increasing knowledge' 

Science, for Kuhn, had no foundations., And the transition of the 

scientific community from one theory to another is not an objective process 



162 

but is founded upon non-objective, socio-political factors. Kuhn argued 

that "scientific progress must be viewed not in logical but human terms, 

in particular, in terms of the replacement of a total network of valiies, 

commitments and theoretical institutions of a scientific community with an 

6 
entirely different set". Such a view is indeed a novel one for it brought 

into focus for the first time the interdependence between science and the 

social field. 

This view was a result of his development and the use of the 

concept of paradigm. Aranson defines scientific paradigm as a "network 

of rules and commitments that make sense of a variety of interrelated 

scientific activities" .
7 

One of the elementary , aspects of the paradigm is 

that "it commands acceptance among scientists. Thus if a conception of 

paradigm is to be possible at all then we must be able to appeal to some 

conception of the community of scientists within 'which communication and 

perhaps consensus might be realized".
8 

Once a paradigm has been set up, Kuhn claims, we get a period 

of 'normal science' , during which the scientists engage themselves in 

solving puzzles. During this period "change is gradual and cummulative, 

as the accepted beliefs of the scientific community are fleshed out", 

articulated and extended".
9 

In a course of time the old paradigm loses 

its creditibility due social, technical or other problems. Science enters 

into a critical stage, during which the scientific community engages itself 

in the search for a new paradigm, which might answer the pressing 

problems faced by the scientists and the resultant new paradigm replaces 

the old one. 

It is this what Kuhn calls "tradition shuttering activity or 
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scientific revolution' . It occurs when, confronted with anomaly or with 

crisis, scientists take a different attitude toward existing paradigms, and 

the nature of their research changes accordingly. The proliferation of 

competing articulations, the willingness to try anything, the expression of 

explicit discontent, the recourse to philosophy and to debate over 

fundamentals, all these are symptoms of a transition from normal to 

extraordinary research ... Scientific revolutions are ina.ugurated by a 

growing sense ... that an existing paradigm has ceased to function 

adequately in the exploration of an aspect of nature of which that 

paradigm itself had previously led the way.
10 

Kuhn also argued for the value-ladenness of the scientific 

activity, which forms an integral part of the scientific paradigm. Kuhn 

notes that "even our standards of accuracy in measurement and confirmation 

are relativised to a paradigm. More important, these standards are 

inextricably tied to the values and norms of the scientific community".
11 

For Kuhn, the identity of the scientific theory is so much dependent and 

interwoven with the values and commitments of the scientists that they can 

no more be considered separately. Neither is there a fixed set of rules 

which would allow the scientists to evaluate their scientific theories 

objectively. In fact, Kuhn argues that "whatever scientific progress may 

be, we must account for it by examining the nature of the scientific 

group, discovering what it values, what it tolerates and what it disdains". 1:" 

Scientists follow new paradigms for various reasons which may 

depend upon "idiosyncrasis of autobiography and personality, they may 

depend on the individual' s sense of the appropriate or the aesthetic, they 

may depend on 'the wish' of a man trained as puzzle-solver 'to preserve 

as many as possible of the prior puzzle-solutions obtained by his group', 
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and so on. In other words, from this perspective, the explanation for 

change ultimately falls to psychology - that is to say, it is held that an 

account of the origins of the processes involved in the periodic massive 

shifts in theoretical perspective must be sought in the psychologies :of 

individual scientists belonging to the scientific community".
13 

This 

massive shifts Kuhn calls the 'Gestalt switch' . 

In brief, from Kuhn's model of scientific change, some argue 

that "our commonsensical view of science as an activity that luxuriates 

independently of our frail humanity is a myth".
14 

Science as the 

standard bearer of objectivity, and scientific change or progress as the 

replacement of 	theory by a 'better' one was regarded as an example of 

objectivity of science. For Kuhn, objectivity is not implicit to change, 

and instead, scientific progress depends upon social-political forces. 

However according to Lakatos "Kuhn's view of scientific revolution 

is irrational, a matter for mob Psychology".
15 

Paul  Feyerabend,  being a contextualist like Kuhn, shares with him 

some of the fundamental tenets of this 'school' of philosophy. Feyerabend 

advanced on Kuhn's insight "that a precondition for the rejection of a 

given theory is the existence of competing theory - which is also thereby a 

precondition for progress in science" .
16 

And unlike Popper, this result 

"seeks to translate that entire focus of inquiry from the putatiye logic of 

investigation of exogenous theoretical and even social circumstances".
17 

Being "a long time foe to dogmatic rationality" his ideas clashed 

with those of the logical positivists and empiricists. According to him, 

"the meaning of all scientific terms, whether factual (observational) or 

theoretical, are determined by the theory of paradigm or ideal of natural 
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order which underlies them or In which they are embedded".
18 

This view 

is strikingly different from the verification principle of meaning of the 

logical positivists, which presupposes that the meaning of any terrn which 

stands for an observable is independent of theory, otherwise, the meaning 

of a theoretical term is undefinable in observable terms. 

For Feyerabend, scientific terms when taken into consideration 

independent of a theory, are meaningless. It is the theoretical context 

which makes them meaningful. For instance, the meaning of the word 

'distance' can be understood only in the context of our theories of 

geometry and its meaning, therefore, will change as we go from one type 

of geometry to another. So theory supplies a, context or a set of back-

ground conditions for the meanings of its terms. 

Theories do not have to depend on observations to obtain meaning. 

However the same cannot be said about observational statements. It is 

only their connection with theories, which grants meaning to observational 

statements. Therefore, Feyerabend concludes, that, it is the observational 

statements and not the theory that needs to be interpreted.  This 

Feyerabend's position threatened the traditional empiricist view, that a 

theory must be tested by objective facts (which are theory independent) 

and that we prefer one theory more than the other "because it is more 

adequate to the facts-facts which are the same for both the theories".
19 

Feyerabend does not agree with this and agrues, that different 

generalizations are employed by different theories, and the meaning of 

scientific term is tied up with its generalizations. If this is the case, 

then the meanings of terms change along with the theoretical context and 

therefore, this process of testing theories by facts, does not hold good. 
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How, then, is a theory to be tested? Accordin.g to Feyeraben.d, it can be 

done only if "the theories are compared with respect to a backgrouna 

theory of greater generality that provides a stable meaning for observa-

tional - statements. However this background theory like any other theory 

is itself in need of criticism".
20 

Since these background theories always take for granted certain 

points of view, they cannot be criticized on their own terms. It has to 

be done, according to Feyerabend, by choosing a point outside the system, 

an alternative theory or theories, "for the invention of alternatives in 

addition to the view that stands in the centre of, discussion constitutes 

an essential part of the empirical method".
21 

'Therefore, Feyerabend 

believe that in order to achieve progress in science it becomes necessary 

"that as many alternative theories are formed, theor ies which differ 

radically from the point of view to be investigated".
22 

According t Feyerbend, the progress of scientific knowledge may 

be by replacement rather than by subsumption of one theory by another. 

A scientist or a philosopher may start completely from scratch and re-

define anew his domain of investigation. Like Kuhn, Feyerabend's 

view would imply that different theories can be said to be incommensurables 

and the shift from one theory to another is a fundamental change. 

Feyerabend lists three principles according to which a choice bc-Aweei.i. two 

radically different accounts of the external world can be made: 

(1) Proposing "more general theory describing a common background 

that defines test statements acceptable to both theories".
23 

(2) The second 

principle involves internal examination of the two theories, as one theory 

might "establish a more direct connection to observation and the interpre- 
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tation of observational results might also be more direct".
24 

(3) The 

third principle consists of taking seriously the pragmatic theory of 

observation. The pragmatic theory states, that, it is not the meaning of 

observational statements but the circumstances of their production which 

distinguish observational statements from other statements. And since 

these circumstances can be observed, we can determine in a straight 

forward manner a certain correlation between the movement of the human 

organism and the ext:Inal event . This movement of the human organism 

can be regarded as an indicator of the external event. 

According to Feyerabend, there is something that is thecry independent 

and against which we can compare and test theories. 'Human experience' 

(as an actually existing process) causes the well-conditioned observer to 

utter a sequence of noises (observational-sentences), which can be 

determined 'in a straight forward manner' and it is independent of theory • 

It is only when we assign meanings to the observational-sentences that we 

bring in theoretical considerations . 

According to Feyerabend, then, theories are to be compared by 

reference to their common domain of their meaning . Thus scientiifc theories 

are incommensurables as their content cannot be compared. It is not possible 

to judge v erisimilitude of theories except within the confines of a parti-

cular theory 	Most of the comments that scientists make regarding 

theories are, according to Feyerabend , 'aesthetic judgements, judgement of 

taste and our own subjective wishes' . 

Feyerabend is advocating an extreme subjectivist view, when he 

argues that, all sciences are our own creations. He says, sciences as we 

know today are not inescapable, because it is just one set of beliefs amon 
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many possible ones . We venerate science not because it is more rational 

than all its alternatives, but because we are culturally attuned to look at 

science with such great admiration and hope. It is possible that we 

construct a world in which science plays no part. Therefore, asks 

Feyerabend, what is wrong if we say that the choice between theories 

which are sufficiently general to give us a comprehensive world view (the 

basic cosmology) which are empirically disconnected may become a matter 

of taste?" .
25 

History of science, when viewed from Feyerabend 's perspective 

becomes nothing but a succession of different world views. This makes it 

impossible .to make a rational choice between different theories. Neither 

is it possible to attach meaning to the suggestion that one scheme is more 

rational than the other, since each one has its own rationale and integrity. 

The main agrument of Feyerabend is that "these various ' traditions' cannot 

be rationally compared for truth, since all such judgements about truth or 

rationality can only be made from within one tradition" .
26 

And "that tradition with the most influential adherents and 

the 	most 	powerful 	propagandi st s 	wins. 	Scientific 

decision making is, thus, basically a political and propagandistic affair, 

in which prestige, power, age and polemic decisively determine the outcome 

of the between competing theorists" .
27 

Feyerabends conception of science thus lapses into complete rela-

tivism and makes it impossible to compare and choose between two theories 

on rational grounds. Science thus for Feyerabend is irrational and 

propagandistic in nature. 

Imre Lakatos developed an alternative model of science and 
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scientific progress, largely as an antidote to Kuhn's assault on some of 

the much valued assumptions of traditional Philosophy of science. He was 

opposed to Kuhn because he was of the opinion that Kuhn had reduced 

philosophy of science to sociology. And that it left no place for the 

traditional scientific values of truth, objectivity and rationality. 

What makes Lakatos different from Kuhn is that, Lakatos's model of 

science, unlike that of Kuhn's allows for the co-existence of different 

research-programmes .at the same time and within the same domain. In 

opposition to Kuhn's idea of 'incommensurability of paradigm' Lakatos 

stressed on rather insisted that it is possible to compare the progress of 

competing research-traditions objectively. 

Lakatos introduced the notion of research-programmes which is the 

main feature of his conception of science. According to him, the basic 

unit of appraisal of scientific growth must not be a lonely isolated theory 

nor a conjunction of theories, but rather a 'research-programme' . 

To know what is meant by a 'research-programme' , Larry Laudan 

demands that we "distinguish, within the class of what are uSually called 

'scientific theories' , between two different sorts of propositional netweorks". 

In common scientific practice, the term 'theory' has dueal meaning: 

(1) It refers to a very specific set of related doctrines (such as axioms, 

hypotheses, etc.). These related doctrines are useful in making specific 

experimental predictions, and also for explaining natural phenomena. 

Examples of this type of theory would include 'Maxwell's theory of electri 

magnetism' , 'Freudian theory of the Oedipal complex' , 'Marx's labor thec 

of value' , etc. (2) The term 'theory' is also used to refer to much gen 

sets of doctrines or presuppositions. For instance, when one speaks &DI 
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the ' theory of evolution' or ' the atomic theory' , we are not referring to 

a singular theory but rather to a "whole set or group of individual 

theories". The term "evolutionary theory for 	instance does not refer 

to any single theory but t o an entire family of doctrines, historically 

and conceptually related, all of which work from the assumption that 

organic species have common line of descent".
29 

Inspite ot the vast conceptual differences between the different 

member theories of such families, they all share in common some funda-

mental assumptions. Lakatos names the second type of theories as the 

theory of research-programme. Lakatos adopted the idea of 'heuristic' as 

a tool to identify research programme. He says that along with a series 

of theories, a research-programme consists of positive and negative 

heuristic, that is to say, a 'research-programme' consists of three elements: 

(a) a ' hard core' (or "negative heuristic") of fundamental assumptions 

, which cannot be abandoned or modified without repudiation of the research-

programme" . (b) "the ' positive heuristic' , which contains a partially 

articulated set of suggestions or hints on how to change, modify, sophisti-

cate our specific theories whenever we wish to improve them" ... (c) "a 

series of theories, Ti T2 T3 ... where each subsequent theory result from 

adding auxiliary clauses to the previous theory".
30 

According to Lakatos, an obj ective appraisal of scientific growth 

can be done in terms of degenerating or progressive problem shifts in the 

series of theories. One of the elements of research programmes is a series 

of theories, T
1 

T
2 

T
3 •

.. "Each of these theories must be at least as 

consistent with knOwn facts as its predecessor. The sequence is theoretically 

progressive if each theory in turn predicts some , novel facts not forseen by 

its predecessors. It is empirically progressive if some of these predictions 



pan out. A programme is simply progressive, if it is both theoretically 

and empirically progressive. Otherwise it is degenerating".
31 

The 

triumph of progressive programme over degenerating ones ensures the 

growth of knowledge. 

The growth of knowledge constitutes the core idea of Lakatos's 

philosophy of science. He insists that knowledge grows inspite of what 

we think about 'truth' or 'reality' . This growth of knowledge can be 

seen with the help of direct inspection. For, Lakatos, there is no doubt 

about the fact that "we know more about polyhedra or atomic weights than 

we once did".
32 

It is prima facie acceptable that certain cases exhibit the growth 

of knowledge. What is needed is an analysis or method that will say what 

constitutes growth, and what does not. This analysis will help us to 

differentiate between what is rational and irrational. 

Another important characteristic of Lakatos's conception of philo-

sophy of science •is the demarcation between 'External' and 'Internal' 

history . External history_ according to Lakatos, "usually deals with 

economic, social and technological factors".
33 

These factors explain or 

influence some events in the history of knowledge but do not involve 

themselves in the context of a science. Thus external history may include 

changes in the school system, the course in the.Weimer Republic, etc.. 

On the other hand,Internal history is the "history of ideas germane to 

the science and attends to the motivations of research workers, their 

t 
patterns of communication and their lines of intellectual filiation". 	It 

excludes everything that is of subjective or of personal nature. 

Lakatos argues that philosophy of science provides "normative 
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methodologies in terms of which the historian reconstructs 'internal history' 

and thereby provides a rational explanation of the growth of objective 

knowledge ... any rational reconstruction of history needs to be supplemented 

by an empirical (socio-psychological) 'external history' ... External history 

is parasitical on internal history for its problems. Internal history of 

science is a rational enterprise - if it is not rational then nothing is - 

as external history of science is not".
35 

Whatever problem the historian 

of science wishes to solve, he has to reconstruct the relevant section of 

internal history, as it (what constitutes for him internal history) depends 

on his philosophy. A historian of science, Lakatos believes while construct-

ing internal history will he highly selective omitting elements that are 

deemed to be irrational in his theory. LakatoS puts this point very 

strongly when he says: "history without some theoretical bias is impossible".
36 

A closer examination of the above seem to suggest that Lakatos's internal 

history is not the history of thoughts or ideas but is the history of senten-

ces. Lakatos even argues that a good internal historian will be the reader 

"who can sieve out the decisive sentences in terms of which to construct 

generalisations that predict the occurance of the rest of the sentences that 

comprise the internal history".
37 

Another predominant idea in Lakatos's philsophy is that of 

continuity among different series of theories. This continuity evolves from 

a genuine research programme and connect the divergent series of theories. 

This research programme consists of certain rules. Positive heuristic, which 

tells us what path to pursue and negative heuristic which tells us what 

modes of research are to be avoided. 

Lakatos supplies an example of Cartesian metaphysics or the 

mechanistic theory of the universe, according to which "the world is a huge 
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clock-work with push as the only cause of motion. Such a research 

programme has functioned as a powerful heuristic principle. On one hand 

it discouraged work on such scientific theories as "Newton's theory of 

action at a distance", which were inconsistent with it. This is an 

example of negative heuristic. On the other hand, it encouraged work on 

auxiliary hypothesis which might have saved it from apparent counter 

evidence. In this case it functioned as positive heuristic".
38 

The negative heuristic is the 'hard-Core' of a research-programme. 

It is a body of central principles which are irrefutable and can never be 

challenged. Lakatos' negative heuristic of the programme forbids us to 

direct the tnodus tollens at this hard-core. Instead we must use our 

ingenuity to articulate or even invent 'auxiliary hypotheses' , which form 

a protective belt aroung this core, and we must redirect the modus tollens 

to these. It is this protective belt of auxiliary hypethesis "which has to 

bear the brunt of tests and get adjusted and readjusted, or even cOmpletely 

replaced, to defend the thus hardened core. A research programme is 

successful if all this leads to a progressive problem shift; unsuccessful if 

it leads to a degenerating one".
39 

An excellent example of such a successful research programme is 

Newton's gravitational theory. The three laws of dynamics and the law of 

gravitation constitutes the hard core of Newtonian programme. The negative 

heuristic bide us to divert the modus tollens from this hard core. And as 

Hacking puts it, "if the planets misbehave, a Newtonian (for Lakatos) will 

not revise the gravitation law, but try to explain the anamoly by postula-

ting a possibly invisible planet, a planet which, if need be, can be 

detected only by its pertubations on the solar system".
40 
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Each successive step of Newtonian gravitational theory predicts a 

new fact and adds to the empirical content. Also one needs to take 

notice that for Lakatos, while the 'theoretical progress' of a research-

programme may be immediately verified, the same is not the case with the 

'empirical progress' . 'Empirical progress' may have to undergo a long 

series of refutations before ingenious and context increasing auxiliary 

hypotheses are formed. However, each step of a research programme has 

to be consistently content increasing, and if it occurs, then there is a 

consistently progressive theoretical problem shift, and hence progress in 

scientific knowledge. 

The construction of the protective belt, positive heuristic "consists 

of a partially articulated set of suggestions or hints on how to change, 

develop the irrefutable 'variants' of the research programme, how to ' 

modify, sophisticate, the 'refutable' protective belt",
41 

which saves the 

scientist from becoming conf used in the face of anomalies. 

According to Lakatos, the scientist ignores the 'actual counter-

examples' and the available data. He concentrates on the instructions 

which are laid down in the positive part of his programme, and which 

help him in building his models. 

The positive heuristic in Lakatos's philosophy of science is much 

more flexible than the negative heuristic. A little creative shift in the 

positive heuristic of a degenerating research programme may push it 

forward again. The positive heuristic advances with complete disregard 

for 'refutations' . 

Within a research programme the positive heuristic determines 

which problem needs immediate attention. For instance, Anomalies 
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discovered are listed and the positive heuristic deals with them and are 

consequently corroborated into the research programme. This position of 

Lakatos is very much against the falsification theory of Popper which 

holds that once a theory is refuted by experiments, it is irrational to 

develop it further, and one has to replace the old refuted theory by a 

new, unrefuted one. 

However Lakatos does not assume that one must stick to a research 

programme until all its heuristic power has been exhausted. Rather he 

insists that one can introduce a rival research programme "before every-

body agrees that the point of degeneration has probably been reached".
42 

The history of science, according to Lakatos has been and should 

be a history ,of competing research programmes. The sooner the competition 

starts the better it is for scientific progress to take place. He is thus 

opposed to Kuhn' s 'theoretical monism' and like Feyerabend advocates 

'theoretical pluralism' . 

However this view leads us to an important question regarding the 

elimination of a research programme. If a degenerating problem-shift does 

not provide sufficient reason for an elimination of a research programme, 

then, Lakatos asks whether there "can there be any objective reason to 

reject a programme, that is, to eliminate its hardcore and its programme 

for constructing protective belt?".
43 

While answering the question in positive 

he says that such an objective reason for the elimination of a research programme 

is "provided by a rival research programme which explains the previous success of 

its rival and supercedes it by a further display of heuristic power"..
44 

The heuristic power largely depends on how we construe 'factual 

novelty' . Many a times it is not possible to immediately ascertain the 
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factual novelty of a research programme. 11 can be noted only after a 

long interval of time. Sometimes sane crucial experiments do become 

instrumental in the problem shift but they do not help to instantly over-

throw a research programme. 

Lakatos argues that even if a budding research programme fails 

to overtake a powerful rival then we should not discard it. He demands 

that "we should not abondon it if, supposing its rival were not there, it 

would constitute a progressive problem shift. And we should certainly 

regard a newly interpreted fact as a new fact, ignoring the insolent 

priority claims of amateur fact collectors. As long as a budding research 

programme can be rationally reconstructed as a progressive problem shift, 

it should be sheltered for a while from a powerful established rival".
45

. 

Lakatos's conception of rationality is thus different from the 

common notion of rationality. He rejected the idea of 'being a reason for' . 

His idea of rationality clashed with that of Popper. 

In the Popperian method, if a non-ad-hoc theory is accepted then 

a decision is rational; otherwise it is irrational. If the neutrino hypothesis, 

at the time, when it was suggested was ad-hoc, then the scientists who 

accepted the hypothesis at that time, (its after success not withstanding) 

were acting irrationally. On the other hand, Lakatos argues that if. an  

ad-hoc theory is tacked on to a successful research-programme, then, it 

can be accepted. Therefore, according to Lakatos' view "a scientist, who 

accepted the neutrino hypothesis even during the period in which it did 

not yield any testable result was still acting rationally".
46 

Lakatos also rejected the idea of 'instant rationality' . For him, 

crucial experiments cannot decide between competing theories in a short 
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period of time. Lakatos replaces all this "by a theory for examining and 

sorting past sequences of theories to see whether they are degenerating or 

progressive. The degenerating theory is the one that gradually becomes 

closed in on itself ... One in which auxiliary hypothesis are constantly 

closing in and excluding counter examples. While a progressive programme 

responds to the new examples with strong new predictions".
47 

According 

to Lakatos, then, a progressive research programme is the one which has 

the ability to predict new facts. 

One important feature of Lakatos philosophy of science is that, 

while stressing the rationality of scientific progress he does not neglect 

its historical development. He outlines a procedure that one should adopt 

while writing a historical case study: "(1) One gives a rational reconstrtrt-

ion; (2) One tries to compare this rational reconstruction with actual 

history and to criticise both. One's rational reconstruction for lack of 

historicity and the actual history for lack of rationality".
48 

Using sketches of 'rational' development, one presents the logic with _ 

which one wants to analyse scientific evolution. This method, is, according 

to Lakatos, heuristic. This is so, because it rests on an assumption that 

scientific evolution can be conceived as realisation of certain foundational 

relations. 

of 
Lakatos's conception

A
philosophy of science can be summed up in 

his own words, as an attempt to show that "the continuity in science, 

the tenacity of some theories, the rationality of a certain amount of 

dogmatism, can only be explained if we construe science as a battleground 

of research programme rather than of isolated theories".
49 
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CHAPTER VII 

CRITICAL REALISM AND THE PROBLEM OF METHOD 

It may sound inappropriate to call the present discussion 'critical 

realism' . But taking into account the varied theses formulated by the 

post-Kuhnian and other philosophers of science (whose postions are labelled 

as phenomenalism, pragmatism, verificationism, reduction ism, internal-

realism, constructive empiricism, etc.) and their critical appraisal of 

Popper, Kuhn, Feyerabend and Lakatos, the umbrella of critical realism 

seems to be inadequate. One observes among the critics dogmatic anti-

realists, hesitant instrumentalists, compulsive relativists and not to mention 

unconscious realists. 

A critical study of some important philosophical contributions forms 

part of the present study. N.R. Hanson, B. van Fraassen and Rom Barre 

are antirealists for varied reasons. Hanson was influenced by Kant and 

Wittgenstein when he formulated 1'11,3 gestalt. approach to theories. Van 

Fraassen was reacting to positivist rejection of metaphysics claiming that 

the linguistic form employed by them was of little value to understanding 

science. Rom Harre. is defending science as a communal practice of 

community accounting for moral behaviour. 

N.R. Hanson was greatly influenced by Kant and Wittgenstein when 

he formulated his gestalt approach to theories. He was fascinated by Kant's 

notion of the nature of experience; which differed from that of the empiri-

cist like Berkely, Hume and Locke. The empiricists maintained that 

experience consisted simply of having SCI15C impressions. These sense 

impressions according to them, were organized by the mechanism of 

association: 
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Kant did not agree with the empiricists. For him, the mind not 

only plays the role of association of ideas, but, plays a more important 

role of synthesising the unrelated elements of experience to form a 'Unified 

Ilere we have the seeds for the beginning of the gestalt approach 

to perception which Hanson takes up in the case of scientific observation 

and where synthesis is an essential ingredient of experience. 

For Hanson, just as understanding a sentence is not to be equated 

with hearing words, experience also cannot be equated with having sense 

data. The perceptual units of experience,(like the words of a sentence) 

must be 'held in mind' and must be put together to form a 'Unified Whole' , 

so as to bring about scientific observation. Theoretical concept (such as 

' positrons" atoms' , freudian slip) therefore play a vital role when it 

comes to scientific observation. Scientific observation for Hanson, then, is 

"a result of highly sophisticated, conceptual processing of instrumental 

1 
readings". ' 

Wittgenstein's emphasis on the role of concepts also held Hanson's 

attention. Wittgenstein gave the instance of Jastrow's duck-rabbit and 

brought to light, the problem of individuals who are incapable of optical 

illusions (which Wittgenstein referred to as 'aspect-blindness' ). Wittgens-

tein argues that this problem is not a "causal one but a conceptual one. 

What Wittgenstein is alluding to is that the inability to see the above 

figure as a duck or as a rabbit reflects certain limitations of individuals' 

conceptual repertoire" . 2 

By conceptual repertoire, Wittgenstein means that there is a "vast 

interwoven system of training, knowledge, skills and even human needs 

which is associated with the use of concept in question, and which is 
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responsible, in part, for shaping the individual's experiences".
3 

He goes 

on to make a distinction between ' seeing' and 'seeing as' , while 'seeing 

as' involves the use of concepts, 'seeing' does not. 

Hanson used this interdependence between concept and experience 

as the main tool of his attack on the positivists' approach to scientific 

theory. According to him, the perceptual ambiguity which we noticed in 

the Jastrow's duck-rabbit diagram also occurs in science. The inductivist 

approach to theories, held by the logical positivists consider that theories 

which are used to explain the world around 	are simply logical 

constructions of the 'hard, plain and unvarnished' facts. Hanson expresses 

doubts regarding the positivists' conception of facts, and whether they 

are "incorrigibly and indisputably perceived by the scientists".
4 

Instead he claims that in the light of numerous disputes over the 

various interpretations of experimental results ,at different times in history 

we can say that " 'reading off' the experimental facts is indeed a very 

delicate conceptual matter, a task which does not occur in isolation but, 

instead requires the scientist to exercise precise judgement".
5 

The applica-

tion of theory is necessary while interpreting experimental data. Thus, 

according to Hanson, there is no such thing as isolated facts; "a fact is 

such only to the extent it fits within a pattern or total picture of things",
6 

that is, a conceptual framework. 

In the case of Jastrow's duck-rabbit diagram, when we perceive 

it as a rabbit we apply the concept of rabbit to the duck-rabbit 

diagram. 	Hanson thus claims that in the "gestalt model the seeing  

of an aspect of a gestalt figure has been characterized as the application 

of a concept to the figure".
7 

The difference between scientific. theories 



and 	individua t 	concepts I o that , 	scientific 	theories 

are more complex than individual concepts. But when they are applied to 

certain state of affairs, they have something in common because of which 

they can both be discussed under the heading of conceptual connectivity. 

A conceptual perspective, in the case of scientific theories may 

include a number of abstract notions, related in clearly defined ways. 

More generally, a conceptual perspective of a more complex form is a sort 

of intellectual point of view i.e. it is a conceptual system or framework 

which provides a structure in which one's thoughts about some particular 

aspects of the world can be organized. 

For Hanson, a shift from one gestalt concept to another involves a 

fundamental and revolutionary change. The same thing applies to the shift 

from one scientific theory to another. In fact, both the phenomena involve 

a 'shift of conceptual perspective' - a shift which does not prevent us 

from comparing the different perspectives. 

Hanson believed that the formalists and the logical positivists 

were completely blind to another important aspect of science, namely, 

perceptual relativity. The perceptual relativity aspect of science says, 

that, the same data can be interpreted differently depending on what 

theory is applied. "Perceptual relativity according to Aranson is a natural 

"outgrowth of Hanson's theory of observation. The facts, then, are not 

'out there' in some absolute sense but are relativised to the conceptual 

scheme of the observer" .
8 

For instance , two individuals watching a slide 

under a microscope may interpret it differently. While, one might see it 

as a group of cells, another might see it as a rapidly growing cancer. 

Theories, according to Hanson, serve as backgrounds, and help the 

scientists to pick out of a vast variety of data (especially those facts that 
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possess explanatory relevance). Even the principle of simplicity, cannot 

help us to choose our explanans from a vast variety of sets of initial 

conditions and laws, that lead to the deduction of an explanilum. This 

is so because, according to Hanson, what may be sinple according to one 

theory may be complex according to another. 

The task of theory is to show which data is relevant to explain a 

certain phenomenon. We tend to notice the relevant datr, "only when we 

have expectations often of a theoretical sort, which will make them (data) 

seem interesting or at least make sense". 9 

Hanson disagrees with D-N view that, explanation of events can 

take place in isolation. For him, each explanation, "has an entire concep-

tual framework packed into it in the same way that the parts of a picture 

get their meaning in terms of the whole".
10 

Hanson's notion of 'theory-loadedness' arises form his conception 

of scientific language as semantically multi-levelled. What he means by 

theory-loadedness is that every sentence or an observation term is supposed 

to carry a load of theory with it. 

The replacement of logical syntax with semantics constitutes another 

important asp,ect of his analysis of theory and explanation. According to 

the D-N model, the explanatory connecting links among events,, are the 

laws of nature. (If A then B), Hanson believed otherwise. For him, 

"the job of eXplaining is not carried out by the logical syntax of the law, 

but through its conceptual or semantical power which is carried by its 

theoretical terms" .
11 

The language of science, for Hanson, is many-levelled and the 
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conceptual connectivity determines each level. Usually, there are "more 

connections among the concepts on some language levels than others, 

ranging from a_ sense-datum level where there are no connections among 

sense datum terms to the most highly sophisticated theoretical levels where 

there exists a myriad of conceptual links".
12 

The different levels of 

language make it possible for us to refer to scientific explanation as 

'theory-loaded redescriptions of events' . For instance, an event 'E' is 

originally described by 'D' . In the course of time an explanation is 

needed and the event is again redescribed by 'R' . However, it should 

be noted that, even though 'D' and 'R' describe the same event 'E' , 'R' 

- occurs on a higher semantical, more theory-laden level than D. In 

other words, explanation for Hanson, takes place when we go from one 

semantical level to a higher theory-laden level of describing events. 

I
n 

The terms on I
n+1 

carry a conceptual pattern with them. This is why for 

Hanson, the source of explanatory power in science lies in the semantical 

structure of theories and not in their logic. 

Hanson thus assumes, that conceptual connectivity is above and 

beyond logical connections, and what constitutes scientific explanation is 

the discovery and establishment of these semantical connections. 

Understanding, for Hanson, is a species of perception. This is 

because understanding and perception are both theory-laden. An act of 

perception, (in scientific observation) "involves the entire conceptual 

apparatus of the scientist in order to gestalt or pattern data. But the 
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same use of higher-level concepts goes on when it comes to understanding 

a phenomenon" .
13 

Thus the difference between understanding and 

observations is merely pragmatic. 

Bas C. van Fraassen shared with the other positivist philosophers 

like Mach and Comte the anti-realist attitude about theories and entities. 

Anti-realists propounded the view that we have no adequate reasons to 

suppose that theoretical entities exist. Only the observable things are 

known to be real. Van Fraassen continued with this anti-realist position 

and dismissed .scientific realism as an activity which pursues the anti-

theoretical error of rectifying whatever cannot be denied. In the 

Scientific Image, he attempts to develop a constructive alternative to 

scientific realism. Scientific activity argues van Fraassen is not one of 

discovery of truth concerning the unobservable ,but that of construction. 

It deals with censtruction of models that must be adequate to the phenomena. 

Th,s the main thesis of constructive empiricism is "that what matters in 

science is empirical adequacy and not the question of truth going beyond 

that" .
14 

According to van Fraassen the important point in question between 

the anti-realists and the realists is regarding the purpose or aim of 

science. Scientific realism, according to him is the philosophy that 

maintains that "Science aims to give us in its theories, a literally true 

story of what the world is like, and acceptance of a scientific theory 

involves the belief that it is true".
15 

As opposed to this the realists 

claimed that "the aim of science can well be served without giving such 

literally true story and acceptance of a theory may properly involve 

something less (or other) than IDelief that it IS true".
16 

Ile calls his 

position constructive empiricism and asserts that the aim of science is to 
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provide empirically adequate theories an.d "acceptance of a theory involves 

as a belief on.ly  that it is empirically adequate" .
17 

A theory is empirically adequate if what it says about the 

observable is true , that is , if it saves the phenomena . The distinguishing 

mark of an empirically adequate theory is that it has some "model in 

which all observable phenomena can be embedded: I. e . the observable can 

be identified with the empirical structures of that model" .
18 

If the aim 

of science is to successfully predict the empirical phenomena then we are 

faced with the apparent problem of theory acceptan.ce . 

Van Fraassen attempts to solve this query by saying that in order 

to accept a theory , there is no need to believe that this theory is true , 

n.or to believe that the entities they postulate are real. He distinguishes 

beliefs from acceptan.ce . Acceptan.ce of theories , according to van Fraassen 

is a phenomena of scientific activity which involves more than a belief . 

This is so because we are never face to face with a complete theory . 

Acceptance of a theory means a total commitment to that particular theory 

e . "to accept a theory in your field of research is to be committed to 

developin.g the programme of enquiry that it suggests" .
18 

Van Fraassen , however , points out that it is important to note 

that the belief that a theory is true or false or that it is empirically 

adeuate , does not imply , and is not implied by , belief that full acceptance 

of the theory will be vindicated . Ile is of the opinion that the theories 

are to be taken literally , and not to be believed; whether a theory is 

true or false depends on. the world . There is no need for us to believe 

in theories about the unobservable in order to make sense of science . 
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He further says that when someone proposes a theory, the realist 

asserts it to be true, whereas an antirealist, merely displays it, holding 

it up to view as it were and claims certain virtues of it. A theory may 

be accepted because it accounts for phenomena and helps in prediction, or 

for its progmatic virtues. 

It is therefore sufficient for the antirealists to be able to interpret 

science in such a way that it "involves beliefs in statements about 

observables entities and a mere acceptance of statements about unobserva-

bles" .
20 

Van Fraassen thus agrees with Comte and others that there is a 

distinction between theory and observation. 

The realists hold that there is no significant distinction between 

observable and unobservable entities. Van Fraassen points out to the 

syntactically defined relations (of the realists) between observation and 

theory as 'simply the wrong ones' . To show this, he opposes his (semantic) 

account of empirical adequacy to the (syntactical) language-oriented account 

propounded by the positivist philosophy of science. 

The syntactical account, says "that a physical theory is Identified 

with a formalized deductive theory in the logicians sense; viz. a deduct-

ively closed set of sentences in some particular formal language. The 

empirical content of a theory is explained via restricted vocabulary, the 

class of observational terms, and a theory is said to be empirically 

adequate if its logical consequences within the set of observation sentence 

(those built up from terms in the observational sub-vocabulary) are true".
21 

The distinction between observational and theoretical terms posed 

problems for the realsits who worked with the syntactic scheme, for every 

scientific term was in some way or other directly linked with observation. 
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In order to solve this difficulty the positivist tried to separate the empirical 

import of a theory in a syntactical fashion by distinguishing between 

theorems in terms of vocabulary. 

This, according to van Fraassen is a mistake because such a 

distinction would mean that what T/E says about observable entities and 

what T says about observable entities is exactly the same. Further, "any 

unobservable entity will differ from the observable ones in the way it 

systematically lacks observable characteristics. As long as we do not 

abjure negation, therefore, we shall be able to state in the observational 

vocabulary (however conceived) that there are unobservable entities, and 

to some extent, what they are liiCe".
22 

For instance, the Coperhagen Version, of the quantum theory 

implies that there are things which sometimes have a position in space and 

somet simes do not. This, argues van Fraassen has been stated without any 

use of a theoretical term. Similar is the case with Newton's Theory which 

argues for the eXistence of something, which neither occupies a volume nor 

has a position. 

Such results, argues 'van Fraassen are not about what exists in the 

observable world net' about what any observable things are like. The 

reduced theory "T/E is not a description of part of the world described by 

T; rather T/E is in a hobbled and hamstrung fashion, the description by 

T of everything".
23 

Thus the distinction between Truth and empirical 

adequacy is reduced to absurdity or triviality. 

Grover Maxwell rejects the antirealism which says that only those 

observable entities exist which are entailed by our theories. For him the 

difference between merely theoretical and being observable is rather vague 
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and rests heavily on technology, and it cannot be used to argue that 

theoretical entities do not exist in reality. Also we cannot separate our 

language into theoretical and non-theoretical part; neither can we classify 

objects and events as observable or unobservable ones. 

There is, according to Maxwell, t'a continuum that starts with seeing 

through a vacuum. Next comes seeing through the atmosphere, then seeing 

through a light microscope. At present this continuum may end with seeing 

using a scanning electron microscope. 24 Theoretical objects like genes are 

now transormed into observable entities. One cannot, therefore, rely on 

observability to provide good reason to classify scientific objects into 

real and unreal. 

Van Fraassen strongly disagrees with Maxwell. For Maxwell the 

distinction between observable and unobservable is of no importance. 

This distinction "at any given point is an accident and a fucntion of our 

psychological make up ... and therefore, that it has no ontological 

significance whatsoever" .
25 

As opposed to this, van Fraassen thinks that 

it is essential that we draw a distinction between the two. For him only 

the observational entities are real; however he acknowledges that sometimes 

theory can help, to change our beliefs regarding what is real and what is 

unobservational. Van Fraassen rejects Maxwell' s ideas of continuum and 

tries to stop the shift -From observable entities to inferred ent,itities 

as early as possible. 

Van Fraassen points out to two different kinds of cases arising out 

of Maxwell's list. To see a fur tree directly one can walk upto atleast a 

few objects which are usually seen through binoculars and see them with 

unaided eyes. But it is impossible to watch a blood platelet with unaided 
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eyes. The passage from a magnifying glass to even a low powered micro-

scope" is the passage from what we might be able to observe with the eyes 

unaided to what we could not observe except with instruments. Van 

Fraassen concludes that, we do not see through a microscope. Yet we see 

through some telescopes". 26 

He compares two similar physical processes. The ionization track 

of an electron in a cloud chamber and the vapour trail made by a jet. 

But while we can spot the jet or wait for it to descend, we cannot expect 

the electron to land and be seen. 

Van Fraassen down plays explanation.. Explanation for him does 

not necessarily lead us to truth. He rather treats the explanatory power 

of a theory as context dependent. Explanation, for him is a purely 

pragmatic notion and that there is no such thing as a semantic of explana-

tion. Science, accoridng to him, is not essentially a matter of explanation. 

Unlike consistency (internally and with facts) explanation does not count 

among the pre-eminent theoretical virtues sought in science. 

If explanation was the rock-bottom minimal virtue of science, then 

it would be possible to expIain phenomena in this world with the help of 

a theory. However, this is not the case. In order to strengthen. his 

position, van Fraassen points out to Newton's inability to add an explana-

tion of gravity to his celestial mechanics. Even though Newton was able 

to explain the phenomena in this world with the help of the power of 

gravity, the cause of the power itself cannot be explained. Newton 

admitted that it is enough, "that gravity does really exist, and acts 

according to the laws which we have explained, and abundantly serves to 

account for all the motions of the celestial bodies, and of our sea".
27 
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When we say that theory T explains fact E it does not imply that 

the theory is true, or that it is empirically adequate or acceptable. The 

demand for an explanation is actually a demand for an answer to the 

' why' question. This makes it relative as what is "requested by means of 

the question, why is it the case that P?, differes from the context to the 

context" .
28 

Similarly what a person will accept as a good answer to the 

question why E? 	would depend upon the background theory and his 

interests. So to say "that a given theory can be used to explain a certain 

fact, is always elliptic for: There is a proposition which is a telling 

answer, relative to this theory, to the request for information about certain 

facts (those counted as relevant to this question) that bear on a comparison 

between this fact which is the case and certain (contextually specified) 

alternatives which are not the case'
,

.
29 

The search for explanation, 

according to Van Fraassen is a search of for empiricaljadequate theories. 

van Fraassen's constructive empiricism rejects what is known as inference 

to the best explanation i.e. we may accept a theory because it makes some-

thing plain, this however does not imply that what the theory says is 

literally true. 

He puts forward a new picture of theories and claims that to 

"prevent a theory is to specify a family of structures, its models, and 

secondly to specify certain parts of those models (the emirical structures) 

as candidates for the direct representation of observable phenomena. The 

structures which can be described in experimental and measurement reports 

we can call appearances : The theory is empirically adequate if it has 

some model such that all appearances are isomorphic to empirical sub-

structures of that model:1.
30 

The class of models determine the logical 
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strength of the theory while the class of empirical structures determine its 

empirical strength. The new picture of theory permits us to take two 

epistemic approaches towards a theory. We can either assert a theory to 

be true and call for belief or we can simply assert its empirical adequacy. 

According to van Fraassen the real importance of theory to a working 

scientist is that it is a factor in experimental design. Experimentation 

plays a very important role in constructing a theory. It helps to test the 

empirical adequacy of the newly developed theory and helps to fill in the 

blanks i.e. to complete the theory. Similarly theory also plays a two-fold 

role in experimentation. It helps in formulating the questions that need 

systematic explanation and also works as a guiding principle in the design 

of the experiments to answer these questions. 

Van Fraassen cites Millikan' s determination of the charge of the 

electron while discussing the role of theory in experimental design. During 

the course of his work Millikan observed that "oil droplets inside his 

apparatus would rise differentially if some were caught by free electons in 

the air of the chamber. Presumably it doesn't matter whether Millikan 

believed only that some oil droplets remain suspended in the chamber". 31 

What is important, according to van Fraassen, is that we are in a position 

to give an adequate account of Millikan's experiment. This would help us 

to believe those consequences which refer to observable entities as true 

and those referring to unobservable entities are merely accepted as empiri-

cally adequate. 

It is usually presumed that some sort of unity prevades science. 

Theories which were originally developed to explain disparate phenomena 

were often used together by scientists. However, the realists like Putnam 
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objected to this practice. For the realists the concept of truth is necessary 

to give a satisfactory picture of the methodological practices of the scient-

ists. They put forward the argument of conjunction-objection to support 

this contention. Simply put "the argument is that scientists must be 

interested in the truth of theories, since such non-realist substitutes for 

truth as is  simple and leads to correct predictions  or is empirically adequte 

are not preserved under principles of reasoning which scientists accept".
32 

For instance, if A and B are true than the conjunction of A and B 

(A.B) is also true, but if A and B are both empirically adequate, it does 

not follow that A and B is empircally adequate. 'The scientists accept such 

a principle of reasoning. 

The realists' conjunction-objection argument aims to explain the 

concepts with respect to which, the inferential practices we apply to theories 

are to be evaluated. While empirical adequacy does not f ind any place in 

this type of inferential pattern, truth does. Therefore empirical adequacy 

as the only concept which underlies our reasoning about theories is rejected. 

Van Fraassen clearly disagrees with conjuction - objection argument 

when he says that 'putting two theories together would not have meant 

conjunction but correction. However, this view does very little to harm the 

conjunction objection argument, for the realists have never denied that 

correction occurs. The realists have always insisted that theory acceptance 

normally entails correction even in the case of low-level statements' . 

Neither do they claim "that a theory cannot be true unless it can be 

extended consistently without correction of all of nature".
33 

On his semantic view, van Fraassen conceives of theory as a 

"specification of a family Of models in which all the statements of the theory 
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hold. The semantic view of theories which van Fraassen defends, makes no 

special commitment to a pi:Articular axiomatization Of the theory. To accept 

a theory is to say that among all its models, there is at least one with a 

sub-model which represents the observable phenomena of the actual world".
34 

This is what is meant by calling a theory empircally adequate. Van 

Fraassen claims that it is pointless to argue for the empirical adequacy 

of a singular statement as it does not have any independent significance. 

Because "about a single statement A, with family of models F(A), the 

question of empirical adequacy can only be raised with reference to a 

specific theory T: does F(A) include at least one of the models in the 

family specified by T that has this priviledged status vis-a-vis the actual 

world? Unlike in the case of truth, the answer would be yes for one theory 

and no for another, with respect to the same statement A". 
35 

Van Fraassen's position is strongly anti-realistic, anti-metaphysics 

and anticause. Van Fraassen does not believe that explanation leads to 

truth r ather, the genuine measure of any theory's truth according to him 

is the descriptive excellence at the observational level. Van Fraassen is 

pro observation. He believed that the theory' s acceptance should not create 

any ontological commitments beyond the observational level,Values such as 

explanation, simplicity according to him are merely pragmatic values and 

have nothing to do with the truth of a theory. Only empirical adequacy 

can account for the truth of the theory. 

The nature of science is such t hat it always invited criticism, yet 

it has managed to survive. Science gathered knowledge on every aspect of 

the natural world. Its universality and rigid implementation of scientific 

morality, have been its plus point. Rom Harrel argues for a view of 
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science which is not only 'epistemological' but also is an 'moral achieve-

ment' . Scientific community according to Harre has a moral superiority 

over any other human community. 

The criticism of the rational character of science not only threatened 

the trustworthiness of the scientific knowledge but also threatened its 

standing as a moral exemplar. The sociologists interested in the structure 

of scientific communities portrayed scientific activity as a ruthless career 

oriented power struggle. This threatened the moral standing of a 

scientific community. 

Harrel attempts to defend the moral character of science against 

this criticism. Science for him has a special status. It is not only a 

safe way of producing t ruths and rejecting Palsehood but it is the most 

remarkable moral achievement of man. Scientific activity as a communal 

practice of a community has a rigid morality. This morality is strongly 

based on a commitment that the products of the scientific community are 

always trustworthy. Any anti-realism, argues Harre "which seeps out into 

the lay world as antiscience, is not only false but morally obnoxious as a 

denigration of that amazing moral phenomena" .
36 

Philosophy of science 

assumes that the aim of the anlyst of knowledge ganering activities of 

science can be explained in terms of truth and falsity. The behaviour of 

this analyst (in two different contexts) determines the way these concepts 

have been understood, namely: a) our interest in the logical structure of 

scientific discourse creates a context wherein the principle of non-

contradiction controls the behaviour of the concepts of truth and falsity. 

This context is dominated by principles such as the "truth preserving 

transformations of logical entailment, institutionalized in the traditional 

truth-tables. in this context the syntax of the concepts is determined". 37 
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As opposed to this in the second context, b) the meaning of the concepts 

is determined. This context includes the "assessment of the descriptive 

or representational adequacy of statements which purport to refer to all 

kinds of extra linguistic matters, such as the state of natural environment, 

and even the moral hegemony of the divine order".
38 

Traditional philosophy of science accepted a concept of truth wherein 

there is correspondence between the 'sense' of the statement and the 

' corresponding state of the world' . Even a slight imperfection in this 

correspondence would be sufficient to treat the statement as false. As 

opposed to this the referential theory of meaning and truth tries to manage 

with the relation of matching , which because of itS abribrary nature escapes 

the problem of how words can represent states of the world. The coherence 

theory, on the other hand, treats the world and its thoughts to be of the 

same nature. 

Barre' argues that the recent analysis of scientiifc thought assumes 

that scientific knowledge is achieved by creating or refining a discourse. 

But since discourse is only one of the ways in which we make public our 

cognition, we need to make use of a wider class of informative entitites 

namely ' cognitive objects ' . Barre' argues that when knowledge finds its 

expression (either as a diagram or model) through an iconic mode then, 

concepts like representational accuracy or inaccuracy displace the notion 

of truth and falsify as the main way of expressing and assessing epistemic 

worth. Drawing and diagrams and other notions such as that of ' faithful-

ness' or 'more or less accurate' are easier to anlyse than the notion of 

' degrees of truth and falsity ' . Truth and falsity according to Barre are 

polar or terminal concepts which do not easily admit of degrees. Any 



1 0 a 

assessment of system which is dependent on the polar reading of truth 

and falsity is what Ilarre terms as a strict system. 	'Logical necessity and 

possibility' , 'deduction as truth-preserving entailment' fall under the 

domain of such a strict-system. 

However, philosophy of science which used the workings of this 

strict-system faced unanswerable problems in attempting to understand, in 

terms of the strict system how science could be carried on. These problems 

according to Harre' arose as a result of the dispute between the basic 

properties of the strict-system on one hand, and the well founded intuitions 

of how assessment concepts of the epistemology of science actually behave 

'on the other. These problems according to Harrei, are reduction of ad-

absurdum of the strict-system and because of these problems the strict-

system cannot be used as a basis for philosophical analysis of scientific 

activity. This strict-system seems to be the progenitor of scepticism and 

Harre asks "how can any reliable knowledge of the natural world arise 

out of limited human experience, if the concept of reliable knowledge is 

spelled out in terms of the strict-system?".
39 

Harre believes that statements which go beyond our experience can 

never be determined to be either true or false. Universal claims such as 

' all past, present and future electrons will be negatively charged' can 

never be claimed to be absolutely true. Neither can we claim that the 

existential statement such as there are 'creatures with eyes in their chests' 

to be ablosutely false. Harre argues therefore, that the "possibility that 

universal statements can be shown to be false through the experimental 

demonstration of ,the falsity of the logical consequence of the statements in 

question, remains open. So does the possibility of showing general exist-

ential claims to be true by the discovery of an instance of the kind in 
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question" • 	Harre therefore, argues that it is impossible to have logically 

conclusive grounds for the types of beliefs that constitute the substance of 

scientific knowledge. We do not require radical scepticism for these 

considerations, rather , they help to show that the strict-system of 

assessment of beliefs cannot be justly used in scientific contexts. Though 

within the system of strict concepts the existential claims can be shown 

to be unfalsifiable, the scientific community still believes that some 

particular entities or beliefs do not exist and therefore they do not 

entertain any further claims concerning them. 

There is a difference according to Harre between the strict-system 

and ' actual system' of assessment. The important feature of the actual 

system is the extent to which the assessment of a great variety of factual 

claims is rooted not in the quality of experimental research, but, in the 

judgement of person' s choices. The choice is between which claim should 

be given the status of observational results and the deeper theoretical 

interpretation of results. The epistemic status of the scientists' result are 

dependent on his moral status. Who makes the claim is as important as 

the claim itself . No longer is the truth of assertions accepted as the sole 

criterion for acceptance of a belief. 

This personal element had no place in strict assessment. Persons 

and their social standing in the scientific community did not influence the 

assessment of strict-system. As opposed to this, Harre argues that in the 

actual system, the way in which the scientist judges his own hypothesis 

and that of others differs remarkablly. In such an evaluation the concept 

of truth and falsity do not find any place. 

Latour
41 

and others argue that the debate which decides the 
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epistemic worth of scientific claims uses the strict-system terminology (such 

as entailment and consistency). Harre suggests that we need to reinterpret 

the tra ditional philosophy of science activities in the light of these 

observations. Harre claims that when philosophers use the strict system 

terminology in their scientific debates they are not describing the cognitive 

or material practices of the scientists but are merely touching on its moral 

42 
order. If we read the realist marlifesto 	as a moral principle than it 

serves as a conduct-guidina force. This conduct guiding force encourages 

the good and the worthy to display their virtue in attempting to find out 

the nature of the world. HarrC therefore, argues that "seeking truth is a 

41, 
hoRless epistemic project, but trying to live a life of virtue is a possible 

moral ambition. Those who promulgate their ungrounded opinions as if 

they were proper contributions to the corpus of scientific knowledge are 

roundedly condemned as immoral".
43 

The strict morality of scientific community determines the practice 

of science. Hence if we want to know what scientific knowledge is, then 

the study of epistemology of science should start with reflection on the 

actual practice of scientific community. 

The strict-system, according to Harre, represents the most perfect 

moral order ever created by man. As an epistemological, doctrine, 'seek 

the truth and reject falsehood is worthless' , but tiarre claims that as a 

moral maxim it figures promiently in the scientific debates. 

This does not mean that Harre rejects the possibility of common 

sense notions of 'truth' and 'falsity' , of holding any place in the episte-

mology of natural science. Harre argues that if two people can share the 

same conceptual scheme relevant to the matter in question, given the same 
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stand-point, if both of them give a similar account of what can be 

experienced from that stancl-point then these two people can agree on some-

thing to be true. The discourses of these people can be compared because 

of a common referent. However„ according to Harre, this account of the 

role of truth and falsity in a discourse needs to answer some questions 

such as 'how do I know we are noticing something about a common referent?' . 

Such a thing is possible according to Harrei, because of the similarity in 

our discourse. But how do we know then that our discourses are similar?. 

Such a question cannot be answered clearly. Harre argues that there is 

no clear-cut procedure to decide that what the other person experiences 

and what I experience is one and the same thing. Due to our participation 

in common form of life it can be shown that we inhabit a common world 

(of material things and conversational practices). 

However 1,ae do not have a vantage point outside the common 

community from where it is possible to compare the aspect of nature with 

fragments of discourse as if they were mutually independent of one another. 

Harre argues that we can only have ' cooperative practices' and 'long 

standing communities with their moral orders' , and foundation of knowledge 

can be traced to these communities. The nature of these foundations is 

moral and not factual. 

liarre acknowledges that there is a sense of the pair of, truth/ 

falsity, which the scientists use to comment upon their observations. This 

sense cannot be applied to unobservable or the general (laws and theories) . 

The terms truth and falsity and their cognates can be used for acts of 

confirming or discofnirming the trustworthiness of an expressed belief or 

opinion. The use of these terms is a "part of' the machinery for the 

maintainance of a social network through which an epistemic moral order 
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is sustained" .
44 

In an answer to the question under what conditions is an expressed 

belief or opinion about material states of affairs trustworthy? 	Harre# lists 

two commonsense notion accounts which look at some things as ture and 

others as false. It is possible for us to accept a statement as true if 

we trust the person who makes the statement. Also we can accept a 

statement as false within the social netweork of trustworthy people and 

institutions. However, an incorrigible foundation of scientific knowledge 

cannot be based on such everyday assurances. 

Popper argued that such statements serve as a basis for some sort 
• 

of epistemic structure. For instance, these descriptive !-.3tatements serve as 

grounds for falsification and rejection of hypotheses. Popper in his 

'1,o(jic of Scientific Discovery ' states that the basic statements are accepted 

on the basis of a decision of agreement among scientstsin accordance with 

a procedure governed by rules. On the occassion of application of theory 

an agreement is reached. What is this agreement about? Clearly the agree-

ment cannot be about the truth of basic statements for the truth of basic 

statements is accepted by convention. 	And, it is impossible to fix the 

truth of basic statement each time by a new convention. 

Also Harrei argues that the expression 'the occassion of applying 

a theory' is an ambiguous one, for it cannot be taken to indicate every 

occassion of applying a theory but it should be taken to mean as the 

first occassion of applying a theory. Inspite of this, Popper faLls into 

the same trap as that of other philosophers. How do we know that 

whether the future use of the term with that particular meaning is correct. 

To know this, Ilarr argues we have to know whether the statement using 
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it is true in some everyday sense. 

Harret makes use of B. Elli' s version of traditional account. The 

term truth and falsity are used to express epistemic approval. These 

terms are used as 'assignments of a property (truth) to the expression of 

belief' by the correspondence theory of truth. Ellis does not accept such 

a property. Rather he believes that the "conditions of social coordinations 

of action requires a drive towards acheiving the maximum of inter-

subjectivity among belief-systems. Assessment of truth and accusations of 

falsity are useful for refining belief-systems, but their use creates the 

illusion of the existence of a pair of properties of propositions, which 

would be independent of anybody's attitudes".45 

Epistemic values are according to Ellis belief selecting mechanisms. 

These values are selected with reference to rightness of actions. Ellis 

Truth 	Rightness  puts it in the form of an equation - 
Belief as 
	 . Truth is the 

action 

only unknown component in this equation. Harre agrees along with Ellis 

that simple truth is what it is most rational to believe, in the context of 

right action. Further Harre in order to complete Ellis account of simple 

truth agrues that we need to tie the "philosophical analysis into a 

psychological theory one which breaks through the veil which any 

representationalist psychology would still han9 between belief and reality, 

no matter how pragmatically successful our belief-guided practices were 

€o be. A false theory, one must often remind oneself can produce true 

predictions".
46 

Rejecting the tradtional account of truth and falsity Harre 

renders the use of terms 'truth' , 'falsity' , etc. as expressing relations of 

consensus between the makers of discourse and of trust between them as 

persons. 
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Attempts at reconciling the realism versus anti-realism debate is 

a difficult task, Recent literature in philosophy of science abounds with 

anti-realist authibrs. And philosophers who proclaim themselves realists 

ate too often found to be reluctant realists. Ian Hacking, Newton-Smith, 

Jerrold Aranson, Larry Laudan, etc. belong to this group. Some of these 

authors representing distinct trends are critically studied. 

Being disappointed with the 'premature' attempts of Kuhn,Hanson 

and Feyerabend, Laudan  proposed a new model of science, which according 

to him was an effort at Teconciling the vast variety of existing models of 

science. Traditionally science was viewed as a problem-solving activity.. 

Laudan proposes this as his central insight, at the same time he clarifies 

that since the aims of science are many and varied, his approach "does 

not mean to imply that science is nothing but a problem solving activity, 

but, that this view of science holds out more hope of capturing Inhat is 

most characteristic about science".
47 

Inspite of the vast variety in the goals of scientific enterprise, 

science has been predominantly conceived as a search for truth or apodictic 

certainity. Lauaan did not accept this view for he felt that thus conceived 

science emerged as non-progressive. This is particularly so because we do 

not have a way of knowing whether our theories are more near to truth 

than they formely were, as we do not yet have a satisfactory semantic 

characterization of truthlikeness. Therefore, it becomes necessary that we 

aim at such goals which are in principle achievable and which can tell us 

whether we are moving closer to achieving them. For Laudan it is possible 

to characterize science in terms of some non-transcendental immanent goals 

such as aiming at well-tested theories, predicting new facts, or theories 

which have practical applicability. 
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The aim of science for Laudan, is to secure theories with high 

problem-solving effectiveness. When viewed from this perspective, 

"science progresses just in case successive theorie s solve more problems 

than their predecessors".
48 

To make this point clear he proposes a 

distinction between two sorts of scientific problems; empirical and 

conceptual. 

Empirical problems are problems which concern themselves with 

the physical world. He calls these 'first-order problems' . Anything about 

the natural world "which strikes us as odd, or otherwise in need of 

explanation constitutes an empirical problem".
49 

To seek an explanation 

for the disappearance of alcohol left standing in a glass is an instance 

of an empirical problem. 

Such empirical problems arise within a certain context of inquiry 

and are partly defined by that context. Our theoretical presuppositions 

about the natural order tell us what to expect and what seems 'peculiar' 

or 'problematic' or questionable. Situations which pose problems within 

one inquiry context will not necessarily do so with others".
50 

Laudan 

goes on to distinguish between three types of empirical problems; 

(a) unsolved problems or potential problems; (b) solved problems; and 

(c) anomalous problems. 

According to Laudan unsolved problems are those empirical 

problems which no theory has been able to solve adequately. They provide 

the stimulus for further scientific progress and growth. When the unsolved 

problems find a solution then they generally count as genuine problems. 

Even though the nature of unsolved problems is ambiguous it does not 



207 

wean that they are not important. This trasnformation of unsolved 

problems into solved ones is one of the means by which theory is able 

to make empirical progress. 

Actual or the solved problems consists-  of those problems which 

have been solved by some theory or other. An empirical problem is 

considered solved when within a particular context of inquiry,scientists 

no longer regard it as an unanswered question. 

Solved problems always stand in relation to some theory, hence 

reference to an actual problem presupposes some theory. Theories furnish 

us with the necessary understanding about the problem. Laudan argues 

that whether a theory solves a problem or not, is independent of whether 

the theory is true or false. 

Sometimes the theoreti cal predictions regarding an experimental 

outcome are exact. But such predictions are very rare, because, usually 

there is a disagreement between our theoretical predictions and our 

laboratory data. In contrast to this, Laudan feels that we are able to 

provide frequent solutions to empirical problems because for doing so, we 

do not "require an exact, but only an approximate, resemblance between 

the theoretical results and experimental ones".
51 

For instance, Newton 

was considered to have solved the problems of the curvature of the earth 

inbpite of the fact that his results did not coincide with the observational 

findings. 

As opposed to the notion of explanation this notion of solution, 

according to Laudan is highly relative and comparative. It is possible 

therefore, that the same problem is solved by two theories and we say that 
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one solution is a much better solution than the other. 

Laudan ,makes an important claim regarding the question of 

truth and falsity to solving problems. While determining whether a theory 

solves an empirical problem or not, one should not consider matters 

of truth and falsity. Lavoisier's theory of oxidation - whether true or 

false - solved the problem of increase In the weight of iron after being 

heated than before. One can thus conclude from this that "any theory, 

T, can be regarded as having solved an empirical' problem, if T functions 

(significantly) in any scheme of inference whose conclusion is a statement 

of the problem".
52 

Inspite of this, the scientific solutions are regarded as highly 

non permanent. What at one point of time may be regarded as a perfectly 

adequate solution, may be discarded as inadequate by the next generation 

of scientists. 

Among the different classes of empirical problems the anomalous 

problems enjoy a: special status. This class of empirical problem constitu-

tes "the actual problem which rival theories solve but which are not solved 

53 
by the theory in question". • They constitute the most important component 

of scientific rationality. 

Laudan, as opposed to the traditional view of anomalies,, claimed 

that (a) an occurence of an anomaly need not force us to discard a theory 

- such an occurence merely raises doubts about the theory exhibiting the 

anomaly. (b) Neither is it necessary that an anomaly should always be 

inconsistent with the theories to which they are anomalies. 

Anomalies arise when a theory, inspite of being consistent with 
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observational results, is incapable of solving those results which have 

been solved by a competi.tor theory. For, "whenever an empirical problem 

P, has been solved by any theory,then P thereafter constitutes an anomaly 

for every theory in the relevant domain which does not solve P".
54 

Inspite of the fact that anomalies play- an important role in theory 

appraisal, Laudan claims that they constitute only one of the many aspects 

which determine - scientific acceptability of a theory. 

Converting anomalies to solved problems constitutes one of the most 

cognitively significant activity. Such a successful transformation from 

anomalies to solved problems brings to our notice the problem - solving 

capacities of a theory, and also eliminates one of the major cognitive 

liabilities which the theory confronts. 

The process of conversion of anomalies into solved problems is as 

old as science itself. Prouts hypothesis provides a good instance of such 

a conversion. Prout put forward the hypothesis that all the elements were 

composed of hydrogen and consequently the atomic weight of all elements 

should be integral multiples of the weight of hydrogen. Numerous exceptions 

to this doctrine. were diScovered. Later on with the discovery of isotopes 

and the refinement of techniques of isotopic seperation, the scientists were 

able to explain the anomalies. Thus the very phenomena which in the 

first instance constituted anomalies for Prout's hypothesis became positive 

instances for it . 

Karl Popper propounded the traditional view of anomalies which 

claims that any theory that had even one anomalous problem need to be 

abandoned. Kuhn on the other hand went a step ahead and argued that 
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a scientist abandons a theory only after an accumulation of a large 

number of anomalies. 

Laudan rejects both these views saying that we are not concerned 

with how many anomalies a theory generates; what matters is how 

cognitively important these anomalies are. And the best possible method 

with the help of which we can grade their importance is in terms of the 

degree of epistemic threat  which they pose for a theory. 

The assessment of the importance of an anomalous empirical problem 

needs to be done within the context of the other competing theories in the 

same domain. For example, theory T i  is unable to provide a solution for 

some empirical problem. Whereas theory T 2  (which is a competing theory) 

provides a solution than that  unsolved problem becomes a genuine anomaly 

for T 2 . 

Laudan points out to two factors which play a major role in 

determining the importance of an anomaly: (a) The degree of discrepancy 

which exists between the observed experimental results and the theoretical 

prediction. (b) The age of an anomaly and its demonstrated opposition to 

solution by a particular theory. 

In contrast to the empirical problem, the conceptual problem are 

"higher order questions about the well-foundedness of the conceptual 

structures (e.g. theories) which have been devised to answer the first 

order questions" .
55 

These problems are associated with a particular theory 

and its intellectual settings. 

Inspite of the fact that conceptual problems are as important as 
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the empirical ones, some of the historians and philosophers of science 

characterized them as ' unscientific ' , superstiticuS ' or ' prescientific 

temperament' . Absence of such non-empirical factors is considered by 

Kuhn as a ' token' of the "maturity" of science, while others like Popper, 

Carnap , Lakatos, Feyerbend believe that only empirical considerations 

should exclusively govern theory-choice in science. Laudan' s emphasis on 

the importance of conce Ftual problem sets him apart from these philosophers. 

Laudan claims that it is precisely Kuhn' s inability to allow conceptual 

problems to play a rational role in our choice of theory, that renders 
• 

Kuhn' s notion of paradigm shift irrational. 

Conceptual problems are always exhibited by some theory or other 

and do not have an independent existence of their own. Such problems arise 

when (i) a theory T exhibits some internal inconsistencies, or "when its 

basic categories of analysis are vague and unclear; these are internal 

conceptual problems" .
56 

The most common types of internal conceptual 

problems consists of inconsistencies within a theory and are thus self-

contradictory . While those which arise from conceptual ambiguity or 

circularity within the theory are the most difficult to handle and can 

prove to be highly disadvantageous. (ii) Problems also arise when theory 

T clashes with another theory or doctrine Ti, which the proponents of T 

believe to be rationally well-founded. In other words, T makes certain 

assumptions about the world which conflict with other theories or the existing 

metaphysical assumptions . Such problems go under the heading of 

'external conceptual problems' . 

These types of problems are generated when theory T is in ' conflict' 

or in ' tension' with a rationally well-founded theory . This ' tension' exists 
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when a theory is logically inconsistent or incompatible with another 

accepted theory. 

Apart from the relation of inconsistency between theories, 

conceptual problems are also generated when (a) "two theories although 

logically compatible, are jointly inplausible", and (b) when a new theory 

which was meant to "reinforce another theory fails to do so and is merely 

compatible with it".
57 

Laudan offers a model of scientific progress which depends upon 

an appropriate choice between competing theories. The core assumptions of 

this problem - solving model of progress are as follows : (1) The solved 

problems - empirical or conceptual - constitute the basic unit of scientific 

progress; and (2) the goal of science is to increase the scope of solved 

empirical problems, while minimizing the scope of anomalous and conceptual 

problems. 

He gives the following example of scientific evolution to illustrate 

his model of scientific progress. Imagine a puzzling phenomenon p. This 

phenomenon constitutes an unsolved problem for the scientist who wishes 

to develop a theory Ti. Once Ti is formulated some other scientist may 

find out that theory Ti predicts not only p, but also other pehenomena in 

the domain. These "predictions will be tested, and very often, some of 

them will not be borne out in our observation. Thus, the observation 

of these discrepnt results will constitute one or more anomalies for T
1

" .
58 

But how do we know that progress has been made? Laudan claims 

that if theory T2 can explain the empirical problems of Ti Without producing 

the same or as many anomalies as Ti produced then obviously, it would be 
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more reasonable to accept T than to accept Ti. 

Generalizing from this example, he defines an appraisal measure 

for theory in the following way : "The overall problemsolving 

effectiveness of a theory is determined by assessing the number and 

importance of the empirical problems which the theory solves and deducting 

t here from the number and importance of the anomalies and conceptual 

problems which the theory guarantees".
59 

Theories express fundamental views about the world and any 

change in the theory will make sense only when it is seen in relation to 

the fundamental commitment which the theory makes. Such a cluster of 

beliefs which consistitute such fundamental views, Laudan terms as 

Research-traditions.  These research traditions constitute (i) a set of 

assumptions about what type of entities and processes "make up the domain 

of inquiry and (ii) a set of epl. stemic and methodological norms about how 

the domain is to be investigated, how theories are to be tested, etc.".
60 

Research traditions as opposed to theories have a long life. 

Theories may be discarded and replaced frequently. Research-traditions 

are units which see through theory change and,. which establish continuitw 

in science. However just like one theory is more adequate the,n another, 

in the same way, even a research tradition is more adequate than another. 

Considering that the aim of science is problem solving, scientific 

progress occurs only if "the succession of scientific theories in any domain 

• Q1 shows an increasing degree of problem-solving effectiveness". 	If theory 

T
2 

is a better problem solver than T
1 

then the change from T
1 

to T
2 

is 

progressive. Any research tradition which shows such processes can be 
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called progressive. 

Laudan's conception of rationality differed from that of the 

other twentieth century philosophers who considered rationality as acting 

to maximize one's personal utilities or as believing in and acting on, 

only true propositions. 

In contrast to this, rationality, for Laudan, consists in doing 

"whatever we can to maximize the progress of scientific research traditions 

and accepting the best available research traditiens".
62 

His model of rationality also hints to the fact that a scientific 

debate can be termed as rational if it involves a discussion of the 

conceptual and empirical problems produced by research traditions. Finally 

his model of rationality insists "that any appraisal of the rationality 

of accepting a particular theory or research tradition is trebly relative: 

it is relative to its contemporaneous competitors, it is relative to prevailing 

doctrines of theory assessment; and it is relative to the previous theories 

within the research traditions".
63 

An important point to be'neted here is that such a conception of 

scientific progress and rationality has no place for the usually held view 

that any assessment of scientific rationality or progress is always related 

to the question of truth of theories in scienceland that rationality amounts 

to acceptance of those statements about the world which we have good reasons 

for believing them to be true. 

Laudan wishes to make ratioyto,lity parasitic upon progressiveness. 

To make a rational choice, for Laudan, consists in making progressive 

choices (i.e. choices which increase the problem solving effectiveness 
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of the theories). By doing so, Laudan suggests that he wishes to drive 

a wedge between, the progressive and rationcilisitc aspect of science on 

the one hand, and the 'truth' of scientific theories on the other. Unlike 

the classical theories of science which associated scientific progress with 

some sort of successive attainment of truth, Laudan claims that by linking 

rationality to progressiveness "we can have theory of rationality without 

pyesupposing anything about the veracity or verisimilitude of the theories 

we judge to be rational or irrational" .
64 

Laudan agrees with Kuhn on the point, that determination of truth 

and falsity are irrelevant to the acceptability of ,theories. Such an approach 

to scientific rationality according to Laudan avoids any entanglement with 

problems of ontology and truth. 

Philosophers from the time of Plato and Permenides have tried and 

failed to justify science as truth-seeking enterprize. This was so because 

no one could demonstrate that science and scientific methods can be gauran-

teed to reach 'truth' . Laudan argues that if rationality consists in 

believing only what we can reasonably presume to be true, and if we define 

'truth' in its classical non-pragmatic sense, then science is irrational".
65 

This brings him to his distinctive thesis which goes against the 

view that although our existing theories are neither true nor false, they are 

'closer approximation to truth' than their predecessors. Such 6 view, 

according to Laudan, does not solve the problem, for it does not suggest 

any criteria for determining how the proximity to the truth can be achieved. 

Instead, if we can develop the view that science is an inquiry 

system for solving problems, and that progress consists in offering a solution 
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to an increasing number of important problems, and that rationality consists 

in making choices which can help us to maximize the progress in science 

then science, argues Laudan, can be shown to be a rational and progresive 

system. 

For Laudan, the presumptive falsity of scientific theories and 

research traditions does not render science either irrational or non-

progressive"
66 

or that it has no bearing on truth. He only suggests that 

we have "no way of knowing for sure that science is true or probable, or 

that it is getting closer to the truth. Such aims are Utopian, in the sense 

that we can never knOW whether they are being acheived".
67 

The greatest of virtue of Laudan's problem-solving model is its 

workability. It offers a criteria for determining whether a particular theory 

solves a given problem or not, and helps in deciding whether new theories 

offer solutions to more important problems then their predecessors. If we 

limit our notion of rationality as consisting of achieving these aims then 

we are in a position to decide whether science is rational and progressive. 

Laudan's problem-solving model allows for a possibility of 

acceptance of theory with anomalies. By listing out the aims of science, 

Laudan's problem-solving model avoids attributing transcendental or 

unavoidable goals to science. Laudan's conception of science advocates 

theoretical plulalism of scientific theories by showing the co-existence of 

scientific theories. 

Jerrold Aranson's  approach to the nature of scientific theories is 

an ontological. one. He felt the need to develop a theory about the nature of 

theories; in particular to develop that aspect which (cads to the understanding 
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of a variety of phenomena. Theories for Aranson, depict the nature of 

things; and because of this important feature of theories they are able to 

explain, predict or organize a vast variety of data. 

Aranson argues that the very confirmation of a theory depends on 

its ability to refer to the fundamental constituents of nature. science can 

function only from an ontological view point. Philosophers like Kuhn, 

Hanson, Feyerbend,Va.nfraassen, etc., while capturing something important 

about the nature of theories always neglected the ontological aspect. This 

was mainly because the ontological aspect of a theory as being the most 

fundamental one, did not fit in with the traditional methods of analysis. 

The explanatory power of a theory according to Aranson lies in the 

ontology which it presents. At this point Aranson holds a position similar to 

that of Rom Harre' in arguing that "the major task of a theory is to present 

us with an ontological 'Zoo' by means of which we are to comprehend 

events".
68 

Such a view, relativises explanation to the types of entities, 

properties and interactions listed in a theory. These ontologies listed in 

a theory vary from one theory to another. In order to understand the 

explanations presented by such theories, we have to go deeply into what 

they have to say about the nature of things. 

When one scientific system is reduced to another, or when the results 

of one theory are understood in terms of another mere fundamental theory, an 

important type of scientific explanation occurs. This sort of an explanation 

constitutes a special case of 	explaining by reducing the number of 

independent phenomena. This reduction of theories enhances our understandin( 

of nature and helps frame a single cohe rent picture of nature. 
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Since different theories express differing ontologies, Aranson argues 

that theory reduction takes place at the ontological level. Reduction results 

in reducing the types Of things and properties of things which exist in the 

world. For instance, the theory of atomism argues that the varieties of 

objects that exist in this world like tables and chairs, people, etc., are 

nothing but merely one kind of entity; i.e., configuration of atoms. Likewise 

the properties of these things can be reduced to the properties of atoms and 

their configuration. Thus the reductionist view of atomism succeeded in 

reducing the number of things and properties. 

Aranson argues that identity relations a=b, express ontological 

reduction. To start with we have different theories depicting variety of 

ontologies. A successful reduction, shows how these theories are in reality 

commited to one single ontology. They are merely describing the same realm 

of entities and properties in different ways (just as morning star and evening 

star are actually one and the same). These identities are the true source 

of explanation in, theory reduction. 

In case of explanations which do not subscribe to reductionist view, 

the independent phenomenon is identified with varying aspects of a common 

ontology, whereas in reductionist case of explanatiOn "different properties 

among systems of the independent phenomena are identified with the very same 

aspects of a common ontology which is provided by the reducing, view".
69 

The classical view of the nature of scientific theories, according to 

Aranson, are projections of a deeper view, that theories are primarily 

ontological depictions of nature. Ever since the epistemological turn which 

occured in the writings of Descartes and Kant, ontology became secondary to 

epistemology. Only verifiable things were treated as existing. In trying 
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to capture the logical, semantical and epistemological features of scientific 

theories these scientists overlooked the real nature of theories. Philosophers 

of science like Kuhn, Feyerbend, etc. have been successful in pinpointing 

an important aspect of a theory but it would be a mistake to treat the same 

aspect as similar with the essence of the theory. Aranson argues that it 

is ontology which shapes the features of a theory. Hence the various logical, 

linguistic and epistemological features of theory can be traced tn its 

ontological commitments. 

If we change the ontological commitment of a theory, then we change 

the way the theory predicts and explains. Ontology thus, according to 

Aranson, is prior, to the other aspects of theories. 

These other aspects would not be of much help to arrive at an 

understanding of what theories are really all about. It is necessary 

therefore, that philosophy of science should reorder its priorities. Aranson 

argues that it is not possible for a philosopher of Science to "produce science 

without being guilty of doing metaphysics, without practising science from 

an ontological point of view" .
70 

The logical positivist aimed at demarcating the legitimate philosophi-

cal claims about the logic and language of science from that of empirical 

science claims which were factual. The metaphysical claims did not find 

any place in between. The realists made use of Scientific progress (as a 

tool for testing) to show the empirical value of the positivist position. If 

this is so then Aranson argues, that if it can be shown that even a little 

ontology embraced by the logical positivist brings out results which can be 

tested empirically, than the dichotomy between empirical and philosophical 

claims breaks down. Science, for Aranson, is really metaphysical. Re 
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Ile treats theories as metaphysical systems which are subject to empirical 

considerations, and can function only from an ontological perspective. 

Philosophers and scientists both aim at truth and understanding 

about the nature of things. In order to arrive at the true meaning of 

theories, we must consider its ontological implications with a hope of 

formulating a view of nature which makes sense of its formal structure or 

predictive powers. Aranson argues that "unless and until we gain an 

ontological insight into recent theories (like the quantum field theory), 

unless we visit the subatomic zoo, their true meanings will escape us".
71 

Returning to Van Fraassen and Larry Laudan, it is obvious that 

the two (although distinct in thoir approaches and commitments) were like 

many other philosophers reacting to the logical positivist distinction between 

observational and theoretical vocubulary in sciente. Van Fraassen demanded 

that we must distinguish between observable and unobservable events, 

processes and objects based upon our best current scientific theories - but 

there is no reason to worry about choosing between them. 

Larry Laudan' s arguments are against the alleged dogmas of 

scientific progress (namely, all problems of previous theory must be solved 

by the subsequent theory and evaluation of two rival theories implies that 

they be translatable into a neutral third language statements) . Instead 

he demands that we should compare the problem-solving-effectiveness of a 

theory rather than matching the problems or translating theories. 

' Whether one chooses to ignore why a scientific theory is best among 

the current theories (van Fraassen) or comparing them on a neutral ground 

(Laudan), implicit to their solutions (when we •call a theory empirically 

adequate or has greater problem-solving effectiveness) is an ontological 

insight into the world that is real.  
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The problem of method can be best understood in the context of 

the ontological commitment to a theory . To explain or understand the 

phenomenal world, we propose a theory . A theory (proposed or merely 

borrowed) functions as ' world part selector' or '  correlator of  world  part' . 

This explains why we choose a particular ' world part' which we think is 

intrinsically important to understand. Now, given two or more different 

theories, which one do we choose after rejecting the other or others. We 

purpose a method to do this - namely, to reject theories which will be 

against our set goals. It is this prior question of method that compelled 

Husain Sarkar to devote his attention to 'the theory of method' . 72 

If the theory choice depends upon method, there is the prior 

question of method choice. 	And to do this what one requires is a mode 

of evaluating methods . The ' theory of method' is an exercise to know the 

structure of method, the different and distinct statements of method, the 

logical and conventional claims the scientists make. 

In the past the focus of our attention has been our theories. 

Philosophical discussions always centered areund theories but later on with 

Paul Feyerbend, Veal Fraassen, Kuhn, Lakatos, Popper, Laudan, Hanson, 

Ilarre and others the focus was shifted from theories to the problem of 

evaluating methods. Sarkar argues that the solution to this problem should 

help us to select which of the competing methods is the best one. The 

best method guides our scientific activities and provides norms which are 

subscribed by individual scientists and scientific groups. This in a way 

helps us a lot to know more about individual and group rationality . 

Opinions differ as to which method should be 1. belled as the best one. 

LakatoS and Agassi claimed that the best method should be of 



2 9 0.. C.., 

great importance to historians because such a method would prove to be the 

best model of historiography . A historian of science decides with the help 

of some methodological point of view, what problems, actions and theories 

to consider .
73 

The historian of science therefore, uses methodological grounds 

to make such decisions and thus for him his historiographical model is the 

best method. 

On the other hand, Cognitive sociology or sociology of knowledge is 

considered parasitical on the best method or model of rationality. Our beliefs 

which are rational are explained on the model and the unexplained beliefs are 

directed to cognitive sociology which provides social, economic , psychological, 

and other reasons for these irrational beliefs.
74 

Inspite of difference of opinion as to what should count as the best 

method the philosophers of science agree that a method should be judged in 

the light of the history of science. If a method' fails to confirm to a 

rational episode in the history of science than it is considered to be inadequate 

Philosophy of science sometimes throws up some preanalytic judgements such 

, as "it was irrational to accept Plotemy 's theory after 1780: it was rational 

to accept Darwin' s theory of. evolution after 1880'
,75 

Philosopher' s of science 

thus should provide a method that will account for such zpieanalytic 

judgements concerning the rationality of rejecting or accepting scientific 

theories and which would also point out to the inadequacies of 'some of these 

judgements. 

Preanalytic judgements are not always free from error . This makes 

it necessary that we find a balance between our preanalytic judgements of 

rationality of past decisions, decisions regarding our acceptance of theories 
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and the claims (:)f our current method. Sarkar calls this view which has 

dominated debates in methodology as the backward-looking view. And 

argues that it is erroneous and too narrow to provide solutions for other 

methodological problems. 

The backward-1 ooking view for Sarkar is implausible. He argues 

that we do not reject military plans today because they do not confirm to 

those of the 16th and 17th centuries. This is because the situations, the 

needs and the problems are vastly different from the earlier ones. Sarkar 

finds it difficult to understand why should we adopt methods which in some 

sense confirm with those of Descartes and Buridan. 

Opposed to the backward-looking view, Sarkar proposes an alternate 

idea which he calls as the forawrd-looking view. This "view suggests that 

our methods ought to be proposed in the same experimental spirit as informs 

our best scientific work and ought to be judged and evaluated in accordance 

with their efficacy in practice".
76 

What Sarkar means by this is very simple. If, for instance, we 

want to achieve a particular goal of truthlikeness than we should use that 

method which would help us more effectively to achieve that goal, than any 

other method. Our decisions regarding accepting or rejecting a theory should 

be made in accordance with the claims of that particular theory. The per-

formance of a method, can be then measured up over a period of time. The 

efficiency of that method or its rivals would depend on the success of our 

practice. Sarkar feels that what is more important is that "such a view of 

evaluating methods and of discovering and deciding on the best method permits 

more radical departures for a method than is allowed on the alternative view".
T 
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Besides the central issue of the present discussion, namely the 

problem of providing criteria to determine the best method, theory of method 

discusses variety of other problems such as : structure of method, nature 

of methodological statements, explanations for the success of a method, 

relation between goals and methods, etc. The discussion in the present study, 

however, will focus primarily on the problem of evaluation of methods. 

Methodologists differ in opinion when discussing their success and 

failure in solving the problems or reaching their goals when not many of 

them have the common goals and aspirations. Sarkar offers a framework of 

methods to show how the various differing parts of a method are linked. 

This does not offer any help in solving any methodological problems but 

achieves "its main purpose to bring into sharp releif the roots of disagreement 

among rival methods, and to reach surprising but preliminary and promising 

conclusions on which to build later".
78 

Sarkar' s important contribution is his 'framework of methods' . 

A method according to Sarkar has three components the objective component, 

the normative component, the illustrative component. 

The objective aspect performs the task of defining core concepts and 

solving logical problems. The normative component defines rational decisions 

and offers advice regarding acceptance and rejection of theories. The 

illustrative component draws on the history of science to illustra‘te the claims 

and concepts of the method. 

Objective  Component  deals with problems such as : ' when is a theory 

to be called scientific?' , ' what constitutes the empirical content of a theory?' , 

' what are the conditions under which the empirical content of a theory T is 
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said to be greater than, less than or equal to Ti?' , ' when is one theory 

nearer to truth than another?' . Besides defining the concept of the method 

the objective component sometimes serves as a solution to some of the above 

problems. For instance, Sarkar points out to Popper's work where the central 

concept in a definition of science, is testability or falsifiability. For Popper 

a theory is scientific if and only if it is falsifiable. The definition laere also 

serves as a solution to the problem what makes a theory scientific. 

Different methods define a vast array of concepts. Some such key 

concepts are as follows : progressive problem-shift, degenerating problem 

shift, positive heuristic, negative heuristic, corroboration, normal science, 

research programme, paradigm, research tradition, disciplinary matrix, etc. 

Some of the definitions are precise while some are ambigious. For instance, 

inspi te of the centrality of the concept of paradigm in Kuhn's work, we do 

not come across any single precise definition of the concept. In some methods 

we come across a close link between the definition of conepts. The more 

closer the connection, the more easier is the task of criticising and evaluating 

methods. 

Objective component is further divided into two parts : the logical 

and the conventional. The problem of induction, paradox of confirmation, 

incommensurability, verisimilitude, etc. are dealt with by the logical part  

of the method's objective component. It consists of statements that have 

truth-value and can be evaluated on its own right. For instance, in case of 

the problem of verisimilitude, one can ask when can a theory be said to have 

a greater degree of verisimilitude than another? For Popper, a theory T is 

nearer to truth than T
1 

if "the truth content of T is greater than that of T
1 

and the falsity content is equal to or less than that of Ti or the truth content 
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of T is equal to that of T
1 

and the falsity content is less than that of 

T
l

" 
•
79 

The conventional part on the other hand deals with the problem, 

the solutions to which are neither true nor false. For instance, a series 

of theories, according to Lakatos, is an empirical problem-shift if and only 

if, a) the unrefuted content of the earlier theory are contained in the new • 

theory and if the new theory is the result of adding new hypothesis to the 

earlier one in order till solve an anomoly; b) some new 'consequences' are 

theoretically derived from any member of the series that could not have been 

derived from an earlier member; and c) at least some of these novel 

consequences have been empirically tested and found to be corroborated".
80 

The question whether this definition is true seems odd but Sarkar argues that 

perhaps it is important to ask whether "any specific series of theories in the 

history of science satisfies that property. An answer to that question must 

be the bearer of the truth-value".
81 

The properties referred to in the conventional part of the method are 

significant because they help in offering advice regarding the acceptance 
‘X 

or rejection of theories, that is, the significance of the property/Tis determined 

by the efficacy of the advice they help in formulating. Sarkar makes two 

important points : 1) The evaluation of appraisal of the conventional part 

"cannot be made independently of the way in which it appears in the advice 

giving acceptability part of the method. 2) Answers to problems such as which 

theory should be accepted or rejected for further theoretical research do not 

call for mere stipulations".
82 

The Normative component  constitutes one of the significant parts of 

the method. The normative component has truth-value and is divided into 
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two parts, the acceptability  and the evaluative.  The conventional part of 

the theory claslified theories in one way or another. The  acceptability  part 

lays down conditions under which such theories are to be accepted. 

Sarkar lists three senses of acceptance which are to be recognized 

and classified : a) A theory may be accepted because it is the best atnong 

all the contemporary and competing theories. 43..) We may accept a theory in 

the sense that "it is the best theory on which to rely for practical purposes 

or actions such as building dams, satellites, and bridges, and C) We may 

accept a theory in the sense that it is the one that promises to yield very 

interesting results if further theoretical and experimental research is done 

from its vantage point".
83 

The acceptability part offers heuristic and other 

advice to the scientist. 

The evaluative  part of the method deals with the definition of 

rational actions. There is a close link between acceptance or rejection of 

theories and rational actions. An act is rational, if and only if it is in 

accordance with the rules laid down in the acceptability part. Different 

methods hold on to different senses of rationality. For Popper, if a non-

ad-hoc theory is accepted then the decision is rational otherwise it is not. 

Whereas for Lakatos an ad-hoc theory can be accepted if it is tacked onto 

a highly accePted research programme. 

Our success cannot be explained unless our theories are in part 

true or approximately true. Throughout the history of physicS we notice a 

possibility of convergence of scientific hypothesis "by forging a connection 

between the explanation of the success of knowledge and the theory of truth, 

as well as to make sense of the idea of convergence of scientific knowledge, 
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Pu tnam has claimed that a) the theoretical terms of our mature scientific 

theories typically refer and b) the laws of such theories are typically 

approximately true" .
84 

The beliefs that the scientiStS hold in (a) and (b) are responsible 

for explaining their actions and decisions. The scientists adopt a strategy 

of proposing a mechanism from which the approximate truth of earlier theories 

will foti.ow. This effective strategy also offers in part explanation of the 

scientist's decisions, and actions thus according to Putnam 'truth' and 

'reference' have a catisal explanatory role and (a) and (b) are premises in 

the explanations of the scientist's actions and the success of science. 

Sarkar, however, does not agree that (a) and (b) are sufficient to 

explain the success of science. Of the two distinct claims namely 1) that 

science is successful and 2) that science is both sUccessful and converges, 

the former is a weaker claim. Sarkar argues that the realist's explanation 

of a weaker hypothesis is insufficient, and this is because it overlooks an 

important ingredient. Boyd argued that Putnam's strategy is important 

because it led to some significant discoveries and he takes the strategy to be 

effective because (a) and (b) are true. 

The strategy constitutes the negative component of a method which 

the scientists adopt . tile methods throughout the history had to follow many 

varied norms. Other methodological decisions were made in the light of which 

"a budding theory was moLaed and marked, other consideration, metaphysical — 

andotherwise, had to be taken into account in view of the current methods". 85 

The methods adopted by scientists belonging to two distinct contemporary 

groups in the same society were often different. 'the new methods that later 

on followed were drastically different from the ekylier ones. It is these 
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complex methodological considerations and conjectures that have provided 

the passage from one major theory to another. 

Following Bacon, it was claimed that the adoption of a true or 

effective norm made science successful. the normative component offered 

complex and intricate advice about accepting or rejecting theories. Whether 

a scientist is successful or unsuccessful will depend on whether the advice 

is sound or unsound. An effective method, to provide scientific explanation 

is absolutely necessary to promise success in our scientific endeavour. 

However,it is not obvious vthether the terms in a normative component refer or 

not. If they do refer, "what terms of a method refer and to what do they 

refer? If they do not then how shall we account for the effectiveness or truth 

of our method used in science" .
86 

The success of our theories proved that they match the world. But 

how to make sense of the matching relation is the problem that needs to be 

tackled. If our decisions regarding accepting or rejecting a theory are 

successful then the methods which help us in undertaking such decisions are 

considered effective or true. But how can one make sense of its effectiveness 

or truth? Our right decisions aid in making science successful. Our decisions 

are based on the conventional part, so the properties defined in the 

conventional part of a method play a significant role in the success of science. 

Illustrative component  makes use of historical examples (which may 

either be drawn from history of science or may be fabricated) to illustrate 

methodological point. For instance, Laudan in order to explain his concept 

of reasearch tradition invokes Cartesian metaphysics and uniformitarianism in 

geology. Sometimes these examples are looked upon as evidence, and become 
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increasingly significant while evaluating methods. 

Distorted case studies are sometimes used as evidence against a 

method as is the case with the Laudan's empirical approach in method. 

Whereas for the conventional approach such as Popper's examples function 

only as illustrations. For the quasi-empirical approach such as LakatoS's, 

"historical, examples need not always tell against the method, the method 
• 

sometimes tell against the history of science from which examples are drawn". 87 

The illustrative component is not of much significant importance in a 

method and hence a method according to Sarkar can be defined by its two 

parts, namely the objective component and the normative component. The 

various parts of the method are interlinked. For instance, the evaluative 

part depends heavily on the acceptability part which in turn depends on the 

conventional part. Sarkar'S framework of method aids us to point out to the 

links between the various parts; how an evaluation or criticism of one part 

affects the other; and also to know why we cannOt make sole use of either 

logic, social sciences or history of science to decide on methodological issues. 

For Sarkar, social sciences act as side-constraints on methods. What 

Sarkar means by this is that social science laws put some constraints on what 

the scientist does in following a method. According to Sarkar, "a method 

that aids in decisions when pursuing methodological goals, such as maximizing 

interesting truth or solving problems, is minimally correct only if it does not 

violate the laws of the social sciences. The laws being necessary, there is 

no question of trying to minimize their violation, for violation in this case is 

an impossibility. To be sure, violaton of some laws are more detrimental to 

the pursuit of science than are others".
88 
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A scientist while trying to understand the world , works within 

certain limits . Any attempt to influence their behaviour or an attempt 

to make them change or cast off theories in certain ways that con flict 

with these limitations will always meet with failure . Social sciences aim to 

discover and delineate these limits , while methods function within these 

limitations . 

The best method , according to Sarkar is the one which violates the 

least significant and the least number of side constraints , that Lb, if 

persuit of Mi violates one law , while that of M2 violates more than one then 

Sarkar advices us to choose Mi over M2 . 

One of the advantages of considering social sciences as side-

constraints on method is that there is no longer a need to conslAiler methods, 

"as empirical facts confronting other empirical facts , but rather to see 

methods as hemmed in , constrained or restricted by facts in ways the view 

suggests" .
89 

Sarkar rejects , the Popperian, Lakotosian, and Laudan ' s views of 

evaluating methods and propose an alternative view . In doing so he puts 

forward fouf important theses : 

a ) Methods ought to give and be seen as giving heuristic advice. 

b ) Experimenting with methods is one of the important ways of evaluating 

them . 

c ) Methods can be illuminatingly evaluated in a manner analogous to the 

evaluation of ethical theories . 

d ) Sarkar s fourth theses concerns grup r ationality . A group for Sarkar 

is rational if and only if it is organised , into sub-groups each of which 

uses a distinct method for pursuing its goal.
90 
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Sarkar distinguishes between three types of advice : 

a) Theoretical advice which tells which theory to accept at the best 

available one. b) Practical advice which tells us which theory tc prefer 

as a guide to practical action, and c) heuristic  advice which tells us which 

theory to adopt as a basis for future research. 

Contemporary methodologists, according to Sarkar, believe that methods 

ought to provide only theoretical advice and no heuristic or practical 

advice. This is based on the assumption that heuristic advice can only 

be algorithmic in nature and science cannot thrive on such decisions. 

Sarkar puts forward a crucial question, the answer to which will 

deepen our understanding of rationality and has nothing to do with any 

algor
i
thmic procedures. The question (0) is : "what theory (theories) if 

any, should we adopt from the existing competing ones, T
1' 

T
2' 

T
3 ' 
	T

n 

which will increase our chances of fashioning a better theory, Tn+i,by working 

, 91 
on it (them)". 

He gives an illustration to give a clear idea of what he means. 

Suppose, there are two societies A and B. A adopts and pursues the wave 

theory of light and produces the following sequence of theories Tj+i, T
J+2' 

	T
J+n 

while society B adopts and pursues the corpusal theory of light 

and produces Ti+i, Ti+2, 

	

	 as a sequence of theories. If we 
i+n 

a 	 bssume that T
J+n

is a far better theory than T. 	( ecause it is nearer 
i+n' 

to truth) than the question that we need to answer is whether society A 

could have brought relevant rational considerations to bear for adopting 

the wave theory of light as opposed to the corpusal theory in terms of its 

state of knowledge".
92 

The answers to this question can only be plausible. 



233 

Some contemporary methodologists argue for a single theory whereas 

others argue for plurality of theories. Sarkar points out two hidden Lemmas 

in these arguments : 

) A
l 

If further research work is done on "the best available theory T 

satisfying criterion Y, specified by our accepted method M, the chances of 

arriving at the next best theory are higher than if the work is done on any 

other theory from the original set, other things 1-:f ing equal. A2)If further 

research work is done on the best available group of theories, T
1' 

T
2' 

• •T
n

, satisfying criterion X, specified by our accepted method, M , the 

chances of arriving at the next best theory are higher than if the work is 

done on any other theory from the original set, other things being equal". 93 

Sarkar arigues that although we cannot justify A
2' 

or provide a full 

answer to the question 0, the denial of A2 leads tD absurdity. 

According to some philosophers a method merely helps a scientist 

in ranking scientific theories in order. It does hot tell us which theory he 

should adopt. A successful scientific theory may, have in the initial stages 

very little evidential support. 

Sometimes 'theories lead to dead ends, this is because of the wrong 

heuristic advice that the method provides. The advice is wrong because of 

the faulty ranking. Such methods are therefore. unacceptable. A historian 

of science while determining the ranking of theories begins with those theories 

adopted and preferred by scientists. And proceeds to reconstruct the rules 

of ranking. The historian of science is benefitted when the scientist is 

explicit about his methods. 

Lastly, Sarkar turns his attention to the problem of selecting 
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historiographical model. A historian of science uses certain historical 

conjectures which help him to refute or corroborate the method which he 

uses. The success or failure of these historical conjectures helps us to 

decide between faulty and good models. Sarkar thus argues that, "we should 

be able to rank-order methods serving as historiographical models just as 

we rank-order scientific theories".
94 

Sarkar denies the Lakotosian claim that his methodology of research 

programme heads this rank-ordering. Lakatos believed the t only his method 

helps the historian to make specific claim while other methods lead to a 

dead end. Sarkar points out that on one hand, Lakatos provides )eitri5tic. 

advice tc scientists, whereas on the other, he claims that heuristic advice 

should not be given to scientists persuing interesting theories. These two 

views are inconsistent with each other. 

There exists, according to Sarkar, structural similarities in the 

functioning of scientists and historians of science. For instance, when the 

scientist is faced, with many theories he has to make three important choices. 

he has to choose the best theory in the field, choose a theory which has 

practical utility and lastly, choose a theory which would help him further 

to fashion a better theory. Similar are the choices which a historian of 

science has to make. Further, both the historian of science and the 

scientist use their methods as mere tools methods do not find any place in 

their final product. 

Inspite of these similarities, most philosophers of science 

differentiate between them by providing heuristic advice to historians of 

science and not to scientists. Sarkar argues that, "what they are entitled 
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to say is no more than that in order for the historian of science to be 

rational it is necessary and sufficient that he rank-order the various 

methods serving as historiographical models in accordance with their 

favoured meta-methodological criterion".
95 

Once he accepts the aforementioned 

ranking, no matter what historical conjectures or the historiographical 

models he adopts for his future work, his rationality remains unaffected. 

One way of evaluating methods is experimentin2 with them. The 

effectiveness of method is exhibited when it is put into practice. The. 

rationale for experimenting with a method "rests on the claim that the 

heuristic advice of a method, though a normative statement, is either true 

or false; and the more false it is, the more likely it is to lead to dead-

ends and to the persuit of uncompromising and unfruitful theories"i4 

Sarkar' s forward looking view is different from that of other 

methodologists, who test their methodologies against past historical examples. 

Sarkar suggests an experiment to test the merits of five different methods. 

The five methods provide differing heuristic advice : The Popperian group 

accepts the best coroborated theory. The Lakatosian group advices to adopt 

the theory which exhibits an empirically progressive problem-shift. On 

Kuhnian heuristic advice, it would be proper to adopt a simple, consistent 

theory. Laudan.! would advice to adopt a theory with the highest rate of 

problem-solving effectiveness, while Feyerbend adv1Ces to adopt any theory. 

The five groups of scientist adopt each one of these methods in pursuing 

some common goals. In the long run we may be able to determine which one 

of them was able to make the best productive decision. 

Sarkar emphasises the importance of experiment by asking us to 

assume as if all history of science is forgotten. For iYiStarCe we may know 
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all the current theories in biology, physics, chemistry, etc., but we have 

no kncwledge of their origin and historical development. At some stage we 

e. 
ned a method when we are faced with a methodological problem-situation. 

A 

Several methods are proposed. But how are we to choose which method is 

the best one? Sarkar tells us that only by experimenting with these methods 

are we able to decide which of them is a better one. 

However, this does not mean that Sarkar totally overlooks hiStory 

of science. But his use is different from that of other methodologists. As 

opposed to the idea of testing methods against actual historical example, 

Sarkar suggests that we should make use of hypothetical or contrafactual 

histories. One should ask questions like, "what would have happened to the 

science of chemistry or metallurgy in India in A.D. 1200 had Laudan's 

method been espoused?"
97 

Or, what would have happened if we had adopted 

Popperian method b'etween 500 A.D. and 1000 A.D.? 

An attempt to answer such question, would lead us to imagine the 

realistic possible routes, the history of science could have taken. If the 

history thus imagined proves to be more productive than its factual counter 

part, then it would lex\ct. credit to Laudan's or Popper's method. 

Sarkar proposes to justify the choice of method by making use of the 

reflective equilibrium  method similar to the one developed by Rawls in ethics. 

There is a conflict between the forms of reasoning that we adopt and those 

adopted by others. And this conflict can be settled by the technique of 

reflective equilibrium. 

MAny a times we find an equilibrium between a scientific theory and 

observational statement or between an ethical judgement and an ethical 
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theory. If they 9.re not in equilibrium than one either makes a change 

in the theory or in the judgements till the desired equilibrium is achieved. 

Sarre is the case with methodologies where particular decisions of adopting 

or rejecting scientific theories are in equilibrium with the rules of a method. 

If they are not, than one either makes a change in the theory or in methods. 

These particular decisions and preanalytic judgements of scientists are 

worthless "unless they are accompanied by a relection on rival methods and 

unless the relative merits and drawbacks of methods are measured". 98 

Sarkar maintains further that the experimental procedures play an important 

role in determining the relative merits and drawbacks. Sarkar draws one's 

attention to a few important points : 1) A methodological and a scientific 

conjecture are on par with each other. 2) There is nothing sacrosanct in the 

method a scientist finally settles upon. He is quite aware of the non-

permanency of his method and should be able to discard them in favour of 

other. 3) The ways in which the scientist evaluates his methods will not 

be the same. As he continues with his work his experiences and judgements 

undergo a change. this would reflect in the manner in which he evaluates 

his methods. 

One crucial concept in Sarkar's theory of method is the notion of 

group rationality. The traditional methodologists concern themselves with the 

question of what is it that makes a scientific group rational? Sarkar 

observed that the traditional answer was either a single theory approach 

(like that of Popper) or a many theory apporach (like that of Lakatos). 

Dissatisfied with both these approaches, Sarkar argues that rationality of a 

group, cannot be reduced to the rationality of its individual members. 

Sarkar's argument could be best summed up in the following: 
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"a) A necessary component of scientific progress is the proliferation of 

scientific theories; b) The organization of science into groups pursuing 

different methods is more likely to bring about theory proliferation than the 

use of a single method by the whole scientific community; c) Consequently 

it is rational to organize science into different groups each pursuing a 

different method".
9g 

It is obvious from above that Sarkar argues that the use of a single 

method of science leads to acceptance of one theory. The question for him 

is not whether the most corroborated theory is accepted on the basis of the 

method used but the need for large number of theories that will be thrown 

up by the use of many methods. For Sarkar, it is a truism  (an apriori 

belief) that proliferation of theories (immaterial of their corraboration) is 

the criterion for scientific progress. He therefore, demands that instead of 

all scientists accepting one method, different sub-groups of scientists should 

operate with different methods and thus it is likely that different theories 

will be adopted. For this, one requires to enquire into the group rationality 

rather than rationality of individuals. 

For the present discussiontke concern with Sarkar's theory of method 

is not to point out his mistaken interpretations of various philosophical 

positions such as : 'Lakato's definition of a progressive problem shift is 

neither true nor false' , 'Popper's definition of rationality is true or false' . 

Our concern was to enquire into his articulation of importance of theory of 

method. It is however noticed that there are a certain lacunae observed in 

his articulation. sarkar although advocates experimental testing of methods 

his experimental approach is limited. 

If such a method was fully developed, it may turn out that the 
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experimental method may be adequate to decide which competing theory or 

group of theories 	the best one . One may have to remind Sarkar that such 

experimental questions cannot be decided aprioristically 

There are many other similar aprioristic judgements in Sarkar s 

theory of method . The whole question whether single or multiple methods , 

individual or group rationality is the concern of science; whether single 

theory or proliferation of multiple theories leads to scientific progress is an 

experimental question and cannot be decided aprioyistically 
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CHAPTER VIII 

UNDERSTANDING HERMENEUTICS IN NATURAL SCIENCE 

In inquiry into what constitutes interpretation in natural science 

will have to reflect on the constitutive elements of interpretation and three 

approaches to hermeneutics. It is observed that the classical hermeneutics 

was essentially objectivist. Notwithstanding the individual thinkers' 

inclination away from the natural sciences, and their denial of 'unity of 

method' between natural and social sciences, hermeneutics retained the 

autonomy of the object and the interpreter and the possibility of historical 

objectivity in making valid interpretations. 

CI 
With Schleipacher, hermeneutics was no longer restricted to 

textual analysis but became general hermeneutics. He defined his aim as 

the framing of a general hermeneutics as the art of understanding. And 

understanding for him involves experiencing of the author's mental 

process. Even explanation falls outside the domain of hermeneutics. To 

understand what is spoken is different from formulating something and 

bringing it to speech. This difference between speaking and understanding 

paved the way to a systematic basis for hermeneutics in the theory of 

understanding. 

The distinction between grammatical and psychological interpreta-

tr tion is of great significance in SchltiAnacher' s works. He points out that 

since all texts are in language, grammar can be used to know the 

meaning of a sentence. The meaning that we seek is the result of the 

interaction between the grammatical structure and the general idea. The 

grammatical interpretation, for him, proceeds by locating the assertion 

according to objective and general laws. It is this commitment that makes 

.er 
Schleimacher's 'hermeneutics' objectivist. 
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Dilthey , though influenced by Schleirmacher, extended his scope 

of hermeneutics . His aim was to gain objectively-valid knowledge. 

Though Dilthey opposed the tendency of the Social sciences to borrow 

norms and ways of thinking from natural sciences, the objective 

influences of natural sciences can be seen in his ideas . While criticizing 

the tendency of the social or human sciences to use the natural science 

methodology , he engages himself in the task of having a methodology for 

gaining objectively valid interpretations of human life . The relatively 

unchanging nature of object enhanced the possibility of objectively valid 

knowledge. Dilthey was unable to rise above the objectivity and 

scienticism and falls into the familiar subject-object distinction of natural 

sciences . His goal of gaining objectively valid knowledge itself reflects , 

the scientific ideals totally opposed to the historicality of our self-

understanding . 

Emilio Betti aimed at defending objectivity in social sciences, 

when he tried to formulate a general theory of how ' objectivations ' of 

human experience could be interpreted. He argued that one can gain 

objectivity of interpretation by separating the meaning of the phenomenon 

from its significance to the interpreter . Betti' s insistence on objectivity 

in historical interpretation does not mean that he neglected the subject 

of interpretation, but he merely brought to our notice that inspite of 

the subjective element in interpretation, the object still remains an 

object and can be interpreted objectively . 

This obsession of hermeneutical theory in keeping away the 

subjective element from interpretation stressed the idea of return to 

objectivity . A historian, in studying history should leave behind his 

own present standpoint. Hermeneutics , according to hermeneutical theory 
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should supply the principles of objective knowledge. This hope of 

hermeneutical theory to find a basis for the scientific investigation of 

meaning is what hermeneutical philosophy rejects as objectivism. 

Hermeneutic philosophy expressed the other extreme view point 

from that of hermeneutic theory. 	It did not aim at objectivity but 

instead asserted that the subject has a preunderstanding of the object 

to be interpreted. This makes it important to start with a mental frame-

work of the subject's mind. Hermeneutic philosophy concerned itself 

with the interpretation of Dasein. They wanted to remove objectifying 

procedures from hermeneutic. The attempt of the hermeneutic theory to 

give objectively valid interpretation is naive. 

The concern of the hermeneutic philosophy with the interpretation 

of Dasein brought about the transition from objective interpretation to 

subjective interpretation. Bultmann, Heidegger, Gadamer fall under this 

category. 

Following Heidegger, Bultmann tried to carry out a deepening of 

Dasein's methodological analysis. He concerned himself with the dialectic 

problem between the existential understanding of the interpreter and the 

mythological language in which the Kerygma found expression in the New 

Testament. What the holy texts want to convey lies hidden in its 

existential appeal. This existential core of the text needs to be explicated. 

The mahner in which we interpret the text depends on our interest 

and our preunderstanding. The idea of objective meaning which plagued 

hermeneutic theory is an impossibility because meaning can arise only in 

the interpreter's relationship to the future and also because history can 

be known through the historian's subjectivity. 
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Gadamer, in an allempl lo eliminate objectifying procedures from 

hermeneutics stressed the impossibility of objectively-valid interpretations. 

For, to have objectively-valid interpretation it would mean that one can 

understand history from some standpoint outside history. This, according 

to Gadamer is an impossibility since we always exist within traditions and 

this is no objectifying process. The, tradition here is not viewed as 

something other but as a part of us. Gadamer argues that the Historical, 

attitude therefore, is not restoration of the past but 'thoughtful mediation' 

with contemporary life. This mediation is brought about by 'fusion of 

horizons' . Hermeneutics in Gadamer, takes a language philosophical 

turn. Understanding in the end, rests on language itself. Language 

brings about a fusion of horizons of the interpreter and the historical 

object, which characterizes the act of understanding. Gadamer argues 

for the universality of hermeneutic experience which helped him to over- 

come dogmatic metaphysics and scientistic restriction on knowledge. These 

exponents of hermeneutical philosophies lacked the 'completeness' as they 

failed to answer many questions about the existential, historical and 

cultural embedding of their language and communication. Critical 

hermeneutics of Apel and Habermas had to retrieve something of this 

classical hermeneutics and combine the methodical and objective approach 

to arrive at practically relevant knowledge. 

They challenged the idealist assumption of hermeneutic philosophy 

and theory and the unjustifiable claim to universality put forward by the 

hermeneutic philosophy. While hermeneutic philosophy and hermeneutic 

theory placed conflicting emphasis on the role of the interpreter, they 

joined hands on one dimension, namely the questioning of the content of 

the object of interpretation. Any reflection on. the truth of the text was 
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excluded as falling outside the concerns of an epistemology and methodology 

of the understanding process. This brought about incomplete understanding 

of understanding. 

Apel and Habermas as the exponents of critical hermeneutics aimed 

to arrive at practically relevant knowledge. ' Apel acts as a synthesizer 

of the two earlier positions. While accepting a common ground for natural 

and human sciences, he refused to reduce it to the idea of unified science. 

While recognizing the autonomous and nonreductive character of social 

sciences he did not neglect the scientific attitude of the natural sciences. 

These two attitudes according to him are complementary to one another. 

Interpretation in human sciences is not to be restricted to a mere mediation 

between past and present, but is a process which produces knowledge. 

Natural as well as social sciences according to Apel have their 

roots in the inter-subjective sphere of a given speech-community as their 

. common apiori. Better understanding of these sciences can be achieved in 
—tr--- 

free society which permits open discussion. Our understanding of the 

texts allows us to critically evaluate them and transcend the truths 

contained in them because we are in possession of the idea of a more 

truthful way of life. 

Habermas, like Apel, aims at relating the interpretative and 

explanatory approaches. The positivists reduce history to a static 

present and to mere empirical facts. He, therefore, tried to mediate the 

objectivity of historical process with the motives of those acting within it. 

In order to get rid of the objectivism in scientistic approaches to the 

social world, he introduced hermeneutical thought into the methodology of 

the social sciences. Through a synthesis of hermeneutic philosophy and 
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p!.-,ychoanalysis, Ilabermas arrives aL an outline of a dialectical-hermeneu-

tical theory of action. Psychoanalysis provides a model which allows us 

to transcend the communicative consensus metahermeneutically. 

The critical philosophy of Apel and Habermas thus attempts an 

appraisal of "existing states of affairs that derive from the knowledge 

of something better than already exists as a potential or a tendency in 

the present; it is guided by the principle of reason as the demand for 

unrestricted communication and self-determination".
1 

In tracing the contemporary hermeneutics, three different, mutually 

incompatible strands rose to the surface, namely hermeneutical theory, 

. 	•- which tried to solve the problem of objectively understood meaning; • 

hermeneutic philosophy which tried to get rid of objective elements in 

social sciences; and critical philosophy which seeks out the causes of 

distorted understanding and communication which operate underneath 

normal interaction. They tried to combine the objective and methodical 

approaches to arrive at practically relevant knowledge. 

Paul Ricoeurs' work, vvhile not representing a clearly separate 

idea, brings into sharp relief the three strands, and attempts to integrate 

them into a larger framework. While acting as a mediator, he outlines 

the role of the structuralist analysis of a system of signs in relation to 

the hermeneutical interpretation of a text. 

While pointing out the divergent approaches to interpretation of 

symbols, Ricoeur felt the impossibility of forming universal canons of 

interpretation. We can have, according to Ricoeur therefore only separate 

theories regarding the rules of interpretations. His theory of interpre-

tation does not restrict itself to text but is also applicable to actions, 



which helped him to overcome the 'understanding-explanation' dichotomy . 

An inquiry into the possibility of hermeneutical interpretation in 

the natural sciences was taken seriously after Kuhn's analysis of history 

of science. Kuhn's notion of 'paradigm' became central to the interpre-

tative analysis of philosophers of science to such an extent that 'laissez-

faire' interpretations became the order of the day . Science lost its 

'preciseness' , 'objectivity' , 'neutrality' , 'progress' , 'continuity' , etc. 

The excessive historicist conception of science formualted by Kuhn is 

based upon his notion of 'paradigm' , which, paradoxically lacked precise 

conceptual articulation. Margaret Masterman
2 

observed the term 'paradigm' 

being used in 21 different senses. These senses ranged from paradigm 

being a 'myth' to 'a universally recognized scientific achievement' . 

Masterman recognized three different sets of 'paradigm' uses: the meta-

physical, the sociological and the artifact or construct paradigm. William 

J. Gavin
3 

notices certain relations between the three sets or clusters and 

these relations can be best understood from phenomenological rather than 

analytic perspective. Gavin quotes Kuhn to show that he unconsciously 

practiced hermeneutics: "What I, as a physicist had to discover for myself , 

most historians learn by example in the course of professional training. 

Consciously, or not, they are all practitioners of the hermeneutic method. 

In my case, however, the discovery of hermeneutics did more than make 

history seem consequential. Its most immediate and decisive effect was, 

instead, on my views of science".
4 

What type of hermeneutics Kuhn practiced is as unclear as his 

notion of paradigm. However much he tried to be historicist and conse-

quently anti-positivist, Kuhn could not account. for the growth of 

scientific knowledge. In other words, Kuhn was caught "in the idio m of 



positivism and logical empiricism that he sought to criticize and replace".
5 

If one wants to appreciate the ' hermeneutical dimension' of natural 

science, one has to reflect on the fact that the contents of perception and 

scientific observation are never unique, final, and absolute, and apart 

from the history and particular social and cultural milieu. Again', 

different models or paradigms of methods result in distinguishably different 

interpretations of the same physical phenomena. For example, light at one 

instance is interpreted as wave motion and at another instance as constitu-

ting of particles. Hermeneutics, therefore enters natural science through 

perception (observation) and through the study of literary, graphic and 

mathematical materials - which is the corpus of science. Patrick Heelan 

puts this idea more lucidly when he says that "visual perception - and bY 

analogy, all perception - is hermeneutical as well as causal: it responds 

to structures in the flow of optical energy but the character of its response 

is hermeneutical, that it has the capacity to 'read' the appropriate optical 

structure in the World ( ' texts' ), and to form perceptual judgements of the 

World about which these 'speak' " .
6 

Two points need consideration at this stage. One, if hermeneutics 

enters into all perception, how are we to avoid the cross subjectivism and 

'laissez-faire' interpretation that follows from it? Secondly, how do we 

retrieve the objectivist hermeneutics useful for the scientific community as 

a whole? It may be noted that Patrick Heelan and other philosophers of 

science adopt a Kantian framework in accepting perceptual judgements as 

both hermeneutical and causal. Secondly, they argue for the thesis that 

hermeneutical interpretation (i.e. 'reading' , 'writing' , 'speaking' ) of 

texts "by nature share a common hermeneutical structure with reading and 

interpreting the linguistic artifacts of human authors; that to use such 
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expressions about perception and scientific observation is not to indulge 

in a mere metaphor but to probe into the common primordial hermeneutical 

structure of all human understanding, an understanding which subtends 

both linguistic, perceptual, and scientific activity".
7 

Traditionally, natural sciences were viewed as non-hermeneutical. 

This was deemed to be the distinguishing mark between natural and 

social sciences. That natural sciences are also hermeneutical is of recent 

origin, partly due to Kuhn's historicist concerns and partly due to the 

fact that considerably different accounts of nature have arisen at diverse 

times, places and circumstances. A scientific realism, a la Popper, is 

seen as too difficult to sustain and defend. Different types of realist 

theories (as seen in Chapter VI and VII) have been proposed. Patrick 

Heelan, however, attempts to retrieve the realist elements of scientific 

enterprise within the context of hermeneutics in a form of hermeneutical 

or horizonal realism. 

Patrick Heelan' s 'horizonal realism' consists in showing that 

'things in themselves' "come to be understood, recognized and named, not 

just through a hermeneutic of the literary, graphic and mathematical 

materials of a scientific theory ... but through 'reading' of text-like 

materials",
8 

( ' text' which is The Book of Nature
9
) ... "the pages on which 

Nature 'writes' its 'text' ", according to Heelan "is a scientific-instrument 

used as a readable technology".
10 

Our concern in this Chapter is not to analyse the varied herme-

neutical interpretations of science. What we have argued here is that 

hermeneutics enters science in a very crucial manner. But the existence 

of alternate and valid ways of interpteting the natural world does not 



diminish or compromise the results of scientific research. As J.A. Mazzeo 

puts it: "The quantum physicist may use matrix algebra and wave 

mechanical formulations with relative indifference, since both formulations 

are isomorphic and both permit him to interpret physical data. The fact 

that an electron may be viewed as a charged particle, or a charged 

cloud, or even as the area under a curve, that it may be imagined as 

"solid" point or a "disturbance" spreading out in a region of space, 

simply means that the scientist has moved a little closer to the exegete 

confronted with a plurality of valid interpretations of his text".
11 

The Book of Nature requires interpretation because its functions 

are hidden, and what we 'see' is not necessarily 'what is going on' . 
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CHAPTER IX 

UNDERSTANDING SCIENTIFIC RATIONALITY 

Attempts to understand scientific rationality are invariably linked 

up with the notion of scientific change or progress . Consequently, the 

debate gets bogged down into the prior problem of realism versus anti-

realism . In an effort to change the direction of the debate and infuse 

greater clarity a need is felt to focus on the concept of ' rationality ' in 

general and subsequently on ' scientific rationality' . 

What is rational? Positive articulations of ' what is rational' 

or what constitutes rationality ' are fraught with circularity . It is 

therefore, better to begin with the question of ' what is irrational' ?' 

The answer to this will lead us to accept rationality as an absolute 

concept
I 

- it is the absence of irrational, the biased, the dogmatic, 

the inconsistent . 

The positive theories of rationality presuppose rationality as a 

property that can be predicated without reference to anything else . 

In fact, rationality defined and distinguished man ' s ' action ' from the 

rest. Plato, Aristotle, Kant and others seem to have an ' intuitive' 

understanding of what is rational when they accept reason as a 

faculty responsible for whatever we do. Again, there are those who 

believe that to be rational means to have reasons for one ' s beliefs and 

choices . 

The former positions (Platonic and Kantian) were based on 

faulty psychology, as such a position will make us accept " ' rationality ' 

as an ability that can be weak or strong, immature or developed , ideal 

or applied" .
2 

The latter position will compel one to accept any reasons 
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(rational or irrational) of one's belief as rational. 

Another phenomenon that raises serious questions regarding 

reason-account is spontaneity and arbitrary choice. Roy Sorensen 

highlights this inadequacy when he says that "one can rationally but 

arbitrarily choose a seat on the left side of the aisle rather than the 

right side. The regress of justification threatens to make the account 

wildly narrow. If my beliefs (or choices) are finite and circular chains 

of justification are forbidden, then we appear doomed to irrationality on 

a massive scale. The reason-possession account is also overly broad. 

An irrational person might have bad reasons behind his beliefs and 

choices. The compulsive reason-giving of a :neurotic or fanatic is 

constitutive of his irrationality".
3 

It is obvious that if one were to overcome the above problems, 

one will have to define rationality as a matter of coherence, i.e. "a 

rational person has beliefs and desires that are well coordinated with 

each other" .
4 

And as coordination calls for both positive (consistence, 

unity, etc.) and negative (absence of bias, circularity, etc.) predicates, 

in a person, there is no independent criterion to establish the 'same. 

"Rationality", argues John Kekes
5 

as "traditionally conceived 

increases our chances of holding true beliefs and of performing 

successful actions - does not provide an Adequate Theory of Rationality". 

(ATR) Kekes, after a detailed analysis of the traditional theory of 

rationality comes to the conclusion that it must be pluralistic (accept 

different contexts of rationality) but not radically pluralistic (acceptance 

of our common physiological, psychological and social characteristics). 

Re immediately points out that the justification for the above is pragmatic 
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and evolutionary. The pragmatic and evolutionary epistemology in turn 

leves open the questions regarding appraisal of competing forms of life. 

And, if one accepts economic model to decide this, rationality has to be 

defined in terms purely as formai and instrumental. To overcome 

defining rationality as being reduced to efficient action, Kekes deinands 

that an ATR "should account for both theoretical truth-directed components 

of rationality and it should show that rational policies are action-

guiding because they are truth-directed".
6 

One therefore requires that 

an ART give due and equal weightage to both theoretical and practical 

components of rationality. "The trouble with the traditional conception", 

according to Kekes, "is its incapacity to balance the theoretical truth-

directed and the practical action-guiding aspects of rationality".
7 

Although Kekes, like many other interpreters of rationality do not wish 

to be sceptic, end up nolens volens sceptic. 

Why .attempt a negative definition of rationality? From the 

foregoing discussion we noticed that positive definitions of rationality 

are not adequate. Further, rationality viewed as an absolute concept, 

requires, that like other absolute concepts, be expressed as universal 

negative judgements. They define X as the absence of Y, however 

complex may be the concept of Y. Using the analogy of health-disease, 

Sorensen points out that there may be diversity of opinion regarding 

the nature of irrationality as in the case of disease. However, "if 

disagreement only breaks out at this level, we will still have been 

enlightened by the absolute concept of rationality. For the theoretical 

disagreement over the nature of irrationality is compatible with wide 

agreement over particular instances and kinds of irrationalities".
8 

And 

as in the case of disease - cancer, flu, malaria, etc. - are common 
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sense designators of disease - bliss circularity, dogmatism, etc . are 

indicators of irrationalism . 

Sorensen defines irrationality as inefficiency. He uses the model 

analysis of the economic theory of Ernst Mach to derive ' theoretical 

irrationalities' . He goes on to show how wishful thinking is an 

irrational element for an investor; which leads to an unacceptable risk 

of error . Similarly, the vice  of circularity (which breeds overconfidence) , 

inconsistence and incompleteness are signs of irrationality . 

Sorensen further analyses some pragmatic aspects of rationality, 

which have been used by some philosophers to argue against 'rationality ' 

as an independent concept . One such issue is concerning ' rational as 

emotive ' . 	' X ' is said to be rational if it expresses a form for its 

acceptance . Sorensen points out that such a reduction will empty the 

' rational' of all its semantic content . It will how' ever face all 

objections that are levelled against emotivism of ethical terms. 

' Context relativity ' is another pragmatic consideration that 

threatens 'rationality ' as an absolute concept . The sceptic who applies 

the relatively of ' clean' , ' certain' to ' rational' whereby showing that 

' no one is really rational' makes us understand and accept that normal 

appraisals of rationality are local and not global. But to attempt a 

defence of border line cases of ' irrationalities ' as irrationalities is 

falling in the trap of the sceptic . The problem in such a case is that 

of vagueness rather than relativity . Sorensen recommends that we must 

employ the negative model of rationality as a strategy to tackle the 

sceptic ' s arguments rather and of a general and final solution . A 

negative theory , by its very nature, plays the role of strategy rather 

than an ultimate theory (which is implicit to .  it) . 
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The shift in the discussion from a purely clarificatory exercise 

to a context requires not only a historical (retrospect) but also 

futuristic (prospect) perspective. When one begins to articulate the 

notion of scientific rationality, the analysis has to be three-fold: the 

'logical empiricist' (traditional conception of science), the 'historicist' 

(the Kuhnians) and the 'prospectivist' (the post-Kuhnians who feel 

uneasy at the 'laissez-faire' in science). One will have, however, be 

vary of the labels as there are radical differences both in substance 

and method between various thinkers supposedly belonging to the 

'categories' . These categorizations have come to stay in a particular 

historical context and the debate regarding scientific rationality is in 

this discourse; nevertheless, we shall continue using the not so 

appropriate vocabulary. Further, it may be remembered that it is -the 

post-Kuhnian 'historicist' arguments that presented strongest arguments 

against any philosophical conception of scientific rationality. 

Gerald Doppelt
9 

has laid certain conditions for a theory of 

scientific rationality under which change is deemed to be reasonable. 

Negatively articulated, it is the non-compliance with any of such 

conditions that led to rejection of scientific rationality and consequently 

relativisms of all sorts were professed. What then is that what 

epistemically compels scientist to accept theory T2 rather than theory 

T 	What is the ground for shift in belief from T
1 

to T 	Is this l• 	 2' 

shift rational? 

The development of relativist theory of scientific rationality has 

implicit to it -the following truisms:
10 

(I) 	Theory Ti and T
2 

are said to b,e intelligible rivals 

within one and the same scientific discipline. This presupposition EIMOUIltS 



to denial of thesis of radical conceptual and observational incommonsur-

ability' . 

(II) Theory T2 is accepted because there are good reasons to 

do so. This position amounts to denial of 'extreme relativism concerning 

scientific change' . Such good reasons favouring one theory over another 

may be historical, and this may be true for both Ti and T2. This 

contention, which on the one hand rejects extreme relativism and on t he 

other , rejects moderate relativism, as a theory fails to be demonstrably 

more rational than its corresponding older theory. 

(III) The good  reasons for accepting T2 over Ti are in fact 

reasons that motivated scientists to shift their belief from Ti to T2. 

One does not know whether the scientists ever understood the motivation 

behind the shifting or the scientific methodology underlying the reasons 

for shifting. In other words, this condition amounts to denying 

' relativism concerning the gap between rational scientific theory and 

irrationally or nonrationally motivated scientific belief . 

By the same token relativism regarding gap between "rational 

scientific beliefs and irrational or absent conception of scientific 

methodology" is denied. This occurs as scientists earlier accepting Ti 

and now accepting T2 (together with those scientists who proposed T2) 

propose standards  that 'motivate' or 'justif y' the shift in their belief. 

Further, since the standards  are universal (as they allow same_, conditions 

to be satisfied in all historical cases of rational scientific change), 

"relativism concerning the gap between the rationality of one scientific 

tradition or epoch and that of others" is denied.
11 

(IV) And finally, T2 is said to constitute cognitive progress 

over Ti. Cognitive progress consists of epistemic aims of a given theory 



such as truth, explanatory power, probable knowledge, verissimilitude, 

etc. Acceptance of this condition constitutes a denial of "relativism 

concerning gap between scientific rationality and cognitive progress". 

An Adequate Theory of Scientific Rationality (ATSR) will have to 

be articulated within the context of the above laid conditions, particu-

larly because the Kuhnian and post-Kuhnian scientific epistemology 

questions these conditions. One may say that the Pre-Kuhnian philosophy 

of science has implicit to it most of these conditions. The Post-Kuhrilans, 

however, argue that some "important historical cases of rational 

scientific belief or change" do not meet the above requirements. One 

therefore has, to analyse some such arguments to verify their usefulness. 

Post-Kuhnian philosophers like Lakatos and Laudan claim that 

scientific change is not merely a change in theoretical and factual 

beliefs. It (change or development) involves transformation of scientific 

knowledge and explanation. 	It therefore creates a radical shift in 

the cognitive aim, methods, nature of definition, criteria of observability, 

etc. - in other words all that scientific tradition has accepted as 

axiomatic to its discipline. The important historical changes - the so 

called paradign shifts that occurred due to acceptance of a new theory 

- have not only brought about changes in our conception of the world 

but (claim post-Kuhnians) changed the conception of its own nature. 
• 

It raised doubts regarding what constitutes scientific explanation; 

what sort of properties are deemed to be scientific, explanatory, 

verifiable, reliable, etc. It questioned and gave rise to new standards 

of theory evaluation - different from those that claimed universal 

standards. The questions that immediately rise are: one, which are the 
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historical cases in the evolution of science that give rise to shifts in 

standards of theory evaluation and second, are the shifts not justified 

on the ground of any basic or universal standard? 

Gerald Doppelt, while evaluating the 'standards of theory 

evaluation' (STE) proposed an understanding of STE quite inadequate as 

it excludes from its purview one of the conditions of an adequate theory 

of scientific rationality . The STE must have the epistemic aims and 

standards - and all theory shifts have implicit to them this criterion of 

evaluation. The alleged normative disagreements are not epistemic ones. 

There are however, epistemic  refinements that a theory of evaluation has 

to undergo to meet its own requirements. 

Larry Laudan
12 

point out to three cases in the history of science 

wherein changes in the basic standards of theory evaluation have 

occurred. laudan argues that a new standard of theory evaluation has 

to be developed to explain 'surprising' perviously unknown or different 

kind of phenomena deducible from a theory (E.G. Herschel and Whewell 

versus Mill) . Again, in the case of Newtonians, Laudan argues that 

the source of credibility of a hypothesis lies in the evidence by strict 

inductive generalisation. In the case of either theorists, hypothesis may 

also be indirectly known on the basis of evidence if implies or explains 

not necessarily inductively generalized. Similarly, in the case of 

Newtonians versus c)ther theorists, there is alleged shift in the 

standards of theory evaluation with regard to the status and scientific 

credibility attached to hypotheses and unobservable entities. 

One can analyse all the three examples in the following 

schema:
13 
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i) 	The shifts in the basic standards of evaluation, namely, 

from ST
1 

to ST in the above referred cases, correspond to 'changes in 
2 

scientists theoretical beliefs' , such that the credibility of T
1 

for its 

exponents depends on ST i , while that of T 2  for its exponents deperid 

on T
2' 

ii) Theory Ti  is more rational to believe or be accepted than 

T
2 

relative to its standard ST i ; similarly, T 2  is more rational than T i 

 relative to its standard ST
2 • 

Each theory may accept the standard of 

the rival theory, but always deems it to be less satisfactory or 

secondary to its own standard. 

iii) Most scientists accept the transition from T
1 

to T
2 

as a 

'pragmatically rational transition that opts for a cognitively superior  

theory' . 

Doppelt believed that if the three conditions of the schema are 

accepted, some form of relativism (Moderate, Sociological or Cognitive) 

has to be accepted. What remained without analysis is the third 

element of the schema - namely, why is one theory deemed to be 

' cognitively superior theory'? Why do scientists (both proponents and 

opponents) opt for Theory T 2  at a latter period? Does cognitive 

superiority of theory T 2  depends exclusively upon ST 2? Why do scientists 

formerly accepting ST i  give up the same and opt for ST 2  and 

consequently T 2? 

We have thus far laid down conditions for an adequate theory 

of rationality: It is appropriate now to ask what is the question 

concerning the rationality of science? 

It is true that the traditional views of science as supplier/ 
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possessor of a sure scientific method is no more defensible . One 

recognizes the variety of historical , psychological, political and 

philosophical reasons why such a special status of scientific method is 

unacceptable . But do es this amount to denying rationality to science? 

Is science a non-rational enterprise as viewed by some or preeminently 

irrational as viewed by some others? 

Harvey Siegel
14 

while defending an epistemological formulation of 

scientific rationality argued that the confusion is primarily due to 

formulation of the question itself . He identifies three questions : 15 

.

• 

1 . 	In what does the rationality of science consist? 

.

• 

 2 . 	What is to count as evidence , or good reason , for some 

scientific hypothesis or procedure? 

.

• 

3 . 	Is actual science (contemporary or historical) rational? 

Siegel ' s theory of scientific rationality defined as a general 

"commitment to evidence'
,16 

is based on his understanding and defence 

of traditional concePtion of scientific method (SM ) 

For Siegel SM is not "an algorithmic procedure for discovery or 

for j ustification" ; "not a recipe of procedures and techniques" ; besides 

there is no specific method which all scientists use or ought to use" 

. . . there is " no one Method which characterizes all scientific activity" .
17 

Siegel attempted to avoid alleged ' instrumental rationality ' of Hempel 18 

and ' naturalized instrumentality ' of Kuhn ,
19 

or "problem-solving 

effectiveness" of Laudan . 

SM in Siegel is to be understood as a criteria of evaluation or 

a logic of justification rather than a technique or a procedure of 

inquiry . "There is no procedure" , argues Siegel , "that is constitutive 
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of SM or that insures science is rational. What insures that rationality 

is the commitment to evidence - or, better science is rational to the 

extent that it proceeds in accordance with such commitment. To deny 

that science is rational is not to doubt that it has a "method" (read 

"procedure") which guarantees truth or success. It is rather to doubt 

that the activities, theories and hypotheses of science are fundamentally 

justified in terms of reasons and evidence; that is, to doubt that 

science is epistemologically respectable as such respectability is rationally 

conceived" .
20 

One has to be aware of the many critical appraisals of Siegel's 

thesis particularly that of Brian S. Baigrie,
21 

who questions whether 

Siegel's apriori  rendering of sbientific rationality can account for the 

distinction between 'genuine scientific beliefs' and 'pseudoscientific 

ones' as both scientists and pseudoscientists (Creation Science launched 

by Institute for Creation Science Research) are committed to evidence. 

It may be true that such unwelcome consequences are due to lack of 

critical analysis of the notion of commitment. But one can account for 

the distinction between ' scientific beliefs' and 'pseudo-scientific ones' 

by refining the notion of evidence (if it so requires) in Sie.gel. 

Commitment to 'evidence' being central to Siegel's thesis - would 

presuppose that principles of evidential support exclude pseudo-

scientific evidence. The defence at this stage would seem to liffer 

from fallacy of circularity. One, will, however, pay attention to 

Siegel's central argument, namely, "it is the commitment to criteria 

of evaluation which establish evidential support that constitutes the 

hallmark of science. Characteristics taken to reflect key features of 

science - non-dogmatism, self-correction, and the like - are direct 



consequences of the commitment to evidence. While methods and 

procedures for doing science change, the commitment to evidence 

is basic and essential. If this changed or was given up, we would 

have to regard the new activity as something other than science. 

Thus it is appropriate to regard SM as strictly a matter of 

justification, despite the undeniable fact that scientific activity 

far outstrips evaluative activity."
22 

It is true that Siegel' s analysis moderates 'the excessively 

historicist conception of recent philosophy of science' . But if we 

consider the reasons why we began with a negative definition of 

rationality, we will appreciate the usefulness of such a strategy 

at this stage. Granted that positive articulation of the concept of 

scientific rationality leads to ambiguous anct inadequate definition of 

scientific rationality. Instead of analysing what constitutes scientific 

beliefs, one should articulate why a given belief is not scientific 

or is pseudo-scientific. 

Does the argument or method employed contain elements that 

are dogmatic'? Does it lack-self-correcting mechanisms? On the basis 

of answer to such questions, one will and is able to lay a common 

ground on the basis of which science be distinguished from non-science, 

and recognize scientific change as progress and scientific knowledge 

as cumulative. 

0 
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CHAPTER X 

LOGIC OF DISCOVERY VERSUS LOGIC OF JUSTIFICATION 

Many of the debates in the preceding chapters are dependent 

upon an inadequate understanding of ' discovery' and 'justification' . 

The seemingly contradictory views expressed and the subsequent logical 

consequences thereof are based on excessive exphasis either on the logic 

of discovery or on the logic of justification. In what follows, an 

attempt is made to clarify the two concepts and show how in the context 

of the debate between realism and anti-realism, the dichotomy between 

the two in unwarranted. 

'Science progresses by correcting concepts' , says Mary Tiles.
1 

Although prima facie, the statement seems to be of common place, 

historically viewed in the context of philosophy of science, it is radical. 

Philosophy of science for the last two decades views 'progress' or 

' change' as either shifts in research traditions or paradigms with no 

cumulation of scientific knowledge. (One could call such a view 'majority' 

position). Correcting concepts  will involve neither historically descriptive 

accounts offered by historians or sociologists of science (analysis in the 

context of discovery) nor of the ahistorical, formally analytic kind 

offered by logically oriented philosophers of science (analysis in the 

context of justification). Mary Tiles, E. Pietruska-Madej
2 

and G.A. Van 

Peursen
3 

are some of the philosophers who seem to be attempting to kill 

the dichotomy in the context of scientific realism. 

An inquiry into the nature of the 'logic of discovery' has to 

begin with the historical development that gave rise to it. The question 

concerning the 'aim of philosophy of science' is intrinsically linked up 
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with the ' justification versus discovery' debate, as it was traditionally 

viewed that philosophy of science be concerned with the logic of justifi-

cation and it was the concern of psychologists, historians and sociolo-

gists to study the logic of discovery. Commonly understood, the logic 

of justification concerns with rules of assessing and evaluating the 

scientific claims, whereas the logic of discovery concerns itself with the 

rules of generating new knowledge. The controversy in the present 

context is not whether the 'logic of justification' is the legitimate aims 

of science. The question is whether that is the only aim of philosophy 

of science. Further, whether 'discovery' is ever the concern of 

philosophers and whether there is logic in discovery, have become the 

central issues in the present debate. And the position one adopts 

regarding the above issues will throw light on the question regarding 

scientific realism. In short, are there two seemingly opposed 'logics' , 

one for discovery and the other for justification . 

The debate regarding the primacy of logic of justification over 

logic of discovery (even the question whether there is a logic of 

discovery) is as old as philosophy of science. An overview of the 

debate at its best is provided by Martin V. Curd
4 

' who observes three 

approaches to the problem. The 'logical positivists' like K.R. Popper 5
, 

C.G. Hempel
6 

and R. Braithwaite
7 

who accept hypothetico-deductive account 

of science and do not accept any possibility of logic of discovery . H. 

Reichenbach
8 

and W. Salmon
9 

also do not accept logic of discovery, but 

unlike logico-empiricists, they accept an inductive-probability account 

10 
of science. C.S. Pierce, 	N.R. Hanson

11 
and other Kuhnians who 

accept abductive inference account of science, argue for greater emphasis 

on the logic of discovery which is as important (if not more) to account 
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for change and ' progress ' in scientific theory . 

Karl Popper , C .G . Hempel and Hans Reichenbach had strong 

reservations regarding the logic of discovery . Popper ' s rejection of the 

ty of rmy logic of cl I...cove-17y is a natural consequence of the fact 

that for him the work of scientists is to put forward theories and testing 

them . "The act of conceiving or inventing a theory" , according to 

Popper "is ... neither to call for logical analysis not to be susceptible 

of it . The question how it happens that a new idea occurs to a man - 

whether it is a musical theme, a dramatic conflict , or a scientific theory - 

may be of great interest to empirical psychology ; but it is irrelevant to 

the logical analysis of scientific knowledge 	 there is no such thing 

as a logical method of having new ideas , or a logical reconstruction of 

this process . (Popper' s) view may be expressed by saying that every 

discovery contains ' an irrational element ' , or ' a creative intuition ' in 

Bergson' s sense" .
12 

C .G . Hempel and R . Braithwaite accept Popper ' s 

position namely , the role of science is to explain the phenomenon and 

consequently the concern is with the logic of justification . 

This hypothetico-deductivist position, particularly that of sKarl 

Popper has been labelled • as ' nihilistic attitude ' towards scientific 

13 	. 
discovery by some philosophers . E . Pietruska-Madej 	points out that 

Popperians do not see any philosophical problems in scientific discovery . 

Philosophy of science which employs theoretical tools of logic cannot say 

anything about the process of theory-generation which is an empirical 

issue according to deductivists 

If Popper is called hypothetico-deductivist , Hans Reichanbach is 

a probability-inductivist as his position is based upon acceptance of an 



inductive-generalization model for the generation of new knowldege in 

science. Hans Reichanbach first used the terms 'context of discovery' 

and the 'context of justification' with a view of distinguishing between 

psychological description of thought processes as a temporal sequence of 

steps and logical relations between propositions. Reichanbach expressed 

the impossibility of a logic of discovery when he says: 

"The mystical interpretation of the hypothetical-

deductive method ci.s an irrational guessing springs 

from a confusion of context of discovery and the 

context of justification. The act of discovery 

escapes logical analysis; there are no logical rules 

in terms of which a "discovery machine" could be 

constructed that would take over the creative function 

of' the genius. But it is not the logician's task to 

account for scientific discoveries; all that he can do 

is to analyse the relation between given facts and a 

theory presented to him with the claim that it explains 

these facts. In other words, logic is concerned with 

the context of justi.fication. And the justification of a 

theory in terms of observational data is the subject of 

the theory of induction".
14 

Reichanbach's rejection of 'logic of discovery' is based on his 

understanding of 'logic' which for him is a "normative enterprise 

concerned not with the description of inferences that people actually make 

but with their justification through the provision of a rational reconstruct- 

15 ion . 	The "manner in which the logical inferences are actually made 

is strange and obscure and rarely resembles the formal method of logic" 16 

points out Reichenbach. It is therefore by definition impossible for 

Reichanbach to have a logic of discovery as there can be no logic of the 

context of discovery. This does not mean that for Reichanbach all 

discoveries are consciously made inductive inferences - what he necessarily 
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admits is that scientific discoveries (like that of Einstein) could be 

rationally reconstructed within the context of justification. 

The hypothetic-deductivists (like Ilempel and Popper) and the 

probability inductivists (like Reichenbach) do not reject the role of 

'discovery' in scientific theorizing. What they seem to assert on the one 

hand that the concern of philosophy of science is the logic of justifi- 
r 

cation and consequently any discussion regarding the context of discovery 

should be subsumed under the logic of justification. 

N.R. Hanson alleges that the hypothetic-deductivists have ignored 

discovery by calling it psychological, historical or sociological. 

Hanson believes that hypotheses, theories, laws and observations have 

been created, innovated and developed by minds that are endowed with 

creativity . "Physicists", he says, "do not start from hypothesis; they 

start from data. By the time a law has been fixed into an H-D system, 

really orginal thinking is over. The pedestrian process of deducing 

observation statements from hypotheses comes only after the physicist 

sees that the hypothesis will at least explain the initial data requiring 

explanation. This H-D account is helpful only when discussing the 

argument of a finished research report, or for understanding how the 

experimentalist or the engineer develops the theoretical physicist' s 

hypotheses; the analysis leaves undiscussed the reasoning which often 

points to the first tentative proposals of laws ... The initial tuggestion 

of an hypothesis is very often a reasonable affair. It is not so often 

affected by intuition, insight, hunches or other imponderables as bio-

graphers or scientists suggest. Disciples of H-D account often dismiss 

the dawning of an hypothesis as being of psychological interest only, or 

else claim it to be the province solely of genius and not of logic. They 



are wrong. If establishing an hypothesis through its prediction has a 

logic, so has the conceiving of an hypothesis".
17 

Hanson proposes 'retroactive inference' by means of which he can 

account for creative scientific discoveries. 	'Retroactive inference' is 

said to be neit her inductive nor deductive inference. C.S. Pierce 

proposes abductive inference' (Hanson claims that his concept is based 

on Pierce's) which has a similar claim - that the logic employed is 

neither inductive nor deductive. Pierce's 'abduction' (which has many 

interpretations) has the following logical form: 

"The surprising fact, C, is observed. 

But if A were true, C would be a matter of course. 

Hence, there is reason to suspect that A is true". • 

Pierce's labductive inference' suffers from many lacuno.e,which 

critiques pointed out lead to ' psychologism' . Although Hanson tries to 

overcome these lacunae, his 'retroactive inference' has been criticised 

on the ground that he does not account for the background that gives 

rise to inferences.
19 

Further, Hanson fails to distinguish between logic 

of generation and the logic of evaluation. And it is in this context 

that Curd's argument regarding the logic of generation deserves 

attention. 

Martin V. Curd's analysis of three approaches is based upon 

certain distinctions he has made. These distinctions are later on 

employed to review the threefold aspects regarding the possibility of 

'logic of discovery' . It may be noted at this stage that the debate 

regarding the 'logic of discovery' versus 'logic of justification' is not 

concerned with things but theories. And for 'Curd, a discovery of a 

18 
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scientific theory does not refer to a specific moment when a theory is 

discovered, but to the period of theory generation . Curd defines this 

period as the time "beginning at the moment when a scientist (or research 

group) first begins thinking seriously about a problem and ending when 

the theory ... is first written down in a form suitable, say for publication 

in a scientific journal" .
20 

Curd further observes two different aspects of 

the period of theory generation; namely, one, the logic of prior assessment 

and two, the logic of theory generation . Curd observes two kinds of 

logic of prior assessment (i.e. "methodological appraisal of hypotheses 

after they have been generated but before they have been tested") : 

(a) the logic of probability; and (b) the logic of pursuit . The logic 

of probability concerns itself with the questions of which hypothesis is 

likely to be true; whereas the logic of pursuit concerns itself with the 

questions of which hypothesis should a scientist begin to work on. In 

other words a scientist may begin with a hypothesi'S for reasons other 

than likely truth of the hypothesis . Curd' s interest is in the logic of 

pursuit which he claims has more immediate practical relevance to 

scientific inquiry than the logic of probability. It is, according to 

Curd, only "workable notion of a logic of discovery in the sense of a 

logic of prior assessment that one can formulate".
21 

Unlike our 

traditional conception where the 'logic of pursuit' would be parasitic 

upon the 'logic of probability' , Curd claims that rarely can we talk 

about our' hypothesis as likely to be true or probable, we however, 

"have the means for deciding which hypothesis to pursue, which 

decisions do not depend on our inability to make these probability 

judgements" .
22 

Curd after the analysis of the three approaches concludes that 
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the objections raised do not establish the impossibility of the logic of 

discovery as either a logic of. prior appraisal or as a rational recon-

struction of inferences to the theory. Further, the only "sensible logic 

of prior appraisal is the logic of pursuit which provides the justification 

for inferences to the theory in our rational reconstruction of the period 

of theory generation ... 	The factors that justify our inferences to the 

theories in the first place are the same as those that were used to 

decide which theory to pursue after they have been generated".
23 

As mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, G.A. van Peuersen 

attempts to kill  the traditional distinction between the context of 

discovery and the context of justification. Peuersen discusses three 

aspects of the scientific framework, which compels him to say that the 

whole of scientific procedure is nothing but discovery. Consequently, 

the dualism of contexts is deemed to be untenable. 

The argument in brief consists in showing that: 

1) The success or failure of natural and social sciences ita modern 

technological society depends upon the social organizations, the financial, 

and governmental policies, etc. It is this that compelled Popper and 

others to recognize 'the irrational element' in the process of discovery. 

This is the diachronic conception of discovery as against synchronic 

context structure of justification. Justification, in synchronic context, 

becomes "a construction in retrospect, functioning only as a stabilizing 

factor, inhibiting renewal and advancement".
24 

This shows the 

estrangement between traditional methodology and heuristic practice. 

2) Secondly, Peuersen argues that there is a feeling of 'loss 

of reality' of the daily course of events confronted by the scientifically 



controlled character of the modern society. Such a feeling is fostered by 

the scientific method leading to "scientific explanation and concrete 

reality (which) is an ontological issue since the reference of a scientific 

discipline to reality is at stake".25 

3) Thirdly, Peuersen notices a number of cultural constraints in 

the framework of contemporary scientific enterprise. T.S. Kuhn, A.C. 

0.-ed 
Crombie and others mentioned as philosophers representing this third 

aspect of the framework of science. Peuersen believes that "the real 

issue at stake is the tension between the universal claim of scientific 

procedure and the specific, often hidden, convictions and world-views of 

a certain culture. The investigation of such ,a cultural context might 

stimulate the search for new dimensions of theory and concept formation. 

It can lead, in this way to new heuristic devices.
26 

The study of Peuersen's three aspects of framework of scientific 

enterprise reveals: (a) dualism between two contexts (discovery and 

justification) is untenable; 	(b) because of the conflict between the 

traditional methodology and heuristic practice, there is a need of 

integrating the two contexts; and (c) justification and discovery are 

neither separated nor are merged into one another. Instead, "justification 

as a sedimentation of discovery (on the one hand be treated as) the 

outcome of the process of discovery (and on the other as) an adjusting 

device within the ongoing discovery".
27 

The result of this analysis is 

not blending of the two contexts, or absorbtion of one by the other. 

What Peuerson has attempted is to create two contexts - but 'one wider, 

less defined and demarcated from the wider field of daily culture', - 

and the other 'more restricted, functioning as a kind of safety device on 

behalf of the wider strategy of discovery' . 
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Mary Tile's claim lhol sciencr progre,.-,se,, by correcting W.-, 

concepts and the framework offered by her allows for a cumulative model 

of scientific progress against Kuhnian 'incommensurable alternatives' . 

Mary Tiles observes three levels or dimensions to a scientific concept: 

the empirical, the theoretical and the metaphysical. The empirical 

dimension  (often taken for granted) concerns itself with the concepts 

that are empirically developed in a scientific context. But since the 

object of scientific investigation is "never given purely  empirically", 

the concept thereof has to accommodate the changes occurring in both the 

theoretical and the metaphysical dimensions of science. This accounts 

for the non-empitical framework determining what kind of a thing or 

phenomena it is that is investigated. 

Although one can never claim that a scientific concept is solely 

determined by its theoretical dimension,  the theoretical component of 

scientific knowledge, it is epistemologically important to account for how 

a new theory forms an inseparable part and is related to the existing 

empirical framework (knowledge). Mary Tiles, claims that "theories are 

attempts to fill in the gap between emperical and metaphysical dimensions 

of the concept, a gap which is already structured by its end points".
28 

At the empirical level the correcting of concepts occurs due to the demand 

for increased precision, at theoretical level the correcting mechanism acts 

due to demand for increased logical precision and conceptual clarity. 

Mary Tiles observes two kinds of 'inbuilt mechanisms' for conceptual 

change: one, "the experimentally based sequence of empirical classification 

associated with increased accuracy in measurement"; and two, "the 

sequence of ever more abstract and general theoretical concepts".
29 

These 

two are not independent sequences according to Tiles. The third 
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dimension, namely metaphysical dimension of her analysis is questionable 

within the context of science. The metaphysical dimension of scientific 

concept is observed from the fact that theories are scrutinized in the 

light of explanatory ideals which are based on metaphysical views 

regarding structure and nature of reality. Metaphysical views which on 

the one hand determine or act as constraints on the empirical and 

theoretical dimension of the concept, have to ensure mechanisms of self-

correction on the basis of new theoretical or empirical (experimental 

evidence). Each of the three levels (empirical, theoretical and meta-

physical) have, specific forms of concept correction. But, as Mary Tiles 

points out, "the levels are not mutually independent in that both the 

stimulus and the means for correction on one level are provided by work 

on another. It is in the direction of increased coordination and 

unification of the initially very disparate levels that science progresses". 30 

One point remains unclear, namely, what in the ultimate constitutes 

'metaphysical level' for Tiles? The suspicion that 'metaphysical' may 

constitute more than nature and status of reality, is suggested by the 

fact that she admits "that science is neither the original nor the only 

source of world views".
31 

In a scenario full of constrasting and confusing frameworks whose 

actual representations fall far short of experience of working scientists, 

E. Pietruska-Madej's proposal provides both direction and insidht into 

the plausible 'exit' . Pietruska-Madej was trying to get out of the 

'disharmony' between two objectives of science. And she puts it: "the 

word 'disharmony.' is justified because there is no way to cope success-

fully with the task of rationalising the historical process of the growth 

of science, so long as one holds to the opinion that philosophy of science 
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can and s-hould study only established and articulated knowledge. On the 

contrary, it seems impossible to explain the growth of scientific knowledge 

without taking into consideration its formation. It is impossible because 

the second is a vital part of the first".
32 

Pietruska-Madej recognizes 

the anti-psychologism attitude as the root-cause of nihilistic  attitude. 

Pietruska-Madej begins with the assumption that anti-pschologism in 

epistemology should not exclude us from the entire process of the 

emergence of new knowledge. Besides, there is much more to discovery  

and generation of scientific knowledge  than mer,ely psychological experience 

of the individual scientists. Scientific discovery is a very complex 

phenomenon, having both subjective (what occurs in individual's mind) 

and objective (typical characteristics of the background situation - 

discovery generating situation) aspects.
33 

Taking clues
34 

from two celebrated scientists - scholars, P.D. 

Medawar (Nobel Prize Winner for Medicine in 1960) and Derek J. de 

Solla Price (historian of science), Pietruska-Madej takes as her starting 

point the unexplained facts of 'logical necessity' of a scientific discovery 

and 'lying waiting' to be discovered; and attempts to explain many a 

phenomena igonred by philosophers of Science, such as "why does science 

sometimes manage to ignore insights of genius only to rediscover them 

years later? Why does it at other times explode with a series of 

simultaneous discoveries? How should we account for 'premature' 

discoveries which fail, how can we distinguish between discovery in the 

subjective psychological sense and scientific discovery proper?'
,35 

Pietruska-Madej believes that "there is some internal logical 

determination in science by which science proceeds from established 

knoNiledge to new elements of knowledge, and tha. t there comet,into play 
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something like 	' 	necessity' conducive to a new discovery". 36 

Secondly, science matures  "for a given discov'ery, and that so long as 

it is not mature enough for this (discovery) even the most ingenious idea 

is doomed to be regarded as irrelevant for scientific progress". 37 
And 

finally, when a particular stage of science is reached, a discovery is 

inevitable,  such that even "several scientists may make the discovery 

simultaneously". 38 These three concepts (logical necessity, maturity and 

inevitability) seem to suggest that "there are certain objective intrinsic 

conditions and logical mechanisms in science which determine the actual 

substance of a newly discovered idea. Accordingly, providing accurate 

definitions of these concepts seems to be a most urgent task, and one 

which should be undertaken rather by philosophers of science than 

psychologists".
39 

It is on the basis of the above analysis that 

Pietruska-Madej argues that discovery is not a 'creative subjective act' 

occuring in a vacuum. It occurs in an objective situation which both 

influences and determines the emergence of a new idea. This analysis 

further explains why some 'discoveries' or 'new ideas' fail to catch the 

imagination of scientific community of a particular period. These 

'discoveries' have 'to wait' for a more appropriate period (when the 

science is more mature) to be accepted as discoveries. 

Again Pietruska-Madej's analysis allows us to distinguish between 

genuine scientific discovery and subjective novelty. Someone can discover 

something 'new' for his own subjective consciousness which may not be 

new to science' . To say an idea is new in scientific sense of discovery 

depends upon many objective factors - "it is the objective situation in 

science that determines the necessity, and the possibility, of the 

emergence of a definite idea in science". 40 
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The proces5 	5cientitic discovery has non-psychological aspects 

and hence cannot be construed as a psychological act or a flash of the 

intuition of a genius. It therefore calls for an analysis not of the 

psychological preconditions of the discoverer bUt for the reconstruction 

of objective situation in science at a particular historical moment, 

"such a situation"„ Pietruska-Madej points out, "is always characterized 

by a set of accepted propositions which constitute science, ... by 

logical relationships and mutual dependencies between the set's elements, 

by a accepted epistemological values, by normative ideals for research 

activity, and so forth".
41 

It is, therefore, the objective discovery - 

generating situation that determines when and how a new idea appears 

in science. Such a situation generates, determines the content and lays 

down range of constraints on the new idea. lt is precisely because of 

this that to understand a scientific discovery, we have to reconstruct 

the discovery-generating situation the objective reasons why the new 

idea is acceptable; the invetablility and necessity of the new ideas; 

the internal and external situation of the science; the logical relations 

between the various constituent elements of the situation (the laws, 

empirical data, regulative ideals of scientific activity, etc.); the 

logical corrolaries of the 'n,ew idea' etc. 

It is admittedly true that for such a reconstruction of a discovery-

generating situation one must have recourse of historical materials. To 

reveal the most general features of such situation and logically 

reconstruct tha process of transition from 'old to new' scientific knowledge 

is a task of philosophers of science. One does not inquire into a 

mysterious 'discovery machine' or Bergson's 'creative intuition' while 

inquiring into the logic of discovery. Studying the objective aspects of 
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the 
scientific discovery is one ofobjectives of philosophy of science . 	And 

if one wants to inquire into the ' progress or change' in science one has 

to inquire into both the logic of justification and the logic of discovery-

generating situation . 
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cnAPTER xi 

METAPHORS IN SCIENCE 

,) 3 
0 1 

With the pub! i call on of W Ligon 	s Philosophical Investi2a_tions  , 

the question ccr.'ncerning the relationship between language and conceptual-

ization has become central. Out of myriad of questions , the issue 

whether the language of science is adequate to express ' discovery ' or 

' scientific change' is the concern of the present chapter . Taking into 

account the fact that the language of science was deemed to be exact 

and precise; whereas metaphors seem to be commonplace in non-

scientific discourse . The issue here is to understand what is exegetical 

in science analysed vis -a- vis metaphors . 

Whether metaphors express the hitherto inexpressible; whether 

they are employed to express some basic insights; whether they are the 

take off points of concepLual discoveries and invention is the point of 

debate between the appreciators and depreciators of metaphor . One need 

not go into the traditional debate between different views of metaphors 

such as "substitution view" and "comparison view" , to say that we are 

inclined to accept Max Black ' s "interaction view" within certain 

reservations and expansion - which are required to account for 

understanding of ' discoveries ' in science . 

To understand what is a metaphor and how it contributes to 

1 	. 
scientific understanding let us begin with an example Max Black gives: 

"An intelligent child , hearing his scientist f ather refer to a "field of 

force" , might ask - but with a twinkle in his eye, one hopes - "And 

who ploughs it?" Max Black goes on to add : "In order to feel the 

supposed "mystery" , one needs to recapture the naivete of somebody 
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who takes metaphorical utterances to bc literal or the false naivete of 

someone who pretends to do so. But to assume that a metaphorical 

utterance present!-_; something as lAthat it is plainly not - or to assume 

that its producer really does intend to say one thing while meaning 

something else - is to beg disastrously a prime question by accepting 

the misleading view of a inetaphor as some kind of deviation or 

aberration from proper usage" .
2 

There are two points one may consider here. One, could the 

scientist father say anything else to describe the area in which some 

sort of force worked? It may be noted that even a term such as ' area ' , 

has its own prior or traditional meaning. Secondly, is the language 

employed (at the first instance) adequate or conveys the meanings that 

the scientist attempts to articulate? Before we attempt to answer to 

these two questions, there arises a prior question regarding the prima 

facie difference between literal and metaphorical uses of expression - 

but this should not "prejudge the validity of some "deeper" insight 

that might eventually reject the commonsensical distinction between 

the literal and the metaphorical as superficial and ultimately 

indefensible"
3

. 

Why do we accept the "interaction view of metaphor" and how 

does it help us to explain "discovery" better? 

The two distinct subjects of a metaphorical statement (namely 

the "primary" and the "secondary" or the "principal" and the 

"secondary" or the "literal" and the "frame') are such that the 

"secondary" term must be a system with reference to a thing ("primary'' ) • 

Further, a metaphor projects upon the primary subject associated 
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implications which are predictable of the secondary subject. This 

projection is selective as the author either emphasizes or suppresses some 

features of the secondary subject while applying to primary subject. 

And finally, there is a three fold "interaction" between the two subjects: 

(a) the presence of the primary subject incites the hearer to select some 

of the secondary subject's properties; and (b) invites him to construct 

a parallel implication-complex that can fit the primary subject; and 

(c) reciprocally induces parallel changes in the secondary subject". 4 

Although the very notion of 'interaction' is itself metaphorical, 

the position ensures a dynamic conception of metaphor. The mutual 

interaction between the 'primary' and the 'secondary' subjects can be 

used to account for the evolution of a concept articulating both the 

past and the future from the standpoint of the present. And finally the 

interaction view accounts for the understanding of the metaphor as a 

creative process. As Max Black puts it "... a metaphorical statement 

can sometimes generate new knowledge and insight by changing relation-

ships between the things designated (the principal and subsidiary 

subjects). To agree would be to assign a strong cognitive function to 

certain metaphors; but to disagree is not necessarily to relegate them 

entirely to some realm of fiction. For it may be held that such metaphors 

reveal connections without making_  them".
5 

What seems to be an 'insinuation' in Max Black, finds" a 

theoretical articulation in Richard Boyd
6
, when he recognizes the use, of 

metaphors in seience as theory constitutive. It is not the case that 

Max Black and Boyd hold identical positions. For our purpose, Max 

Black's general theory and Boyd's particular insights into metaphors in 

science, help in formulating a proper understanding of growth of 
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scientific knowledge . And to do this , a brief understanding of Boyd ' s 

position is appropriate at this stage . 

Boyd ' s programme of metaphors in science s best summed up 

in his own words:
7 

There exists an important class of metaphors which 

play a role in the development and articulation of 

theories in relatively mature sciences . Their 

function is a sort of catachresis - that is , they 

are used to introduce theoretical terminology where 

none previously existed . Nevertheless , they possess 

several (though not all) of the characteristics which 

Black attributes to interaction metaphors ; in parti-

cular their success does not depend on their 

conveying quite specific respects of similarity or 

analogy . Indeed, their users are typically unable 

to precisely spec ify the relevant respects of 

similarity or analogy , and the utility if these 

metaphors in theory change c rucially depends upon 

this op en-endedness . 

On the other hand, I shall argue , this particular 

sort of op en-endedness or inexplicitness does not 

distinguish these metaphors from more typical cases of 

scientific terminology , nor is it the case that these 

metaphors foreVer resist complete explication of the 

relevant respects of similarity and analogy ; such 

explication is typically an eventual consequence of 

successful scientific research . The impression that 

metaphors must lack the precision of scientific 

statements reflects , I shall argue , an extremely 

plausible but mistaken understanding of precision 

in science . 

R . Boyd recognizes many sorts of metaphors in science having distinct 



functions. Some metaphors for instance are purely exegetical or 

pedagogical as their only role is to lead or explicate a theory. ("worm-

holes" in general relativity). 	There are others, that are both pedago- 

gical and theoretically insightful. These theroretical insights may not 

have been possibly expressed without these metaphors (e.g. Bohr's 

description of atoms as "miniature solar system". The most interesting 

metaphors, for Boyd, from the point of science, are those "in which there 

are metaphors which scientists use in expressing theoretical claims for 

which no adequate literal paraphrase is known. Such metaphors are 

constitutive of the theories they express, rather than merely exegetical". 8 

Boyd is aware of the fact that one may doubt the existence of 

such theory-constitutive metaphors, or one may treat them as pre-

theoretical or that such metaphors may lack the "explicitness", and 

'precision, the alleged characteristic of scientific theories. He, 

however, argues that young or not so mature sciences like cognitive 

psychology are full of such metaphors, drawn from computer science, 

information theory, etc.
9 

These metaphors' , according to Boyd are 

theory-constitutive as cognitive psychologists do not know the use of 

literal paraphrases that represent the theoretical claims. Such theory-

constitutive metaphors for Boyd are different from literary metaphors. 

Literary metaphors have their 'home' in a specific work of the author, 

and when the metaphor is used by other authors, it is used w4h 

reference to the original use o'f the original employment is implicit to 

the new use. Whereas, for Boyd, "theory-constitutive scientific metaphors 

... become, when they are successful, the property of the entire 

scientific community, and variations on them are explored by hundreds 

of scientific authors without their interactive .quality being lost. They 



are really conceits rather than metaphors - and conceits which extend 

not through one literary work, but through the work of a generation or 

more of scientists".
10 

The question at this stage is why does Richard Boyd recognize, 

the use of theory-constitutive metaphors' only in relatively young or 

mature sciences. One may notice the use of such metaphors at both the 

ends of the maturity spectrum of sciences. In other words, both the 

relatively younger sciences and the most mature sciences require the use 

of 'theory-constitutive metaphors' to progress. One may even say that 

the most advance theory formulation in physics require the use of such 

metaphors, in the absence of any other linguistic expressions or concepts. 

Boyd argues that "the utility of theory-constitutive metaphors seems to 

lie largely in the fact that they provide a way to introduce terminology 

for features of the world whose existence seems probable, but many of 

whose fundamental properties have yet to be discovered. Theory-

constitutive metaphors, in other words, represent one strategy for the 

accommodation of language to as yet undiscovered causal features of the 

world" . 11 It is not contingent that science uses metaphors in theory 

generation. Science necessarily uses metaphors for theory change and 

progress. Any conceptual change and corresponding change in theory 

formulation requires metaphors. The use of metaphorical language is 

not a heuristic. The language of science is metaphorical. 
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CHAPTER XII 

THE ESSENTIAL INCONTESTABILITY OF NATURAL SCIENCES - A HERMENEUTICAL 

PERSPECTIVE. 

The long journey through 'hermeneutics' in natural and social 

sciences raises a very crucial question regarding the status of natural science 

as a discipline involving interpretative elements. The title of the chapter 

"The Essential Incontestability of Natural Sciences - A Hermeneutical Perspec-

tive", reflects the radical shift that has occurred in the discussions of 

philosophy of science. 

The earlier question was whether social sciences are essentially 

contestable due to the presence of hermeneutical component. Scholars have 

argued that as interpretation  is an unexpungeable component in the sciences 

of man, they are essentially contestable. Hermeneutical understanding of cul-

tural sciences as formulated by Schleiermacher, Betti, Dilthey, Bultmann, 

Gadamer, Apel, Habermas and Ricoeur has been employed not only to argue that 

social sciences are methodologically independent of natural sciences but that 

they (social sciences) are essentially contestable. 

The central question at this stage is whether natural sciences are 

essentially contestable, as 'interpretation' is an unexpungeable component in 

them, Secondly, what is the status of natural sciences. In other words, are - 

they distinguishable from human or cultural sciences. The debate regarding 

'methodological unity of sciences' had compelled social scientistS like Peter 

Winch and others, to defend the 'uniqueness' of social sciences both at metho-

dological and conceptual level. They had rejected the logico-empiricist metho-

dology and its consequence, the methodological individualism. The idea that 

social sciences are reducible to psychology and psychology to ph.Oiclogy is 

also unacceptable under such circumstances. In brief, it was the period (or 
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stage) in which the burden of defending the undisputed status of sciences of 

man was on their proponents. 

stage has reached wherein the question is not whether social 

sciences are different from natural sciences because of their hermeneutical 

nature, but whether natural sciences are different from human sciences due to 

the very same reasons. Philosophers of science have to address themselves to 

the question whether natural sciences which too have an unexpungeable element 

of hermeneutics are essentially contestable. 

Three important dimensions of 'hermeneutical' human sciences have 

been highlighted in the discussions in the va0.ous chapters of the present 

study. one, that hermeneutical human or cultural sciences, inspite of claims 

of subjectivism, continue to employ discourse that clearly expresses the 

implicit objective claims of the authors. Secondly, that natural sciences are 

not free from hermeneutical elements at the level of hypothesis and corrobo-

ration. And thirdly, the agenda of interpretation at all levels presupposes 

epistemology whose primary prerequisite is an objective articulation of the 

world or 'text' presented. 

The autonomy of the object and the need to understand the author's 

thoughts in relation to the organically developing subject is emphasized by 

Schleiermacher. 1 The relation between the 'grammatical' (locating the objective 

and general laws) and 'psychological' (the subjective and individual) parts of 

interpretation, leads to a better understanding of the text. Similarly Diltheyt 2 

introduction of the concept of 'historicality' in understanding man was to 

gain objectivity in methodical reconstructions. 

Eetti's first two canons (namely, 'hermeneutical autonomy of the 

Object and the immanence of the hermeneutical standard', and 'totality and 
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coherence of hermeneutical evaluation') deal with the objectivity of meaning. 3 

Bultmann's avowed subjectivism is seen as 'objectifying myths' when 

he in the process of 'dymythologization' tries to bring the original, authentic 

and hidden meaning behind the myth. 4 Paradoxically, Bultmann's "the most sub-

jective is always the most objective interpretation" is so true as his attempts 

at subjectivism are motivated by objective considerations. 

Gadamer's unarticulated concern for the 'objective' world can be 

gauged from his view that language allows us to understand not only particular 

experiences but even the world hidden5 in it. Besides how could he explain the 

'universality of language', if we are not to accept a common human epistemic 

nature? One even notices the Popperian streak in him when he says that single 

meaning of the text is not possible; what we can have is merely variety of 

interpretations, and that these interpretations can never be verified - but 

merely falsified. 

Inspite of Habermas' claim that natural sciences because of their 

technical interest use formal language and cultural (or human) sciences because 

of their practical interest have to aim at successful communication to overcome 

conflicting interpretation, recognizes the function of ordinary language gra-

mmar as providing "schemata for world interpretation as soon as the individual 

is socialized into language dommunity." 6 
Natural science is one viewpoint, 

for 	Habermas, and there are other viewpoints that disclose the reality. 

Karl Otto Apel's 'anthropological - epistemological basis for all 

theory formation' while recognizing the necessity of the hermeneutical approach, 

pointed out that it is part of the existing syStems of knowledge and cannot be 

separated from it. The natural and social sciences which for him are comple-

mentary to each other, are grounded in the commonly shared a priori, namely, 

the 'linguistic community of communication'.7 



297 

The elements of objectivity of interpretation are implicit in 

Ricoeur's position, although he recognizes that interpretation is an open 

process (i.e. construed in many ways) and that each construction of a text is 

necessarily a guess. But Ricoeur points out that such a conception of inter-

pretation does not make it arbitrary;  it is always possible to argue for and 

against interpretation .... interpretation does not aim at certainty but at 

the same time avoids scepticism. 8 

Although Kuhn should be credited for waking up philosophers 

of science from the 'dogmatic objectivist slumber', his articulation of the 

notion of 'paradigm' and 'paradigm-shift' created insoluble conceptual diffi-

culties. That 'hermeneutical' element is part of natural science enterprise 

began to be redognized after Kuhn, and all post-Kuhnian philosophers had to 

address themselves to this issue. 

It is obvious that 'hermeneutics' enters into natural sciences 

through perception, through the study of scientific texts, graphics, and mathe-

matical materials, etc. The story of Galileo and his friends radically dis-

agreeing with one another while observing the same phenomenon of 'setting sun' 

is the best example of 'hermeneutical dimension of natural sciences. But the 

resultant varied ways of interpreting natural world does not mean that (a) 

that it is 'laissez-faire'; and (b) it diminishes or compromises the results 

9 of scientific research. 

The agenda of interpretation whether in natural or human sciences 

presupposes search for 'consensus' or inter-subjective agreement. And the 

entire epistemological exercise for 'consensus' presupposes that the accepted 

inter-subjective agreement is what the world is. In other words, truth  (what 

the 'world' is) makes consensus possible. There would be no direction  for the 

on-going rational discussion and the entire human scientific activity (both in 
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the laboratory and outside) if truth is not posited as its objective.Besides, 

no agreed interpretation of meaning would be conceivable, if we were not to 

. 	10 accept the ideal of truth as the supreme standard of belief. It is said that 

truth is unachievable as a state of knowledge. But truth is indispensable for 

knowledge to exist. 

In the second part of this concluding chapter, an attempt is made 

to retrieve a realist position regarding the subject matter of science on the 

basis of the unexpungeable objectivist element in the hermeneutical interpre-

tation of science. It is now possible to reaffirm one's commitment to a realist 

position. What form of realism one will take depends upon the logic of dis-

course so far used in the understanding of the hermeneutical character of 

natural science. 'Hermeneutics', it may be reasserted, is not 'laissez-faire' 

interpretation. In natural science, it compelled us to look for objectivist 

criterion of judging what is true from what is false. 

The aim of science, it may be recalled, realists tell us, is to have 

true theories  about the world. If one accepts 'true theories' (in classical 

correspondence sense) it follows that at least some forms of relativism are 

unacceptable. Besides, the truth  that realists aim at is objective  . and not 

relative to some 'conceptual scheme', 'paradigm' or 'World view'.0ne dluestion 

has been hedged by the relativists that is, whether the so called 'conceptual 

schemes' or 'paradigms' are intrinsically objective. If they were not, what 

type of dialogue or communication between scientists advocating diverse fra-

meworks would it be? The fact that a dialogue between the so called divergent 

and at times seemingly opposed 'paradigms' is possible and does take place, 

shows that there are common structures responsible for human theoretical re-

flection. The root of such structures may be found in the common human genetic 

make up which is part of the natural world. 
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As stated elsewhere, Alan Musgrave's "Ultimate Argument for 

Scientific Realism" seems useful to argue for a realism that accepts (a) a 

minimal formulation of realism defined in terms of the aim of science, and 

(b) avoids an instrumentalist view of reality, solely dependent on the 'success 

of science'. 

Musgrave begins with Hilary Putnam's statement that "realism is the 

only philosophy that does not make the success of science a miracle"11 Argu-

ments for scientific realism on the basis of 'success of science' have been 

either implicitly or explicitly made by Kepler and Whewell and in recent times 

by Popper, Boyd and others. For example, when Kepler said "that a habitual 

liar will always be found out and that a lot of predictive success must 

establish truth. A string of fallacies does not add up to a valid argument," 12 — 

he (Kepler) tried to prove too much from the success of science. 

There are traces of instrumentalist realism, alleges Musgrave, when 

Popper argues that" instrumentalism' cannot account for or explain novel 

predictive success, whereas scientific realism can account for or explain 

this. Novel predictive success is not a premise from which we argue to some-

thing (truth, presumed truth, or whatever). Rather it is a conclusion, an 

explanandum, of which scientific realism is to be part of the explanans. 

Musgrave's 'ultimate argument' can be best summed up as "an inference 

to the best explanation of acts about science. The facts which need exPlaining 

are best construed as facts about the novel predictive success of particular  

scientific theories." 14The realist explanation is better because of the 

expanse or broadness of scope, as it explains more,'excludes more and is more 

testable. It invokes truth (or near truth) of those theories and has reference 

to their theoretical terms. 
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Positivistic anti-realists, such as Putnam and Pierce have no oompe-

ting explanations of such facts about science. Similarly, epistemological 

anti-realists such as van Fraassen and Larry Laudan do not give any explana-

tion. Musgrave ends up the discussion on 'ultimate argument' saying: "realist 

explanation of success are preferable on realist grounds; anti-realist expla-

nations of success are preferable on anti-realist grounds. The attempt to make 

realism explanatory of acts about science, which is what the Ultimate Argument 

does, will fail to convince anti-realists who doubt that science itself is 

explanatory"15 Whether realist or anti-realist explanation - it is an expla-

nation; - whether in science or about science - it is an explanation. 

Returning to the issue of 'incontestability' of natural science en-

terprise - one must pay attention to two issues: (a) what are the objectives 

of a theory in the context of its articulation? and (b) what are the pre-' 

suppositions of a theory in terms of its formulation? In other words, one may 

inquire into the implicit motives of a theory formulation and further what its 

claims are. 

The questions and problems philosophy of science is confronted with 

have as their primary objective explanation or understanding as the case may 

be. Whether called explanation or understanding, the human epistemic enterprise 

(curiosity) attempts to know and let others know what the 'perceived world' 

is. The objective of a theory formulation is to,know what the 'real world is' 

from that what is non-real. An inquiry into the human epistemological develop- 

16 . ment, a la Jean Pia:let will reveal how a child grows developing simple to 

complex concepts, correcting them at each stage, presuming at all times that 

what the child wants to know is nothing but what the world is. 

Again, if we inquire into why scientists accept a theory (as confir-

med or corroborated or best explanation of reality or consensually acceptable), 

we notice that implicit to their acceptance is a belief that the theory refers 
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to the fundamental constituents of nature. In other words, acceptance of a 

theory at any given time (however brief it may bs) has implicit to it the 

belief that it (theory) is an onLological depiction of nature. One may, as 

Aronson pointed out, try to capture the logical, semaltical and epistemolo-

gical features of a given scientific theory, but implicit to all these discu-

ssions in the ontological commitment namly What the theory expresses is the 

va 
nature of reality. 

The ontological commitments of a theory - both as a presupposition 

of the theory formation and as a justification of the acceptance of a -theory-

are unexpungeable components of natural science enterprise. It is precisely 

be-Cause of this that natural sciences are essentially incontestable. 
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