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PREFACE

HEN a sizable new book has as its subject not some par-

ticular questions of political theory, some area, type, or

aspect of it, but political theory itself; when, to some

extent at least, it promises to supply and to teach this
strange thing; when it boldly announces these intentions by presenting
itsclf under the very title Political Theory (monumental, perhaps, but
slightly challenging too); and when, surprisingly cnough, this cven
scems to be the first full-size American book ever published under that
title and the first of its kind to appear in any country—then a decent
respect for the raised eyebrows of those who may pick it up requires that
the author explain at the outset to what theory they are treated. Or i1s
there only one political theory ?

If we use the term in its nonscientific sense there is, of course, ng
system of thought that could be called simply #4e political theory of the
twenticth century, or of all times. We are then confronted, rather, with
many highly diversified so-called theories, antagonisms among theyy,
running so deep that internal revolutions or revolts, external conflicts,
and even global wars have resulted therefrom. None of these competing
systems of thought, however, not even those dearest to us, are theorjeg
in the scientific sense of the word, or at least not entirely so. They all
arc based, in good measure, not on science but on othcr. sources of hy.
man scheming, good or bad, such as religious rcvclatlpp, INtuitiona]
conviction, world views hicld in common, national tradition, nationg.
istic or group ambitions—in bricf, on ways of thinking or fccling that
do not claim scientific rank or, if they do, arc not fully warranted
this pretense. . .

The present book is concerned with scicntlﬁc political t'heo.ry. This
does not mean that nonscientific thinking w'lll be lmugl}tlly 1gnored.
It 1s onc of the functions of science to examine h.u.man 1(1§&S with jts
tools, and hence scientific political theory deals Cf{““‘“Y Wl.th all non.
scientific theories it meets on its path. Nor would it be }70§S}blc to base
government and politics exclusively on science. Every politica] system,
for example, must have some goal or goals, and science alope and by
itself cannot set goals. This is no good reason on the other hand fo,
reversing the matter, turning a cold shoulder on science. For scientific
theory, although unable to set goals, can corltfll?ute 2 great deal tq the
making of political decisions, even those by which goals 4re set.

Scientific political theory has been going through a crigq of unprece

vil



PREFACE

dentcd magnimdc 1n this century, and i1s still in the midst of it. \Vh}‘ this
is so, the reader will find explained in the introductory chapter. [ sh:fll
limit myself here to 2 few remarks on what my purposes have been in
writing this book. .. .
here exists today no comprchensive treatise to familiarize serious
Students, both systematically and genctically, with the fup(]:nmcnt:al
turn that scientific political theory took in the carly part of this century;
to initiatc thcm, with adcquatc c]ari[y and (]cp[h, into the theoretical
and Philosophical problems involved; and to make them fully under-
stan'd both the positive and the ncgative implications of what is going
on 1n political theory today. It is this volume’s first purpose, at once
umble and ambitious, to provide such a guide.
here are excellent texts on scientific method in the social sciences,
some enthusiastic and some critical; there are books and articles in many
languagcs on political ends and mcans, on values and on relativism,
S0me pro-relativistic and some anti-; there are plenty of essays dealing
With jurl'Sprudcncc as if the theory of justice were somcthing that could
© Separated from, political theory, and vice versa; there are studices on
‘ ¢ phi]osophical basis of science and others on the scientific basis of
phllosophy; and there are many brilliant asides on basic questions 1n
Papers thyy deal with practical problems. Yet there is no book, within
a0y of the social sciences, that deals with these various, intrinsically
mtcrrelatcd, aspects and problems on the same level, giving cach its
ull Ineasure of attention, and all of them a well-integrated and entirely
Consistent Presentation. Such a book, I belicve, is needed.
hat 1s missing is not only a comprchensive systematic presentation,
ut likewise , satisfactory description of the recent gemesis of thought
on thege Matters. This book tries to fill the genctic as well as the sys-
tematjc gap.
0y e rom e biinganter,an i v
SEIVE ag g vl ) rematic ant g dyl by chapter, what
25 the @ well-organized basis for me to add, ¢ hapter: Yd b It) ’
litica] tr}fsult of fifty years of work, about cvgtnly dlvuilc ad‘:’ ::12221 Pot-
of theor:(?ry and practicc, I felt :?blc to col_ltrlbutc to t'df:rablc numi’;
of Daperstl-c thl.nkmg- I had previously written 2 COI}]:I resent state of
theory sucm this field, but had come to see that in the puch had to be
Presuppo. dglecemeal procedure is not adequate. sodl'ncctl by mens
allusions :h 0 each article, or to be expressed indir d-ythcya fual
OUtcome’w at no generally useful purpose could be served; th Ctua
35 at best ap esoteric exercise for a few addicts, with little

viii



PREFACE

meaning for a gencral public. The situation would perhaps differ, 1
felt, if I could permeate a fully coherent presentation with whatever
I had to say. Incorporating my own thoughts in rheir proper settings,
I could clucidate dark regions and show the merits of over-all consis-
tency. Lack of clarity and consistency has been a creeping evil in
political theory. In human relations, even in practical politics, such a
lack may at times be quite pleasant; but in scientific understanding it is
onc of the greatest handicaps. It is not difficult to write much and in-
telligently, wittily and even fascinatingly, on political issues; but to be
consistent in onc’s thinking, both clear and consistent, is not casy, if I
may understate the case.

Finally, with the foundations thus firmly established, it was my pur-
pose to deal with the main subjects of political practice in the light of
an advanced theory that has found its bearings.

These have been my aims, or rather my vision—the ideal of perfec-
tion toward which I have been steering. I am far from claiming that
I have attained these goals, or any of them, to full satisfaction. Yet [ am
reasonably confident that the reader will find a good deal of informatiop
and stimulation here, and teachers and students a much-sought-for cq.
herent presentation, satisfactory for advanced students, but under.
standable even to the beginner, if he is sufficiently intelligent to submje
to theoretic discussion.

The present volume deals primarily with general theory, including
the philosophic and scientific foundations of scientific political theory;
its methods; its uses; its strength and its limitations; and what may be
called its wisdom. Each of its chapters also discusses a goodly number
of specific political issues, showing the €normous practical bearing of
advanced basic research. But this is done in an incidental manner, by
way of illustration. The alphabetical subject index at the end may serve
to locate such treatment for any particular problem. I plan to have this
volume followed by a companion volume, devoted to special topics in
a more systematic manner. The second will lean heavily on the firqr.
But the first, as here presented, must stand on 1ts own merits, Add;.
tional remarks on its plan will be found at the end of the introduct ory
chapter. .

Some of my former articles have been used, as it were, a5
studies. But more than four-fifths of the present bogk ;
where sections of former writings are incorporated, hardly
has been left unchanged. .

I have dispensed with the venerable practice of Smeltting all parts

Preparatory
S new, and

4 par agraph
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PREFACE

of my work to the advance critiquc of numcrous collcagues. Yet I did
ask two philosopher friends to read carly drafts of Chapters 1 and 1
on Scientific Method because of the philosophical matcrial here in-
cluded. They are William Erncest Hocking, professor emeritus at
HarVard, now of Madison, NI‘I, 2”1(1 A”I'C(l Schutz, of the Graduate
F?Cult)’ of the New School for Social Rescarchy, men as ditferent as
niends can be, Their questions and comments were of great value, |
M sad that | could not ask also two of my former colleagues at the
¢W School, the late Felix Kaufmann and Max Wertheimer- -two
more great scholars representing different types of approach--for the
"ame service, which they too would have gencrously rendered, my oc-
€asional deviations from their views notwithstanding.
ave drawn a great deal of stimulation for all chapters of this book
rom discussions with many others, including present and former stu-
ents, colleagues of various universitics and departments, my brother
inu;tsa::(; rformcrly of Colognc .’.ll.ld nova o’ftlja’dl W.icsscc, Bavaria, steeped
Panion Ofom)’ an.d the foundations (iwgdco;?i .s.cxcncc, and ‘Cl;m,, com-
Philosopy Mmany Joys and sorrows 11 nents, deeply interested in
Phical questions.
in g:t::;?rc general sense, [ wish to. c{‘prlcsés.thf: debt of gratitud‘c I Owcf
aculty OPg as a scholar, to thc‘ Gf,nl(.Ir{l. . ‘-mlln]ar which the (;r;ulu:uic
3y nigy the New School for Socia l(.sca.rc 1 has l'](:l.d cvery Wednes-
Scmestegr t for twenty-five years (o.nly fl‘-CCntly limited to the ﬁr.st
fegular aOf cach academic year), With ? members of the faculty in
Misseq tten(.]ance. Except when absent from New York I have hardly
4 session through this quarter of a century. .
Wish tooffer this book, not as a per fect 3<fh:J({VCmcnt, but as a scrvice I
Ut aly fender to others on what 1s ahwxn ing, and somctimes stony,
they OthaYs f.aSCinating road, sparing them part of the time an'd stress
€rwise would have to expend. If they feel helped by this essay,
“Ncouraged 1o go on from where it leaves off, my labors will be

Ing
" hap Pily rewarded.
A.B.

w YOr
Cembcfj II;Is'g.
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INTRODUCTORY

1. Political Theory about 1900

r today, rapidly advancing into the sccond half of the twentieth
century, we try to rccapturc some qf. the characteristic traits that
distinguished nincteenth-century political theory (or “theory of the
state” as it was then generally called) from our own, we naturally

become aware of a great variety of problems examined and approaches
used in either period. All major contributions, however, up to the be-
ginning of our century had one feature in common that is less fre-
quently encountered in typical scientific writings thereafter. They
focused attention on questions such as these: What are the ends of
state and government? What are the proper means toward these ends?
and, above all; What is the best form of government?

In asking and answering questions of this kind—and scholars would
feel it their professional duty to answer them—pronouncements were
frecly advanced on good and evil, just and unjust, morally right and
wrong, worthy and unworthy (detestable or wicked), laudable ang
reprimandablc, desirable and undesirable, valuable and nonvaluable.
In support, the writers would refer to a nurnb.cr. of “first principles,”
derived in various ways—sometimes from rchg{on, sometimes from
nature, sometimes from philosophical spccu.lat.lons, sometimes for.
warded as self-evident postulates, somctime§ dlspllcd from the history
of political ideas, sometimes based on the hlSt.OI'lCal cvo.lution of West-
ern civilization, and not infrequently taken,.derCtly or indirectly, from
the positive law, in particular the constitution, of the respective coun-
try Or countries. oL

Among the sources of such principles, Christianity and the Law of
Nature played an especially important role. They continued to do s i
political science at a time when other branchcs.of .the sciences had
Jearned to distinguish more carefully between scientific and religious
sources, and when Natural-Law doctrines .h.ad bce.n all but crusheq
under the blows suffered at the hands of critical philosophers, utilitar-
:ans. historians, and positivists. .
lanA,s a result, publications in the field of political theory up to th
of the century, if not beyond it, included ’zlany statementg
be scientific, as to what were the proper €nCs and means of Organized
human life; for example, states and goverNMEnts oyghy ¢, serve the
interests of the individuals or of the greatest number of ¢,

em; all me
should be treated as equal because they were born equals cvcrYonI:
3
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INTRODUCTORY

should fulfill some uscful function in socicty; the TCE COmma'ndx.ncnt?
should be obeyed; states properly so.callcd mlESth c sovcrcx;.yl] ; ;m;l
many more maxims of this kind. While some of t c}rln rccurrul in ]a
writings, others came out differently according to the particu n]r the-
ories of the author. The doctrine that state and govcrnmcnt..s 1ould
serve the individual would frequently cede to ‘thc older maxim thag
the interests of the individual must bc. subordinated to thosc of ]
group. The Ten Commandments were lgn'orcd'by SOMC, Or were cop.-
sidered principles that on occasion had to yicld in some measure t? the
interests of the state, the raison d’état; although not all writers said
explicitly, many did implicitly. . o
Even when scholars were scemingly agreed on the principles, they
often meant different things by them. Thus all were sure to enumerate
justice, sceurity, order, and the gencral welfare among the proper ends
of state and government, and many would. add freedom and cqu:lllfy,
But they would interpret these idcals in various, often highly contradic-
tory, ways, from the most conservative to the most revolutionary mean-
ing.
The important point here is not that these questions were being
raised and discussed in political writings. They arc t'Oday and will al-
ways be. The point is that up to the end of the nincteenth century
writers in the field of political theory, or thC.thcory of the state, would
present their answers 45 scientific contributions on the same level as
other scientific contributions which they felt able to render.

2. Triumph and Tragedy of Twentieth-Century
Political Theory

Ar.ound the beginning of the twenticth century, however, method-
ologica] scruples began to interfere with this kind of argument. Schol—
1S became e generally aware of limitations in the naturc of science.
€ Principy] tools of science gua science, they found., were obscrvation
of facts, Measurement. and logical reasoning. Anything that could not
be dc{nc with such to,ols should not be presented under the prCFC{\SC
off being SCientific by be frankly put forward as the personal opinion
ZSS?:;Wfit T0r a5 3 piece taken out of a religious creed, or as a tentative
Alt}it)lon’ Or the like. hich tools
were Sc.u h there remained ample room ff)r debate on w ol o
they & cl)entxﬁc and whjc}, were not, what their proper use was,b‘ b
uld e refined and supplcmented or superseded by Detter
mCthods’ 4 myy edntercngntoward methodological awarencss has been

4



TRICMPH AND TRAGEDY

, . cnvre verre 1o saying too much
notable durmg the last fifty or sINty ')(.lls. [t s 1}(»( sx)m;_: t fmuct

‘ - methodological century in the social sciences.
that ours has become the meth oy ! N

. ‘ed to be of incalculable benefit in some respects,

This trend has proved to be ¢ ) X '

. «« drawbacks in others. The benefits were many. In-
but to imply grave drawbacks 1 deneht iy
I of indulging in the establishment of first principles a priori, the

. ) . .
stead ¢ S yroven but from which detailed postulates
validity of which was not f ] teth-century polition] o i

: been derived, twentieth-ce ohtical science grad-
had nevertheless been derived, t ‘tualitics. th: y-.} he disclos " s of
ually came to focus rescarch on actualities, t ut s, on t 1¢ disclosure o
facts and of their interrelations, bn‘smg its hndm.gs on p;m'lsmkmg ob-
scrvation and measurement, especially on a rapidly growing stock of
sertinent statistics. No greater revolution has ever taken place in the
ioutiﬂc work of scholars in the social sciences.

Scientific books as well as articles in Sk.?l.L‘lltlﬁC ]qurnals began to be
filled with examinations about the conditions of. life as th.cy.' actually
were, in industry, commerce and agriculture, in large cities, small
towns, and in the country—employment rmfl unemployment, wages
and hours, housing and food, slums and crime, wealth ;n'ul misery,

rowth and decay, competition and corruption, ete. They tried to fip
y ¢ . . R ]
ﬁut how government actually worked in all ;ts blram:usband on all
Jevels; how governmental offices were manned, what the ad\groun.d
(}{ c’n and women in public office was, what their mnterests and their
-~ tations were; how parties were run, campaigns financed, elections
N o ot b . : e eTen ] .
expec ulated, pressure groups organized, influence exercised; how con.

1puUls . N e de e ly.
n?a.n is and iimstituliOHS at home compared with those abroad; what the

ns . Waste -
o fiect of governmental efforts was and whalt the wasbte., and some-
net ¢ . I > for what was being dope

res there were g or

. . what alternatives t
times also,

anned. X at

plj& ccualitics were found to differ grcaFly frorg‘\:/\llled ilad been postu-
d under the old maxims. In generalizing 0 bfvcrc S;C . OFrl C>1<plam-
!atc hem no more than tentative hypotheses W chtifically ac.
ing thel . further observations. The trepq thus
ted, ever subject to tests by turth dogma as well as f
ceptth from “dogma”—from religious dOST d A8 trom dog.
ay Ir 1 n—an «
- a}”nz):tional tradition or of personal con\l’;céll? b Obn'to real
Vo Of cts were revealed that had not been br Bg o Public cong,
a . re. e
Ma? }llacforc either at all or in full measu bcing laid Ifncr
) . .
HCS! lisclosures often the foundation ;vas many § 1d0r Practical re.
dented progress en > SSpeaially i
s. Unprece : e of the
form f sof:)ial welfare in the broadest sens e tel‘l}l.
th(j&sf tc})lc same time, however, the new 1nsis As non seientific methods
ng. ow
had a negative effect of tremendous bearing Understood, ych

5
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methods did not enable a scientist to determine the superiority of any
ends or purposes over any other cnds or purposes in “absolute™ terms.
He could only examine their “relative” superiority as means in the
pursuit of other, ulterior or ultimate, purposes or ends. Wh‘Ch of
several antagonistic ultimate purposes Or ends were superior to the
others appeared to be beyond the scope of sc1cnt1f1c .dctcrmmaglon.
Therefore, what occurred was more than a mere shift in emphasis of
scholarly work; the new methods if strictly observed compelled scien-
tists to withdraw completely from all statements that expressed evalua-
tions and preferences in absolute terms and thus from all those ques-
tions that had played a dominant role in former writings—the “best”

orm, the “proper” ends and means of government, right and wrong,
good and evil, just and unjust.

Such topics, therefore, gradually disappeared from typical scientific
¢ssays. Unable to make scientific statements concerning them, con-
Sclentious scientists felt they had only the choice of cither abstaining
fro.m. offering such statements or forwarding them as merely personal
2511:11:;10{;5 or at l?cst as philosophical “speculation“s.” SCianiﬁi{lny, they
or vil uild thfelr analysis or research on some “assumption of goals

Ues; but in this case one assumption was scientifically as good as

: :)Ctll:cr, even though practical purposes or cnvironmcn.t might indu'cc

. “ola.r to accept one rather than the other as a worku:ng l}ypothcsxs.
twﬁnﬁef}:mntxﬁc Method” led automatically, at ic ’l’)cgmmng of the
Necessari] century, to “Scientific Value Relativism.” The two were
to Scien:; ¥ ted together; they were two aspects of t%le same approacl;
Chapger 5. See Chapters m and v on the theoretical problem, an

The , ‘.Zf{ the historical genesis.) 1 analvt | "
tiong 800:[1)1[) Increase in descriptive anf :mz(xl ytical scholarly Cclmtc;l 1:(;
8¢nery] , rought the good cfﬂ?cts o rlrim ern scientific metho S‘t]
drayy,) ( CcO8nition, Their negative impications, however, e atien
tfic vy ° valye judgments and consgqucntly the emergence C‘C?A
Fh“illg tl]ll lativism, were hardly noticed outside the acadcffilc “l'or.
sy, € first two decades of this century. If observgd at .31 3 gc atv-
Thy, ll.:dlculed as an ivory-tower pr oduct of no practical s18™ %ancc.
that Elmuc of attention was chiefly due to the historical Comcci cnce
€iples gy 199 a broad practical agreement on basic values an [;fl n};
Seemeq ¢ l‘)"tvailed in Western civilization. .Th.ls agrecmﬁf{t’ lW 1c
ciples ag, ,, - SVer expanding, included such important podtllcad_Pf{n‘
of man apq OHgOVemant should be based on respect for the cignity

reedom of conscience; that there should be independent
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2. TRIUMPH AND TRAGEDY

judges, equality before the law, no slaves, no torture, no crucl punish-
ment; that the principles of habeas corpus should give every arrested
person the right to be heard by a judge who could, if detention was not
warranted under the law, free him with or without bail; and that
science, art, and press must go uncensored. The doctrine that govern-
ment should serve the greatest happiness of the greatest number, too,
was generally accepted. What did it matter, then, that science did not
consider itsclf competent to buttress any of these basic principles,
generally recognized as they were ?

There happenced once more what had happened so often before in
the history of science—a chronological gap appeared between theory
and practice. Theory was twenty years ahead of the practical congse.
quences implied in it. The withdrawal of science from cthical value
judgments on purposes and mcans had established a scientific void.
While for some time this vacuum was filled by praFtlcal agreement,
such agreement was no longer scientifically necessary; it could no longer
be defended by science. Yet only after the First World War did ¢hs
fact dawn upon the amazed world. . .

At that time all the agreed-upon principles mentioned above yere
being abandoned one by one, first bY Communism (BOlSl}evism), next
by Fascism, then by National Socialism. {Xll three proclaimed that g
respect for individual persons should hinder the government from
doing what it considered good for the group—thc group meaning, tq
Communism, the toiling masses; to Fascism, the state; and to National
Socialism, the German Volk. No freedom of conscience, no Independ-
ence of judges, no equality l.)cforc the law, no principle of habeqs cor-
pus, no freedom of art, of science, and of the press were to be tolerageq
in opposition to official policy. Even torture, enslavement, crye] punish.
ment, and outright “liquidation” were proper means to Cnforc.e govern-
ment purposes in the service of ends thought to be db¢qeﬁc1al to the
group. Only one item in their creeds all three sceme ]Stlll to have ip
common with Western democracy—that governmi?nt should serye the
greatest happiness of the greatest number, or at feast of the greategt
number within the respective country. But Ct}mfnumsm, Fascism, and
National Socialism accepted this stan.dard ci_lntytllfll the senge that thej,
dictatorial governments were to decide w lﬁdedc greatest happiness
was and which minorities were to be €xC —the apitalists, gy,
liberals, the Jews, etc. Agreement on the essence of the Principle hyg

broken down. mong the apogt
There was no doubt, of course, a Postles of scientific
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method and scientific relativism that none qf the totali.ta.ri:m doctr;ncs,
including Marxism, had scientific proof for its own.‘«:al}lldlty (Sce Chap-
ter v). Yet under the severe standards of. twenticth-century lscncncc
none of them seemed to be subjch to sc1.cnt1ﬁg: (11§prf)of c1thcr3 ;ccausc
admittedly science could not verify ultimate prm;lplcs.of right and
wrong, of just and unjust. It appcarcd, thercfore, that science was un-
able to defend Western civilization by rcfcrcnc<.: to tfun(.lamcntnl prin-
ciples. Scholars could state whaF thf: necessary implications and Prol).
able consequences were of totalitarian value systems .whcn practically
applied by the government and supported with all its powers. T!my
could possibly predict also that cruel means f)f repression used against
opponents would not lead people to the happlncss.t'hcy had been prom.-
ised. Better use could have been made of these legitimate weapons than
was actually done (see Chapter x1). Yet even so, science as now under.
stood was not in a position to state in absolute terms, i.c., without refer-
ence to a specific value system, that the new creeds were to be con-
demned because they were “immoral,” “unjust,” and “evil”
Its inability morally to condemn Bolshevism, Fascism, or National
Socialism in unconditional terms was to become the

tragedy of twen-
tieth-centur y political science, a tragedy as deep as any that had cver
occurred before in the history of science. The personal fate of a con-
siderable number of modern scholars who had been foremost in ad-

vancing scientific methods and relativism illustra
Paradoxically, th

regimes, althoy
totalitarianjgm,

tes the dilemma.
ey were among the first victims of all three totalitarian

gh their teachings had weakened the defense again'st
in a world that had come to rely on science, Yet while
fccling unable

to disprove totalitarian value judgments with scientific
means, relativists equally refused to support these doctrines, And so they
had to go.

Under the impact of totalitarian experiences new methodological
controversies flareq up (see Chapters vir and viu). Yet they were not
able to overcome the tragic rift. Five years after Hitler’s ascendancy
10 power in Germany, the senior of the American philosophers, John
Dewey, sl Wrote: “Approach to human problems in terms Olf moral

lame ang moral approbation, of wickedness or righteousness, is prob-
ably the 8reatest single obstac’lc now existing to development of com-
petont methods i, the field of social subject-matter.”* Professor Hans
Kcl.sen, Austrian_bom refucee from Germany, where he had held.the
chair of pubj;, law o Cologgnc University, after his arrival in the United

Logi, The Theory of Inquiry, New York 1938, p. 495.

8
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3. POPULAR CONFUSION

States made it clear that he was “still a relativist.” * Albert Einstein,
creator of relativism in physics, but deeply religious and he, too, a
refugee from National Socialism, wrote in 1940, “If someone approves,
as a goal, the extirpation of the human race from the carth, one cannot

. . . .3
refute such a viewpoint on rational grounds.
3. Popular Confusion about the Nature of the Crisis

When asked what he regards as the crisis of scientific theory in the
ficld of politics within the twenticth century the average student is
likely to point to the antithesis between democracy and totalitarianism.
This answer would be quite correct if, at the time when the totalitarian
Joctrines arose, Western scicmiﬁ.c theory had supported the dem-
ocratic value system to the cylusmn of othcrs.. Actually, h.oxf'cvcr, as
has just been intimated and will be brough.t out in more detail in C\.\:\p-
ter vi, this was no lon.gmt the case. While most scholars who lived
under constitutionally limited fon.ns of government were most happy
to do so, the superiority of the ulumate democratic values over contra-
dictory standards was no longer su.ppo.rt.cd by them qua scientists, and
could not be under the rules of scw'nuhc method as now understood.
The democratic system of values 111'(}‘ allwothcrs h':\‘d become, scicn-
tifically spcaking, Fncrcly a “dogma,” an IdCOIOS% or—as Professor
Maclver called it in a.bqok lcr0\~:{1011 \\‘},th a prize by the American
Political Science Association '—a “myth. Whocever cl;umcq scientific

hority for his value system—cven for dcmocracy—.was scientificall
auth ». Support for value systems as such was considered beyond the
error: ce; critique was permitted only in the forn} of statements
predictable consequences or on 1ts logical Inconsistencics,

n .
reach of scien
on the system’s

if any- | crisis in Western scientific theory, therefore, is not to e

The rea he emergence of different ideologies, but mn what preceded
sought 10 lt)l bout two decades—the rise of the theoretical opinion t}, at
this evemﬁz choice between ultimate values can be made. That this

ientl : 1; :
mo | remained unnoticed by the general public when j¢ began in

ithdrawa . . nt on ultimat
w;(:‘riod of a far-reaching practical agreeme ¢ values apg of
a

itical Theory,” report an y found.-tay)
1, note 2 (letter to the chajry,, N

‘Bey ivism in Pol
cht, “Beyond Relativism in
Brech b

. 1 . -
* See 'Amfgcience Review, vol. 41 (1947) ll’ ‘f/
can P"l‘”c.” ‘ons, as quoted in Chal“’-‘f vi l""_ oW
later {)bUthE;::ostc;" wpreedom and Science,” in Rut
3 Albert ’
362. . cia
York 1940, P+ 3 ernment, New York 1947, espec
Y The Web o] Gore he democratic value system also.

d for t
9

Anmer;-

Kelsen's
anshen, ed.. Freedo .

L m, lts .\!canmg, New

Iy pp- 39 and 51

» Where the
See Chapter vy, ¢ term
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economic prosperity, and that only the ensuing crisis In practice became
a matter of universal consciousness when it followed many years lﬂt'Cli
in a period when both harmony of ideas and ccor-mor?llc‘ [Erospclmy },:K’
collapsed—all this is theoretically irrclevant. Even lc” act that n‘cl\x
systems of government, based on violence, were actually being ¢stab-

lished did not by itsel indicate a crisis in scientific theory; had theory
still offered abso]

ute standards under which the different po]ici?s could

be critically jUdgcd, there would have been just anoth.cr. clash In prac-
tical politics, But at the time when the battle was joined, Sc.lcnllﬁc
theory had ceageq to offer such standards, and the older theories had
!)ccomc suspec

U as not being scientific. This constituted the real crisis
1n theory, a5 distinct from the crisis in practice.

4. Professional Escapes
What, then, was the reaction of professional social scicntists when the
Crisis in theory revealed jtself in its full magnitude? As the totalitarian
govVernmen s smashed everything within reach that had been dear to
democrag;, traditions, the temptation was great indeed, and was widely
SucCumbeq to by tcac,hers of the social sciences, simply to deride scien-
¢ fﬁlativism and to brand it as a kind of obvious absurdity (sce
apter L Section 1). Derision, however, 1s no scientific argument.
I Justify > it must be .ossiblc to explain in scientific terms what the
c"°11' Was ang how thf methodological difficulties that had Jed to it
Coulqd be
. OVercome .
b ‘. eVolterg can be roughly dividc'd into two groups—thos.c who
Ve trie O get around scientific relativism without refuting it, and
N  have attemptred to refute it. In these introductory remarks
M dey); g on] w'ﬁl)p the first group, by far the larger one; the second
They 253t in g1 mmgin body Of this book (Chapters vy .,
Som, “Te are at leagt © mt ical routes of escape within the first category.
fro € are legig; ten }IIP as they are not used to divert attention
m the r Mate as long ibutes to luti I shall enu-
Mery, eal Prob] but none contributes to its solution.
be b em b o em, D ferences to later chapters where that may
pobful, " iely, adding re
& i
insery [ROst Usug) - is to ignore the problem. This, l‘f L may
2 vq) behavior 1 hort-h rization (see
Cha QUQ 3 as a short- and charactc .
Pler v« Judgment here eak without
a valy, j L Section 1), is unworthy of a scholar. O, to S{) 't
: u i it veils its very ex-
Istence, dgmcnt, it faj]s to solve the problem and jt veils yex

e have taken refuge in rcﬁgion' This is by no means uanrthy
g

10



4. PROFESSIONAL ESCAPES

of a scholar (sce Chapters v, Scction.4, and ::'nt?, provld.cd he do;s not
present his personal convictions as science. Yet in referring .to religion
we acknowledge our impotence to s.()l\'c"thc problem by science.
e ; “assumptions.” Well aware of the method-
A third group resorts to “assump val .
: ) ail themselves of the permission granted by sci-
ological problem, they avail thems . n \
: “ " the eminence of values which they actually
entific method to “assume” the ¢ : luc \
hold in highest esteem, as a “working hypothesis,” or to assume the pur-
101d 1n cSU CS p S S . ) 5
suit of thcfc values as a political fact, actually given ata certain place a.nd
time. Then they proceed in line with scientific requirements to cx\?mm.c
how these values can be materialized. A prominent 1ll.ustrat10n 1s
offcred by the late Charles Merriam who, in 1938;’ Pubhshcd a cel-
cbrated article on the “Assumptions of Democracy,”* and procecded
on the basis of his pronounced assumptions in .tl:ns and olthcr works
(see Chapter vi, Section 5). This is perfectly legitimate as{) ong as the
assumptions are stated as such, as they gcncral}yﬁwcrc y Mcrr.mm,
Yet it fails in controversies with adhecrents pf di §rcnc; assumptions;
isis i i ' ead as s ‘
the crisis in theory remains unresolved and raises its head as soop as the
debate shifts to the assumptions.
: : scape route of
In the neighborhood of this category 1;uml the . 1; o e o, fourt'h,
those who refer to “general agreement.” T ‘_C]fc “rrovc ) v;ligisscsfln
this approach. Agreement does not necessarily p . alidity of 5
i i iderable extent a history of erroneous
theory; human history is to a considera at doce mor 1oy
agreements.® At any rate, reference to agreemec . : Eo “help s
wghcrc there is no agreement, that is, in controversies wit gx.s.senters.
b
Others (hfth) refer to their country’s constitution “(;r lt‘ra gl.oﬂs or
to the historical traditions of Western c1v1llzat{on. ;lt Llln s area
they are able to engage in many scientifically Untlmllestc able ex:;mma_
tions and to make many scientifically correct sta ctr;l relz,v Zor:lc of great
importance otherwise but none that would pr Czc?cs nt argument
. . C .
in the debate with adherents of different pr 11‘1:1 lzst scholars, Tt
The sixth group includes many of our chscarch e ey seek
their asylum in the history of political ideas. e v IE) nhfesearch
cafllbc done, and statement can be piled upon s » O What Plato,

8. Sce also the remarks by

1 political Science Quarterly, vol. s3 (1938) p. 32 litical Theory"

ippincott at the Round-Table “Beyond Relativism in Po
L‘[;Pl.nc;)s ience Review, vol. 41 (1947) p. 479. £ the number of persopg who
Political Sci :ion does not gain validity because o N here of o pons

2up Prop?smo o, n. 4. “The general intellectual 3tmo/|\ oyl Cls always dcterminCd
Dewey, ljoglc, p- 4(’:]i2;h the opposing scholars agree,” F (.h : unco,n Kl °""fer-.Re[,ohm-O” "
by the views on W 4, p- 191. “Each generation cntncnzcls;/ o Y(::; assumptier wion of
:Sam“' Glfncocfslw\;le;itchcnd, Science and the Modff n (M‘;x wcbcr) 1925, p. 36. See also
::lp-‘!feg;s, tA.s I .Scction 7 (acceptance) and vi, Section 3 .
ow, Chapters 1,

1I
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Aristotle, St. Thomas, Locke, Roussead, Kant, Hegel, and a hundred
others of the great philosophers have thought about values and about

what science can do regarding them. Th.crc is no end of delight for
the scholar, and no end of discovery of rediscovery of deep observations,
penetrating arguments, appealing spcculatlons.. No relativity nced
tune down our statements about what others said and what their the.
ories were. Yet what we are then dealing with is Aistory—history of
ideas, and history of science; it is not scicnce unless we accept their
ideas as still scientifically valid today; and if we do so, it is our respon-
sibility to say how through the old ideas, and through which of them,
the present crisis in theory can be overcome. Otherwise we mercly
ignore the problem in a particularly sophisticated manner.”?

To many others (seventh group) the solution is very simple. Tt is a
democratic principle, they say, that on all political controversics the
fn?infitY must decide after free discussion through free clections; hence
1t 1s also up to the majority to decide on controversial values. Livin
1n the westernmost part of the Western world, we may be sold b()dﬂ
and soul on this principle; but we should be able to see that it docs n();
.tell the majority which values to prefer, and even less docs it hci ) ,
In a debate with people who reject the principle that majoritics shi)ulll(;
lgavc the final say on all values or on somc. Free clections and decision
tg;r: majority are among the most suc-ccssful d’cviccs ever invented

vent a crisis in theory from becoming onc in practice. Yet they

RO DOt resolve the former or necessarily prevent the latter. All three,

iC;llslsm (Kcrenski), Italy, and Germany, had been governed democrat-

An ). Oetore the totalitarian re8ime there arose, and so had Spain.

Ncient Athens, too, was a democracy bcforc. her fall.

. thers agaip (eighth) have C.hOSC“ to escape into the fields of biology,
ig’c‘fﬁiggé; and psy'choanalymi-ol?ztzz(rln :ftoastk}:cnig whlich .cvaluatio_ns
Ning § ¥ examine e Plth:)Od impressio N reorg begin
leadinrom inheritance and childi T Padv ns and repressions, and
gt o e s xS D s,
tific end:;mampulatlons- T1hlsnlc of great importlz:C ) Cgm;n 151:; llcln-.
made parﬁor’ of course, an¢ . this area duri nc; o ot th N
turyt g Cularly Jarge strides ! ng the twenticth ccn-

u ; 1s Us i imitati :
. Whenever this appr03Ch is used to veil the limitations that
« on thi . . h e
Great B 1S point Apq o witty attack on the wrong use made of the so-called
4 Cicﬂcc Rey: . 775 ff
ce ev ) pp- 7 ) .

Pp. Szﬁlfzflar(ﬁd D. ass\::,c‘l‘l’:svo" 48[ 1(r:984N SCO, Contemporary Political Science (Paris 1950,

") and Gabrig| A Al::gs:]‘s remarks at the Round-Table “Beyon

.

d Relativism in Politi-
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4. PROFESSIONAL ESCAPES

hamper science in its attempts to establish the ealidiry of value judg-
ments, it is detrimental to theory, and merely amounts to another re-
fined form of ignoring the crisis. So many people, even of scholarly
reputation, have succumbed to this conf.usion between a theory’s origin
or genesis and its validity that I may insert here two drastic illustra-
tions as an antidote. In a doctoral examination, the candidate had
given the name of Lenin among ten political philosophers on whom
he proposed to be examined. When I asked him, “Why did Lenin
think it impossible to carry through socialism with democratic means
in the Western sense, that is, by free elections and majority decisions ?”
he answered that what had made Lenin think in terms of dictatorship
was the fact that his brother had been hanged by the Czar; this event
warped his thinking in the direction of radicalism. When I tried to
induce the candidate to distinguish between the psychological gencsis
of Lenin’s theory and its content and validity, he repeated his answer
with incrcasing emphasis. But, then, ss it possible to carry through
socialism with purely democratic means, or not? (Sce Chapter xi1
below.) The other illustration is fictitious. Supposc a young astronomer
ublishes a theory according to which there must be a star at some
lace indicated by him. It may be fully in accordance with truth whep
ou say that he went in for astronomy only because he loved , airl
who did not like businessmen but wanted a husband with more lgfty
interests. But this biographical contribution does not refute his theory.
What about that star? Is it there, or not? You d9 not refute a map’s
theory by telling me stories about his nurse, or his father, or his girl.
It is as elementary as that; still, this type of argument Crops up time and
again in scientific writings, and even more $O 1N teaching.®
Then there is the large (ninth) group of those who refer for know].
edge of values to “intuition.” In our context thS AMOUNS to an escape
unless the scholar either admits the impossibility of dergonsuating
the validity of one intuition over against the other—then it does not
help us resolve the crisis in theory, but keeps usdat least aware of jr__
or shows how that demonstration can be effected. Much more wi]j pe
said of this approach later on (see Chapters 11, lSectlon 5, imd VL, vir),
Finally (tenth), there remains the most popu_fa_r escape: “from theory
to practice.” There can be no quarrel with 1t 1f 1t means only thar we
_— . _ ; this as an escape .
oy P A eganding Lasowel st blow, ChIPIT Vi nd g 35 Do,

: sons: ' de him vitriolic, Rousseay’ .
8 Other illustrations: Marx's carbuncles ma S constricted bladder

i i’ lains The Prince (Hac)
i herent, Machiavelli’s bad temper exp . ] acker, op.;
made him less cohe ection 6, below on Julian Huxley's Euoluftonary Ethics, » Op.cit., p. 777).
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INTRODUCTORY

should not lose valuable time on theorctical squabbles when we have
urgent practical goals before us on which we are agreed and in the
pursuit of which we can use available knowledge to good effect. But
even then we are applying theory. Practicc, unless it starts helplessly
from scratch, is applied thceory. Just as the buildir}g of a.bridgc or of
an atomic pile s applicd mathematics and physics, so is any act of
government applied political theory, although the t}.lcory,- mstead of
being well prepared in advance, is often rather clumsily bc1.ng formed
while we are going ahead. The better our 'thcor).', th.c better it is f().r our
Practice (see Section 6 below). The decisive objection, howcvc'r, 1S an-
other one. Practice presupposcs 2 goal but docs not tell us wbxch goal
to choose-building bridges, constructing atom bombs, cffecting more
cquality rather thap preserving liberty, or vice versa, ctc. It does not,

erefore, resolve the crisis in theory regarding goals. .

Many illustrations of all these types of escape could be given, and
some will be found o subsequent chapters. The crucial test s always
reached whep e Jeave the arca of agreement among persons with
similar convictions and proceed to an actual or anticipated debate with
Persons whe i good faith cling to different convictions. What scicntific
U8UmeNt fs left g jn such controversics’ No complacent restatement
Of our OWn convictions among pcoplc with an‘lllar pcersuasions 1s—
Whateye, clse it may be—a contribution to political thcory.

5. Philosophy, Science, and Theory

“tg'hc tWentieth-century use of the terms “philosophyz” “science,” and
. S3eory” §s not definitely settled. It could not be, prcc1scl'y because the
Crrelation between philosophy; science, and .thcgry is onc of the
dmenty] problems in the present crisis qf scientific thinking.
This i not to say that there is complete dls.agrccmcnt about the use
Th € three terms, I several respects there is no argu‘r‘nent :}b,c:ut it.
U3, “theory” s always used to designate attempts to “explain” phe-
Nomen, especially when that is done in gcpcral and abstract terms (see
‘:;El)fn ix B), It iZ wuitc usual also to admit that theor)f may be “scien-
foﬁo or “IlOi\SCicnt?ﬁc” according to whether or not sc1cngﬁ§ rules are
“OV:::-  What thege ryles are is highly controversial, but it 1s not con-
&‘Qorizlillg. t there 35 5 difference between scientific and nonscientific

nt,

In - ‘ ’
in thzxplm’““g phenormena a theory may refer to some general “law,’
“ehise “’egula?:ity » or to several such laws. These laws may

b

Ve b . .
een dlscovercd carlier, the theory merely referring to them as
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5. PHILOSOPHY, SCIENCE, THEORY

known; or the theory may consist of the suggestion that some pre-
viously hidden general law explains the respective event. In the latter
case, the suggested law may need further corroboration, of course. New
theories often combine references to long-established laws with the
suggestion of some additional law.

Thercfore, a “theory” is never a “law™; it refers to laws and may
suggest the existence of additional laws, but it is not itself a law. It
may try to “cxplain” a law, of course; but if that is the intention the
theory must refer to some more genceral law. Exactly speaking, a law
can never be deduced directly from a theory; it can be deduced only
from a more general law offered in a theory.!

Conversely, a “law” is not a “theory™; it is, rather, a “fact,” namely,
the fact that certain constituent facts or factors are always associated
or, in a less strict sense of the term “law,” that they are associated “as
a rule” or “generally.” In again another sense, to be considered later,
the term may be meant to refer to a legal, moral, aesthetic, or procc;
dural “norm.”

Just as there is general agreement that not all theory is necessarily
scientific, so there is agreement that not everything scientific is neces.
sarily theoretic. Observation and description of facts, important steps
in science, are not theory, since they do not explain facts. Even whep
carricd on under some definite theory about the manner in which
they should be handled in order to lead to scientifically useful results,
they do not in themselves constitute theory. Whether every statement
of facts can be called “science” is questionable; yet whenever factual
research is done with the intent of contributing to our knowledge of
the universe, it may be “scientific” in character without being “tle.
oretic.” This, too, is not controversial. .

As regards philosophy, there is agreement that it deals with ideas
about world, men, and God, and also that thf: term has had many
different meanings in the history of ideas. Or?gmally Its meaning wag
all-inclusive and coextensive with that of science. From its classical
beginnings, however, the term philos.()phy' implied a universalistic
reference. Every theory, as we have salq, tries to expl:u.n something,
Philosophy tries to explain, not something but everything e uni-
verse, the macrocosmos and the microcosmos. It examines not only what

' Norman Campbell, What Is Science? 1921, Dover Publ., New York 1952, pp. 8. o1, formu.

.,
lates incorrectly when he says that every theory m“-‘st be .53Chh dll:;t the laws which it i devised
to explain can be deduced from it.” The words “from it” should read; «g the lawg whbizh

it suggests."
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js but also what ought to be, or ought to be done, or to be approved.

It is not limited to the physical world but entitled and cven supposed
to meditate also about metaphysical questions. Nor is it ‘imiu'(.\ by the
rules of prccstablishcd scientific proccdurc, or by the requirements
of exact proof, but it is entitled ‘““} cven supposed t{) engage in }‘pccu\n-
tion beyond the reach of obscrvat\ona\ tests. All this has remamned the
generally accepted meaning of the term.

This is not to say, on the other hand, that philosophy deals only in
speculations. Inquirics in

to the possibility, the conditions, and the
limitations of knowledge have been considered part of philosophy at
all times. More cspcciany, the most exacting scientific disciplines of

logic and methodology have always been regarded as its legitimate
subjects.

There i1s, finally, agreement thi}t philosox{hv, in§0far as '\F tries 1o ex-
plain phenomena, is theory, and msc?fa.r as it applics scientific methods
is science. The trouble begins when it is asked whether everything that
philosophy does is science, and cvery theory i't produces s scientific
theory. Originally the three terms were usgd }ntcfchﬂl‘!gﬂ\b\% Today
they are no longer, at least not by the majority of twcnticth-ccmur‘y
scholars. )

The decisive change did not occurin fhc meaning of cither theory
or philosophy but in that of science, Whlc}l in the course of time be-
came ever more cxacting. The details of this development are the topic
of the first two chapters of this book. H€r§ i.t may suffice to note that
the more exacting the demands for precision and control grew in
science, the more did it become Necessary to dxstmggish between science
and philosophy. Philosoph}l could, of course, continue to remain per-
fectly scientific in the Jimite

d sense that its speculations did not con-
flict with the results of sci€n<® that all its reasoning proceeded logically,
that inconsistencies Were avoided, that in support of the argument ob-
servations were referred € .and 0 fEOrth. Yet it could no \ong?r stay
only scientific without giving itself up, so it scemed. To live on

it must go beyond what today We call science.” .
This entire de velopmcnt’ it is true, led to two antagonistic cross-
currents of thought Some scholars, like Edmund Husserl, tried to

: i instance, W. Ernest Hocking in his ren .
1 was in line wi ideas whe? for g 1 TS narkable book,
Science and t}xecl;v;;ho;uz;:éd?hnpcl Hill 1944, P-4 rccommcml'cd a “)urfsdlclmn;\l agrecment.
Science withdraws from making ass¢ri%"" about the whole of things, admits that its knowledge
does not reach the whole, adding 19 pﬂfc‘“hcscs a doubt whether ‘the whole' is a knowable ob-
ject. Rc\igion ([ogcthcr Wilh ph“OSO

phy) I'CSPOHdS“that it is just the whole of things which is—
i1 may put it that way—its special province - -
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6. IMPORTANCE OF THEORY

make philosophy more fully “scientific” (see Chapter 1x, Section 6).
Others, like Maritain and Vocgelin, proposed to do the opposite,
namely, liberate science from its narrow rules and make it “phil-
osophic” once more, so as to include metaphysics (sce Chapter VI,
Scction 3). Both of these movements, however, run clearly counter to
the use of the terms philosophy and science as it prevailed in the first
half of this century, and continues to do.

From what has been said it follows regarding political questions
that political philosophy, political theory, and political science are no
longer interchangeable terms as they were in the past. Sometimes, as
in university curricula, the term political science is still used in a \;ery
general sensc to cover all three. Yet when used specifically, with the
emphasis placed on science and on distinction from philosophy, polit-
ical science now refers to efforts limited by the use of scientific methods,
in contrast to political philosophy, which is free to transcend these
limits.

Likewise, political “theory,” when opposed to political “philosophy,”
now is usually meant to refer to scientific theory only, in distinction
from political philosophy. Any speculative thesis that is proposed by
political philosophy can be made part of (scientific) political theory
only as a “working hypothesis,” an auxiliary tool in the scientific kit,
and not—or not yet—as a piece of scientific knowledge (see Chapters

11, Sections 6 and 7, and v, Section 3).
6. The Importance of Theory

To spcak of theory contemptuously, or at least ironically, is a habjt
so widely spread that the brief remarks inserted on this matter in Sec.
tion 4 call for elaboration. . .

The relation between practice and theory 1S well indicated in the
popular saying that we learn best through “trial .and error.” Trial is
practice; error refers to theory. When a theory miscarries in practical
trials it needs correction, and the proverbial maxim supposes that we
do correct it and do not act a second time under the same erroneqys
lied before. Frequently we come to thlnk, after oyr
litical field, for example, after trying out 3 ey

clectoral system—that we might well have avoided the error frop, the
outset had we invested a bit more 9f hard thl_n}tlng before the trial
In matters of no great consequence trial may facilitate theoretica] think:
he attainment of desired results. But where 2 per

ing, and accelerate the : b
son’s, or a nation’s, entire fate is at stake, or where the Negotiation, of .
17
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INTRODUCTORY

second trial meets with great practical difficulties—as, for instance, in
the case of electoral systems, where, in order to get the erroncous theory
corrected, the representatives elected und?r the first trial must be per-
suaded to change the system under which they had bcc:n .clcctcdﬁ.
there is no justification for the postponcrr’l,cnt of better thinking until
after the trial. The price of “trial and error” may then become too b
and even prohibitive. ) C ) )

It is often believed that theoretical th!11k1ng s an wory-tower affair
that flourishes only under luxury condlt.xon's and that Ollr.p()llllca.l foces
care little for theory. Rather thc.o’pposnc Is true. As an illustration it
is well worth quoting from Stalm.s.]ccturcs of 1924 on The Founda.
tions of Leninism which, anti-Stalinist pr.oc]amatlons 1n other spheres
notwithstanding, have remained the basic Cllommumst statement op
the importance of theory to the present day.

Some think—thus Stalin begins }.us chapter on Theory—th
ism signifies the supremacy of practice over tl:ncqry, in the sensc that th
chief thing is the translation of Ma.rx1st Ermcnplc§ Into the realm of
fact, the “fulfillment” of these principles. “My business here,
tinues, “is to show that this view is U_tt‘ifly wronghe
out of touch with the world of rca]lfy. The endeaver of ‘practical’
Persons to have no truck with ‘theories’ runs counter ¢ the whole
spirit of Leninism and is a great danger to our cause.”

gh,

at Lenip.

" he con-
aded. Tt s quite

Of course, theory out of touc}} W.ith r<3V01utif>nary practice is like
a mill that runs without any grist, just as practice
unless revolutionary theory throws llg}.lt on the
becomes the greatest force in the workmg-cl;}ss m
Is inseparably linked with rcvolutlonary' practice: f
€an give the movement confidence, guidance, ay
the inner links between events . . .

gropes in the dark
path. But theory
ovement when it
or it, and iz alone
understanding of

He quotes Lenin, who said again and' again:

tionary theory, there cannot be a revolutionary moyemen.
) . .

New better thap any one else the immense import

, ance of theory. . . |
As far back 44 1902, foreseeing the special role of our Party, he thought
it ’

Necessary tq, point out that ‘Only a party gujded by an advanced
. "3
theory €an act a5 5 vanguard in the fight.
1
Reprinteq in 8oth Congress, 2nd g
House p ¢ No. 619, )
:c I;Q 5 ommitt?c o:c;::;r;n Affairs, “The Strategy and py,
P; 7 f. Ttaljcs not in the original.

L .
sy Works, Russian ed,, vol. 5, p- 133
‘4., p. 136,

“Without a revolu-
”2 “Lenin

ession (Report of Subcomm.i't-
ctice of World Communism"’)
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6. IMPORTANCE OF THEORY

The immense importance attached by Lenin to theory is perhaps
best shown by this, that he himself undertook the great task of
generalizing . . . the main achievements of science since the days
of Engels . . .

Stalin then lashes out against those who think in terms of what he
calls the “theory of spontancity,” that action must be left to spontancous
reactions of the people without a preconceived theory. He calls this the
theory of opportunism. “It is the theory of those who underestimate
the importance of the thinking clements, the theory of those who cling
to the tail instead of leading.” (The Russian text uses the word
“hvostism,” 1.c. “tailism,” instead of the last words.)

In reading this praise of theory, let us make no mistake. Marx and
Lenin did believe in their own theories! So, at least to a certain extent,
did Stalin; and so did Hitler and Mussolini. If their theories are not
correct, scientists must say why, and fight them with better theorics,

The apocalyptic Armageddon will be, in the first place, a battle of
theorics.

The dislike many persons feel for theories as “impra'ctical" must
be distinguished from an entirely different kind of aversion based on
the confusion between scientific theories and mere propagandistic
ideologies, in the sense of constructs framed for thc purpose of driving
the masses in the direction which their leaders wish them 'to take. It is
quite wrong to dismiss all theorics of our opponents as 1dcolog.ics in
this sense. Faced with a propagandistic ideology we may ask scriously
whether it is effective, but as a rule not whether 1t is correct. \Yhm

faced with a scientific theory, however, thc.ﬁrSt question for science
is whether that theory is correct, i.e. scicnt%ﬁcz-lny warranted or not.
If it is not, the next function of the scient}st 1s tO0 oppose 1t with g
better theory. To meet an incorrect theory with a Corrclct One 1s a proc-
ess very different from that of mccting one pffgagar‘(ba Wltil another.
We may, of course, entertain some SClCllFlﬁC tuoi‘ty a out.lt 1€ type .OE
propaganda that will best attain the desired rfc?iliss sort will fail in i

purpose. Yet the propagandistic ideology as su meant to be 4
ienti eory.

SCI’;‘?lt;ﬁvf/otrl;{s O)E Lcnin.an.d Stali{l are indCCdf a tbifnd of scie.ntiﬁc the.

ories and propagandmtlc ideologies. But the ;Cd tmt much in thep, is

schemed merely to manipulate the masses l © confoun

should not lead us to ovcr.look the undc:rly.mf.,{1 t ldeones that

to be scientific and in which the communist ieaders them e

I9

d themieg
are meant
lves do of
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019 Dejeve. While science cannot refute the propaganflistic super-
Structure, only expose it as such, it can rc.futc the underlying scientific
theoaries to the extent that they arc invalid. . .
To illustrate, Leninism rests ON tWo t\\corct\‘ca\ contentions, bothy of
which are meant 1o be scientfic but are saientifically unwarranted
when examined with twentieth-century scientific methods. The one i«
the old Marxian doctrine that 2 definite historical course of cvents
is necessary and inescapable, anq that -it .will include—as a consequence
of capitalistic exploitation and .1mpcnahsm—thc collapse of cconomic
systems based on free enterprisc and their subscquent succession by
socialist systems; the other—in its extreme form Lenin’s own addition
—is that it is impossible to achieve a socialist system and to carry it
through, with the means of free elections and parliamentary govern-
ment. A truly scientific theory will admit that certain dangers are
inherent in the system of free enterprise and that its failurc in the course
of history is “possible” and even “probable” unless effective action
1s taken to meet these dangers; but will not maintain that its complete
elimination in the course of history will necessarily and inescapably
occur, as radical Marxism teaches. Again, it is good theory to state
that a parliamentary democracy will meet with new problems if it
tries to carry through fullfledged socialism with non-totalitarian
methods; but not that it is “impossible” to solve them without recourse
to totalitariap means, as Lenin teaches. These questions will be dis-
cussed more thoroughly in Chapters v, Section s, and xi.

Conversely, science can predict a number of undesired effects which
.thc.CSpOuSal of totalitarian value systems and their pursuit with total-
ltarian means is bound to entail, and also that certain ends envisaged
by Communism cannot be reached by totalitarian dictatorship (Chap-
ter xir). Finally, science can construct plans better capable of reaching,

Or at least approximating, some of the desired effects.

It is the function of the political theorist to see, sooner than others,
d to analyze, more profoundly than others, the immediate and the
POtFntial problems of the political life of society; to supply the practical
Politician, well in advance, with alternative courses of action, the fore-
seeable consequences of which have been fully thought through; and
1° 59Pply him pog oply with brilliant asides, but with a solid block of

“\()’V";’ll:ige on which to build. . . ¢
. politica] theory performs its function well, 1t 1s one o th.c most
Important weapons in our struggle for the advance of humanity. To
imbue people with correct theories may make them choose their goals
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s PLAN OF THIS BOOK

s

and means wiscly so as to avoid the roads that end in terrific disap-
pointment. Illustrations of the importance of theory will be multiplied

in further chapters.
=. The Plan of This Book

If we want fully to utilize the resources and potentialities of science
for enlarging our knowledge and deepening our wisdom-of-action in
political affairs, and in so doing to overcome the handicaps with which
political science like any other branch of the social sciences is saddled
by the severe postulates of scientific as distinct from nonscientific ap-
proaches, we must first fully understand these postulates, learn to look
at them without exaggeration and without emotional blindness, care-
fully examine the arguments pro and con, resolutely evade escapism
in all its forms, and finally weigh what we find on our scientific Pe-
gasus’ back, and cannot remove. Legitimate interest in the negative
side of the matter should not permit our attention to be diverted from
the great positive contributions scientific political theory is able to
render to the practical needs of human society.

This volume is divided into four major parts, the first and the last
systematic in treatment, the sccond historic, and the third polemic.
Part One, more voluminous than the others, is to lay the cornerstone
of the entire enterprise. In a systematic manner it presents, logically
intertwined, the theories of Scientific Method (Chapters 1 and 1), of
Scientific Value Relativism (ur) and of Justice (v). A good deal of
what it includes is, or should be, common property today of advanced
students in cither the social sciences or in philosophy, but rarely is so
of students in one of these ficlds alone. The integration here attempted
may, therefore, be welcome not only to bcginne.rs. But Fherc is more in
these four chapters than information otherwise available and cop-
veniently put together. I hope to have, in each of them, shed new light
on some of the fundamental questions thc:rc treated. Moreover, a5 a

gratifying reward for the systematic handling extended to the whole

and for the logical consistency in its pursult, a number of sjg.

area . |
fruit from a tree ip Septem.

nificant results fall into our laps like ripe
ber. New buds too can be seen sprouting forth.

The systematic discussion is iptcrruptcd in Part Two, which, presents
the historical genesis of twcntleth-Fc.ntury.SClCI}Flﬁc Mcthod~and of
its offspring, Scientific V:aluc Relat1v1srq—ln politics ang jUSticc, wich
o examine precursors in the nineteenh century and

one chapter (V) t .
s in the twentieth; the other (v1), the rise and sprend

parallel movement
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did believe. While science cannot refute the propagandistic super-

structure, only expose it as such, it can refute the underlying scientific
theories to the extent that they arc invalid.

To illustrate, Leninism rests on two theorctical contentions, both of
which are meant to be scientific but arc scientifically unwarrante
when examined with twenticth-century scientific methods. The one 1S
the old Marxian doctrine that a definite historical course of events
is necessary and inescapable, and that it will include—as a consequence
of capitalistic exploitation and imperialism—the collapse of cconomic
systems based on free enterprise and their subsequent succession by
socialist systems; the other—in its extreme form Lenin’s own addition
—is that it is impossible to achieve a socialist system and to carry 1t
through, with the means of free clections and parliamentary govérn-
ment. A truly scientific theory will admit that certain dangers are
inherent in the system of free enterprise and that its failure in the course
of history is “possible” and even “probable” unless effective
is taken to meet these dangers; but will not maintain that its complete
elimination in the course of history will necessarily an inescapably
occur, as radical Marxism teaches. Again, it is good theory to state
that a parliamentary democracy will meet with new problems if it
tries to carry through fullfledged socialism with non-totalitarian
methods; but not that it is “impossible” to solve them without recourse
to totalitarian means, as Lenin teaches. These questions will e dis-
cussed more thoroughly in Chapters v, Section 5, and xu1.

Conversely, science can predict a number of undesired cflects which
the espousal of totalitarian value systems and their pursuit with total-
itarian means is bound to entail, and also that certain ends envisaged
by Communism cannot be reached by totalitarian dictatorship (Chap-
ter xr). Finally, science can construct plans better capable of reaching,
or at least approximating, some of the desired effects.

It is the function of the political theorist to see, sooncr than others,
and to analyze, more profoundly than others, the immediate and the
potential problems of the political life of society; to supply the practical
politician, well in advance, with alternative courses of action, the fore-
seeable consequences of which have been fully thought thr.ougll; and
to supply him not only with brilliant asides, but with a solid block of
knowledge on which to build.

_ When politica] theory performs its function well, it is one of the most
Important weapons in our struggle for the advance of humanity. To
imbue people with correct theories may make them choose theijr goals

action
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and means wiscly so as to avoid the roads that end in terrific disap-
pointment. Illustrations of the importance of theory will be multiplied

in further chapters.
7. The Plan of This Book

If we want fully to utilize the resources and potentialities of science
for enlarging our knowledge and deepening our wisdom-of-action in
political affairs, and in so doing to overcome the handicaps with whicl
political science like any other branch of the social sciences is saddled
by the severe postulates of scientific as distinct from nonscientific ap-
proaches, we must first fully understand these postulates, learn to look
at them without exaggeration and without emotional blindness, care-
fully cxamine the arguments pro and con, resolutely evade escapism
in all its forms, and finally weigh what we find on our scientific Pe-
gasus’ back, and cannot remove. Legitimate interest in ic negative
side of the matter should not permit our attention to be diverted from
the great positive contributions scientific political theory is able tq
render to the practical needs of human society. )

This volume is divided into four major parts, the first .and the last
systematic in treatment, the second historic,'and the third polemic,
Part One, more voluminous than the others, 1s to lay the cornerstone
of the entire enterprise. In a systematic manner 1t presents, logically
intertwined, the theories of Scientific Mctho(} (Chapters 1 and 1), of
Scientific Value Relativism (1) and of Justice (1v). A good deal of
what it includes is, or should be, common prc?pcrty today of advance(
students in cither the social sciences or 1n p.lnlosopl'ly, but rarely is so
of students in one of these ficlds alone. The integration here attempted
may, therefore, be welcome not only to bcginnc.rs. But ’tlhgle 1S more iy
these four chapters than information othcrwmel avai 11 ci and con.
veniently put together. T hope to have, in each of t1cr{n, ;{16( new light
on some of the fundamental questions there Uc'“tc‘]- | ?recivcr, as a
gratifying reward for the systematic !1aq(111ng Ck;:n;c;uobhe w1191c
area and for the logical consistency in its RUYfSUn; t mber of sig-
nificant results fall into our laps like ripe fo;: rom a tree in Septepy.
ber. New buds too can be seen sprouting for tP. T .

The systematic discussion is 1ptcrruptcd lﬂs ii ntiﬁwoﬂ,{Wthh Presents
the historical gcncsfs of twentieth-century >¢ oliti c etl}Od.‘and of
its offspring, Scientific Vfaluc Rclatlvxsrrf——ltltll aninCCtS and Justice, wipy
one chapter (v) to examine prc.cursorls mthcr (v flent}'l Century ang
parallel movements in the twentieth; the o > the rise apq Spreag
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of Scientific Value Relativism in Europe and America in this century.

This, to my knowledge, is the first comprehensive narrative of what

happened, and when, why, and how it happened; I believe it fills a vital

need and should do away with many unsubstantiated legends.

Part Three is devoted to critique, and to the critique of critique. It
deals with the revolt against scientific abstinence in questions of valya.
tion, one chapter (vi1) examining methodological objections, the other
(vir) political top values that have been offered as scientifically estay.
lished by contemporary writers. Here the preceding systematic apg
historic groundwork leads to concrete results.

Part Four resumes the systematic treatment on a different planc. Tt
reconsiders questions that have generally been discarded in twenticth-
century scientific literature as metaphysical or transcendental. Yet it
trics to deal with them on a strictly scientific basis. The initial chapter
(1x) probes more deeply into the question of factual, as distinct from
logical, links between Is and Ought, such as are intimated by alleged
voices speaking from without (revelation) or within (conscicnce).
The next (x) pursues the idea that there may be universal and invar.
iant ideas of justice; the following (x1) singles out for separate treat-
ment the interrelation between justice and truth; another (xt1) deals
with the category of “impossibility,” or rather limited possibility; and
the last (xmr) is a reminder of the latent alternative with which we are
confronted in science no less than in our private lives and political de-

cisions—the existence or nonexistence of God.

In distributing the vast material over the four parts I have not been
too pedantic. Thus some of the most practical questions—impossibil-
ities, genuine or jmaginary, in the argument between democracy and
totalitarianism—are handled within the “metaphysical” part (Chapter
xi), because they are closely interwoven with other matters there dis-
cussed, _

A summary of Results, with concluding rcﬂcctioqs, tc.rminatcs this
volume. A sequel, still in its carly stages of preparation, is planned to
handle specific topics in a more systematic manner than could be done

ere, where many of them are touched upon (see Subject Index) but
merely in the incidental context of general theoretical problems. The

OHOW-up volume’s first part, tentatively r.lumbcrec.i Part Five to indicate
the unity of the whole plan, is to examine the rival forms of goyern-
ment. Part Six is to dea] with power, rights, goals, and. techniques, in-
©.UdIng masses, parties and elites, revolution a‘nd resistance, equilib-
11um, order, and general welfare; Part Seven, with government organ-
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ization, federalism, public administration and burc.aucracy: and Part
Eight, finally, with sovereignty, international orgamzntlon,.and fvorld
government, | shall accastonally refer to the scheduled continuation as
“sccond volume™ or “vol. 2.” . o

Pending complction of the second \'olum.c-—.in view (?f the Possn}n!tty
that completion may not be granted me within my quickly sllortcnmg
lifespan— may be permitted to refer in Appendix a to some of my
published writings that deal with subjects rclcgntcd' to the later book.
Although some of these publications concern spccnﬁc areas 0“1}',.311
have been written with a view to the general theoretical r}ﬂd practn@l
problems involved, and have utilized a broad comparative material.
And all have followed the mcethods expounded in the present book.

A few remarks should finally be added on the literature. This \'olun.xc
is not meant to replace a comprehensive bibliography of the social
sciences. Some chapters, especially vi and sections of vir and Vi, try
to cover all important contributions up to the point where they be-
come repetitious. Others, however, in particular those in the systematic
parts, have been purposively limited to a highly selective treatment of
literature; gencrally only a fC}v rcprcscn.tati.vc authors have bccn. chosen
for a more cxtensive dlscus:ﬂon, and citations have been restricted to
writers who originated the ideas and.to a few of .thc most recent con-

ibuti To do more would have uuc.rfc.rcd with the primary pur-
tributions — ould have made it impossible to preserve con-
pose of the book. It‘ v‘Ol“d rould have delayed completion beyond
inuity of presentation and woulc ' .
unutty o 1 book or article has not been mentioned
reason. The fact that some boo Ter it of '

indicate, therefore, that T consider it of minor quality,
does not at all indicate, T lthough the latter may have hay
or even that I have not np\u i1 sections where I deal with questia.
pened, of course, anﬁ especially o v life work. Appendis o .
that have not been in the .focus.o y * without disturbing the (v,
lements the references given in thcftclxc,book
of the argument in the main body o ;; American book, if any, hag o
As mentioned in the preface, no ma  Within the entire
d under the title Political Theory- St range of
appcarc literature only two smaller studies that bear this labe) have
Western 11 knowlcdgg uite different from mine in scope and desi n
come {0 itten by a égtisllcr the late Professor Guy C. Fielq of th (;_
Th? one wré Bristol, an author’ity on Plato, starts out from 3 |,
Umve{Slty ; litical tl’leorics from Plato to Rousseau and the Uy
analysis of %Od: chapters of great democratic acumen compme
sa:ied;efnd?e traditional topics (London 1956 297 Pp.). The
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the Dutch professor of public law at the University of Leiden, R. Kra.
nenburg (tr. by R. Borregaard, London 1939, 268 pp.), is more system.
atic in structure. Good as the two essays are otherwise, both hande
chiefly specific problems of a type here referred to the second volum,
where their contributions must be duly discussed. Neither gives mor;
than a few incidental remarks to the foundations of scientific politica]
theory to which this book is primarily devoted. The authors escape f ro;1
these issues via Route One (ignoring them), Three (making moral gy, 11
political assumptions), Six (history), or Ninc (intuition). Withip, tl:'
narrow space of their books they could hardly have acted X

: . differe
To do that requires a full-size volume, ly.
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CHAPTER I
THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD: FACTS AND LOGIC

1. The Mecaning of Scientific Method

(2) SURVEY OF SCIENTIFIC ACTIONS

HE term “scientific method” can be used in more than one

sense. In its broadest meaning it sets off any method that is

considered “scientific” from any other that is considered “non-

scientific,” without indicating what makes it such. When used
this way the term designates a problem—the problem of what is scien-
tific—rather than an answer to it.

In its more specific sense, however, the term refers to a d‘eﬁn.ifc
type of method. Hereinafter, when so pscd, thc? words SClL‘l‘ltl.hC
Mcthod” will be capitalized. There still remain. two  alternative
possibilitics. Scientific Mcthod may be cqnsxdcrcd the c.)nly. method
that can claim to be scientific, all others being called Lln.SCIL’I.ltlﬁC; or it
may be singled out only because it is well Flcﬁncd and scientific beyond
doubt, without the claim that it is necessarily the only scientific method.
These alternatives will be taken up at the cn.d of Chapter 1. '

Universitics 1n English-spcakipg countrics havF long dcal‘f with
subjects other than the natural sciences under t?c tllth ?f arts ( 1.1bcr.;11
arts”) rather than sciences. Scientific Mctl;qu tllcrc ore, 1carr‘ms in
Eng]ish some connotation of methods used 1n Gt 1€ natura sciences,
which, for instance, the literally corrcspopdl?g ' ex:}nan t:rm wissen-
schaftliche Methode would not.nccessarlly‘ /1.1\;.! e;/O ;ubgest llt one
would have to speak of naturwzm’mrc‘lza/flllfJ 1e o Itlol 16‘ (method of
the natural sciences) ; but then there wouldr (':tlm osn{l illteadmtl:re con-

notation or suggestion; it would be expict thﬁe the‘E 1t- llat the

method is actually used in the natural S'cwnccs’d“qdditio nglish term

is broad enough to allow for adaptations ancst}on o nSl appropriate

to other subject matter. In other words, the qgcientiﬁ 11\6/; ler ele.mems
not used in the natural sciences may enttirc Englishc ethoq in the
social sciences is not entirely prejudged by ;V}et/zode term, as it woul
be by the German naturwz:semclza/ftlzc/zc’f scicntiﬁ.c "

To begin a book on tl.lc foundations l0 e o %o_ltlc:fll theory in
the twentieth century with a theoretica athisy metl dcwntlﬁc Method
is justified not only on the ground thatcral ther o has dominateq
scientific work;; it is advisable also for sev 3005, Tt proyides
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

us with a clearly defined model of scicntific operations, and with yp_
ambiguous terms of reference for any basic remarks in l:}tcr c!lal)tcfs,
apt to throw them automatically into sharp relicf as being clthcr. in
line with or in opposition to this modcl. It supplics an approprigy.
framework within which fundamental philosop'lncal problems
science can be discussed, each in a sctting that indicates .thc rcl(.vnpcc
of such €Xaminations. And it offers the welcome oppor tunity for clar ify-
ing the meaning of Scientific Mcthod, as understood 1n this l)()()}.(‘. re-
garding points where clarity is lacking or opinions arc not yet unifie,
ut nothing said in this chapter or in the beginning of the next shoy)
be considered prejudicial to the question whether thgrc are ({tl1cr, l).cttcr.
or at least supplementary, scientific methods. This question will l')c

oroughly treated in Chapter 11, Section 7, and 'latcr‘ on (cspccx;nlly n
_C APter vir). The reader is requested to restrain his understandyp),.
1Mpatience i this respect, because the issuc can be successfully hfll]dlc:d
only after it has peen made clear what is here understood by Sciengific
Method, .

The following brief survey is offered as a convenient introduction
to the subSCquent more detailed analysis. Be it noted at onc, l.xowcvcr,
that .this SUmmar,y presentation is subject to scveral quahﬁcatlons and
mOdlﬁcationS, which will be brought out i‘n dU? coursc. .

D every inquiry—and that means inquiry within the socia] g well
as the Datura] sciences—Scientific Method concentrates on the follow-

. . s [TFvoN . .
“eNtific actions,” “scientific operations,” or “steps of Sclentific
Procedyye.» ’
L Ob:ervation of what can be observed, and tentative acceptance
or

ONacceptance of the observation as sufficiently exact.

" ESCription of what has been observed, and tentative acceptance
or nonacccptancc of the description as correct gnd :}dcquatc.
asurement of what can be measured; this being merely a par-
tYPe of observation and description, but one sufficiently distipct
Mportant to merit separate listing. ;i

res‘;h CePtance o nonacceptance (tentative) as facts or rea 12y of the

SO sel’Vatiorl, description, and measurement.

5 Inducy,, 8eneralization (tentative) of accepted individug] facts
0. 4), offereq as a “factual hypothesis.". o
of {nd:‘fl.anazzon (tentative) of accepted individual facts t(No. 4), or
ations, ¢ 13_’ Teached factual generalizations ‘(‘No. 5) » 1N termg of re-

> “Specially Causal relations, offered as a “theoretical hypothesis.»

7- LOgICal deductiz/c reasoning from inductively reached factual
28
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generalizations (No. 5) or hypothetical explanations (No. 6), so as to
ma}cc explicit what is implied in them regarding other possible obser-
vations (No. 1), or regarding previously accepted facts (No. 4), factual
generalizations (No. 5), and hypothetical explanations (No. 6).

8. Testing by further observations (Nos. 1-4) the tentative accept-
ance of observations, reports, and measurements as properly made
(Nos. 1-3), and of their results as facts (No. 4), or tentative expecta-
tions as warranted (No. 7).

9. Correcting the tentative acceptance of observations, ctc.,
of their results (Nos. 1-4), of inductive generalizations (No. 5) and
hypothetical explanations (No. 6), whencver they are incompatible
with other accepted observations, genceralizations, or explanations; or

and

correcting the previously accepted contributions.
10. Predicting cvents or conditions to be expected as a consequence

of past, present, or future events or conditions, or of any possible con-

stellation of such, in order cither
(a) to test factual or theoretical hypotheses (Nos. 5 and 6), this pbe.

ing identical with steps 7 and 8; or ical
(b) to supply a scientific contribution to the practical process of

. . ‘o 1on.
Choosmg between several possible alternatives of act

T able p iti
11. Nonacceptance (climination from acceptab Propositions) of
¢ manner here described

all statements not obtained or confirmed in th A .
especially of “a-priori” propositions, cchPt_“'hcn lmn.mncflt 1n Scien-
tific Mcthod” or offered merely as “tentative aSSUMPUONS™ or “work_
ing hypotheses” (Chapter 1. Sections 5 and 6)- )
Before we discuss these scientific actions, Operations, or steps in (e.
tail," several points should be made perfectly Clcflf-lln the ﬁrst. place,
our cnumeration is not meant to express the Pomll ate that Scientific
Method proceed cxactly in the given order: 9“ the Ii_ommfy, actual
procedure will generally begin with a tcf‘mtf“e working hypothesis
ventured upon not infrequently on the basis of 2t .ais yet most cursory
knowledge of facts and used as a trial balloon t0 UICE MOTe systemay;e
rescarch. In the absence of conclusive data, the 1NQUIrY may evep start
n.
out from a purely factual assumptio e that in order ‘o en .
gage in

We must go even further and recogn dviti
. . Dot activiti 3 .
scientific work at all, as distinct from other ¢s, the INVestigator
1F. S. C. Northrop, The Logic of the Sciences and the 7:&2:::1\‘:,(“ New yorg 1945
uses the term “scientific method™ for cach individual .Stcp-f' mcth‘ ll?'n' (‘Cssrimion‘ for’x b s
hypothesis etc.). Then, of course, “There is no one scwntn'c'r t_m (pp. ix, 19, 107)mng a
low here t};c pr:c;"'llcnt usage, cpitomizing its meaning by capitalization. As regards other sc.iI floﬁl-
¢ entific

methods, sce Chapter 11, Section 7.
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1. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

must always begin by forming in his own mind some tcntativ; tdeas
about (1) the objective of his inquiry, 1.¢. the question for which the
answer is sought, (2) the relevance of this question for human kHO\?,'l-
edge in general, as distinct from a mcr?ly private interest of tl.xc in-
vestigator, and (3) the relevance of the §c1cntlﬁc actions the investigator
is about to take for his purpose of finding the answer.®

We shall see later what great importance this initial mental stage of
every scientific inquiry has for the scientific process (sce, c.g., bcl.ow,
b, on the role of genius; Section 2, on observation; .Cf.mptcr 1, S.cctlons
3, on tests, and 6, on working hypotheses). All this is not denied but
strongly vindicated by Scientific Method as here understood, althougl,
it has often been overlooked by its most enthusiastic apostles. Yet witl,
that much granted, it remains characteristic of Scientific Mcthod that
it concentrates on the actions, operations, or steps enumerated above.

Secondly, it should be noted from the beginning that the varioys
steps here enumerated are not always neatly separable in actual scientific
working practice, Frequently the formir’lg_of a hypothesis and its test.
ing by obscrvation, the engaging in inductive and deductive reasoning,
in generalization and specification, follow one another so quickly that

€y seem to constitute a whole rather than a sequence of actions. How.

ever, analytically the various steps can and must be distinguished (sec
below, Section 6).

(b) THE ROLE OF GENIUS

Scientific Method must not be understood as a merely mechanica]
procedure of indiscriminately gathering data and of proc cs§ing them in
line with prescribed steps, leaving every progress to assiduity and littlc
if anything to genius. Rather the opposite 1s true. E\_/cn'thc mere sclec-
tion of a problem, ie., of a question for W(.)rthw.hlle "nquiry, 1s as a
rule no mechanjcal act but an act of the creative mind, and in the most
important cases, one of genius. There is no rule olf procedure to de-
scribe how the creative mind hits on such a question, except that it

. =Simi\arly, John Dey (Logic, The Theory of Inquiry, Ncw York 1938, passim) held that
inquiry begins, neithe, wcym f ots 1 r with hypothescs, but with the recognition of a “problematic
situation,” ang p, g ClN a:}tus n;;) (op.cit., pp- 18, 28), that “analysis of the problem” is 4
second import, o orthrop AP ming of a hypothesis. Both views are in line
with thoge cx;:: step, ¢qually preceding the for

. ituation is scientifically problematic, and
s N ssed g nding that a situa .
engaging in jts gy ove. However, finding

. alysis, are t that in turn must be preceded by the investigator's form-
1 ’ . . .

ing some idea of "WOl'king hWo ;tc?s'_ that the situation may conceal a slgmﬁc:}nt problem and

thaF e analysis may be rclcvipftf CSl;mmzm knowledge in general. “Apalysis” ‘ls mc:cly one of

various steps in nt tor ing definite hypoth for the solution of

«“ X € co . rming dc Pothesces a

problematic sj Mplex process of cither fo

U3tion™ or discovering that, after all, it is not problematic,
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1. SURVEY

must be guided by curiosity, inquisitiveness, and independent creative
Imagination. Furthermore, most events we observe are the results of a
confusing multitude of factors, as the curved path of a hurled ston‘c
is the result of the initial impulse, of the force of gravity, and of air
resistance. To isolate the constituent factors and to select thosF t]mt.arc
suitable for tentative generalization are the work of a crcatw? mind,
not merely mechanical opcrations.. Most of.all, the first conception of a
theoretical explanation (No. 6) is a creative act. Absurc.l ideas along
with promising ones may incessantly Pass.thro.ugh th.c mind 'of a crea-
tive thinker. This very play of imagination is creative. So is the act
required to sclect among these ideas onc or scvcr.al that 1arc‘mo;c prom-
1sing than others. The thinker’s capacity for uls)mgg1 3}:?\'28;155,d 0\1' ‘;}.O\m-
bining courage with disciplined }mnnhty, ma)i ¢ tcgtl;d - re rilf z ccté
Data alrcady available, including the scho ar bSUt n;ithc‘rpkn;r\lvlcjdoﬁ
course play a considcrablc}rolc at C\]'erydstl.;l;%ct,he Creative iy edge
nor assiduity can replace the part playe : .
In other \\)r,ords, Scientific Mct}ilod oﬂ;rs I;zqi{:l):t‘;:;ijf;;hi; qc,:;:m;ct
ind; it tell a person how to be creative. Y InSIsts—;
ot 1 e o i Chaps 1 S<ien ) T
all ideas, however hazardous, 'mCCh?ng]";rtiﬁc Method in orderg tc;
must finally be processed in ll.I‘IC with tk' lClt o they arc at bes e
become a part of the body of science: unthl1t the preparatory work may
atory in character. This does not deny (%' ° mechanical. It should be

. 1 uast-
be that of a genius and the processing q

ile idea throu h the mil
: ientist that to put a fertil b g .
understood by cvery scien act of the total process,

. he last .
of Scientific Method is often mc.rely.t e stamp of science.
cven though it be the one that gives 1t

(C) THE RELEVANCE OF RELEVANCY
cie
Data and hypotheses are selected s

1 a
potential relevance for the solution of a P

or potential inquiry. o is no science. But somer;
'lPo amass trivial data indiscnmmatetlr}; rlrfclr;' relevant in Sciemiélcmrees
ivi i come €X i

a most trivial question can be

ntifically according to thej,
roblem that is under actual

. ted below, Chapter v, Sect;
*Sece also Max Weber’s comment on this question, qnl::i the careful report op thcn?: > Max
\Vcrthcc':nso' Productive Thinking, New York. 1945';“': actually been reached, give anner jp
which ;or:: sof the greatest contributions to scnchchc\v Haven 1951, in Particulay ?) mShmcs
? nd Common Sense, : ' PP. 48, 1.
B. Conant's finc book, Sciénce a when on this ground he scoffs ap gy

his mark, however, hapter 11, Secr: Speakin
ant ovcl'ShOOtS ? ce C ap 1, C€Ction g
;83:; sxcg'z.tl?ﬁr. Czl:hod- as will be shown in the text (s 7, below) Certain
lentihc m !

i ienti ure.
elements are characteristic of every scientific proced
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

search. Generally it would be scientifically irrclevant to investigate in
what year some Greck orator suffered his ﬁrst fit f)f gout. But un‘dcr
special circumstances this did become 2 ]n.ghly.mgmﬁcant questin-
The Acts (18:12) relate that when Paul arrived in Greeee, one Gallio
was Roman proconsul of Achaia. In order to know when Paul came
it is important to lecarn when Gallio was proconsul. Onc of the few
links was the casual remark in the writings of an insignificant but
prolific Greek orator, who referred to Gallio as becoming proconsul
in the fourth year of his, the orator’s, gout,"‘ Hence, in order to check
upon the date when Paul came to Greecee, it became relevant to know
in what year this orator incurred gout, to him the starting point of an
era. So, genius and triviality may blend in scientific procedure. We
shall have frequent occasion to discuss questions of relevance in the
course of this book. ) .

Turning now to particulf“' questions {'cgardmg the several scientific
ac.tions, operations, or steps, | would like to say that those familiar
with Scientific Mcthod may skip large portions of the frst two chap.
ters, but may do well not to omit what will be .found in various scctions
(2,3,5,%) of the first on “acccptance,” and in thc. second on “conse-
quences” (4) o “a priori” (5), and on the exclusive or nonexclusive
character of Scientific Mcthod (7)- Everywhere the emphasis is on

theory rather than on mere description, yet the former cannot be treated
without the latter,

5. Observation

Empirical observation of even the simplest fact is a con?plicatcd proc-
€ss. In its course t‘hc mind is not mcrcly.a receiving instrument; it
COOperates jp various wayss intentionally singling out the O‘bICCt.S and
SUbObjects of Obscr\;ation, using many conccptlons and.{XPC“Cnccs
Previously pileq up in it, a0 affccting—sometimes Sharpw“:g,tso'mc-
timeg Corruptin : h a’ccuracy of observation through C”_‘I! ¢c at.nons
O throygp g—the Cceived shape o configuration. Wc?tncth-
Century o} me preco o Chapter 1x, Section 8) and. Gestalt psy.
cholg ¢homenology (§c have done much to clarify 'thls proc-
e Lagiapeter s Seton T, sty speking, there 10 such
Harln:cr{:, fI;)“"}ving

thc Iﬂ '.‘ s ]’[()fCSM)I’ /\(l()lf ;
n long ago by te thcr)lu;,nll von
r n, in

here 5 report give ' the number of years, | may be incorrect.
a circle of friends; #°
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2. OBSERVATION

thing as “immediate” empirical knowledge.! We shall revert to special
aspects of this problem later.

An empirical observation may be limited to a single situation or be
repeated in essentially similar situations. It may be “extrospective,”
focusing on the outside, or “introspective,” focusing on the inner self,
It is always, strictly speaking, observation by a person, and by one
person only. Other persons may make similar observations, but never
identical ones, because the terms “I™ and “HERE” refer to different

persons and places in cach case.
Even though obscrvations by two or more persons are never identical,

the “what” observed may, of course, be so, if due allowance is made
for the different “angle” or “perspective.” However, to accept identity
of the object (the “what™) observed by several persons means to accept
a fundamental presupposition: the truth of the common-sense assump-
tion that onc and the same thing often causes par.allcl mmpressions in
different human beings, and that, thcrcforc: t.hcac“ls a _broad sphcrc of
what is best called (Hocking) “consubjectivaty.”” 'lf*hls_lt.crn‘l‘.xs more
graphic, and more to the point here, than tl'lc more familiar mtersul?_
jectivity,” which alludes to the process of 1nt<.:rc0‘m.m'urlu‘c:1t10n and is
best reserved for that process. Without CC_JH.SUbJCC“"lt) ltlkbre can l:)e no
intersubjectivity, and without intersubjectivity th.c,r'c SO§1 ¢ C:flilo science.
In permitting the scientist to accept consubjectivity, cm;tl c Mcth'od
makes its first and greatest concession to common scr;se. or Scientific
Method is unable by the formal steps of 1ts ownl procec u"i tolPTOV‘C th'at
consubjectivity exists; this it presupposes, Of rather, psgg;rsl the scientist
to accept. The theoretical meaning of such Prcsugf)edqu s(o:;- permis-
sions to accept will be discussed in later sections, especially Chapter p,

Section s. attain the maxima]

: t. It may
An observation may be more or less exac
) fi.; Felix Kaufmann, Methodol, ¥ o
' Scc, e John Dewey, Logic, New YorkﬁIQSg’v ;:Il)m I5319rulc,r Peirce. Collected Papers (il\‘ggzitm/l
vocial Sciences, New York 1 . Pp- .y Charies =« invalvaee o
l//:;- 30(2“’111:;;:::“\'( Scc:i\on 6)) m‘l)-l‘: l;;() 3338' CAll signlﬁcnntl"l"‘“‘{; aoll(;r; )1\3\ oll\ :; Interpretation,
elow, Cha . ’ - I, . . ards.” Also, Howar( T
Rt:::;uning begins belore observation is over, not only nflcr\v;:ﬂlqz; Ernest Nagel So::\.cr. ”',’o"gh
Values to Soctal Interpretation, Durham, N.C., 1950, P- 24 nc‘! Russell). For K"mt ‘<'lg\n Reason,
Glencoe, 11, 1954, PP- 72, 190 ff. (arguing against Bertra S see Chapter 4,
Section 5 for Northrop, Appendix ». o ation, New York
¢ Willisum Ernest Hocking, The Coming World C“..’-h::l{;ubiccli\'il)‘." Y -1956‘ PP 27 {, 31 £,
Je uses “consubjectivity” as a synonym of “in o tehoas explained g
72, 107. He uses A y ynonyt £ the latter, since it refer
text above, the former is rather the presupposition 0 f whether or por o the
of subjective perceptions, ideas, and feclings regardless © kes thi Ot constigyy,
subj ve p . . -isely because it makes this relevany
of intersubjective communication. It is preciscly because for the parallel;
possible that 1 accept Hocking's term “consubjectivity™ 10 hm.
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1. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

exactness possible, or at least sufficient cxactness to justify accepting
the observation as relevant; or it may not be considered sufficiently
exact to be taken into account. This distinction is independent of a
second relevant distinction, namely, whether the observer’s report on
what he has observed is accurate or not (sce below, Section 3); and of
a third one, namely, whether the results of the obscrvation correspond
to reality (Section 5).

Every empirical observation is, therefore, first of all subject to 3
challenge of its exactness. It may or may not be accepted by the scien-
tist as exact. Although criticism of exactness is, of coursc, practically
limited where corresponding observations have been made by many and
can be repeated in similar constellations—as can the extrospective obser-
vation of falling bodies or the introspective one of the fecling of hunger
—the exactness of any cmpirical observation always remains open to
challenge in science.

Whether, and in what circumstances, an observation is to be
as exact is not governed by absolute rules (see below, Scction 2). The
decision may be of the common-sense type, granting acceptance to
observations often corroborated and even to a singular obscrvation
made by a reliable person and considered entirely plausible as to its
nature; or acceptance may be critically withheld until the most refined
controls devised by modern technology and psychology justify it. Ac-

Ceptance may bc gencral]y agrccd upon by 21]1 scholars or by a spccial

8TOUp; or it may be the singlehanded acceptance by an individual

:Fholar, Who is building his own WOfk. upon the observation in ques-

olr(:rgei? every case, acceptance 1s tentative only; it may be withdrawn
€r grounds at any time.

Ur means of ohservation are limited by our human structure. Waves

O more or Jess than a certain length and corresponding frequency,
Or example, are not rcgistcrcd by our senses directly. We may, how-
ever, tentatively infer from observable data facts or events that are not
cArectly senged such as the operation of larger or smaller waves, the
llfllner StfllCturc’ of an atom, OF the operations of the “unconscious” 1n
belong Loings: Such inferences & €early theorerical conjectures that
mmegd;“ the category of tcrltlﬁI “"36 SEPOt 1eses formed to cxplaln.thc

ere ig I:Ctlx Obic‘ erved data‘( O}.low(:zv OUQ.SUrVCY). Strictly Spcaku?g,
or reaso:: sclentific observation, 2% erf el th.a t does not contain,
orateq ; s discussed at the beginning of this section and to be elab-

In Chapter 1, Section 6, some sort of hypothesis.

accepted
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2. OBSERVATION

(D) INTROSPECTIVE OBSERVATION

Introspective observation presents special problems. Its peculiarity
docs not lic in the fact that it is performed by onc individua] person
only, since that, as we have seen, is truc also of every extrospective
observation. The real difference is that the odject of inner observation,
the “what” observed, is accessible to only one person. This fact gravely
limits the possibility of control. On the other hand, it does not impede
intersubjective (i, interpersonal) communication. We do “under.
stand” reports on cach other’s inner observations extremely well i
the great majority of cases. This understanding does not rest on identity
of the observed object, as may our common knowledge of a particular
tree, or cclipse of the moon, or Joe entering the corner store last night;
it is grounded in “analogy.” Other persons’ reports on the results of
their self-obscrvations, whether made in orderly language or in gestures
or other bodily reactions, so precisely rcscmblc. what we have to report
on the basis of our own introspection that tl?ls analogy enables us to
“understand” others. In other words, a considerable amOI..mt of con-
subjectivity is generally supposed by common sense to prevail regarding
objects of inner observation; Scientific Method f’t’)llows common sense
in this respect. “Man is that which we all know,” as Democritus saig
Analogy often leads us to accept complete equivalence of the inner
phenomena perceived by others and by our SCIVCS: We flalm to know
exactly what a person means when he says 'hc 1slfeclmg hllnger or
thirst, or pain in pricking his finger, and ROSSlbly also wilen he speaks
of such complex and mysterious sensations s SeXual orgasm, Ip
other cases however, we may doubt full .Slmllamy’ as when we fee]
love or enjoy art or religious edification 10 03: own way. There are
many reasons why our understanding of anoth¢r PEISOn's inner phe_
nomena may be more or less limited. Ol-ll' f)Wﬂ Cxt[))crlcncc may date
far back, as in later-life memories of childish Cﬁu Crani;, or of our
first great sentimental love, or of how it fcdst tloc as: v:;rg runk, but i
may still enable us to understand, faintly 2 ’ at happens in
others who are going through these stages now. thOHVersely, we may
be able to anticipate feelings of a later 8¢ PY ™€ strength ¢ our
imagination, as 2 young person may be abl.c to act old King Lear of
Hans Sachs with great delicacy, finding in b1 OWN younger CXperience
germs of such feelings as older men may have. We may to some des.

*H. Dicls, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 4th ed., Berlin 1922, vol, 2, p. 94. F, A Hayek
Y

The Counter.Reyolution of Science, Glencoe, 1ll., 1952, P- 79
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

gree understand crimes and vices which we have avoided committing,
because we do know at least some undcrcurrents or cross currents
within our own experience that make us understand them. “There, but
for the grace of God, go 1,” we may mutter, sccing a criminal brought
to justice, or, Homo sum, humani nil a me alienum puto (1am human;
nothing human I believe alien to me—Terence) when we are philos-
ophizing. But sometimes we may hcar reports 0N Sle.'Obscrmnon for
which we discover no analogy cven in the germ within oursclves and
which, therefore, we find difficult to understand, as a man born blind
ﬁnds.it hard to comprehend the phenomena of sceing, color, or per-
spective.

The fact that we have no immediate access to the inner world of
o'thcrs limits our means of checking on the results of their sclf-obscrva-
tion and of separating truth from deception or illusion, both so prev-
alent in this sphere, This diffiiculty came to the support of the most
rad@l of al] American-born schools in the social sciences, that of Be-
haV10rism, which, entering the scene 1n the second decade of this cen-
wry, has inflyenced practical methods of rescarch more deeply than
tcoreFical thinking." In its extreme form Bchaviorism rejects any
OPCriftlon with concepts such as consciousness, soul, mind, purposc,
and Itrospection. Tt substitutes the carcful obscrvation of bodily phe-
nloana, In particular of responses of the human body to stimuli, in-
;1 uding by}, external responscs (doings) and intcr.nal ones (visceral,
Obl.lscular, glandular, etc.), but only thO:SC of a phys.lcal character. The

€t of behaviora] research in the social sciences is what men really

O Whep f,

ced with situations rather than what their alleged opinions
O fecling are.”

relev;s 8nerally admitted that behaviorist methods provide us with
to abn ata and jpvaluable checks. Nc.vcrthck.:ss most scholars rcfuse
€priy On reliance on inner obscrvation c.ntlrcly, sincc that would
Stand‘:\ S 0.f an important source o.f potential l.(nowlc.d%c and un(}cr-
ism, i ¢ - Scientific Method, as here interpreted, is not tied to Behavior-

* dehavigyist taboos are not mandatory within Scientific Metho.

4
to the influence of behaviorism
W .. New York 1924. As ' sm on
thog, Y reseq 1:0?1, felzamo;ﬂm{mmncc’ Leon Festiger and Danicl Katz (eds.), Rescarcp,
¢thods, see, tor 1V
. e vi . York 1953- ..
tlon, ptrkc):h".“’\ons wral Sciences, Ncwscicmiﬁc vocabulary all subjective terms such a5 (-
definey . Plion, § g:"({’l’sﬂ from the nd even thinking and emotion as they were 5“bicctivcly
: s op - TSIre, purposc a ct the idea, please, that the inside of our bO(]y is
1§« -reny or -Cll,' p. 6 uDon't you g . f b d " Ib'l p 12 Bcl A
nighy " Dsical}y 2" mo sterious than the outside of our body.” Ibtd.. P- 72. Behavigrign
ght ¢, mm)j ‘c,cstc‘f.mys‘cﬂo“s vhole animal will do from morning to night and ¢rom
Ning » ; in wha; th; ‘pcndix s on later modifications of Behaviorism,
» P. 11, Sce AP
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2. OBSERV'ATION

The scientist, in other words, is not forbidden by the rules of Scientific
Method to “accept™ self-observation. cither his own or that of others,
as exactly performed and relevant to his go;]l._ ;lilt.hough this acceptance
may be exposed in every concrete case to criticism as not sufhiciently
guarded. Modern psychology has done a great deal of work in this
field.
The freedom of the scientist to accept self-observation for whae it
can offer doces not entitle him to assume that what he observes within
himsclf, and what he finds corroborated by reports of others, oceurs
in essential similarity within @// human beings. Whether and in what
circumstances he is justified in drawing this inference from Introspec-
tion is an entirely separate question, which will occupy us extensively
at various places of this inquiry; see Section 6 of this chapter (induc.
tive logic) ; Chapter 1x, Sections 5 (Kant) and 8 (Husserl) ; and Chap-
ters x and xr. )

In order to understand another person’s bcl?aVl.Or adcqu?tc]y [ must
know, not only what he is doing, but the subjective meaning his oy,

obscrvations and his doings or omissions have for him, Th_c fact that
a different meaning for 10

similar obscrvations or actions would .h;u ¢ I it
must not be allowed to dominate my tnquiry. 1 Must iry to put myself

in his shoes and to think in his way, not in mine. If T do that, thep I

no longer conclude by simple analogy that the other fellow feels (he

way I feel, or did feel in similar situations;.mth-cr’ ! conclude thag he
) t situation. Some of the j]jys.

feels differently because he is in a .dlﬁqcn £ the feclinge of an it
trations given above, such as anticipation (; tllxs naturf Hc‘ N old per-
. . . 7
son by someone who is still young, arc 0 tl: rs. No beha ’r_c We may
speak of a second degree of understanding ot : o.f it viorist tech-
nique can help us to reach this imponant.sfﬂg&m be facil.'t i

Understanding of the second degree will of e obscr‘l,ca;e( if the

scientist shares the life and the experiences Otici ant obse ) I?,e?ons-

This idea has led to the technique of the Pf:;ul ii e obsr ver." " Par-

ticipant observation has proved equally frus mmon stage CEVQUOH of

le living in primitive or otherwise uncon’ 8¢S of culture’

peopic g p . . dustrlal Cntcrprise ] ’

and of employees working in modern 1n S.

® The name was first used, it scems, by Eduard C. Lmdcg::nl ;I;-Ql; Social Di
proach to the Study of Functional Groups, New York 1}2:(-:_}[(‘ London ;911
7 Bronislaw Malinowski, Adrgonants of the Western e Hawthorn W l:-.

8 As in the ‘‘Hawthorn experiments” conducted a:'lt scsociatcs ol dcor ?bof the

. . , a . sc .

tric Company in lllinois by Professor Elton Mayo 70 ker, Cambrid:c,c:{:g{ Mtz J. Roeqh.

. oy ; d the Wor
lisberger and William J. Dickson, Management an ] C O
brief fummary given in John Madge, The Tools of Social Science, Londgn 1953, 930. See the
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

A special type of observation is that made by an interviewer in re-
search on private data inaccessible to direct observation by outsiders,
This type is so closely connected with thc process of dCS.C”P“Oﬂ that
we shall deal with it in that context in the following scetion.

3. Description, Spontancous or in Answering Questions.
The Interview

(a) GENERAL

Any description by an observer of his obscrvation can be transcribed
into the basic form: “I, N.N., was at placc p at time £ and thought then
and there that I saw (heard, felt, smelled, ctc.) @.” This is best called
a “report proposition,” a term that scems to me preferable to “protocol
proposition,” introduced about 1930 by positivists like Otto Neurah
and Rudolf Carnap.’ Protocol, in continental Europe, means the written
record kept of formal procccdings, a meaning not so generally associ.
ated with it in English, where “record” is used instead. At any rage
both protocol and record carry a connotation of formal proceedings
the informal report of the common man on what he has observed i

not generally understood by these words. Thercfore, “report Proposi.-
tion” seems to me less ambiguous-

Report propositions constitutc, s0 to §pcak, t.hc documcqtary Primary

source of every empirical work in science; in communicating alyo ¢
empirical work we must ultimately rgfcr to them (SC.C Chapters
Section %, and v, Section 3, below). This raises all questions rcgardin;_;
the correctness of the reports we use to pgrtxcular importance. No ol
server can describe what he has seen without using conceptions of
pictures that refer to things he had seen before. Language itself consists
of memories incorporated in words, the latter serving as symbols for
the former. It is not feasible to construct a primary report style of
speech that contains no reference to things thought or scen before.2
The best we can do, apparcntly, is to analyze the meaning of the words
actually used in a report bY reference to whatever other data are avail.
able to clarify thejr meaning- Thus the interpretation of a report prop.

‘o w iy sikalismus,” E J .
Sty St i PTG AT 1 (93 3,

v f S .
crsalsprache der Wissenschaft,” ibid., vol. 2 (1931) p. 432, “Psychologic 10 Physlkalischcr

S "o 3's

A[;::C;c{- bid., vol. 3 (1932) p. 107> und “Uber Protokollsitze,” ibid., vol- 3 (1932) p. 215
’Ca:::: Kaufmann, Messodology of ,l,c‘St?CIal Sciences, New York 1944, Chapter 1v. .

rejected t};:iposmlated such a language ¢ D.lc phySlka..hschc Sprache,” op.cit-) whereas Neurath

3, below, S Postulate a5 “metaphysical” (“‘Protokollsitze,” op.cit.). See also Chapter v, Section
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3. DESCRIPTION AND INTERVIEW

osition, or its translation into a more precise scientific language, be-
comes a practical problem.® Furthermore, anvone, and that includes
the scientific observer, who tries to describe what he has observed. is
confronted with the problem of whether what he first noticed was a
number of details which next he combined ix?to largcr. units; or, first,
larger units (“wholes™), which he (!1ssolx'cd into details afterwards—
the latter view forming the foundation of Gestalt psychology.
Scientific Mcthod, as here understood, does not claim to have 3 ready
answer to these questions. It should be noted, 11(?\\'0\'cr, that a report
proposition must always be interpreted 0 as to 1'ncl}1dc. tl}c words “]
thought” before the assertion “I saw, ctc.” This is significant for the
distinction between the acceptance of the report as. cc?rrcctlyt madlc and
the acceptance of the results of the rcpor.tcd obsery i"ltlon as act}ua lfiqcbts
(see below, Section 5). Indeed, to be quite exact, tlc] rcthort‘ should be
read to have this pattern: “I do think (})cllC}‘c) ﬂl;)I;/tn : w af at”placc
p at time ¢, and that then and there 1 did thl’llk (be tlt.\() sar a. i
The scientist who studics another person’s rcgoqrd:l:l:t: C(>S)Cseerl; aluon
may or may not accept the report as correct :ni ;1 0?] ;vm pel_f():nowi
Scction 7). Even when the observation rq?Ol‘tit(;n rl:x % be ~in¢0rrcctm(
as exactly as could be, its vcrba! commur{)lcamdous« i dCCCivor
inadequate. There may be conscious or S’ul C?Iu;. mccrest of pcci ne,
to modify or to exaggerate, and even with s

. or otherwise inadequate. Ad.
. av be ambiguous .
the expressions used may b g alone on the mind of the observer

equate description ?ocslnot dcpc:?dit 1o wingent also on the mi <
S orts: it i :
and what is in it when he reports; X me:
the report’s receiver. Words may havclﬂ iﬁigm neaning for the
[of .
writer and the reader, the speaker and th

NTERVIEW
(b) REPORTS ON SELF-OBSERVATION. THE I
and therefore of accept-

uac
Special problems of accuracy :m]d ildci?l thz’ use of reports op self-
involve
ance or nonacccptance, are 1n ut down such a report and
i i ant himself may pY . e

observation. T13e informan in a diary or letter, or ip answer-
he may do so either spontaneously, as in aire; or the re ort

ing questions, as in filling out a questionna; % 'A€ eport may 1,

. e of an Interviey,
put down by another person, as in the Ca?ntCI'ViCWS hae w ‘
Carefully planned questionnaires qnd ld mass obe € In this cep,.
tury come to play 2 major role in directe “Ivations. Some.

“protocol” that Carnap apparenyy,

one stripped of mex uses it for the

i igui f the term
3t is typical of the ambiguity o |
It is typic aphysical terms

1 rt lC

naive report; Neurath, however, for a purified report, ’
’
and the like.
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]. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

times they have focused on “facts,” somctimes on “opinions.” * What
matters in the present context is that, whenever the interview 1 being
used, another link is added in the chain Of,pOSSlblc sourccs of error.
Not only may the respondent’s sclf-observation regarding his actions,
opinions, or feelings be inexact or, if cxact, incorrectly communicated
to the interviewer; even if exact and correctly commumc.atcd It may
be incorrectly noted down and 'passcd on by the latt.cr. The interviewer's
presence may make the informant’s sclf—obscrvatlon' less exact or .his
report less adequate than it might have been 0thcrw1§c. Thc. interview
may have this disturbing cffect whether 1t proceeds in a spirit of for-
mality and lack of personal rapport or, though for other reasons, the
interviewer first tries to establish a friendly personal contact with the
respondent.® Furthermore, the accuracy of the observations made by
the interviewer may be marred by bias aI:ld by preconceived ideas about
the respondent’s opinions, if, ¢.g., the interviewer entertains definite
expectations on the ground that the respondent belongs to a certain
group, say colored people, bureaucrats, or the like.

It has been shown that even the mere order in which questions are
put in questionnaires or interviews may influence the informant, ag
when he is asked whom he prefers for President, 4 or B, or which he
considers the chief reasons for his preference, a, b, ¢, d, or .

Questionnaires and interviews are cxposed to the particular source
of error that most respondents arc motivated by a tendency toward
reporting “respectable” views or facts rather than the views or facts

as they actually are or were, or that at least they try to give their state-
ments a respectable slant or explanation, Furthermore, whether in
actual situations a person will act the way he says he would, always
remains doubtful. Not only may he get different jdeas when faced
with reality, but intervening events may cause him to change his mind;
€.g., new speeches of the candidates 1n elections or even the band-
wagon effect of the publishcd results of pre-clection polls may cause

s Ful‘. general orientation sce, cspeciallys Gcor‘gc (?u”up. A (ﬂiuidf to Public Opl:l“:o" P‘;JI{:, 2nd
cd., Princeton 1948 ( d ; 4); Hadley Cantril ¢t al., Gauging puplic Opinion. F'rinccton
1944; Nationa] Opi“iolr:[Rc~ . (;jcc'nlcr’ Chicago (formerly Denver), Interviewing 107 N.ORC,,
l;;\ji ed., Denver 19455 Hcscl:rct Hyman ef al., Interviewing in_ Social Research, ChiCaBO 1954,
T/::‘;‘"o\o;. Goode ang ’pauclr Kc’ Hatt, Methods in Social Research, New York 1952: ]Ot;]" l{viadgc,
to other ‘ro{, Social Science, London 1953 Ch.' 1v; imd the articles cited bck?W- We s as l'c[.vcr[
4 (classiﬁi:’t-kms involved in the usc of intCl'.Vles in other contexts, as for instance mf (;«)::(::t
1. 1on) and ¢ (inductive logic) of this chapter and in Scction 6 (h)’P"lhcscs) ot =h

3
Well dj '
15Cussed by Goode and Hart, op-cit-, Pp- 164 fl., and Hyman, sec next note.
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3. DESCRIPTION AND INTERVIEW

the respondent to vote differently from the way he would have voted
not many davs before.”

All errors may be magnified by the inadequacy of the prepared ques-
tionnaire which is to form the basis of an interview, or of the “coding™
which the interviewer may be directed to use in noting and classifying
the answers. The meaning of the questions may be very different for
the -respondent from that intended by the designers of the questions,
and it may be different for various respondents and interviewers.” Fven
when all goes well so that the report of the interviewer is entirely valid,
it cannot be scen from the report that it is: the “reliability™ remains

in doubt. _
Refined techniques have been devised to avoid the most obvious

pitfalls: .
Instcad of asking the informant point-blank what one wants to
know, indirect questions have been formulated that avoid betraying
the investigator's purpose. But this may only put the respondent the
more on his guard. _ A Eihe o
Instead of asking preformulated questions, Whtt‘l‘CI: 0\ Eu‘ direct or
the indirect type, and noting down the lnforl}lilnthldl‘mlx ers to them
without paying attention to his entire personality and to his particular

frame of reference. we mav be more patient, letting him 'do most of the
| , < to his mind in connection with the general

hat grandiloquently referred to a5
ay or may not be followed up by spe-

cific questions, is far more reliable in thcbllnd(:\’;(llll::i] tcl?::f,itbm 1ts use
in mass interviewing is limited on the dou i%md o ‘thc rZZSIStunmS
a great amount of time and, therefore, of cos ‘\tﬁrqt cc;dcd and tl ‘S :ere
not fit for statistical calculations unless tl}f)‘" ;mtl s A thereby
once more bereaved of all or some 3£l:];§lin((1:g"l<.21ucstionS, where only
n intermediate technique uses - .
th? question is fixed in advance but the resppqiil;litol: t)fttlfl?iito alnswer
it in whatever form he chooses, in contradisti Stmple yes-

talking on whatever comes t
topic. This technique (somew
“depth interviewing™), which m

. . +awing methods in the ljter. e

. ve th itical analysis of interviewing THe8 2 Scientfn e M

° For the foregoing sce the critical analy ‘man, “Interviewing as a Scientifie p

above, and in the excellent article by Herbert Hyman,
)

b . -5 Rec der .
' ' y decent I ct (“’)I”"t’ Is in \\('O"(" a"d
l). I('r]]cr ;lll(l Il. ])- l..lA\.\\\L‘" (C(‘.) /JC |,.|;Ai,~1||)' f.'l\'()l'ﬂbl(‘. h()\\'(‘\'(‘l. “I() hnk]
T Po}l out

\ i aisal s g
Method, Stanford 1951, pp. 203 ff. His apprais westion!” (P 205).

. s one st sometimes ask him a .
a person's [houghlb one must some . Tifferent Meanings X "
pers : ati ne may think of the many differe gs the question pyg g,
" As an illustration o ) Post-

. e q leader” could convey - '

Hitler Germans whether they would like to have ; 1(4- rview Survey ¢ L:}. Other telling lustra.
tions are given by Rensis Likert in “The Snmpvlc nte T ;;;{A a Tool of Research and
: ) . \ . (p. 2
Policy Formation™ in Lerner and Lasswell, op.cit., pp- 23 38).
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]. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD
or-no question, or the multiple-answer question, where the answers
- ’
tojiarc prCCOd(l?)(ilt.ious scheme, called “latent structure analysis,” has
more am , ure "
been devised in order to find out, by a bat;crir. of ;;:g:rflct (!llcst.lon;;l,
derlying structure of thinking :m'd ecling ominates g
tsI(])me underly rgmany of them, of the individual respondent, Such
ers, o : .
uniicar?;iv;g s,tructure of mind, for example, may be found in a strong

9\ B
. . 143 H ﬁrs[ ).
e.g., “Amecrica . . .
ty%? ofopz:;:-cxlc.);istrr:h(e iif,iucncc of the order in which questions are put
0 cou

(see above) various clients were asked the same questions jp, different
Orchr.h i that are too time-consuming or too difficult to handle
for :tcat?sltcilcg?purposcs in mass research may St]l” h}?vc lgrcat merits in
the preparatory stage, as they. can serve to ]ma hc the p anncr wary of
inadequate hypotheses regarding the complex he Wi!zrs to investigate
(see Chapter 11, Section 6, on workl{lg hypotheses an t}.’pcs)..

In spite of the many dangers lurking on the pat.hs of interview sur.
veys, and of serious mistakes that have bf:cn made in 3 goodly number
of cases,® the well-designed mass intcrvnj:w has had such spectacular
success in many others that it has won an important plac«; as a scientific
tool," and will probably retain and even strengthen jts position as
our interviewing techniques become further rcﬁncd and we learn noz
to use them where they cannot be helpful. Their asccn.d.cncy can only
serve, however, to epitomize the signiﬁcz.mcc. of the decision on accept-
a0Ce or nonacceptance required of the scientist who uses such material.
Nor are we justified in neglecting other methods out of an undue en-
thusiasm for the, after all, limited value of mass interviews (sce Ap-
pendix ).

The specific problems of “sampling” in mass interviews will be dis-
Cussed below, Section 6, in their proper context of inductive reasoning,
and thoge of “classification” and “typification” hereafter in the im.
mediatcly following section on measurement, and in Chapter 11, Sec-
Hon 6, in the context of working hypotheses.

8
Bag; . .
Ana];:.’c:"P_aul F. Lazarsfelg, “The Logical and Mathematical Foundations of Latent Structyre
i - Stouffer ,:md Assoc., Measurement and Prediction, Princeton 1950, and «p

onccpmal o - g ) ;
T"i"/(ing ; I’tl}';mducuon to Latent Structure Analysis,” in P. F. Lazarsfeld (ed.) M‘”/“""ﬂhcal

° See a]so”ue Sociq] Sciences, Glencoe, 1ll., 1954, Ch. v,

say Ro s, New York 1949.
or, Bers, The Pollsters, . ,
half of ¢ th;ﬂ One-third of ]ohx: Madge's book on the Tools of Social Science ang almost ope.-

s Merhods of Social Science deal with questionnaires, intCl’Vicwg, and
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4. MEASUREMENT 4AND CL"!SS/F/C.'ITIO.\’

4. Measurement and Clags; fication

(2) GENERAL

Quantitative magnitudes have the great advantage over qualitative
ones that they often lend thcm.sclvcs to exact measurements, capable
of correct communication. It is, t13crcforc, IMportant to transform
qualitative into quantimti.\'c descriptions whcr.c\.cr. pOSSlbI'C: 2s for e
ample in stating the guah‘ty of food by counting its I]lltl‘ltl.on;l.l value
in terms of calorics, vitamins, and other factors, Many qualitative val-
ues, however, such as the ‘plcasant or .unp]casant taste of food, resist
attempts to measure th_cm 1n qll:}ntltzltl\'c terms. jI“\hcn other mc.thods
may be tried to state differences in the MOSt precise manner availab]e,
This can sometimes be done through relative ‘l}:)‘roposlltfom’ such as.
P prefersato b, to ¢, and to d, but ¢ to a; he pre tlrs ﬂ‘? SO to (bl+ d)
or (c+d), but (b ¢) to a. To some cxtcr:lt,] t 1cl§:eorc:i qua lt.atlyc
differences, too, can be measured. Much .wo.rk 1as b g C Oncb“'lthm
the last ten or twenty years to refine qualxt;tw’c 'nﬁ]fj:tio; 1(15ccnf C}},] tech.
niques of classification (sce .b?low) and o t)C;;lt il; for SOCi:I Sc.apter
11, Scction 6). Yet the possibilitics of measurem e in the social science

; e d will continue to remain, limite ecause of the
have remained, an . 1l of which cannot be included ip sclentific
great number of variables, all of w O meamrat e selenif
A inlS)Ofar ’?srnttll]siytlclirr];f:)re, generally be taken into account.

of “disturbance , the : : :
ﬁlcl:(: been suggested to note this factotll'l::nigtclzltu;:;rlzs?o ;L_)ccml sym.
bol (#);?' sce Scction 6, below, on ma

(b) crLassiFicATION .
To classify phenomena means to form scverlall :gt::I‘g\?f:it;s;] Systemat-
o i ich ¢ t S cov
icall(; arrmgycd if feasible, in each of “]rhlch a ered

crinti er.
by its description are to be h;rgpcd tocgqc; 1’lt least 15y t0 classiy, Men
xplain we can ¢ d other o1
Whatever we cannot e imals, and other thing, o
i lants, animals, r th
began to classify stars, p its, an d Scholastic 5.
c'aﬁr]ytiongwas the backbone of Aristotelian m:ion has becy erﬁe, The
mere collection of facts and their classl_ﬁ“fz “If only Called the
ere | their ¢ .
‘r‘lxlmtural history stage” of scientific inquiry S schoolmen

. EconOmCUiCS,' CONOMery:
. il roach 1n Ctrics, vol,
!See Trygve Haavelmo, “The Probability App ¢ Marschak “ I2

d Jacob
i b B i Econom;
ment. More briefly, K. J. Arrow, op.ci i Revietw, voi. , onomi
S(IQM) SuI}’)ptllf PC:IECY and PTCdiC,tion," American Economic 37 (1947) No. o, p. 81.
tructure, Path, ,

?F. S. C. Northrop, op.cit. (Section 1, above) p. 173
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) much the : .
had measured instead of classifying, how Y might have

learnt,” exclaimed A. N. Whitchead.”

However, classiﬁcatiop is ntzccssar};lassi fication plays ap e
e I e ] s s e
lc’;u:stiormaires, interviews, and the like)- “;hr;r;a?ﬁ:c;?:tct factors arc
involved, classification can serve purposcs © devised as 1o 0 some cx-
tent. First, the various categorics may be 50]  cate <;ric~ constitute ,
scale of measurement, with the order of the categories proy

.o iding
' -xaminations. S
serial order of ranking, as in the rating of examinations Sccond, the

number of observations listed in each catcgocf) y may yicld usefy] ﬁgurcs,
i t lative (e.g., percentage)- . _

ﬂt’?)\;;;bis: illir;pird ri{:;latthc ce(ltcf;orics may be Wh‘l))lc l.”;lt.s ( th’mg.s, per-
sons, groups, etc.) or attributes. Attrll?utcs mf*)}/ ¢ cither quantitative,
i.e., “continuous variables” (such as siz¢, weight, age), or qualitative,
Qualitative attributes may or may not permit 9f a serial ranking of
some kind (such as relative intelligence, l’f‘flathC command of Jan.
guage, relative pleasantness or desiredness; highest third, mgddlc third,
lowest third, and the like). There may be only tWo categorics or there
may be three or more. If only two (yes or no, Cltlzcn“o.r noncitizen,
under twenty-one or twenty-one and over) We speak of dichotomoys
otherwise of « iple.” classification. . .

Varion, tCChI;liuqlltjlglcC,anc b ised o impl"?vc serial ranking. QOne s
the establishment of “standards” for comparison. Before the brightness
of stars could be measured in quantitative terms through appropriate
technical deyices some stars of distinctly different brightness were
used as Standard; for the comparative c.lasmﬁcatxon of all others. This
Primitive method Jed to surprisingly valid results, as was (!Cmonstratcd
WIeN quantitatiye checks had become available. In sn{mlar. mannecr,
Stal:ldards for intelligence rating, for the rating of social distance or
social Proximity, or of pleasantness or unpleasantness, ctc., can be set.
A specig] 3pplic;tion is the construction of “ideal types (Idcaltypf’n),
Ntrodyceq 1, Max Weber.* Ideal types of burcaucracy, of feudalism,
of parh&menz ax e cv, of capitalism, or any other historical phe-

cana?; iiiif;itzé’ Then thF observational material is clas-
according to its greater proximity to one of the types than to

also in an advanceq stage of

AN ws
chc Mwhltchcad, S"itncc and the Mod”" World, New York 1925, p. 43.

Ge X ; Lr ialwissenschaftlicher und politischer, Erkenntnis,"
SAmmel °T» “Die ‘Objektivitit’ in $0%

€ Aufor :ction 11, pp. 161 ff. Engl. transl.
sce bc]uw. Ch:;{:alze zur Wissenschaftslehre, Tiibingen 1922, Scction 11, py gl. transl.,
VL, Secy
tion 2.
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7.

the others. More will be said on this technique in Chapter n, Section 6,
Another device s the use of “indicators,” j.c.. 'n{ f‘il-\'i!)' observable
single data indicative of 2 bron.dcr';1ttr1butc, as the institution of /1<z/zc"a.c
corpus or its cquivalent is indicative of a system of go'\'crnn']cn.t bl.u]t
on respect for freedom, or corpornl punishment may be mdx‘c;m\'c
of an authoritarian paternal attitude, or t.hc fact whether g s.old‘ncr on
furlough prefers to wear un‘iform or cn.'xlmn_clo.thcs lm‘n.y be I?d"ﬂltl\‘c
of the degree to which he lsicnnh'cs himself w1th‘ the army. .5.(.\.”“1
indicators may be combined in various ways. On.c 1s.thc combn'nng of
a number of simple indicators in an “index” which is to serve in turn
as a summarizing indicator for some broadc.r conlc‘cpt‘, "n }q 1 Cost-
of-living index, based on the cost of some ty‘pu?l?f:(lrcIXsnztth)n:s‘m111'p_
tion, serves as an indic'ator for the entire cost O-} ni:-;cgrjstic ::.(:;ilt“t
of htting indi\'idual. mdﬁnc:ltors together in chars profiles,
1.e., typical comblnatlon.?. ‘ ey listed in clasification. .
In order that observations can .bc hropc‘r y cheir meaning, | -
categories must be clear, unambiguous :;:‘todm " at[rib[][‘c; im'Ol:_
tually exclusive. Special care must bc~t‘;1'c'll1wl : Once 3 eonei ]iS;
Ing an essential diﬁcrcncc_‘ alrlc ll;t;:itr:]tj:; ityc.:m often be aen
ics has been logically ¢ , it can. |
l())f Colx:ﬁzrxi: C};;:lll))itnt:!l]ti(l)(:‘likt;la)t have no pracnc}al 111;5:05&::::{) (lg if
t\ilro attributes will always be present fog::i‘i:) gtcltil)cr they nc‘cdcmizt;;:
scparately, and if they w1:ll never be prC'Sbtutes have no different weight
listed in combination, or if dxﬂ.crcnt. rlttzlC o the specific natiom]ity ht
regarding the purpose of the mqmier- )
an alien) they may be lumped togetllis'iﬁcation may follow o il
Where preferences play a role, ¢ a‘l'vidual may set up a list of 4
index.” Theoretically speaking, an ind ble consequences spelleq o
alternatives of action with al-l thexrf forszg:‘ regarding the COIlsequchCsj
;;m“gc‘]ldif:hg:f irtd::ti?)i"ll]l;; I1)fr C;rcnrcfng those actions possible fo, him
e wou act ration:

., The dmericap §4),: .
ion is taken from Samuel A. Stouffer ¢f al ol 1 e ldier (Studies
%‘T'he last illustration is taken fron inceton 1949, Yol 1, p. G4,

. . . in World War II), 2 vols., Princc ative Measurement in (ho g -
"ol Psl};‘}wlljzzzirsfcld and Allen H. Barton, “Qualitative M Lasswell, T, }s)g;;:l

.I'cc.Pa'u :I‘)'Dologics and Indices,” in D. Lerner a with an introduction by p
Clas?nﬁgntlon, ., and Hans Zcisel, Say It with Figures, .
op.cit., pp. 155 fi.,

Sciences.
y S(‘icn((.\',
F. Laz;mfchl.

ss of reducy;
New York 1947. . nd of the proce : ON see Lagq, fel
. of logical completeness a rogress in sfel¢
"On the nmp_ormrlc;; ff. “It can be safely stated that most Prog me“suremcm cons,
Barton, op.cit., pp. :

i i 1 ss1 n'StiC lallk OldCl, of A sy .
ta king this step: the SUbS(l(UllOn, for an impressiont i i 1 y5.‘Cl’l]a(‘: ess of
reducti ]L[ f n'S hcmc] logicnlly representing the dC‘i" on ol a seria Proce
on [o C

call “substruction" (p. 175)-

I ang
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

in a special situation he selected that which is highest on the list.* Such
a list, however, is hard to draw up, and preferences arc often so unstable
that the list would quickly lose its uscfulness; furthermore, the con-
sequences include reactions of others and are thcrcfforc cnmeshed \}'{th
the preferences of others. Yet in spitc of these dxlﬁcu!ncs., the utility
index is a valuable tool in the scientific a pproach to qualitative measure-
ment,

Forming categories of classification is, of coursc, no part of the ol-
servations themselves, but a theoretical process. More cexactly speaking,
the scientist assumes as a “working hypothesis” that uscful conclusions
can be drawn from the criteria according to which he proposcs to
group observations (see Chapter 11, Section 6 below). ththcr the
categories actually will be useful for thc’ purpf)scs.of the inquiry de-
Pends on the correctness of this hypothesis, which in turn depends on
its logical soundness and on its realism, i.e.,.its accordance with reality.

0 form a yseful classification, the scientist must have an adequate
advance idea of all the clements that may play.a role for the purpose
of the inquiry; e.g., in drafting a questionnaire on thc. recasons for

SUrprising election results he must pc aware og all the various motives
that may have caused a voter to act in the clection t.hc way ]Te d{d. Sclf-

Observation, totality of experience, and constructive 1magination gre

among the sources from which the tentative picture that underlics the
I8t draft of 5 classification must be drawn. Careful exchange of vicws

With other experts can serve to iijf ove it. It is best, whenever feasible,

t0 condyct 5 practical tryout, w.hxc,h may even be organized ip two

Stages. first, “informal interviewing” pf some informants only (“pilot

Study,” in Great Britain called “pre-pilot”),® and next, a formal “pre-

test” (pilot survey), resembling the final test as planned In every re.

*Pect except in that it is administered only to a more limited number

of people.

(C) QUANTITATIVF_ CONTENT ANALYSIS

chU&ntitative content analysis, developed since about the mid-thirties,
S . . . . .

qu ;ﬁwi SPecial mention among newer devices designed to objectify

tative Comparjson. Instead of relying merely on subjective jp.

8
o ori:‘p:“}t Was fm'ccfully made by Vilfredo Pareto, Manye; d'économic politique, transl, from
Kennclfl] Ataha" °d. (Milano 1919) by Alfred Bonnet, 2ng ed., Paris 1927, PP. 150 f.; sec
well, 4. b ;{'OW, “Mathematical Models in the Social Sciences,” in D. Lerner and H. D. Lass-
Cl:oi(;c,'- T :’;’3’ Sciences (op.cir.) pp- 129 . (p. 135). See also Felix Oppenheim, “Rational
See John pgaq. ™l of Philosophy, vol. 50 (1953) pp. 341-s0,
ge, b.cit., p, 216. For the American usage, Goode and Hatt, op.ciz., p. 14s.
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sSions regarding ditferences in poht‘xculvclmmtc, Sovernmenta] tac-
pressions re, les” behavior, or the like, in different countries, or ar djf.
- oples ‘ . .
tics, thc' people the same country, the quantitative contept analyst syb.
.fcrcn[ times 1n o ;w“_\,lmpcrs, public speeches, state documcnts. radio
jects the conten rivate letters, or other means of commumcatmn to
: ements : ;  freaten e . hich cepp..:
Jn““'mmlil‘ s’c:utin)' regarding the fr(quch} with which certain
. : N < g ~ Pl L) AT2) \F2Y . 7S Y
4 pansta “]é’b‘ mentioned or key words have been used, or h.}\c
subjects have cen favorable or in an unfavorable CONtext, or il
been referred fﬁng or in coordination with other terms (e.g. demoerg, y
adifferent mea ’ . : ST o
! (hmr(;}“t‘m with freedom or with equality, respectiy dly). Thlx.s Is
; Inatic . . _ , 'ses
n cooral to supply a more objective basis or test fpr 1‘1) pot lclec.s about
v . o (0] . . y bt R r N C e
L‘\I)LCF(( ) changcs in qucs[lon than sub]CCFl\C ana yscs can
the differences or : is type have been carried through, c.q.,
ive.'" Rescarch projects of this t)ﬁ)c ‘ I to, foreign news jp news-
gne. = Space devoted to, . X
on the amount of, OI" the Lb | devices in German radio Propaganda
papers,'t the use of \arlgusl‘” A in the use of ideological Symbols i,
S ~ changes 11 <14
during World War I, f.;sm and other topics.
the world’s leading ncwspap? ) hardly practicable unless Some rather
Quantitative content analysis le")n formed which it is designey to
: ses have already cen | confirm the obvioyg
specific hypotheses itati lysis will merely }
;cst Often the quantitative ana }l cumbersome and costly. Bu
: ssarily
ear unnece
and then may app

- jor, New York, Londun, 1048, |,
he Analysis of Political B;,/‘::u; r;::}ie: in Quansitasip Semaniiey
" See Harold D. Lnsswc.”, T :I The Language of Poli :{ r;aly!l:f in Communicatio), Research,
296; H. D. Lasswell, N. Lc.ltTlS 'dch:;mrd Berelson, Confent
N ¢ : specially,
New York 1949; and ¢

1t SOme-

n the U.S., New York 1933, vo. I, p. 382,
Glencoe, I, 1952 Recent Social Trends in
" For the United States, see

5 Cmd- 7700.
L the Royal Commission o;;‘afil;; };;r,:,;;gandﬂ, Relfort on Home .Brc.»u.{.-

for Great Britain, Repors of d associates, German d Affairs, New York 1944, T} ‘h'.m SN

" Ernst Kris, Hans Speicr :mf the Institute of Worl ency in the use of a greay varicty of
casts during the War, Studies ;: resent the relative fr]c ?:;:ood SICTCOI}‘[')CS N reference com-
graphs of this remarkable worh i the use of (ruth'f:fl_:orics’ of Hi[.lcrs name, of ‘rcfcrcnccs‘ o
verbal pPropaganda means, Sl:lC ions. of rcfcrcncc.s (o“‘\“- nse” vilifications of _thc vanous.cpcnncs,
munications, the use of P'Cd'cgnc“’ or immorality, ‘"‘:mn(ion given to H.ndcr-Mussohm Mect-
German culture, to cnemy W“‘"lc:l ders, praise of Japan, ry items in communiques gf the German
mention of the various C"me~t in England, nonmilita )usc of words C°"f"3:’“g favery, medy)
ings, references to social d‘sunlrzasons for British dOOtT}':cv various pcnodsr::atio;ﬁ;":&;’}-1 §
!ligh Command, rCt’crcncch'mc:lrcfulI)' separated fo]; velopment of gmcl Uhiverci e 2nge™) con-
awards, ctc,, etc., and all t (“Revolution and the De d Peace, Stanford Universjpy o Project

3 So-called raDIR project ( :n War, Revolution .m:bols used in such lcadlr?g orggns as The
ducted by the Hoover Institute in the ideological s)nnnd Izvestia as well s 1n 0T politicy
7Bh¢ to measure the changes k Times, Le Temps a list of some 400 key ‘d‘?OI‘{glcal -
Times of London, the New Yor. The group drew up rprise, nationalism, €onstitutiony|;
speeches of chiefs of govcm::s;“éommuni‘m' free c::;can d wh“hcr they were used f
of our time, such ashdcwmchtcn these symbols occuﬂi3 . Rothwell, “On .Casuremen; o
Soviet, and counted ho Pool, Daniel Lerner and G'hc Iaternational Polj
unfavorap|y (I. de Sjl‘;t [hc’ Hague Congress of t

” rea

Scp::lf:l;crp::;;, mimcogfﬂphjdc) ‘o p.cit., p. 112

1 I“uslra(ions, sec Iohn Ma 8%
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1. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

times it may draw attention to significant traits that have been over-
looked. It may become morc important when we learn to use it more
discriminately.

5. Acceptance as “Fact” and the Concept of Truth
(a) FacT

Even when an observation 1s :1CCCPt.Cd as CXact!y made and adequately
communicated, it remains to be decided by science whether the ¢op.
clusion can be drawn that t.hc phenomenon which was subjectively
observed corresponded objcctlvclx to an actual fact. The report may say
that at some definite place and time the observer saw something that
looked to him like a chair’,, or a star, or an unusual type of airship,
“resembling a flying saucer, or a stcamship on the high seas approacl,.-
ing from the left side, or A shooting B.: or soldicrs of country P entering
country G across the border and killing people there. The sciengig
may not question the cxactness of .tht? obscrption and the correctnesg
of the report (“looked to me”); still 1t requires a separate decision ()
his part to the effect that he does or does not accept the conclusiop
whether or not it has been explicitly drawn by the obscrver, that ther.
was a chair, a star, an unusual typc of airship, a stcamer approaching
from the left side, or that 4 did shoot B, or that the men costumed g«
soldiers of country P actually were such. There may be other grounds
than lack of exactness in observation or description for questioning
the apparent results, e.g., defects of too'ls- uscd,' as of a telescope or radar
screen; the limited range of obSCl’Vflblllty'; disturbing influences, such
s atmospheric conditions Of reflections; inconclusiveness; or outright
deception. Even the fundamental philosphical problem of the certainty
and natyre of reality is involved in every decision on the acceptance
of the results of observation as facts. This acceptance i1s, therefore, a
Step that must be clearly distinguished from the acceptance of the proc-

©3€S of obseryation and description as correctly Pcrformcd.‘
€re are again no strict rules to tell the scientist whether :md.wh.cn
fa‘;a}grpaxrently observed fact can or must be ac.:ccl?tcd as an ob)cqlvc
aCCépt ere are ryles of a negative nature for.blddmg.thc unmm.hﬁed
tanc ANce of facrs that are incompatible w1th. pr.ewously or sm’ful-
cxplanQY accepted other facts .factual generalizations or theoretical
1 100s withoyt the correction of the latter (see step No. g); but

n ac
SOC‘ia[ S, ‘.CCP‘QDCQ as

“fact” see the pcrtinc"t remarks by Felix Kaufmann, Methodology of the
cC
of acceptance"' Ncw

: i that two other stages

Yo ) 58. He failed, though, to mention ! ‘

one, althoygy ua“nessrkofl 9:&;?&&2?—:’, adequacy of communication) must precede this third
&R he woylg hardly have denied it.
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5. FACT, TRUTH, PROOF, REALITY

there are no positive rules saving preciscly whether and when an ap-
parently observed fact has to be aceepted as an actual fact, See Section
7. below,

Proof of facts by obscrvation, thercfore, depends on more than of.
servation, description, and measurement. It depends on (1) acceptance
of the observation as sufficiently exact to support the report made on it:
(2) acceptance of the report as sufficiently correct and adequate; and
(3) acceptance of the apparently observed facts as actual facts,

(b) TrRUTH

These relative elements in the meaning of “proof by observation™
play a role in the difficulty which bescts the philo'sophical task of clar-
ifying the concept of truth. It is not necessary to dlSCl]:S here all aspects
of this problem. “Logical” truth and the truth of “causal relations”
will be dealt with in subsequent sections. In the present context, how-
ever, that of the truth of alleged “facts,” it must be made clear that
the term truth here may be used either with direct rctfcrencc to the
actual occurrence of an event (Cacsar truly was assassinated, Hitler
truly did commit suicide, Jesus truly was crucified. tlruly did rise from
the dead) or to the truth of a statement made (the statement thyy
Cacsar was assassinated, that Hitler committed §u1c1de, that Jesus was
crucified, that he rosc from the dead, is true, or 1s not trtl;?). .If used in
the first sense, the historical fact may have tr’U]Y 0cc1{1rru \.thhout be-
ing observed and with no statement ever bcm.g ma(tlc on lt.l c.g., the
cmission of light by a star from which 1t requires ‘a l'OllS:m( vears to
travel to the carth and to meet our observing €yes was a truth evep
before we could obscrve it. If used in the second sense, however, the
term truth has no meaning except in reference to statcmlclnts made, an(
the statements may be erroneously :1ccq.)tcd as true although the 4]
leged historical fact did not occur, and vice vcr'saén e

These two different meanings that may bclgl"_ ercl erm truth jre
paralleled by two different theories about the h” o thauon betwccn
science or knowledge, on the one sidc,.and' truth, ; e other. If we
start from the first meaning, a propositlt,),ll 1_5 ttrrtlll;l“;s etlll 1t correspon s
to reality. This “correspondence thcor)!' C')k v to b e Olde.r of the
two and has also been used by what is I CdyRu Tl 2Ehe Majority of
twentieth-century scholars, including Bertran ssell® 1. M. Keynes,3

uth, New York 1940 (Cl’ilicall

205 f1.); also, Powey, Lo Y discusse

Ndon 1938,

?Bertrand Russell, An Inquiry into Mcaning and Tr
by Ernest Nagel, Sovercign Reason, New York 1954 PP

pp- 267—53, ,
*J. M. Keynes, Treaty on Probability, London 1921.
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1. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

and R. Carnap.* Starting from the sccond mc':ming:‘ tml]‘l'hﬂs bC_Cn
equated with “warranted assertibility” (Dewey ™) or ‘empirical valid-
ity” (Felix Kaufmann ) or the like. This ‘approac.h 1s often equated
with positivism but is not nccessarily associated with all the connory.
tions of that term (sce below, Chapter v, Scction 3);5 nor is it hel by
all positivists, for example, not by Carnap. _ .

It is important to sce that the difference of approac!l Just mentione
has two sources. Onc is the mere choice of the meaning we are going
to associate with a word when we usc it—hcr({, the .word truth. In this
choice we are free. The other is a difference in phll(.)sophical specula-
tion about reality and in the scientific approach.to it. So long as we
do not abandon the speculative idea that there is a reality which p
human senses have yet observed or may ever be able to observe—ty, it
a star whose light has not yet rcachc:d us or has not yet been my e
noticeable and may never become 'notlccablc, or be it some metaphys.
ical reality—so long do we need in our vocabulary for this reality a
term that is independent of the state of our knowledge; unless We use
truth for this we need some other word. I shall, wherever
for the sake of clarity, capitalize Truth when emphaticall
this sense. : .

An intermediate view would include n the n.lcar'\ing of truth not
only the aggregate of what can be absscr ted in a scientifically warranged
manner today, but also what may be so assertible at some future time,
and what might have been asserted in the past hfld possible obsery

tions been made. In extending this lntcrmcd'latc VICW 50 as to incly
observability by beings other thlf 5 ;um?r}’ like God, the two idcas
truth and Truth merge; still the definition would remain differen

nCCcssary
Y used in

a_
de

of
tT

“Rudolf Carnap, “Truth and Conﬁrn;:tgl(;;.’ " 1. Teigl and W. sellrs Readings in philo-
.ro/:/zical Analysis, New York 1223. ‘:‘1)'8—19» 130 fF.. 262,
. John Dewey, Logic, pp- 7 20 fF., 64 ff., 128 ff. Hn proposes
Felix Kaufmann, op.cit-, PP:

. ’ counter-valid” instead of false. Propositions that ither
instead of trye, and “empirically Ils “undecided” are nci
: ) id he calls “undecided” (p, 66),
empiric : cr‘V:lll
yPirically valid nor count

aufmanp, op.cit., pp- 64 fF

to speak of “empirically valid"

(and in i”; carlier article, “Truth and Logic,’
- suggests |imit;
€nomenological Research, 194° pp- de ngo)t onlgyg tod llmk:nn “ .
Propositiong wh ibility is warrante This d ﬁo‘:!y, ut that “once accepted, could with-
stand 4| Possibl(c)szoastsrcr]tl'.lalso in the future. © s dehinition would make truth an tdeal, he said,
ntrols

Which we can never be sure to have aualnci;:thc)tt}clzc:ltthls concept of truth rcfcr.s exclusively to
Statements of Propositions; it has 19 r."fc"‘,:n ilarly, D crnative of a Truth that is reg) although
7O Statement hag been made to assert 1% Similarly, }c,wcy_(’-ogw. P- 345 N.) Quotes for what he
considers the best definiti ¢ truth C S. PC"CC’.W o said (Collected Papers, ‘.’Ol' 5, No. 268)
that tryy, is “th efinition o ed to be ultimately agreed to by all who investigate,” and

the term truth is related to

" Philosophy and
g the use of the term truth to

e opint . is fat - . X

ot realiy i e mpion Whlf:.cmcd by this opinion.” Here, too,

OPinions gy, - o s":n :;ii)ng rrespective of any opinions held thereupon.
ome! g
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5. FACT, TRUTH, PROOF, REALITY

The important point for us here is that Scientific Method s not neces-
sarily tied up with a definite choice among these views. As far as this
method is concerned only such truth as is empirically ascertainable
counts, has a standing, in science. Ilf there bc.an.y Trl.lth beyond i, it
IS 1o part of science as this term 1s used within Scientific Method.
Whether such other Truth is accc:csnl?lc through other methods, and
whether these can be called scientific in some oth.cr sense of the term,
cannot be decided within the framework of Scientific Method (see
Chapter 1, Section 7). B .

Any acceptance of propositions about' allcgc.d facts as being true,
corresponding to reality, cmplrlcal.ly \.':l.lld, verifiable, or warmmcq__
whichever term is preferred by the lndl\'ldllll.l SF[lOlﬂr—IS only' tentative
or provisional within Scientific Mcthod. Tl}ls 1s one lof thcl: filﬂ{).‘l:cncc.s
between belief or faith on one side, and science on lt\lc ot 1;r, ccause
belief or faith may be meant to be final and 1rrcv?cal? ¢. Psyc l(?l(?glcfal‘ly
speaking, belief or faith plays a pox\jcrfgl role also tm sc1eell1§e? it ? Kl?
determines the acceptance by the SCl?ntlSt of r.cpo; s 3{1” ! pirical ob-
servations. Nevertheless, the distinctloq remmxns]1C.)(?Lidtr}ﬁt}nll)fc’rt;lllt'
While an objection to, or doubt rcga.rdmg,.th.c alleged truth of some

: av e sidered inadmissible and a sin from the
particular report may be considered 11 be et out of order, 1o e
religious angle, scientifically it can never be lr b ot ”;em
tific procedure such objection can.bt‘ rejectec %“ )ni cans, The mames :;é
and reference to belicf or faith is no SC'C,DI“ cn : scier;tiﬁc dO‘Ubt ¢ of
the apparent conflict between religious faith a

be discussed in Chapter xi.

(c) ProoF o ‘. |
In the strictest sense of the term, full empirical proot 1s never avajl-

. el empirical pr i-
able under Scientific Method, since (l)(n gr;?;llzfq?;z’cal ]I?J dgrnelx)q :;Pg::l
1 1 i j ttack. o Y ..
tion is unl<]=:ndm%ly sugjcctdto :; ¢ deal with the “truth” of Propositions,
full proof; yet they do n - .
gﬁseati 0 t}f’cir “r’n};anin g” (see next section). Itllla;fbeenbszi;il? there-
: on ro
forf:y that 1n empirical questions we can speil; Cr)cpi’ace ic tzrl 1ty of 3
high, degree, or of plausibility, and had th’tThis Warnine m'proof,
like that of truth, with some othczl term. genera izatior% lsfqlll)lte ap-
. ith inductive : Sof o served
ropriate wherever we deal wi .
>op iscussed in the next section) or with statements about
events (to be discus ; Yet with al] 4
causal relations (Chapter 11, Section I').l o Ue respect for
Precision, when the question is of .parnacll ?; isleac}]’;nwe' t{leefi not always
be so shy. It would indeed be foolish an g U with regard to
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THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD
1.

. ocial scientists spoke of thchl bc‘?g 1101::(:{:
every particular event s bability that it happcncd: That, for example,
than a high dcgrc.c of pro ]21 ¢ and assume a leading POlltlcal r.olc,.lc.
bty pamed Hitler dldl l:nd so is it fully proved, 891‘.‘8 bapcll.( In hlsi
both true and fully provcf\ifashington, Cacsar :mc.l ClC.tlro,"‘ ato and
tory, that Lincoln and : such statements Wl.th Pilate’s qucstm.n,
Socrates did live. To counter riatc in scientific discourse. Here again
“What is truth?” is not apr(;lpod is to a considerable dcg.rcc based on
it appears that Scientific M('t-t reserves to everyone the right 1, .
common sense. To be SUYC{)‘t only on good g{OUﬂdS, and the phil-
lenge empirical evidence, .utru[h?” is not considered a gf.)m.l ground
osophical question, “Whatlls ing empirical evidence. This distinguishes
in the presence of ofvchhrZ:i?C"l Skepticism (sce Chapter vV, Section 2,
Scientific Method from :
deW). edantic in avoiding the use of the
We need not, thercfore, be p :d 1n both the natura] and the
P ally used 1n both 1¢
Proof, and actually it is gener al evidence appears fully
sciences whenever the Cm,plr.lcmorc appropriate to ¢x
this is pot s0, however, 1t 15 | y other terms, such
Nature of the evidence by using )
or “corroboration.”

term
social
adequare, When
press the limired

« . »
A confirmyion

(d) REALITY

f are closcly intercon
The questions of truth and proo ] ! ‘
pro lencll of “reality.” Although, as wi:;::(tzlgcgl])’sct:t
©t rules about when to accept an ::pil rccm}ént that
when deny acceptance, thercll) g ; at. '
J ical doubts about reality. Thjs 1 MOt to say that
a.rred. by phllosophlcal to demonstrate whether there is reality and
CIentific Method is ab l(ii ngs that appear real are 50, or whether some-
What ilt)iS, whether the tnothing at all is real. ¢ i only to say that ac-
108 back of them or ation as facts jrre
“Plance of the results of OPSrY

spective of philosoph-
1 .ty is not considered a violation of the rules that
gcleledOUbts about rC?]]tZCicntiﬁc inquiry. Op the contrary, Scientific
"N accept ce 1n -
Mety, Ptan

ientist t0 accept reality, upless he o weighty

groy. . SXpects the SClcnaccCPtancc' It can be saig that, in a sense, the
Ndg or wi ding

ObSQr Wlthh()l

] world to Scientific Method. But this must
Not vable,world is the r¢a hod claims ability and

m can that SFientiﬁc Met :
Com . IStake.n to mh ) rea]ity 1S. It. rnakes no .such cla]m.
Indee(?cihto ]\lldgch‘:’;’osi phical question of reahty,
At the Ult’im;; 0 Tc‘l F;hlbehin d all possible astronomic
¢ lru
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5. FACT, TRUTH, PROOF, REALITY

ical, and biological discoverics, is beyond the province of Scientific
Method by definition. since it is metaphysical in character and Sciep-
tific Method does not answer metaphysical questions (see Chapter |
7). In some other way. nevertheless, Scientifje Mcthod‘

Section 5 and »
1as greatly contributed to clarifying the problem of reality. e has led

to profound investigations about the modes in which reality s subjec.
tively experienced by human beings. Important psychological and
phenomenological contributions regarding this aspect have been made
by such men as William James, Henry Bergson, George H. Mead
Edmund Husserl (sce below Chapter 1x, Section 10) '
cently, by Alfred Schutz.® The latter's an;llysi:s scems to L
even deeper than did his precursors, but it stull keeps str
the sphere of subjective experience of rcaljt}h .

Speculations by scholars on the objective nature of reality, beyond
the discoveries made by the natural sciences, have bt}comc rare in thi
century, at least outside the older schools of metaghysxcs. Sucl} eXaming.-
tions fall into the general field called “ontology b,)j the phn'los()phm'
This is the science that deals with “Being as Being, the Sllb)c.‘ct of in.
quiry put in the center of Aristotle’s Mf.'fﬂ/’/ly-““- It Igfl.ammcs‘ not
particular things, but Being as such, as distinct from not-Being, ap( the

difference between propositions such as 2hat someghtﬁlgtls (Le., that
: e st sense of the term
has Being) and what it is. In the broadest s¢ > ontology

refers by no means only to the metaphysical 1‘51"3“500.5. B‘i‘lltllg but alse
5 . 1 .
to the mere clarification of the mecaning of a proposition that asserts

> and more re.
ave probed
ctly within

the Being of somcthing, and to observable d:”!til ;::)c?;]tviflllfg and the
modes of Being. Some such questions can be ‘c.\aml ! 1t 1¢ tools of
Scientific Mcthod. But the major interest of OIlth) ?i,lca Investigations
in the past was metaphysical. Considcrc.‘d onc O toletlinOSt Important
branches of science from Aristotle until deep lonf “ide:s’I’nOdem ft(ge,
ontology dcalt freely with the Being of matftcé,od Thi; en?nd of “es.
sences,” of things, of men, of angels, and o o ;lisci i anglement
with metanhysical speculations proved fatal' to t,] i i)uﬁd € 1n moderp
universitics. For a hundred years or more 1t la’} A scient: F? fmant,
In the second quarter of this century, ho“’l‘i: ¢, thatn}tll € Interest i,
ontological questions was revived. The :;’;; cgszcntiallyarsl C:negged is
) CCauSe

. be
not just the old one, however. It has
: awa
now serious attempts are being made to kbCIC pfacts an:jom n?etaphySics
$O as to present an €xact account of observabic t] rClatlons_ It has,
bl

- . menological )
® Alfred Schutz, “Multiple Realities,” Philosophy mu{ I’./u'no ; gica Rc:.fem(/,' ol
) . . . . . ( he literaturc on the unStlo 5 ([‘)4 )
Pp- 533-576, with an illuminating discussion of the n. 5

53



I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

in particular, assumed the character of a SClCntlf;C C]H:OH m.d;;icc::}:ci
the “categories” in which Being is known to man.. n t-“?oscn«“' § :
Hartmann’s New Ways of Ontology 15 {CPVCSC“mE‘V&. The author
tries to discern the spheres, or “layers” (Sf/“f/'“’”)a? lpm"mg: 1{1<)rgn}11c
matter, organisms, the psychic sphere, the Sfphlcrc Ot the minc (Glc”lt)-
in its objectivated workings, the s;?hcrc of the community, and the

h f history. He analyzes typical characteristics (categories) of
ot ! mon to all.'"® He further ex.
each sphere, and fundamental ones common to . ©

i i i ctration and the limits of Interpenetration,
amines their mutual interpen » anc . nerpenc
upwards and downwards; the relative .strcng.th “and “height” of the
different spheres according to objective criteria; dependence and
autonomy in each sphere; and whatever elsc can be st.atcd about t.hc
various modes of Being on the basis of humz}n experience. Such in.
quiries can be carried througl.n, let me repeat, 1‘n a manner that is ¢
tirely in keeping with Scicx?tlﬁc Mct.hod., provndc'd the temptation of
presenting personal speculations as sc-1cnt1-ﬁc data is cffectively resisted.
In this effort Hartmann succeeded in his Nesy Ways better than i
some of his earlier works."' o

The neglect of metaphysical Questions 1n inquiries based o Scien-
tific Method has been under a_ttack. Thls,-and the possible solution of
the methodological problem involved, will be discussed in Chapters
v, Section 3, and 1x ff.

n-

®Neue Wege der Ontologie, Stuttgart 1942 (tr. by R. C. Kuhn, New 1w
Chicago 1953). This is a reprint of a contnbuuon.to Hartmanp (ed.) Systemar
and is based on Hartmann's former books, especially Zur Grundlegung der
2nd ed., 1941. e e . .

In view of the general lack of fﬂm'lm'"‘yl\;w[h ;’;tOloglCnl categorics, the following illustia-
tion may be helpful, taken from Ha”mam;s e“:n lc.ge, PP. 248, 249. Fundamental categorics
of Being (in common to all spheres) arc, ?Jr ::(:ttcf c(.l umity anq manifoldness, accord and dis-
cord, disjunction and continuity, fom(}'f;nrcncc unilv rc‘clfmlnatlor.l and dependency; also, the
qualitative categories of identity and di cssit ,:md thccisa ity and individuality; and the maodal
categories of possibility, actuality and ﬂ;ifon ysubstancc r C(;Jnlranc's. Categorics of the inorganic
sphere: space and time, process ““d-conhl le (Gefiige) r: nl bc?lsahw; of the organic sphere: the
structure of something as an organic WI ° here: consd'om:a 21m, sclf-regulation, reproduction.
constancy of the species; of the psyc/fxca' S}f: . h-[ Knowin ¢ess and Ronconsciousness, pleasure and
d"lsplcasurc; of the sphere of the mind: thought, g (Erl(‘""""). willing, frecedom, valua-
uo‘r:, personality,

ays of Onrology,
i1sche Philosophie.
Ontologie, Berlin.

Y on the limits of what can be known S Cilsgrenze) applies to it not less than to
every serious scicnc:.") But sec below, Chapter Vi, Section 5» on Hartmann's Ethics. The serics
of W writings of ap, ontological character was/ o o) e

ll;;d}:}glo‘o?hie und phinomenologische I;ar“t‘}‘lmfc' lv‘fjil" > 2375 Bth ed, Tibingen 1957)-
! ger is dOminamly interested in that hypothctical Beip

Ing, and this

. 8 which is back of all Particular Be-
3s given his writings a metaphysical and Speculative toych

.
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6. LOGIC

6. Logical Reasoning

(2) pEDUCTIVE

Logical rcasoning is accepted as full proof by Scientific Metho
when, and only when, it is strictly analytic. It is analytic when it adds
nothing to the meaning of a given term or proposition, but merely
makes explicit what is implicd in that meaning. To say that, if all men
are mortal and Socrates 1s a man, Socrates too 1s mortal, is a strictly
analytical statement. It does not say that all men are mortal, or that
Socrates is, or that Socrates is a man; it says merely that according to
the meaning of the statement “all men are mortal,” Socrates, if a man,
also 1s mortal. Deductive logic, in the sense in WhiFh thc.tcrm 1s used
in this book, is strictly analytic. It deals with meaning (2S‘mn)..‘

Whenever a proposition adds something to thc. meaning of a given
term or proposition it is not analytic but syn'thctlc. It then cannot be
arrived at by deductive reasoning from the given term or proposition,
Whether a proposition is meant to be analytic or sygtgt:t}g cannot al-
ways be seen at once; it depends on the meaning (de nition) QE the
terms used. “All men are mortal” is an analytical proposition if the

concept of man is so defined as to in.cluc‘i‘c ccrtamtyf‘ <1)1f dc:ith; other-
wise, the statement is synthetic. Likew1sc, all stoncsl a [Eo {t.le ground
unless supported” is analytic if stoncs arc 'd‘Cﬁlllt":'( zshlcl)c l;t‘:sl having
weight, and weight as a quality w]nc‘h I.llzll\LS tunri deﬁne(l; ess lsup_
ported; the same statement is synthetic if stones :lnt stic Without
reference to weight or heaviness. When we say that ) | € requires

making a merely analytica]

hat is equal, we are !
equal treatment of w qual, ard for equality, whereas

1 ned justice as regard %% )
statement, if we have defi ) efined justice Otherwise, One

our statement is synthetic if we have : . :
and the same statcx};cnt may be true, if analytic, ‘andiffihv:’ if iynthctlc.
“All swans are white” would be a true proposntll?ge = ;lljlsc klad.been
defined as being white; it is false, if not, bccau;c nere animals
that have all the characteristics of a swan Ot u:lretiC - s |

Are mathematical statements analytic of SyRtheHes Bant considered
(sec Charles K. Ogden anq 1. A. R'lchards‘

1952)- 1 shall generally yee only in the

! The word “meaning”™ can be used in different ways
d, of a sentence U
word, yof a Proposition, g

The Meanings of Meaning, New York 1923; 10‘.}‘ ‘d'f'
sense (or scnses) in which we speak of the meaning O :,,(hc term is often 5 lied

English usage—different from the German uscnof Sin sudden going up of PPlie ‘ﬁgurati\.ely
to causal relations; we ask what clouds “mean,” what :‘na)' be expected fromp.“c‘:S ‘means,” i,
the sense of what has caused a phenomenon and what 1t (so-called “ma-

. . . re. Sec Appendj
terial meaning™). This sense is not intended in the text he Ppendix »
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1. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METIIOD

them synthetic, because to say that five plus SCYF“_iS twelve adds xome-
thing that is not contained in five and seven.® The matter looks (‘hf-
ferent, however, if we consider mathematical propositions as logical
deductions from a small number of basic postulates or, n ()lhcl: words,
if we define mathematics by such pc.)stulat.cs. TllCl\ :\mhm'cnc Sate
ments, for example, have some form like this (slightly oversimplified)
scheme: bere .

“If (1) we assign symbqls called whole num )L]I'.S to units that for ..
purpose at hand are considered equal ?@?Ilgft ’C““C]"f'“’ (Angers, or
sheep, or human beings, ctc.) or to classes of such umts (fingers of
one hand, members of the House of Commons); an( jf (2) we deviae
an endless chain of whole numbers so that cach nupp, differs from
the preceding and from the su.bscqucnt.onc by onc unit; ang if (3) the
individual numbers in the chain are assigned the symbols o, 1,4 5
in this order, o standing for the absence of any unit, they | - ’

All implications following from these premises—whjcl, may  be
refined by adding others, S.UCh as the Lconcept of infinite—gre strictly
analytic. That applies to simple implications such as s 47 s as
well as to the most intricate oncs, such as that wi|. numbers or frac-
tions of whole numbers multlphc‘_] by themselyes may be equal to
4, 9, 16, cte., b';lt never to 2;201- that, if @ and 4 Sig“ify any nllml)cr,‘thcn
(64 b)'=d" + 2ab + b ’ ar?d (a+ b) .(a . b) ==a¥_ b* In other
words, the logical reasoning in arithmetic s strictly analytic, and 1t
is for this reason that it can an(.l must b(f accepted ag absolutcly truc.

What has been said here of 3f1thm@t}c 15 basically yyl;q for gecometry
as well. Geometry too is strictly analytic, an

not synthetie apart from
. . . y d e
1ts basic postulates, which can be neatly for

lates in ejt} mulated as sucl, (if-then).
The selection of the postu X cither branch may be grounded on

the belief that thCy reflect existential rca]ity or S(flf-cvidcnt truth. If SO,
such “axiomatic” belief may or may not e correct. Or, the sclection
may be based on sheer ¢Xp cdlency'and cVen on arbitrary choice. All
this makes no difference for the AN point just . Whatever were
the motiyes that promptf—’d the choice of Postulates, the mathematical
OPerations based on them are €orrect when 4 only when, they are

* Prolegomeng zu einer jeden Kiin[tigen M""‘f’”}':ik (1785)
C:,dcmy Cd., Bcr]in 1900-42, vol. 4, P- 2()8; CJSSII'CI' Cd., Bcrl
Basic, Alfred North Whitchead and Bertrand Russely’
2:dg°’ 191013, and Bertrand Russells (ﬂ"Od,"c"Oﬂ ‘o Mathematical philosophy, tst cd. 1014,
the po: 1920, Teprinted 1938, Good presentation, Alfreq Tarski, Introduction 10 Logic, and 10
¢ Mc’hod"lo&’y of the Deductive Sciences, New York ¢, (originally in Polish, 1936, then in

Germap. Einl:k'lxmng in die mathematische Logik und 4, Methodologic der Mathemarik, 1eiden
1937). See als, Appendix s,

PD. 28 . (Gesammelte Schrifren,
in I912-22, vol. 4, p. 16.)
Principia Mathematica, 3 vols.,, Cam-
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6. LOGIC

strictly analytic in drawing implications. To that extent, and only to
that extent, are they absolutely and demonstrably true.

Although analytical deductions add nothing to the premises that is
not implied in their meaning, they are by no means always an irrelevant
play with words. They may be relevant for the purpose of Inquiry
because often all the in;p]ications of a statement, especially of a sweep-
ing onc, are not immediately seen: they may, if made explicit, add
considerably to our knowledge, and often be strikingly surprising in
character, as arithmetic shows,

That analytical deductions if correctly made can be said to be “ab-
solutely true™ gives deductive logic, whether used in mathematics or
in any other context, its singular place in science. But this quality of
absolute truth refers only to the analytical inference as such, ie., to the
statement that the meaning of proposition a implies the proposi-tion b.
Whether the proposition a is true, and conscqucnfly. whether b is true,
is not guaranteed by the fact that 4 1s imphgd in the meaning of 4.
These are the most clementary facts about logic.” Consequently, state-

ments such as “If God is almighty he can square the circle, or make
tic, and therefore neces.

. . S I aly

wrong right and right wrong” are StflCtl_} l“n:"b s meaning “able o g
. . [0 4 t Y a < abDle (e}

sarily true, once we have defined “almig ity i g' a0

Once made explicit, how.-

: : cception.
or cffect anything without any exccp ) )
ever, the implications may lead us to unSth;ll f‘]}jnt]rlu;]li ?,f) tr!lc premise
or to modify the definition of the terms usee (" l gﬁ Yo

all terms used are the first requirement
of logical reasoning. Most words (verbal symbols) are ambiguous;

. or of both. This is especially
a great variety of facts or values, .
they cover a great variety us freedom, equality, democ.

so in the political field, where terms such thority, order cary

racy, socialism, patriotism, loyalty, power. fll)lll o c]iminate ;hez’en(lﬁgiy
different meanings. It is sometimes advisa cninﬂ of which h; b* )
cultics by the use of symbolic signs the mei‘)f tl‘:ie device Its‘: d.cet;
exactly stated. We shall make frequent uscs our s\cicntiﬁc.kno“j llc )
acceptance might make it possible to exprCSm and with mathemaet(i(icl

. e . . M r
about political questions in mathematical fo 1 varizble foo
clarity; yet this presupposes, of course, that :v o lements ¢ }?rs are cor-
rectly treated as such and any othCI“ Uﬂl;“‘zl in the o Nat cmay be
involved, too, are symbolized and include qQuation.® Whjle

Clarity and unambiguity of

‘Sece e.g., Felix Kaufmann, op.cit., p. 2s.

®See Chapter x, Section 2. inking in the Social §,;
’ v ical Thinking ) ciences,
°®See Paul F. Lazarsfeld, ed., Mathematical i the Social Scieneees ir::DGlc::::c' m;i
er an

1954, and Kenneth J. Arrow, “Mathcmn}ical Modcﬁ
H. D. Lasswell, The Policy Sciences, op.cit., pp- 129 1

57



I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

economists have long been developing matl‘:crr}at:;;\ Scco?org\;csm :(lxtrl:
cluding econometrics), there are.hal"(-}ly 1{‘:}30;?:2%" )87 grc?tc; chrit:
ematical political science (inclughng politi onene ;hc : ‘vc]o m y
of thought might be achieved in many qu y development
Of’lslll]::lt1 ticte;}::ggﬁcg' in which a term is used has been made up
uousl?; clear is no guarantee, however, thEt thcfal)nccpt it ¢
scientifically “useful.” To be Cl(f,ar and to C] usc Uf aic nlot t.
thing. The meaning of “centaur” may be made per Tct y lc: car; but the
concept of a centaur would remain irrelevant for po ltllCZI bscxcn'cc. The
terms “happiness” or “power” may be defined clearly, but cither 5q
broad or again so specific that the concepts covered by tl_lcm are utterly
inadequate for scientific purposes (sce .C.haptC{ v, Scctions 8 3n(.1 12).
As every other branch of science, political scicnce too would wigh, to
have a few basic concepts that are })oth clear and uscf
able as building stones within a logically developed the
ful they must be “realistic” in the scnse that they the
analytica] derivations, correspond to carefully obser

quently, the selection of scientifically useful conce
forrnulation,

.(deductive) ]

ambig.
overs i
he same

ul, e, service.
ory. To be yge.
msclves, or their
ved facts. Copge.

Pts, or their pew
is a function that cannot be performed by

“analytical”
ogic alone. A concept’s uscfulness can be tested only when
It forms part of “synthetic” propositions, as does, cg, the concept
Power” of the synthetic proposition, true or false, that “All mep have

2 lust for power,” or “All power corrupts,” etc. (sce Chapter viyy, Sec.
tlon 12)

i a quest for ¢
The neeg for adequate basic concepts has led to a q or
“CPtualization” of political theory. By mid-century, ,  h c
0 center op attempts to use as basic such concepts as power,” groups,”
“equiliby; P jon,” “decision-making,” “game,” “field,
€Quilibriyyy » “clites.” “action,” “decision g |
in addji. e f psychology and psychoanalysis, and
. 2ddition tq the basic concepts of p 31"1( formal or informal gevern.
In pre cepts, like .
meﬁt f}‘-l'er.lce Lo the older con uz?lit‘,y etc. The fashionable vogue en-
iOYed’ éﬁStltutlons) fmf:don;l’ eqshiftin,g from one to the other, has not
s
een gq lefnew approac i,had been hoped. It has even done some
¢ er, a . ..
harm’ becalfseu'l’ }}lxowevde,d o detract attention from pO.lmca.l problcr;:s
that e Uire dlzf as ten proachcs’ as for instance clarification of the
fterent ap
A int, Imuth Unkelbach, Grundlagen der Wahlsysiematik,
Stabiljpgye, S oSting ¢ ; is Helnu TS 6.
) ':’rfatl.;fedmgu"g‘:’a);;fp:z}:llsar;ipnctarirc/ten Demokratie, Géttingen 195
tl’a[urc

» 5¢¢ Appendix B.

‘con-
attention had come
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6. LOGIC
specific conscquences and risks implied in the various types of govern-
mental institutions (sce Chapter xir).

['shall deal with basic concepts cach in its proper context, partly in
this, partly in the second volume. At present [ merely wish to make it
clear that the scientific uscfulness of a concept depends not on analytical
reasoning alone but on the truth of “synthetic” propositions that are

mcant to reflect reality.

(b) NpucTive

Synthetic statements, too, may be truc; but whether they are depends
on something more than mere deductive, analytical logic, and this
“something more” 1s always subject to scientific challenge. Kant held
that in some cases synthetic statements too were certain to be absolutely
true, independently of all experience (a priori). As regards mathe.
matical statements, to which he referred as his first illustration, we have
just scen that their absolute truth is due to the lect' that, what is neces-
sarily true in them, is analytic and not synthetic in character. As for
metaphysics, we shall sce below (Chapter 11, Section 5) that Kang's
metaphysical a-priori propositions for which he claimed absolute trygt,
were chicfly negative, and that to this degree they are not in confljc;
with the principles of Scientific Method. .

Modern science, as ushered in by men like Francis Bacon (1561~
1626), Galileo Galilei (1564-1642), Johannes Kepler (1571-1630), and
Isaac Newton (1643-1727) in the natural sciences and, more th_an a hun-
dred ycars before them, by Niccolo Macluav'elll (1469—1527) 1n the so-
cial sciences, has tended to reach its gcnerahzed synthetic propositions
not a priori from reason, from religion or from tl}e d_f-‘pth of convictions,
but by “inductive” reasoning from obs<3.r\’<’vd .lnd}VIdUal facts.® This
movement has led up to, and culminated in, Scientific M_CthOd as pres-
ently understood. Whenever we generalize some syn;hetlc statement—
saying, for instance, that all stones, unless suppor ted, fall to tl}e ground,
because we have observed many doing that and none behavmg differ.
ently; or that all human beings feel some urge toward th.c good as djs.
tinct from the evil, because there are millions of observations tq this ef.
fect by millions of people; or that all power corrupts, b?Causc we have
seen power corrupt people very often—then we ar¢ applying so-called jp.

L. . f induct;

® Bacon was the first to center scientific work in the process © ion, but Gali
used induction (see A. N. Whitchead, Science and the Modern World, op.cis., Pp. 55 ﬁcc)) 3SCtua|[).
7+ 90 did,

to some extent, Machiavelli.
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6. LOGIC

reasoning starts, not from the uniformity of the universe, but from
aceepted rules of scientific procedure. Having watched certain regular-
itics in naturc in general, and in some special field of scientific rescarch
in particular, we derive from the results of such observation tentative
rudes regarding “warranted types of gencralizations.” These rules do
not merely say “Once-or-often-cquals-always,” they do say something
about the conditions of obscrvations required to warrant some cautious
generalization. Abstracted from previous experience they do not neces-
sarily go beyond what is required for the case at hand.™

If we look at inductive -neralizations in this way, then they are
not derived deductively from the general premise “Oncc-or-c;ftcn_
means-always-everywhere-in-nature™ but from the specific procedurj]
rule that a generalized statement of fact in field Fi of science is war.
ranted after a single observation, accepted as exactly made and correctly
reported: in another field (F.). after corrcspgnding o.bfervations re-
peated in a small number of cases under varying conditions, or (F)
in millions of cases, or (Fy) not even then. I.n physics, fo.r example,
a single test like that of the atomic explosion 1n NC\\f Mexico in 45
may be considered enough for a scientist (and posably for all of thcm)
to warrant some generalized statement—tentative, of course, as are ]
scientific empirical statements—whereas 10 the social sciences many
more obscrvations are required; there it may be necessary to exten
rescarch to tremendous numbers of observations before generalizationg,

if any, are warranted. . 4
John Dewey took a far more radical view. He did not care for ap.

alytical justification of inductive reasoning. TQ him, lloglc hi{l:d No pre-
eminent position or rank in science; it was an Integral part ot scientific

. . . M i bt n
mecthod, nothing more and nothing less, and m‘? "‘t y Oth}cr abstract
Y <
rules in scicntific method was abstracted from what men had foypg

operationally useful for getting results where they wanted them. T}

i ) . in thei
only justification of the rules of logic, then, !ﬂY ;“ l inr USCf;llness, and
accordingly, logical rules changed with their changing usetulness fq.

: 2 . : . i iIC were .
inquiry." Secondly, inductive and deductive log1 SO Closel; inter.

"The chief representative, and the most consistent onc, o: (g};‘:c‘;‘:l?;gz“l:"‘s Felix Kaufmann'
op.cit., pp. 77 ff. He aptly emphasizes the distinction bcsvﬂ; generalized "Pirical Propositions
(“all men are mortal,” “all have a sense of justice™) and © sense of jus .’iroced""‘l Proposition
(“warranted statements that all men are mortal or have 2 4 his oth Stce can be Made w} X
. . ."). Unfortunately and quite unnccessarily he _h‘“ marre highly n‘-‘l:\;'lsc Clear oy o
introducing for procedural rules the term “thc.:orcucal ]n}\]vs, e )] ‘15"C&.dmg h
constant further use by Kaufmann becausc neither are these aws
the term nor are they the only “theorctical” rules or laws.

2 Logic, pp. 139 fd. and 419 f.
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1. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

woven in operations of inquiry that onc could not serve without the
other. It was no longer tenable, then, to teach that there is onc logic
of induction and another of deduction and that the two logics arc in.
dependent of each other, Dewcy said. Both rc.quirc “f:}miliarity with
material, sagacity in discrimination, flcutcncss.m detection of leads o
clews, persistence and thoroughness 1n fo.llo\:'lng them through, cher.
ishing and developing suggestions that arise.” And he ended by ingig.
ing that there are no “rules” to be followcd..“Thg only ‘rule,” it might
be said, is to be as intelligent and. honc§t as lies within onc’s power.” 13
The close interplay between inductive and deductive reasoning is
recognized today by all empir ical 5Ch0915- D.cwcyf's more extreme views,
however, going as they do bcyond this point, lic open to criticism on
two counts. Regarding operational uscfulness as the only criterion of
logic, it is well to note that the usefulness SOL.lg.]‘l.t after in science is thqy
for discovering the truth (“warraQth asser Ublllty"), not for any other
Interest as such, and even in conflict w1t!1 othc.r mtcrcsts,‘u As regards
the distinction between deductive and inductive reasoning it can be
answered that when deductive logic is understood, as it has been here,
as the analytical explication of the meaning of.pr OPO§lti0nS rather than
of their truth or validity, its distinction from inductive reasoning can-
not be rejected as unwarranted ' '
Or our present purpose, however, 1t d.o es not matter which of these
theories we follow. Whether, in justifying mduct.lvc generalizations,
we refer to the axjom of uniformity (;f nafm]rc (I\'?[l)l), to )rulcs of pro-
cedure to operational usctulness (Dewey), it is recog-
nized tgz{aa; 1111111::1 ?321$tivc I;easoning can lead onlx to tentative hy-
potheses, whose truth may always be exposed to SClanlﬁC challenge.
Mill was still obsessed by the idea that it might bc. possible to develop
the genera] th f induction to d stage of perfection where we would
obtaj cory ot = = tion. Sighed he:
In genera] Jaws of induc

Why is a single i [5tances in ssngc cfases, Sl.lH‘thiCl?t for 1 coxml)lctc
Inductigp while. in others myriads of concurring instances, without
2 single ;xw t.’ know1n or prcsumcq,.go such a very little way
“Owar cstabll‘) an a universal proposition? Whoever can answer
thig Questiop En::vi more of the philosophy of 19g1c tl}an 1t5he wisest
of the aNdients and has solved the problem of induction.

13
1d
1S * and '
the i‘c Dcwcﬁf-o484*85. ks on this point in his and A. F. Bcn}tlcyks‘ Knowing a,,g
no, wn . remar . “ R shou b
without “n (Bog Pertinent where he writes that “knowing ¢ conducte
15

Pre-deey o 1949, pp. 278 ff.), uences that are to ensuc from it (p. 284).
J. s. Mil f::fm'mation of the pracucal conseq

‘., p. 206, Nagel ed., P- 186.
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6. LOGIC

. This drcam has been abandoned. The tendency now is to single out
in cach individual case, the most plausible generalizations for a choicc’
among them.'

The theory of inductive generalizations has greatly benefited from
the mathematical theory of probability. Grounded on mﬂthcnmtica]ly
exact (i.c., strictly analytical) probability calculations, laws of “statis-
tical inference” have been developed ' with results that have proved
very fruitful for the social sciences as we shall sec presently. But it s
no longer claimed that such analytical aids can spare the scientist the
decision when to accept and when to reject inductive generalizations
in his work. There are no strict rules of this kind (see also Section A

below).
(€) SAMPLING AS A CASE IN INDUCTIVE REASONING

Sampling in mass observation is a special case in flpplied inductive
reasoning. In order to find out the approxir.natc distribution of .
dividual attributes (physical or mental, opinions, .pr.efcrences, inten-
tions, habits, ctc.) within a great number of people, it is often sufficient
to explore the distribution within a relatively small number of samples
and then inductively to infer, from these findings, the distributijop of
the same attributes over the “universe” (country, group, profession,
ctc.) under investigation. Special problcms.hc”rc involved are how g
find out which individuals are “representative of others, and of how
many they arc representative. These two questions cannot be answered
by analytical reasoning but only on the basts of cmplfxcal Inquiry. They
must be carefully distinguished from a third question of .hovy to get
correct reports on self-observation from the interviewed individuals,

a question discussed in Section 2, above. - .
The rapid development of sampling tests, €SPeciatly rom the nine.
teen-thirties on, has led to a constant refinement nptdonly of the ques-
tioning techniques (Section 2) but also of t.hc lm uctive reasonin
involved.’® Great efforts have been made to SINgIE OUL groups of in-

10 e.g., Kenneth J. Arrow, op.cit., pp. 129 ff. '
17 gz:, Gcgorgc A. Yule and M. G. Kendall, Introduction }l'\’o.f:ﬁ:czl;;z?l’\» of Sta{mic.r, 14th o
London 1g50; Sir Ronald A. Fisher, Statistical Methods fo 111‘[71/:'}‘:11:: Ner:, Edinburgh, Ist ed.
1925, 11th ed. 1950; A. Wald, On the Principl:g of Statistic » Notre Dame )

cal Lec No. 1, 1942; Arrow, op.cit., p. 138.

don 1949; John Madge, op.cit., and the literature on 5‘; ! ial Resea c{:c‘-‘. Cited abgye. als o
publications of the Survey Rescarch Center, Institute for Socl h re »_I:vaersi[y of M: S0 the
especially those by Roe Goodman. The thcorctica! interest 10 ]c Pl’Obabnhty aspects of
scems to have found its first expression in the United States as late as 1938 j an argjc] S
Neyman, “Contributions to the Theory of Sampling Human Population,™ cle b

can Statistical Assoctation, vol. 33 (1938) p. 101 fl.
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

dividuals who were thought to be particularly repr esentative; but there-
with bias, preconceived ideas, and inadequate knowlcdgF on the part
of the research planners found a broad entering wedge in the base of
inductive inference. In order to improve the Tepresentative ch
of samples, efforts were made to fix the samples in cx .
the total number of people in the categories from whicp, the samples
were drawn, such as categories dctcrm1n6f1 b}i ag¢, sex, race, profession,
income, geographical section, etc. But this still left lccway for unwar-
ranted selections within cach category, c.g., overemphasis o college
or high-school students, present or past, because they were more casily
accessible, and undcrcmphaS{s on sections of people v}y, were difhicul
to interview or underrated in their mgmﬁcapcc It has consequently
peen found that the probability of correct mfcrchCS frcqucnt\\' in-
creases if in picking the samples—at least those within (}¢ \':n}i()\ls
categories—more reliance is plfICCd on truly random sclections than
on guesswork about representative character. In othe, words, wherever
our knowledge of who is representative of whom Caves off, we often
do better to rely on random Sampl‘{]g th‘m, on loosc reasoning. We
may, for instance, divide the country into TeBloNs anq cach region into
small sections of similar size and chara;ltcrlls.tlcs, then pick by lor sec-
tions in CaCl.l region, 3{](1 qucry tquch @t the people of the type (age,
etc.,) in which we are interested. . _

Inference statistics (sec the preceding SUbSCCtlon) h
precisely aware of both the strength anil the Weak
drawn from random samples. StatlStllCil pml?ablhty calculation tellg
us, e.g-, which error we must CXPCCt,,w 1cnuv]vct'1nfcr the composition of
some “universe” (such as a country's pop d? 'on) f'fom random sam-
ples. It tells us that, th“, the factors unb = Nquiry 4p, evenly dis-
tributed in a large POPUI%UO“’ errors 1n about "Wo-thirds of our sam-
pling experiments (mecaning sarl?pl{nggcz!sllllz(\;czls f}}l Y carricd through)
will stay within the range of what lSd o ¢ Standard error,” and
in about nineteen-twentieths Wlth}n ouble that fange of crror. Yet
in the remaining twentieth (1.€., 1n ONC out of tWenty sampling ex-
periments) the error may go to the extremes,

aracter
aCt proportion tg

clps us 1o be more
Ness of inferences

** See Rensis Likerr, “Th

¢ Sample Interview Survey as a Tool o
tion,” in Lerner and

Lasswcll, The POII.C)’. Sciences (Op'(”') pp. 233 ff.; Angus Campbell,
“Mcasuring Public Attitudcs,'- Journal of Saczle Issues, vol. 2 (;94()) PP 1 ﬁ" When samples are
chosen from samples, e.g., samples of families from samples of Cions, we speak of “muli.
stage” sampling, Whep, first some informants arc asked more details thn’n are later the broader
samples (or the entire population), we speak of “multi-phaye sampling. See John Madge,
op.cit., pp. 208-0q,

£ Rc.scarch and Policy Forma-
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6. LOGIC

The standard crror is surprisingly small. Even when we take only
100 samples from a large population, the standard error is no more
than 5 percent where the actual percentage of the special group we
want to count in the population is 50 percent; no more than 4 pereent
where the actual percentage is 8o or 20 percent, and no more thap
3 percent where it is go or 10 percent. This is to say that in two out of
three experiments in sampling we would get from 45 to 55 where we
should get 50; from 16 to 24 where we should get 20; and from about
7 to 13 where we should get 10. If we took 1,000 samples the standard
crror would shrink further to about 1.6 percent, 1.26 percent, and .95
pereent respectively, i.e., among the 1,000 samples we would get 484 to
516 instead of 5005 about 187 to 213 instead of 200; and about go to 110
instead of 100.*"

Yet all this holds true only where the factors are evenly distributed
within the population. Where they are not, as when we go abput count-
ing Negroes or Catholics in an area where most .of them live in onpe
scétion while the whites or the non-Catholics live 1n rm.othc{', the error
involved in the use of random sampling can grow 1nﬁmtcly. Even
where the factors are evenly distributed the error must be expected to
be greater than the standard error in one-third of our sampling ey.

periments (sce above). Furthermore there are types of research, as ip
all errors of less than 1 percent cap

clection statistics, where even sm
be decisive. o .

Sampling has been one of the greatest cgntnbquns {)f]twentneth_
century social science toward improvement 10 op\r 1110}\" ec gc of con-
ditions and opinions of man in contcn.lpoFary socmty: t‘ 1as, \.\ 1.thm the
!been applied in a great variety of research,
Business has used systematic sample intcrvim'vs forfcc;nsumcr lIll;}rkct re-
scarch, c.g., for finding out what the rcactIOI.l'O ft 1e popu at3011 will
be to new models, what the motives ar¢ back of consumers prefer-

last two or three decades,”

ences, and the like. In the United States, the Census Bureau, the De.
S, nt, the Defense Depart-

partment of Agriculture, the State Departme

. dth certain characteristics wirlh:
™ ¢ the actual proportion of an evenly distributed group r‘:ot have these chakrl’(fm?k'\, Within 4
large population is p percent over against ¢ percent that do Tpect in the .rc\'ull‘hl'umm. and
samples are examined, then the sgrandard error” we must © 20.80 WIS ot the stmpling
» ). . 5050 . of = 15 4, cte.; the
is the square root of 3. The square root of is 5, O 1o 4 s the square foot of
* n

50.50
1000
A The decisive year was 1935,

modern bibliography in thc‘ field was pu
Opinion" in Leonard D. White, ed., The State of
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; d Roper pol)
when the first Gallup an S appeared and he g
blished. Scc B.crnan.l Berelson, “The Study of 1() ﬁr?\[
the Soctal Sciences, Chicago 1956, b, ublij¢
» Pp. 299‘518.



I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

ments, the Treasury Department, and Othf:rs haV‘{ m'ldc multifarious
use of smnplin‘g interviews, c.g., for gxplormg p.OsslblllFlcs in financing

ublic expenditures and for influencing people in buying apg holding
Povcrnment bonds. Sl.mllar use has .bccn made of sampling interviews
ign other countric§, as in Great Britain by the technically ye) advanced
Social Service Division of the antrz}l Ofhice Of.Information. Much
more can be achlc\{ed. Sample interviews can bring to light the dif-
ferences that prcva1.l bctwc.cp various 1.nd1v1dual.s, Or categorices of in-
Jividuals, as to their conditions or attitudes—differences gy remain
pidden in the aggregate figures of the g.cneral €ensus or of general clec.
tion statistics. In .thc ﬁc.ld of political science, public attitudes, opinions,
preferences, and.mtcntlor.ls can be probgd Py sample interview surveys
not only regarding elections, where this is done regularly nowad:\ys)
in constantly refined procedures,”® but on many other questions of’
political concern.® .

Yet after all this has been said, it must be stressed that we g1 de
ing here with purely descriptive methods. Generalizationg from ip.
dividual factual data do not yield theories of causal explanation ; the
do not give us anything more than general factual data, which :;t bcg;
may serve as suitable raw material for the establishmen; of theories
about causal relations but do not by themselves supply such theories
A clear distinction must be made between facts on one side, and thci;
explanation on the other, and therewith between twg different ob-
jectives of inductive reasoning. One objective is the establishment of
general factual statements; this is the inductive “generalization of
accepted individual facts,” just discussed. Another quite different one
is that of presenting a causal explanation fOl'. generalized facts, such as
the law of gravity in the case of falling bodies; this is the “theoretical

explanation of generalized individual facts,” to be discussed in the next
chapter,

al-

(d) rocrc IN NATURE AND IN HISTORY ?

Logic, as the term has been used l}erC, may b<.: defined as the method,
art, or technique of either (deductively) making explicit what is im.

See, § . i : . .
tuu\t:c}‘n ddition to the American literature on the sample interviews survey studies of election
g, - 2 A
Parligy, o CFeat Briain o g. R. S. Milne and F1 ©. I;(ackcnzlc, Straight Fight,” special issue of
entgy - S inter 1954-55)-
e arrs, vol. o. I (wln f . ..
sampli;dson’ op.cir .p 01088, numcmcs as possible rescarch subjects of opinion research through
. .  P. . . . . .

amily o Atitygeg vah::’cs ';;tcms of morality, modes of child rearing, religious observances,
cti , . iviti “ i " ; .

We sha ilv:cs, Sex behavior, leisure-time activitics, morale, “happiness.” Sce also Likert, op.cit.

¢ further illustrations in other chapters of this book.
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plicd in the meaning of propositions, or (inductively) so formulating
general propositions that the implications of their meaning cover ;
dehinite or indefinite number of specific propositions. In both alterna.

tives, therefore, it deals with meaning.

It has often been said that this is not all, and that, far from dealing
only with the meaning of statements, logic partakes of Being and Re.
ality, that it is itself real.*" This is said to be shown by the fact that na-
ture herself follows the rules of logic. quite irrespective of whether
man watches her and makes meaningful statements about her behavior.
In other words, not only do all phenomena of nature, ¢.g., the move-
ments of the stars, obey general laws, but they do so with the most im-
maculate logic. Logic, therefore, must be part of the ways of nature,

This manner of arguing. however, is based on a fallacy. In the first
place, it is very doubtful whether we are scientifically justified in say-
ing, except figuratively, that the phenomena of nature are “ryjed” by
general laws, and that nature “obeys” or “follows” these laws, For we
cannot state scientifically that the gencral laws are something separage
from the behavior of nature. As far as scientific know.lcdgc goes they
may well be nothing but the ways of nature, as described by mgay in
general terms, owing to the fact that they actua.lly are describable jp,
such terms. But, however that may be, it is cer tainly not warranted to
say that nature, in her obedicnce to general laws, behaves “logically.”

If nature behaves differently from what we expect under the general
propositions which we call general laws and suppose to be descriptive

of the actual behavior of nature, then the trouble is not that nature acts
illogically but that the alleged general ltqws are not general laws, thae
they need modification or scrapping. Likewise, when nature behaves
in line with our expectations, it is not because she performs logically,

but because to that extent the general laws describe the behavior of
ause they behave logically

nature correctly. When men die it is not bec
are mortal, but because this

under the general proposition that all men ;
proposition expresses the actual phcnomeﬂad CO”CCt}g Stars are oy
ill-behaved if they deviate from their expected €OUISE, but our descrip_

tive formula has been incorrect. . deed to be 1
Sometimes the behavior of nature seems indeed to be high]y, illogical

When, e.g., we note that light rays always pass across Moving bog;

with the same speed, as measured in terms of these bOdies, no m ©
whether the body moves against the rays (lfpStream Or with t‘;lttel‘
(downstream), the result seems to be so illogical that i is hard to ebr?

* See, c.g., Nicolai Hartmann, Zur Grundlegung der Ontologie, as cited above,
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describe the be be said with assurance that the general law
It cannot even iy character. There is no particyla, logic in the fac
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keep in line with our descriptive general statements,

Is not for nature to ccixaminc the sequence of events in history, we

leew1§<;; wbent.f‘;’: authority say that history moves “logically,”
€annot with scienti

55 divided by
ply facts, pro-
use the term
nse in which,
cially thae in
€ We justified
he logos, or of
t this is 5o and
given to Nature.
describe the way
duce the implica-
ments and watch
Ctual behavior; it

ex-

he sequence of events j logically in line with

cept in1 the sense thatfgrmuhwd by man, sy as those regarding
8eneral propositions

ing of the pendulym, Progress from thesis
Causa] Interrelations, Swtthis’ or with more Specific ones. Like nature,
through antithesis to Syr:‘l gi cally” or “illogically,” but can only reveal
: o)
tﬁittory h o mOV‘;]c general laws or oyr knowledge of the con-
tributc;gr Insight into t'tth correct or defectjye, We shall say more
g aCtors was e1 N cha ter
aboyt historjc] laws in the following chapter.

. . . - by
1 Meq Physics for measuring work, Onpe erg is the work done )
su 1 N . ! R . .
one upj, 9 in 6 the unit used in ugh the distance of One centimeter.
of Jorce (one dyne) acting thro
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

ible factors are eliminated at the same time. Yct beyond SPCh negative
rules there are few, if any, rules of a :.;tfict character ilC(EOl'dlI:)g to w.h:\ch
acceptance is to be granted. The logician is free to build his definition
of science on the premise, presupposition, or postulate that there are,
or should be, such strict rules; but as there are not, the definition would
be unrealistic.? ,

Furthermore, to define scientific procgdurc with reference to 3 body
of science to which propositions are b.cmg added or from which they
are withdrawn presupposes that there is a WF]l:dcﬁncd body of scicnee
at any one time.® But this again is not a r.cz.lllstlc assumption. Not ¢vepy
is there always such a thing as a “prevailing opinion” about what
the “established knowledge” at the time; and if there were, to let nume-
bers decide would make little sense, although it would be logically
possible. Galileo’s propositions, although they were won through why
we now call Scientific Method, were not accepted by prevailing Opinion
for some time to come. Lavoisier’s discovery of oxygen and his c¢y.
planation of combustion as a process of oxidation, achieved about 1776,
was not generally accepted until at lcast. the end of the cighteent}y
century; the majority of scientists, including great James Watt, cop.
tinued to cling to the older phlogiston theory, which explained gy,
as the escape of some mysterious element.* Does Darwin’s theory of
evolution constitute no part of the body of science when ot accepted
by prevailing opinion, and vice versa? Are Not controversia] accept-
ances of facts, of generalizations and exgla}natlons important ingrcdicms
of science—of science considered as a living, dynamic thing, not static
at any time except in a state of ither def’ay or .hcavcnly perfection ?

We could, then, speak of a’ body of science only in the sense of a body
with pretty hazy boundaries.
The unsuitability of using the two classes of accepted and nonge.-

*Kaufmann himsclf says (op-cit-s P- 419)3 F°".°"3mll;|°. the rglcs'of induction contain the
condition for the acceptance of universa ; pl’fOpOSl:cl’Oﬂs, 'tuft e SHIERNSE s never bound 1o jn-
corporate such propositions; he is always free to wait for additiong| corroboration” (jtalics
. - s (pp. 63, 66) that . "

not in the original), and he emp h?.Slzch the dichotomy * undecided propositions
at every stage of scientific inquity: Td t:l:.dc:d" ro ositig’n i and “nonaccepted” can
be maintained only by putting all “‘undect pt 5 ®in the Ronaccepted class; but this
still yields no strict rules on what must b<:- P ch'. h h

® Kaufmann speaks of a “scientific situatiofl, w)xc < defines g “the totality of synthetic
Propositions accepted at a particular ume (p- 52), or “the knowledge considered as estab-
lished at the time of a scientific decision” (P 230, No. 6b). He anticipates the objection that
“it is arbitrary to dra accepted and unaccepted proposi-
tions,” but answers that this objection ‘‘may 'bc et by pointing out that the procedure of
sci‘cntiﬁc control presupposes such a strict division” (p. 54),

See

James B, Conant, Science and Common Sense,
obstinacy with which the

“there are

. New Haven 1951, p. 189, on the
older doctrine was being defended.
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7. ACCEPTANCE

cepted propositions as the criterion of science is particularly striking
in the social scicnces. where acceptance is even more controversial than
in the natural sciences.

These disputes about the logical structure of science are, however
of little practical importance in our general context. For there is nc;
controversy among the adherents of Scientific Mcthod that, in making
a decision on acceptance at the various stages where such g de-
cision is required, the scientist, while not bound by prevailing opin-
ion, is not free in every respect to follow his hunches, dispositions,
intuitions, and the like. We have already seen that he.must not accept
incompatible propositions, etc. We must add here another grave limita-
tion. The scientist is not free in his decision on what can be lc’gitinm,te[y
accepted or offered for acceptance. In this respect he is bound by the
rules of Scientific Method as long as he acts as a scientist in that sense;
he cannot, c.g.. as such a scientist accept a-priori Propo§itions as final
(scc Chapter 11, Sections 5 and #). Furthermore, his decision to accept
or not to accept what has been legitimately of?fcrcd for‘ consideration
must, of course, be used judiciously, that is not 1n an arl?ltmry way but
with a feeling of responsibility toward the puprSC_Of science to follow,
the truth (sce Chapter vir, Section 1). He must not 1gnore contradictory
observations, although he may explain the seeming differences away
if he can. His decision is exposed to being chccte.d by ﬁl.l Othf:rs, or by
the majority, or by some, on grounds that arc not1n FOﬂﬂl_ct with Scien.-
tific Mcthod. All decisions on acceptance, those of individual scholars
as well as those of the majority, are subject to constant contro] apd
to change; scientifically speaking, they are only tentalive in every cage,
On all this the adherents of Scientific Method are agreed. Yet withip

. . iderable ar
this framework, to repeat, there remains a conside €a of freedom
use acceptance.

d in 1889 at the annual mee.
f the wave theory of

for the individual scientist to grant or ref.

The great physicist Heinrich Hertz sat
ing of German natural scientists that thre truthlo -
light “is, humanly speaking, certainty.”” Less tm; p enty years 1ater,
Planck’s quantum theory put this statement out © ate. Someone (in
this case, Einstein) started with denying acceptance. Someone must
always start. The others will not always follow suit at once, Such ape
the ways of science.

These considerations also show that the tentalive accepance - non

acceptance of propositions gained in accord W SClCntlﬁc Metho d

®Sce Arnold Hildeshcimer, Die Welt der ungewohnten Dimensionen, with 5
© Preface by

Werner Hcisenberg, Leiden 1953, p. 234.
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

if they are so gained—is the responsibility of each in(.\iv%dual scientist;
its legitimacy is not contingent on approval !’Y Ehc majority of all scien-
tists or of any special group of them. Objections raised are relevant
if they show that the proposition is not accc.ptablc undet the rules of
Scientific Method. But whenever acceptance is not barred, the decision,
is up to the individual scientist. Only for purposcs of historical .
scription is it permissible, and sometimes appropriate, to speak of
body of science in the sensc that acceptance by all or by the majority of
scientists within a definite histo.rical period determines what was i):lrt
of it. Science, seen as a dynamic concern of humanity, moves on jr.
respective of what the majority of scientists at any given time is ready
to accept, as our illustrations sh.ow. The body of science is living, not
petrified. It includes all tentative acceptances, or refusals to accept,
that are legitimately offered by any scientist. Tt embodics controversiy
theories as well as noncontroversial ones; and the controversial theories
do not merely surround an otherwise firm and petrified body of sciepce

like an atmosphere or aura but somctimes reach deep down to its very
core.
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CHAPTER 1]

THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD (CONTINUED):
CAUSALITY, TESTS, PREDICTION

An Introductory Note on Explanation

o “explain™ something scientifically may mean one of several

things, according to whether one tries to explain (1) what it

“means,” or (2) why it s “true” or “false,” or otherwise com-

patible or incompatible with some norm, standard, or rule, of
(3) how it has come to “be there,” what it “is” (not what it “means™),
and what the consequences of its being there may be. A few words
will be added here on each of these types of explanation before we tury
to a more detailed account of the third.

If we try to explain the “meaning” of a word, signal, symbol, of
other sign, or of a sentence, proposition, or mathematical formuly, we
scck cither to express the same meaning in othc:r, more fa.miliar words
or signs, or, going beyond such mere tr:lnslanop, to point out some
or all of the meaning’s implications. This was discussed in Chapter |
Scctions 5 and 6, and will be taken up, with regard to the meaning of
life and of history, in the present cha.ptc’r,. N

If, instcad of explaining the “meaning of a proposition, or after
explaining it, we try to explain why we h.Old the proposition to pe
“truc” or “false,” we may do so by showing cither (a) that it is logically
implied in the meaning of other propositions which have been acc::.p[c(]
or assumed to be true or false, or (b) that acceptance of the proposition

as true or false is in line with other rules of scxcntxﬁc })FOFccltlrc.
some bchavior, attitude, ege.

Likewise, we may try to explain Wl.l}" . otin a -
is “right” or “wrong” by showing that 1t 1s 0T 15 nf c\ ‘lCCOF.t with pre.
' xplan: :
supposed norms, standards, or rules. This type oL explanation wi]] |
. . . I,
dealt with specifically in Chapters 11 and I\l aning of
. ] ¢ I C< S . :
If, however, we try to explain neither th e gbm Omething
nor its compatibility with norms, standards, or ruics, Simply the
d”—an “existentig]” f'\ct or

fact that it “is there” or that it “happene .
it is that is there of happcned

: 13 »
event, as we may call it—and “what” 1t )
, entioned before wil] o, do. Ty

then the two forms of explanation m esent :
explain an existential fact or event means t© pr tas a lipnk in the

. assign i .
chain of cause and effect, or, if we are u‘?abl.c to 8N It a plyce N some
pattern of cause and effect, at least to give 1t 2 Pl) ace lm some othe, pat
tern of existential regularity. The physician Who tells hjg Patient tl;at
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

he is suffering from rheumatism, and is a}skcd to explain how rheuma.
tism comes about and what it is, may himself not know that cxactly;
but he feels able to arrange the symptoms :.md cffects of rheumatism
within some pattern of regularity, and t.hat is as far' as .hc may be
to go in explaining it. This is less satisfactory, s.cxcnt'lﬁglly,
an explanation in terms of cause and effect. To an 1nquiry into
ticular relationship of causation the first section of the present chapter
will be devoted. . . o
The “meaning” of an cxistential fact must always be dnstfnguishcd
from the fact itsclf. Any fact (event) may be regarded as a S1gn carry-
ing a definite meaning; for example, a star as a message telling of
God’s greatness, or a rotten cgg thrown at a campaign speaker as g
message expressing contcmpt. Such interpretation may be correct of
incorrect. Unquestionably, many facts,.such as lcttcrs.of an alphabet
used in communication, are signs, Carrying some mcam’r,lg. (‘E()HVCrscly‘
every sign made is also a fact, somcthmg that “is thc.rc. or “happe
In explaining facts which I rcga-rd as signs, I may limit mysclf tq ex-
plaining the sign’s alleged meaning, and stop thcf‘-‘- such CXpl:mation,
however, always implies a rudimentary explanation I terms of gy
and effect. For when I say that stars arc ;lgns of God’s greatness, i
implies the meaning that the existence of stars is caus§lly interrelage
with God’s existence, and when [ say thata rOtIen egg is a sign of con-
tempt, that implies the mcaning that the cgg hits the spcakcr because
someone had thrown it. But the two types of explanation here inter.
woven—explaining the meaning of .scimgt!ung. anfl C)-(plaiping how
it happened—must be clearly distinguished in scientific Inquiry,

&l)]c
thﬂﬂ 1s
thC par-

ns.”

1. Causation
(a) CAUSING AN EFFECT

Cause-and.-effect is the conventional name for the interrelation be-
tween two successive events where thf occurrence of the earlier is re-
garded a5 4 condition for that of the later.

Whether causality rules the universe and what causality really is

3 remained 3 ryarter for scientific controversy, Hume insisted that
reason alone\reason a priori, see Section 5, below—could never estab-
lish that 41 events must have been caused by others or that any event
actual ) enied our ability to state more than
that !y had been so caused; he d Y

: i i junctions of
> aCCOrdmg to our sense experlchCS, certain conjun events
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1. CAUSALITY, MOTIVATION, ENTELECHY

difl take place. It was on the basis of experience alone, and not of a-
priori reasoning, that we reached this conclusion, he said; our experi-
ence, however, did not extend to the causal relation as such byt only
to the conjunction of events.!

Kant, greatly impressed by Hume's argument and proceeding from
it, saw the solution of the problem of causality in a reversal of the ap-
proach. Conceding that ncither pure reason nor experience can reveal
the reality and the nature of causal relation, he taught that nonetheless
the human mind cannot operate—or, at least, cannot acquire general-
ized empirical knowledge—but in terms of the idea that every change
in phenomena must have a cause. If the universe did not project this
principle into reason, then it was reason which projected it, as a neces.
sary form of its own functioning, into the universe. This was Kangs
Copernican revolution.

To be precise, Kant did not go so far as to base his theory exclusively
on the contention that men are absolutely unable to think differently,
although he has often been interpreted in this manner. Whatever may
have been his original thoughts on this question, at any rate he inserted
some unequivocal passages to the contrary into'the second edition of
his Critique of Pure Reason (1787).° There _hC objected to an interprety-
tion of his theory in the sensc that the notion of causation was “solely
founded in some arbitrary necessity implanted In us of combining
certain empirical notions according to such [causality] rule of relatiop >
People would not be lacking, he added, who would deny that they felt
this necessity. But he still insisted that the category of causality vyas

a “first principle, product of our own thought (ff’”’“gfdac‘/lt), a priori
* This must be considered

. . )
to our acquisition of empirical knowledge. N
along with his doctrine that only appearances 10 the sensory world
-in-themselves,” could pe

(phenomena), not what he called “things g

objects of our cognition. Thus, even in the secon VC{; sion, Kant majp,.
tained that our knowledge has access only to the subjective sources of
the generalizing law of causality: the idcfg that some cCla;lsc must underlje
every change in appearances was, according to him, determined 5 priori,

either by our mental make-up, or, if not that, at !east (later Version)
wn making.

by necessary regulative principles of our 0 X
The exact meaning of the development 11 Kant’s thought on cauga].

1On Hume see also Appendix B, notes to Chapter ;]’ " No. 27. The &
3 o0 ti . rlehre - 27- The .
In the section titled “Transcendentale Elementa ’ ISt edition N

in 1781,

75



11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

ity, and whether there was any dc.:vcloprncnt in it, is contro‘.'.cr::.ifﬂ.3
I hold that Kant never gave up the ldca”tl)at men cannot help thinking
in causal terms (see the word “sqlcly in the quotation above), but
that he only tried (1) to protect lumsclf from the ob]cct.lon that some
people might claim they were able to think of changes without a causc,
and (2) to emphasize that the phenomena .C(.)rrcsp(?nd.cd to the ex.
pectations formed on the basis of tl}c generalizing prmcnp]c.. How
that may be, it is important to noticc tl]flt from the beginning to t]¢
end Kant’s thesis referred to appcarances in t‘l‘lc sensory world only, He¢
explicitly rejected the inference that the things-in-themsclves” too
were subject to the law that every ¢vent must have a cause. Whether
that was so we could not know, ]_10 Sf'ild, and we had no way of finding
out. This was the decisive factor in his argument thye “causal determin-
ism” in the realm of appearances (.phenf)mcna) might be coexistent
with “freedom” in the realm of things in themselves, 3 question 1o
which we shall revert later. .

More rcccntly, quantum phySlCS has led Fo a rey
Atoms and their constituents have proved inaccess
explaining them in terms of causc and effect; their structure, behavior,
different life periods, and their very cxistence defy such explanation.
People interested in the latest dcvclogmcnts of physics are, therefore,
often heard to say that quantum physics fhils dethroned causality, or at
least destroyed belief in it. As a matterli)1 ‘fact, however, thcrc are few
physicists, quantum or othc.r, who would doubt that eyep microcosmic
occurrences have “causes” in some sense of th.c term, or who would
positively maintain that anything in the physical worlq can happen
without any cause.

What has actually evolved in quantum l’hYSiC§ 1s something clse. It
has been found—and this much without a pogie doubt,
that microcosmic occurrences cannot be revealed bY hufn

eyond a limiting point, because factohrs that are inevitably

with the observational proccdurC, such as the turning of llgl}t beams

or other forces o the object $O greatly ll?ﬂuanc microcosmic cvents
at what we ohserve is the effect of our dlsturblng interference rather

than the occurrence without that effect. We are, therefore, unable

fully ¢o explore microcosmic struc.tures and events. Only the tremendous

Number of atoms and their constituents and the velo

3.,
. Literapy,
/u.rlori;,_-],e

¢ver

val of the debate,
ible to attempts at

it scems—
an obscrvation
ably connccted

city of their move-

¢ Ernst Cassirer. Determinismus tnd Indeterminismus in der modernen "/')'1’/g .
und ;y“,majs'"c/r, Studien zum Katsalproblem, Gotcborg 1937, pp. 74 ff., 128,
141, 205, atische
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1. CAUSALITY, MOTIVATION, ENTELECHY

ments, together with their mutual operation as obstacles to one an-
other’s free movements, permit the caleulation .ofl tlubrcmlt[.s] otl their
combined behavior in processes that are senS(l)rm yo licr\ able by H\
The regularitics of these observable processes, then, can be scientifically
explained only with the aid of the laws of probability as applied to
’ ‘ o e I
very great numbers of events, ie., through “statistical laws, and not
y zable “causal” laws.
through recognizable “caus: o o L
But&this‘ does not preclude the possibility—or, as many physicists
) “qe. .‘ . . .~
(including Einstein) would say, the probability *—that the microcosmic
events too have causes. Only if causality is defined, not objectively, as
the ubiquity of causal relations, but subjectively, as our /\‘))OIl)lc:({gc.
about such relations—e.g., the possibility of our predicting lthe effects
¢ . . . . . ; , : . )
after knowing the existing conditions—is it correct to say that micro
v estroyed belief in causality. But then the fault may be ip
Physcs d‘.Mrol} Ll( L to \isftin«r conditions, and not necessarily in
ack of knowledge as to existing ' i
our lack of knowleds i ions Werner Heisenberg stated this
+ absence of causal interrelations. ‘ .
i * matter we s f s ps LI .
side of the matter well 1n D Principle: “What it e
» Incertainty dete ‘ . ¢
sented the Incart.nnt). (or In o ity (G we Know the o
in the sharp formulation of the law of ¢

N e its sccond part but the
ent exactly we can predict the futur.c) l.sfnotulst h obminpknowlcd :z
condition. It is impossible, on pl‘ll]C‘l’p"lC. or g
of the present in all its dctcrmma?tlsr.thcr s true, 50 35 0 fnvolve the
i step fu ) ) }
>t may be carried one X ight be said, and actua]]y
bl')otlﬁ'c nat{lrc of causal interrelations. Tt mlghrtcdict'lbl(; behqviorﬂcl,'\f
h JCT)' that the apparently erratic and unp <t 1o the dher
oy “'“,l , d their consituents—with rcipl-f in tl 10n
individual atoms an . ndividual life span in the cor.
lf:lldl‘;l)(ilch they move individually, their indiy liuwhethcrpthis individua]
f . lioactivity, and the like—raise the questio :
Or radios y

] ! (if hidden) laws, or in other words
i *Hects sal (1
behavior reflects any unive

individual behavior, it could
if we k 11 about the individu , g
whether, even if we knew a no more than a question,

i i this 18 ;
described in universal terms. But dly ever be answered, 1o

' ha -
which for the reasons just stach can  microcosmic events ] ¢ "
far from being definitely established tha
. among Einstein, Planck, and James Murphy in the appendix g M

¢ iscussions amo : , Pl .
i tl}c dlb:} Science Coing? New York S Inhalt der qUnnlcnthcoro(ischc
Plian' i’ /I”IC‘ enberg, “Uber den anschaulichen n_«) b 172 Scc on thy. <
e ‘-c'l's Zeitschrift fiir Physik, vol. 43 (o7 ler ungewohntey Dimeng
g Mechanik,” Z¢ Arnold Hildesheimer, Die Hff(l ¢ il contend thag o, e
op.cit.,, p. 152, and ! T Shysicist Wi nd i Leide
1953, p. 312. The latter adds, “No q:-:lan in, “No quantum physicist hag cyer conteng dp;;m
» p. 312, " (p. 317), and again, ‘ «d
thﬂtlhas g c?;!usc ' alt:mt(};la: n7o) cause at all” (p. 321)- But see the fO“owlng Paragraph i,
anything could occur

the texe above.

» Leiden
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

. that they are so ruled; and
ruled by universal .law§, anglng:og; ttlllxilr]c would s};ill be room left for
even if it were, WhICh.lt d(.zsidual microcosmic occurrcr.\cc.h'as, never-
assuming - that every indi ¢, though possibly onc of an individual typ.c.
theless, always. some”’ caus ’All this is mere speculation, !lox.vc“.'cr, n
not universal in char?ctezf microcosmic obscrvability.. Th.lS limit
contrast to the limitation be the inevitable result of scicntific tho
is now generally held to m physics on the causality principle

The impact of (:lusgct:usc of a confusion with another Issuc, n
frequently ovc:r?lgtct)mc scholars to deny “mcapin g’-'
the tendcnc;ll) Oscicntiﬁcally verified. From this poin
that cannot Cll events have causes hfls no meaning,
Pothcs’ls that 2 tion. But then necither has the o !
verified by observa ents which have no causcs, since that tog can-
meaning that there arc ev of putting it is no result of quantum physic
not be verified.® This way ial type of scientific language, witl, whicly
but a mannerism of a SPCCSection 3 (Neopositivism). It fajls to answer
we shall deal in Chaptegv‘;y event has a cause, cither afﬁrmativdy or
the question Wthheravoi ds confessing to our ignorance,
nc‘%;lt:v;i}’, il?;i ;:;lan mind is so struc'turcd as to be y

cther : an opcen qu
that changes have no causes stlltlhir: It?;::lsr::, or n(I))t onqi
Kant did not rest h}'s t?eoofry Iotnshould be noted, in pa
much to be said in its favor. . s of statisti
Planation of microcosmic events in :121; rr;efutc it be
rather than of cause and effect does ical a]cu)lati

: lanations in theoretical ¢

to discard causa] exp ;magine that some occurr
tify to our ability really to 2 cause.

Microcosmic sphere, l}as Ez conception that one event js .
A special difficulty in tt that, even apart from atoms apq happen-

other arises from the fac cannot be neatly separated ingo “units” that

ings within them, cven t; units of an alphabet, distinctly idcntiﬁ.ablc
follow each other like : cf what occurs is so inscparably intertwined
as separate, Every detail 0forc and will occur after, and even with vnfhat

With what had occurred be ny lumping together of occurrences into

occurg simultanously, that 2

o .
See, for ins|

ation
ught.
s also
amely,
to any hypothesis
t of view, the hy-
since it cannot by
Pposite contention

nable tq think
estion, Even if
t alone, there s
rticular, that ex-
cal probabilities
cause oyr ability
ons does not tes.
¢nee, even in the

aused by an-

ho, in the manner of the Ng()pPsitivistsl.(ntc)l::lnl;?l .:h:ncxg:\):
ance, Max Born, W (:l’sc if it is impossible on principle }t‘c; does on the con-
t“,ﬂ.‘ 0 say thay ¢very event has a ca ¢ Physics, London 1944), but yvt ot in Nes Contend
ditiong (causes) of any event (Am:;“that have no causes, Most C(:jns;flslo:oplxy, clan}bridgc,
la:tgu(:;cthls ground thcrc‘.ar.c ;l‘:l?pp Frank, Between Physics an
ass fegarding causa ity:

» 1941, pp, 55 g 151 ff., especially 155.

78



1. CAUSALITY, MOTIVATION, ENTELECHY

. . LI . . s I . CNCeD v peen ve
bigger units called “events™ is utterly alrbltmr} tc.;iu.}t v ltlluc ‘\tL do
T : . - - ascientific one; then 1t may
so for some special purpose, as for cxan?lplc a sciet fihe d, | " )f
. sible, procedure in the pursuit o
be a reasonable, and cven the best possi | p osive huma, E loction
: ) , urposive an scle s
this particular purpose. Apart from such purg 5
lindependent events are, to use John Dewey's
the apparently separate and indep ' !
' ituc f one and the same continuous occyr.
words, “integral constituents o :
o ot label separate clusters of minute
rence.” ' It follows that we cannot I _ ;
" | " or “the effect,” except for our convenience in the
e ‘the cause L
ucnt.? the ¢ : : he like. We step on the gas lcvcr—cvcnt
pursuit of some inquiry or the like. like toghink ver)
. . . ~ ik ink. Ye ,
No. 1—and off goes the car—event No. 2; so we 1] ¢to : 1?)“
many “events,” about which the average driver does “C’tICf‘lTC‘l 1¢ De-
tween the two, and how many others must have preceded them to
o vel
make the car mo . ite clusters of events as
“his | ibility of ncatly culling out definite ¢ as
This impossibility he off ¢ tl?e causes does not, however, seem
. rs as the effects o ¢ . h
causes and others as th s ow of the “continuoys
to preclude the possibility that within the total Smd Kant merely oo
occurrence” causal influences do operate 'II—'Illm:: éonsidcmtions of Cg)ll
. -ent further. Thes ¢ -
. ‘wey went furtl ical ronl:
we do not know. De . ntological reality gt 4
tinuity led him to guess that causation was no g(istcngti'il inquir‘y D ;
but merely a “functional means of regulating existential o Le,

ientific Inquiries into vy
» for the purposc of our sc1cnt1ﬁ<‘:‘ q s hat
a mecans we usce for the purg purposes” (on ther

”
us “essences
actually happens. He held tha’t just a;o Cls(jngcr ,considered omtalanese
“simplicity” are be. 1
sce below), and “simp thought to be, but are o
propertics Z’f nature today, 2 fhcy s Onl(.:) shou%d causation be recog-
recognized as mere means of inquiry, sO 3

but merely as a means of
nized as no ontological property of nature

inquiry. . we must pass from the
c/l{cuilally Dewey adduced no cv,dcnclc{ v:,ltl yto his own bolder depj,]
modest agnostic doubts of Hume and .avicws would be readily ac.
of causation. Nor did he expect that hl:ivcr he did not questiop the
. o . : b
cepted.® For all his critical attitude, hm:f inquiry; on the contrary, e
) ns .
value of the causal category as a mea d insisted that 5 such it

. . . ” : uify an
it a “leading principle of inq ings that lead to :
Ezrlmlﬁitlltaeaaf;ectcd %vgn by experimental finding question-

so-called “causal Jgyyq »

*1bi 62. He makes much of the fact thffcsd:)ntaiﬂ no tempora] scqu;nc

lbm'”lp' 4'2':'/-1/1:;: form (if a, then &) themselv o events comes in onty RS of exer
PC e lln:mtcccdcnts and sequents; the scq;lcf;'cis were correct, which | e ?phcauon
1.¢., o tempora f Yet even if t - a it would

s (pp. 442 ff.). Yet eve in the flow of even \

Of."thcsc absn]-azt l:;:; p(:SSibi]ity that causality operates ts irTespective "
stll not preclude

our fOrmu]ating Jlaws about it.

\Vhich Must
es of events,

" Logic, p. 445-
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) . ontological reality.’ ’Ithis.brings I?CWC'Y‘
ing causatlon’as an. the laws of causality into thc.mum.n
close to Kar}t S, pumnglthougll Dewey would have deniced m e 4
rather than in nature, a en must think in the category of causa 1y; to
nitclY than Kant. thatt }rlzt it is useful for icm to do so. N
him it was sufﬁacnt_ here is that, despite philosophical doulyts :lb(mt

The important point f causation (Hume, Kant, an( more r:uhca\ly,
the ontological reality o icular difficulties with which the problem ig
Dewey) and of the par of microcosmic cvents, twcnticth-ccnlury
beset in the CXPlamt,lol?cs to work with the concept of causal relatjoy,.
Scientific Mcthf)d contin both natural and sociy] sciences, at least out-
ship or its cqulyalcnt mh This does not mean thyt Scientific Methyo
side microcosm{c resear .lit and the nature of Causal laws; it meang
is able to establish t‘he rea d}; relations in the many decisions require|
only that in “accepting Stuncc of data and of their explanation (Clmp-
of the scholar about acccé) a) he does not violate ry]q of scientific pro-
tcrd 1, Sccti?nS:: (3); i’n "i'gss Zhé nature of the caysy] relation is his specific
cedure, at least n
subject of research. ized, however, th

It is now generally recogn zec, are making
“event 4 is the effect of event @, we Thg is

ient: i thetic in character. le IS even
scentifically is hypo e (1) that under like an event
twofold, because we ass}lm s be succeeded by an cvent of the nature
of the nature of 4 will a wal);c ascribed to some inflycnc, Of IMpacy of
of 4, and (2) that this is }tloscs based as they are o the resylyg of ob-

4 on 4, Both thCS.C hypot Cs O’nly_though VEry many of thepy, " —are
S€rvations in partlcu!ar Cascmin d; they are not immcdiatcly observed.
reached inductively in our ation in terms of cause ap effect, or of o]yer
It follows that every explan otential challenge ip science. Byt the phil-
regularities, i exposed t‘i. tp is not of itself considere( o good c¢nough
osophical doubt of causa l]v%lcthOd for challcnging mpirical evidence,
ground under ScicntlﬁC.l sophical doubt of reality (Chapter 1, Section
any more thap is the Ph;to Scientific Method ig grounded in common
5, above). To this exte : on skepticism )
sense (se)e Chapter v, Section 2, )

S view
1 mind
ore defi-

at whenever we
AN assumption
assumption
conditiopyg

say

hich

& 462 special form of statistical correlations lm\ding for 100
* “The €ausal law represents the h, *“Probability Methos

Percent of the cases,” Haps Reichenbach,

and

In Social Science,” in D, Lerner
D. Lasswel] The Policy Sciences, Recent Developmen,,
it ’ 4
1951

in Scope and Method, Stanford
bach’s Theory of Probabih‘ty, an Inquiry into ¢, Logical
* PP. 121 ff, Gee also Reichen

and Mathemg,;

f the Calculus of Probability, 2nd ed., Berkeley 1949 (in
cal Foundations o ’ 1935).
German, Wﬂhr:cbeinlicbkeit:le/l": Leiden 193
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1. CAUSALITY, MOTIVATION, ENTELECHY

-Sc\'-cml types of causal interrelation are traditionally distinguished
The first event may have been a “necessary” condition m the sc\nsc~ th'u:
the second could not have occurred otherwise, or it may have bcc‘n
only one of several alternative conditions, each of which could have
produced the later event. It may have been a “sufficient™ condition ‘ in
itsclf alone enough to explain the effect, or it could have produced ‘thc
cffect only along with other events or conditions. The effect may or
may not have been “foresecable,” and this may have a great bearing
on the question of responsibility. Such distinctions, important 2 thc;r
are, do not yet concern us here where we are engaged in an inquiry
of a morc fundamental character into the causal relationship.

(b) EFFECTING A CAUSE. MOTIVATION AND FREE WILL

If an effect depends on a mechanical cause, as the propulsion of 2
bullet on the snapping of a trigger or the motion of a car on the lower.
ing of a gas lever, one can often intentionally make the cause occur, for
example, by pulling the trigger or stepping on the lever. Thep .
acting person “cffects a cause.” Instead of performing the Necessary
act himself, he may be able to induce another person to do it, and thus
cffect the cause in an indirect manner. What makes him act, and what
makes the other person act that way?

Human bechavior is motivated by a number of factors, whose system.-
atic classification presents considerable difficulty. Among them gy
neced, various kinds of “drives,” conscious and. subconscious ones, hal.
its, emotions, and thoughts. There is no necessity for us her.c to engage
in a fundamental discussion of these factors. From the viewpoint of
Scientific Method, motivation is a special type of causation, djstjp,.
guished by two particular characteristics. The first Is that scientific
observation, in the form of self-observation, has more dir €ct access here
to the process of causation than in physical and chemica] reactiong,
The second is that the cause-cflect relation presents itself as less cop,.
pelling, less necessary, here than there. Free will seems to Interfere 4,
times. Sometimes, frec will seems even to be able to start 3 new lipe of
causation. (See Chapter xi, Section 1.) .

Whether or not there is free will, and, if s0, Where lieg the line
tween necessity and free will, continues tO be a Controy €-
osophical problem. Scientific Method is not generally CONCerpeq .. -
it, unless it is the special subject of research. Thls. 1S not to 53y thay S"Ylth
tific Method has the answer, or assumes one, this way o thar, It cien-
only that the scholar who in his various procedural steps of « Meang
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

ance” assumes some human freedom to operate in the common-sense
interpretation of reality does not nccc5§aﬂly violate the SClC’ntlﬁC rules
governing acceptance (Chapter 1, Scc.tlon. 75 8159, X1, Scction 1),
Much as is dark in this field, one thlqg is certain, The hx'mm'n w
not so free that it is immune to out51d<.: influences. Motwa.txons
be “manipulated” to a great extent. That s to say, men can bring Ilb.out
events that foreseeably set inner drl\fCS in other men In operation,
arouse emotions or prompt thoughts in t_}{cn’i’, or otthWlsg affect the
process of motivation. This “manlpl’ll’ablhtY of motves is a facror
of the greatest importance in the political field, as it is i other ficlds
of the social sciences. o ) . '
Scientific knowledge of motivation and of its mamgulabllity has
increased considerably during the last fifty years, cs.pccmlly through
research done on the great role played by the subconscious, by represseq
drives and emotions, by other irrat.ional factors, by the influence of n-
group, out-group, and mass situations, ar‘l‘d by the v:.xrious techniques
of advertising, propaganda, imfl terror ( bl’aln-washmg"). The com.
prehensive work done within this wholc arca by psychologists of various
schools, including psychoanalysts, and by sociologists constitytes an
inseparable part of the tools with which polltlf:al science myst try to
discharge its own specific function. Much.rcmam‘s to !)c donc to estal,.
lish better cooperation between psy.chologlsts,. sociologists, and political
scientists. Many illustrations of this need will OCCUr a5 we g6 along,
Special problems of motivation within the political fcld wij| be taken
Up in the further course of this work.

il is

can

(¢) EFFECTING A CAUSE (CONTINUED). ENTELECHY

Can the order of cause and effect be reversed ? Can
OWn cause? Can the future shapc the past t.O §uit it?
¢ need not ponder here about the conflicting readln.gs of time that
would result if time were measured in separate cosmic systems that
Move in different directions or at a c.hﬁ’crcnt speed (Einstein’s relativ-
ity). We are dealing here only with life on our little planct, where cos-
Mig relativity does not interfere with our common-sense concept of
time, and time flows in only one direction. It might, however, scem that,
Ough the flow of time cannot be reversed, the order of cause anfi
“flect can, in tyg ways, because (1) future events often influence man’s
a;tions, and (2) the future seems to be incorporated in the Very nature

Ol many ¢};
e grtsltn:fg:}.lcsc two arguments presents no particular difﬁculty. Mo-
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1. CAUSALITY, MOTIVATION, ENTELECHY

tivation of man's action by future events does not really affect the order
of cause and effect, since in this case the fact that a Person pursues certain
purposes and harbors certain expectations is the cause of his action and
antecedes it in time. But the second argument confronts s with j
grave problem. The order of cause and effect may appear reversed i 1
most puzzling manner—with no human anticipation serving as 4
connecting link—on the ground that the sceds of plants, animals, and
human beings scem to carry their own future in them, and every organ
of a living body scems to be the incarnation of a purpose, and to act
for that purpose. Even some inanimate matter, like crystals, seems to
develop toward a goal.

This way of looking at things is called “teleological.” It is more
beautifully and most graphically expressed in the Greek term en-
teléchera (Engl., entelechy), which is composed of ex, meaning “ij”
telos, meaning “end” or “goal,” and echein, meaning “have.” 1t [¢ life
could only be explained in teleological terms, because things or organs
that have no mind capable of anticipating the future act as if they (i
anticipate it, then cither the future is the cause of the past, or a “goq]”
or “purpose” is incorporated in things, and that would logically require
that there is, or was, someone who conceived the goal or purpose ang
did incorporate it. If no one has done that, we cannot logically say
that a goal or purposc is contained in a thing, UHICSS. we mean by thig
—in some type of pantheistic thinking—that the thing itself sets the
goal, or forms the purpose, which it pursucs.

The striking appearance of entelechy in nature hf_ls, fherefore, al-
ways been one of the strongest arguments. for the belief in a Creator,
From antiquity until the middle of the nineteenth century—and
means from Plato and Aristotle until Kant and Hegel—even the mog,
unorthodox scholars generally felt they had no reasonable choice but
to accept some divine explanation of nature, because l;P \;(/)lthat late date
no plausible alternative to entelechy had been of.ferca. €N we study
the harsh measures of intolerance directed agﬁms.t atheists ip earlier
periods, we should not forget that the apparent obv1ousr.1ess. of goal ang
purpose in nature seemed to give such reaction SOME scientifyc Justifica.
tion.

Only when, one hundred years ago (1§59): Charles Dal‘win pub.
lished his theory on the origin of species by means of natury] selec.

M1t should be noted, however, that the term entelécheia hfas b"‘]‘“ used with Varioyg
in the coursc of the history of philosophy, owing to the ;‘C‘ that zelos megne end .
in the sense of end-in-view (goal, purpose) but in that o tcrmmatmg'cnd (clOSC) ’
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Il. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cone'd)

tion” was the human mind offered a carcfully substantiate] scientific
alternative which does not necessarily require that plants, animals, or
human beings, seeds, or living organs have a purpose, 5 goal, an ¢pq
put into them.'? The alternative is that only those organisms grew ang
survived which could stand the astronomical, geographical, physical,
chemical, and other conditions of. the universe, and more particular]y,
the competitive conditions of existence on the carth, Among the iy
numerable variations that came into being thr. ough the play of chance,
there gradually arose, in the course of many millions of yers (accord-
ing to the present state of {ch:afCh our galaxy is aboyt four and one.
half billion years old), variations tha.t were better adapted to condj.
tions than others. In other words, things grew without any purposc,
and those which were best adapted to existing conditions grew better
and multiplied more than others. The fact that the sceds and organs of
living beings seem to have a purpose, then, would be a mere illygjg,,
When there finally arose beings that developed 4 mind, they couly]
form a goal or purpose. But there may be no other goal or PUrpose ¢y.
cept that which they form and pursue.

Let it be clearly stated, however, In view of many misintcrprctatiom
that Darwin himself drew no atheistic conclusions from the results of
his research. He did not teach that life dev;lopcd from matter, T}
evidence displayed in his great book led him only to the fq, more
modest conclusion “that animals are descended from gt most only
four or five progenitors, and plants from an equal or lesser number.”
He added: “ Analogy would lead me one step further, namely, to the
belief that al/ animals and plants are descended .from some one proto-
type.” He conceded that “analogy may be a deccitfy] guide.” None the

less, “it does 7oz seem incredible that from some such low and Interme-
diate form both anjmals and plants‘rnay have been developed; and if we
admit this, we must likewise admit that all the organic beings which
have ever lived on this earth may be .dcscended from some one pri-
mordial form, But this inference is chicfly grounded on analogy, am]
1t is Immateria] whether or not it b? accepted —iMmmaterial, that is, for
his Jegg radical main thesis, mentioned above,!'3 There, however, he

harles Dal’win, The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Sc/a‘l/on, or, the Preservation
vored Racey o the Struggle for Life, 1859. There had been carlier attempts to explain
mc SXistence of higher forms of life through a processhof natural evolution, either in 5 purcly
ac::}amsnc anner, of (Antoine de Lamarck, 1744-1829) by assuming the inheritance of
red trajyg, But these theories lacked the evidential strength mustered by D.arwin for his,
°M, including Lamarck’s, relied on the cooperation of teleological factors of

Sixth e € Process of evolution.

P+ 500, Ita)ics mine.

o
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1. CAUSALITY, MOTIVATION, ENTELECHY

stopped, explicitly admitting “that science as yet throws no ht
far higher problem of the essence or origin of life.” 14 §hton the

Incidentally, Darwin confessed to his own continuing beljef i
Creator. I sce no good reason,” he wrote, “why the Views given n "; )
volume should shock the religious feeling of any one.” He quoted \ E'];S
approval a letter he had received from a “celebrated authe, ”‘nd‘ E]t']
vine,” who stated that “it is just as noble a conception of the ISCit i-
believe that He created a few original forms capable of self-develo ); to
into other and needful forms, as to believe that He required 3 frcs}? :c%
of creation to supply the voids caused by the action of Hijq laws » 15
Indeed, the book ends with these religious words: “There s Qr«'lnd-cm-
in this view of life, with its several powers, having been (;riginally
breathed by the Creator into a few forms or into one; and that, whjle
this planet has gone circling on according to the fixed laws of gravity
from so simple a beginning endless forms most beautiful ang moe£
wonderful have been, and are being evolved.” ™ )

It is ftting, on the centenary of Darwin’s publication, thye these
passages be quoted. The important point in our present context, hoy,.
ever, is that after 1859 the mere appearance of entelechy has Jog; its
old force of providing conclusive scientific evidence for the tryeh of
the assumption that there is entelechy. There now are, rather, tywoq
alternative explanations. Either there is incorporation of goals or pur-
poscs in nonconscious entities like sceds'and organs, and this presup-
poses some kind of divine Creator; or things bchav.c as they do merely
as a result of chance and survival, and then the existence of a Creator
is not presupposed, although it is not excluded mtl.]cr. .

Scientific Mcthod provides no answer to t}}c question which alterng-
tive is correct. Biological research and experimentation based on Dar-
win’s hypotheses and Mendel’s laws have h:fd phenomenal results, it i
true, especially in plant and animal breeding. It 15, therefore, today
considered a matter of course in biological research to accept Darwin’s
hypotheses as a starting point. But this must not blmd.us to the fact
that the evidence is still limited to what has been SP‘_’-CIGCRUY proved
through observation. There surely is an overwhelming eviqen, in
favor of the thesis that plant and animal forms have undergope a proc.-
ess of gradual evolution in the course of millions of yrars; many geolog-
ical and embryonic findings cannot be explained in any other Wa%l

*Ibid., p. 496.
5 Ibid.
1 1bid., p. s05.
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II. SCIENT[mC METHOD (Cont'd)

But there is no conclusive evidence yet, as Darwin himself recognized,
that the origin of all life, or of any life, is traccable to natural evolution
alone, nor that the cvol}xtion of higher forms of lifg from lower oncs
has procccdcd, as Darwin d.id believe, in line with his hypotheses, and
exclusively sO- There are scientific countcrarguments, sl'lch as that the
earth is not old cpough to cxpl_ain thc.cvolutxon of the highest forms of
life with all their wondrous interaction of organs and cells, or cv
only a single ce-ll (QT}C ng-cc‘ll‘contams trillions or quadrillions of
atoms, arranged in billions or Fnlllons of molccules, it has been figured),
merely through chanc.c variations, sclection, and survival of ], fttest
-n the struggle for existence.”

Furthermore, although many appearances of entelechy have now lost
their former evidential force under the wc1ght. of the Darwinian argu-
ments, there are other such appearances which obstinatcly resist at-
tempts to explain thcrp away, e.g., the growth of the whole fo.rm out
of each part of artificially halved or even quartered sca urchin cggs
(Hans Driesch, 1867—{941). Many philosophers, thcr.cforc, while other.
wise accepting Darwin’s basic hypotheses, have tried to Salvagc'thc
traditional distinction not only between stones and pl:mt's (recognized
by Darwin, sce above) but also between plants and'ammals and.bc_
rween the latter and men. Th-cy hayc ass.umcd that life, nonconscioys
soul, and conscious, self-reflecting mind did not cvolvcl through naturq)

evolution each from thc.ncxt low.cr form but, rather, through onc, two,
or three additional infus:ops coming somchf)w from somcw.hcrc, whicly
successively added these gifts to the prccc.‘:dmg base (Neovitalism); or,
that the whole of every cell directs some 1nﬂucncc to its parts, :ll.ld‘th.at
the whole of the cosmos has some directive {nﬂ’t’lcnce on all that is in it.

he course of this discussion, the “creative character of CVOl.thlOI’l
n the <0 d (Bergson, Whitchead, and others), and emphasis has
has been strcsst}fl “emergent” and “novel” feature (the novum) that
pecn put of theh' her level and that cannot be derived from the next
appears ofl cac] 1§ Morgan, Samuel Alexander, Nicolai Hartmann,
12:\;;:1 1‘lc(v)c:l L(OI\ZC(;ZY and others). Whitehead ‘was even more radical.
He suggc;tcd that ;ll “concrete enduring cntltlﬁs,” such as molecules
and their combinations, are “organisr.ns,” $O that. the plan oié the whole
influences the characters of the various subordinate organisms [even

cn

" This objection hag been cloquently illustrated by Lccomt.c d}l Noiiy, The Road to Rea:o]r.ll,
ed. by Mary L. d. N., New York 1948. Debate of this point is not yet terminated, thqug .

¢ rebuttal has been ¢hyy under conditions as may have existed on earth some two bll!non
years ago the chances (probabilities) of live cells emerging from purcly fortuitous combina-
tions of atoms were far greater than they arc now.
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) ter into it”; an clectrop n
chemical oncs, cte.] which C'n1 an electron outsije i
then, would be different ffo‘“fcncc’ many twcnticth-ccntury
On the other side of d?‘ 15 inferences drawn by Darwiy himself,
going far bevond the cal":)otl(')nly of higher forms of life fropm, lower
i)c]ic\'c mn the omcrgcnctltl !;ift’ from physical, morg.am.c events; or they
ones, but ultimately of 1, srnative should not be dlSIIl}S§C(i too casi]y, 1o
insist at least that d“f 4 t](cr‘c is that ncither Dar\\‘m s cvolunonfary
The important point dlcbatc has made possible 3 solely scientific
theory nor the ensuing lternatives—divine forces, or not, .Grcat as are
choice between the two a he scientific pursuit of thf: thesis qf natur.zll
the difficultics that b-CSCt— t‘ 1ded to the evolution of life from morsamc
evolution, especially lf)c'\(micd that the same holds itruc t;or ]thc :
matter, it can Ilarqu CCrcatOF who was not created, and whg has no
alternative, assuming 1 outside of his own will. for inquiee
cause for “being there nly point to procedure for ‘nquiry, and.as
Scientific M'Cthg;l li)atrclrox Section I, i; Cmfmc;;l::erxlsg:c‘ﬁdils: z:’::i:
- have seen in Chy . itable for fur ‘ ’ .
t‘lt }nlOSt promising qucsflix?stli?s remains a mat.tert%)r f\l/}lefgféldgemm
advice how best to pursU; ]l’lck to hit UPO{I,' Sc‘l‘cn ! c():se” and ofntll‘l'ls.t’
to determine, or for g?o we speak of “goal” or “p 22:1 by these tem?sr
however, insist that \‘flfnwc must say what we :}‘; cnczlally o ideas;
cmbodiment or the I’I‘L.;E we mean by them, atsh‘en tghe assumpti’on of
It must point out tl}at; 1fol,,-m:d and pursucs,e g5, organs, erc. implics
which some mind :: plants, seeds, °P C“:Igs,when’ the same terms are
goals and pl.]rl)OSCfS : suprahuman mind. that nonconscioyg Organismg
the assumption ot :znsc e.g., in the ?ens,(;_ic Method must demand that
used in a differen 2 ;)urpos&m Scientt mbiguously veiled by terms
act as #f they pur S“e(l ly stated and not a lanning mind. Scientific
this other sense be ¢ car yto a conscious and lpc reality of natury) evoly-
that carry a Cf)m-lczt:g:]o?hc other hand, that th
Method must insist,

A living body,

scholars.

York 1925, pp. S 1sy
. ‘orld, New !
ence and the Modern Wor in R AL St
. d, Scienc illiam Savery in R + Schilpp
AN \Vh]t‘chca ’ ¢ 1929. e Willian ,
p,ac::: and Reality, Nc.w :;:l;kcgcgory’ it sccms.:l :; 1951, pp- 51(; ff. an N
was in : 1939 and goals ap Uman e IS g
19 Ioh? Dc;:’;yd John Desvey, Nclwc(:::ili\vcsg of purpc’sciss 1::‘(““)' or polcntially, h:“ )
T/:; Phi of;ocf that the human mn:;: of everything ‘hcr; f},, ldea of g, ' O, g 108) o
. Ttll]::m making mecans Sr bcn Hocking (Science ‘:”hum"“ eXistence g Part of
. ¢ .

;t:' said i)}' Wh'tc.hcad ar::rpo.:/ivc to a degree, smo:lls or purposes Outside tho
c:kc the entire universe ,;)ocs not prove that anyltgmny make us inc ined
cr:; the universe. Yet this rative in the umvcrsc-man mind alone thq, formeq
the human mind are O:L::ld no longer be the Ih‘:ion of Science, Glenco, .
o hen it w nter-Revolu

if it was true, t Hayek, The Cou
1 See c.g., F. A
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conrd)

tion is not proved by a dcmonstratior} of its tl;corc.tical [?osslil?ilitly
Even if fully verified, natural evolution would fail to 1cxp ain ho
entire chain of events that led to such miraculous results
and to establish whether or not that was dopc !)ydz‘x %rcat
pose—a purpose incorporated, not pcrh:ilps in 1ln ividu
the entire chain of events and the cvoll.monary aws

In other words, the theory of evolution dqcs not
alternative. It merely make.s us aware .of the fact
alternative explanations, neither of.whlc.h has bc.c
ified. See Chapter xu for a furtl}er discussion of this
garding the chances of vc1:1ﬁcat10n and the degree
allotted to either alternative.

alone.
w the
Was sct going
or with 3 pur-
al things, by, n
governing them,

eliminate the divipe
that there gy two
n scicntiﬁcally ver.
point, especially re.
of “likclihood” to be

(d) MAN-MADE LAWS AND INSTITUTIONS

The course of human events, ie., their Causal inte
fluenced not only by natural laws bu't, as everyone realizes, quite
strongly also by man-made lav:vs and institutiops, They carry great
weight in motivating human beings, and success and fajlyre. often (e-
pend on them. It can be said assurffdly, for ¢xample, that the causal
S€quence of events will gcnerall)’. d{Hcr according tq Whether a man
tries to carry through his plans within the framewq,| of the country’s
constitution and other laws or in violation of them. The obstacles t]yat
are placed in his path in the latter case may be “nsUrmountale 4y,
even if not, will constitute a relevant factor ip the course of events. To
€ political scientist, therefore, man-made laws and institutions have
a0 importance that is often hardly less rc'lcvan!; to his Inquiries than
at of natural laws. But there a%ways Tremains thig dlﬁ'erencc, that man-
made laws g7 be disobeyed wl'nlc natural laws cannot. We sha|| revert
to this topic more specifically in Chapter v,

rrelation, n-

(¢) HisTory

. event
History, seen as the sequence ofnd " :, rcvca1§ cHeFts, not causes, at
least pot directly. It is gcncrous'fa opmerciless in putting effects
before g eyes, in the long run 1t NOt at once, Yey , to causes, history

Is oftep Cryptic or ambiguous. It needs 'terpreters who trace the in-
i other events or clusters

leidual events or cJysters of events to particular
as thejr Causes,

hat tagk is made difficult ‘by the fact th
S Unique, both, i, many details o.f .thc exte
individualities of the persons participating
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at each historical situation
rnal conditions and in the
in the event. History never
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repeats itself completely. Scientifically speaking, such repetition s
impossible, at least during the life span of our planctary system, because
of the myriads of variables involved. which can never be expected to
arrange themselves in the same order.” Nictzsche, it is true, figured
that if dispensing with the idea of a Creator we took the concgpt of
cternmity (snfinite time) scriously, there was a mathematical probability
that after a very, very long time the arrangement of the (large but
finite) number of smallest particles in the universe would be the same
as it had been once before. This was one of the foundations of his be-
lick in “perpetual recurrence” (ewige Wiederkehr des Gleichen).™ Byt
before this process of repetition could ever start, the entire universe must
have disintegrated; “entropy,” as we would say now, must have been
completed. Even then, the mathematical probabili.ty' that things will
repeat themselves—cither at once, or after many trillion swings of the
full circle—exactly as they had been, is infinitesimally small. Nor does
mathematics authorize us to assure (although many probability the.
orists indulge this fallacy) that whatever can happen, even thougl, it
may have only the slightest chance, must lm'ppencm the lqng run. How.
cver that may be, political science deals with history prior to the djs.
mtegration of this carth. . o .

Every historical situation being unique, 1t 1s always perilous to ex-
pect the repetition of what, scen from afar, may appear as a set his-
torical pattern. History does not weave Pattcrns, or write laws, of her
own. But she too follows—or rather, registers the workln.g of—natura]
laws or regularities, at lcast those of cause and ch.cct, wl.uch have their
source not in history but in the factors tl.lf.it go 1nto hlSthy, the raw
material of history. These laws or regularities :Arcbbcm.tbT dl.SCIOSCd, not
by the sequence of events as such (history), bl'lltl y scientific obserya.
tion and scientific hypotheses. History mercly 1llustrates, CorrOboratcs’
or invalidates these hypothctical laws; it does not produce thcm.'

Different as each historical situation is from any oc;her', P_art‘lcular
features may be, and often are, similar in charactcr,dan . thls. similarity
may be more relevant to the scientific Problem uncer mnquiry thap g
the difference. Every physical or chemlc_al experiment als.o 1S an hjs.
torical occurrence, taking place at a definite ttme and running thrOUgh
a definite, if brief, period. But the factors relcs{anthfor t}_lc physica] o,
chemical inquiry are alike and the differences 1N the unique hiStOrical

Science and the Idea of God, op.cit., p 1y,
pp. 396, 400. Kar|

t 1956, pp. 93 .

= See, e.g., W. E. Hocking, :
® Nictzsche, Werke, vol. xu, pp. s1, 61., 63; xvi,
Philosophic der ewigen Wiederkehr des Gleichen, Stuttgar
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II. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cone'd)

situations may be irrelevant for the problems under inquiry. In much
the same way, the consequences of specific political events, such as the
introduction of some particular constitutional clause, clectoral system,
or administrative set-up, are factors that may lend thc.msclvcs to valid
comparison with similar events, at otbcr places al:nd times. Above :}]l,
in every unique situation of human history thFrc 1s always may,, with
his characteristic pcculiarltlcs.that have remained fundamcntal]y the
same through all recorded history. N
Hence it is by no means unusual that regularitics
historical sequences of events can be pointed oy and plausibly ex.
plained in terms of cause and effect. Byt many obstacles obstruct the
successful pursuit of such ?ndcavors, especially if undcrtakcn.lnrgc-
scale as a causal interpretation of \'Nhat. we may.cal.l .“rnIICI'O-h.lSt()ry"
—whole periods of history, the entire h}StC_ﬂ’ y of 1nd1v1dgal Nations o
civilizations, or history altogether. Wh'llc 1t 1s often quite Possible o
demonstrate that a certain event was hkcly,.and ¢ven bound, to have
a certain effect, there is no sc1cntlﬁf: law, either !oglcal or empjri cal.
that enables us to infer from posterior events which of , p]Um]ity of
possible causes produced them, alt_hough many people argye 44 if there
were. Furthermore, even where It can be. shown t},m S0me specific
human action constituted an .cssentlal link in the chaip, of Causation, j¢
often remains open to question Vghahcr t}}:,e a(‘;for €an be congidered
“responsible” for the outcome, ; (t;ciuje ft Is depends, among other
circumstances, on whether hf: CO‘; ,1ave toreseen the effect, an( what
the possible alternatives of hls .bc. av1;)lrl wle.r ¢. Exter nal causatiop, is not
enough for placing responsibility; abc tlS)a interr dati?“ must be shown
to exist between not only the action bu ¢ Ctween the gm]}” of the actor
and the untoward effect. This tchf o osal nexus might be called
“culpa-causation,” to distinguish it from exter,| Causation 24
Limited knov;lcdgc of relevantto rcs"‘i:nts};.p lurality
actors, limited possibility fo}:' inian tg ].lsmr Y to f :
and the limjte] ability of t.he flfs s o] ;:t fl“ the possible alternatives
of actiop and their potcntlall cltec s’fphl.lstt ¢ lmmen.se number of other
Variables inyolyed in the {malYSIS Of lsﬁ‘)f)'\all this makcs.th.c causal
Merpretation of macro-history 2 }?lc cld for.a.] most unlimited ad-
Ventures i speculative thought, while the possibilities of verification

are Narrowly Jimited. Owing to these limitatjons such interpretations
T suggested in one of i apers, “Die cinfache
und g, Mame “cylpa.causation” WAS my carliest pap cin

rletzung,” Jhering, Jahrbiicher, vol. 54 (1909) 8s,
le w; .0 rtragsve ahrbiicher, p.
note 1 utcdcrholtc posmvz V:c d, as far as T can s, I have found no better word in the
Meantip, 35 not been adop

and parallelisms n

oresee the effects,

U
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2. DEDUCTION FOR CONTROL

can rarely claim a scientific status higher than that of “working hy-
potheses.” As such they may, however, in fortunate cases fulfill an im.
portant function, opening our eyes to causal interconnections that we
might otherwise overlook (see Section 6, below, and Chapters vir, Sec.
tion 3, v, Scction 12, and xur). Consequently, large-scale Interpreta-
tion of history has proved to be a field not only for amateurs, charlatans,
and quacks but also for men of true genius. It so happens, however, that
most of the great interpretors of history have been part-genius and part-
charlatan. The scientist should expose all unjustified claims to scientific
certainty of historical interpretations and predictions (sce Chapter v,
below, for illustrations), but should heed relevant suggestions. In con-
demning what is scientifically unwarranted he should not overlook or
minimize what remains, and what may be true.

Within more narrow and specific limits, inquiries into causal inter-
relations are apt to yield better results, scientifically speaking. Fre-
quently, proper inquiries can trace causal interrelations with sufficient
accuracy to expect acceptance of conclusions cautiously. drawn. To that
extent, the study of history is among the bcst-substltutes for exper-
imental laboratories in political science (sce Section 3, ¢, below).

The fact that the study of history supplies “case histories” whjcp,
reveal and illustrate causal relations may justify our spcaking of “les-
sons of history,” if by that we mean no more than just this illustratjve
service we can obtain from history for the consequences Pl'qduced by
certain types of actions, institutions, €tc. But this 1s not ¢quivalent to
saying that history hersclf “teaches” us lessons, or that history has 4
“meaning” in the sense that a word has meaning. Whether that is
so depends on whether history is more than merely the' S€quence of
events produced by causal laws or by mere char}ce, anfl n Partl'cular,
whether back of the sequence of events there 1s a Mmd that inten-
tionally expresses some meaning through the events, 1n order to teach
us lessons. As Scientific Mcthod is unable to demonstrate either thay
there is such a Mind or that there is none¢, SPCCUIF‘UO.DS about histor
as such having a meaning are not apt to reach a SCIC“tlﬁC.Status higher
than that of a working hypothesis, with no chance of its conclusiye
confirmation by the results of inquiries. See Chapter xmy for 5 further

pursuit of this reflection.
2. Deduction as a Tool of Control

Whenever we make a statement to the effect that ay; things of , c
tain class have a certain quality, for example, that a| men are Ct:ri
rta

9I



11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conrd)

: ding to this statement
t follows that according
or that all dgowcr gorrup':”u.ln g) some individual thing of the class de-
i.e., according to its me ) ) . S )
@ < : hg this quality. It is an important stcp in S.c1cnt1ﬁc Method
scribed also has this 4 tured upon any gencralization of observed
ven 5 .
that, when \]:c .ha\llct: ical implications cxphcu., because t.lns $~nal')lf:s. us
facts},l w; o ﬁ ltsorrfcmcss of the generalization by testing individug]
to check on the ¢ .
ich it applies. ) _
cxarpplc§ to which ; has g tentatively explained a fact in terms of cayse
Likewisc, on:ckvg an important next step in scientific work when we
and CfIfICC;, dic laim lications of the causal law which we have assumed
e og\;&;cn vge explain the fact that a stone which is exposed to
- olﬁz.ratei. warmer than one which is not, on the theory that the rays
st;ntsh;n:u: make all things cxposcd to them warmer, then it follows
0 1 » . . y
deductively that boiling water, 00, will b.c fmadc warmer “',ll]'(ll? lnlt by
the rays of the sun. If logically COrrCCtllnlcr-cnccs.ar'c invalidated by
tests, then the gcncral statement of causal re atlonslnp Is wrong, or is at
least in need of modifications. hat is o often heand. .
1 W S 0 o ‘L < ‘1N -
It is utterly false, therefore, to say analvtical cn} ].”lr ¢ that Scien
tific Method has replaced dcducthlC (analy ] 3 with fmlc uctive reason-
i : i remained on ' Mos .
o, mctually, deductive reasoning 1?5 s been disc clol o mOSlt Lpor
tant tools in modern science. What. 12 poen s ]ar( e f1s not ¢ cduct.wc
Ieasoning; it is the acceptance 1n SCICF11§1(1 cp Clic.c( urc o ma:or premisces
(gcncralizing statements) as truc okr \Zla i . (())rt]l ]uc :1:/1;1:? grsogn( s f?thcr t}mn1
i i : . ds, Scient .
inductive reasoning carefully checked. 4% sdenthe Metho
obj f “a-prior” propositions, about whicly more
JECts to the acceptance 0 : b
will be said ip Section 5, below; 1t does not object to a correct statement
Of their logjcy] j licat’ions. On the contrary, one of the methods ysed
entifica . mp ropositions, a-priori or other, is to state de-
Scientifically o refyte false proposttion e .
i . :cal implications 1n order to submit them to tests of
uctively al| their logical 1mp ) ot
: ibility with other propositions.
Observation and of compatibl ) ) .
b der of rank between inductive and deductive
reason ere be any ]Ort ¢ still deserves first prize as to logical validity.
e . v
Ind -8, then the lat ere samples, if ever 5o numerous, 1s never
tductive reasoning from M . ) ) o
valid § order to obtain a major premise from which
eductiye | 2nd yet, in done and which is meant to correspond
Uctive Teasoning can be

fully

o reality and not merely t0 express a postulate, i.nductivci rcaS(),nin;i
1S, generyq) ¥ speaking, the most reliable rncth.od available w mnc\grl W
care to Tansmit the ;casons for our c:onc'lusmns to others (sccIE clpv;;é
Se.Ctlon 7). Such indUCtiVC gcnerallzatlons are, hf)wevlcr,ivo. mf
scientif. Value ypless they are followed by deductive derivation o
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3. TESTING AND CORRECTING

their logical implications and subsequent testing of the latter. Induc-
tion and deduction arc so closely intertwined, thercfore, in modern
science that the mind of the scientist operates like the hands of the
weaver thrusting the thread of thought upward and downward in
quick succession. But the quickness of movements is no excuse for
confounding them; they remain logically different operations. Clear
distinction between the question whether a premise is true (ie.,
whether its assertibility is warranted), and the question whether de.
ductive reasoning from the premise is correctly done, is essential for

all scientific work.
3. Testing and Correcting

(a) GENERAL

The tentative acceptance of observations, reports, and measurements
as properly made (Nos. 1-3 of our survey, Chapter 1, Section 1) and
of their results as facts (No. 4) is tested by add.ltlorml observations,
Likewisc, hypothetical generalizations of tentatively accepted facts
(No. 5) and hypothetical explanations (No. 6) are testcd.by observa-
tions. When invalidated by test observations, the tentative decision

must be withdrawn or corrected. o
Careful tests constitute an essential element in Scientific Method op

two grounds. They fortify the operating S.CicntiSt’S Own acceptance of
obscrvations and conclusions; and they 1ncrease th<? intersubjective
(interpersonal) transmissibility of scientifically acquired knowledge
(see Section 7). . .
The need for tests is well expressed 1n the common-sense saying

SR i £.” Strictl
that “ f of tl dding is in the cating thcrcq y speak-
at “the proof of the pudding est the pudding; he tests the

ing, however, the scientist does not t dest sense, see Sect:

hypothesis (using this term here in its broaces Sa u’dd' ot

formed on sight, that the thing before him 25 a pudding, an.d nhot
that should not go Into 3

a fake made of dirt or of somecthing else ! by eati :
pudding. Nor does he test his hypothesis just :tin ng a piece; he
tests it by observing his sense experiences in eating, or 1n making

other experimental tests. It is observation that counts in Verifying a
hypothesis.

To insist that the scientist tests not t}}mg;i but hYPOthescs may ap.
pear pedantic. Yet the difference 15 Slg(;11 cant. There can be pq
scientific observation unless it be to some¢ cg%ee 1a] oot of 2 hYPOthesis
previously formed, because to observe scientiically meang ¢ obsery

e
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

with a specific purpose. There are also nonscientific and prescicntific
observations on the part of a scientist, 3“4 plenty Of“th}'m,. in his
everyday life. Yet the very moment he begins to pay “scientific” at.
tention to what he observes, he must at least have some idea in K
mind about the potential relevance of .thc obscr'vcd fact or event for
some scientific purpose, and in carrying on his observation In this
mood he is already testing a hypothesis, at least th.c hypothesis of
relevance, if not a more specific one he had formed in th.c past or s
forming on the spur of the moment. Many types (')f SClC.ntIFlC observa.
tion, such as mass observation b.y means of‘qucstlonnalrcs and inter.
views, can hardly have any scientific significance at all unless ¢
hypotheses to be tested thereby ha}/c already assumed a rather specif,
character in the mind of the scientist. .

In other words, a clear line of demarcation bctvyccn nonscientific 5y
scientific observation can be drawn, but there is no such sharp Jine
between an original scientific obscrvatio.n and sul?scqucnt tests,

All that has been said about observation, dCSC{ Iption, measureme g,
logical reasoning, and explanation in the pr Ccﬁd{ng sections of Chp.
ters 1 and 11 applies to tests as well as to the original observation

(b) EXPERIMENTAL TESTS, PURE TYPE

The ideal test is the pure-type experiment, in which two situations
essentially alike in every respect but onc arc brgught about and their
outcome is watched in the expectation that it w.dl. reveal the influence
of the one different element. Yet rarely, if ever, is it Possiblc to concoct
such favorable experimental conditions ip thc so.cml scﬁcnccs. Even
when external conditions can be arranged in line with strict postulates,
many variables enter the experiment bcca.usc Of. the human - factor
involved, For no two human bcings are entircly al.lkc. .

Some carefully prepared ex'pcnmcntal tests with school Chl!drcn,
college sty dents, or other rclath.CIY homo.gcnc‘ous groups have tried to
come close tg 4 pure-type experimental situation. Gcnqall.y thf:y have

Ollowed the scheme that two 8roups are formed, as similar in com-
Position a5 ¢ i humanly posmblc_ to achieve, .and thcn.ox?c .of them
1S exposeq ¢, the partic ular condition whose influence it is intended
10 test, while the other serves as a so-called control group. It is desirable
that the subjects themselves do Not know to which of the two groups
they belong, We shall occasionally refer to such experiments, Yet as
they DeVer reach the pure tyPe fully, their validity often remains
qUCStIOHable p

.
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(C) EXPERINENTAL TESTS, LESS SEVERE FORMS

Even in less severe varieties, ncvc.rthcless, experimental tests play
a great role in political science, and mdc:cd a f:}r greater th:.m. is gen-
crally recognized. Novel govcrnm?ntal institutions or admlms.tm.uvc
devices may be, and often are, dchbcr.atcly t}’u:d out 1n some limited
geographical areas, with all others serving as 1t were as control groups.
The large number and relative mdcpcndc.n'cc Qf logal government
units offer particularly favorable opportunities in th}s respect. The
cvolution of the commission and manager types of city government
in the United States presents a striking il}ustratloni icxr wor‘kmgs in
large and small communities und?‘r various cin.dltéo?s l'llill\c El‘lid 'i
great deal of light on causal relationships in this fie h 1e fec era.
system allows competitive cxpcri.mental. tcstslalsoqggnzle cs)ia;c levelt,
this is rightly considered one of its merits. The tlii on: i e ;‘:nilen ,
too, may single out limited areas for c.\'pcrlr;’lnlcn "t w’ls’c‘st'lbl‘i l(‘gn.e,
for instance, when the Tennessee Valley Au l?l’; zels‘ " ;\,C: hed in
the United States. As a matter of fact, at all le o unigts mn;n?r}t
too is generally done with good effect. Exper S

ire history of gov
arc seriously studied at home. Indeed, the entire history of government

inex 1 ource o
and institutions supplics an almost inexhaustible s f tested

hypotheses. stems may be cited as
y'II)"hc development of the theory of electoral sy y

. ing general elections
a good casc in point. Various techniques of hollcil " fy % . constitutionr;l
ila%c been used in such numbers since the ascends

about the causal nexus in
w much more

vernment that we now kno : inker could have foun

& han even the most ingenious thinker « d out
this field than even imitive appear today, in

ri
without the benefits of these tests. HOYI‘/ dpabout proportional sapre.
retrospect, most of the ideas that prevaile

actical tests d
sentation (P.R.) before the growing numbc;o?’isiin factors tharte vZnttl;er
scientific observer’s attention to many Ulll ding the influence of p 2
into the sum total of effccts——featurc;s ll{lcg‘: and tactical behaviol..oé

i loyalty-feelings _
n the selection, type, age, : ifferences in
?hc candidates, before and after election, dzlflfer consenn, the strength
and coherence of the cabinets formed., and 0 o OVc? ences. ‘
American interest in the comparative 5“11 Yb %} kﬂmcnt and ip.
stitutions has been overshadowed rcCcr;lt ys sain lle €ener interegt
oused in newly developed methods, such a5 $ t lf € Surveys apq con-
o i It would be a great mistake, howeye, if this
trolled experiments. , S
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should lead to a neglect of the careful study of the many kinds
of experiments, both large- and small-scalt?, that have been made by
governments here and abroad. Comparative government, including
comparative administration, is still today the most Important substitute
for laboratory tests in political science. Much remains to be done here.
Better utilization of comparison for theoretical progress would require
acquaintance with many details that have never been written up.!

No mechanical generalizations, of course, arc warranted. Differeny
conditions may lead to different results from the same type of in.
stitutions at different places or times. If, for example, popular elections
of the chief of state have good results in the United States, where
people are practically unanimous in their support of the Constitu-
tion, similar procedures are likely to lead to very different experiences
in countries where the basic loyalties of the people are split among
different types of government (France in 1849, interwar Germany
South American republics). Such differences in conditions must hc
taken into account; otherwise prcdictiops will go astray. By theor
qua theory profits from practical experiments even when they have
been based on imperfect inductive reasoning, though the price may
be heavy.

4. Predicting Consequences and Risks

The scientific actions so far discusscd. (Nos. 1-9 of oyr survey) are
unable to convey an adequate impression of the range of Scientific
Method, unless we add to them the legitimate function of science to
predict what can be scientifically predicted about future eyents, Such
predictions are part of every testing proccdurc,.as just discussed. But
testing is not the only legitimate purposc of scientific predictions. In
predicting the outcome of an action that has not yet been taken, the
scientist may influence the decision on vx./hethcx" Or not to take it. In
predicting the djfferent results of alternative actions, he may influence
the choice among them.

Any prediction may, of courseg, bc-'challengcd qn several counts,
Such as, first, that the alleged fac.ts or events on which the prediction
18 bascd have not occurrcd or WI“ not occur; Second, that there are
other altcrnatives of action (this 1s only a special cage of the first chal.
€Nge); third, ghyy the hypothctically accepted causal law is not valid;

b M . . . . .
o Arnold Brecht, “Three Topics in Comparative Administration,” Prblic Policy, vol,

Y ‘171 . . 2
(19461) P- 289, and “Smaller Departments,” Public_ Administration Review, vo). (Tosrs
D- 363; algg, The Ay and Technique of Administration in German Ministries, with Comstock
Glaser, Cambridgc, Mass., 1940
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4. PREDICTION, CONSEQUENCES, RISk s

and fourth, that additional factors will interfere witl, the '
events. predicted
.Considcring that in the social sciences human behavier plays a e
csive role and that the assumption of a certain amount of’l‘1 a (1(_
freedom obstructs all our eflorts to formulate strice laws ‘\'h:]rf],&\n
human behavior in the future is a factor, it might scem that prcdic:f" cr
in this ficld can have no practical value. But this would pe a fall'xcfon‘?
conclusion. It is true that exact predictions are not, as 3 rule, pss‘ql'(l)l]l?
because of the great number of variables that have to pe ta‘kcn‘ ~il .
account." Wherever a large number of people are involved, howcxl'1~to
predictions based on probability of human behavior can ofte be m'ntlr-,
with great accuracy. Just as in cconomics We can to some extent (;.,:(Ll
only to some extent) assume that the guiding motivation of the
average businessman is that he prefers gain to loss, so ip political
science we can assume, for example, that it is the desire of the ﬂ\'t‘r'u;e
representative 1n a legislature that he be reelected. There ape m"u? '
other situations in the political field where behavior of people c;m‘ b}c
predicted to some extent on a similar basis.

Furthermore, it is often possible to state with scientific precision
that a certain action, if taken, will alter th.e range of Possibilitieg
cither enlarging or narrowing it; or that it is smpossible 1o reach 1
certain goal at all or to reach it with the means proposed; of tllag
if evenc @ occurs, it will be impossible to prevent b from fOllOwing,
suit, as for instance if workers or soldiers arc given no food or reg
they will collapse or revolt, whatever severe disciplinary actions may
be taken against them. In other cases, it can at least be stated that cer.
tain actions will imply some particular ris&, that is, the Probability,
high or low, that an actually undcsir.&.] t,ﬁc‘:t ‘f‘"“ occur. The im-
portance of the categories of “impossibility (limited possibility) ap
“risk” in scientific predictions will appear morc clearly in later chapters
(especially xi). _ _

Sometimes the statement of a consequence 1 ‘{{Ot Syilltll.etlc but purely
analytic in character. Then we shall speak of -lmpllcauon“ n prefer.
ence to consequence. When a dictator is appointed and s given “y,.
limited power,” it is merely an implication © _sudl AN arrange e
that 7n zerms of his appointment he has been given the powerbto .
people into concentration camps, and to whip, shoot, hang or put
them without trial, although no one may have thOUght of this n %als

1-
pecially Harag C’dlncr‘

'On the mathematical problems involved here, see €S
Variables and Probability Distribution, Cambridge 1937,
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conr'd)

vance, and that on those terms he can be deposed against his own
will only by a violent revolution or rcvolt: Wheth(?r he will use these
“implied powers” cannot be prcdict§d \Ylth certainty, but it can be
stated that a “risk,” or an increased risk, 1s implied in the vesting
person with such powers. o -

Fully to exploit all scientific capabllxtlfzs at our dlSPOSHl for predict.
ing consequences, risks, or necessary fallur.cs of action, an( for dis.
playing in advance a broad choice of possible altern
gives us the greatest chance we have to overcome t]
Scientific Value Relativism (see next chapter).

Prediction in the face of a great number of variables c,p, sometimes
be facilitated by the construction of a simplified “model” of the situa-

tion to be studied, including only the most plausib]e variables; see Sec-
tion 6 below.

of a

atives of action,
1¢ drawbacks of

5. Elimination of A-Prior Reasoning. Kan:
and Scientific Method

(a) A-PRIORI REASONING

. The preceding sections, referring to our survey Nos, ;_
1n positive form which steps of inquiry are Fonsidered s
Scientific Method. Negatively speaking, Scientific Met
all propositions that have been arrived at otherwise o
validated through it, as nonscientific in its terms. Thjg
that no other propositions correspond to rcaht.y; they m
a5 someone’s prediction that there will be no rain in Wy
on the next ten Fourths-of-July may prove to be corre
subsequent experience, and one’s personal conviction
God may correspond to Truth. It is only to say thyt S
are “not-scientific-in-terms-of-Scientific-Method.”
be called scientific in other terms depends on the ¢
of Scientifyc Method, whereof we are going to spea
chapter,
The elimination of all arguments .tha.t Ar¢ extraneous to Scientific
ethod fropm, science has three negative implication
Ithsh}“s the front door of science to (I) a-priori judgments, (2) meta.
gre}’ilrcl?l progositions’ and (3) ab]iOI}Llltebva{(uz judgrrf‘cnts. Thesc three
eses” aﬁg altted, if at all, through ¢ c6a<1:) ] oor of “working hYPOFh-
Metaphye..+ UMptions” (see Section b, below). We shall deal with
Physica] Propositions and value judgments, both of which may be

98

1o, have stated
Clentific under
hod climinates
have been in.
1S not to say
ay do so, just
lington, D.C,
¢t in terms of
that there is a
uch statements
Whethcr they may
lal.m to exclusiveness
k in Section = of this

s of great bearing.



5. 4 PRIORI

regarded as special types of a-priori propositions, in later chapters,
Here we are limiting ourselves to a general discussion of a-priori
reasoning.

A-priori propositions have played a tremendous role in the history
of scicnce, up to the very beginning of this century and beyond. The
postulate of their elimination in science marks, on the one hand, the
culmination in the development of modern Scientific Method, the
climax of its triumphal achicvements, and on the other, the point of
crisis. To understand this fully is made difficult by the fact that the
term “a priori” has assumed different shades of meaning in the history
of thought according to the context in which it has appeared. These
various meanings must first be distinguished.

In the most firmly established classical sense the term “a priori”
points to notions, propositions, or postulates Fhat are gonsidered true
or necessary irrespective of experience or anterior to it; in .other words,
not derived from experience and yet considered valid. This T sha]] call

the classical (scientifically accepted) a priori. Illustrations will be given

below. ) ‘
In a second, more modern sense the term 1s now often used for all

notions, propositions, or postulates that are extraneous to the syster
or method of thought under which the inquiry 1s conducted. Thus,

in terms of Scientific Method, any proposition not.m;roduced n line
with it is a priori in this sccond sense. T shal] call this the methodolog;.

cally repudiated a priori, or the alien-to-the-method a priori. 1t is “of

9 & ”
limits,” “off rules,” “out of order,” “taboo. . .
‘ ; i ¢ Method it: L
Closer analysis reveals, however, that Scientif d itself, like

any other conceivable method, privileges ccrtamba PI’IO;‘IS, if only a
small number, that are not ruled out of order but, rather, underlje
the method’s operations, although they too cannlot be l‘galCth or v.cri:
fied through the latter. Such accepted or acceptab f)'(esci?v' tc ?le a-priori
assumptions of Scientific Method includ.ct consu 11 t 'ty5 the abiliey
of observations to disclose “facts”; causality o, at 1€ast, regularity; 45,4

‘ ters 1, Sectj
some human freedom of will (see above, Chap ctions 2 apd -,

and 11, Section 1). This third type I shall call the 1mmanes; method,.

A . . etho
logical a priori. Strictly speaking, SCICntlﬁl‘; Itwit j d?es not as such
accept or incorporate these assumptions, PU d uF.)lrmltS the SCiCntist
to accept them without being on that groun guilty of Vlolating the

rules of procedure. .+ mioht
An immanent methodological a prior! MIght also he dubbeq

« . SR were not t00 ambigyoys
mCthOdOlOglCal axiom, if that a tCl'rn. An
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I1. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conrd)

axiom is a synthetic proposition that is aCCCPth_ as the basis for 10gicz}l
deductions without being itself logically dCf}Vilblc- The concept is
ambiguous because it may mean cither an a-priori truth, which would
not be acceptable under Scientific Mcthod, or an expedient postulate
or assumption, use of which would be permissible if openly declared.
This ambiguity counscls against the usc of the term. I shall, therefore,
generally avoid it, replacing lt.WIth terms that in cach individual case
describe more precisely what 1s meant. L |

Fourth, some writers have c.allcd all thmgs. that are “given” or “sipy.
ply there” a priori; i.c., the things that constitute, so to speak, th-c raw
material of scientific research. They are neither accepted nor repudiated ;
they are to be processed. In this sense, ‘for. example, all things we watcl,
are a priori. This I shall call. the a priori of givenness. See Chapter 1x,
Section 6, on phenomenological {cscarch. . .

Our present analysis of Scientific Mctho.d 1s particularly concerne
with the second and the third meaning, 1c., with the two types of
methodological a priori, that Wl]iCh 15 TUICd. out of order, and thye
which is immanently accepted. Hlstor}ca} continuity suggests, however,
that we start from the classical a priori, the more 50 because it wil]
appear that some aspects of it h.avc. been PIESCrvcd In the “immanent
methodological a prioris” of Scientific Method.

(b) KANT AND SCIENTIFIC METHOD

The philosopher whose name is most CllOSC]Y associated with the
term a priorj is Kant. It is often believec ,.thcrcfor.c, .that the fight
of the adherents of Scientific Method against a-priori principles. is

. adhe .t Kant and the Kantians. But this is true o]
Primarily directed against . il , ¥
: o ccially with regard to Kant’s later books
N a very limited degree, €SP .

( . The actual use he made of a-priori rcason-
see Chapter v, Section 7)- iy A

o it 1+ ’ :tical works, Critique of Pure Reason (1st
"8 1n his first two great cr! .

ed. 1781) mend 10 Any Future Metaphysic T hat May Be
recensey and Pro{fgo (1783): is hardly, if at all, in practical conflict

With ScieA'S aSczencc’d 15 MOW understood; on the contrary, these
Work a::(t;lﬁc M?tho ContribUth to its development. The great in-
uence anSSSCnFlal!Y has exercised on philosophical thought, and
which ;. o ; thinking ed, makes it advisable to present his teach-
Ng on the sul;jom ?Xhmlfn ¢ detail with a view to clarifying the mean-
1n €ct 1n so

Kangg clasg; 1}" clen otions were of three types, which he called
(1) of cal apriori N he intellect, and (3) of reason. The

the sengyy) sphere, (2) of the ’ 3
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5. A PRIOR/Y

names sound awkward to twenticth-century cars,' but the substance
of his argument has remained influential and can be made clear to
modern readers.

1. “Elemental a-priori notions of the sensual (scnsory) sphere™
(Elementarbegriffe der Sinnlichkeit) is the classification used by Kane
for the notions of space and time. They dominate our sensual (sensory)
perception to the extent that we are unable to think of something as
not being or occurring at some place within space and time. or to think
of a state of affairs where there is no space or time, he said. The
Copernican revolution in his thinking as compared with pre-Kantian
thought—here as in the field of causality (above, Scction 1)—was
Kant’s idea that we projected our a-priori notions of space and time,
which actially were merely inherent “forms” of our SCNSOry eXperiences
or of our way of thinking, into the universe as if we had found them
there, while we could not really know whether they applied to the
“things-in-themsclves” (Dinge an sich). The only fact we could state
with certainty was that we were unable to think of sensory percep-
tions outside of space and time.

Scientific Method has no quarrel with this first type of Kanty
a-priori notions. Scientific Method itself allows references to space qp
time without much ado about their nature, unless the latter is the
special subject of scientific inquiry, as for Instance in examinationg
of the difference between inner and astronomical tllnf?. More precisely
speaking, the scientist who accepts results of .obscrvat‘lon.as “facts that
have occurred in space and time” does not violate scu?ntlﬁc rules gov-
erning acceptance; rather he would be expected to give reasons if he
did not accept space and time as terms of .reft.:rcnce. This is another
illustration of the common-sense basis of Scientific Method (see Chap-
ter 1, Section 5, about reality, and Scction’l, above, about Causality).
Furthermore, Kant’s thesis that human bCIDgf are unable to imagine
events occurring outside of space and tme is a factual contention,
which might be submitted to empirical testing, a.nd should be, if any-
thing depended on its accuracy. As a rule, }lOthlng S€ems to depeng
on it. For both these reasons there is no conflict here between Scientific

Method and Kant. desheri .
2. “Intellectual notions-a-priori” (Verstandesbegriffe) in Kangs lan.

. 1 <«
guage were those notions that make €Xperience “at ) POssiblen

Lo . sant—Immanuel Kappoo o
'See Carl J. Friedrich, The Philosophy of Kant ) s Morql and ..
Writings, edited, with an Introduction, by C. J. F., The Modern Lipryy New y fol::,m;
p. xxxii. This is a handy collection from Kant's writings 10 good, OcCtasiop ;)lr B
free, translations. I am using my own translations here. ally boldly

10I



11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

(iiberhaupt moglich). To understand this we must first know t\.mt
Kant used the term “experience,” not for every sensory perception
(Sinneswahrnehmung) as such but—much in linc with recent in-
vestigations (sce Chapter 1, Section 2)——on1y for perceptions on which
the human mind had operated. This .thc mind did, ?ccor(lillg to Kant,
by “subsuming” the sensory perceptions under notions. To illustrate,
my sensory perception that a stonc 1S hot becomes an “experience”
only when I subsume my impressions updcr sach concepts as “stone,”
“is,” and “hot.” Some notions of thls kind are a priori, Kant taught,
that is, independent of any experience. In our example, the notions
“gone” and “hot” are not a priort since we know their meaning only
by experience; but “is” and “is not” are, according to Kant, notions
a priori; they are two out of a dozen categorics of thinking in which
the mind alone is able to form any judgments at all in the realm of
“being” and into one of which every sensory perception must fall to
become an experience. Aristotle had enumecrated such categories before
Kant in a list of ten of, in other places, fiftecen. Yet Kant criticized
Aristotle’s list as «unsystematic” and 'merely “rhapsogic"; instead, he
offered one of twelve which he COﬂS,l,dCer systematic and complete.
These twelve were “Jogical func.:tions, he said, and they corresponded
to forms of verbal expressions 10 the grammars of hum.an. languages.
But the important point to him was that thcgl.w.crc afprlon of any ex-
perience; without them, nO CXPC{EIECC’ as distinct from the scnsory
er . s even pOSSl . .
p I;cit::(rile ;ﬁ] ;uli};;c‘;vfief Kant’s t.wclvc categories I shall adq to cach
an illustration of the corrt‘:SPOndlng grﬁmmatlca! forms WhI.Ch serve
to express it. Conclusions drawn by the human mind, Kant said, could
only be:

13 (according t0 quantity) :“gCI}’c:"al, sptz,clal,“or'mdlvidual (ex-
ressed by such terms S all,” “some,” or “this,” respectively)
-5 P >y pality) affirmative, negative, or infinite (ex-
46 (according to 4 o S A
ressed by such terms as “are,” “are not,” or “are infinite” %)
pressed by jon): categoric, hypothetic, or disjunctive
79 (according to relat « : -
(expressed b such terms a8 always, under all circumstances,
“if theg » or «either-or, but not both™)
1 A °. ) . . . . . .
%12 (according to modality): problematic, assertative, OF apodictic

. » ‘@
(expressed by such terms as “possibly,” “actually,” or “neces-
sarily”),

2 .
Kal\t disty v (infini £ . “*The soul is not mortal”
. stingui « .. :mmortal” (in nite) from 1 sou’ ;
E‘t\:cgatwc). Thi“l::;i'nThcf i;‘:l :::tcl::)ry is controversial; its logical justification has fre-
ently been quesxionczl,g °
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s : ro > 1s that these “intellect b 1

The significant thing here to note is t];:l o ual notions

; - Sl ‘°r re any pq < > .
a priort” offer no definite answer Ttgfl;l ’;‘lg 1n}'l{ rticular question
: . heme ot all possible answers to ques.
They merely set up a formal scheme o ] que
e ling “being.” They may be challenged, and they have been,

S regar mng. ) ; . .

flons reg 5 .. be complete, which would imply the
msofar as they were meant to . . .

‘ : ’ '‘ments were possible. This negative con-
ontention that no other stateme § were possible. T, . :
cont it Iy substantive point in Kant's listings with which
tention 1s the only subst: o g .

sent-day Scientific Method could ever come into conflict, It is a
presc nt-]( s int, because if some other type of statement should

Jative. S Mminor point, RRE : 1EF eIyt ve J N
relatively essary I.md possible, it would be made irrespective of Kant's
appear necessary ¢ A Y . . < S cate.
l}” is. The regular work of science is not hampered by Kant's cate
thesais. ¢ [

w are iori.
e el t they are a pr . .
gories, whether or pot ey A 2 (Vernunftbegrifie). While the

3. “A-priori notions of reason ke experience at ]

:r'iori notions of the intellect serve on!)’ © n{n ‘-.l I] to s la ‘
i ible—by offering intellectual categories unc lcr \\llltl 0 su ;sumc
rossible—Dby § ‘ntirely within the range o -
'Iscneor)’ pereeptions—and thus keep Lflmd) " "tcrm us‘Cdé,by qu(:lst
. ™ “ o . ) It
ible experience, human “reason” (Vernunft, a 1 any possib]
sible ’ ¢ *y any possible ey.
St Co. + lofty sensc) asks questions bt.}om Y I ¢ ex
only in its morce lofty . l iestions. The asking of such questions

S ‘taphysical questions. .

ricnce, e, metaphysic PN IN °n put 1n the hum:
prcqs characteristically human, as if [h'f urge had bi:n‘fr satisfics rc?:;;:
iy d for some purpose, Kant said. I.E.\'pcrltnf;. LGem'i‘C’)‘  In 0};ie
;'“ ll;] " (Erfahrung tut der Vernunft niemals vo l’ig b gs écuhtc r

: £ . s re ate o
utyto remain entirely unsatisfied, reason COlthmson)’" SI:]Ch iy th:
< € ‘. ¢
ho ) ot and form “notions of r ) !
metaphysical questions : immaterial highest being. Instead of doing
. NIMNJ o < . . .
of a soul or of some it . ihcally irrelevant
noo an undisciplined manner, which .was“SClCll;lltnim }rlcqson m"?
tllnls lLlnYI; 1t COll]d bC very important Cn]O[lon.ﬂ ly, I'inCi‘ICS O% abSOlu‘tZ
. -prior
: “};’] 't: disciplined way to ascertain some ?f pr "(’1 Ilé ant clz) ntinued, witl,
fry inciples could indeed be tound, K: >
certainty. Such principles : pericnce. Reason could, he said,
regard to the limizs of all possd)le iC:xfcc could ever give us certainty
.. exper .

a priori that no sensory 1¢ experience, nor aboyt
Stl;ltctqtlfc “thing-in-itself” which had caused tfl ‘ aclz iy time In ol
?houreql naturc of causation or abo,ut .th;ttg pl?cnorncna as tile -

e re: erience was limite Yoap
these respects, our exp in which they appeared to us wag determmed

. The manner in w . :
peared to us. T f thinking to which we were restricted b, humap
by the forms o t'ugl 1 fgrms of our thinking Included Space anpd
; these inevitable fo
e cghthc notion that every event must have a ¢y In other
time an ‘

.(, N ] U’i-f.fer y .
l i ] Meta ,),\' R, ar 15¢c lalt wird a“/"‘
8 P; z (ner tigen Me! P S € ais ' :
rolegomena S ene. [eden kll'l/ g 1+ Cassi L (l ) . e : l l
k(’?’"ﬂt‘l) (I 783), AC.‘I(]CIII'\' cd. (l9[9) p. 35 Cassirer cc 922 p IOS sk i clen

transl.
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words, one thing which reason could make out a priori was that we
could not know nor learn by experience whctbcr the forms of space
and time and causality pertained also to t.hc thlngs-}n-th'.cmsclvcs. Nor
could we find out anything else concerning the thm‘g‘;s-m-thc.msclvcs :
we could do so only concerning their appearances. “The mind does
not take its laws from nature but prescribes them to nature” (Der
Verstand schopft seine Gesetze nicht aus der Natur, sondern schreiby
ste dieser vor).t .

In particular, we could not know the {'C:lllt)’ or n.aturc.of a higher
being, which our reason postulated for its own S.atl.Sf{lCthn. Yet we
could at least state with certainty that here was a limit to our possible
knowledge. In addition, we .COUId speculate abogt the relation (dag
Verhiltnis) that might pertain between such a hlghc'r bcm.g and the
world of appearances, even though we could describe this relatiop,
only in symbolic language, using as f‘ymbols”or analogies notions of
sensual world, such as “creator” or father. .

In addition to its negative 1n51g.ht5» purc Teason (i.e., a-priori reason)
could ascertain in advance certain categorics into which answers g,
metaphysical questions must fa!l, just as our m'md had been abe to
orm a-priori categories of the intellect Into which our statements o
conclusions in the realm of sensory exper lences WOU]_d fall (fCC above),
But, here as there, reason could not state with certainty which answer
was right, . )

As v%c have just seen, Kant lepg?meflt.that ;;" occupation i,
metaphysical questions is a naturab t:;frll)ofsrlo]rcr)lnu(' atur(fn/lagc)’.WhiCh
apparently no human bcing can a fs o sfmg (sich eIItz{e/zcrz).

€ went on to say that it is, there OLC, nabura 19r Us to examine f,,
what “burpose” this disposition mat};]ctzil:’; af;cn alq 1D our nature 4,
that we may do so under the hYPO A Sumptlon that ¢ver

follow this line of thought we may
e have been endowed with this part
way from thre

the

Yything
reach
1cular

5 some purpose. If we
the conclusion, he said, that W . ..
“1sposition in order to keep Us ental e rrors, namely (1)
Materialism, since our transcen as I:lbou
Phenomen, (our S}’chological transcendenty] Ideas,”

r . . . O
them) Point to the Ii)nad“iquacy ¢€Un1z”u langlzc};kc,t) of empirica] con-
cepts for an explanation of the “soul’; (2) naturalism,

. since “cosmo-
0Pical» ; show us that no possible empir: -
81cal” transcendental ideas b MPpirical ex

Ploratjg, is able to explain nature; and (3) fatalism, since “theological”

4 .
Prol, . 320; Cassirer o, 2; Friedrich
P. o1, go'ﬂcna‘ op.cit,, Academy ed, P » P 7 transl.,
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transcendental ideas indicate that causality can never explain either
necessity or freedom unless we assume some “highest intelligence” as
a final cause.”

These passages must be interpreted within their general context so
as to mean that, although it is natural for us to speculate about the
purpose of our natural disposition, it cannot be stated scientifically
whether our natural disposition Aas any purpose. But Kant was
definitely a pre-Darwinian philosopher. As such he saw little choice
for the human mind, in explaining reality, but to assume the opera-
ton of divine forces in the universe, with no alternative conceivable
(sce above, Scction 1). Indeed, he went so far as to call the reality of
a highest immaterial being, or God, a necessary notion of reason. “We
are compelled to regard the world as 1f it was the work of some highest
mind and will™ (Wir sind genotigt, die Welt so anz:'t.\'c'/u‘n, als ob sie
das Werk cines hichsten Verstandes und Willens se1).® But there he
stopped. Definite statements about God's reality were to Kant beyop,
knowledge (science).

Kant's a-priori principles of pure reason, then, were essentially nega-
tive. They tell us what pure reason can zof do. Reason may speculate
freely, and may do so also to good practical purposes, but it cannot
lead to any definite statement about things beyond thF possibilitjes
of sensual experiences. He once stated the essenee of his doctrine g4
follows: “All acquisition of knowledge (Erkenntnis) lll)Qth things
through the pure intellect alone, or throug.h reason aloxlf,. I8 nothing
but mere sham (Schein), and truth is only 1 experience.™

This brings us back to Scientific Method as gcnc.ral_ly l.lnd.Crstood
today and so also in this book. Kant’s negative a-priori p.rm.aples of
reason, 1.c., those which limit our possible knowledge, are in line with

the basic principles of Scientific Method that science must .rcly on ob-
1g the categories into which

servation. His formal principles, regardir .
jct Scientific Method; whether

answers must fall, do not practically restrict ¢ : o
they are a priori in the sense that they constitut¢ Inescapable elempg

of our human way of thinking is a problem t.lmt Scientific Method
would have to leave to special phenomenological, pSYChologica\, or
anthropological resecarch (see Chapters 1x.ﬂm.1ﬁx)- As to space, tipe
and causality, we have seen above that Scientific Metho( Permits thc’
scholar to use these concepts without much ado as to their Nature In

® Prolegomena, Academy edsy p. 3635 Cassirer ed., p. “é;}f“dlnt].h trans],, P. 10§

° Prolegomena, Academy ed., p. 357, sce also p. 359; ASSIFEr ed., pp, Iy, 114-. Fried.:
transl., p. 106. Italics here added. ) . Friedrich ledrich

7 Prolegomena, Academy ed., p. 374; Cassirer ed., p. 129; Friedrc trans], | OMitteq
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conr'd)

sum, there is no practical conflict between Scientific Method and Kant's
a-priori principles. L. ,
The practical accord between Scientific Method and Kant's approach
. .8
is well illustrated by the following passage from the Prolegomena:

Natural science will never disclose to us the inner nature (das In-
nere) of things, i.c., that whiCh is not phenomenon (Erscheinung)
but might serve as the ultimate cxplfmatory ground (Erl(liimng;_
grund) of the phenomena; nor (!ocs it need that. [knowledge] for
its purpose of physical cxplan.atlon. Yes, even if natural science
should be offered such explanation (e.g., the influence of immaterial
beings) from some other quarter (anderweitig), it should reject
(ausschlagen) it and not include it into the process (Fortgang) of
its own explanations, but should base these at all times exclusively
on that which as an object of the senses pertains (gehort) to ex-
perience and can be brought into connection with our actual per-

ceptions according to rules of experience (nach Erfahrungsgrund.
satzen).

On the other hand, Scientific Method, by limiting its concept of
science the way it does, itself accepts 2 number of ”ru.lcs which must
be classified as “immanent methodological a prioris” since they them-
selves are not reached through Sc1€nt{ﬁc Mefhod anc! cannot be de-
rived from jt. Their justification, s will bc. discussed in Section 4 be.
low, rests, in the last analysis, on the practical ground thaF only such
know]cdge as is supported by experience and logical analysis is capable
of a conclusive transmission from P‘flfsdOn to person (h.el'caft.cr called
“ilntCYSUbjcctively cransmissible knowledge,” a term which will be ex-

ained j i . .
p. Sl?;:]mlﬁ] gS es;l,o?hz)ﬁght of Scif.mlﬁchCt}.‘Od against a-priori prin-
ciples is ot primarily, if at a!l’ llzcai i ag}?'mSt those chiefly negative
and forppy) principles of _Wh.lCh ar: mI Is first two critical books
Stated that they had a-priori .c.harac ZL ltgls rather directed against
3-priorj propositions of 3 PO tive anc substantive character, as they
2re foreyer iy, encounthCd in quast-scientific discussions, including
PIoposition of tghc most hallowed type, such as “There is an almighty
Gog,» or “AJ] - cqual,” or “All power corrupts,” or “All states
Must S°Vcrerini1n” - No govcrn{r{cnt”ought to be held bound by
ad -principle nft :)f_ its own rccogr‘lltlon.. Sc1cnt1ﬁ<§ Iv.Ithod doc.s not

:Iut these g d similar principlcs 1nto science a priori, rrespective of

Aalemy o

P Cassirer ed-s P 107; Friedrich transl, p. 1o1.
» P. 352; Cassi :
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experience. They are, i strictly scientific discussions, “out of order.”

won \\'lll'l the tools of Scientific Method, or are proposed as mere
“assumplions™ or “working hypotheses™ (see next section).
Kant's “categorical imperative,” the basic moral law presented in his

later writings, will be discussed in Chapter v, Section 7> and especially
in Chapter 1x.

6. Assumptions, Working Hypotheses, Types, and Models
(3) ASSUMPTIONS AND WORKING HYPOTHESES

Assumptions and working hypotheses are tentative propositions
that have not yet been, and may never become, definitely accepted,
but are employed as useful tools in the course of a scientific inquiry.
The assumption or working hypothesis may concern: (1) a fact or
event, past, present, or future—the latter, for instance, when we assume
the death of a ruler, a change in clection figures, @ poor harvest, or
the outbreak of a war; (2) a goal, as when we assume that a certain
goal, like preserving peace, ought to be achieved on the ground that
our country's government has decided to pursuc 1t, or on any other
ground; or (3) a law of causal relationship or othq rcgl.llar.lty, as when
we assumc that an increase in density of population _wxll Increase per-
capita public expenditures, or that the use of atomic bombs by ope
party in a war will cause their use by the other. f

The term “assumption” is more ofteq used fOI: acts and goal§, the
term “working hypothesis” for causal ll}tCl‘I’ClﬂthﬂS, but there is no
definite regularity in the limitation of cither term to the Of}e or th
other category. In a narrower sense, however, thﬁ terlm working
hypothesis” is reserved for causal theorics provllsilosrilljili)t’ ac \?\});Cd on the
ground of their presumptive correctness or P y. may call
them “working hypotheses of higher order.

In contrast to classical a-priori propolsxt'lon;;

lutely true or necessary, no such clam o for :
l:;?)iofor hyypothcscs of any kind, whether “ﬂCCCPtzd gr W_Orkmg,” of
lower or of higher order. All are merely tent@tye 23 SUb’CCF to chal.
lenge whenever they do not meet tests of let’ion df& Servation, The
working hypothesis, however, like any asgur;l}:)f faét 1 Ii]rs from ap 4.
cepted fact or an accepted causal explanatio 0! s (Nos. 4, 5, ang 6
of our survey; Chapter 1, Section 1) 1n that; S"‘_S hot been- sufﬁciently
confirmed through the procedural steps © clentific Methog. Thix

which were considered
made for assumptions
b
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conrd)

difference remains important, although we have scen there are no
strict rules as to when a scientist must accept facts or laws; the “work-
ing” hypothesis or assumption is not :1cc<:pt‘-’.d as scientifically estab-
lished even by the scientist himself who uses 1t.

It has sometimes been said that, to be acceptable as a working
hypothesis, a theory must offer at least some cl}allcc of empirical
verification, and that a theory whosc empirical verification is not pos-
sible should not be admitted cven as a mere working hypothesis (sce
Chapter v, Section 3, on NCOPOSiUV‘Sm}- However, there is no neces.
sity for excluding a working hYPOFh‘—'SlS. on the ground that it docs
not permit of full verification, provided it serves scientific rescarch in
some other way, e.g., by directing our attention to facts that have been
overlooked (sec Chapter x1ir for illustrations).

As a rule, an assumption will Qf course be so chosen as to promise
as much correspondence to reality as possible. In exceptional cascs,
however, one that is obviously contrary to fact or to previously established
laws may be uscful for some m(.hrcct. purpose, as when we imagine
that men had only two dimcn519ns n order t.o consider how thep
they would conceive of a three-dimensional being that should come
their way, so as to get an idea by :.malogy of what- would happen when
three-dimensional beings mect with fOUI'-dlmcnSl'On:l! pncs,l Likewisc,
when the occurrence of a future event or the desirability of some goal
is assumed, this is not necessarily I.‘nc.ant}:o express that t}}c event (deatl,
of the ruler, poor harvest, ctc.) within t clqcsll))cc.:twc period is probable,
or that the goal (peace Of war) 15 act;lla 3;:1 jfng pursued; it mercly
limits the range of the mvcsngatl(c])n, ¢ hindings of which may b
expected to be valuable for preparc ness or motivation,

(b) TypEs oF pERsoNs, ACTIONS: AND ATTITUDES

In order to master the Va,St amoll{mt of v?nablcs with which they
are confronted, social scientists m ; c lzls;c ° Zé)nurpbcr of particular
devices in forming their worl.qng ].Ypiticdcscs. bnc 1s the grouping of
Persons, actions, or attitudes 1n fa ltmh ¢ number of types according
to features considered relevant for the m}? Wy at hand, WC.havc al-
r€ady noted that human 30N cananL ¢ adequatcly described and
®xplained ypless we have understoo ; € meaning th‘?y have for the
ctors themselyes (above, Chapter 1, 9CCion 2). In vi ew of the jm-
Poss-ibility of dealing with every actor l{ldlvldu'ally, the so'c1a.1 scientist,

2ing go0d reason to assUME that similar actions have similar mean-

See also Appendix 5.
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ing for many people. is methodically led to “typity”™ human beings.
He then operates with these types, e, with constructs of his own
mind, instead of with the actual human beings. Such types are, e.g.,
the “cconomic man,” whose actions have for the actor the mc;mil;g
that they are to bring him profit or avoid loss; or the bona fide official,
appoimted or clected, whose actions have for him the meaning that he
therewith fulfills a useful function in society, but who at the same
time has certain typical conceptions regarding his own importance,
cte.; or some type of politician, whose actions have for him the mean-
ing that they are to secure his election or reclection; or the vacationist,
who is out for recreation, and so forth.

Such typification, however, can have scientific merit only if based
on some hypothesis according to which the distinction between the
various types is relevant for the solution of some scientific problem,
It can be fruitful only when the types chosen are realistic, i.e., true to
life. Whether they are so is subject to observational tests.

Yet not the scholar alone, but the common man too, engages in g
constant process of typification in order to understand  the worly
around him and to pursuc his own interests and purposes. The typifica.
tions constructed by the social scientist, therefore, are as it were pro.
duced on a sccond level, above those formed by the common man,
They are more refined, and scientifically more exact; but in order to
reflect reality they must take account of the types constructed by the
common man. Alfred Schutz, who deserves credit for aptly having
brought this interrelation to attention, describes the proccdqre of the
social scientist in the following words, worthy of direct quoting:

How does the social scientist procced? He observes cc.rtain facts
and events within social reality which rcfgr to human action and he
constructs typical behavior or course-of-action patterns from what he
has observed. Thercupon he coordinates to these typical course-of-
action patterns models of ideal actor or aC.tOFOS, whom l}c imagines
as being gifted with consciousness.” Yet 1t 15 @ Consciousness -re.
stricted so as to contain nothing but the clmn;nts relevant tq the
course-of-action patterns observed. He thus ascribes to thig fictitious
consciousness a set of typical notions, purposes, goals which are 2.
sumed to be invariant in the specious consclousness of the imaginary
actor-model. This homunculus or puppet 1S SUPposed to he initer.

below, the term i Rowadays e
Use m
ore

bR " refers here to individuals. As we shall sce .
Model” refe f group life. Schutz himsc]f -
uses ¢

often with reference to society and the conditions ©
a few lines later.
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

related in interaction patterns to other homuncuh. Or puppets con-
structed in a similar way. Among these homunculi vw{xlth fwluc.h l;hc
social scientist populates his mod?l of the 1socml wor(f 0.] everyday
life, sets of motives, goals, roles—in genera s sys.tgms 0 brlc cvances—
are distributed in such a way as the scientific plro“cms under
scrutiny require. Yet—and this is the malg pomt—lt 1CS€ Constrycts
are by no means arbitrary. They are i:.sudjcct to t;c ]postul
logical consistency and to thc; po.stulatc of adequacy. The latter
that each term in such a scientific model of human action m
constructed in such a way that a hum.an act performed Wl.th
real world by an individual actor as 1nd1cat<?d by the typical cop-
struct would be understandable to the actor himself 25 well as to hig

fellow-men in terms of common-sense interpretation of everyday
life.®

Types of attitudes may be so construct.cd as to FURPIY a serial scale of
classification for the purpose of measuring QL}alltatlvc dlf.fcrcnccs.
Chapter 1, Section 4), as for cxamplcf when a}tltlt;:dcs of social Proximity
or distance are being typified acco;dmg. to whether or not pc9plc quld
admit members of another natlon.flhty or race lmto their famyjljcs
through marriage, and in the negative case, ‘Whet.u;]rbthlcy would a(-
mit them into their club, or at least into ClViC. neig hof 100d j
street, or, if not even that, then to citizens “ph'm tl 61:' cou
Wwhether they would exclude them from C.ltlZC?S lf 2 so.h

As a rule, the social scientist, Pchar;]I_]g or tests t rough ques.
tionnaires or interviews, will construc:' 115 t¥p cts 4% cconomicy]ly 44
Possible by singling out merely on;: partlctlcl) a}z : ea ULCI, Or a small nypm-
ber of fcaturcs, that alone are r¢ }(;.vanc e IS] Il).ro ’I?m. gt h_an d. All

other personality traits he may ¢ OO:onalitigso . : p111 €ation may,
however, be used also to describe per more tully. Th1§ leads
o the 1 of what Max Weber has called the 1dealtyp, literally
“idcac] Ct‘;,r;tr}l El?l?: ;rm «“ideal” here lstntx.eant to dcsignate, not some
™Moral ideal, but the p‘fffe,ctly Tep .rCS(tf'n a lvf Conls.tr.uctmn of ic type
in unstion: though in this combination o Qualities and attitudes it

mation in the Social Sciences,” The Journal of
* Alfreq Schutz, “Concept and Theory Focr;:li‘y’ p. 271, » a
Philo;ophy vol ) . 257—273) espe B
. »vol. 51 (1954) pp by Emory Bogardus
Sj.’lcl;n; ;;: eme [:va'sr }fir.;td sugf;i[:‘-?ncn);al Soc{;zl lI:.ryc'/xolo
Ybon the So;zx'cg:\i 5 of the Individual, New York 1931, ang ey ™ o0 ™ 900. See also
ion of the n the attempts made by |, L. Thurstone and others to
efine isgi,i t;lfi.at.,b!)p..ISB ff-;hg 4 of building‘scalgs by leaving the process of arranging
o Studes iy agscilcsuto]c:n::xmnl;:r of people working independenyly of one another after the

trview Teports are i,

ate of
means
ust be
in the

(see

n thejr
ntrYr or

» See Gardner Murphy, Murphy,
€y: an Interpretation of Research
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v. TYPES. MODELS

may cxist only inour own minds. Thus we may construct the “ideal
type™ of a National Socialist, of a Bolshevist, of a militarist, of a
burcaucrat. or even of 4 gangster or a tramp, just as well as that of an
Amecrican family, of a social worker. or of a democratic party boss—
not the moral ideal in any of these categories, but an abstraction from
reality. Such ideal types—or, as Howard Becker has called them,
“constructed  (or constructive) types'—may be used to good effect
espectally i historical retrospect, when the relevant data are in hand.
Yet there always lurks the danger that, unless the social scientist is a
man of unusual caliber, caricatures rather than human beings are
presented. Espectally, it is often forgotten that no type is true to life
unless we take full account of the meaning which the attitudes of its
members have for themselves. Sometimes, the ideal-type construct
may be uscful as a mere standard of reference for the purpose of qualita-
tive measurement (see Chapter 1, Section §).

Typifications, like questions in questionnaires, oftcn. reveal more
about the author than about the people he trics to describe. Yet whep
applied with great skill, a skill that must bc‘httlc short of genjus,
typification of persons and of cvents or situations can become first-
rate tools in the social sciences.® We must never forget, though, thae
the construction of types is no more at the outset than the construction
of a working hypothesis and like any other such constructlop of qucs-
tionable value until its realism has been proved by o!.)scrvatwnal tests
with careful avoidance of wishful thinking .and.loglcal pitfalls.. Nor
can it be emphasized enough that all typification 1s rpcrely descriptive;
it does not explain (although it may be uscc? or mlsusc?d to explain)
the facts it reveals, or their consequences. Neither does it tell us what

action can or should be taken.
(c) TYPES OF SOCIETY; SOCIETAL MODELS

An assumption, or a working hypothesis, mffyt_bc sc; ChOSCfl'that 1t
. . ” .
assumes a particular “structure of society  aS c:‘{tl.sogl% fa da certain time
. . ) iti :
and place, including, for instance, the Comp:j)sof ol 1; POP\{latlon,
the distribution of economic conditions an political opiniops,
®In addition to Max Wcber (as cited Chapter 1. Section 4), sce especially Howarq Becker

. . o 1 o, pp. ff.
Through Values to Social Interpretation, Durham, N.C “.,?:nstru ctivgc3 t)'pisc'}'mp(cr on “Con.

. ’ . e . " Bcckcr‘s
structive Typology in the Social Sciences™). reat SToare essengial|h
identical with Weber's “idcal types,” although Becker puts Bredfer emphagis the ty

.. . " not mer « . fequire-

ment that the construct must be ‘“objectively probalglc» L °l>6' Possible™; 1. ?n e
on finding close cmpirical approximation (sce pp. Xh 107, - 55 160, n, ¢,, 172, n s
2, o1

173, n. 94). But to all practical intents and purposes Weber meant about the same

.
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l1. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd)

ific political system, and so on. On this assumed bagjs the special
specific

blem under investigation may then be approached. . '
pr}) tead of choosing one particular structurc as a starting point, the
nstea

ienti try to cover a whole class of potential Structu.rcs, l')ut stil]
scientist may ﬁyitc variety of all possible structures an situations |y,
reduce th(}:l - ?akcn into account to a certain class, Sycf, a “mode]”
hputm% ;n:) Stchc selection of a particular structure jp that it comprises
i:l\f/{ci;sl ;ltcrnative structures, and the PFOb'C‘m to be sphrcd may he
that of singling out the optimum structure, either dcscnpnvc!y (what
structure corresponds best to the aggregate of aH. obscrvauons) or
normatively (what structure would best serve 5 definite PUrpose).® The
validity of the results dcpcnds of course, on whether the mode] wqs
well chosen, i.e., in accord with reality.

Models may be so constructed as to refer only to a definjte time, past,
present, or future; or they may be speculative c‘onst{ucts of a dynamic
character so as to depict the development o‘f‘ SOCIC,EY ' an entire ¢poch,
comprising past, present, ””4; future (f stage or “df:VCIOPmcnt"
rnodcl),- for instance, tl'u: dtfvc': Ofl)mlcm (¢ abrch!utlon In an Chtire
epoch where it changes its original ¢ warach, ut still appeyrs to be ap

: . . . W7
Identifiable historical unit.

The choice of a constructive 'working hypothesis Or assumptiop, is
often the most creative act in'scwnc.c. I may refer he.rc to what | said
about the role of genius in science in .ghaptC; I, Section 1, J; 15, how.
€ver, an important postulate of S;;:.‘Dtl tc Nflet 10d, and one frequently
violated even by its most ardent ad crc? S, jt at al] working hypotheges
Or assumptions should be avowed explicitly ap fot smuggle, in as
self-evj ruths. ” « .

The (Iii;nct :)etwccn “accepted” and working” hypotheses 1S not 4.
Ways as sharp as it might scentl. ;i:f(; rﬁet;)m.els happens that 4 working
hypothesis of higher order 1s 50 ¢ £ th Y ouilt ang 4PPears so playsible
VeN to the most exacting view y t fs c‘xgje.r t that the circumstantial
and Costly procedure of systemat;;llcsmcft ls_pcn§ed with in Practice,
°r inde nitely postponed. We s : Wld} Ulustrationg in later
Chaptcrs, Yet even then must we remain Onscious of the significant

°

in pec B publicaions by scholars C.""“‘f“ipc"c’i‘;ﬁ d} Cowles Commitce for Research
A’j ECOnomics at the University of Ch!'cago,o' 12 1)' gve Haavelmo, “The Probabi]i[y
Mifroach in Economctrics," Eroﬂomzmt‘”l:, Vo dp (?,4. Supplement; introductory. Jacob
vol “chak, Economic Structure, Path, P.o 1€y anc Pre ICtion,” American Econom;, Review,
" 37, No, 2 ( . Arrow, op.cit., p. 150. .
"Lag 1947) p. 81; Il, The Policy ¢ . .
and b, ;0 D, Lerner ang H. D. Lasswell, Y Sciences, op.cit., p. 11 # E. R. Hilgard
" “efner, “Tp, Person,” ibid., pp- 36 ff.
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7. EXCLUSIVENESS OF METHOD?

theoretical distinction between an a-priori principle and 3 mere work-
ing hvpothesis, Examples where this distinction has not been clearly
drawn will be found in Chapter 1x, Scctions 7 (Kant) and § (Husserl)
and clsewhere in this book.

- Exclusiveness 0/ S(‘ifllliﬁ(' 1\1(‘1‘/)0(1?

We now shall take up the discussion, thus far postponed. of the ey-
clusive or nonexclusive character of Scientific Method. Al scientists,
both in the natural and in the social sciences, agree that Scientific
Method 75 scientific, i.e., that contributions made acching to its prin-
ciples are contributions to scicnce. Objections are raised solely against
claims that it @lone is scientific and that results reached through other
methods, unless checked in line with Scientific Method, apart from
being “nonscicntiﬁc-in-tcrms-of-Scicmiﬁc-I\'Icth'od," are nonscientific
also in every other sense, so as not to add to science in any reasonable
sense of the term. These objections are tantamount to dcnying that
the clements of Scientific Method are necessary elements of every
scientific procedure. . _ -

The leading adherents of Scientific Mcthod have indeed raised the
cliim to exclusiveness for it. Felix Kaufm.ann.”for example, calls cer.
tain basic rules (sce below, note 3) “inva‘fmblc. ;.tlzcy are commeon tq
all sciences qua sciences and, therefore, a plrlorll or science .becau_qe
scicnee is defined in terms of them,” he said.” This is a good llll}stra-
tion of what we have called an “immanent mcthodolf)glcal a priori,”

The decisive question, of course, 1s not whcth:r sc(;cncc i dcﬁr}cd
in these terms, but whether it must be so definec an .ﬁnot otherwise,
since it is our purposc here to present a thcory _Of SC:C:;;% S Mtctfhod and
not just a description of it. Consequently, 1tfls noc(iurca';‘? or us. to
insist on the a-priori character of the rules of proc - The question

. ? Why can they not be otherwise ?
remains, Why must these rules be s ) les.” 25 Raut
Or is there “no ultimate justification of these r: dSi,scriilS Kaufmann
said, adding that “we cannot go 'beyond' 'thm}}plﬁ minating be.
tween correct and incorrect scientific dccmonlsI : o .

If there were no justification, how then ‘COl]ld( lgaCkCncC on Sc1cntiﬁc
Method be defended in view of ic manifo tlill Xs that ha)re been
leveled against its c.laim to exclusiveness? ]iiz thzrt ¢ ’(lrseolne dlstmguish_
ing merit of Scientific Method, among oth ¢ less relevape in

the present context. It supplies knowledge that can pe transmitteq

Y Methodology of the Social Scicnces, pp. 45, 47.
21bid., p. 230, No. 4.
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conr'd)

here called “intcrsubicctivc]y
son to person gqua knowledgf ( . »

transmit knowledge gxz knowledge is more than merely to com-
municate the assertion that I have such knowledge, o even to ad

how I came by It Thie latier type of communication is always o
sible, of course, wher.c the usual means o hcommum(:*anon are at oyr
disposal; with their aid we can relate t;) others anything that e con-
sider part of our own sl{th‘fCthC knowledge and thc.fact that we do
so consider it and why, limited only by the shortcomings of language
and the receptiveness of the hearer or reader. By mere communjca.
tion does not transmit our subjective kno'wlc.dgc to others guq knowl-
edge. To do that rcquil.’ef more, a.nd Scientific .Mcthod supplics this
more regardless of individual beliefs. Indeed, jy supplics a type of
knowledge that can be transmitted from 7y person who s such
knowledge to any other person who does not have jt but whe can
grasp the meaning of the S){mbol.s (words, S1gns) used ip communjcgy.
tion and perform the operations, Jf-any, described iy, these communjc,.
tions. It submits observational testmefly, refined 3 far as feasible b
testimony on the conditions under which the observations were made,
In order to enable ourselves and others the better ¢ appraise the
€Xactness of the observations made and the p]aus.ibility of the con.
clusions derived therefrom. Yet, as we have seen n Chapter , (Scc-
tions 2, 3, 5, and 7), Scientific Method does. not 1nsist that any other
scientist must “accept” as unchallcngcabhf: cither the €Xactness of the
observations or the validity of the conclusions, .be}’Ol.]d the pur cly logi-
cal implications of meaning. Such acceptance is ultimately Jf, to the
Judgment of the receiver of the Commumcatlop. What s intersyl.
jeCtchly transmitted qua 'kHOWIedge 15 tf')c CVlde.nce, not the cop.
clusions therefrom. Scientific Method, quite consistently, i zealous
to exclude evidence that cannot be transn‘nttcd,

This justification of the dalm. fo exclusivenes S¢CMs to me to pro-
vide , good ground as fa,f as 1t goes. Couched jp, terms of Jogijcal
“soning it would read, “If we d.cc1de to cal! scientific only those
Methogs which supply intersubjectively transmissih)e knowlcdgc (as
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TCEXNCLUSIVENESS OF METHOD?

the knowledge of a wrongly condemned person r[mft .hc has not com-

A A I aAtec < 0] b -
mitted the crime, or reminiscences by a St‘ltu’t}n“l 0 my Or"tl;l]th0]ltl
cal conversations he had with others nonc ol W u)lm 1s still alive of
willing to tell the truth about it. There lnﬂ} lk lc:_ corrc.c(t Sllt ﬂol“

; . Sical questions, if there e
transmissible knowledge also in xmm}ln)mcq q cto q\ ‘1 ft KRB e
metaphysical agents that reveal knowlec g¢ to us, or to some of ys, ut,

Il ! 1l (l‘m must, [ think, be conceded, we cannot lump these
although : ith knowledge tha i -
types of kn()\\'lcdgt‘ indlscnmumtcly with know lulgc that 18 :nt.trsub‘:
G et Should someone want to use the term “science
Jectively transmissible. Should sor i
for | v 3 f knowledge (as some do, sce Chapter viI, Section 3)
or both types <]7[ be an obvious need for distinguishing them ip some

. e e C <
[h;n fhere wou . ing them either ditferent compound names—sucly
other manner, giving ) .. issiblelle Jedra
as “science in the sense of 1ntcrsubJCCtl\'Cl)"_tm“S‘““S‘bl? l\'gf“l\kdgc
:1;1(1 “‘scicncc in the sense of not-intcrsub]ccuvcly—transtx}ns]:.l '(i: n?wl-
‘ s, TEspectively. :
cdge”; or different symbols, such as S “‘,‘d S". rLtSII]: sens e) of Soct Klse

“ > SCNS -
two c;tcgorics a third might be added, “science in pecula
ti(ms-not-conSidmd-knogﬂlc o lOZi\S': character of Scientific Methoq

- . > exclu ahe . .

The yroblem thtl], ol the RETL I 3 ely tr n 1
boils déwn to tint of whether there 1s “mttrSUbl\C,Ct“l 51'1 t:k smmm})l.c
knowledge” (S,) outside of Scientific Mcthod. \fl e Sllil b ¢ :;P tllls
<nowledge” (S, als will be made t};

o | Chapters 1x ff., where some proposa | .y
question 1n Chay | i ’Ccption of transmissible knowledge by in-

2 broadening the con . ” ents in |
kl 1dl.to the cate o%y of “universal and mcscapabl.e elem . uman

1€ cate ir ex can be empiri.
fl L'Kllcl']g and fc%ling to the extent that their lestcncec;\ e zl}lm
Ing : i eserv: es

UDKINg anc By and large, however, with due r ! e
cally ascertained. By and I im of Scicntific Method to exclusiveness
proposals, I consider the claim o
In category S, justificd. rated at the beginning of Chapter

€rd ¢ N . PR

All rules of procedure enum lier of intersubjectively transmissible
arc cssential for science as a supg lzf rediction) 1s optional, of course,
knowledge, except that No. 10 bP omitted when, buz only when,
and that some of the others may be by the other steps suffices for
the strength of the grounds provided by

i issibility.®
Intersubjective transmissibility.

. damental ryje [ .
( it., pp. 39 f1.) singled out seven fupntcd" and “non 1:18 ln(;:lnilblc.'
FI ST ann (op.cit., pp. o ~tween ‘‘acce “AcCepred -
Tl ol hill{ill;])? summarized: (1) sttmcuoT btl“t‘t?o be arbitrary; (3) such Upansferp:opg
wese are, bri > ther class not to t O Dbe
itions; (2) transfer from one to the o ; f the decision on Shc. transfer; (4) no decie;
pons; (2) tr: unds accepted at the time of t lerated within g, Cace cision
based only on gro incompatible propositions to be to ubject-matter o = Pd body of
irrevocable; (5) RO i roposition that falls within the s dion to ply Ot a science to be 4
" * va ' LoV
knowlcdgc(; ij) :'noafccptnncc; and (7) results of obscr ¥ 2 Key role g grounds
priori excluded fro

erents of  Scientifie )
for acccptancfc. are generally recognized by all adherents ific Method,
The last four 1

115

As to the



11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Conrd)

From what has been said, it is plain why I did not propose to speak
of intersubjectively “verifiable” knowledge. We actually do not through
Scientific Method “verify” the data and con.clusxons on which our
knowledge relies, at least not all of.thcm, c1thcr_ to oursclves or to
others. In the strictest sense, no empirical d.ata and inductive inferences
can be fully verified (sce Chapters 1, Sections 5 anc} 6, and v, Scctitm
3, b). We can merely transmit .them with the evidence, leaving ac-
ceptance ultimately to the recipient. True, as we hilV(-: scen, the eyi-
dence is sometimes so strong that acceptance is practically necessary
and inescapable, but not always. On the otl}er hand, we shall meet
with examples (Chapter x) where acceptance 1s necessary and inescapa-
ble without special steps toward vgrlﬁcatlo-n being required as cvidence.
For both these reasons the term “mtcrsub)cctivcly transmissible” seems
to be more exact. This question will be further discussed in Cha
vii, Section 3. L

The need in many steps of scientific pros:cdurc for decisions on gc-
ceptance that are not fully govcr.ncd by strict rules keeps the body of
science flexible, without intcrgcrlng wx.th Intersubjective transmissibil.
ity, since the data on the basis of which the: decisions on acceptance
or nonacceptance have been made are transmissible,

first three, concerning acceptance, I havc expressed ;ny c;mc};sm“m ((;,.lénp[cr 1, Section 7. Kayf.
mann himself is compelled to admit that some n: t; c r:h c rpo'|l‘:d and changed™, these
are ObViously those which govern acccl:ft::nccg no . ‘z :) tcr P(I;lnClp]cS.. On the <.)thcr h:lnd,
his seven invariable rules omit any special e crrigr scicnccs sban to logical reasoning, Criteria
that are generally held to be essential for cr:)pltlhc seler c,ov l:’t seem to be drown.cd' in Kauf.
mann’s broad requirement of submlss’onf ¢, not be sz:gtisfc tore acceptance. Limitation of
his list to its last four items would, thcrilo:h:: cleven step acery Cllhcr: This ,cxplilins why
I have considered it necessary to refer t© ah text above ps enumerated in our initja| survey,
subject to the modifications mentioned i the .

pter
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CHAPTER 111

THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC VALUE RELATIVISM
(VALUE ALTERNATIVISM)

1. Value Relativism. the Scamy Side
of Scientific Method

areat deal of nonsense has been spoken and written abouyt
rlativism—not that every comment was wrong, of course,

or that 1t was wrong with regard to every one of the types

of philosophy that go by that name. Yet the trouble is that

rarcly have the various types of relativism, historic and contemporary,
been clearly distinguished in attacks on it, even by great scholars. '
Only onc type will be dealt with in this chapter, within the Sys-
tematic part of this book. Others will be discerned in the historicy]
and polemic parts (Chapters v and vir). Here we are concerned only
with that type of relativism which is implied in the acceptance of
Scientific Method. In order to distinguish it from all others, it ]| b,
called “Scientific Value Relativism.™ This is a clumsy name, yer jp
at least sufficiently distinctive without making a complete break iy,
the traditional nomenclature. What other names might be used Instead
will be discussed at the end of the historical part (Chapter v, Sec.
tion %); there, “Scientific Value Altcrnati\'i:sm," or bricﬂy “Alter.
nativism,” will be suggested as more expressive and less exposed ¢,
misinterpretation. Yet I do not think it honest. nor conducive to tlye
achievement of full clarity, to usc another name at this point before

the issues involved have been squarely faced. o
Compactly formulated, Scientific Value Relativism (or Alternagjy..

ism) holds that:

(1) The question whether something is “valuable™ can be answere}
scientifically only in rclation to ‘ C
(a) some goal or purposc for the pursuit of which it i or is not
useful (valuable), or to
(b) the ideas held by some person or group of persons regardin
what is or is not valuable; g

and that, consequently, .
(2) it is impossible to establish scientifically what gogg OF purpoges

are valuable srrespective of
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111. SCIENTIFIC VALUE RELATIVISM

(a) the value they have in the pursuit of other goals or purposcs,
or . .
(b) of someone’s :deas about ulterior of ultimate goals or purposcs.

According to Scientific Value Rc\ati‘i:lsm, ““ultima,t,c,” “h-ighcst,” or
“absolute” values or «standards oE.va\ucs are “choscn }?Y mm'd or will,
or possibly (see Chapter Vib Sections 3 0 5) grasped” by faith, intui-
tion, or instinct; but they are not proven by SC{CHFC—CXCCPlll1g, how-
ever, that science can help a great deal in clarifying ic meaning of
ideas about such values and the consequences and risks entailed in
their pursuit. In other Word.s, science can app.YOGCh va}ucs only indi-
rectly, not directly. What this means .wxll be discussed in this chapter.

In a sense, Scientific Value Relatnfxsm represents the scamy side of
Scientific Method. Many social scientists who speak of Scientific
Method with great esteem, an.d even with th\lSiasm, refer to relativ-
ism with contempt or ignorc.lts pro\?lematxc nature or are 1nconsistent
regarding its gravest implications or 18“01'31‘“ of its history, failing cven
to mention the term and cher’.? work. And yet, Scientific Valuc
Relativisim is the logical imp1i§atlon of SC.XC.ntlﬁC Method. They are
merely two sides of the same thing: the positive and the negative side,
SO to speak. ; .

On Eh:,kpositivc side, as discussed 1n the preceding chapter, Scientific
Method is cntircly amcnablc to a corr{rr.lon-scnsc acceptance of. rcality_
It concentrates, without undue skepticism, on so.ber Obs.e rvation and
description of facts and on constructing hYpothctxc.: theories regarding
causal relations. It may be C.xtremely bold m forming SUC}.I hYPOthCSCS
and then testing their validity. 1t may descnbc. the most intricate and
hidden ramifications of facts, a3 for instance in the various branches
of psychology, this great passion of O‘Lr centlury,' It may be keen and
efficient in observing 20 dcscrﬁ?mg the evauations l.)estox.vcd by dif-
ferent people on thing® propertics, cvclnts,. and the I}kc; in fc.rreting
out the biographic origin® of thesﬁ evallglatmr;ls; and in analyzing the
consequences of actions pased on them. ut when it comes to the point
Where the question is W jch ulamate evalpatlons are rlght and which
are wrong, which are jaudable altndt zhlch rcp(;’chcnSIblc, SCiC{ltiﬁc
the od must copsistently refuse to take a stand, beyond describing

¢ co“seqUCnCCS and the likC, bccausc it can do no more.

1 .

Barh | Science—An Essay in th icati jenti
Method‘a;? Wootton, Testamen? for Soctd y in the Application of Scientific

ientific Method, exemplifies the 1 biecti
ew Y stle © Scien! s mplifies the last two objections.
Her exaltation 0‘;‘;:951‘, ab(:: 1:5:\[11 (pp- 119 ff.) l;ccps strangely silent about the morally de-
in value . yalue in others, even in le we dislike. S
PP 124, 3:1Why we should respect t1° ve people ¥ ce below,
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2. WHAT IS VHLUABLE?

Confronted with this impotence of Scientific Method to take an un-
conditional stand in matters of value judgment, many social scientists
have come to develop something like a fecling of shame, a kind of
guilt complex. This fecling, as discussed in the introductory chapter,
grew almost unbearable when Bolshevism, Fascism, and National
Socialism were successively taking possession of the area that had been
abandoned by science. Before we speak of the ensuing revolt (Chapters
vit 1) we must first study the meaning of Scientific Value Relativism
(Alternativism) more closely, because a great many of the objections
raised against it are based on misunderstandings or distortions and
on a gross underestimation of the contributions it can render to a fertile

discussion of values.
2. What Is Valuable?

Scveral branches of science have an obvious relafign to specific
values, as medicine has to health, economics to commodities in demand,
and law to justice. The meaning and the grades of value in thege
special branches have been intensively examined, cspc.cmlly $O 1n eco-
nomics. But these disciplines as such do not dc:fl with th‘c ultimate
criterion of what is valuable; they use the term in a definite setting,
Here, however, we are concerned with the gcnc.r-al aspects of the cop.
cept of value, the more so since politics and Qoht.ncal science deal with
values in many fields: health, economics, justice, religion, culture,
labor, recreation, reproduction, and others. A few general remarks
will lead us quickly to the critical points. -

Whenever things, conditions, properties, €vents, 3Ctl°n33 or judg-
ments are useful for the achievement of some purpose which we are
actually pursuing, or may eventually pursue, We call thf-'m. “valuable,”
meaning that they are conducive to that purpose. A chair 1 a valuable
thing because we can sit on it; food, bccausg we can eat 1t; freedom,
1s a valuable condition or institution because 1t PErmits us to do whay
we like; patience, a valuable property l?cc.ausc 1t serves peacefu] cq.
existence; rain, a valuable event because 1t ls.COHdUCW.c to the prodyc.
tion of food, or contrariwise because it spoils our trip; 5 Statemap’s
speech, a valuable action because it promotes peace Or trade; 5 Opinion
of the Supreme Court, a valuable judgment bCFaU§C 1t serves the pur-
pose of abolishing racial segregation, or of malntaining 1. Constis
tion, or of simply preserving “justice.” . u-

Then, however, there arises the next qUEstion as to 1 ether g
purpose we are pursuing is itself valuable, and if we think ¢, thc::

b
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I1l. SCIENTIFIC VALUE RELATIVISM

why? We may answer by showing the uscfuln.cs..s of ;)ur in?nu'dimc‘
purpose for some other, “ultcrior,” purposc.'Slttllngl(}own‘ 1S uscful
for the purpose of resting, cating for prcscrvuzgl‘flcaftl. Resting and
health, in turn, are uscful for our cnjoyment o | ke, tor our ability 10
work, for reaching old age. There scems to be always another purpose
for which the achievement of the former is uscful. Frccdoxp, we have
just said, is uscful because it cnables us to do what we like. To be
able to do that seems uscful for whatever other purpose we pursuc.
And so in every one of the examples we have given the first purpose
may always be considered conducive to the achievement of another,
ulterior purpose.

Then we reach a third stage. The purpose we are pursuing at present,
say, enjoying a number of hard drinks, may be in conflict with
another purpose which we also pursue, say, preservation of health or
of ability to work. In this casc our freedom, while helping us 1o
achieve one purpose, threatens the other. Among conflicting purposcs
we may cherish one—enjoying the dr mlf—ovcr all others at one time,
and another—health, or a good conscience, or life after death—at
another. . _

Our argument here arrives at a fourth stage. While the pursuit of
changing purposes is going on in our own lives and we see jt going
on in the lives of others, we may, and generally do, fecl that some¢
purposes ought to be pursued and hothcrs ought not. We thus dis.
tinguish between what we 40 cherish and W}}at we ought to cherigl;.
Nevertheless we may relapse at any moment into a state where we do
cherish something, for instance, a drink, which at other times, or even
at the same time, we feel we ought not to cherish. Yet there is not
always such a conflict. SomCtlmeshWC feel that what we actuall

like, we also ought to like, sa{i ' eksfarrcd sk
ligious experience, our OWD hgr wc;r. ;and t
also ought to hate, such 28 2 aglr)alln fnjustice

This leads up to the fifth problem.

Are there “ultimate” purposcs,
Purposes not to be cxplained by fur thchUItcrlor ones for the achieve-
ment of which, they are @ Mere means: If 5o, are ultimate purposes

only to be found at the end of a “fh°1e range of purposes—immediate,
ulterior, ultimate—or may SOme immediate purposes be at the same
Ume ultimgtep Furthermore 13 tphcrc always only one ultimate pur-
pose, or may there be 2 pluralltY- We can ask these questions in two
ways, Namely (1) whether people actually pursue ultimate purposes,
and (2) whether thCY Ought to do so.

y do
Y, great art, some re-

hat what we do hate we

.
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S.WHAT SCIENCE CAN DO

Finally, there emerges even a sixth question. Must cverything have
a purpose at all, or be pursued as one. in order to be considered valua-
ble? Mayv not something be valuable without its cither serving any
purpose or being pursued as one. such as the most unselfish type of
love or an acsthetic enjovment that overcomes us without our having
purposively looked for it and with which we do not pursue any pur-
pose while we are experiencing it?

If values are sought merely because of their usefulness for the attain.
ment of ulterior or ultimate ends, they are sometimes called “extrinsic”s
and “intrinsic,” if they are appreciated for their own sake, as ultimate

cnds or irrespective of any purpose.
3. What Scientific Mcthod Can Do Regarding Valyes

In view of this complicated interplay between means and purposes,
purposes and ulterior purposes, ulterior purposes and ultimate py.
poscs, purposes and conflicting purposes, purposes we are pursuing and
those we ought to pursue, values sought for and valu.es that are inde.
pendent of any purpose—what can science do? Ob‘.’IOUSI.Y, many in-
quirics can be made to good effect on all six questions 1n.linc with
Scientific Method. Bricfly indicating topics for such inquiries here.
after. T shall add in parentheses references to chapters or sections of

this book where some of them are treated in more detail.
Regarding the first four questions the scientist can try to find our ip

line with Scientific Mcthod:

1. PURPOSES

(1) What the rmmediate purposcs arc which people actually are

pursuing at some definite place and time; X
(2) what their wlterior purposes are, what the purposes back of their

ulterior purposcs, and so forth (Chapter vI); it
(3) whether there arc conflicting purposcs, Plglsue ¥y the same
person at the same time or at different timcs (Chapters 1y, VI, and
X); , B as i
(4) in case the goals pursued are ideals, SUCf hs Justice, freedom,
equality, general welfare, what is the meaning © th‘-'sc Purposes in the
minds of those who pursue them, and what Other Meaningy 1,
: ; : bstractions (C ave
been, or might be, associated with these abs hapters v Vi
b
and xr); ) .. ’
(s) what the biographical or biologlcald"r ;;gm of the Person’s e
urposc was, i.c., what has made him pursye g
pousal of the purp , L., wl Some partic.
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111. SCIENTIFIC VALUE RELATIVISM

i has been played, in the formation
u};a;if :ggszciuﬁgﬁéﬂ:z, “:; h?rt,hlg’li:ancc, by cnvir‘onn.]cnt, .by chi}dhood
) riences, and so on, down to immediate motvations, including the
Z:E:tion wilcthcr his choice of purpose was mﬂgcnccd by moral
and how he arrived at them (Chapter v, Section 6), .

(6) the possibility, probability, improbability, or tmpossibility of
achieving the purpose at all, by any means used ( Chaptf:r X1);

(7) what are the foreseeable consequences and risks inv
pursuit of the purpose at hand, irrespective of the choj

VI, VIII, XII) ;

(C(}gptlf;zv peopl’c rni)ght be inﬂuc;nccd to pursue so
pose, or to drop its pursuit, especially through j s
poses (to be discussed in. Vol. 2); y

(9) what is the function of purposes, and of exereising an inflyence
on their selection (manipulating thcr.n), in th.c various spheres of social
life, political, economic, etc. (to be discussed in Vo], 2).

ideas

olved in the
cc of means

me particular pur-
witch to other pur-

il. MEANS

(10) The suitability of the means to a§h-i<?vc the
ity, probability, improbability, or 1mpossibility of 5
by the means at hand (Chapter xir);

(11) whether there are other means whereby the Purpose could be
teached more quickly, more thoroughly, or at a lower price in moncy
or in sacrifice of conflicting purposes (Chapters v, and xiy);

(12) what are the foresceab.lc consequence.c. and risks of applying the
means at hand or any alternative means especially Tegarding conflicting
Purposes pursued by the same person or by other, (see Chapters vi,
v, xir) ; be i

(13) how the choice of means can le nfluenc

(14) what is the function of the sclection of
Ing it in social life (see above, No. g)

nd, i.e,

» the possibil-
hievip

8 the purpose

ed (sce above, No. 8);
means and of influenc-

i1l. QUALITIES

(15) 1£a gyglisy is cherished, such asa person’s coy
a knife’s gropcf ty to cut well, whether the person

rage or patience,
or

. . egree.
has that Quality and in what deg

or thing actually

he Scientist may make relevant statemeps and inquiries also on
our fifth apq sixth questions, whether there are o ought to be ultimate
%€ and whether something may be valyable without serving a
$¢. On these two points some COmments will be added here.,
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3. WHAT SCIENCE CAN DO

As regards “ultimate” purposes, if a person always looks for his
own cnjoyment, then enjoyment may be called not only his ulterior
but his ultimate purpose, underlying all Ot.l]Cl’S. It may also be main-
tained that other people have different ultimate purposes, such as a-
taining cternal life. But it would be obvxously unrealistic to assume
that every person always pursues only one ultimate purpose, and that
he does so consciously. Many people seem to form.thmr concrete pur-
poses as they go, and to pursue t!lcm'a]tcrnatcly without actually 133"'
Ing one ultimate purpose in t!1c1r minds all the time, An Immediate
purpose, like the highest possible d.cgrcc of scx.‘nsual satisfaction, may
become ultimate at the moment, with no ulterlor. purpose back 0€ it.
The next moment, other purposes may become immediate, ult.enor,
or ultimate. Normally, nothing scems to forcc.us to s.elcct one Ul.tlm.atc
purpose to the exclusion of all othc.rs. To enjoy catl.ng andddrl.nkmg
In a moderate way is quite compatlblc. with, and IC\ en conducive to,
prescrving our health and raising a family, and both are, as a rﬁle’ not
in conflict with the purpose of serving our country, nor are g three
with that of scrving our ideals or God. But any dag Scﬁmi COnllct may
arise, as between the desire for heavy drinking danf caiint ‘COOt 1;:?1' pur-
poses, or between cating enough ourselves anf ¢ Lilitfr ur ’.armly,
or between raising a family and v;)luntcf]r(linlg;tci :?; It};ithjfui, tf*oefgit;, gr

abidi ' our country’s laws and. . r
?oc t:)VL:?rC I:dqcl;ll:h—l?gli) )typical dilemma of religious pcfrsons, hbc;als and
humanists in a fascist or communist country.i) or ol colrr;munll)stcsi.m a
liberal one, the conflict of Socrates, who dt?]l C:f:te Ya“ se ? e li:nae
to the Athenian laws, drinking thc.cup. SCIZ:?: s :o]plyc paocltlzl 11t10 t l?s:e
possible cox}ﬂic.ts m.ul examine ‘Wthhd p\:ﬁithcr 5 person coilscyioﬁl:l?
priority to in situations of conflict, and d how consiseenl. |
pursues one ultimate purpose and which, an) Y he
does so (sce Chapter v, Section 2, on DCVYSI’ he means of Scientif

Furthermore, the scientist may be ablff, w1 (e sometimen o 'lentl c
Method, to corroborate that huma.n bcmgsti c::nal raar Ozerﬁ.ome
by feelings of appreciation and high emo o eoneider - things
they had not looked for and which they do nch oxperis Mere meang
to some end, and what the significance of su b NCes 15 in thejy
own minds and in its influence on their be * Whether others

urposiy ,

3The difference between purposive (zweckvolle) 6311(:9:2’[1 passgsssilr::tcézue‘}\'lo:g) fesponses
underlay the philosophy of Walther Rathenau (18 7thc intellect (pur a.s.Gcrman foreign
minister)., He made it the dlsnpcnvc mark bc}‘V‘;‘l Geistes, Berlin Posive) and the soul
(nonpurposive). See especially his Zur Mechanik de 1d_ Brecht, “Walgh 3, Teprinteq in yol
2 of Gesammelte Schriften, BCf]_if} 1929; and Al‘:‘g) pp. 21-48, alsocf Alhengy and the.
German People,” Journal of Pohtlc.rt. v(;’l. 10 (0195;0 bcl;w, Chapter vx:l < ermap, Walthe
Rathenau und das Deutsche Volk, Miinchen 1950. » Sectiog 1.
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I11. SCIENTIFIC VALUE RELATIVISM

have intentionally pursued the purposc of impressing thcn? this way
—for example, the artist, or the priest, or God—that, the scientist will
discern, is another question. .

Sometimes people think it obvious that certain valucs,. such as health,
are supreme and absolute. Then the scientist may point to the fact,
likely to have been merely overlooked in sugh statements, that there
are contradictory views. A nurse who voluntarily goes to a leper colony
or ministers to cholera-stricken people holds Ot'hCI' purposcs higher
than the preservation of her own health. So, obviously, did Christians
and Jews in the Roman empire, wl}o accepted martyrdom for the
sake of their faith, and liberal, humanist, or religious people who went
to torture, starvation, and death in conq:ntration camps in Nazi Ger-
many rather than complying with Hitler’s orders. More generally,
illness and physical suffering h.avc been confidcrcd by many, and not
only religious, persons conducive to our spiritual growth and hence
more valuable than constant health. People have consciously impaired
their health in order to increase their wcath, to help their familics or
their country, or even to climb a mountain or to satisfy other aims.
Not all do care for the health of strangers.

The scientist himself may influence the choice of purposes anq me
by his strictly scientific work, whether or not he intends
ular by his clarification of meaning (No. 4 above),
impossibilities (Nos. 6 and 10), of consequences an
12). His inquiries may also influence ideas about
to do. This influence of science will be discussed
ters vi, x1, and XII.

ans
to, in partic-
Of‘possibilitics and
d risks (Nos. 7 and

what a person ought
more closely in Chap-

4. What Scientific Method Cannot D,

After what has been said th.CfC is SO.mUCh. for science to o regarding
values that one might be SatlsﬁCd with this work load. Yet it cannot
be denied that there is something important left beyond the reach of
Scientific Method. This method does not enable ys to state, in absolute
terms, whether the purpose pur sued by us or by others is good or bad,
right or wrong, just or upjust, nor which of severa] conflicting pur-
poses is more valuablc than the Ot.hCl'. It only enables us to answer
these questions in relative terms, \_’Vlth reference to some purpose that
s actually being pursued, of Which the scientist in some “working

yPothesis” assumes ought to be pursued, or with reference to ideas
that are actually held or might be held. In particular, Scientific Method
tannot state jn ghgolute terms which of several conflicting ultimate
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4. WHAT SCIENCE CANNOT DO

purposes is better than others except in rclatlo.n to some pricsupposcd
goal or idea. In short, it does not enable the scu.n]tlnst to render aln un-
1 1 ] 4 L3 LY .
conditional scientific value judgment, and especially not a moral one
It cannot sct the goal. o
- this is closely ed to tl :
The reason for this impotence is L]O.\(.]) cm.mcc.;d t"d e m;blhty
of Scientific Method to provide conclu:snc :;cuntll. lc'tcuf i}ncc or or
- , .
against the reality of God and for or against the validity of the opinijon
‘ | in ~ I life on earth in particular, has any pur-
that the world in general, and li arth | Section, 5 o
ose apart from that we give it (sce Chapters 1, Sec . and xmr).
l(‘ ‘ l.l! ‘ r these questions scientifically we would also have an
OUld we answe : > : ] X )
answer to questions regarding moral values. E:‘;r ihc dnscussxox’l, og
values slips back into arguments based on thcd xilcr pu;-poscsb )
alues slips s 0 argum ' ‘ et hav
man and of the entire creation: but that \nor‘l an ] I:::]i io:,sec Cedn
¢ndowed with a purpose by some act of crcrltllc)m clistl‘ler céznﬁrmeriC o
not within the reach of Scientific Mcthod to be 2y appenr 1o n;1 or
. : % PN 1 it pt an
refuted. Strong as the subjective ey 1(icpcc for 1td coﬁvictiom o i}:
of us according to our personal experiences “t‘:lrc nd nonc‘iq o i;;
no intersubjective evidence of a conclulsn'e :[:d ‘[;I*) Scicntiﬁé Vﬂue
1 ‘ apters v sctions 3 and 4, and 3 e ¢
sight (sce Chapters v, Sec ; i ltimate goals or pyn
Rtlnti\'ism. therefore, insists that rcfcrcnccs'tlo ucc e §Cicntiﬁclz1iq
poses of human life must be dcbnrrcd’i":? oV inh'lrd demany indec(\{-
. s o1 f 1s a hs : .
: ccent i . al forms. This 1s a h ; deed,
cussion, cxcept in hypothetics . inc. Yet science i
and to live u[lw to it requires a great deal of disciplin no
child’s play. _ ep in regardine
following fundamental point. The CO“}"“Q“P ljtciiél;’yillcorr;ct \xjith ;c~
. ¢ -
i i ute valuc 1s
deny there is anything of ﬂbS.O]. Scientific Method does not lead g
gard to Scientific Value Relativism. Sc hat something, for instans .
a denial that there may be a G;)d or tllz ;&lthough o “SCicntiﬁcallv
i f absolute value. 0 \
unsclfish action, may be o les of Scientific Met,
warranted assertion” can be made under th'cl r‘:. that there is o o 051
rl;at ‘thcrc is a God, none can be made Clt'let]nt oy reaiit : sod.,
The only assertion warranted in this respect 13 tfic Methon Y cannot
7 i d through Scien (Chapter
e cither proved or disprove Relativism does not say ¢}, there ;
ikewi ientific Value Relativ re i¢
xur). Likewise, Scientific ¥ . cannot be .
notl)ling of absolute value; it merely says 1t can Proved Intersyh.
secti is or is not. .
ectively that there 1 chdrawal of sciep
] The chief technical ground for the wul']grrence ("gulf’c’§ fgom mora]
valuc judgments has been the logical d]le next ta Dtween |
and Ought, which will be discussed in the ne: SCCtions, Ty, the
b
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concluding section the ob'}cctions commf‘)(nhf raised against the resigna-
] i en up.
tion of science from this feld will be ta P

5. The Logical Gulf betwee? Is and Ought:

Far into the nineteenth ccnturY,.and in ?ar; e\{f‘.‘ 1rC;to ﬂ.‘c twcfrmcth,
writers on ethical and legal questions derived their docnnes what
done, from the factual data on what
ought to be, or what ought to P¢  ht to bes th |
is. Human beings are cherefore they ought to be; they ought not to
l\jc killed. The ghavc ,a natural ;mpulse to preserve their lives; there-
fore they oughyt to have the right of sdf—dCflcnssc.'Thcy are born f:qua\;
therefore they ought t0 be created as equal. ociety exists, ar}d is usc-
ful to the maintenance of life; therefore thcre.ought to be society.

It was this blending of statements coqchcd in forms of Is and Ought
that aroused the spccial scorn of scxcx.mﬁc critics arounc'i 1900. Deduc-
tive analytic logic, as We have seen in Cl}aptcr 1, Section 6, can add
nothing to the meaning of PI?P°51t1°n53 it can merely make cxplicit

what is implied in that meaning. Inferences of what “ought” to be,
therefore, can never be derived deduct‘l“'lely (analytically) from premises
whose meaning 1 limited to what “is”; they can be correctly made
only from statements that have an Ought-meaning, at least in the
major premise. All human_bcmgs ought to have the right of self-
defense; Doe 1s 2 human beings hcr}cc he too ought to have the right
of self-defense—this would be 2 logically va}xd syllogism. But the fact
alone that human beings exist does not logically justify the inference
that they ought to exist, any mOI.C thaf} th.e fact tl:lat there are mos-
quitoes or man-eating sharks 1Ogl§ally 1.ust1ﬁcs their continued exist-
ence. Nor does the fact that thcre.ls society and a state of mutual de-
pendence among 1ts members 1og'1ca11y imply, as has been argued by
the French professor Léon Dugit that we ought to fulfill our func-
tions in society. Only 2 number of'addltlonal premises would imply
logically that a person ought t0 .c’f“t’ or ought to fulfill a function.
This will be shown in MOr dc'taxl in the next section.

Ordinarily people do not t.hmk mn tcrms‘of formal syllogisms. It i
often difficy]t to make 2 beginner €€ that lf.sorncthing is, it does not
ollow that it ought to D€ The mere fact ‘?f existence, he would strongly
eel, gives 5 thing some warrant 9f life pecause otherwise God would
not have created it of allowed 1t 0 exist.” But then the conclusion

1 . .

Léon Dygys .. objectif ¢ la Lot Positiv This has b -
v L s Obje itve (1901). is has been trans

lated: T”eorﬁulo} lé ffat,. le Ear‘jl agerior 10 the State, in Modern Legal Philosophy Series

vol. 4 (19!6), e ppm:';; s and 29° of the translation.

126



$.1S AND OUGHT—LOGICAL GULF

that the thing ought to exist is not derived from the fact that it does
cxist but from the conviction that it has been created by God, which
constitutes the basis for the major premise that “all that is, ought to
be,” namely, according to the will of the creator. In order to verify
the conclusion, thercfore, one would have to verify the reality of God
and of creation; that, however, cannot be done with Scientific Method,
nor otherwise intersubjectively with scientific means.?

Short cuts that omit the Ought-premise have crept not only into daily
parlance but also into scholarly literature. Objecting to such omissions
in deductive syllogisms, scientific purists have only called to our atter.
tion old and established principles of logic (see Chapter vi, Section 1).
The matter is less obvious if one turns to induct{z/e generalizations,
In order to establish the required major premise in the Ought-form
(c.g., all men ought to be treated as equal) evcn.scholars of great
competence have slipped into deriving it from facts in the realm of [
(all men are born equal, or in an equal state of.hclplcssness). Such
inductive conclusions, though very popular, are scientifically not war-
ranted. In order to give our demand for “equal treatment of what i

. S , so i
cqual” a scientific basis, we must have recourse to something mgre

than mere logic (sce Chapters vin, Section 2, and X, Section s5), Ip

: €« 1 1)
logic there is, as some have expressed it, an unbridgeable gulf” pe.

tween Is and Ought.? o further ref
This “Gulf Doctrine,” as we shall call it in further references, ka5

far-reaching consequences because, if logical derivations from facts are
barred, no transmissible proof can be presented for nonhYPf)thetlcal
propositions in the form of Ought beyond the d‘iﬁ“f}lOHStratlon that
human beings themsclves insist or urge that something ought to be
done. That, of course, can be verified b){ science lf(; many cases. .

It is often thought that “values” constitute a bfkl gfc O‘I’Cl‘ the }Oglcal
gulf between Is and Ought. True, we often Splca“ (t)) va léci as if they
were things in the realm of Is that can be sl_mP.}f’i o Mser}:' Cd- ) B“:lt what
we can really observe in keeping with Scientiic }ft c})l 118 “evalya-
tions,” not “values.” We can, of course, also Obfiﬂ"cé ¢ t. Ings, proper-
ties, etc., which people actually consider valuab chan .WhICh, thCTCfOre,
they even call “values” in a concrete sense SUC1 as jewels o Mmoney
or health. But whether these things are really valuable, apart from, the

. . I ': e .

“Even Rommen (op.cit. infra, p. 138n) p. 186, w'ntc:) ?:npi)”cs'rha'[ Which 1, so far o -
is, also ought to be,” as though this followed from its being Pective of the wiyy of (3S llt
(81§

or man. i
. . . Hans Kelse
? See the quotations from Max Weber, Emil Lask, and "I Chapter VI All three

have used this phrase.
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h n serve and from the conscqucnccsI thcz'“cian pli(:.ducc’
Purposcs t .cy ca inspect in the realm of Is. In calling u 'ln:mtc
's Dot 4 thing wcl Carzlllitics “yalues” apart from our Owdt]- 3PP{CC‘3“0n>
purposes or moral qu ht to be achicved, or be approved; anc wh.cthcr
we mean that they 0\11)g achieved or be approved cannot be establishe
Sﬁmeth}llngc?;gtg‘tct(;v{cihod, except in relation to some ulterior humgp
throug 3
purpose, or some 'human e;z}lz;t‘l;?l-lcs with postulates of Ought-form
This idcntiﬁc.atlon of et Slzction 5 of Chapter vir) and so has t}y
has. been quc:?'tlor'led (Sechod is the only scientific approach possible
claim that Sc}cr.mﬁc Met r 1, Section 7). But that Scientify
(see below Section %, and Chapter 11, | ) c
Method does not warrant absolute statements on values ig h

ardly
denied by anyone.

6. Merits of Formal Logic

Strict obedience to the rules of formal analytic.al logic in the sense
discussed in Chapter 1, Section 6, h.as great merits. Not only does it
help us to beware of unwarrgntcd {nfcrcnccs, it also tCi.IC}]CS us how
to make implicit ideas explicit. T!ns oft?n leads to quite
results because it may end in.our discovering unsuspected
under the surface of propositions .that bore no reference to

It is worthwhile to illustrate this gravely underrated v c of
analysis by some graphic cxarr’lp]e. Let }Jsfclmogsc thc. dcrlvatlon, al-
ready referred to, offered by Léon D.ugm.t or }.]13 thesis that cveryone
as the duty to fulfill a uscful. fUl"lCthﬂbln society. For the matter of
the present analysis his deduction may be put in the following form:

surprising
assumptions
them.

alue of logical

f society profit from socicty
I g lz;; ?{]clnrcncer:ﬁcor ISJ ;ht to fulfill useful functions i society

The effect of this thesis on the avlcragltt)] reader is that of an ent.ir.c]y
ogical conclysion drawn from 2 I}DIQUSI CbStatcmen.t of fact. Critical
analysis shows, however, tl.iat rnU}C) l:nuf:’_t}:f aﬂdcd In order to make

€ argument logically valid. To begin with, the premise h

as Is-form
;’;}lllercas the conclusion has Ought-fO.l‘m- To correct this defect the

Ogism would have to be enlarged in about the following manner:

2 (a) Th from an iDStitUt.iOn of which they are mem-
(b All mcribers of society profit from society (= 1a)
(c) Hence 41 ought to fulfill useful functions in society (= 1b)
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6. MERITS OF FORMAL LOGIC

With 2a thus made explicit we may ask how it can be verified. Why
should fl_lltill a function in a body that does not need my doing so
to keep going? The answer might be given by dissolving syllogis;n 2
into the following two syllogisms: B

3 (a) All those who profit from an institution ought to share the
burden of it
(b) All members profit from socicty (= 2b = 1a)
(¢) Hence, all ought to share the burden of society !
4 (a) All members ought to share the burden of society (= 3¢)
(b) Those who do not fulfill useful functions in society do not
share the burden of it
(¢) Hence, all members ought to fulfill useful functions in so-
ciety (==2c=1b)

If we then go on asking why all those who profit from an institution
should share the burden (3a), we are pushed back to statements such g

5 (a) All those who are by nature equal ought to be treated equally
(b) All members of society are by nature equal (in proportion to
their physical and mental abilities)
(c) Hencee all members of society ought to be treated equally (in
proportion, ctc.)

This conclusion (5¢) together with the syllogisms 3 and 4 then
would yicld the result that everyone ought to f.ulhll some useful func.
tion in socicty (4c==1b). There would remain other vague factors,
some of which are discussed by Duguit. The important point here is
that Duguit’s thesis requires for its logical precision a number of
further statements, including one on human equ?hty, although a¢
first sight there was nothing in it to refer to this basic Pl'OblC_m. When
we challenge the equality statement because human _belllgs have
different characteristics, we need a rCﬁllchc}“: .su-ch as inserting the
word “cssentially” before “equal” and explaining it 1n deta.ll (see Chap-
ter v, Section 2). At any rate, the contention of equality a5 , fact,
and the postulate of equal treatment of what 1 cchual should be made
explicit and not be left implicit only. .ththcr ?ln to what extent e
are ready to accept Duguit’s conclusion .dCPfl?)n 13 on whether oy o
what extent we recognize human equality 01“ s a .filCt and g5
postulate for man’s treatment in society- Formal logic, ngidly ZlPPliec;l

b

. iscussion.
1gyllogism 3 was suggested to me in a class discusst
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brings this out and enables us to conduct an orderly scientific discus-
sion. ) . its thesis in oth 0

It may be entirely possible to derive Duguit’s xesis n other, equally
logical, ways. But he who prefers another deduction must again be re.
quested to make his premises explicit. To compel us to do so is one of
the merits of formal logic. No reproach pf pcda.ntry should be per-
mitted to prevail when we insist on compliance with logic in scientific
arguments.

. Cannot Science Prove Absolute Values in Some Other Way?

If Scientific Method is unable to cstab!ish in absolut
a description of consequences and the like, which of
ultimate purposes is more valuable than the other
4), can we not prove that in some other way ?
This challenge, at first sight, appears deeply justified. To hell with
Scientific Method, one might be tempted to exclaim, if j¢ cannot tell
us, for example, that moral purposes are superior
Yet here we are in danger of falling into logical t
on what we mean by “moral” and by “superior.” If
purposes as those which are pursued In the int
society, and if we further dcﬁr}c “superior” again as that which is of
8reater use to others, or to society, thcn, we have given (b, answer to
our question in advance bY‘Ou’f dCHHmOI}S- WC then have defined
“moral” purposes and “superior” purposes in identjcy| terms, and we
can, therefore, assert the superiority of mora] gyer immora] purposes
with full scientific assurance (see Chapter 1, Sectjop, 6). There is then
no failure of Scientific Method.

Another logical trap threatens us on the groypg that the purpose
of a public debate is, as a rule, precisely that of €Xamining which of
Several proposals is better fo.r the comrnuruty. or for socicty, and not
Wwhich is better for some particular person, Thls VEry purpose of public

cbate prejudges the answer to thf: question wheth ey in case of a
conflict between publiC and private interest the former or the latter is
to be considered more Valuable', .
21y When we insist on 2sking (Which peqpy rarely do in public
10t 50 infrequently in private) v‘.’?ether It is not more reasonable
-0 purgye one’s owp interests—even 1 .Un.der the guise of an activity

€ Public interest—instead O.f sacrlﬁcmg. them in the interest of
IS, only thep, does the question of Superiority become a scientjfic
Probley, Even then, as we have seen, science can copribute a great

¢ terms, beyond
two conflicting
(sce above, Section

t0 immorj] oncs.

raps. All depends
we define “mora)”
erest of others, or of
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deal by examining the consequences which the pursuit of selfish plans
is likely to have, and whether we can expect really to reach our own
ultimate purpose (enjoyment of life or the like) by whatever selfish
steps we are planning, and also the risks we are going to run of meet.
ing with counteractions we don't desire to attract on the part of so-
ciety. On the other hand, we may scientifically examine whether and
to what extent the pursuit of selfish interests actually does serve public
interests indircctly, as Adam Smith was sure it would in the economic
sphere, and as Hegel even more generally asst{med’,to })c the case in
history as a whole, owing to the “ruse of.th‘c 1c.iea, with the World
Spirit using our sclfishness as a means w1t.lm.1 its wider plans. Such
questions Scientific Method can examine w.ltJun its o’wn rules of pro-
cedure to a large extent (though not including Hcgcl s World Spirit).
But there remains an area of scientific impotence if in the .dcbatc about
“public vs. private interests” science is rcqucstc.d to say simply which
of the two it is better to pursue. Science qua science cannot say that it
is better to act for others than to act for onc§clf without first defining
“better” in terms that are capable of verification. .

This painful area of scientific imp.otcn?’c.ls morcbnotlccablc Wf}cn
the topic is not that of “public vs. private” interests but r:fther which
of several purposes is more in the public interest. Matcnal. progress
or contemplative lifc? Equality or liberty? Peace or expansion? The
national interest or international idealism? Sgcntl.ﬁc Method can 4o
a great job in clarifying the meaning and. the 1mﬁhcd %onschcnccs of
cach, but cannot say unconditionally which ought to be Qrcgcrrcd. It
can do so neither on logical grounds nor on any other within its range.
In short, it provides many an indirect, but no derCta.an oach to values,

This thesis has been challenged, as we Sh:}“ see mb' hapters vir and
vir, with references to intuition, to revelation, tolo ):;tIVItYiD.to psy-
chology, and otherwise. But as we shall see th.Cfc ?ﬁso’V lcse objections
have not been able to refute the assertion 0.f Sctentihic f”a ue R€1.3t1v1sm
that there is no “intersubjectively transmISSﬂihle Pll”OC{ﬁ regarding the
validity of ultimate value judgments beyond the clarifications of thej;
implications and consequences. )

'IF‘)his leads up to a final question. I it at allilrlrfctcs’s’ary to supply fy)
evidence ? Is it not sufficient to provide ”approx 1?11 e pl'OOf3 some high
degree of “probability” or “plausibility P As I’l"c ave seen ip Chapters
1 and 1, Scientific Method never leads to fu €mpirica] Proof; every,
where it is compelled ultimately to rely on tentative “acceptanccn on
the side of the scientist—his acceptance of the results of ObserVatiOn s
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. facts as “warranted,” and of explanations
“facts,” of generalizations of ;C Sc » Why should we not deg] in the
in causal terms as “correctly don 1 values, declaring ourse]yes satisfied
same tentative manner with morilhc around of their p]ausibi]ity?
by tentatively accepting gh-emnt?f?c Mcthod we may grant or rFfllsc ac-
It is true that under Cleults of observations, to generalizations and
ceptance to the élppalfen;f1 ;::cvcf’ this decisive limitation to our discre-
explanations. T'hcrc':ﬁls’McthOd we are not free to accept as 3 “face
tion. Under Scientific e to be true, or consider “playgip],. Scientific
coery assertion we o;t)macccpt as scientifically establishe] only what
Jethod permits 'uslinoc with its rules of procedure, and that mcans, in
has .bcen oﬂf’ercf1 1111 transmissible manner (Chapter 1, Scction
an mtcrsub]cctlvet your hunches merely as “working hypothcscs,” 7
Unlcs; V:,,ec g;zsic?cfercncc to observation§, and these must not be cop.-
gl:c;itctci] by the results of other obsclrvat.lor]ls.
Here is the rub with regard to value juc nglltSngﬁ. Not. that. we were
forbidden to accept indivu.ilfal rcportsd.on scl-o SCrvation, Including
opinions, feelings, and jntum'ons regarding va UES (Chapfcr I, Section
2); but in matters of .valuc 1udgmcn.ts_ we a;C lﬂccd, as a {u]c, with
“Onéradicting observations about 0pl]r.110n:g, ]-cc in8s, anfi Intuitions,
Thus there s nothing we can gencra]cllzg m] Ine with Scientific prin-
ciples of induction, unless there ShtOLvlvouIc? rioctmcms °n which all re.
borts agree; even then, what v.ve.(;grfs about valy o orly be values”
per se, but only “univcrsfiI opini " Chapters X and x
will revert to these questions.

8. Types of Relativistic Behayio,

. . . ves room for ygy; farg: .
Scientific Value Relativism lea in varion ¢ arious Scientific behavior
Patterns, It may, and does, appear hem o 'S, In order to identify
the sub¢ es it is advisable to give them “lStlr.]C.tlvc Names
yp ivism 1s either POsitivigti.» «

In the first place, relativis € only, or “trans.
- p-ace, 118 the latter case ¢y, We speal ientifi
Positive» ¢ well. Only in itivism i ..~ SPeak of Scientific
¢ Relatiyism gt 4ll. Legal positi i Evistic by definition, I
Considerg only such laws binding 'é:;shaarse " force N some particular
Oountry 4 some particular “mc’l ! ] Do truck With transpositive
Juestiong about yalyes (see on cg% Ié;’slltlmrn, below, Chapter v,
_CCt19n - The relativism of SFICntI_ ¢ Value Relatlvism, by contrast.
1s prlmarily “transpositivc-" It 1nvestigates valueg Irrespective of their

Plance ', nonacceptance by government and pogitive laws.
leewis% We must distinguish between historjcy» and “transhistorj-
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cal” relativism, Historical relativism deals with the historic
tons of value judgments and of science: it either denies or neglects
the possibility that there may be transhistorical values (sce below élmp-
ter v, Section ). The relativism of Scientific Valye Relativism, by
contrast, 1s primarily “transhistorical.” Tt investigates the problems of
values that are thought of as independent of historical conditions, or
at least it refers to them also.

While these distinctions set off Scientific Value Relativism  from
other types of relativism (legal positi\'ism, historicism), 1t is our chief
point here that Scientific Value Relativism itself appears in different
forms. First of all, it may be cither “latent” or “overt.” As a matter
of historical record it had been latent long before it became a formy.
lated, well-defined, publicly established school of t.h.ought._ Many legal
positivists and many historicists were “latent” relativists with regard to
transpositive and transhistorical values as wc!l,. before overt Scientific
Value Relativism entered the scene. The relativism of American sociq]
scientists is to this day as a rule “latent” only. Not along bcc:?usc they
shun the name relativism, referring instead to other dcmgl.mtlons (see
Chapters v, Scction 6, and vi, Sections 5 and 7); Fllcy avoid entangle-
ment with the theoretical problem, trying to evade it in many ways,
Yet closer analysis reveals that, even so, most of them are scientific

 relativists in all but name. _ o
vakll;xrtt Scientific Value Relativism may be either ‘.})3rtlsa{l” or “neu-
tral.” I{ the former, the relativist like any nonrelativist takes su!es on
values within his scientific work, and may do so y}n.ollcss dec1d§dly
than in private life. He espouses thos<§ goal—.v.a‘lug.\\ lllC h ap}gea{ .lngh-
est to him, and devotes science to their scrvm.r is cllfu;c odu timate
values may be religiously founded, C?r'pcin;:olf:orlrl:q; tc;iS; ) o‘n th'e
deeply felt ground of human rc:ipc.mSlbl.]lt) : lt n; or it
. e c. His chosen values may be politi-
may be frankly pYrsonalfand cgotlliilrity nonpolitical. He may Pt
cal or—such as those of art or charity— :
his carrying partisanship into scierftl.ﬁc 1w'0rtl; l':yblrcfifirlcc?cc tlo 1man’s
being a “whole man,” not to be dl}llde(. in l;is own 1.2 scho ar on
duty and an unscholarly human being lw"i]sg'l scientif ! elm' 1}15 oft
hours. Yet, in spite of his partlsanshla, he e’: ot wol ¢ relativist e,
cause he acknowledges that we must chO_050b1 values and cappgy
hem in an intersubjectively transmissii€ Manner, 1, honest]
prove the : i their indemonstr a1 y
avows his chosen values and admits to v fo Strability, ypegs
in the heat of the argument he 1nadV€f_tcn. y y rgets to do s0, which
frequently happens. He despises neutrality 1n science g much 44 every.
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where else, considering it a useless waste 0? time and cnergy, dqo;nc?
to failure anyway, and encourages his dlSClPlCS to use scflcncc with all
vigor at their disposal in their cﬁort. to .br‘fng t}mcxr scl 'C},\'OSCH ‘:goa]s
nearer to realization. His favorite subject is “applied theory,” not “pure
theory.” " .. . .
His opposite number, the “neutral rcla.tmst, recognizcs the ng!n
of the partisan relativist to beha\./c as he df)cs, provided he never .f:uls
in his duty to avow his underlying value JU(_lngﬂtS {lnd to admit to
their nonscientific basis and never abuses his authority as a teacher
for purposes of indoctrination under the cloak of academic freedom.
But although the neutral relativist on these conditions allows partisan
relativism to proceed, he consxdc.rs it only the second best choice of
scientific behavior. He thinks he is no less a whole man by abstaining
from mingling his own value judgments in his scientific work thap is
the surgeon who tries to keep all his other hyman instincts out of his
mind while performing an operation. Hc th.lnks that in his scientific
work he serves mankind best by brlngl.ng into play everything that
science can contribute to its problems without blending scientific and
personal interests. He thinks science can do a unique service by im-
partial research on the consequences of value judg

. ments, and also on
their origins. And above all he thinks that only neutral relatjvism
enables science to make any scientific contributions in the case of con-
flicting systems of values.

Finally, another distinctfonnls ‘flecded-.Nsutral relativism, in turn,
may be “passive” or “active (“aggressive )- The passive relativist
keeps out of the political ﬁght, “{hlc}l he COnSI.ders a matter for politics
and not for science, devoting hlmse}f exchfs“’elY to scientific theory
(pure or applied) and to research, in particular to the investigation
of conflicting value systems- The aggressive type of neutral relativist,

Y contrast, enters the poliucal arena In a fighting spirit that pits him
against a]] those who try tO sell their own valye systems under the
alse flag of science, whether thC)f be r cllgllous Organizations wl}o claim
eir religious dogmas 0 be SCleltlﬁcal Y established or verified, or
Political moyements. such as Marxism, base:d on a pseudo-scientific pre-
diction of the coursc, of history; or °ld’f35h1°n<}d. monarchism, based on
Wasi-scientific theories of natural law and divine rights; or National

OClalism, based op quasi-sacntlﬁc doctrines of the superiority of
Violence

. and of pacial prcrogativcs. The aggressive relativist is, in
pl’lIlClple, militant eyen against adherents of democracy who absolutize
€Mmocragie values a5 if the latter could be scientifically established
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beyond a comparative examination of risks and consequences. Yet by
hghting dogmatism, he actually supports the democratic principles of
freedom. tolerance and cquality. On the relations between Scientific
Value Relativism and democracy more will be said in Chapter vim,
Section 8.

Many illustrations for these various types of relativistic behavior
will be found in later chapters of this book. For example, Roscoe
Pound and Felix Cohen (Chapter vi, Section 5) may be classified as
“latent” relativists; Charles Merriam and Harold Lasswell (1bid.) as
“overt, but partisan” relativists; Max Weber and Radbruch (iid.,
Sections 2 and 3) as “overt and neutral” relativists; the early Radbruch
of the “passive™ variety, later however an “aggressive” ncutrfll relativist
(Chapter v, Section 8), as Kantorowicz (Chapter vi, SCCUO{l 3) had
been from the beginning. Radbruch finally came to recognize some
absolute elements: but to that extent he ceased to be a scientific relativ-
ist (scc Chapter vi, Section 16).

9. Summary

In the present chapter, Scientific Value Rclatlvl.sm’,, or Sqent?ﬁc
Value Alternativism, has emerged as the ‘jscamy Sld.C of Scientific
Method (Scction 1). Examination of the various meanings Of. tht? term
“valuable” (Scction 2) has led to an cxtcnswgtable1 of significant
steps which under Scientific Method can be lcg“l’lmatc Y an.d success-
fully taken regarding values (Section 3). Yet there remains a gap
which Scientific Method is unable to close: the validity o.f the ultimate
standards that underlie value judgments cannot be estab}lllshlcd .through
Scientific Mcthod (Section 4). This is due, 11 part tOFt ¢ Olglcal. gulf
between what Is and what Ought to be (Section 5).f orlrna 10g1c. re-
mains an important tool in the scientific c.hsct.lsle\I; ClJ VEI‘{ ulcs,' b.ut 1t 1s
unable to bridge the gulf (Section 6)- Scientific 1 alue Relativism in-
sists that neither can any other method close 'tlllioglils) oscmrblgﬁc.ally
(Section 7). A later chapter of this book (vir) wi ot se n 10 JéClions
that have been raised against this view. At Preseit, Scveral typeg of
relativistic behavior have been disting‘UiSth: Eral'lSPOSItlvlstlc VS. posi-
tivistic, trans-historical vs. historical, overt VS .a;cr;;t), Neutral vs, parti-
san, and aggressive vs. passive relativism (Sccnof " .

We now turn to a special case of the theory ot Value—the Impact of
Scientific Method and Scientific Value RelatiVism upon the theory of

justice.
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CHAPTER IV

IMPACT ON IT OF
ICE AND THE
T?(IIEICI;I%%“I(IBFC]LI\;%TI‘HOD AND VALUE RELATIVISM

. H b} 1 - ’
T is just, what is unjust? Sometimes g v
HA ]"ms to know. Whether or not we
o mrs that voice likes to announce, at times cvep to
¢ ‘ L .
lawy ut" this 1is just, this is unjust. Not :llways, 1t 1g
cry out: ; L
1 this i Zr voice speak so decidedly. Sometimes it w !
truc, will this inn cr, or cven hold contradictory answers i readinesg,
Belifierent, or wasvit ’will respond clearly and distinctly to a fact. What
1 any case : . 5 .
Bt{t in ITt]l isy> Is it God who speaks? Ts it nature? And if n
vlomc 1ts h O-f things or that of the human mind, or of huma
the nature - .
and passions, or of some other 111strumirf1t, ]§uc
b . ”
conscience? What is the “idea” or the “feclin
) SR ?
nounces itself in these ways: litical and
These questions arc basic for political ;
r reflect as in a mirror, most of th other problems of
compass, o ! : . I
cne ;“]Pf ) carth. They are, therefore hvestigated here advance
social life on earth.
of more specific topics.

oice withip
are trained g

il remain

ature, is it
N emotions
soul or |is
which an.

h as man’s
8" of justice

juridica] thought. They

The Role of Justice in Political
I.

Science
and in Jurisprudence

roper cnds of state and‘govcrnmc

viv}::l angﬁglf Ff nlot top, rank at :".Hﬁnme?' Two

° ithout question: Ist, th
generally accepted wit . second, that gover

aa]ions Ought . llzct g(L)]SCtl:lS‘urC the Prcser\}/latibon of jUStiCC.
as law courts, ou . .

Basiccprinc}p1C§ of justice WS AP ¢ octhiiﬂ derive

. en until 1ts end, y derive

¢entury and in part ev kept strictly separate but ¢ carly distinguisha-

four grounds not alwa}r’sDiVine Laws second, pope. Lo g guisha

]c.. These were, first, ly the movements of ¢}, heavcnly bodies but

;V?;Cilhf re:grli): (ie?ai;:oifsl }blctwecn ltl)urnan bc.ings; third—often trcatej
as a merf Splzcirncn of the second, but sometjpcg as a separate groun

— ind of Socia] Contract either postulated
Reason - and fourth, some ki )
b lll't 9

istor; cted as the only theoretical justification
35 2 historie event or constru
©T 8overnmen,

nt, justice has been

ave been

g of the nincteenth
d deductively from

Was generq]| ognized. however, that thege four grounds failed
Nera y rec
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I.POLITICAL AND LEGAL PHILOSOPHY

to supply «@// the norms necessary to provide fmd preserve Justice .:md
that, therefore, lawmaking was a proper.function of organized society.
As a lawmaker the government stood L.md'cr the postulate that al] its
actions ought to be just. Ideas of legal justice hence flppcarcd on two
levels according to whether they r.cfcr.rcd to thc_ mal.tmlg) o}f laws or to
their application, with the term justice oc'c\urrm%g in 0; 1, bu; in a
different setting: the laws laid down by goxvc..rn'x‘n‘cnt; .Ollgllt to} e just
laws; once laid down, they ought to be admlm.stcrc:(‘ )?st yl Tlcl']i.l\\'-
yers” minds have generally been ﬁ.\'u.l on thc.scco.nd las)pcct, t uf: po mca?
scientists’ on the hrst. But Pthc basic question 1s the same for both:
at is just, what 1s unjust: . . .

\Vhﬁ;rli;g th’c last hundred years, political phllloslo{)h}:\irrlg tt\l:f; 121}'111950-
phy of law have often been treated as thoug 1 “L‘y,cn oo is tmbct
ficlds of thought. However, for the reasons ?ust ‘gl(; " ! t)he ;;\Into lt
so separated. This was quite correctly undlcrs]tom \d:lc i ;gn ) sréltloralt
Law period, when they were always:. hand] e tO.IgI;-qr s.ub'e(;t ' Smcl) s
the positive law may properly constitute the plrl )l{ilc})’so h]y the L ’( 'y.
Yet to philosophy of law, exactly as to Pohtlca 'Istiﬁcqgon’ th‘n\ "15
it stands is only a matter for cither critique or ]}1 tun; o tile ” :\ er
we ponder what “ought” to be law, we nCCCSSIlll‘l }; o sg ) ; l(zin
whether there arc cternal, or absolute, or at g:a:h glic a,n d‘la“:,]r Iz
of justice. If there are, they are rclcvan; to O? Oﬁcy Iyl'mst estabiish
there are not, philosophy of law. as wel rlls rqucr iber ool
and defend this negative contention, fmd At lclo:An1crican e 1;
seems to have been the case widely with nglitical Croses wﬁ)id{
—or investigate, in a relativistic manner, the p

islati i » ervient. _ .
legislation might be ma(’l’c subs“ ettt in cither branch of philoce.
Thus both “absolutists” and “rela ;

.. et lvi -
phy, are bound to deal with the principles c:lf1 tiusszgoﬁicl;_yl\%il;ﬁz
lation. Absolutists have always done so qmparison, or spectlagi
building on revelation, intuition, reason, C:nds and Tacane o leoisla:
they have put forward dogmas on p ropet hy, their late leader thblst
tion. Among the relativists in legal phllOSOPd Z’thoroucrh anal s’i o ;W
Radbruch (sce below, Chapter vi) presente - the go: e they of the
ideas held by typical political parties, bes:wcnt 50 far o ty consider
highest determine their ideas of. justice. ves the subject ro0 say that
“one may call]thc iheorfy of pollmcal par Proper of the

ivistic phi osophy of law.” ' . . .
rdlinf‘;llsltowf that phiilosophy of law 1s 1'1'<3C<:Ssairdll}’l politica] Ph11050phy,
* Gustav Radbruch, Grundziige der Rechtsphilosophie, 15t ¢d., 1914, o 96.
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IV. THEORY OF JUSTICE

and vice versa. So perfect is this ultimate idcntity. that we are justified

in speaking of “political and legal philosophy” in the singular form,

Granted that there may be questions that belong only to the one or

the other; in dealing as we do in this chapter with common groung,
3 . o

references to one alone would be inadequate.

2. Eclipses and Revivals of Natural-Law Ideas

The idea that there is an immuta!)lc, universal, absolute Law of
Nature that directs the proper relations between men !
developed by the fifth century B.c. and,.althoug!l often declared to be
dead, it never died completely; some time carlier or later after ¢aely
apparent demise it was always resuscitated, alth'ough 1 ever new forpg,
Within the twenty-five hundred years from i first incep
end of the nineteenth century, we can count at least three
three revivals.! . ) )

The zigzag of this movement, graphl?a]ly .111u‘stratcd In the accqp,.
panying table, is a model of historical dlalcctl.cs I the realm of jgjeqs.
Each subsequent stage was not simply a Ncgation of tfe Preceding one
but incorporated some of its thought. This fact gives the story the
typical Hegelian appearance of a movement from thesis through an-
tithesis to synthesis. It should be noted, however, that idcas of previous
Stages have to some extent kept on living side by side with the theories
succeeding them. :

The first eclipse of Natural-Law ideas occyr
AD. their “pagan” approach CQUSCdb them to be pushed jnrq the back-
ground, if not entirely SUPCfSCdCd’. y the 8IOWIng emphasis on Divine
Law in the sense of the declared divine wi]] (St. Augustinc). The first
revival was effected eight hundred years later When, in the thirteenth

The Jast three paragraphs are rcpr}nt’cdl, wn(il Iin:nc;r I;:]}::;ngcs, from the ;
. : i an cga ilosophy * .

icle * ible in Politica L oPhy,"” Caly

35,1 m’ly9 a(rluclcx) The ;f;pf?fsln the mcann‘r‘nc, ‘Elmx'lnr ideas b;.wc been

others, ¢ ! Il p]p}omc Hall in a paper .L!mlc;tpn of pO’ltIFal and

e ar’nnugrc:-l yt'nc of the Amecrican pohtl}(]:ﬂ bmcnc; esation in

ecti . " L

Society of Politicalgand Legal PhllosoPhy”a;iy cé:mbolf'(?dc‘]’ Wwhich jssucs an annual pub-
lication under the title Nomos (vol: T» AI“L:IW i:!c:ls oy Mass'., 1958).

" Literatyre on the history of Natural- ' ace Appendix g, An excellent overall

. is Eric Wojf .

Mation from the pre-Socratics 10 dn'tjnlierung KOIf]s short book In German, Das Problem
aturrechsle e Versuch einer Orltr vicw' Sarisruhe 1gg The best total survey in
E"KIiSh, Written [ror'n the Roman Catholic point, is 4,

. Rommcn, The Natural Law, A
Sludy n Legal and Social History and P/)l[oIOP/ly, St, Louis

R . and London 1947, translated
:ln. ANnotate by Thomas R. Hanley from omﬁ;cn s Die ewige Wiederkehr des Naturrechts,
lagio 8 1936, Sce further Lct; Strauss, Natwral Right ang History, Chicago 1955 (German trans-

folloyy 3 2 77€cht ung Gyeepichte, Stuttgart 1956), a ver Y careful study., My few remarks ahove
?“0 i cpendent ¢ more modest purpose; they are Rot meant to replace intensive
historic,} Studies ways for a

1ad clcarly

tion to the
eclipses and

red when aroupg 400

ntroductory pages
fornia Lagw Review,
variously expressed by
Legal Theory," read at
1953. An “‘American
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2. THE STORY OF NATURAL L AW

century, reason and faith—and thus Natural Law and Divine Law,
Aristotle and the Bible—were pronounced compatible approaches to
truth (St. Thomas, and later Suarez and Leibniz).

The sccond cclipse followed three hundred years later, in the sjx.
teenth and seventeenth centuries, when after the birth of the doctrine
of sovercignty the legal authority of cach country’s positive law was
enhanced so as to supplant that of both Divine and Natural Law
(Bodin and, more radically, Hobbes). The second revival came, still
within the seventeenth century, with the doctrine of Natural Righes,
by which an attempt was made to demonstrate that certain rights of
the individual could not be climinated by the positive law. In its weaker
form this theory contended that, notwithstanding the existence of such
rights, the sovereign power could disregard them }v_ithout acting un-
justly (Hobbes, Legtathan, ch. vir) : in its more farl.nllar, stronger form
it insisted, however, that any violation of natural rights which was not
designed to preserve them was unjust (Locke).

The third eclipse was more thorough. Formidable blows were struck
at Natural Law and Natural Rights in the eiglltcc?nth and nineteenth
centuries from at least six sides: (1) from the philosophers of skepyi.
cism, such as Hume; (2) from Kant’s theory of knowlec_igc which
criticized, although less radically than Hume's, the excessive use of
“pure reason” (see above, Chapter 1, Scction 5); (3) fTQm moralists,
such as Burke who, while fundamentally still recognzing a law of
Nature, stressed duties and tradition rather than natural 1:1ghts; (4)
from utilitarians, like Bentham and the Mills’,’ who put .thcu. standard
of “greatest happiness of the greatest number’” as an cmnggmshcr over
the flame of Natural Law, although that standard was a bit of naturg]

law itself (see Chapter v, Section %); (5) from modern positivists who,

Bentham and more particularly John Austin, assigned to the

- Tle S
again lik to determine rights apq

i i i er

sovereign parliament the exclusive pow S .
. o » avl

duties; and (6) from the historicists, such aSb;’O:llowc c%nty éf‘nd 81’1:
Henry Maine, who declared that law f{"u“ de.” These s ho grow
from the national ground and cannot be "ma ail aliened ¢ oqls were
in conflict among themselves, but they Wer¢ 8 against the
old confidence in Natural Law.

At the end of that period appeals 4 L .
more and more dispensable because of thF rlzfl(til!ly Increasing prac.
tical agreement on political values, in particuial 'cl wide acceptance
of the utilitarian formula and of certain basic f}flmClp es of vilizatiop

iti ¢ po . ’
such as the abolition of torture and slavery, the postulate f judicial
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IV. THEORY OF JUSTICE

independence, and the remedy of habeas corpus or °Ellt5 Continental
ivalent against unwarranted detention (scF Introc uctor)f, §cct10n
eqmve & .. ty and majority de-
2). The democratic idcals of popular sovereign YE | )
cision as ultimate political judges on the priority 01 Vilucs' were con-
stantly sprcading. Thus the nincteenth CF?tUTY ¢ O?CL Wltil a .Wu‘]c
practical consent on highest values, but. with Natura -Law tlconc’s in
a state of disintegration and the former interest in them all but extinct,

Yet in the meantime there had taken placc.o.nc more, a third, re-
vival. Kant himself had introduced it by recognizing “n.cccs:sary regula-
tive principles” of the usc of reason and the “catcgorlc?l 1.mpcr;llivc"
of the moral law, efforts that led hlr.n at the end of his life to ideas
closely related to Natural-Law doctrines (sce Chapters v, Section »,
and 1x, Sections 1 and 5). Hegel, in his conception of the World Spirit,
exalted reason once more to an objective and creative position. Neo.
Kantians and Neo-Hegelians carried such ideas on in refined versions.
And still another delicate crescent had appeared in the philosophical

skies, visible only to a few; this was Kant’s idea, taken up by English
and German idealists (T. H. Green, Radbruch), that morq] duty
is a generator of rights, since it is one’s right to do his duty (see Chapter
v, Section 16). .

Side by side with these new approaches the carlicr schools, in partic-
ular those of Thomas Aquinas and Locke, continued to Jiye, In fact,
the belief in Natural Law and Natural Rights has never ceased to
loom large as a full moon in the popular skies, even after it had lost
credit with the leading philosophical schools as an adequate ground
for scientific theory. ) .

Finally, aroundy 1900, Scicnt}ﬁc Method in association with the
Logical-Gulf Doctrine (separation of Is.a.nd Ought) and, as their
common offspring, Scientific Value Belatwmm began to make its im-
pact felt. The result was a fourth ccl}ps? of Natural Law, more funda-
mental than any of the for.mCI' . This time the eclipse had all the ap-
bearances of being final, with no hope 1?& for another revival. W!‘“t
historicists and positivists had be%ug [.)lcccm.c.a], centering attention
on one people, one period, Of SOME CCNMLE positive law, was now being
“arried on by Sejentific Value R.el.atmsm In wholesale fashion: a
definite system of reference, the validity of which was beyond scientific
Proof, was helg to be necessary as a star ti.ng point for every considera-
Hon of justice. As we saw in the preceding chapter it was no longer
Tegarded 45 scientific to argue that men ought to exist and not to be
killed “because they did cxist”; that their right to defend themselves
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GRAPH

Ecripses aNp REevivars ofF THE NaTURrRal Law DoctriNe

Stage aﬁ;’?:x_ Origin and Revivals Eclipses
Origin prior to Greek philosophy (Sophists, Plato, Aristotle,
400 B.C. Stoics). Cicero
st Eclipse 400 AD. “Divine - Will,” - overshadowing - Natural - Law, St
Augustine
Revival 1270 “Divine Will plus Natural Law”

2nd Eclipse

Revival

3rd Eclipse

Revival

4th Eclipse

Revival

1576
1690

after
1740

late 18th
& 19th c.

1900

1920~

“Faith plus Reason”
“The Bible plus Aristotle”
St. Thomas (d. 1274) )
“Sovercignty,” “Posiuve Law.” Bodin (Six Livres de
la République, 1576), Hobbes (Leviathan, 1651)
“Inalienable Human Rights,” Locke, 2nd Treatise
of Gov't, 16g0

“Critique of Pure Reason,” Kant 1
“Traditionalism,” Burke

“Utilitarianism,” Bentham, Ml
“Positivism” (revived), Bentham, Austin
“Historicism,” von Savigny, Maine (Ch. v)

J' “Skepticism,” Hume

“Categorical Imperative: Moral Law Within Us,”
Kant 11 (Ch. 1x)
German Idealism, Fichte, Hegel
“Duty, a source of Rights,” Kant, T. H. Green
“Scientific Mecthod,” “Scientific  Value Relativism,”
................................................ Simmel, Rickert, [ellinck, M. Weber, Radbruch, Kel.
sen; Holmes, Merriam, Lasswell, Maclver, cic. (Ch. v1)

Revolt against Relativism (see Ch. vi1, vii) Dcfense of “Scientific” Value Relativism (Ch. vir vir)
Universal elements of human thinking and feeling? '
(Ch. 1x-x11)



V. THEORY oF IUSTICB

ought to be recognized “pecause they “d'ld have an 'lm,p\ﬂs; to do so\,
that they ought t© be treated as equal ““because they W ‘crc“bom cqu:; 5
that they ought 10 fulfill some uscfu} function n SOCltfty ccausce they
did depend on society.” These and cimilar infcrences trom Is to Ought
lacked logical validity. Other reasons, Ehcn,'had to pc fo'un.d in order
to establish the justice of the propositions in question, if 1t could be
established at all in a scientifically tenable mannecr.

3. Scientific Method and the Nature of Things

But then, what is just, what s un')u§t? What s tl?at inner voice,
sometimes so Strong and powerful? If this ctcrn?l question, with which
advisedly we have .tarted the present chapter, 1s asked of a twenticth-
century scholar who Eollf)ws the rules of Scientific Mecthod, he has no
easy time in answering 1t

The one answer, which thf?‘lgh the ages has come most naturally
to most people, It is God’s .vo,'ce,-mgst' be debarred from the tribunal
of science as being peyond 1ts ]urlsdlc‘:tloﬂ. It may be God’s voice; but
whether there is 2 God cannot be verified with the means of Scientific

Method. While the innef voice may be considered a possible signpost

in that direction, it 15 1° conclusive proof in scientific terms; what
seems to spcak within us may be the mcmory'of the father’s voice, Of
reflect habits of thinking formed by the environment, or it may be
our mind’s reaction © 2 disturbance of its expectations (scc Chapter
IX). '

The same limitations Jlso forbid final scientific statements on the
human “soul” as the SOW of the sense of justice. Whether there s a
human soul as a sphe™® of 1m'mcd1atc contact with God or as an im-
mortal part of man Of otherwise as an ent

erWIsE <% ity distinct from mind, will,
and emotions, and what 15 16 origin, essence, and purpose, these are

questions of greatest concern 1 mgn. But to provide an answer to them
is beyond Scientific ethod. Refiections t.hcrcon have yielded a rich
harvest of “int crsubicctwdy not transmissible knowledge,” cither rea

o alleged (S, sec CHaPYELD Section 7), and of

bt “speculations” (Sa)s
(134

. intersu ective

ut no conclusive tyP€ of )

p ly transmissible knowledge”
(8)).

Far more accessible © scientific €xamination is the suggestion that

In deciding on what 18 just of unjust we respond to the nazure 0

things. Tt is under this more subtle title that Natural-Law ideas hav®
staged 2 comeback rccendy. Let us see, then, what Scientific Method
can here contribute.
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. NATURE OF THINGS

It can certainly do two things. It can, first, try to clarify to what ey.
tent the nature of things makes a successful human interference with
& dehnite course of events either altogether ix.npossiblc or more or
less costly in terms of the price that must be paid fo.r the 1ntcrfcrcn.cc
Or of the consequences involved. This app'roach.\\'lll be pursued in
Chapter xu. Second, Scientific Mcthpd can investigate to whuF extent
the nature of things is certain or likely to 'C].lClt some L-k:ﬁmtc type
of human responses. To this aspect, although it is sf)xhcho\\ Interwoven
With the first, it is appropriate to turn at [I“S'PO”“-‘ cen the i

Many illustrations can be given for mtcrrc.lnt.lons bc;\\ c'lu.1 the n.1.tu‘rc
of thin'gs and human conceptions of what is JUStl“”‘ W “[) fs 1“‘1"““’
what ought to be done or approved and wh:tt Olugt‘tcgﬁtccu:tiotn: 0"11][;03§
Approved. It is quite obvious, for cxampllh tml with[tllc ‘)h‘vs‘icﬂ
Maternal duties after childbirtfh have siomoclt]t:;étli;?]st Zf “approplria’tim;“
conditions of mother and in ant, and ¢ Cept eatise, wi .
gathering and consumption of fruit. The natylllr{ ly recognized custon
culture are reflected in a great number of “] l(t;]);mcy, the typical orl
and institutions, such as land property al]:ioxls of the proper use of
ganization of family relations, and concep on use of mead
animals,' and also in associations for the comm S,
woodlands, and tools.? : -

Such int;rrclations are frcqucnﬂ)’ CIOSC.Cln O:Ogl_lsczgoi:nt]: tﬁllleemS C\lji?l
tific prediction that legal 1nstitutions Whl.Cll approval, while legal or.
be received as “natural” by most PCOP_lc “3[ :1 ‘pﬁwal a’nd resistance g5
ders that disregard them will meet \’f’lth r éiqggns are 5o close a5 1o
being “unnatural.” Sometimes the mtclr r‘ivcr acually or virtually
make their effective disregard by the lawg
“impossible” (Chapter XIr). _ f the interrelation between tlye

A particularly striking illustration ot t  is offered by the principle
nature of things and human ideas.of ]-L:u;,{ethod can verify by logiea]
that promises must be fulfilled. S‘c‘:lcntl .:c” generally arouses the ey
analysis and observation that a “promi ntment if it is not, that this
pectation” of its being fulfilled and rc;cuob]igation” and of “claige
concatenation gives rise to concepts 3 and that it leads ¢, )0; lbn}
and of their expiration wl’lcn fulfille ’ds for the Payment ofl OSS1ble
measures of “enforcement” and deman dam.

. vart vol. I, S[U[[gart 1 .
' Sce Alexander Riistow, Orl:bc.mmmm?g der Geg(;”asso'ciations had an OrngSin ‘
?This w.:ls the basis for Gierke's thesis that rura schaftsrecht, cited in Appcnd"ndependem
of the state. Sce Otto von Gierke, Dentsches Genosser X .
c .
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1V. THEORY OF JUSTICE

that this chain re-
. 3 only can we observe
” in case of default.® Not nly car we can al.
ages ctually follows a promisc in innumerable cascs; we ]c:xr\‘, also
action a y ing of the sentence, “I promise you to do t 1S, im-
state that the meaning ct fulfillment,” and so on. [¢ Is,
lies the meaning of “You may cxpect It ’ .
plies the m 'blg to state with full scientific assurance that, ac:cordm g
therefore, p Osst ch my promise, 1 “ought” to do what | promised,
o e m‘:f’: msgcientiﬁcally that such was the “mecaning” of my
. Butt tsﬁi sargnc as stating that I really ought to'do what I s
llsf r;gmeonc makes promises to a chllgl to take it aw
or to his sweetheart to divorce his .w1fe, or to an a
with heroin, or if a fascist promises his leader
) . .
risoner, or a politician makes sweeping ‘promis
E eechcs’ then it may have been the meaning” of
ph ma’de it ought to do what he promised; but
oo ma tually ought to do it Like
from this fact that he ac ;
tegory of cases, when a workman promises to work ten hours every
Sa oo a fully, socialized country to serve a5 2 private laborer o all,
a).r,f or 1n ducer promises another not to scll below 3 definite
3:: l.f 32;5;26 promises never to marry, or having made sucl,
] 1 ises a girl to marry her, then the question whether
ater proI?lllSl‘fﬁsll %nt of the promise is in doubt. Elements other thyp
dcmands_ frt?)e romise enter into the scientific analysis. Socicty cap
e mcan]llngdo biﬁding force to promiscs, disregarding that j; Is “na-
succcjsfu y CDtqulﬁ”ment and that to arouse thjs eXpectation is the
e ing c’f‘PCC romise. Whether and when Society 1s “Justified”
{near;-ln.g ot a [fviousw determined by ideas that cannot be subsymedd
Interfering is o .
under thcgva ue concept of the nature of things, .
g he nature of things does not of jtself warrant the con-
]A.t an};]ratf:, thould not be interfered with, proyideq interfe
Clusion that it s . .
possible and the price is not conjlc.lclf'zf too }fngh.
involves a Jogically unwarrante 1r11 ence roxfn
sure, if conciously or subconsciously we sitar‘t ro
God, created world and man, t.hCI’l zerz(zinc onn N
nature of th; hould not be 1nter With mj
fied. But then we deri ‘ ’
: as an announcer of God
which merely serves us b .
t v - it is much the same wit}, th
€ divine premjge it is

Vertragshaftung »
® See Arnold Brechy, *'System der
PP. 213

‘e apriorischen Grundlag
ir pho_30% Adolf Reinach, Di€

fiir Ph“‘)SOPhic und pE;::;mcnolog’SChc Forschung, vol. 1,
repubhshed MﬁnChcn 1953)-

promisc
aid T would.
ay from its parents,
ddict to supply him
to torture or ki)l ,
es n his campaign
the promise thay he
it does not follow
wise, in a different

price,
a vow
Justice

rence is
To reason otherwise

Is to Ought. To be
m the premise that
o the effect that the
ght be logically justi-
od, not from nature,
s intentions. Without
¢ nature of things as

Therings Jahrbiicher, vol. s3 (1908)
en des biirgerlichen Rechts, Jahrbuch
Halle 1913 (also published separately,
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5. NATURE OF THINGS

with a man’s beard—we observe that it is growing by nature, but it
does not follow that we ought to let it grow: men may decide to shave,
disregarding the remonstrations of those who prefer naturally-bearded
faces (the nature of things), unless the naturalists force us to comply
With their value judgments. So in every case where nature seems to
suggest but not to enforce some human attitude we cannot‘.without
interposing ideas of a divine will or of other 0}'Crfl<ill1g premises, log-
ically deduce that we ought to abstain from mtcrf?rcncc. Whenever
there is a choice between two alternatives, namc!y. cither to let nature
take its course, or—as in irrigation projects, c.]immatlon of mosquitoes,
surgical operations, the use of ancsthetics, blrtl} control, or the shav-
ing of beards—to subjugate it to the human will, there the nature of
things alone cannot tell us how to choose. It is af.ter a}l an essential part
of the nature of things that man frequently can mte’r Cfrc with them by
using the nature of other things, such as a shaving km{t. ;

Nevertheless, the theory that the nature of .thmgs i(etcr_mlgcs fWhat
ought or ought not to be done has cropped up time anc gg-am..ﬁm ale
Gustav R:uibruch. who had done so much to establish Cl;nn (1: e
Relativism in legal philosophy (sce Chapth‘ VI bIC!O\;?;trc ecrrl:)ed( toylthe
hature of things with a growing cmphi}SlS tn s fast p oy ‘l'“ en
after Hitler’s barbarian rule he tried to d.lscov.cr . fc -
tions to relativism.* Yet the nature of things 1s no] o l::.lxt ci)v the di
lemima. No strictly scientific reasoning can prove tt 13:1: ix‘xtcffc:ernlcm]?t
respect the nature of things, except to the extent that , c s
_ . \ . which he himself wants to
cither impossible or entails consequences

N sce below, Section
avoid. Religious and even juridical ar-gun}tlzmi)c(rc is the end 8)
may be able to go further. But scientifically,

Any sanctification of the nature of things beyond this measure s

. ich the same divine forceg
; . in which t $

merely one of the many instances . o unde
whosc existence has just been declared scientifically monstrable

. ive when it comes to some
are subconsciously assumed to be operattv 4. This inconsistee ™
special question such as that here discussed. VY we

vass. If we thj ,
should be severe and honest enough not to let [ ¢ think thyt

Heidelberg 1947: PP- 19 ff5 and, wpje g

* Radbruch, Vorschule der Rechtsphilosophie, Lann, Hamburg 1948; also, the remarks

der s; Is juristische Form," Festschrift frir Rudolf d., Stuttga
by Igr;lcchivaolf,l editor, in Radbruch’s Rechrsphilosop /"g' u“cthh'scL;gal Piilrc[)sc:q}?(r)"' oo and in
his article “Revolution or Evolution in Gustav R‘ad ;'s valuable Prcscnta?‘ ; -Naff‘ml Law
Forum, vol. 3 (1958) p. 1ff,, and Fritz von Hlp?cd States, see Lop Llon in his Gustay
Radbruch, Heidelberg 1951, pp. 40-45. For the o teal order™ underlying -1 The Lo
in Quest of Iiself, Chicago 1940. He Spmks- of the ~-l?i-m discover; see alsy";g Sroup life, Wwhich
it is the task of the judge—and of lawyers in generd 50 below, Chapter v,

Scction 5, end.
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IV. THEORY OF JUSTICE

there is sufficient interpersonal proof for the existence of a divine will
back of the nature of things, or if we proposc to establish science on
such a basis although there is no interpersonal verification, or if at least
we want science to pay respect to the “potentiality” of God's existence
(Chapter xmr), then we should say so, and not today deny demop,.
strability, agreeing on that ground to scparate science from religion
and tomorrow draw scientific inferences that presuppose for tllci;
logical validity a divine will.

In the last analysis, then, the nature of things offers no more of an
absolute standard of justice than did the old Law of Nature. Ra(lhru‘ch
seems to have felt this, for he summed up his postwar remarks as
follows: “The nature of things serves somewhat to mitigate tl{c s: 1)
duali'sm. bctw-ecf’nr value and reality, or between Is and Ought, but ;Lo!;
to eliminate 1t.”°

It is not.thc nature of things as such, but the human mind and hu-
man emotions reacting to the nature of things—functioning as an
instrument of observation and reasoning, of predicting consequences
of shaping expectations, and of devising mecans to promote or countcr—,

act their realization, or engaging in metaphysical speculations—which
we must examine, if we want to learn more about justice in scientific
terms. To this approach we shall turn in the next section.’

4. Ideas of Justice—Relative to the Second Power
and on Several Levels

Scientific Method enables us to reveal a great deal regarding the
way our mind and our emotions operate in matters of justice. First of
all. we can observe that postulates of justice are generally expressed in

)

terms of some desired state of affairs, for instance one where equality,
«“rmore” equality, would be established, or 1.1bcrty, or more liberty,
or “mo q obedience to God’s will, or all of these. Even

- r
and order, O ..
or security i such terms, postulates of justice can be trans-

xpressed 11 3 : :
Ktl:zlni:g :}:clzn The desired state of affairs may be conceived of in an

A Italics not in the original. The anti-relativist Helmut Coing is
* Vorschule, op.cit, p- 21-_’ infra, p- 28sn; pp. 128, 147) that the nature of things yields
frank enough to admit (o'p.ﬂ " o whether onc may sell a child for economic reasons. Here,
No answer on many quc""().ns’ eeded, which in turn goes back to a definite evaluation.” Re-
he says, “a moral decision i of relativism rise again” here, but fails to draw the logical
gretfully, he sees ‘“the SPCC“‘;ecrl “philosophical” and “scientific’ value relativism, and ac-
conscquences: distinction bet
the latter. .

ccrzti':?ncc, ho'\&fcvcrl regretful, On the nature of things seec Chapters v, Scction 7 (Gestalt
PsYchzlio;d)d“L'orT Srcn?m'ks 50 (Nature) and 16 (Radbruch vs. Radbruch), and xu (impos-
A Y)s » Occtions

sibility and risks).
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YSHUMAN IDEAS OF IUSTICE

abstract manner (“equality™) or concretely with regard to some par-

. . . . ; » y >
ticular situation (*my wages should be higher”). But whether abstract
or concrete, it can be described without using the concept of justice or
its equivalent. Ideas of justice, in other words, scem to express an urge
for an ad-"just"-ment to some ideal state of aﬂalr§ ;hat 1s (EOI]SldCI‘Cd a
“Just” one. or “more just,” but can be described without using the con-
cept of illSliCC. . lard tl £

This relation to some ideal state of :}ﬂalrs IIIS a sta]n( ard, ;C.!'t-kQR’.\
. . . A\ y 3 X
1s the first relative element we meet in analyzing human ; HnXing
about justice. This relative clcmcnt.\\"OUId be Pg‘sclm C‘elll] 1 scence
could tell us which ideal state of affairs wou!d et 1l€ :‘?1 y fJUSt ?“C-
Even then the idea of justice would be relative in that it referre to
S c 1 ‘al state Of ﬂﬂﬂirs- . .

uch an l,(k, i sta f relativity for the scientific observer becayse

But this is not the end of relativity . judgments in gencral. ic

science, as we have seen in dealing with value Judgmen's 1n general, i
» _ i f affairs is rcally just. Opinions differ,
unable to decide which state of affairs in absolute terms. We shy]]
and scicnce cannot decide between them in a0 ideas of froe
{ { in elements in human ideas of justice
find later (Chapter x) that cer tamn ciel if not absolute. But the
can be said to be universal and invariant, lffn' s l:hat miéllt deser 'Y
alone do not suffice to describe the state of,:l t:lsrt if he follows Scie:aC
to be called really just. In this respect thc‘:‘ scien c”,somc eal standarci
tific Mcthod, has no choice but either to .aslsumo inions, held by him.
as the really just one, or to refer to particu a;ithir pi dy or in ap
self or by others, individually or group, f authority. Justice, there.
mission to some other nonscientific smércg a(;rs it is relative twice oo
. o me state of a ’ .
fore, 113 I clatIth not Onl);ototsospeak——bccausc what sltate of affairs ought
—to the second power, ) in relation to some nop.
to be preferred can be stated by science only in
scientific source of authon;y. lativity in inquiries on justice has not ¢
. vi .

his twofold character of relati S n the subject.

T ledge been noted in the wide literature on the subject The
my knowledge be . lations between the idea of Justice
emphasis has sometimes been on rcda sometimes on those betweep the

; rs, an . .
and the desirable state of affai ’ ¢ it. without a sharp digg;

) : inions about 1t, ) Inc-
desirable state of affairs and opin s d. But : .
tion between the two kinds of relativity ;nv?]rli)wing this is 5 Minor

. 0 .

. 1 rtant 1s thé . .

point at the mom%nt- h{qrcdli?r)igﬁals hold various ideas aboy; the ideq]
ent in . o

ot on}fy 'do tclhe)’el;ﬂvould consider really just; every llldIVidu;ll 1s ca
affairs th . i justi )

state of h ideas. Our ideas or feelings of justice may be ¢
pable of several such 1deas. | accordance with D€ two.

1d, or even morefold, in the dlﬂere

fold or threefold, nt
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|V. THEORY OF JUSTICE

systems of values to which we respond positively at d iﬁcr?nt times, or
even simultaneously. Justice in the light of personal ideas is, or at least
may be, a barrel with several bottoms. ) . .

In particular, there are two distinct levels in our ideas of justice.
Either our thinking moves strictly within the institutions qf our present
status of civilization—this may be called the “tra(lelf)nal” 1.dc:1 (feeling,
sense) of justice; or it may transccn.d‘ thc“tn:adltnonal.mstltutions—
then we may speak of the “transtraditional” idea (feeling, sense) of
justice. .

The “traditional” idea of justice accepts the fundamental institutions
which constitute the basis of our daily social life, takes them for
granted, does not question them. Insc?far as thcss: in.stitutions have been
established by the positive law (written constitutions, ]?gis!ation, ju-
dicial precedents, and the like), the traditional idea of justice is pos-
itivistic.

In contradistinction, the “transtraditional” idea of justice detaches
itself from the existing institutions, cithq in whole or in part, and
criticizes them according to pr inciRles w,thh arc taken from a trans.
traditional scheme of evaluation. This again may be done in dependence
on group ideas that are accepted and carncd. on by the individyal in
some conditjon of submission, as for exampl? ideas of a party or revolu-
tionary junta, or merely in deference to opinions of a stronger personal-
ity, a friend, the husband or wife, or the pricst.

From there the individual may penctrate to a third level, in more
Courageous hours, where he discovers wha.t.hc “really” thinks and
where he may be critical also of the transtraditional ideas of his friends.

ithin g single day he may move through all three levels, in his busi-
Ness hoyrg living and feeling W}th th? tfadl_tlonal sense of justice, in
the evening joining with hi§ frlf:nds in their criticism, and at night
Isolating himself also from his friends. It may even be possible for the
Individua] to shift at will from one level to _thc other.

he following two sections will try to illustrate the difference be-

iwecn traditional and transtraditlonal justice as the two most important
CVCIS.

5. Traditional Justice

Qur Present Western civilization is built upon certain fundamental
Social ingtitutions One might insert into their list an infinite nymber
USages, long CS.tabliShed or rCCCl’ltly addcd, central or marginal ones
RIS ng well.defined boundary. As fundamental institutions one
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5. TRADITIONAL JUSTICE

may think, more particularly, of the following five: Monog{uny, Family
(status of parents and children), Private Property, Inheritance, Con.
tract (its freedom and its binding fC.H'.C?)- ‘ fammil
These basic pillars of Western civilization 3;'?.50 laml lar t;) Cvery-
one li\'ing in the Western world that our trac 1Flona sense of justice
: ditions. All of them might be different from
accepts them as given conditions. A i
have been at other times and still are
what they are, as most of them coilizats eryday think
in various countries. Yet within our own civi 1zation every Ay think-
ing .1n(] fecling about justice moves within the temple tliat 1s built
upon these five pillars and supported by many smaller columns ang
buttresses . i iti
Sscs. : ates 1n the tradig
The way in which the sense of ]u'Stl‘Cc opcn;?s(ln) c};nsciouslonstl-
temple includes the following four d;stlnCtd§t§P ;d institutions inyhis
unconsciously the individual accepts t.hc tra 1t§onl ing, draw:
arguments; (2) he uses them as a basis for logica .reasotl;] ntg, rlz\m xfng
¢ » \= ations a aK
all implications: he accepts laws and regulatio Maxe ot
all implications; (3) he s ills of exchange, statutes of limj¢,.
¢xpediency and certainty, such as bills o Cn notice in the absens of
: vl ¢
tions, fixation of the proper time for scr 1i§st “abuses.” In doing the
special agreements; and (4) he ar]ggcsi a;it:qning of the institutions as
. difiec ¢ «
latter he cither contends for a mo ification for the future whic]
he interprets them, or he dcmands'a' mOdlﬁc:;::I:ransUaditional’. 1
fieans a transition from the tmdlftlo'nal ticx)astitutions leads far in som,
e . i ven .
Logical reasoning on the balsm Orng a stone through a shop window,
AN a S . .

- Suppose someonc has thrown a f justice is that
cases. Suppos f the traditional sense of hat he
The automatic response o as not the owner of the windoy,

WwWas . . .

ought to pay damages. For he 's property inherited from his father
(property!); it was the shopkecpfl:r IZ t was an illegal child of the same
(inheritance!). That the doer of the a(monogamy!). That he had beey,
father did not make him the owner ithout cause is not relevant, the
an employee in the shop and fired Viicc within due time that he 4
less so because he had been served no r devil was just bad luck; there
to leave (contract!). That he was a poo

‘ . 's having bad luck,
is no traditional institution excluding oncing on the basis of given i
In other cases, however, logical reason n-

ictory implicat:
stitutions ends in a clash between Contmlc'lxl]c;s i¥1 - rl:fuzéiltlons of twe
l:nstitutions and then leaves traditional fcColf contract m, o ﬁ)}lr ense
of justice w’avcring undecidedly. Frcado;n roduction, [p, ty o€ with
monopolistic ownership of the m(;—‘al}s ZOE d faith Proper e ?"ﬁnt that
has acquired stolen g ds 1n g .
zziﬁzzn\?vith another recognized institution, that of Protectigp o
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V. THEORY OF JUSTICE

faith (certainty). Whenever contfron.tcgs with such collisions the tra-
iti justice loses its bearings.

dltIltO ir;a:lj::;sc cc;faigzti:cr?stic of trad‘itio'nal .idc.as of justice thaF our think-
ing starts from unquestioned soc1f11 institutions, althqugh in our zca
of reasoning we often forget thaF it does so. And yet it is obvious that
wherever the traditional institutions are different fr.om' ours, or were
so formerly, the traditional reactions of the sensc of justice are or were
different accordingly. That is to say, -th.c trz}dm.onz!l idea of justice is
relative to something objective, the existing institutions,

6. Transtraditional Justice

We come to transtraditional justice when, instead
the traditional temple, we look at it from without 1
icize the structure. This too we can do under the gui
of justice. The standard we are applying then, ho
relative to objective factors such as offered by the traditional institutions.
The relativity now is in regard to some subjective—in the sense of
personal—conviction or creed as to what is the most valuable state of
affairs toward which, in order to be just, society ought to move (the
ultimate goal), or what are those imprgvcd conditions that should be
next realized (the next step), and what is the right order in a plurality
of valuable goals and in a plurality of steps toward their attainment,
Kant expressed the hypothctlcal. view that, /f there shgulfl be any-
thing of absolute value on earth, it could only be the dignity of the
individual. During the nlnqtecnth ccnturyhlt ha;;] become customary
to distinguish zwo possible highest valucfs, the WCh are of thc.mdmdual
and that of the group; if one chose the 13r MEr; then no sacrifice of the
individual for the sake of th‘f group cou q ?fver be justly demanded un-
less it was to the individ.ual_s own good; if the latter, Ot!ler sacrifices
also could be asked for 1n justice. Radbrucl? added a third category,
the “work,” the achievement, or more particularly Kyjz,,, (spiritual
civilization) as a third standard (sce Chapter vi). .
These three categories, her Caf“—’r calletc)l lln?WIduflhsm: groupism, and
transpersonalism,’ offer convenient symbols for quick reference. Yet for

* There is . as to the names, Tl’}c first categor
"ind'w'xdua\ismsf"?‘srhc: “::xnof the sccond has Iv:;ncd. A:_ firsy «
used (so by Georg Jellinek, Allgemeine Staaislehre, 'Bcr in, 1g
173); this is misleading if one thinks, not of mankind by of '
Intended. Later, “Supra-individualism” was substituted (Gustay Radbruch, Rechtsphilosophie,
see Chapter v1, below); o, “transpersonalism” was usc‘d for al] ideas that transcend the interests
of the individual, Whether in the interest of the nation or of other ideals (Radbruch, op.cit.,
2nd ed,, and Juliyg Binder, Philosophic des Rechts, Berlip 1925, pp. 282, 307; the latter

of staying within
nd judge and crit-
dance of our sense
wever, is no longer

Y has been generally called
universalism” was frequently
ed. 1900; 3rd ed. 1914, p-
the nation, as was generally
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6. TRANSTRADITION AL JUSTICE

a relativist to say that it is possible to present all conceivable schemes
of highest values systematically in such a small list. of three items (Rad-
bruch), or in any other exhaustive list, is inconsistent. Unless science
should be able—contrary to the theory of Scxcn.tlﬁc. Value Relativism
—to establish absolute limits for possible ideas of justice, or at least some
universal and invariant elements in human thought about justice (a
question to which we shall return in Chapters 1x f.:f')’ potential creeds
in this ficld cannot be scientifically cnumm:ated 1n_advance. Inc.ieed,
what a man may treasure as superior valL‘xcs is so varied ilmft classifica-
tions a priori will lead to arbitrary sclections or to merely formal cat-

cgorics. . it i
To give an illustration of the varicty of copd{tlons, or states of affairs,
. d goals in their ideas of justice either for
which people regard as standard goals e »

) nt moment, a few “ideal types,” or
the distant future or for the prese iefly cketched. Thus we [
characteristic patterns, of creed will be l?nehy ;] e n.mtters e lave:

1. The equalitarian, who places equality lgd erds of justice A] USUFS
and derives from this ultimate ideal l}ls stan c; deal oi]f evid«::ncs t‘lVl
be discussed later (Chapter x) there is a 8 O:very ‘idea of justice Bmi
a certain segment of equality 1s contained ;:: whole thing. Therc;_ alr]c
the equalitarian wants more. He wanctlscptfnding on what they desire

: o r

many kinds of equalitarian, however, dep .
to myake equal: 3vcalth or income, happlncss’c?;z:do?}, fooprp?;:g;:ty,
or what else. And further subdivisions ar¢ ncc uishy'wh;:ther e ual.c:,
equality in wealth is the ideal, we must disting ced, or acen dq' 1ty
ing to n rding to
is desired on a per capita basis, or acc ordrnzlgu:lity of work is to decide
. (o) ‘
work, and if the latter, whether quantity d ideal; the Soviet Cop.

. . s ing-to-n¢cé .
Earlier socialism held the accord fte d the according-to-work stand.

stitution of 1936, however, mcorpozr We must also distinguish whether
ard, which leads to different r CSLgtsi) ; cor on a national or racial bas;g
L -wide basis >
Cquallty 18 sought on a world ic theory of the state, in (h
. £ an organic ¢ . » 10 the 2pd
everted to “universalism.” in the specific sense O hilosophie, 1937, p. 150). -
:Zvcr;cc}])'mwol:l:wl:;sl:llilssl?:;l ulrr:dct:rcthg title System der R“;—h':'!l’),l was best SUi[’Cd fof t)th:;?rsd
c;szml'lssm ﬁr;t introduced by Emil Lask (see Chapl;: (3rd ed.). That would leave ys f
gntc 01: N however, and was so finally used by Ra(-jvbru;ich has the disad"a“tagc that o'r
the gscct:’nd with 'Rndbruch's "SUPm'indiViduahs},ml’l :;crcfofc' use “groupism" instead l“'CcT
S i sha © ol
Presses no ‘clc.?r distinction from the t‘h“id;' Iconnot;“b"s to be useful as 8eneral nyme for
lectivism™ is tinged by too many particular ¢ ify one specimen only,
? Article 12: “In the U.S.S.R. the princip! le 118: “Citizens of the USSR rding

N . " Artic S.
to his ability, to each according to his work d employment and paymep, for the

right to work, that is the right to gua}ral:l'tcc Arnold BfCCht, “Thc Ne .il' work in
accordance with its quantity and quality.” Sec 167. It is official ommupig, : SSmP Consti-
tution,” Social Research, vol. 4 (1937) pp. 157 octrine, hoy,

ever, th i al goal.
istributi i is the final g
, that distribution according to need
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1v. THEORY OF JUSTICE

and the like. All these propositions arc act.ua'lly incompatible with onc
another. What is justice under the one 18 injusticc under the other.
See Chapter v, Section 2.

5. The libertarian, who tends to measure everything by the yardstick
of liberty. He will ardently oppose as unjust steps intruding on liberty
which the equalitarian would welcome as just, and inversely. Sub-
divisions run from liberty as a condition of personal dignity and mor-
ality (Kant) to liberty for egoistic self-assertion.

3. The revelationist, whose highest aim is the execution of God's
will. Whether the divine will be.individualistic or national or universal
in its purpose is, on principlc, quite '{rrclcvant to onc of this type. Hence
we might call him a transpersonalist. But if the divine intentions are
individualistic, he may be an individualist as well, or he may be a
group fanatic with regard to his church or sect. Subdivisions are as
manifold as revelations.

4. The conservative, the traditionalist pure and simple, provided the
temple of traditional institutions has remained unchanged long enough.
Even if he regards it from outside he 1.ikcs it and happily reenters it,
caressing every pillar and ornament with tender hands. His transtra-
ditional level of feeling is identical with the traditional one. If the
temple has recently been changed he may want to set the clock back to
former stages. Subdivisions arc as rpanifold as traditions. In another
sense of the term, the conservative is always an authoritarian and an
adherent of the organic staté: Then he falls 1.mdcr the next category.

5. The authoritarian, who rf:gards leadership as a principle of highest
value. To follow leadership 15 just, to counteract it, unjust. The different
ideas on the legitimacy of 1?adcrs}up m}lltlply the subdivisions of this
group. Ideas on mutual relations (feudalism, Gefolgschaf t) may further
qualify each subdivision.

6. 'lyhe majority worshippers who holds that whatever the majority
decides is the highest yalue to bF aCCCPtC.d by. everyone. To follow the
majority will is just, t© OPPO* its execution 1s unjust. It is not leader-
ship that arouses his enthusiasm but the consent of the people thr ough
the majority. T

7- The hedonist, who Jooks for 1nlel§1ual happiness or (like Ben-
tham. and J. S. Mill, see Chapter V; Section 7 below) for the greatest

appiness of the greatest pumber. His 1df:as would oppose those of the
ilzgorlty worshipper whenever the majority does not act for this highest

- The many different conceptions of happiness, from material
€g0ism to immaterial altruism and transpersonalism, split this category
Into as many sybdivisions-
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6. TRANSTRADITION AL JIUSTICE

8. The group worshipper. The group may be the family, a fraternity,
team, racial group, religious sect, or a class, the territorial community,

state-folk, or nation, the continent, or humanity. The group worshipper
may be more or less exacting in the subordination he desires of the
individual’s interests under those of the group. In the relation to other
groups he may be a group-libertarian or a group-cqualitarian, in the
latter case standing cither for formal or substantial equality, according
to any of various conccivable standards. In. thF extreme case he may
be a group fetishist, ready to sacrifice any individual interest for any

group interest and placing any other group outside thc.palc. Tlle saying
“my country right or wrong,”® is not the extreme view, since it stj]]
admits that the controversial action may be wrong (evil) and only

¢Xpresses an emotional readiness to commit even a sin if tl.mt 1s necessary
to defend the nation. The limit was reached by the doctrine of the Ger.
man National Socialists that “all that is useful to the German people

] 1 . " 4
s right, all that harms them 75 wrong. .
9. The harmonizer, who thinks of harmony as an ultimate valye,

. . [ .
Not everyone does. Thomas Jefferson wrote in 1737- I JZOId 1, Fhat a
little rebellion, now and then, is a good thing, and as necessary in the

g . ca] 0 “God forbid we
political world as storms in the physical.” " . - Gsoctlh'lt e Shoﬁld
ever be twenty years without such a rebellion [as the assachu-

setts] And what country can preserve its liberties if tltll;: rul§r§ are
* o o o < N v
not warned from time to time that the people preserve the spirit of

- : hell to
Tesistance?” ® An oppositional libertarian may P“fr A ~h:;r fmony.
i at it was coined j

" This is gencrally circulated as a British phrase, yet 'tSt"’::::; Decatur. In agrccm:n:s,;g
by an American, the United States naval commander, 262 n; Gustav Radbruch, Kleime:
this are: Bartlett's Familiar Quotations, Boston 1948, P p. 63, D 15, with references 1o
Rechtsbrevier, ed. by Fritz von Hippel, Gottingen 19{-:;. and Biichmann, Gefliigelte 1y opy,
H. Kantorowicz, Geist der englischen Politik, 1929, p- ," ":nd the War of 1812. This s wh1£
Decatur (1779-1820) rosc to fame in the Tripolitan \?lar; country! In her intercourse \vi;h
he said in a toast at Norfolk, Va., in April 1816: Ouur country, right or wrong.” T
forcign nations, may she be always in the right; but ond to make his country’s fnterest
Wording lcaves no doubt that the speaker did not |:1mcuuc of a speech made by johp Is
(he final criterion of right or wrong. The same ho ; atorney-general (1787-1865) who
Crittenden, Kentuckian statesman and U.S. senator :(;‘t 1 hope to find my country ;n ]o
said during the Mexican War, which he had OPIZ'DS B.rtlclt op.cit., P- 472); and even e
right: however I will stand by her, right or wrong ( a n a,ddrcss in the Congress : More
S0 of the words used by Gcrman-born‘Carl Schuric": :ight; when Wrong, to b ‘C: 1872'
“Our country, right or wrong. When right, to bcc )’_f‘,)nglish writer Charles Churchﬁl t(;lght

(tbid., p. s80). About a hundred years carlier, th hat she wi] . 731—
1764) s?/rostc i)n his “Farewell” these words: “Be England W M, with a) her fauls

hrase now ;
she is my country still." But this too is far from the 7“‘}§fyk‘;;n wnd Gesgrs.
!See Hans Frank, Nationalsozialistisches Hﬂﬂf”’"” ht; alles was ihm k“’zg‘”“”g. 2nd ¢g
Berlin 1935, p. 4: “Alles was dem Volke niitat, ist R 30, 1787, in whs'c}f\ad':t 8¢ Unrecpyg
°In a letter to James Madison from Paris, Janud y'thm;t governm N the wrire also
cxpressed some sympathy with societies that exist “W! €nt as Mong oy, 1;1-

dians.” The Writings, 1907, vol. 6, pp. 63, 65. :
°Letter to William Steven Smith from Paric. November 13, 1787, Op-cit., b 371, 34
» 373
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[v. THEORY OF JUSTICE

- itutions under which people are
Harmony ma-)lyl cover Fié‘:{‘:ﬁd rrilnsit:;, and lack of cducatiogx. Scc also
not aware of their explo )

Chapter viil, Scctiqn 14. i1der, the transpersonalist proper. He may
10. The P}”“”"’fi_ bus or Kultar (civilization’s spiritual part),’
have in min.d c1V1hzatflcC:lY11{ spirit, O a more specific achicvement, such
or the evolution of thel completing Of saving some great work of art,
as building a cathcdrai climbing Mount Everest, winning a battle,
reaching the north Poh?l’ d. Using aesthetic ideals for his illustrations,
or giving birth to 2 < lchi(C who said harshly, “A statue by Phidias
Radbruch quotes Tr:tsmisc,ry of the millions of ancient slaves”; but
counterbalances all v (I:ist Kurt Eisner: “I at least do not value my life
also the German SOClaation of eternal art, nor art so low as to be less
as high as 1 do, a cres and the Britisher, Sir George Birdwood
valuable than living beings burning h i
d whether in 2 burning house he would save a child
who, whcn,ask,c :ne Madonna if he could save only one, answered,
or Raph?el's S}’St'lll:‘lhcsc may NOW appear to many readers as slightly
“The painting. £ a period of aestheticism. Yet the same problem
fantastic examples ro(;n ressing during the two World Wars, when it
became most T eal an Ic):nough whether it was more important to spare
had to be decided oftcn. lization or the lives of a number of soldiers,
great monuments of Cllchly to be killed if destruction was avoided.
more of whom We.:r.e lwas in favor of civilization, as when the city
Sometimes the dcc151c.>f1 ¢ other times it was in favor of the lives of
of Rome was spared; ?xth_ccntury monastery of Monte Cassino was
soldiers, as when the s! reat foundations through which the survival
destroyed, first of the gc eneration of Western civilization and the
of Latin cultu.rez tl}c ivgrc secured.® Our sense of justice cannot take
growth of Christianity without deciding on the relative value of the
a stand in such conflicts ersonal civilization. War offers illustrations
individual and of tlransgf this type. Winning a battle may become the
for.many other COnHICt.S " and unjust, superior to many if not all other
“h‘mat? yardstick for ]35 for soldiers even on one’s own side, and this
\'lalues, 1r.1cluding regfir urpose and justification of the war at hand;
1rrespective of the ultimate Iio win.
once in a battle one wants Jooks at life as a chain of duties rather than
1. The man of duty, who , ) ,
" See below, Cha Section 13- Wr(;[c;;o::hr?)lﬁc}:cm 2 Kohler, fR:cd:E:rcucfhc;r l;:?tcl:;
and Alfreq V\’rebcr %tfc rth‘:“(,.‘vcrm"“ ctor haor:‘v'c"“ dm“l')'lngcrrcadsiic):)lwcanc‘;\r;i:)ns in detail. See
:;sc:hlio:scommcndablc standard, without °

e, vol. 51 (1938) p. 461.
See Af’:n ‘ESU;Id%HaLuardAIf;:‘:‘ d’;‘i} History, vol. 3 (1st ed. 1934) pp. 26567
- Toynbee,
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6. TRANSTRADITIONAL JUSTICE

le for survival and happiness, Thyis view has been
: ; ¢
of rights or a btrl;ggl ticism, to Kant, Burke, T. |. Green, Stammler,
. SL1C ) .
In common tq Scholas Duguit. Sce also Chapter vii, Section
I in functional terms to lerives rights. if
and in 1an of duty derives nghts, 1t any, from
low on Radbruch. The n . hould ke 2.
10, belov from selfish wants; man should be given at
. s < (0] . .
dutics (functions), not fl e needs to fulfill his mora] duties. A sub-
s 1 . )
least as much freedom as type, is the person of soldierly mind, who
division, or even a separate ‘}:p };onor, and comradeship as yltimate
thinks of disciplinc, courage, essarily tied up with the author-
lues in themselves. Neither s nec
values in :
itari : S ace and order at the
anan (ype. ind-order fanatic, who pll}CCShPc ular state of mind
> peace-and- i ere
= Thtnf’“ of what they preserve. This I;I te - f not be 3 e,
rgardless { ) -
tOp,l rquorl(iccnmn or civil servant on duty of affairs to be harmonious;
of the p sider the present state ishes them brought
ative, nor may he conf [hOl’Ough rchrms, but hC. W1 on hi(,h ey elsgqs
> g f y ’S 7 g
he may be in fai\ 0; 0 ‘ay. One can meet such v xc“dmcc (bwhcrc ,os
. “« N W . . . ru -
about in an OrlL u-Hy'rs (antiwar p acts), in ]L'miip above other vqluL;s)
. . M bt l N [e
in 1ntcrnfat|0n3_ affa nd security are often ralsf:year of 178 whor 2
n a me -
tulates o certainty . n the sa / / )
d among creative personalities. ~Il rebellion, Goethe in Witnessing
an lt;. ily wrote “[Mir ist] von Jugend
. : r oIC »”
i ship nea + Tod selbst” (From my
rebellion on his als der
a nascent e verdriesslicher gewesen th) ® and a few ‘ears
auf Anarchie verdriessli ore than even dea d
th I have loathed anarchy m chtigheit begehen, les Unormmmg
lyou “Ieh will licber eine Ungere justice than bear disorder).
” (I'd rather commi
ertragen” (I'd r

1 1wy W
ferson expressed his sympathy

his list. In every case the transtra-
dded to th1 st vary according to the subjec-
u s from one conviction to the
ge

dea of justice.

Many items might bf? a ed o o
e oo F v Yhat grgswlm chan
i values. 0 changs .
ot f‘Chf':;lnflf2”6'670'1/2 have a differ ctﬂ}tl Irnay or may not exist as such,
i | re bt whie ule every political creed

i to'thc o ber of blends. As ar juxtaposition and nter-
o of cval Gons in many varieties Ofl] <;st every individualist
is a blend ofh cvalu?;;c;nist clf[:] man particular,  in
relation of the vari .

anks higher than the individual,
onditions in which the group I
accepts ¢

and vice versa.

ke, Jubilee ed. (1992-07) vol. 26, p. 377. Auguste
ise” in Samtliche Werke, iy
® “talienische Reise

.ait., P .
imilar remarks; sce Hayek, op aibid., vol. 28, p. 251
O e e von Mainz," July 25, 1793,
10 “Belagerung
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1V. THEORY OF JUSTICE

: —can be classified under in-
T ‘g t (No. 7)—c¢
ndividualistic hedonis ' rsonal-
and the i . only one each under groupism (No. 8) and transpe :
dividualism; (;n Yﬁll others—especially the equalitarian (I'\Io.' ) I:ch
ism (No.. Ito(l.\lo 3), the conservative (No. 4),}thc autl}orltarll\:lm (No.
S . —_—
ICVd;tloglajority wor,shippcr (No. 6), and tlfnchlar]momzcr (No. g)-
c .
5 ¢ be adequately subsumed und?r Al ot the three '
cannot be ible to make a definite distinction between +
N‘?r . lt”possl1 and those which are “ultimate.” Valyes ¢,
are “means Only means, e.g., forms of government whic}, ¢
people are mei; yattainn;cnt of peace, order, welfare, ctc.,
as means for1 sein themselves, not derivable from ot}yers.
esteem as vz;lu:it for the establishment of valyes (God,
definite autho o ay be as strong as, or eyep stro
leader, or the majority) m .5 9
cader, hemselves (equality, liberty,
belief in those values)t em
tion, peace, order, etc.).
& Pshall’ see later (Chapter vinr) that almost eve
N : bsolutized by some twen
listed above has still been ab Relativism—a facs
in his revolt against Sacntlhﬁc, ¢
' ivistic thesis. .
support for the relat hat supports the view
th henomenon tha . \
Another P hat modern democratic parl;
Relativism is the facf t l'ncluded in our listing, T
. b 1
of the ideas on justice . .
where parties are founded on l.d eolo.glca.l pro%a
o g arties are 19 with their basic views, T}
“left” to “right” in line

alues that
at to many
hey regard
often gain
Belief in a
a king or
nger than,
Pleasure, civiliza-

I'y one of the values
ticth»ccntury scholar
which is of no little

Point of Scientific
aments reflect many
his is especially trye
ms and seated fropy,
ere we have:

TOP VALUEs
PARTIES :
Equality
Socialists Liberty
Liberals Majority
Democrats (under
various names) Revelation
Christian Democrats
and other religious
Mpzrties . Jatives Tradition, Peace and Order
Oderate Conser Authority
egitimists the Group
;stcxpnahsts . Leadership, the Group
c)mlestIS, é\lazwd : Kultyr, Civilization
Ndependents Happineg;s
er Independents Harmony
ers



7. IN DEFENSE OF SCIENTIFIC RELATIVISM

This rainbow of party ideologies is merely the logical consequence
of the fact that science is unable to decide which of the several views is
correct. Wherever tolerance is accepted as the basis of society, therefore,
the different views will find expression side by side, each claiming at
Icast the same respect as any other. Neutral Relativism can do no more
than describe all these views impartially and, without making a decision
in submission to some a-priori principle, examine the consequences and

risks involved in the acceptance of cach, and the actual or potential

meanings of vague standards. It will appear in the further course of

our discussions that such scientific contributions are apt to lead very
far. The scientific relativist may also draw attention to possible alterna-
tives that have not yet found practical advocates in the political party
life, as Radbruch rcgrcttcd—chamctcristic of hi.s own preferences—that
no party had yet been founded upon the principle of transpersonalism,
with culture as the ultimate standard and value.

Radbruch and his German colleague Julius Bin.der, although not
political scientists but professors of law and lcgﬂl Pl1‘1°§°PhY> presented
claborate descriptions of the tencts of the various parties, precisely be-
cause they express the various ideas of justice held by the people.™

f Scientific Relativism

7. In Defense 0
¢ soberness and modesty (see
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