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to offer a comprehensive modern politi­

cal theory. The airn is both a systematic 

presentation and a full description of the 
recent genesis of thought. 

Dr. Brecht divides his ana lysis into 
fo ur parts: SYSTE MATic, GENETic, Po­

LEMic, AT THE BoRDERLINE OF META­

PHYSICS. Philosophical controversies, po­

litical values, the · claims of Scientific 

Method and of rival approaches, are 
discussed. The pertinent teachings of 

representative writers- some of the past 

(from Hume and Kant to Darwi n, Mill, 

and Marx) and many of the present 
century (from Peirce, James, Simmel, 

and Weber to Husserl, Dewey, Lasswell , 

onhrop, and Fuller)-are analyzed. 
Dr. Brecht incorporates, chapter by chap­
ter, his own contributions. The result is 
rich in content, precise in analysis, fruit­
ful in suggestion. Social scientists, polit­
ical scientists, lawyers, philosophers, and 
students of religion will find it a chal­
lenging guide. The clarity of the pres­
entation invites the student, and the 
penetration of the analysis commends it 
to the experienced scholar. 
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'PREFACE 

liEN a sizable new book has as its subject not some par­
ticular questions of 1:(~litical thmry. 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 .a.nnounccs these intentions by presenting 
itself under the very title Polzt1cal T hcory (monumental. perhaps, but 
slightly challenging too); and when, surprisingly enough. this even 
seems 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 
n:spect for the raised eyebrows of those who may pick it up requires that 
the author explain at the outset to what theory they arc treated. Or is 
there only one political theory? 

If we usc the term in its nonscientific sense there is, of course, no 
system of thought that could be called simply the political theory of the 
twcntit:th century, or of all times. \V e arc then confronted, rather, with 
111any highly diversified so-called theories, antagonisms among them 
running so deep that intern:1.l revolutions or revolt-;, cxtcrn:1.l conflicts. 
and even global wars h:1.vc resulted therefrom. None of these cornpcting 
systems of thought, however, not even those dearest t? us~ arc theories 
in the scientific sense of the word, or at least not cntrrcly so. They all 
arc based, in good measure, not on science but on other sources of hu­
man scheming, good or bad, such as religious revelation, intuitional 
conviction, world views held in common, national tradition, national­
istic or group ambitions-in brief, on ways of thinking or feeling that 
do not claim scientific rank or, if they do, arc not fully warranted in 
this pretense. 

The present book is concerned with scientific political theory. This 
does not mean that nonscientific thinking will be haughtily ignored. 
It is one of the functions of science to examine human ideas with its 
tools, and hence scientific political theory deals cri_tically with all non­
scientific theories it meets on its path. Nor would lt be possible to base 
government and politics exclusively on science. Eve_ry political system 
for example must have some goal or goals, and scrence alone and b ' 
itself canna~ set goals. This is no good reason on the other hand f Y 

. 11 . or reversing the matter, turmng a cold shou ( er on SCience. For sc· "fi 
b "b 1ent1 c 

theory although una le to set goals, can contn Ute a great deal t h 
' d · · h" h 0 t e making of political eclSlons, even those by w 1c goals are set. 

Scientific I)olitical theory has been going through a crisis of 
unprece-.. 
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PREFACE 

?ented magnitude in this century, and is still in the midst of it. \Vhv this 
1~ s?, the reader will find explaincJ in the introductory chJpter. I shall 
h~~~ myself here to a few remarks on wh:lt my purposes hJ\'e been in 
wntmg this book. 

There exists today no comprehensive tn:ari~e to bmili:1rize sniou~ 
students, both systematically and genetically, wirh the fund:nncnr:d 
tur_n ~hat scientific political theory took in the c:lrly part of rhi~ century~ 
to ~nni~te them, with adequate clarity and deprll, into tile rllcorcricd 
an philosophical problems involved; and to m:1kc them fullY undcr­
sta~d both the positive and the negative implications of wllat is going 
~n In political theory today. It is this volume's first purpmc, at once 
;~ble and ambitious, to provid~ su~h a guide. . . 

ere are excellent texts on scientific method in the son:d sncnces, 
some enthu · · l · · I I I I · 1 Siastic an( some crltlca ; t 1cre arc )ooks and :1rtic cs 111 many 
anguages on political ends and means, on values and on relativism, 

some pra- 1 . . . d . 1 . 
. h. . re attvisttc an some anti-; t 1crc arc plenty of essays dealing :It JUrisprudence as if the theory of justice were something that could 

t~ se~~rated from political theory, and vice versa; there arc studies on 

Ph~lp Ilosophical basis of science and others on the scientific basis of 
1 osophy· d h b 'II' · 1 b · · · pa ' an t ere are many n 1ant asH cs on asic qucstwns m 

an per~ that deal with practical problems. Yet there is no book, within 
inty 0 I the social sciences, that deals with these various, intrinsically 
fuifrre ated, aspects and problems on the same level, giving each irs 
co ~easure of attention, and all of them a well-integrated and entirely 

~~~ten_t pr~sentation. Such a book, I believe, is needed. 
but l'~t Is. mtssing is not only a comprehensive systematic presentation, 
on ~ CWise a satisfactory description of the recent genesis of thought 
te t ~se matters. This book tries to fill the genetic as well as the sys-

Inatic gap. 

There w h h b · · I · · in . as, owever, from t e egmnmg another, an u tenor motive 
s .my Intnd. The systematic and genetic study I set out to write was to 
erve as 11 . f I 1 a h a We -orcranized basts or me to add, chapter by c 1apter, w 1at 
s t e re 1 t:> b 

litical th su t of fifty years of work, about evenly divided etween po-
of th e~ry and practice, I felt able to contribute to the advancement 
of eoret:c thinking. I had previously written a considerable number 

Papers 1 th' · nt t f the0 n 1s field but had come to see that m the prese s ate o 
ry SUch · ' h h d b presu Piecemeal procedure is not adequate. So rnuc a to e 

allusi PPosed in each article or to be expressed indirectly by mere 
ons th t ' d th 1 outco'""' ' a no generally useful purpose could be serve ; e actua 
•• ,e Wa b dd' · h I' s at est an esoteric exercise for a few a tcts, Wit Ittle 
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meaning for a general public. The situation would perhaps diller, I 
felt, if l could pcrmc:ne a fully coherent present:Hion with whatever 
l had to say. lncorpor:uing my own thoughts in tlzcir propc:r setting.;, 
I could elucidate 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 rebtions, even in practical politics, such a 
bck may at times be quite pleasant; but in scientific understanding it is 
one of the greatest handicaps. It is not difficult to \Vrite much and in­
telligently, wittily and even fascinatingly, on political issues; but to be 
consistent in one's thinking, both clear and consistent, is not easy, if I 
may understate the case. 

Fin:-tlly, with the foundations thus firmly established, it was my pur­
pose to deal with the m:-tin subjects of politic:-tl practice in the light of 
an advanced theory that has found its be:-trings. 

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 att:-tined these goals, or any of them, to full s:-ttisbction. Yet I am 
reasonably confident th:-tt the reader will find a good deal of information 
and stimulation here, and te:-tchers and students a much-sought-for CO­

herent presentation, satisbctory for advanced students, but under­
standable even to the beginner, if he is sufficiently intelligent to submit 
to theoretic discussion. 

The present volume deals primarily with gc:neral theory, includinrr 
the philosophic and scientific founcbtions of scientific political theory~ 
its methods; its uses; its strength and its limit.ations; and what may b~ 
called its wisdom. Each of its chapters also discusses a goodly number 
of specific political issues, showing the enormo~s ~ractical bearing of 
advanced basic research. But this is done in_ an mc1dental manner, by 
way of illustration. The alphabetical subject mdex 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 lea~ heavily on the first. 
But the first, as here presented, must stand on Its own merits. Addi­
tional remarks on its plan will be found at the end of the introductory 
chapter. . 

Some of my former articles have been used, as It Were, as preparator 
studies. But more than four-fifths of the present book is new ~ 
where sections of former writings are incorporated, hardly a para~r:;h 
has been left unchanged. 

I have dispensed with the venerable practice of submitting ll 
a parts 
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of my work to the advance critique of numerous colleague-.. Yet I did 
ask two philosopher friends to read carl~ draft~ of Chapters r and II 

on Scientific Method because of the pltJlosoplnct! Ill:ttcri;t! here in­
cluded. They arc William Erncc.,t Hocking, profe.,c.,or cmnit th ;tt 
Harvard, now of Madison, N.H., and Alfred Schutz, of the ( ;r. 1du.ttc 
F~culty of the Nt:w School for Social Rc'>earch, men :t'> dillcrnd ;ts 
fnends can be. Tht:ir qut:stions and cummcitt-; \ll,'l'fe of gre;lt v;t!uc. I 
am sad that I could not ask also two of my former collctgucs at tltc 
New School, the late Felix Kaufmann and :VLtx Wertheimer- -two 
~ore great scholars representing different t ypcs of appro;tdt- -for tltr 
sall_le service, which they too would have generously rendered, my oc­
casional deviations from their views notwithstanding. 

lh ·d · 1 . f I · 
f ave rawn a great Jcal of swnu atwn or a I chapters of d11s hook 
rom d' · · l J' 

d Iscusstons with many others, me u mg present and former ~lll-
ents 11 . . . I J 

G ' co eagues of various umversltles am epartments my hrot Iter 
Ustav f 1 d f B· J w· , . I in a t ' ormer y of Cologne an now 0 •1 lessee, Bavaru, steq>el 

: ronomy and the foundations of natural science arld Cl·tr·t corn-
panto · · ' • · ·' 
philos: of .many joys and sorrows m two contments, deeply interested in 

In plucal questions. 
i a m?re general sense, I wish to express the debt of gratitude I uwc, 
n rnatu · I S · · · , Facult nng as a scholar, to the, G~nera .. cmmar wh1ch the c,raduatc 

da Y of the New School for Sooal Research has held every W nlnes­
se y night for twenty-five years (only recently limited to the first 

mester f · I 11 b · reg l 0 each academic year), wit 1 a mem crs of the faculty 111 

rnis~e~r atten?ance. Except when absent from New York I have hardly 

S a sess10n through this quarter of a century. 
0 I off · f h' · wi h er thts book not as a per ect ac Icvemcnt, but as a service I 

s to ' · · d' but 1 render to others on what IS a wm mg, and sometimes stony, 
the a Ways fascinating road, sparing them part of the time and stress 
anJ ~therwise would have to expend. I~ they feel helped by this essay, 
rno ncouraged to go on from where It leaves off, my labors will be 

st hap '1 PI Y rewarded. 

Netu "\r 
D x orb l\7 

ecernbe 'V LV .Y. 
r, 1958 

A.B. 
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Te:unwork has been the key to great achievements in the social sci­
l'llLTs. But it is no panacea tit to sen-e_ a!l needs. The integrating aims I 
had set myself could not well be satisf-ied but, rather~ were certain to 
be missed, by cooperative ctlorts. Hence the writing of this book had to 
be and has been a one-man job. 

In the last, the editorial, stage I have received valuable help, though, 
which I wish to acknowledge here. ~Irs. Jane Haydu typed the fi;lal 
copy of the main text, and ~Irs. Gertrude Lederer that of the com­
plic:ttnl Appendix B, h_oth working with equal care and understanding. 
A carbon went to :M1ss Janet Rosenwald, formerly an editor in the 
Research Division of the New School and now of Santa Fe, N.~L, to 
check on my usc of English grammar and style, a precaution which I 
han: reason not entirely to omit. She did not find much to object to, 
fortunately. Still, with a sure hand, she proposed the change of a word 
or of its position here or there, always to the advantage of form, clarity 
or idiomatic expression. Numerous pages were added later that she dill 
not sec. Miss Elizabeth Todd, m:maging editor of Social Research, who 
had done such reviewing with many of my earlier articles when that 
was a harder job to do, graciously read the introductory chapter. l\'liss 
R. Miriam Brokaw, managing editor of Pri~ceton Unive:sity Press, put 
the final editorial touches on the book, patiently acceptmg late altera­
tions and additions. Mrs. Lederer took care of the index of names and 
assisted me in compiling the subject index. To all of them I present my 
cordial thanks. 

As regards the free usc I have made of ideas and formulations that 
originally were incorporated in some of my scattered earlier articles, I 
duly acknowledge my sincere gratitude to the Harvard ~aw Review 
A.cwciation and to the editors of Social Rtgarclz, A mc1:rc~n Political 
Science Review, and California Law Rcviou for the permission granted 
me to do so. The articles arc cited in Appendix B, notes t~ Chapter vn. 
The permission included the usc of passag:s fron~ my rcv1c:vs of books 
by Jacques Maritain, in_ Amcrica_n ~olitm~l Sctcnc~ Rcv1ew, vol. 35 
( 1941 ) p. 545, and by Enc Voegehn, m Soetal Resemc/z, vol. 20 ( 1953) 

P· 230. . . f .. 
I am likewise mdebted to several publishers or perm1ss1on given me 

to quote excerpts of some length from works of other authors as . 
, In-

dicated hereafter: 
Harvard Law Review Association: Oliver W · Holmes "N 

1 atural 
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Law," Harvard Law Review, vol. 40 ( 1918) pp. 32 ff. Copyright 191R, 
Harvard Law Review Association. 

The Macmillan Company, New York: Alfred N. \Vhitehc;HI. Sci­
ence and the Modern World. Copyright 1925, The .\facrnilbn Com­
pany. 

Oxford University Press: Felix Kaufmann, ,\1ct!JfJdology of tl1e So­
cial Sciences. Copyright 1944, Oxford University Prc .. s. 

The Free Press, Glencoe, Ill.: Max Weber, !vfctlwdology of the So­
cial Sciences, translated by Edward A. Shils and Henry A. Finch. 
Copyright 1949, The Free Press. 

The Beacon Press, Boston, Mass.: John Dewey and Arthur F. Jknrlcy, 
Knowing and the Known. Copyright 1949, The Beacon Press. 

University of Chicago Press: Leonard D. White, ed., Tl1c State of the 
Social Sciences. Copyright 1956, University of Chicago Press. . 

The ~state of the late Professor Ralph B. Perry permitted quotauons 
£:om hts book, The Thought and Character of William famc·s, pub­
~hed 1935 by Lit.tle, Brown & Co., Boston, Mass. (briefer vcrsi~n, 194~, 

arvard Umverstty Press); the editors of the Journal of Plulosoph}' 
from an article by Alfred Schutz, published in vol. 51 ( 1954), I~P· 
25? ff., under the title "Concept and Theory Formation in the Soctal 
Scten "Th f W'll' m B ces. e quotation on p. 275 from the Collected Plays o 1 • 1a 

utler Yeats, New York 1939, was authorized by The Macmillan 
Company. 

s .I h~ve quoted extensively also from several Gc:~man te~ts. Alth.o~gh 
Clentif1c quotations of this character do not reqmre special permtsswn 

under German law I would like to express my gratitude to the authors 
or th . h . ' 

etr etrs and to the publishers . 

.. 
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INTRODUCTORY 

1. Political T /z(ory about 1900 

IF today, rapidly advancing into the second half of the twentieth 
century, we try to recapture some of the characteristic traits that 
distinguished nineteenrh-eentury political theory (or "theory of the 
state" as it was then gen.erally called) from ou.r own, we naturally 

become aware of a great vanety of problems exammed 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: \Vhat 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 
freely advanced on good and evil, just and unjust, morally right and 
wrong, worthy ::md unworthy (detestable or wicked), laudable and 
reprimandable, desirable and undesirable, valuable and nonvaluable. 
In support, the writers would refer to a number of "first principles" 
derived in various ways-sometimes from religion, sometimes fro:U 
nature, sometimes from philosophical speculations, sometimes for­
warded as self-evident postulates, sometime~ dis~lled from the history 
of political ideas, sometimes based on the htstoncal evolution of West­
ern civilization, and not infrequently taken,. directly or indirectly, from 
the positive law, in particular the constitutiOn, of the respective coun-
try or countries. . . . 

Among the sources of such principles, Chnst1amty .and the Law of 
Nature played an especially important role. They contmued to do so in 
political science at a time when other branches. of .the sciences had 
learned to distinguish more carefully between scienufic and religious 
sources, and when Natural-Law doctrines .~ad bee.n all but crushed 
under the blows suffered at the hands of cnucal philosophers, utilitar-
ians, historians, and positivists. . . 

As a result, publications in the field of poliucal theory up to the tu 
of the century, if not beyond it, included many statements, meant rt~ 
be scientific, as to what were the proper ends and means of org . d 

d amze 
human life; for example, states an governments ought to se th 
interests of the individuals or of the greatest number of them. r~e e 
should be treated as equal because they were born equal·· ' a men 

' everyone 
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should fulfill some useful function in society; the Ten Commandments 
should be obeyed; states properly so called must be sovereign; and 
many more maxims of this kind. While some of them recurrecl in all 
writings, others came out differently according to the particular the­
ories of the author. The doctrine that state and government should 
serve the individual would frequently cede to the older maxim that 
the interests of the individual must be subordinated to those of the 
group. The Ten Commandments were ignored by some, or were con­
sidered principles that on occasion had to yield in some measure to the 
interests of the state, the raison d'etat; although not all writers said so 
explicitly, many did implicitly. 

Even when scholars were seemingly agreed on the principles, they 
often meant different things by them. Thus all were sure to enumerate 
justice, security, order, and the general welfare among the proper ends 
of state and government, and many would add freedom and equality. 
But they would interpret these ideals in various, often highly contradic­
~ory, ways, from the most conservative to the most revolutionary mean­
mg. 

!he important point here is not that these questions were being 
rat sed and d · d · I' · 1 · · Tl 1 tscusse 111 po tttca wntmgs. 1ey arc to( ay and will al-
ways b~. The point is that up to the end of the nineteenth century 
wnters 111 the field of political theory, or the theory of the state, would 
present th · 'I · h h . etr answers as scientific contn )Uttons on t e same level as 
ot er sctentific contributions which they felt able to render. 

2. Triumph and Tragedy of Twentietlz-Century 
Political Theory 

I A:ound the beginning of the twentieth century, however, method­
a ogbtcal scruples began to interfere with this kind of argument. Schol-
ars ecam f 1· · · · h f · The . :more generally aware o tmttattons m t e nature o. sCic~ce. 

f f Pnnctpal tools of science qua science, they found, were observation 
~ dacts, measurement and logical reasonir.g. Anything that could not 

c one . h ' d I I of bein W~t such tools should not be presente unl cr t 1e prc.te~sc 
of th g ~Clentific but be frankly put forward as the personal optm.on 
assu~ W~Iter, or as a piece taken out of a religious creed, or as a tentative 

"•Ption 
Althou ' or the like 

were sc' g~ there rem~ined ample room for debate on which tools 
they c~~~~tfic and which were not, what their proper use was, and how 
method be refined and supplemented or superseded by better 

s, a Illarked trend toward methodological awareness has been 
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lll>tahk during the last tiity or sixty yc.trs. It is not saying wo much 
that ours has become the methodological century in the social scic:nn:s. 

This trend has proved to be of incakulablc benefit in some respects, 
but co imply grave drawbacks in othc:rs. The benc:fits wc:rc.: many. In­
stead of indulging in the est:~blishnu:nt of first principles a priori, the 
validity of which was nor proven b~It from which detaikd postubtc:s 
had nevertheless bc:en derived. twcntle~l~-century_ political science grad­
ually came to focus research on actuahtics, that 1s, on the disclosure of 
facts and of their interrelations, b~~sing its findings on painstaking ob­
serv?tion ami. n~easurement, espenally. on a rapidly growing stock of 
pertment statistics. No greater revolution has ever taken place in the 
routine work of scholars in the social sciences. 

Scient_ific books as well as articles in scientific journals began to be 
filled ~\'it!~ examinations about the con~litions o~ life as they actually 
were, 111 mdustry, commerce and agnculture, m large cities, small 
wwns, and in tl_1e country-employment an~l unemployment, wages 
ami hours, housmg and f??d, slums and :rune, wealth and misery, 
growth and decay, competmon and corruption, etc. They tried to find 
out how government actually worked in all its branches and on all 
levels; how governmental offices were manned, what the background 
of 111en and women in public office was, what their interests and their 
expectations were; how parties were. run, ~ampaigns fin~~nced, elections 
manipulated, pressure groups orgamzed, mfl~ence exercised; how con­
ditions and institutions at home compared w1th those abroad; what the 
net effect of governmental efforts was aml what the waste; and some­
times also, what alternatives there were for what was being done or 

planned. . 
Actualities were found to <.hffer greatly from what had been postu-

lated under the old maxims. In generalizing observed fa.cts ?r explain­
ing them no more than tentative hypotheses \~ere sctentlfl.cally ac­
cepted, ever subject to tests by further observations. The trend thus 
was away from "dogma"-from religious d?g~a as well as from dog-

as of national tradition or of personal convtcuon-and on to "reality, 
~any facts were revealed that.had not been brought to public consciou·s­
ness before, either at all or m full measure .. By tl~e mere Weight o£ 
·uch disclosures often the foundation w~s bemg lald for practl. l 
s d n many fi ld ca re-
forms. Unprecedented progress ensue 1 e s, especiall . 
h f ·al welfare in the broadest sense of the term Y m t ose o soc1 . . · 

At the same time, however, the new ~~sistence on scientific method 
had a negative effect of tremendous beanng. As now Understo d s 

0 , such 
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methods did not enable a scientist to determine the superiority of any 
ends or purpos'es over any other ends 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. Which of 
several antagonistic ultimate purposes or ends were superior to the 
others appeared to be beyond the scope of scientific determination. 
Therefore, what occurred was more than a mere shift in emphasis of 
scholarly work· the new methods if strictly observed compelled scicn-
. ' t~sts to withdraw completely from all statements that cxpn.:sscd cvalua-
~ons and preferences in absolute terms and thus from all those ques­
tiOns that had played a dominant role in former writings-the "best" 
form, the "proper" ends and means of government, right and wrong, 
good and evil, just and unjust. 

Such topics, therefore, gradually disappeared from typical sci<.:ntific 
es~ays: Unable to make scientific statements concerning them, con­
~ctentiOus scientists felt they had only the choice of either abstaining 
rom offe . h f d' th 

0 • . nng sue statements or orwar mg em as merely pt:rsonal 
c~~ons .or at best as philosophical "speculations." Scientifically, they 
or u 1 build their analysis or research on some "assumption" of goals 
th vathues; hut in this case one assumption was scientifically as good as 

eo er th . . the h 'even ough practical purposes or environment might induce 
sc olar t th . Thus "S . o.accept one rather than the o eras a workmg hypothesis. 

twenti ~Ienufic Method" led automatically, at the beginning of the 
necess~il c~ntury, to "Scientific Value Relativism." The two were 
to sc1• Y t1ed together· they were two aspects of the same approach 

ence (Se ' th h . Chapt · e Chapters III and IV on e t eoret1cal problem, and 
ervzo th hi . ) The . ~ e storical genesis. 

tions rapid Increase in descriptive and analytical scholarly contribu-

gener;~~~ hro~~ht the good eff:cts .of ~od~rn scientific m:thods. to 
drawa} f cognitiOn. Their negauve ImplicatiOns, however, 1.c., with­
tific V { 0 tn value judgments and consequently the emergence of Scien­
?urin; ~e Relativism, were hardly noticed outside the academic wo~ld 
Isl:l:l. Was rie ~rst two decades of this century. If observed at .all,. relativ-

1'his la. diculed as an ivory-tower product of no practical slg~ufi.cance. 
~at <ltou~~ of attention was chiefly due to the historical comcide~ce 
Ciples Still 190o a broad practical agreement on basic values and pr.m­
seemed t Prevailed . W tern civilization. This agreement, which . I o b m es li . 1 . 
Clp es as· "'-e ever exp d' included such important po Uca pnn-
f · '-llat an mg, th d · · 

o man and government should be based on respect for e 1gmty 
on freedom of conscience; that there should be independent 
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judges, equality before the law, no slaves, no torture, no cruel punish­
ment; that the principles of habeas corpus should gi,·e every arrested 
person the right to be he:ud by a judge who could, if detention was not 
warranted under the law, free him with or without bail; 3 nd thJ.t 
science, J.rt, :1nd press must go uncensored. The doctrine thJ.t govern­
ment should serve the greatest happiness of the greJ.test numb~r too 
was generally :1ccepted. \Vh:1t did it nutter, then, thJ.t science di;i no~ 
consider itself competent to buttress :1ny of these basic principles 
generally recognized :1s they were? ' 

There h:1ppened 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 conse­
quences implied in it. The withdrawal of science from ethic3 l value 
judgments on purposes and means had established a scic·mific t'oid. 
\Vhile for some time this \·acuum was filled by practical J.grcement 
such agreement was no longer scientifically necessary; it could no lono-e; 
be defended by science. Yet only after the First \Vorld \V ar did this 
fact dawn upon the amazed world. 

At that time all the agreed-upon principles mentioned above were 
being ab:1ndoned one by one, first by Communism (Bolshevism), next 
by F:1scism, then by N:1tional Socialism. All three procbimcd thJ.t no 
respect for individual persons should hinder the government from 
doing what it considered good for the group-the group meanino- to 
Communism, the toiling masses; to Fascism. the st~te; and to N3ti~nal 
Socialism, the German Volk. No freedom of con~Cl~nce, no independ­
ence of judges, no equality before the law, no pnnctple of habeas cor­
pus, no freedom of art, of science, and of the press were to be tolerated 
in opposition to official policy. Even torture, enslavement, cruel punish­
ment, and outright "liquidation" were proper means to enforce govern­
ment purposes in the service of ends thought to be beneficial to the 
group. Only one item in their creeds all three seemed still to have in 
common with Western democracy-that government should serve the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number, or at lea.st of the greatest 
number within the respective country. But Corn~umsm, Fascism a d 
National Socialism accepted this standard only 111 the sense that 'th n. 
dictatorial governments were to decide what the greatest hap . elr 
was and which minorities were to be excluded-the capitalist~~~~s 
liberals, the Jews, etc. Agreement on the essence of the principl; ha~ 
broken down. 

There was no doubt, of course, among the apostles of . 
sc1entific 
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method and scientific relativism that none of the totalitarian doctrines, 
including Marxism, had scientific proof for its own _validity (Sec ~hap­
ter v). Yet under the severe standard~ of_ twe~tleth-ce?tury science 
none of them seemed to be subject to sctentdi~ disproof either, because 
admittedly science could not verify ultimate principles. of right and 
wrong, of just and unjust. It appeared, therefore, that science was un­
able to defend Western civilization by reference to fundamental prin­
ciples. Scholars could state what the necessary implications and prob­
able consequences were of totalitarian value systems when practically 
applied by the government and supported with all its powers. They 
could possibly predict also that cruel means of repression used against 
opponents would not lead people to the happiness they had been prom­
ised. Better use could have been made of these legitimate weapons than 
was actually done (see Chapter xn). Yet even so, science as now under­
stood was not in a position to state in absolute terms, i.e., 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 Nation:-~! 
~ocialism in unconditional terms was to become the tra~edy of twen­
tieth-century political science, a tragedy as deep as any that had ever 
o_ccurred 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 illustrates the ciilcmma. 
Par~doxically, they were among the first victims of all three totalitarian 
regt~es~ although their teachings had weakened the defense against 
tota_htananism in a world that had come to rely on science. Yet while 
feehng 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 flared up (see Chapters VII and vm). Yet they were not 
able to overcome the tragic rift. Five years after Hitler's ascendancy 
to power in Germany the senior of the American philosophers, John 
Dewey, still Wrote: "Approach to human problems in terms of moral 
blame and m 1 · k d · h · b bl h ora approbation, of w1c e ness or ng teousness, 1s pro -
a y t e greatest single obstacle now existing to development of com­
k7nt methods in the field of social subject-matter." 1 Professor Hans 

he ~enf Aust~ian-born refugee from Germany, where he had held _the 
c I atr o pubhc law at Cologne University, after his arrival in the Umted 

John Dewey Lo . 
' g,c, The Theory of Inquiry, ~cw York 1938, P· 495· 
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States made it dear th::tt he was "still a relativist.":: Albert Einstein, 
creator of relativism in phpics. hm deeply religious and he, too, a 
refugee from National Soci:tlism, wrote in 1940, "If someone approves, 
as a goal, the extirpation of the human race from the earth, one cannot 
refute such a viewpoint on rational grounds." 3 

3· Popular Co11jruion c~bout the· N.llurc- of the· Crisis 

When asked what he regards as the crisis of scientific theory in the 
field of politics within the twentieth 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 
doctrines arose, \V estern scientific theory had supported the dem­
ocratic value system to the exclusion of others. Actually, however, as 
has just been intimated and will be brough.t out in more detail in Chap­
ter VI this was no longer the case. \Vlule most scholars who livel\ 
unde; constitution:lll): limited fon.ns of governm~nt were most happy 
to do so, the supenonty of the ulumate democratic values over contra­
dictory standards was no longer su?po~~cd by them qua scientists, and 
could not be under the rules of sCle.ntlhc method as now understood. 
The democratic system of values hke all others had become, scien­
tifically speakin~, ~ercly a "dogma," an. "ideolo?y," or-as Professor 
Maciver ca!led It 111 a. b~ok 1crow.~1eJ ,,.!~h a pnzc by .the An~erican 

}'tical Sctence AssoCtatton -a myth. \Vhoevcr clauncd sczc·ntific 
P~t:lOrity for his value system-even for democracy~was scientifically 
~ r Support for value systems as such was consu.lcred beyond the 
l1l erro . . . . .I 1 . tl f f 

I f science; cnuque was penmttcu on y m 1e orm o statement. 
rcac 1 o bl . 1 . 1 . s ' tl ystem's predicta e consequences or on tts ogtca mconsistencies 
on 1e s , 

if an1Y· 1 crisis in Western scientific theory, therefore, is not to be 
T le rea . . l . b . 1 

. tlle emergence of dtffcrent tdeo ogtes, ut m w lat precede l 
ought 111 • f 1 l t' 1 · · l s b bout two decaJes-the nse o t le t leore tea opmlOn tl 

tl · vent y a b 1at 
use. 'fi choice between ultimate values can e maU.e. That tl · 

no sctentl lc mained unnoticed by the general public when it bega l.ls 
'thdrawa re . ult' n m. 

WI . d f far-reaching practical agreement on tmate values anU. £ 
a peno o a o 

·It "Bc\'Und Relativism in Political Theory," report on a roun,\-tab\ 
~Sec Arnold Brct: I,' . . I 41 (19 '7) p. 471 note z (letter to the chairm·tn) c, Amai-

. . • . · rKt:' Rt:'t'tt:'tll, vo . ., • · , and K 1. . 
can I'ollllcal Stlt:' t ·d in Chapter VI below. c ~en s 

bl . t" ns as quo c 1 • hen t'<l Fr J later pu IC3 IO ~ "F . I Ill and Science," in Rut 1 ,,n> • .. t"Cc om. Irs :\I . 
3 Albert EinstciO, reel o . '"','ling, New 

Yurk 1940• P· 382.' !nl(tll, New York 1947• especially PP· ~and SI, wht"re the t· " 
•Tilt:' JVt:'b of Gott"r~ democratic value system also. Sec C apter VI, SectionS be~rn rnnh" 

is explicitly used for t le , e ow. 
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economic prosperity, and that only the ensuing crisis in practict= bcc11nc 
a matter of universal consciousness when it followed many y<:ars bt<:r 
in a period when both harmony of ideas and economic prosp<:rit y had 
collapsed-all this is theoretically irrelevant. Even the fact that n<:w 
systems _of government, based on violence, wer~ actually bt:ing ot.1b­
li~hed did not by itself indicate a crisis in scientific theory; had t ht:ory 
stlll ~~ered absolute standards under which the different policies coul(l 
b_e cntic~l~y judged, there would have been just another clash in prac­
:al poht1cs. But at the time when the battle was joined, scientific 
b eory had ceased to offer such standards, and the older thcorit=s had 
. ec~me suspect as not being scientific. This constituted the real crisis 
m eory, as distinct from the crisis in practice. 

4· Professional Escapes 
What the · th f · 1 · 1 · · c · · . ' n, Was e reaction of pro ess10na soc1a sc1ent1sts when the 

nsls m the ll . d ;> 
gov ory revealed itself in its fu magmtu e. As the totalitarian 

ernments · · l · l l h de . smashed everythmg w1t un reac 1 t 1at ad been dear to 
mocrattc tr d. . . t. d d 

su b a Itlons the temptauon was grea m cc , and was widd y 
ccurn ed t b ' . 1 . . 1 . . tifi l . 0 Y teachers of the soc1a sciences, s1mp y to dendc sc~<.:n-

Chc re attvism and to brand it as a kind of obvious absur<.lity (sec 
If j?t~~ VII, Section 1 ). Derision, however, is no scientific argument. 
erro stt ed, it must be possible to explain in scientific terms what the 

r Was · 1 d · ffi 1 · could b and how the methodologiCa 1 cu Ues that had led to it 
Th ,~ overcome. 

have etr· revolters'' can be roughly divided into two groups-those who 
led 1 . . . 

those Who to get around scientific re. aUVIsm Without refuting it, and 
I ar:n. dealin have attempted to refute It. In these introductory remarks 
Will be tr g only with the first group,_ by far the larger one; the second 

lher eated in the main body of this book (Chapters vn ff.). 
S e are 1 f . h. 0 tn.e a at east ten typical routes o escape Wlt m the first category. 
fror:n. thre legitir:n.ate as long as they are not used to divert attention 
Ill e real "b · era.te th Problem but none contn utes to Its solution. I shall enu-
be helpfulelll briefly adding references to later chapters where that may 

lh . ' . elll 
msert a. Ost 'Usual b h . r is to ignore the problem. This, if I may 
Chapter ~a.lue iudg e aviOhere as a short-hand characterization (see 
~ value 1\,di, Section Illl)e~t nworthy of a scholar. Or to speak without 

t " n-rn , IS U bl ' .1 · 
lS ~ce. c:."-lent, it fails to solve the pro em and it vel s 1ts very ex-

Ille ha.ve t .... ,_ . Thi . th 
~en refuge in religwn. s 1s by no means unwor y 
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of a scholar (sec Chapters \11, Section 4~ and xm), provided he docs not 
Present his personal convictions as science. Yet in referring to reli<Tion 

' t'> 
we acknowledge our impotence to solve the problem by science. 

A third group resorts to "assumptions." "'ell aware of the method­
ological problem. they avail themselves of the permission granted hv sci­
entific method to "assume" the en~inence of values which they act~Ially 
hold in highest esteem, as a "workmg hypothesis," or to assume the pur­
suit of these values as a political fact, actmlly given :tt a certain place and 
time. Then they proceed in line with scientific requirements to examine 
how these values can be m:ttcrializcd. A prominent illustration is 
offered by the btc Charles ?vkrriam who. in 1938. published a cel­
ebrated article on the "Assumptions of Democracy," 1 and proceeded 
on the basis of his pronounced assumptions in this and other works 
(see Chapter VI, Section s). This is perfectly legitimate as long as the 
assumptions arc stated as such. as they generally were by Merriam. 
Yet it fails in controversies with adherents of different assumptions~ 
the crisis in theory remains unresolved and raises its head as soon as the 
debate shifts to the assumptions. 

In the neighborhood of this category runs the escape route of, founh, 
those who refer to "general agreement." There are two weaknesses in 
this approach. Agreement does not necess:trily prov~ the validity of a 
theory; human history is to a considerable extent a history of erroneous 
agreements.2 At any rate, reference t.o agreement. does. not help us 
where there is no agreement, that is, m controversies Wtth dissenters. 

Others (fifth) refer to their country's constitution or traditions or 
to the historical traditions of Western civilizat~on. Within this area 
they are able to engage in many scientifically ummpeachable examina­
tions and to make many scientifically correct statements, some of great 
importance otherwise but none that would ~re~ent a relevant argument 
in the debate with adherents of different pnnctples. 

The sixth group includes many of our finest scholars. They seek 
their asylum in the history of political ideas. Research upon research 
can be done, and statement can be piled upon statement, on what Plato, 

1 1 ( S) ~s Sec also the remark b 
1 Political Science Qt~arter y, vo. 53 193 .. P· .3- . I' . al Theor ·"· s y Benjamin E 

Lippincott at the Ro~nd·Table "Beyond Relativism 1n Po 1uc. } • my report in Ame,·ica~ 
Political sci~TIC'e Revzetv, val. 41 (1947) p. 479· b r of 
~"A roposition does not gain validity because of the nu~ c f ~crs?ns who accept it , J 

D i ic p 490 , n. 4· "The general intellectual atmosp ere 0 t e time is always d ' .ohn 
byewthey, . ogs 'on. which the opposing scholars agree:," F. A.hHayck, The Counter-R. c:/termmed 

e v1cw · · · t e unc · •l'O tilt 1 S · Gl 1954 p. 191. "Each generation cnt•c•zes onsqous assumpt' on o 
.:;ence, ~n~oeN Whitehead, Science and the Modem World, New York 1925 p•on~ made: by 
~-' parentsh, . .Section 7 (acceptance) and VI, Section 3 (M:u Weber). , . 3 . See also 
•'CIOW, C apters I, 
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Aristotle, St. Thomas, Locke, Rousseau, Kant, Hegel, and a hundrc:d 
others o£ the great philosophers have thought_ about values and about 
what science can do regarding them. Th~re 1s no end of delight for 
the scholar and no end o£ discovery or redtscovery of deep observations 
penetratin~ arguments, appealing speculations_. No relativity ncctl 
tune down our statements about what others satd and what their the­
ories were. Yet what we are then dealing with is history-history of 
ideas, and history o£ science; it is not science unless we accept their 
ideas as still scientifically valid toda~; and if we do so, it is our respon­
sibility to say how through the old tdeas, and through which of them 
~e present crisis in theory. can be ove~c~mc. Otherwise we mcrd; 
1gnore the problem in a particularly sophtsttcated manner.:~ 

To many others (seventh group) the solution is very simple. It is a 
de~o~ratic principle, they say, ~hat ~n all political controversies the 
~~Jonty must decide af_ter. free dtsc~sswn through free elections; hence 
~t 1s also up to the maJOrity to dee1de on controversial values. Living 
m the westernmost part of the Western world, we may be sold bod 
and soul on this principle; but we should be able to sec that it d . y 
tell th · . I f d ocs not . e maJonty which va ues to pre er, an even less does it h 1 . 
Ihn a debate with people who reject the principle that maJ· critics sci p tlJsl 

ave th fi · . 1ou < 
b e nal say on all values or on some. Free elections "n'l J . · · Y th • · " '" eCJSJOJ1 

e maJority are among the most successful devices ever invc t, 1 
to pre . . . b . . n c l 
do vent a cnsts m theory from ec?mmg one m practice. yet they 

R n?t resolve the former or necessanly prevent the latter. All tl 
USSI (K } d b Hce, 

icall a erenski), Italy, and Ge:many, 1a een governed democrat-
An/ before the totalitarian regimes there arose, and so had Spain. 

Ient Athens too was a democracy before her fall. 
Others again (eighth) have chosen to escape into the fields of biology 

psychology, and psychoanalysis. Instead of asking which evaluation~ 
~~~valid ~ey examine hoW people c~me to .their evaluations, bcgin-

1 ~ from Inheritance and childhood lmpresslOns and repressions, and 
eadm · db d · · other g up to the influences e~e~cl~e . Y a vertls~ng, propaganda, ~nd 
tific e mass manipulations. 'fhls lS m Itself ~n entirely legitimate scten-
Inad ndeavor, of course and one of great Importance too. Science has 
tury ~ Particularly large' strides in t~is area during the twentieth cen-

a • But whenever this approach lS used to veil the limitations that 
See on th' 

"Great B k ts Point Andr H k r's wittY attack on the wrong usc made of the so-callctl 
oo s " . . cw ac e I Th · 1 .. · can Polit' l ' In hts artie\ "C . I nd Carbunc es: e Great Books Rcappr:mc< , Am~n-

' S rca Scie e aptta a If 
cc 1-Iarold nee Review vol 48 ( I954) PP· 775 . . . 

pp. 526 ff) D. Lassw 11; · . UNESCO, Contemporary Political Se~ence (Pam 1 95o, 
. and G e s report tn J 1 · · · p 1 .. abricl A AI J' n,•rks at the Roun -Table "Beyond Rc aunsm tn o ttl· 

. mon s rc ~ 
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hamper science in its attempts to establish the t•a/idity of value judg­
ments, it is detrimcnul to theory, :md merely amounrs to another re­
lined form of ignoring the crisi~. So ma~1y people. n·en of scholarly 
reputation, han.: succumbed to rl11s con~us1on between a theory's origin 
or genesis :111d its validity thJt I may Insert here two drastic illustra­
tions as an antidote. In a docwral examination, the candidate had 
given the name of Lenin among ten political philosophers on whom 
he proposed to be examined. \Vhen I asked him, "\Vhy 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 \\:hat had made Lenin think in terms of dictatorship 
was the fact that Ius brother had been hanged by the Czar; this event 
warped his thinking in the direction of radicalism. \Vhen I tried to 
induce the candidate to distinguish between the psychological genesis 
of Lenin's theory and its content and validity, he repeated his answer 
with increasing emphasis. But, then, iJ it possible to carry through 
socialism with purcl y democratic means, or not? (See Chapter xn 
below.) The other illustration is fictitious. Suppose a young astronomer 
publishes a theory according to which there must be a star at some 
place indicated by him. It may be fully in accordance with truth when 
you say that he went in for astronomy only because he loved a crirl 
who did not like businessmen but wanted a husband with more l~fty 
interests. But this biographical contribution does not refute his theory. 
What about that star? Is it there, or not? You do not refute a man • 5 

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 so in teaching.11 

Then there is the large (ninth) group of those who refer for knowl­
edge of values to "intuition." In our context ~i~ ~mounts to an escape 
unless the scholar either admits the impossibility of de~onstrating 
the validity of one intuition over against the other-then 1t does not 
help us resolve the crisis in theory, but keeps us at least aware of it­
or shows how that demonstration can be effected. !Much more will be 
said of this approach later on (see Chapters n, SectiOn s, and vu, VIII). 

Finally (tenth), there remains the most pop~la~ escape: "from theor 
to practice." There can be no quarrel with 1t 1f 1t means only that w~ 
cal Theory" (op.cit., PP· 482-83). Almond did not use this as an escape: from the: basic r 

h "b ·d p 474· Regarding Lasswell sec below, Chapter VI and Append" P oblc111, thoug · sec 1 1 ., • ' · · 1· R IX B 
a Oth~r illustrations: Marx's carbuncles made him .vltriO IC, _oussc:au's constrict~J 
de him less coherent, Machiavelli's bad temper cxplaws Th~ ~rmce (Hacker op . blaJJcr 

;:: also Chapter vm, Section 6, below on Julian Huxlcy"s Et•oltlfJOnary Ethics. ' .czt., p. 777 ). 
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should not lose valuable time on theoretical squabbles wh•·n \\''' 1 urgent p ~: 1 1 ..... ..... 1a vc 
. racuca goa s before us on which we arc agreed "nll 1' 11 tl 

pursUit f hi h " 1c 0 W c we can usc available.: knowledge to good eflcct n 
even then we 1 . . 1 . · nut 
f are app ymg theory. Practice, un css lt starts hd 11l··s 1 , 
rom sc t h · . . . ..... s ) 

r? c , IS apphed theory. Just as the bmldmg of a bridge or f 
an atonuc p'l · · · d h · · 0 

I e IS apphcd mathematics an p ysics, so Is any act of 
fo.vernment applied political ti1cory, although the tl~eory, instead of 

eL?g well prepared in advance, is often rather clumsily being fonncd 
whil~ we are going ahead. The better our theory, the better it is for our 
p~cttce (see Section 6 below). The decisive objection, howcvcr, is an-
0 er one. Practice presupposes a goal_ but docs not tell us which goal 
to ch?ose-building bridges, constructmg at~m bombs, effecting more 
equ~lity rather than preserving liberty, or viCe versa, etc. It docs not 
therefore, resol~e the crisis in theory regarding goals. ' 

Many illustrations of all these types of escape could be given .111 1 
some '11 l Tl · l ' ' l WI be found in subsequent c 1aptcrs. 1e cruCia test is always 
r~a~hed when we leave the area of agreement among persons with 
smular · 1 · · l convictions and proceed to an actua or antiCipate( debate with 
persons who in good faith cling to different convictions. What scientific 
~~Illent is left us in such controversies? _No ~on:placent res~atcmc:nt 
wha~ own convictions among peoJ~lc With s~~tlar persuasions is-

ever else it may be-a contributiOn to pohucal theory. 

S· Philosophy, Science, and Theory 

The tw · th 1 " hil h " " · " d "th enne -century use of t 1e terms p osop y, sCience, an 
eory'' · d b · l · Is not definitely settled. It coul not e, precise y because the 

lflterrel ~: . d t1 . fund auon between philosophy, sCience, an 1eory IS one of the 
1' ~~ntal problems in the present crisis ~f scientific thinking. 

f his ls not to say that there is complete disagreement about tl1e use 
0 the thr th · · Th ee terms. In several respects ere Is no argument about It. 

us, "theory" is always used to designate attempts to "explain" phe­
~Illena,. especially when that is done in ge?eral and abstract terms (see 
JP,~ndbt n). It is qui'te usual also to adm1t that theory may be "scien-

c or " h th · · fi 1 foll nonscientifi " according to w e er or not scientl c ru es are 
owed Wh c · hi hl · l b · · troversiai tha at these rules are ts bg Y contr~ver~1a , udt 1t 1s n?t con-

theorizing t there is a difference etween scienufic an nonscientific 

. In expl · .. 
lU the 8 <lining Phenomena a theory may refer to some general "law," 
have be:ns~~f "regularity, or to several such laws. These laws may 

n lScovered earller, the theory merely referring to them as 
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knuwn; or the thwry nuy consist of the suggestion that some pre­
viously hidden gener:ll law expbins the respecti,·e e\'ent. In the b.tter 
case, the suggested bw may need further corroboration, of course. New 
theories often combine references to long-established laws with the 
suggestion of some additional law. 

Therefore, a "theory" is never a "law''; it rc·fc:rJ to laws and may 
suggest the existence of additional laws, but it is not itself a law. It 
may try to "explain" a law, of course; but if that is the intention the 
theory must refer to some more general law. Exactly speaking, a Jaw 
can never be deduced directly from a theory; it can be deduced only 
from a more general law offered in a theory. 1 

Conversely, a "law" is not a "theory"; it is, rather, a ''fact," namely, 
the fact that certain constituent facts or factors arc always associated 
or, in a less strict sense of the term "law,'' that they arc associatcLl "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 proce~ 

1 " , Jura norm. 

Jus~ as there is ~eneral agreement that not al~ theo:y i~ _necessarily 
scientific, so there 1s agreement that not everythmg SClcntd-ic is neces­
sarily theoretic. Observation and description of f~cts, important steps 
in science, are nor theory, since they do nor explam facts. E\'cn when 
carried on under some definite theory about the m:mner in which 
rhey 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 "the­
oretic." This, too, is not controversial. 

As regards philosophy, there is agreement that it deals wirh ideas 
about world, men, and God, and also that ~h~ rer~ has had many 
different meanings in the history of ideas. Ongmally Its meaning was 
all-inclusive and coextensive wirh rhat of sci.ence: From its classical 
beginnings, however, rhe term philos?phy. 1mphed a. universalistic 
reference. Every theory, as we have sa1~, tnes to expla1_n something. 
Philosophy tries to explain, not sometlung but eve!·ythmg-the uni­
verse, the macrocosmos and the microcosmos. It exammes not only what 

'Norman Campbell, What Is Sci.:na? 1921, Dover Pub!., N~.w York 1952, pp. 89. 91 fo 
lates incorrectly when he says that every theory "":.ust be .s~ch that the laws which it is' u r.~1U· 

I . b deduced from it." The words from It should. read.: "from th l C\ lscu 
~o exp am ~an e c aws which 
1t suggests. ' 
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is but also what ought to be, or ought to he clone, or to he approve(\. 
It is not limited to the physical world but entitled anc\ even suppo-..(·(\ 

to mtrfitatc also about metaphysical questions. Nor is it \imitn\ by the 
rules o£ preestablished scientific procedure, or hy the requirement-; 
o£ exact proof, but it is cntit\ct\ ant\ even supposed to engage in specttb­
t\on bqond the reach of observational tests. A\\ this has remained the 

gcnera\\y accepted meaning o£ the term. 
This is not to say on the other hanc.\, that philosophy dea\-; 011 /\· 1· 

, '\ 'l' ll 
speculations. Inquiries into the possl )l 1 ~Y, the conllitions, anll ·the 
limitations o£ knowledge have been consl~ered part of philosophy at 
all times. More especially, the most exactmg scientific disciplines of 
logic and methodology have always been regardel\ as its legitimate 

subjects. 
There is, finally, agreement that philosophy, insofar as it tries to n-

plain phenomena, is theory, and ins~f~r as it applies scientific methods 
is s~ience. The trouble.begins when 1t 1s asked ":hethcr evc.:rything that 
ph1losophy does is sctence, and every theory ~t produces is scient il1c 
theory. Originally the three terms were us~d .mterchangcably. Tod:l\' 
they are no longer, at least not hy the ma)onty of twenticth-ccntur)· 

scholars. 
The decisive change did not occur in the meaning of either tl . . c · l · l . ll: or\ 

or philosophy but in that OL se1en~e, w 11C 1 m the course of time bt:-
came ever more exacting. The detatls of this development ·lre tl · 

h . b k · lc toptc 
o£ the first two chapters of t lS 00 · Her~ ~t may suffice to notc that 
the more exacting the demands for preclSlon antl control g · rcw 111 

science, the more did it become necessary to distinguish between sci~:nce 
and philosophy. Philosoph.Y could, of cou:se, continue to remain per­
fectly scientific in the limtted sense t~at lts speculations dit\ not con­
flict with the results of scienc~, that alltt: reasoning procecdel\ logic a\\ y' 
that inconsistencies were avmded, that 111 support of the argument ob­
servations were referred to, and .so forth. Yet it could no longer stay 
only scientific without giving ltself u~, so }t seemed. To live on 
it must b d hat today we call sC1ence.-go eyon w . . 1 d . . 

This entire development, lt lS true,. e to two antagomsttc cross-
currents of thought. some scholars, hke Edmund Husserl, tried to 

~It was in line with such ideas when. for instance, W. Ernc~t Hocking in his remarkable book, 
Sc~ence and the Idea of God Chapel }-h\1 1944• P· 4• rccommcmled a "jurisdictional agreement. 
Science withdraws from making assertions about the whole of things, admits that its knowlcJ~c 
~oes not_ r~ach the whole, adding in parentheses a doub~ ~h~ther 'the whole' is a knowable ob­
Ject. Rehglon (together with philosophY). responds .. that It IS JUst the whole o£ things which is-

If l may put · h . 1 rov1ncc . · · It t at way-its spec1a P 
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make philosophy more fully ''scicn~ific'' (sec Chapter IX, Section 6). 
Others, like i\hritain and Voegclm, proposed to do the opposite, 
namely. liberate science from its nJrrO\\' rules and make it ''phil­
osophic" once more, so as ro include metaphysics (sec Chapter ,.11 , 

Section 3). Both of these movements, however, run clearly counter to 
the usc 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, politic:1l theory, and political science arc no 
longer interchangeable terms as they were in the past. Sometimes, as 
in university curricula, the term political science is still used in a very 
general sense to cover all three. Y ct when used specifically, with the 
emphasis placed on science and on distinction from philosophy, polit­
ical science now refers to efforts limited by the usc of scientific methods 
in contrast to political philosophy, which is free to transcend thes~ 
limits. 

Likewise, political "theory," when opposed to political "philosophv ,'' 
now is usually meant to refer to scientific theory only, in distincti~ 1i. 
from political philosophy. Any speculative thesis that is proposed bv 
political philosophy can be made part of (scientific) political theor~· 
only as a "working hypothesis," an auxiliary tool in the scientific kit 
and not-or not yet-as a piece of scientific knowledge (sec Chapter~ 
n, Sections 6 and 7, and vn, Section 3). 

6. Tlze Importance of Theory 

To speak of theory contemptuously, or at least ironically, is a habit 
so widely spread that the brief remarks inserted on this matter in Sec-

tion 4 call for elaboration. . . . 
The relation between practice and theory IS well mdicated in the 

popular saying that we learn best through "trial ~nd ~rro~." Trial is 
practice; error refers to theory. When a t?eory ~Iscarnes m practical 
trials it needs correction, and the proverbial maxim supposes that we 
do correct it and do not act a second time under the sa~e erroneous 
theory we had applied before. Frequently we come to t?mk, after our 
first trial-in the political field, for example, .after trymg out a new 
electoral system-that we might well have avo~de~ the error from the 
outset had we invested a bit more ?f hard thi.n.kmg before the trial. 
In matters of no great consequence tnal u:ay faCilitate theoretical think­
ing and accelerate the attainment of desired results. But where a 

' · f · k where th per-
son's, or a nation's, entire ate IS at sta e, or e negotiation of a 
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second trial meets with great practical difficulties-as, for instanc~, in 
the case of electoral systems, where, in order to get the erroneous theory 
corrected, the representatives elected under the first trial must be per­
suaded to change the system under which they had been elected­
there is no justification for the postponement of better thinking until 
after the trial. The price of "trial and error" may then become too high, 
and even prohibitive. 

It is often believed that theoretical thinking is an ivory-town afTair 
that flourishes only under luxury conditions and that our political foes 
care little for theory. Rather the opposite is true. As an illustration it 
is well worth quoting from Stalin's lectures of 1924 on The Formda­
tions of Leninism which, anti-Stalinist proclamations in other spheres 
notwithstanding, have remained the basic Communist statement on 
the importance of theory to the present day.1 

Some think-thus Stalin begins his chapter on Theory-that Lenin­
ism signifies the supremacy of practice over theory, in the sense that the 
chief thing is the translation of Marxist principles into the realm of 
fact, the "fulfillment" of these principles. "My business here," he con­
tinues, "is to show that this view is ~tterly wrongheaded. It is quite 
out of touch with the world of rcali:Y·, The endeaver of 'practical' 
persons to have no truck with 'theones runs counter to the whole 
spirit of Leninism and is a great danger to our cause." 

Of ~ourse, theory out of touc~ w_ith revoluti?nary practice is like 
a mill that runs without any gnst, JUS~ as practice gropes in the dark 
unless revolutionary theory throws hg~lt on the path. But theory 
?ecomes the greatest force in the_ workmg-cl~ss movement when it 
Is inseparably linked with revoluttonary_practtce: for it, and it alone 
can give the movement confidence, gurdance, an understanding of 
the inner links between events · · · 

Be quotes Lenin who said again and again: "Without a revolu­
tionary theory ther~ cannot be a revolutionary movement." 2 "Lenin 
knew better than any one else the immense importance of theory .... 
~s far back as Igo2, foreseeing the special role of our Party, he thought 
th necessary to point out that 'Only a party guided by an advanced 

eory c d · th fi ht ' " 3 an act as a vanguar m e g · 
1 R . 

tee Neprmted in Hotts~ Docum~nt No. 619, 8oth Congress, 2nd Session (Report of Subcommit­
pp. g7°·ffS of ~ornrnittee on Foreign Affairs, "The Strategy and Practice of World Communism") 

~ . I tahcs not . h . . I 
Lenin w m t e ongma • 

a Ibid ' orks, Russian ed., vol. 5, P· 133· .• p. 136. 
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The immense importance auached by Lenin to theory is perhaps 
best shown by this. th:.lt he himself undertook the greJt t:1sk of 
generalizing ... the nuin achic\'ements of science since the davs 
of Engels . . . . 

Stalin then lashes out against those who think in terms of what he 
calls the "theory of spontaneity," th:lt action must be ldt to spontJneous 
reactions of the people without a prcconcein.:d theory. He calls this the 
theory of opportunism. "It is the theory of those who underestimate 
the importance of the thinking dements, the theory of those who cling 
to the t:1il inste:1d of leading.'' (The Russi:1n text uses the word 
"/wostism," i.e. ''tailism," instead of the bst words.) 

In re:1ding this praise of theory, let us make no mistake. l\1Jrx and 
Lenin did belit.:ve in their own thl'Orit.:s! So, Jt le:1st to :1 cert:1in extent, 
did St:1lin; and so did Hitler :1nd Mt.issolini. If their theories :1re not 
correct, scientists must say why, :1nd fight them with better theories. 
The apocalyptic Arm:1geddon will be, in the first pbce, a battle of 
theories. 

The dislike many persons feel for theories JS "impractical" must 
be distinguished from an entirely different kind of aversion based 011 

the confusion between scientific theories and mere prop:1g:1ndistic 
ideologies, in the sense of constructs framed for the purpose of driving 
the masses in the direction which their lc:1ders wish them to t:1ke. It is 
quite wrong to dismiss all theories of our opponents as ideologies in 
this sense. Faced with a propagandistic ideology w? I~ay ask seriously 
whether it is effective, but as a rule not whether It IS correct. \Vhen 
faced with a scientific theory, however, the first question for science 
is whether that theory is correct, i.e. scientifically warranted or not. 
If it is not, the next function of the scientist is to oppose it with a 
better theory. To meet an incorrect theory with a correct one is a proc­
ess very different from that of meeting one propaganda with another. 
We may, of course, entertain some scientific theory about_ the type o£ 
propaganda that will best attain the desired resu~ts or Will £ail in its 
purpose. Yet the propagandistic ideology as such Is not meant to be a 

scientific theory. 
The works of Lenin and Stalin are indeed a blend of scientific tl 

Ories and propagandistic ideologies. But the fact that much in tl l~­
. 1 d 1em Is 

schemed merely to mampu ate the masses an to confound e . 

Should not lead us to overlook the underlying theories that " nemies 
· · · 1 d ... re meant 

to be scientific and m wluch the commumst ea ers themsel d ves o or 
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iYu] 'he;-,- ,,.; ...... .-... c·tence cannot rctutc the propagandistic supcr-u ,JJCVC. n JJI!e S f \ \ . . . 
stru t l ·t as such it can re ute the unl cr yn\~ sctcnttfic · cure, on 'Y expose 1 ' . . 

theories to the extent that the'J are mvahd. . . 
'"t() \.\\uo;,t-rate, Le.n\n\o;,m -rc.o;;t5 ~n two thc()rc.t\:a\ ~~ntcnt\ons. ~ot\\ n' .. 

"'"'r\\c\\ ~I:~ m~~\\\. \.o \)~ -:,c\~\\t\'nc 'o\l\ ~H: ~C.\(\\\.\\\C:~\\'j \\nw~n ,\\\\.~~\ 
when examined with twentieth-century scientific mt:thods. The one 1" 
the o\d Mant\an. doctrine that a ~._\d1nite historica\ course o\ event._ 
is necessary and inescapable, an~ that _it ~ill include-as a conscqucn 1.:c 

of capitalistic exploitation and .Impcnaltsm-the collapse of economic 
systems based on free enterpnse and their subsequent succession by 
socialist systems; the other-in its extreme form Lenin's own ~Hll\ition 
-is that it is impossible to achieve a socialist system and to carry it 
through, with the means of free elections anll parliamentary govern­
ment. A truly scientific theory will admit that certain lbngcrs arc 
inherent in the system of free enterprise and that its failure in the cc~urse 
of history is "possible" and even "probable" unless effecti ,•e action 
is .t~en ~o ~eet these dangers; ?ut will _not mainta_in that its com plcte 
ehmmat10n m the course of history wtll neccssanly and inescapahlv 
occur, as radical Marxism teaches. Again, it is good theory to stat~· 
th.at a parliamentary democracy will meet with new problems if it 
tnes to carry through full-fledged socialism with non-totalitarian 
methods; but not that it is "impossible" to solve them without recours<: 
to totalitarian means, as Lenin teaches. These questions will h<: dis­
cussed more thoroughly in Chapters v, Section 5, and XII. 

Conversely, science can predict a number of undesired cfkcts which 
~he .espousal of totalitarian value systems and their pursuit with total­
Itanan means is bound to entail, and also that certain ends envisaged 
by Communism cannot be reached by totalitarian dictatorship (Chap­
ter xu). 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, 
and to analyze, more profoun.dly t_han others, the immediate and .the 
Pot~~t~al problems of the political hfc of society; to supply. the practical 
polnlctan, well in advance, with alternative courses of act10n, the fore­
seeable consequences of which have been fully thought th~ough; and 
to supply him not only with brilliant asides, but with a sohd block of 
knowled 'ld ge on which to bm · . . 
i When political theory performs its function well, It IS one of the most 
.mponant weapons in our struggle for the advance of humanity. To 
•mbue people with correct theories may make them choose their goals 
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and means wisely so as to avoid the roads that end in terrific clisap­
pointment. Illustrations of the importance of theory will be multiplied 

in further chapters. 

7· Th( Plan of This Boo"-. 

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, :md 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 second 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, logicallv 
intertwined, the theories of Scientific Method (Chapters 1 and u), 0 .£ 
Scientific Value Relativism ( 111) and of Justice (IV). A good deal of 
what it includes is, or should be, common property today of advanced 
students in either the social sciences or in philosophy, but rarely is so 
of students in one of these fields alone. The integration here attempted 
may, therefore, be welcome not only to beginne~s. But ~here is more in 
these four chapters than information otherwise available and con­
veniently put together. I hope to have, in each of them, shed new light 
on some of the fundamental questions there treated. Moreover, as a 

gratifying reward fo~ the syst~matic ~lan.dling ex~ended to the whole 
area and for the logical consistency 111 Its ~ursmt, a number of sig­
nificant results fall into our laps like ripe frmt from a tree in Septem­

ber. New buds too can be seen sprouting f~rth. 
The systematic discussion is interrupted m P.art !wo, which presents 

the historical genes~s of twentieth-~e~tury. SCien~l~c Method-and of 
its offspring Scientific Value Relattvism-m pohtics and justice . h 

' · · the ni ' Wlt one chapter (v) to examme precursors m neteenth centur d 

Parallel movements in the twentieth; the other (VI)' the rise and y and sprea 
.,...-:-·21" . F·. 
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INTRODUCTORY 

did believe. While science cannot refute the propagandistic super­
structure, only expose it as such, it can refute the underlying scicntific 
theories to the extent that they arc invalid. 

To illustrate, Leninism rests on two theoretical contentions, both of 
which are meant to be scientific but arc scientifically unwarranted 
when examined with twentieth-century scientific methods. The.: one j~ 
the old Marxian doctrine that a definite historical cour~e of even 1 s 

is necessary and inescapable, and that it will includc-as a consequence 
of capitalistic exploitation and imperialism-the collapse of ecorwmil" 
systems based on free enterprise and their subsequent succession hv 
socialist systems; the other-in its extreme form Lenin's own additio;1 

-is that it is impossible to achieve a socialist system and to carrv it 
through, with th~ m~ans of free e~ections .and parliamentary gov~rn­
ment. A truly. scientific theory wii~ admtt that certain dangers arc 
inherent in the system of free enterpriSe and that its failure.: in tiH.: ccursc 
of history is "possible" and even "probable" unless cffccti\'<.: action 
is taken to meet these dangers; but will not maintain that its complete 
elimination in the course of history will necessarily and incscapably 
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 full-fledged 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 he dis­
cussed more thoroughly in Chapters v, Section 5, and xu. 

Conversely, science can predict a number of undesired effects 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 xu). Finally, science can construct plans better capable of rcaching, 
or at least approximating, so~e. of the desired effects. 

It is the function of the pohttcal theorist to see, sooner than others, 
and to analyze, more profoundly than others, the immediate and the 
potential problems of the political life of society; to supply. the practica I 
politician, well in advance, with alternative courses of act10n, the fore­
seeable consequences of which have been fully thought th~ough; and 
to supply him not only with brilliant asides, but with a solid block of 
knowledge on which to build. 

When political theory performs its function well, it is one of the most 
~mportant 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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and means wisely 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· T /1~ 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 second 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 I and 11), of 
Scientific Value Relativism (m) and of Justice (IV). A good deal of 
what it includes is, or should be, common property today of advanced 
students in either the social sciences or in philosophy, but rarely is so 
of students in one of these fields alone. The integration here attempted 
may, therefore, be welcome not only to beginne~s. But ~here is more in 
these four chapters than information otherwise available and con­
veniently put together. I hope to have, in each of them, shed new light 

011 some of the fundamental questions there treated. Moreover, as a 
gratifying reward fo~ the syst:matic ~un.dling ex~encled to the whole 
area and for the log1cal consistency 111 1ts ~ursmt, a num?er of sig­
nificant results fall into our laps like ripe fruit from a tree 1!1 Septem­
ber. New buds too can be seen sprouting forth. 

The systematic discussion is interrupted in P.art !wo, which prese 
· f · h Soentdl.c M h nts the historical genesis o twent1et -century. . . et od-and f 

its offspring Scientific Value Relativism-m politics and justice . 0 
' · · th · , Wnh one chapter (v) to examme precursors 111 e mneteenth centur 

Parallel movements in the twentieth; the other (VI), the rise and y and 
spread 
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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 fi\ls a vital 
need and should do away with many unsubstantiated legends. 

Part Three is devoted to critique, and to the critique of critique. 1 t 
deals with the revolt against scientific abstinence in questions of valua­
tion, one chapter (vn) examining methodological objections, the other 
( vm) political top values that have been offered as scientifically estab­
lished by contemporary writers. Here the preceding systematic and 
historic groundwork leads to concrete results. 

Part Four resumes the systematic treatment on a different plane. lt 
reconsiders questions that have generally been discarded in twentieth­
century scientific literature as metaphysical or transcendental. Yet it 
tries to deal with them on a strictly scientific basis. The initial chapter 
(rx) 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 (conscience). 
The next (x) pursues the idea that there may be universal and invar­
iant ideas of justice; the following ( xr) singles out for separate treat­
ment the interrelation between justice and truth; another (xu) deals 
with the category of "impossibility," or rather limited possibility; and 
the last (xm) is a reminder of the latent alternative with which we arc 
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 imaginary, in the argument between democracy and 
totalitarianism-are handled within the "metaphysical" part (Chapter 
xrr), because they are closely interwoven with other matters there dis­
cussed. 

A summary of Results, .with concluding reflectio~s, te:minates this 
volume. A sequel, still in 1ts early stages. of preparat10n, 1s planned to 
handle specific topics in a more systematic manner than could be done 
here, where many of them are touched upon (see Subject Index) hut 
merely in the incidental context of general theoretical problems. The 
follow-up volume's first part, tentatively numbered Part Five to indicate 
the unity of the whole plan, is to exan:ine the rival forms of govern­
men~. Part Six is to deal with power, nght~, goals, and. techniques, in­
c~udmg masses, parties and elites, revolut10n and resistance, equilib­
num, order, and general welfare; Part Seven, with government organ-
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iz:Hion, federalism. public :-~dministr:-~tion :1nd bure:-~ucracv: and Part 
Eight, finally, \\'ith ~mucignty, intern:ltional organization~ and world 
go\'crnmcnt. I ~ILdl (h.:L.I~iunall\' refer to the scheduled continuation as 
"second \'olumc" or "\·ol. .2." • 

Pending compktion of the sl'l:ond volume-in view of the possibility 
t!Iat completion may not be grantnl me within my quickly shortening 
bfcs~an-1 may be permitted to refer in Appendix :\ to some of my 
publtshcd writings that deal with subjects relegated to the later book. 
Although some of these publications concern~ specific areas only, all 
have been w 'tt • · J • • 1 l · 1 . n en Wll 1 a \'lew to the general theorettca anl practica 
problems mvolveJ, and have utilized a bro:lll comparative material. 
And all have followed the methods expotmlhl in the present book. 

A few remarks should finally be added on the literature. This volume 
is not meant to replace .... 1 · · 1' 1 t' 1 · 1 . · .. compre 1ensn·e btb wgrap 1y o t 1e socia 
sciences. Son:e chapters, esp~cially VI and sections of vn anll vm, try 
to cover al.l _unport:111t contnbutions up to the point where they be­
come repetitious. Other~, how~ve_r, in particular those in the systematic 
parts, have been purposively hmtted to a highly selective treatment of 
literature; generally only a few representative authors have been chosen 
for a more extensive discussion, and citations have been restricted to 
writers who originated the ideas and to a few of the most recent con­
tributions. To do more would have interfered with the primary pur­
pose of the book. It would have made it impossible to p~eserve con­
tinuity of presentation and would have. debyed completion beyond 
reason. The fact that some book or arucle has not been mentioned 
does not at all indicate, therefore, that I consider it of minor quality, 
or even that I have not known it-alt!1ough the latter m~y have hap­
pened, of course, and especially in sections w_here I deal With ~uestions 
that have not been in the focus of my own h_fe work: App:nd1x B sup­
plements the references given in the text, Without disturbmg the flow 
of the argument in the main body of the boo~. . 

As mentioned in the preface, no major Ame~tc~n book, 1f.any, has yet 
appeared under the title Political T/zeory .. Witlun the en~1re range o£ 
Western literature only two smaller studies. tl~at ~ear thts label have 
come to my knowledge, quite different from mme In scope and design 
The one, written by a Britisher, the late Professor Guy C. Field o£ tl · 
University of Bristol, an authority on Plato, starts out from a histor' 1~ 
analysis of political theories from Plato to R~usseau and the Utilitari~~: 
and then adds chapters of great democratic acumen commentin , 
some of the traditional topics (London 1956, 297 pp.). The otheg obn r, y 
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the Dutch professor of public law at the University of Lcidtn, R. Kra. 
nenburg (tr. by R. Borregaard, London 1939, 268 pp.), is more system. 
atic in structure. Good as the two essays arc otherwise.:, both handle 
chiefly specific problems of a type here referred to the second volume 
where their contributions must be duly discussed. Neither gives mor~ 
than a few incidental remarks to the foundations of scientific political 
theory to which this book is primarily devoted. The authors escape.: fron 
these issues via Route One (ignoring them), Three (making moral anl~ 
political assumptions), Six (history), or Nine (intuition). Within the.: 
narrow space of their books they could hardly have acted differc.:nt\y. 
To do that requires a full-size volume. 



'PART ONE 

SYSTEMATIC 





CHAPTER I 

THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD: FACTS AND LOGIC 

1. Tlu· Mc.·,ming of Scic'ntific Mc·tiJOd 

( J) SURVEY OF SCIENTIFIC ACTIONS 

T HE term "scientific method" c:tn be used in more th:tn one 
sense. In its broJdest me:tning it sets off any method that is 
considered "scientific" from any other th:tt is .considered ''non­
scientific," without indicating what m:tkes it such. \Vhen used 

this way the term design:Hes :1 problem-the problem of what is scien­
tific-rather th:tn :tn :tnswer to it. 

In its more specific sense, howeYer, the term refers to :1 definite 
type of method. HereinJfter, when so used, the words "Scientific 
Method" will be c:tpit:tlized. There still rem:tin two altcrnatiYe 
possibilities. Scientific Method m:ty be considered the only method 
th:tt cJn cbim to be scientific, :til others being cJlled unscientific; or it 
may be singled out only bcc:tuse it is well defined anJ scientific beyond 
doubt, without the claim that it is neccss:trily the only scientific method. 
These alternatives will be t:tken up Jt the end of Chapter n. 

Universities in English-speJking countries have long dealt with 
subjects other than the natural sciences under the title of :trts ("liberal 
arts") rather than sciences. Scientific Method, therefore, carries in 
English some connotation of methods useL_l in the natural sciences, 
which, for instance, the literally correspondmg German term wisse'n­
schaftlic/Je Methode would not necess:trily have. To suggest it one 
would h:tve to speak of naturwisscnsclwftliche Methode (method of 
the natural sciences) ; but then there would be more than a mere con­
notation or suggestion; it would be explicitly postulated that the 
method is actually used in the natural sciences, while_ t_he English term 
is broad enough to allow for adaptations and ~dcht10ns appropriate 
to other subject matter. In other words, the que~tlOr: whether elements 

ot used in the natural sciences may enter SCien~Ific Method in tl 
~ocial sciences is not entirely prejudged by the Enghsh term, as it wo ~~ 
be by the German natrerruissensclw~tlic/Je M~tlw~e. . u l 

To begin a book on the foundauons of sCien_tlfic polnical the . 
the twentieth century with a theoretical ana_lysls of Scientific Mo:th~~ 
is justified not only on the ground that thls method has dom· 

Scientific work· it is advisable also for several other reasons It p 111 ~dted 
' · rov1 es 
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us V.:ith a clearly defined model of scientific operations, and with un­
ambiguous terms of reference for any basic remarks in later chapters, 
~pt to .throw them automatically into sharp relief as being either in 
line With or in opposition to this model. It supplies an appropriate 
fr~mework within which fundamental philosophical problems of 
SCience can be discussed, each in a setting that indicates .the n:lcqncc 
?f such examinations. And it offers the welcome opponunlty for clarify­
Ing 0e meaning of Scientific Method, as undcrswod in thi' hook, re­
gardmg ~oints where clarity is lacking or opinions arc not yet unified. 
But no0ing said in this chapter or in the beginning of th<: next should 
be considered prejudicial to the question whether there arc o.thcr, better, 
or at least supplementary, scientific methods. This question will he 
thoroughly treated in Chapter n, Section 7, and later on (especially in 
~hapter vu). The reader is requested to restrain his undnstand:thlc 
Impatience in this respect, because the issue can be successfully handled 

Manly after it has been made clear what is here understood by SciciHific 
ethod. 

The following brief survey is offered as a convenient introduction 
ttho the subsequent more detailed analysis. Be it noted at once, however 

at thi ' . · . ' 
. s summary presentation is subJeCt to several qualJficatiOns and 

modlfi · . · d .. cations, which will be brought out m ue course. 
as In every inquiry-and that means inquiry within the social as well 
· ~~ ~atural sciences-Scientific Method concentrates on the follow-
Ing SCl 'fi · · . " " . ' f . entl c actions'' "scientific operatiOns, or st<.:ps 0 scientific 
procedUre :" ' 

I. Observation of what can be observed, and tentative acceptance 
or nonac ffi · 1 

ceptance of the observation as su cient y exact. 
2. Des,...· · b d d t · · or ,_,zptzon of what has been o serve , an entative acceptance 
nonacceptance of the description as correct ~nd ~dequate . 

. 3- Measurement of what can be measured; tlus bemg merely a 11ar-
tlcular t · · b ffi · l · a d . Ype of observation and descnptwn, ut one su CieiH y distinct 
n trnport l' . 
4. Accep:nt to merit separate 1st1ng. . ) I ,. 

re l ance or nonacceptance (tentative as acts or realty of the 
su tis of o~servation description, and measurement. 
s. nd uct ' · ) f d · 1· · J (N ) zve generalization (tentative o accepte 111<- lVl ua} facts 

0 · 4 , offe d · , 
6 E l r~ as a "factual hypothesis. 

of indxp .anatzon (tentative) of accepted individual facts (No. 4 ) or 
UctlVely . . (N ) · • 

lations . reached factual generahzatwns o. 5 , m ter.rns of re-
7 L' e~pec1ally causal relations offered as a "theoretical hypothest"s , · ogzca[ d ' · 

eductive reasonzng from inductively reached factual 
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gcnera.lizations (No. 5) or hypothetical explanations (No 6) . k 1· · . . · , so as to 
ma. c cxp ICH wh:H Is 1mplieJ in them regarding other possible obser-
vations (No. 1 ), or regarding previously accepted facts (No 4) f t. 1 1· · · , ac ua 
gcncr;J IZ:ItJ<>ns (No. 5), and hypothetical explanations (No .. 6) . 
. R. Toting hy ~unher observations (Nos. 1-4) the tentative accept­
,Jn~e of obser\"atwns. ~epons, and measurements as properly made 
<.Nos. r-3), and of their resulrs as facts (No. 4), or tentative expecta­
tiOns as warranted (No.7). 

9· Corrt·cting the tentative acceptance of observations, etc., and 
of their results (Nos. 1-4), of inducti\"e generalizations (No. s) and 
hypothetical explanations (No. 6), whenever they arc incompatible 
with other accepted ohscr\"ations, generalizations, or explanations; or 
correcting the previously accepted contributions. 

10. Prt·dicting events or conditions to be expected as a consequence 
of past, present, or future nents or conditions, or of any possible con­
stellation of such. in order either 

(a) to test factual or theoretical hypotheses (Nos. 5 and 6), this be-
ing identical with steps 7 and 8; or . 

(b) to supply a scientific contribution to the ~)rJ.ctiCal process of 
choosing between sc\"eral possible alternati\"es of actiOn. 

I 1. Non acceptance (elimination from acceptable propositions) of 
all statements not obtained or confirmed in the manner here described 
especially of :'a-priori" propositions. except. when "imn:an~~t in Scien~ 
tific Method" or offered merely as "tentative assumptlOns or "work­
ing hypotheses" (Chapter n. Sections 5 and 6). . 

Before we discuss these scientific actions, opcratlOns, or steps in de­
tail, 1 .several points .should he made perfectly clear. In the first place, 

. . ·s. the postulate that Sc1· · fi our enumerat10n IS not meant to expn:. s entt c 
Method proceed exactly in the given order. ?n the c?ntrary, actual 
procedure will generally begin with a tentatiVe workmg hypothesis 
ventured upon not infrequently on the basis of an .as yet most cursory 
knowledge of facts and used as a trial balloon ro. gut(~e more systematic 
research. In the absence of conclusive data, the mqmry may even start 
out from a purely factual assumption. . 

We must go even further and recognize that. 1~ _order to engage i 
· · 11 d · · f rher actlVlttes th · n sctenttfic work at a , as tstmct rom o . . ' e Investigator 

, l · . 1 tJ1c Humar1111es N y 
1 F. s. C. Northrop. T11c ~og1c of tlu: Scu:nccs am b ... • ew nrk 19 

uses the term "scientific method" for each individual stc)~ (o scr~.ltt~n, description i'' p. 18, 
hypothesis etc ) Then. of course, "There is no one scicnu~c ~et. od (pp. ix, 19 ' onntng a 
low here the p;e~alcnt usage, epitomizing its meaning by capttaltzatlOn. As regards 'thl 0 7) ·. I fol-

. o er set "fi 
methods, sec Chapter JI, Sectton 7· entt c 
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must always begin by forming in his own mind some tentative ideas 
about (I) the objective of his inquiry, i.e. the question for .which the 
answer is sought, (2) the relevance of this question for human knowl­
edge in general, as distinct from a merely private interest of the in­
vestigator, and (3) the relevance of the scientific actions the investigator 
is about to take for his purpose of finding the answer.2 

We shall see later what great importance this initial mental stage: of 
every scientific inquiry has for the scientific process (see, e.g., below, 
b, on the role of genius; Section 2, on observation; Chapter 11, Sections 
3, on tests, and 6, on working hypotheses). All this is not denied hut 
strongly vindicated by Scientific Method as here understood, :1lthough 
it has often been overlooked by its most enthusiastic apostles. Yet with 
that much granted, it remains characteristic of Scientific Method that 
it concentrates on the actions, operations, or steps enumerated above. 

Secondly, it should be noted from the beginning that the various 
steps here enumerated are not always neatly separable in actual scientific 
working practice. Frequently the forming of a hypothesis and its tcst­
~ng by observation, the engaging in inductive and deductive reasoning, 
m generalization and specification, follow one another so quickly that 
they 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 mechanical 
~rocedure of indiscriminately gathering data and of processing them in 
~me wit~ prescribed steps, leaving ever~ pr?gress to assiduity and little 
~~ anythmg to genius. Rather the opposite IS true. Even the mere selec­
tion of a problem, i.e., of a question for w~rthw~ile inquiry, is as a 
rule no mechanical act but an act of the creative mmd, and in the most 
im?ortant cases, one of genius. There is no rule o~ procedure to de­
scnbe how the creative mind hits on such a question, except that it 

. •s~milarly, John Dew (L . Th~ Tlz~ory oflnqlliry, New York 1938, passim) hclcl that 
mquuy b . ey ogzc, b . h h .. 
. . egms, neither with f t nor with hypotheses, ut Wit t c rc:cogn1t10n of a "problematic 

Sttuatton " d ac s 8 8) h " I . 
d , an F. S C N th (op cz"t pp. I , 2 , t at ana YSIS of the: problc:m" "ts a secon im · · or rop · · • . . . • 

with thos:ortant step, c:qually prc:ceding the formmg .of a. hy~oth:m. Both vtews arc in line 
. . cxprc:ssc:d abov H finding that a sttuatton IS SCientifically problematic and engagmg 10 · e. ow ever, . . • • 

· . Its analysis are t that in turn must be prc:cedcd by the tnvcsttgator's form-mg some ulc:a ., • wo steps . . . .fi 
th t . .or working hy h . , that the s1tuatton may conceal a s1gm 1eant problem and 

a Its analys15 Pot es1s · 1 · " · 1 
V • • may be rc:lev f h man knowlc:dge m genera . "Analysts ts mere y one of 
anous steps 1 th ant or u fi · h 1 1 · 

.. bl . n e campi-- f "thcr forming de nttc YPotheses for t 1e so utton of a pro emattc si . ~ .. process o e1 . · • 
tuatton" or discovering that, after all, it IS not problematic. 
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~nust. be ?uidcd by curiosity, inquisitiveness. and independent creative 
lmJgmJtiOn. Furthermore, most events we obsQn·c are the results of a 
~onfusing multitude of factors, as the cun·ed p:Hh of a hurled stone 
1s the result of the initial impulse, of the force of gravity, and of air 
resistance. To isobte the constituent factors and to select those that arc 
suitable for tcnt:Itive generalization are the work of a creative mind 
not mercl}' mechanical operations. Most of all, the first conception of ~ 
th.eorctical. c.xpbnation (~o. 6) is a creative act. Absurd ideas along 
wah pr01msmg ones may mcessantly pass through the mind of a crea­
tive thinker. This very play of imagination is creative. So is the act 
required to select among these ideas one or several that arc more prom­
ising than others. The thinker's capacity for using analogies, for com­
bining courage with disciplined humility, may be decisive for the effect. 
D:Ha already available, including the scholar's total experience, of 
course play a considerable role at every stage; but nc~ther ~nowledgc 
nor assiduity can replace the part played by the c:catlve mmd.3 

In other words, Scientific Method offers no substitute for the creative 
mind; nor docs it tell a person how to be creative. It merely insists-at 
least in its exclusive interpretation (sec Chapter 1 ~· s:ction 7)-that 
all ideas, however hazardous, mechanical, or .creative m t~1eir origin, 
must finally be processed in line with ~cientlfic ~cthod m order to 
become a part of the body of science; unttl then thq are at best prepar­
atory in character. This docs not deny that the prepa~atory work may 
b I f · I I · quasi-mechamcal. It should b e t 1at o a gemus anc t 1e processmg · · . . e 

d . . 1 t ferule 1dea through the 'll un crstood by every sClcntlst t 1at to pu a m1 s 
of Scientific Method is often merely the last act 0: t~e total process, 
even though it be the one that gives it the stamp 0 sCience. 

(C) THE RELEVANCE OF RELEVANCY 

I d · tifically according t h · 
Data and hypotheses are se ecte scten I h . 0 t etr 

potential relevance for the solution of a prob em t at Is under actual 

or potential inquiry. · B 
To amass trivial data indiscriminately is 1no s~lence .. ut sometimes 

a most trivial question can become extreme Y re evant 1n scientific re-

a • . · otc:d bc:low, Chapkr VI s · 
See also Max Weber s comment on th1s questiOn, qu d the careful r ' echon 2 M . 

\Vcrtheimer's Productit•e Tlu"nking, New York I94S• an tua1ly bee eporht on the man' ~x 
I · 1 'b . . have ac n rcac cd . ner In 

w 11c 1 some of the great~st contn ut10ns to sc1cncc Haven 1951 in . • giVen in J 
B. Conant's fine book, Se~ence and Common Sense, NeW th' ' Particular, PP ames 
183, 193 Dr Conant overshoots his mark, however, whcnCohn IS ground he scoffs t. 48, 122, 

· . ( c aptc:r 11 s · a sp k" of a scientific method; as will be: shown in the text sc: • C:Chon 7, bel ea ·1ng 
clements arc characteristic of every scientific prncc:durc. ow) certain 
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search. Generally it would be scientifically irrelevant to investigate in 
what year some Greek orator suffered his first fit of gout. Rut under 
special circumstances this did become a highly significant question. 
The Acts (18:12) relate that when Paul arrived in Greece, one Gallio 
was Roman proconsul of Achaia. In order to know when Paul came 
it is important to learn when Gallio was proconsul. One of the few 
links was the casual remark in the writings of an insignificant hut 
prolific Greek orator, who referred to Gallio as becoming procon~ut 
in the fourth year of his, the orator's, gout.' Hence, in order to check 
upon the date when Paul came to Greece, it became rcle\'allt to know 
in what year this orator incurred gout, to him the starting point of an 
era. So, genius and triviality ;nay blend in scientific procedure. \V e 
shall have frequent occasion to discuss questions of relevance in the 

course of this book. 
~urning now to particular questions :egarding the several scientific 

ac~10ns, operations, or steps, I would bke to say that those familiar 
With Scientific Method may skip large J~ortions of the first t\vo chap­
ters, but may do well not to omit what will be found in various sections 
( 2 , 3, 5, 7) of the first on "acceptance," and in the second on "conse­
quences'' (4), on "a priori" (5), and on the exclusive or nonexclusive 
character of Scientific Method (7). Everywhere the emphasis is 011 

th:ory rather than on mere description, yet the former cannot be treated 

Without the latter. 

(a) GENERAL 

Observation 2. 

Empirical obscr t" <>f even the simplest fact is a complicated proc-
es I . . va wn 1 . . . . 

s. n Its cours I · nd is not mere y a rcccivmg mstrument; It 
co e t 1c rni . 11 . . l l . operates in v . ys intentwna y smglmg out t 1c o )jects and 
sub b" anous wa , . 1 . . 

0 )ects of b . using many conceptions an( expcnences 
. · o servatwn, . . · previously .1 . . J aflectmg-sometimes sharpcnmg, some-

. PI cd U{) 111 It .an . . tunes carr . ' racy of observation through expectations 
o h uptlllg-the accu , . T . I r t rough ·ved shape or configuratiOn· wentiet l-
century pl some precancel chapter IX, Section 8) and Gestalt psy-
chology ( ~homenology ( ~ee 7) have done much to clarify this proc­
ess. Logician aphter vn, Sectl?n d that, strictly speaking, there is no such 

, s ave em phas1zc 
Harln~rn fnllowing h. . long ago by the late theologian. Pr~>few>r Adolf von 

k, Berti . ere a report g1ven the number of years 1 maY be 10correct. 
n, In a circle of friends; as to , 
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thing as "im~1ediatc" empirical knowkdge. 1 \Ve shall revert to special 
aspects of th1s problem later. 

An em1_)irical oh~crvati~m. may _be l~mited to a single situation or be 
rcpea_ted 111 essent1a~ly s1m~~~r sJtuatJ~ns ... It may be "extrospcctivc," 
focusmg on the outSHic, or mtrospecm·e, focusmg on the inner self 
It is always, striccly speaking, obsen·ati_on_ by a person, and by on~ 
~)crson only. Orhcr persons may make sumbr observations, but never 
Jdcnticd ones, because the terms 'T' and "HERE'' refer to different 
pnsons and places in each case. 

Even though observ~Hions by two or more persons arc never identical 
the "what" observed may, of course, be so, if due allowance is mad~ 
for the different ''angle.:'' or '"perspective.'' However, to accept identity 
of the object (the "what") observed by several persons means to accept 
a fund:unental presupposition: the truth of the common-sense assump­
tion that one and the same thing often c1uses parallel impressions in 
ditTrrent human beings, and that, therefore, there is a broad sphere of 
what is best called (Hocking) "consubjcctivity.":.! This term is more 
graphic, and more to the point here, than the more familiar "intersub­
jcctivity,'' which alludes to the process of intercommunication and is 
best reserved for that process. \Vithout consubjectivity there G111 be no 
intersubjectivity, and without intcrsubjectivity there could be no science. 

In permitting the scientist to accept consubjectivity, Scientific Method 
makes its first ~md greatest concession to common sense. For Scientific 
Method is unable by the formal steps of its own procedur~ to prove that 
consubjcctivity exists; this it presupposes, or rather, per~lts the scientist 
to accept. The theorcticd meaning of such presupposl~lons or permis­
sions to accept will be discussed in later secnons, espeCially Chapter n, 

Section 5· . 
An observation may be more or less exact. It may attam the maximal 

1 • I . 8 9 If· Felix Kaufmann Mn/; d I 
Set·, e.g., JoIn Dewey, Log1c. New York 193 , PP· 1 3 ·• . . II ' 10 o ogy of 

' · · 1 · · N y k tT Cl 1 . Sander Pe1r~e. Co ected l'apprs ( . tne Sooa Snences, c:w or· I<)..J.J pp. 33 .; l;H cs • . . ' as Cltnl 
• · ' .. II · "fi ·ant obscrvatllln Involve. · 

l~t·low, Chapter v. Sect10n 6), vol. I, No. 38: A s1gm c. .. \I· II ' lnterprctatiun. 
. I . I f b . . I . ftcrw·lrds. : so .. oward Bt· ·k 'TI Reasomng 1egms 1e ore o sen•at10n 1s over, not on> a · . c cr, 1r011 .,;. 

. . 11 · n 12· Ernest Nagel s o. 
I alues to Sooa nurpretallon, Durham, N.C., 1950, P· 2 4• · ' II) . . • 01 'C1"e1gn Rt·,15011 
c;lcncoe, !11., 1954, pp. 72, 190 If. (arguing against Bertrand Russe . For Kant, sec Ch.tptcr 11 " 

Section 5: for Northrop, Appendix 11. . N , ' 
"William Ernest Hocking, Tl1e Coming World Cit•i/i::allOII~ ~w \ork 1<)56, pp .,~ f 

" . b" · · f ""ntersubJeCtlvlty'" \' · -, ·• ~ 1 f 72, 107. He uses consu )ectlvlly" as a synonym o 1 . ·. ct, as cx1Jl · . I . · ·• 
· 1 · · f the l:ttter smcc t f 310t< Ill th. text above, the former IS rat 1er the presuppos1uon o • ' 1 rc crs to th . c 

of _subjective perceptions, ~dea_s, and .feclin~s regardless ~f wh_c~hcr. or not it constitucte~aral.lchsln 
of mtersubjcctive commumcatwn. It IS preCisely because It makts this rdc\'ant dist' . . the bas1s 

k . • · · · '" f r the •Jar· II 1· · Inc t1on 111 t l"'"ihle that I accept Hoc mg s term "consubJeCtiVItY 0 • a t• ts1n. efllls 
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exactness possible, or at least sufficient exactness to. justify accepting 
the observation as relevant; or it may not be cons1dered 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 (sec below, Section 3); and of 
a third one, namely, whether the results of the observation correspond 
to reality (Section 5). 

Every empirical observation is, therefore, first of all subject to a 
challenge of its exactness. It may or may not be accepteJ by the scien­
tist as exact. Although criticism of ~xactness is, of course, pr:1ctica\\ y 
limited where corresponding observ~twns have been mack by m:1ny :md 
can be repeated in similar cons.tellatwns-:-as can the extrospective obser­
vation of falling bodies or th~ ~ntrospecttve_one of the feeling of hunger 
-the exactness of any empmcal observatwn always remains open to 
challenge in scie1;1ce. 
Whet~er, and in what circumstances, an observation is to be accepted 

as e.x~ct Is not governed by absolute rules (see below, Section 7). The 
declSlon may be of the common-sense type, granting acceptmc<.: to 
observations often corroborated and even to a singular observation 
made by a reliable person and considered entirely plausible as to its 
nature; or acceptance may be critically withheld until the most rd1ned 
controls devised by modern technology and psychology justify it. Ac­
ceptance may be generally agreed upon by all scholars or by a special 
group; or it may be the singlehanded acceptance by an individual 
s~holar, who is building his own work upon the observation in ques-
tion I · · 1 · n every case, acceptance 1s tentative on y; it may be withc.lrawn 
on better grounds at any time. . . 

Our means of observation are hmlted by our human structure. Waves 
of more or less than a certain length and corresponding frequency, 
for example, are not registered by our senses directly. We may, how­
e:er, tentatively infer from observa?le data facts or events that' arc not 
?Irectly sensed such as the operatwn of larger or smaller waves, the 
Inner structur: of an atom, or the operations of the "unconscious" in 
hburnan beings. Such inferences are clearly theoretical conjectures that 

elan · · h l 1 · 1 g In the category of tentative ypot 1eses formed to cxp am t 1e 
~ore ~irectly observed data (No. 6 of our survey). Strictly speaking, 
f ere ls no scientific observation, however direct, that does not contain, 
or reasons discussed at the beginning of this section and to be elab-
~~· Ch f In apter u, Section 6, some sort o hypothesis. 
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(h) I:":TROSPECTI\'E OBSER\':\TI0:-.1 

I nrrospecrive observation presents special problems. Its P"'cul' 't 
I I. . . . f ... Ian y 

< ocs not 1c 111 the fact that It IS per armed by one individual p 
1 · I . erson 

on y, s1ncc r 1at, as we have seen. IS true also of every cxtrospcct' , 
ohscr\'ation. The real difference is that the objcYt of inner observati~' e 
l " l " I I . . bl I n • r ll'. \\'11:1[ 0 )~,e~l:n' IfS accessll c to Jon y one person. This fact gravely 

.umts t 1c poss1 )J 1ty o contra . On t 1c other hand, it does not impcd 
mtcrsubjccrive (i.e., interpersonal) communication. \Vc do "un ~ ~ 

I" I , . . uer 
stan< reports on eac 1 others mner observations extrcmelv well · 
I . . f , In 

r 1c great m:IJonry? cases. This understanding does not rest on identity 
of rhc observed obJect, as may our common knowledge of a particular 
tree, or eclipse of the moon, or Joe entering the corner store last night· 
it is grounded in "analogy." Other persons' reports on the result~ of 
their self-observations. whether made in orderly language or in gestures 
or other bodily reactions, so precisely resemble. what we have to report 
on the basis of our own introspection that this analogy enables us to 
"understand" others. In other words, a considerable amount of con­
subjectivity is generally supposed by common sense to prevail regarding 
objects of inner observation; Scientific Method f~Ilows comr~on sense 
in this respect. "Man is that which we all know, . as Democntus said.s 

Analogy often leads us to accept complete eqmvalence ?f the inner 
phenomena perceived by others and by ourselves. We clatm to know 
exactly what a person means when he says .he is feeling hunger or 
thirst, or pain in pricking his finger, and ~ossibly also when he speaks 
of such complex and mysterious sensatiOns a~ sexual orgasm. In 
other cases however, we may doubt full .similanty, as when we feel 
love or enjoy art or religious edification 111 our own way. There are 
many reasons why our understanding of another pers?n's inner phe­
nomena may be more or less limited. Our own er;enence may date 
far back, as in later-life memories of childish e~u erance, or of our 
.first great sentimental love or of how it feels to e very drunk, but it 
may still enable us to understand, faintly at least, what happens in 
others who are going through these stages now. Conversely, we tnay 
be able to anticipate feelings of a later age by the strength of 
imagination, as a young person may be ab~e to act old King Le our 
Hans Sachs with great delicacy, .finding in his own younger expe . ar or 
germs of such feelings as older men may have. We may to s nences 

orne de-
• H. Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 4th ed., Berlin 1 92 2, vol. 2, p. 9 F 

The Cormtt:r-&vo/ution of Science, Glencoe, Ill., 1952, P· 79· 4• · A. Hayek, 
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gree understand crimes and vices which we have avoided committing, 
because we do know at least some undercurrents or cross currents 
within our own experience that make us understand them. "There, but 
for. th~ grace of God, go I," we may mutter, seeing a criminal brought 
to JUStice, or, Homo sum, fwmani nil a me alicnum puto (I am human; 
not~i~ghuman I believe alien to me-Terence) when \Vc arc philos­
op~lZing. But sometimes we may hear reports on self-observation for 
wh~ch we discover no analogy even in the germ within ourselves and 
whtch? therefore, we find difficult to understand, as a man horn blin(\ 
finds. It hard to comprehend the phenomena of seeing, color, or per­
spective. 

The fact that we have no immediate access to the inner world of 
0.thers limits our means of checking on the results of their sclf-observa-
tlon and of · 1 · 'll · \ I 
l . separatmg truth from t ccepnon or 1 uswn, )Ot 1 so prcv-

a ent In thi h a: 1 l f I d" s sp ere. This dimcu ty came to t 1c support o t 1e most 
~a 1.ca~ of all American-born schools in the social sciences, that of Tk-

t aVIOnsm, which, entering the scene in the second decade of this cen­
ury h . fl th ' ~s In uenced practical methods of research more deeply than 

eoretical th' k" f B h · · · . m mg.4 In its extreme orm e avtonsm rqects any 
operation . h . 1 . 

d . Wlt concepts such as consciOusness, sou , mmd, purpose, 
an Intra · f 1 h · f · no ~pect10n. It substitutes the care u o scrvat1on o hodt\y phe-
cl ~~na, m particular of responses of the hum~n body to stimuli, in­
m u mg both external responses (doings) and mternal ones (visceral, 
ob~scular, glandular etc.) but only those of a physical character. The 

)ect of b h · ' ' · 1 · · 1 d h e av10ral research in the soc1a soences IS w 1at men really 

0~: 1~n faced with situations rather than what their allegcd opinions 
ee lOgs are " 

ltisg · ·· ld · · rel enerally admitted that behavwnst met 10 s provide us w1th 
to evbant data and invaluable checks. Nevertheless most scholars refuse 

a and b · · l · 1 dep. on reliance on inner o servatiOn enure y, smce t 1at would 
sta~dl~e Us of an important source of potential knowledge and undcr-

tng S · · d · · d ism · · ctentific Method as here mterprete , Is not ue to Behavior-
'' l.e., behaviorist taboos ;re not mandatory within Scientific Method. 

Basic J ~~~~nt·d ohn B. Wat . . New York 1924. As to the influence of behavir>risrn 
'"'eth ay r~ son Bclzavwrzsm • . d D · 1 K ( 1 ) on Ods i ~arch tn h' f · stance Leon Fcstlgcr an amc atz c:c s. , R~:sca , 

• 'fh n the B . ct ads, sec, or 10· ' rc11 
tio c b~ha . ehav,oral S . NeW York 1953· 
_, nfi, P~rc~"t' Viorist "d clcnces • h cicntific vocabulary all subjective terms such as 5 
ue n ·' ,. 1on . rapped from t c s . . d . h ensa· a ~u.'' W • lll)agc _, . d even th1nkmg an emotion as t cy were subject' 1 

ny d"a at50 'uesue purpose an .0 1 . · 1 f 1vc Y i~ ... '"ercnt n, oP.cit ' ,' u get the 1 ca, p case, that the 1ns1c e o our bod . 
lnt . . or a ., p. 6. "Don t yo ·o f b d " b .I B y IS nioh rlns,ca\1 . ny tnor . han the outs! c o our o y. 1 tt ., P· I 2. chavior· 

" t t Y lnt e mystenous t 1 "11 1 f . . h Ism 
0 tnorn· crested . h h lc anima w1 co rom mormng to mg t and f 

lng•• In what t c w o d"fi f h . . rom · Ibid A cndix 11 un later mu 1 cations o Be av10nsrn. 
·• p. 11. Sec PP 
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The scientist, i 11 other words, is not f orhiddcn hr the rules (II- s -1· , t · c . 
\ . . ' l ( 11 I ill 
· krhod to ";Icccpt" sclf-obscrrarion. either his own or that of others 
as exactly pcrforn_1ed and relcrant to his goal._ ;~lt_hough this ;Kccptanct: 
may be exposed 111 ercry concrete case to cntlcism as not sufliciently 
~llJnlcd. Modern psychology has done J great deal of work in this 
held. 

The freedom of the scientist to accept self-observation for what it 
c:_lll otTer docs not entitle him to assume th;lt what he observes within 
!lllnsclf, anJ what he finds corroborated hy reports of others, occurs 
11_1 esscntiJI similarity within all human beings. \Vhcther and in what 
c_1rcu~1stJnces_ he is justified in drawing this i1_1fcrencc from introspec­
tion Is an ennrcly separate question, which will occupy us extensive! 
at various places of this inquiry; sec Section 6 of this chapter ( induL~ 
rive logic); Chapter rx. Sections 7 (Kant) and 8 (Husser!); and Chap­
ters x and xr. 

In order to understand another person's behavi?r adequately I must 
know, not only what he is doing, but the subjective ~ncaning his own 
observations and his doings or omissions hav~ for hun. The fact that 
similar observations or actions would have a dttfcrcnt meaning for me 
must not be allowed to dominate my inqu!ry. I_ must try to put myself 
in his shoes and to think in his way, not 111 nun e. If I do that, then I 
no longer conclude by simple analogy that the other fellow feels the 
way I feel, or did fed in similar situations; _rath~r, I conclude that he 
feels differently because he is in a different situatiOn .. Some of the illus­
trations given above, such as anticipation of tl~e fedmgs of an old per­
son by someone who is still young, ar~ of tillS nature. Her_e :ve may 
speak of a second degree of understandmg others. ~0 _behavwnst tech­
nique can help us to reach this important stage of mstght. 

Understanding of the second degree will often be facilitated if the 
scientist shares the life and the experiences 0~ ~he observed persons. 
This idea has led to the technique of the "~arttctpant observer." 0 Par­
ticipant observation has proved equally fnutful 111 the observation of 
people living in primitive or otherwise _uncom_mon stage~ of culture,' 
and of employees working in modern wdustnal enterpnses.s 

• The name was first used, it seems, by Eduard C. Lindeman in his Social Discor· _ 
proacllto the swdy of Ftltlctiona/ GrotlpS, New York I9l4_,_PP· l93-97- l'1y, An Ap-

1 Bronislaw Malinowski, Argonams of the JV estern Pacl/rc, London 1922. 
• As in the "Hawthorn experiments" conducted at the 1-l:awthorn Works of th \ 

t_ric Company in Illinois b~ Professor Elton Mayo and associates. and de_scribed be F Vestern Ele.:­
hsberger and William J. D1ckson, Management and the _Wor~n-, Cambndge, M ~ r•tz J. Roeth­
brief summary given in John Madge, Tlu Tools of Sacral Snt"IICt', London 1 ass., 1 lJ3o. See tl 

95~. le 
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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 the process of description that 
we shall deal with it in that context in the following section. 

3· Description, Spontaneous or in Anstucring Questions. 
The Interview 

(a) GENERAL 

. Any description by an observer of his observation can he transcribed 
mto the basic form: "I, N.N., was at place pat timet and thought then 
and there that I saw (heard, felt, smelled, etc.) a." This is best called 
a "report proposition," a term that seems to me preft:rablc to "protocol 
proposition," introduced about 1930 by positivists likt: Otto Nt:urath 
and Rudolf Carnap.1 Protocol, in continental Europe, means tht: written 
record kept of formal proceedings, a meaning not so gt:nt:rally associ­
ated with it in English, where "record" is. used instt:ad. At any rate, 
bo~ protocol and record carry a connotatwn of formal proct:edings; 
the mformal report of the common man on what he has observed · , 

d I f " IS 

~ot generally understood by these wor s. T 1erc ore, report proposi-

tion" seems to me less ambiguous. 
Report propositions constitute, so to speak, the documentary {)rj 111 . . . . . ary 

source of every empirical w~rk m sctence; m commumcatmg about 
empirical work we must ulumately r~fer _to them (sc_e Chapters II 

Section 7, and v, Section 3, below). Thts ra1~cs all questwns regard in~ 
the correctness of the reports we use to p~rttcular importance. No ob­
server can describe what he has seen without using conception 
pictures that refer to things he had seen before. Language itself cons. ~r . d h l . Slsts 
of memories incorporated m wor s, t e atter servmg as symbols f 
the former. It is not feasible to constr~ct a primary report style ~~ 
speech that contains no reference to thmgs thought or seen bcfo :! 

1 . 1 h re. 
The best we can do, apparent y, IS to ana yze t e meaning of the wonls 
actually used in a report by reference to_ whatever other data are avail­
able to clarify their meaning. Thus the mterpretation of a report prop-

tok' olltt"~ N~urath, "Soziologie im physikalismus,'f' Erl(t:TlTIITiis, vol. 2 ( 1<)31) P· 393· and "l'r 
o satzc:" "b ·a · Rudol C " · <>· v~rsal ,h I I ., vol. 3 (1932) p. 204• arnap, Die physikalischc Sprache als U , 

Sprac~~:~\b~.d dcr Wissenschaft," ibid., V~· "Ob ( 193!) P· 432, "Psychologic in physikaliscl~~~ 
Also Felix K' ., vol. 3 (1932) P· I07, un . er _Protokollsatze," ibid., vol. 3 (1932) p. 2! 

ac aufmann, Methodology of tilt: Soetal Sctt:TICt:I, New York 1944 Chapter IV. s. 
arnap Postul ("D" h "k 1· h ' reject~d th" at~d such a language Ie P Y51 a 1sc e Sprachc " op.cit.), whereas N 

Is postul . I" ("P t k II .. " , eurath 3, below at~ as "mc:taphysica ro 0 0 satze, op.cit.) See also Chapter v s . • " • CCtJOn 



3. DESCR!l'T!ON .-IND /NTERI'/EW 

osition, or its _tr:msbtion into a more precise scientific langu:tge, be­
comes. a J_)r:tcticJl problem.:~ Furthermore, :tnyone, and tha't ii;cludes 
the sneiHdic ?bser\'er, who tries to describe what he has obscn·ed, is 
confronted wuh the problem of whether what he first notice 1 ,, .. 

I l .lS 3 
num )l'f of details which next he combined into larger units; or, first 
larger units ("wholes"), which he dissolved into details afterwards~ 
the latter view forming the foundation of Gestalt psychologv. 

Scientific Method, a~ here understood, docs not claim to ha;·~ a ready 
ans\\'t'~ ~o these questions. It_ should be noted, h?we\·er, that a report 
proposition must always be Interpreted so as to mcludc the words "I 
thought" before the assertion "I saw, etc." This is significant for the 
distinction between the acceptance of the report as correctly made :tnd 
the :tcccpt:tnce of the results of the reported observation as actual facts 
(sec below, Section s). Indeed, to be quite exact, the report should be 
read to ha,·e this pattern: "I do think (bclie\'e) tJOttJ that I was at place 
p :tt timet, and th:tt tlu·n and t!Jae I did think (believe) I saw a." 

The scientist who studies another person's report on an observation 
may or may not :tccept the report :ts correct and adequate (see below, 
Section 7). Even when the observation reported upon was performed 
as exactly as could be, its verbal communicatio~ may be incorrect or 
inadequate. There may be conscious or subconsci?US mtent to deceive, 
to modify or to exaggerate, and even with the sm:er:st of intention~ 
the expressions used may be ambiguous or otherwi_se madequate. Ad­
equate description docs not depend alone o~ the mmd of the observer 
and what is in it when he reports; it is contl~gent also on ~he mind of 
the report's receiver. Words may have a different meanmg for the 
writer and the reader, the speaker and the hearer. 

(b) REPORTS ON SELF-oBSERVATION. THE INTERVIEW 

Special problems of accuracy and adequacy, and therefore of accept­
ance or nonacceptance, are involved in the use of reports on self­
observation. The informant himself may put down! such a report, and 
he may do so either spontaneously, as in a di~ry or etter, or in answer­
ing questions, as in filling out a questionnaire; 0~ the ~eport may be 
put down by another person, as in the ca~e of ~n mterv1ew. 

Carefully planned questionnaires and mterviews have in this 
tury come to play a major role in directed mass observations S cen­

.. ome-
•It is t}·pical of the ambiguity of the term "protocol': that Carn~p apparently Usc . 

naive report· Neurath, however, for a purified report, I.e., one stnppcd of rnct h 5 .n for the 
and the like.' ap Yslcal terrns 
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times they have focused on "facts," sometimes on "opinions." 4 What 
matters in the present context is that, whenever the interview is being 
used, another link is added in the chain of possible sources of error. 
Not only may the respondent's sclf-obscrvat~on regarding his ac.tions, 
opinions, or feelings be inexact or, if exact, mcorrcctly commumcated 
to the interviewer; even if exact and correctly communicated it may 
be incorrectly noted down and passed on by the latt.er. The interviewer's 
presence may make the informant's self-observation less exact or his 
report less adequate than it might have b~cn otherwise. The interview 
may have this disturbing effect whether It proceeds in a spirit of for­
mality and lack of personal rapport ~r, though for other reasons, the 
interviewer first tries to establish a fncndly personal contact with the 
respondent.:; Furthermore, the accuracy of the observations matlc by 
the interviewer may be marred- by bias and by preconceived ideas about 
the respondent's opinions, if, e.g., the interviewer entertains tld1nite 
expectations on the ground that the respondent belongs to a certain 
group, say colored people, bureaucrats, or the like. 

It ~as been shown that even the mere order in which questions arc 
put m questionnaires or interviews may influence the informant, as 
whe~ he is asked whom he prefers for President, A or B, or which he 
considers the chief reasons for his preference, a, b, c, d, or c. 

Questionnaires and interviews arc exposed to the particular source 
of err?r that most respondents arc motivated by a tendency towart\ 
reportmg "respectable" views or facts rather than the views or facts 
as they actually are or were, or that at l~ast 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 ~ould, always 
remains doubtful. Not only may he get different ideas when facet\ 
with reality, but intervening events rna~ cause him to change his mind; 
e.g., new speeches of the candidates m elections or even the bantl­
wagon effect of the published results of pre-election polls may cause 

'For general orient t" . J>ecially, George Gallup. A Guid~ 10 Public Opinion Polls, 2nll 
cd p . a 10n ~cc, e~ , .1 I . . p · 

·• nnccton 1948 ( d ) . Hadley Cantn ct a ., Gaugmg Pt~blic Opimon, nnceton 
I 944. N t" I st c . I 944 ' . (f I f N 0 R ' a lflna\ Opin'lon R I Center ChiCago ormcr y Denver) lnt~rvi~wiTJg or ... C., 
rev. ed D cscarc 1 ' . . . ' h" 
W"ll" ., envcr 1947' H b t H\'man el al., lntcrvt~wmg m. Social R~uarch, C leago 1954; 

' larn J G d , er cr , d . S . l J h M I Th T 1· 00 c and PaulK H tt M~tho s m octa R~uarcll, New York 1952; o n acgc, 
to :th oo s of Social Sci~nc~ L ~ ~ 1953• Ch. IV; and the articles cited below. We shall revert 

er problem . ' on o . . h . S . 
4 (classifi . s Involved in the usc of interviews m ot er contexts as for instance In cctmns 

calion) d 6 . f h" h ' ) f ChalH n. an (inductive logic) o t IS c aptcr and in Section 6 (hypotheses o · cr 

a Well discussed b . 
Y Good~ and Hall, op.ol., PP· I64 ff., and Hyman, sec next note. 
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the respondent to vote .ditfcrcnth.· from til'' \\',"\' 1 1 
'- '' J ll' \\'OU d h:t\'C \'Otcd 

not nuny lbys before.'' 
All errors may he m:tgnificd hr the inadequacy of the 1)r .1). , 1 

t. . · . ·I · 1 · · · . . · l .tru qucs­
tonn.urc.: \\ 11c 1 ts to form the basts of an mtcrvicw or of tf1 , ••. 1· .. 
I · 1 1 · · . • <: lOl tng 

w 11c 1 t 1e IIHcrncwcr mar be dtrccted to usc in notin(T :m 1 ·I· . ··f ·' 
I 1 . • . ~ • l L .tsst nng 

t 1e :mswers. T 1e rncan111g of the questtons mw be Vl'r\' lt'tt' · f · 
I ·. · . . l erent or 

t 1e ·respondent from that tntended by the de.;igner.; of tf1 , · . 1 · · · . · • · l questtons, 
.llll tt may he dttlercnt for vanous respondents and inten·iewns.' Even 
~vhen all goes well so thJt the report of the interviewer is entirely valid 
tt cannot he seen from the report that it is: the ''reliability" r~main~ 
in doubt. 

Refined techniques ha\'c been devised to J\'oid the most obvious 
pitblls: 

Instead of asking the inform:mt point-blank what one w:mts to 
kno~v, inL!irect .questions have been formulated that avoid betraying 
the mvesugator s purpose. Hut this may only put the respondent the 
more on his guard. 

Instead of asking prcformulated questions, whether of the direct or 
the indirect type, :md noting down the informant's answers to them 
without paying :mention to his entire personality and to his p:1rticular 
frame of reference, we may be more patient, letting him do most of the 
talking on whatever comes to his mind in connection with the general 
topic. This technique (somcwh:Jt grandiloquently referred to :ts 
"depth interviewing"), which may or m:ty .not.l~e followed up by spe­
cific questions, is far more reliable in the mdtvtdual case, but its use 
in mass interviewing is limited on the double ground that it consumes 
a great amount of time and, therefore, of cost, and th:tt the results are 
not fit for statistical calculations unless they are first coded and therebv 
once more bereaved of all or some of their "depth." · 

An intermediate technique uses "open-ended" q~estions, where only 
the question is fixed in advance but the resp.o~den.t lS left free. to answer 
it in whatever form he chooses, in contradtsttnctton to the s1mple yes-

• • 1 f · 1 · · 1 1 · f · . · ving methmls in the 1 it . I· or t 1c oregomg sec t 1e cnuca ana \'SIS n 1nten IC\ . . t raturc lllcllt' I 
· · · 1-1 "I t ·rv1ew1ng as a S .· -1- l< •ne{ 

above and 10 the excellent artu:le by Herbert yman, n < · • uent11c l'roc•··l ... ' · · · · Rc ·mt D . 1 " urc 
D. Lerner and H. D. La" well (ed.) Tl1c Policy Sot'II<N. ' cr l' opmcllts ill 'I. Ill 

MN/wd Stanford II)<; I, pp. 20~ IT. His appraisal is basically favorable, howcvn "T, <oh_P<' and 
• - · I" ( · 0 n l 

a pason 's thoughts ont· must sometimes ask him a questiOn· P-. 20 5 ). { out 
'As an illustration one may think of the many different mt·anmgs the que.,· 
· · " 1 .. I " · lJ · ''loll put t 

lhtler Germans whether they woulJ like to have a c.lt ~r wu convey. Other ·l. -" P<l\t-
tio~' are given b~ .Rcnsis Likert in "The Sample IntervieW Survey :~s a Tool ut~~.n~ il_lu,tra­
Pohcr Formatum' 1n Lt·rner and La"well, op.ot., PI'· C_'-\ fl. (p. 2~K). tsc.~r"h and 
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· th multiple-answer question, where the answers or-no questiOn, or e 

too are precoded. 1 · " 1 
A more ambitious scheme, called "latent stru~t~r~. ana ysJs, . las 

been devised in order to find out, by a battery_ 0 m1 Irect ~ucstJons, 
d 1 · t of thinking and feclmg t 1at dommatcs all some un er ymg struc ure . · 'd 1 · 

h f them of the md1vt ua respondent. Such t e answers, or many o ' b f d · 
d 1 · f mind for example, may c oun 111 a strong un er ymg structure o ' . , 8 

type of patriotism (e.g., "Amenca first ) · . . . 
To counteract the influence of the order m which q.uestJ~ns arc put 

(see above) various clients were asked the same questions In different 
order. . 1• 

Techniques that are too time-consummg or. too c Ifficult to handle 
for statistical purposes in mass research may still have great merits in 
the preparatory stage, as they can serve to make the planner wary of 
inadequate hypotheses regarding the complex he wants to investigate 
(see Chapter u, Section 6, on working hypotheses and types). 

In spite of the many dangers lurking on the paths of interview sur_ 
veys, and of serious mistakes that have been made in a goodly numb<:r 
of cases,9 the well-designed mass interview has had such spectacular 
success in many others that it has won an important place as a sci<:ntific 
tool, 10 and will probably retain and even strengthen its position as 
our interviewing techniques become further refined and we l<:arn 110t 

to use them where they cannot be helpful. Their asccndency can only 
serve, however, to epitomize the significance of the decision on accept­
ance or nonacceptance required of the scientist who uses such material. 
Nor. are We justified in neglecting other methods out of an undue cn­
thusi~sm for the, after all, limited value of mass interviews (see Ap­
pendix B). 

The specific problems of "sampling" in mass interviews will be dis­
cussed below, Section 6, in their proper context of inductive reasoning, 
and .those of "classification" and "typification" hereafter in the im­
~ediately following section on measurement, and in Chapter n, Sec­
llon 6, in the context of working hypotheses. 

8 Basi 
Analysisc:. ~au! F. Lazarsfeld "The Logical and Mathematical Foundations of Latent Structur 
C ' 10 S A S ' M d P d" · p e onc~Ptual I · · touffer and Assoc., eamrement an re 1ctzon, rinceton I 950, anu , \ 
Thinking i nhtroduction to Latent Structure Analysis," in P. F. Lazarsfcld (cd.) Matllemati ' 1 • S n t t! So . l II h ca ee also L" d Cia Sciences Glencoe, I ., 1954, C . vm. 

10M In say R ' N y k 
ore than 0 .o&ers, The Pollsters, ew or 1949· . . 

half of Geod ne-th~rd of John Madge's book on the Tools of SoCia/ Sc1ence and alrno 
seal' e and '-' . I · I "th · . st one-

Ing techn· natt's Methods of Sona Saenu dea WI questionnaires, intcrv1· d Iqu~s. cws, an 
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4· J\!easurcment and Classification 

(a) GENERAL 

QuamiutiH· magnitudes ha\'e the gre"t ·1tl,··1nt"g. . .• . . .. c over r . 
ones that they often lend rhcrmclves to ex~ct me~~u qua It:Hn·e 
f . . . · • · · rcmcnts C:lr)Jbl 

o correct commumc:won. It Is, therefore, import·mt t ' · .r • e r · · · · 1 · · · • 0 transform 
qua 1aa~n-c m~o qu1 antlt:H1I~·e { tf'scfnpttons wherever possible, :ts f~r ex-
amp c m stating t 1c qua rty o ood by counting its 11 t · · I · 
. f I . . . . u ntiona V:Jluc 
m terms o Gl ones, VItamms, and other factors l\hn\' 1· . • 

I I I . ' J qu:t It:tti\'C VJ}-
UCS, wwen-r, sue 1 as t 1e pleas:tnt or unplc:ts:tnt t:tstc of f J : 

I · . OOu, resist attempts to me:tsure t 1cm ll1 quanttt·Hi\'e terms Then otl 1 • 
. . . · · · 1er met 1ads 

m:ty be tned to state dttferences m the most 11rccise manner , ·1 bl . . b . :1\ :II a e. 
TillS c:m somettmes e done through relative qrol)ositions su 1 

• .r t ·' • c 1 as· 
P prefers a to b, to c, :tnd to d, but c to a; he prefers a :tlso to ( b + d). 
o: ( c + d), but ( b + c) to a. To some extent, therefore, qualit:ttive 
differences. too, can be measured. Much work has been done witl · 
I I fi I. . un 

t 1e :tst ten or twenty years to re ne qua Itative measurement by ted _ 
niques of classification (see below) and of typifi~ation (sec Chapte1 

n, Section 6). Y ct the possibilities of measur~me~t I? the social science: 
have rcm:1ined, and will continue to remam, lmuted because of th 
great number of vari:tbles, all of which cannot be included in scienti.fi~ 
an:tlysis and, insobr :ts they can, arc not all measur:tble. A potential 
factor of "disturbance" must, therefore, generally be taken into account 
It has been suggested to note this factor in eq.uations by ~ special sym~ 
bol ( u); 1 see Section 6, below, on mathematical expression. 

(b) CLASSIFICATION 

To classify phenomena means to form several categori:s, systemat­
ically arranged if feasible, in each of which all observations covered 
by its description are to be lumped together. 

Wl1atever we cannot explain we can at least try to classify. Men 
early began to classify stars, plants, animals, and othe: things. Clas­
sification was the backbone of Aristotelia.n an? Scholastic science. The 
mere collection of facts and their classi?ca,tt~n has been called tl 
"natural history stage" of scientific inquiry.- If only the schoohn:~ 

I "Th · · h in Econometrics " E 1 Sec Trygl'c Ha:~vc mo, c Probab1hty Approac d • conome~r · 
M b . fl 't p I5I an Jacob M zcs, Vol (1944) Supplement. ore ne y, K. J. Arrow, op.ct ., ·. '. arschak .. · 12 

Structure, Path, Policy, and Prediction," Am~rica11 Ecorzomzc R~t·z~tv, val. 37 (x 947) N Economic 
2 F. S. C. Northrop, op.cit. (Section I, above) p. 173· 0 · 2 • p. 81. 
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD 

had measured instead of classifying, hoW much they might have 
learnt," exclaimed A. N. Whitehead.3 • d 

However, classification is necessary als.o 10 . an a vanccd stage of 
science. In the social sciences today, classtficatwn plays an important 
role in directed mass observation (general census, s~ 111 l?ling through 
questionnaires, interviews, and the like)· When qualnattve factors arc 
involved, classification can serve purposes of me~surcmcnt to some ex-

F. h · · y be so devised as to · tent. 1rst, t e vanous categones rna ' . constitute a 
scale of measurement, with the ord~r of the ca.teg~nes providing a 
serial order of ranking, as in the ratmg of cxamma.tlons. Second, the 
n.umber of observations listed in each category may ytcld useful figures, 
either absolute or relative (e.g., percentage)· . 

What is lumped in the categories ~ay be whole L~nlts (things, per­
sons, groups, etc.) or attributes. Attnbutes may be either quantitativ 
i.e., ".co~tinuous variables" (such as size, wei?ht, age), or qualitativ~: 
Quahta~tve attributes may or may not permit ?f a serial ranking of 
some kmd (such as relative intelligence, r.elahttve command of lan­
guage, relative pleasantness or desiredness; htg est third, middle th · 1 
lo h' b I In ' m west t trd, and the like). There may eon Y tw?.catcgorics or there 

ay be three or more. If only two (yes or no, Citizen or noncit"· . 
und ) k f IZ<.:n er twenty-one or twenty-one and over we spca 0 "dichotornot . ,; 
othe · . Is, 

rwtse of "multiple " classificatiOn. 
V . ' · . I anous techniques can be used to tmprove scna ranking. 0 ... 

the t bl' h . B f nc Is es a Is ment of "standards" for companson. e ore the bright .. 
of st . . I ness a:s could be measured in quanutattve terms t uough ap{)rO{)riat. 
techn I d · d · · I d · ff b · ' c Ica evtces some stars of tstmct y 1 crcnt nghtness . , 
used ' I 'fi . w<.:rc 

. as standards for the comparative c asst catiOn of all others Tl · . pnrn· · . . . 11s 
Itive method led to surprisingly vahd results, as was demonstrated 

when quantitative checks had become available. In similar manner 
stand d . · f I · · · · ' . ar s for Intelligence ratmg, or t 1e ratmg of soctal dtstance or 
social · I A. Proximity or of pleasantness or unp easantncss, etc., can be set. 
int:~~cial applic~tion is the construction of "ideal types" (ldealtypen), 
of Par~ed by Max Weber.4 Ideal ~yp:s of bureaucracy, of feudalism, 
nome rnentary democracy, of capttahsm, or an~ other historical phc­
sified non can be constructed. Then the observatiOnal material is clas-

acco d' . 't f • r tng to its greater proxtrnt y to one o the types than to 
A.. 'N w 

• S · hitch d W ld N 
G ee ~ax W ea 'Scienu a d the Modem or_ ' ew York 1925, P· 43· 

c satn ebc:r " n · I h f 1· I 1· · h rtlclte "" I • Die 'Ob" k · "ta""t' in soz1a WISSCnsc a t 1c 1cr unci po 1t1sc cr. Erkcnnt · ... sec b 1 "usa Je uv1 . n1s. 
cow, Cha /ze Zllr Wissenschafulellre, Ti.ibmgcn 1922, Section 11, pp. 161 ff. Eng! trans! 

Pter VI S . . ., 
' CChon 2. 
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rhc od1rrs. \fore will he ~;1id on this technique in ChaJHer 11 s. ·t' 6 
\ I I . . . . . . ' ll lOll . 
' nor ll'f 1 n·1cc IS rhc usc ot "mdrcators" i c !)I .•. -·1 . 1 II 

. . . . . . . · • · ·• l.ISI ~ 0 )Serva ) e 
~rnglc dau_ rndrra_rrn· ot ;~ h_roa~kr_:wnbutc. as the institution of IJa/Jc·,;..-
c rnpu .• · or lis equr\·alcnt rs rndtc:ltJ\'C of a ~ystem of government built 
on respect for freed om. or corJlOr:t! JH111Ishment m ·1\· I)'' 1' 11 l' · 

• • • • J '- l IClti\'C 
of :111 :nnhonr:man paternal attitude. or rhe fact whether -1 sol 1· 

• • t ItT on 
furlough Jlrcfers to wear uniform or cirilian clothes 111"\' b,· 1' 11 1· · 

• • • _ • • '' J '- l IClti\'C 
~Jf ~he degree to whtch. he I~lc:ntth_es lumsdf with the army.;' Several 
llltiicators ma~· be co_mb~ned m_ ranous ways. One is the combininn of 
a number of srmplc mdtcarors 111 an ''index" which is to scr,.,. 1· ::-. . . . . · · · " n turn 
as :~ ~un~~n:mzmg mdtcator for some broader concept, as, e.g., a cost-
(~f-IIvmg mdex, b:~sed_ on the cost of so_me typical ~l~ments of consump­
Wlll, serves as an Inthcator for the entire cost of hvmg. Another is that 
of Jirting indiridu:t! indicators together in characteristic "profiles .. 
i.e., typic1l combinations . .., ' 

In order that obscrv:uions can be properly listed in classifications all 
categories must be clear, unambiguous as to their meaning, and mu­
rually exclusive. Special care must be taken that all attributes in\'ol\'­
ing an essential difference arc listed separately. Once a complete list 
of categories has been logically constructed, it can often be "reduced" 
by omitting combinations that have no practical importance; e.g., if 
two attributes will always be present together they need not be listed 
separately, and if they will never be present together th~y need not be 
listed in combination, or if different attributes haven? different weight 
regarding the purpose of the inquiry (e.g., the specific nationality of 
an alien) they may be lumped together.7 

Where preferences play a role, class_i~cation may follow ~ "utility 
index." Theoretically speaking, an individual may set up a hst of all 
alternatives of action with all their foreseeable co~sequences spelled our, 
arranged in the order of his preferences regardi~g the c~nsequences. 
He would then act rationally if among those actwns poss1bl<:: for him 

G . • • k I S rt r (/ ,,/. Tllf .;/mrrica 11 S [/· 
. The last Jllustralt~n 1s Ia ·en from Samue A. _roune 'vol. 1 . 0 ' lfr ~Studies 
1n Social Psychology In World War II), 2 vols., Pnnccton 1 949• ' p. f>.J. 

f 1·' r· · ·c Measurement I • Sec Paul F. Lazars c u and Allen H. Barton, "Qua Jt;HI' L II) t 1e Social S .. 
Classification Typologies and Indices," in D. Lerner and H. D: asswell, T/,( Po/ic s''~nces: 
op.cit., pp. 1 ; 5 {f., and Hans Zeiscl, Say It wir/1 FigurN, with an mtroduction by P. F. ~az£'/(Jicr . .-. 
New York 1947· ,Jr~ft·hl, 

1 On the importance of logical completeness and of the process of r~duction see l 
Barton, op.cit., pp. 173 ff. "It can be safely stated that .most progress In measure azarsfeld and 
taking this step· the substitution, for an impressionisuc rank order, of a syst 'nent consi~ts in 

· · fi · · f · enlat reduction f of a scheme] logically representing the de muon ° a senal." This IC Pruce~s of 
call "substruction" (p. 175). step the authors 
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in a special situation he selected that which is highest on the list. 11 Such 
a list, however, is hard to draw up, and preferences arc often so unstable 
that the list would quickly lose its usefulness; furthermore, the con­
sequences include reactions of others and arc therefore enmeshed with 
the preferences of others. Yet in spite of these difficulties, the wility 
index is a valuable tool in the scientific approach to qu~ditative measure­
ment. 

Forming categories of classification is, of course, no part of the ob­
servations themselves, but a theoretical process. More exactly speaking. 
the scientist assumes as a "working hypothesis" that useful conclusion-; 
can be drawn from the criteria according to which he proposes to 
group observations (see Chapter n, Section 6 below). Whether the.: 
categories actually will be useful for the purposes of the inquiry de­
pends on the correctness of this hypothesis, which in turn depends 011 

its logical soundness and on its realism, i.e., its accordance with reality. 
To form a useful classification, the scientist must have an adequate 
advance idea of all the elements that may play a role for the purpose 
of the inquiry; e.g., in drafting a questionnaire on the reasons for 
surprising election results he must be aware of all the various motives 
that may have caused a voter to act in the election the way he did. Sdf­
observation, totality of experience, and ~onst~uctive imagination arc 
among the sources from which the tentative picture that underlies the 
first draft of a classification must be drawn. Careful exchange of views 
with other experts can serve to im~rove it. It is best, whenever feasible·, 
to conduct a practical tryou~, w_htc.~ may eve.n be organized in two 
stages: first, "informal intervtewmg of some mformants only ("I)ilot 
stud " · · · 11 d " '1 t") 0 d y, m Great Bntam ca e pre-pi 0 ' an next, a formal "pre-
test'' (pilot survey), resembli~~ the final test as planned in every rc. 
spect except in that it is admtmstered only to a more limited number 
of people. 

(c) QUANTITATIVE CONTENT ANALYSIS 

d Quantitative content analysis, developed since about the mid-thirties 
eserves . d . ' 

qu 1. . spectal mention among newer evzces designed to objectify 
a Itattve . d f I . . . 

companson. Instea o re ymg merely on subJeCtive im-
a This 0 

the Point Was f Volf u P M 
.K Original Ita!' orcefully made by 1 rc 0 arcto, anue/ d',!conomic politiquc, tran~l from 

ennern I A Ian ed. (Milano 1919) by Alfred Bonnet, 2nd ed Paris 1927, pp. ISO ff .• 
well .,. · rrow "l• d I o I S o ., . , see 

, • he p zo , 'Ylathematical Mo e s m t Je OC!al Sciences .. Ion D Lerner and H D L Ch · o zcy s o • • • • ass-
801ce,'• 1'he To czences (op.cit.) PP· 129 ff. (p. 135). See also Felix Oppenheim "Rational 

See John Matna/ of Philosophy, vol. 50 (1953) pp. 341-50. ' 
&e, OfJ.cit., p. 216. For the American usage, Goode and Hatt, op.cito, p. 145. 
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prcssions regarding ditfcn·nces in political climate. govern , I 
. I I . I l"k . ~ Ill<.:nta tac-t 1cs, t 1c pcop lcs' he 1a nor. or t 1e 1 ·c, in diticren t countri· . . d · f 

. . . <.:s, or at 1 _ 
fcrcnt tunes 111 the same country, the quantitative content an·

1
J . ·t b 

. l I. . ' s su -JCct.-; the conrcnt of newspapers, pu 1 1c speeches, state documciH·· . 1. . l I s, r .lt 10 :IIJnouiKcmcnts, pnvarc etters, or ot 1cr means of co111111 u 111·, .... t· . . . ~., Ion to a l1;unstaking scrutmr regardmg the frcquenc\· with wJ11"cJ1 . . 
· . ' ccn;un subJ"ccrs have been mciHIOned or ke\· words have been tiS''tl 

0 
1 

· . ' · ~ , r lave been referred to in a favorable or 111 an unfavorable context or . · l 
. ,. . ' \\1[} a dillcrent meaning, or 111 coortmatlon with other terms (e.g. dcmocrac, 

in coordination with freedom or with equality, respectively). This i~ 
n:pccted to supply a more objective basis or test for hypotheses about 
rhe differences or changes in question than subjective analyses can 
givc. 10 Research projects of this type have been c~rried through, e.g., 
011 the amount of, or the space devoted to, foreign news in news­
papers, 11 rhe usc of various verbal devices in Ger~nan ra~lio propaganda 
during \Vorld \Var IIt~ changes in the usc of Ideological symbols in 

13 I l · u the world's leading newspapers, · an( or 1er ~optcs. 
Quantitative content analysis is hardly practlcabl.e u~le~s some rather 

specific hypotheses have already b~en ~armed wluch It Is designed to 
test. Often the quantitative analysts will merely confirm the obvious, 
and then may appear unnecessarily cumberso~le ~nd _costly. But some-

"' Sec 1-laroiJ D. Lasswell, Th~ Analysis of Politic.rl B~~<Jt•.ror, ~.cw 'lurk, Lond~>n, 19.JS. J>. 
, . . . I a/. Tlr~ uwgwrg~ of Pollflcs. Sm_dr~s m Quantr~<Jtu ~ s~nraruic.·. -'16, I I. D. L:!sswcll, N. Lcucs ~ • C 1 1 AnalysiS m Communzcatio

11 
R . 

;-.Jew York 1949 ; and cspcci:JIIy, Bernard Bcrcbon, on ~11 ~uarclr, 
c;lencoc, Ill., 195::!. . h us New York 193' Vol 

u For the United States, sec Ruml Social T_r(_nds mil~: Pr~s~ Cmd. noo. .)• . I, p. 38::!; 
- (' B . . I ~ Ro•·a/ Commruron on 1 • 
lor .rc:Jt ruam, R('porl o II~ ' . R dio Propaganda, R~port on Hom~ B. 

1 ·~ E K · · d associates Gaman a 1o,u . 
·rnst ns, 1-Ians Spc1cr an . ' f World Affairs, New York I9.J.J. The thirty-six 

casiJ during 1/r~ War, Studies of the Institute 0
1 . f quency in the use of a great var· t ·. 

I f k bl k resent the rc auve rc . le Y ot grap 1s o this remar ·a e wor P f 1 f 1 hood stereotypes m reference to 
b I h the use 0 trut I· a sc . 1 , com. vcr a propaganda means, sue as . · ·torics of l-Ilt er s name, of referenc . . r . of references to \ lc ' . f th cs to mun1cauons, the use of pre' 1ctwns, . r .... t nsc" vilificauons o e various enem· . 

German culture, to enemy weakness or •m~oraf It}' m ~ttcntion given to Hitler-Mussolini mcl~s: 
· 1 d rs pra1se o Japan, ·• . · ct rnenuon of the various enemy ea c • .1.t rv items m communiques of the Germ 

· f · 1 1· · ·n England nonm1 I a ' d . b an mgs, re crcnccs to soc1a ( 1sumty I : . h d usc of wor s connoung ravcry m d· 
1 High Command, reference to reasons for Bnus • f oo:;:, v~rious periods of the war. ' e a 

awards, etc., etc., and all this carefull}: separatcdh oDr . ~opment of International Chann-e") 
'" · ("R • lut1on and t e e\e S f 1 u · . "' con. So-called RADIR proJect c\o . d Peace, tan ore mversny. Th· . 

ductcd by the Hoover Institute on War, Revoluuon an bois used in such leading orga Is proJect 
sought to measure the changes in the ideological sym nd T::v~slia as well as in m . ns as T lit' 
Titn~s of London the N~tu York Timu, L~ T~mps, a list of some 400 key it! I a.Jor Political 
speeches of chiefs ~f governments. The group drew up arprise, nationalism const~to <~glcal snnbols 

· f ce ente ' · 1 Utlona) . of our time such as democracy, commumsm, r d and whether they Were d 1s111, and 
Soviet, and ~ounted how often these symbols occurrEe Rothwell, "On Measur muse favorably or 

f I P I D · 1 ' - r and G. · · . c ent of Id 1 . un avorably (I. de So a 00 • ame .&..erne h International Pohtical sc· eo og1cal 
Change," paper read at the Hague Congress of t e lcncc Association, 
September 1952 mimeographed). 

H ' d • :Z Illustrations, see John Ma ge, op.crt., p. I I • 
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times it may draw attention to significant traits that have been over­
looked. It may become more important when we karn to usc it more 

discriminately. 

S· Acceptance as "Fact" and tlze Concept of Truth 

(a) FACT 

Even when an observation is accept~J as exact~y made: and adc:qu;ltc\v 
communicated, it remains to be dectdeJ by sctc:.:nce whc:.:thn the Clll;­

clusion can be drawn th~t ~he phenomenon which was subject ivdv 
observed corresponded obJectively to an actual fact. The rel)ort 111 . . . ·. l . I 1 ' 1 \ "·1 \ 
that at some definite place: am ttme t 1e observer saw something. th;;t 
looked to him like a chatr, or a star, or an unusual type of ai ·I · , 1. rsllp 
"resembling a flying saucer, lor ~ steBams up on the high s<.:as appro;tch~ 
ing from the left side, or A s 100tmg 'or solditrs of country p tnt . · 

d d k 'll' <.:nng 
country G across the bor cr an 1 mg peoplt there. The sc·1 . . . t:l\1 1St 
may not question the exactness of the observation anJ the correct 1 .' .. 

f ") .11 . . 1ess 
o the report ("looked to me ; st1 It rcqutres a separate Jccision 011 

his part to the effect that he does or docs not accept the concltl · . . I SICJ(l, 

whether or not it has been exphCitly <. ra~n ?Y the observer, that then: 
was a chair, a star, an unusual. type of a1rslup, a steamer approaching 
from the left side, or that A dtd shoot B, or that the men costul11ed .1s 
soldiers of country p actually were .such. There may be other groun:ls 
than lack of exactness in observatiOn or description for questioning 
the apparent results, e.g., defects of tools used, as of a telescope or radar 
screen; the limited range of observability; disturbing inAuencc:.:s, sue h 
as atmospheric conditions or reflections; inconclusiveness; or outright 
deception. Even the fundamental philosphical problem of the..: certainty 
and nature of reality is involved in every decision on the acceptance..: 
of the results of observation as facts. This acceptance is, therefore..:, a 
step that must be clearly distinguished from the acceptance of the..: proc-
esse f . . 1 f 1 1 s o observation and descnpuon as correct y per ormct . 
thThere are again no strict rules to tell the scientist whether and when 
f e apparently observed fact can or must be accepted as an objective 
a:ct. There are rules of a negative nature forbidJing the unmot\ified 
tanceptance of facts that are incompatible with previously or simul-

eously 1 1' · · expl accepted other facts, factua genera 1zat10ns or theoretical 
anatio · · f h 1 ( N b 

1 0 ns Without the correctiOn o t e atter see step o. 9) ; ut 
S . n aeeepta oczal Sc· nee:: as "fa t" h pertinent remarks by Felix Kaufmann, Methodology of thC' 
f zence >..T e sec t e . · 1 

0 accc::pta s, 1 '<ew York 57 5s. He fa1lcd, though, to mcntwn t 1at two other ,tagcs 
0 l nee:: ( .. v 1944· PP· , ' . . ) t pr .I h' h' ne, a though h-..aetness of observation, adequacy o• commumcauon mus eccuc t 1s t m.l 

c:: Would hardly have denied it. 
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there arc no positi\'e rulc:s sa\'ing precisclv whether an 1 ·I 
I I . . . l " 1en an ap-

parent y o )Scrrcd facr has to be accepted as an actual fact. Sec Section 
7· below. 

Pro~>f of f.1ct~ b.y observation, therefore, depends on more than oh­
·'cn·atwn. dc.scnption, and measurement. It depends on ( 1) acceptance 
of rhc oh.~cr,·:Jiion as sufficiently exact .to support the report made on it; 
( 2) acccpi:Jilce of the report as suffiCiently correct and adequate; and 
( .;) an:cplance of the apparently observed facts as actual facts. 

(h) TRl iT! I 

These rclati,·e clements in the meaning of "proof by observation" 
play a role in the difficulty which besets the philosophical task of clar­
ifying the concept of truth. It is not necessary to discuss 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 cleJr that 
the term truth here may be used either with direct reference to the 
actual occurrence of an e\'ent (Caesar truly mas assassinJted, Hitler 
truly did commit suicide, Jesus truty fllaJ crucified. truly did rise from 
the dead) or to the truth of a statement made .(~he statemc·nt that 
Caesar was assassinated, that Hitler committed ~UICide, that Jesus was 
crucified, that he rose from the dead, is true, or IS not true). If used in 
the first sense, the historical fact may hJve truly occurred without be­
ing observed and with no statement ever bein.g made on it; e.g., the 
emission of light by a star from which it reqmres a thousand ycJrs to 
travel to the earth and to meet our observing eyes was a truth even 
before we could observe it. If used in the second sense, however, the 
term truth has no meaning except in reference to statements mJde, and 
the statements may be erroneously accepted as true although the al­
leged historical fact did not occur, and vice ver~a. 

Tl1ese two different meanings that may be giv~n the te~m truth are 
paralleled by two different theories about the mterrelat1on between 
science or knowledge, on the one side, and. truth, on th~ other. If we 
start from the· first meaning, a proposition IS true ":hen It correspon i.· 
to reality. This "correspondence theory" of truth Is the older of ri s 
two and has also been used by what is likely to be the major't 1e 
twentieth-century scholars, including Bertrand Russell,2 J. M K 1 Y of 

· eynes 3 
' 

2 Bertrand Russell, An _lnqt~iry into Meaning and Tmtlz, New Y~rk 1940 (criticall . 
by Ernest Nagel, Sot•erezgll 1-ettson, New York 1954, PP· 205 ff.), also, Power, LoY <l1scusscd 
flJl: 267-?l. ndon I 9 3 8. 

·' J. M. Ke)ncs, Tretll}' o11l'rubalnhty, London 1911. 
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and R. Carnap.4 Starting from the second meaning, truth has been 
equated with "warranted asscrtihility" (Dewey:;) or "empirical valid­
ity" (Felix Kaufmann 6 ) or the like. This approach is often equated 
with positivism but is not necessarily associated with all the connot:t­
tions of that term (sec below, Chapter v, Section 3); nor is it ht:ld b\ 
all positivists, for example, not by Carnap. · 

It is important to sec that the difference of approach just mentioned 
has two sources. One is the mere choice of the meaning we arc going 
to associate with a word when we usc it-her~, the word truth. In this 
choice we arc free. The other is a difference m philosophical 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 no 
human senses have yet observed or may ever be able to observe-be it 
a star whose light has not yet reache? us or has not yet been made 
noticeable and may never become noticeable, or be it some met I . d . ap 1\'s-
Ical reality-so long do we nee In our vocabulary for this re 1· · 

I f · a ny a 
term that is independent of t 1c state o our knowledge· unless . ' . ' \\ c usc 
truth for this we need some other word. I shall, wherever n . . . 1. 1. t1 I ecess;try 
for the sake of clanty, capita Ize ru 1 w 1cn emphatically l . . ' usee m 
this sense. 

An intermediate view would include in the meaning of t 1 
b . . rut 1 not 

only the aggregate of what can e asserted m a scientifically w l 
manner today but also what may be so asscrtible at some futuarra~tCl 

' d . re time 
and what might have been asserte In the past had possibl b ' d' h' . c o serva-
tions been made. In exten mg t IS mtermed.iate view so as to include 
observability by beings oth~r than hum~?· hke God, the two ideas of 
truth and Truth merge; still the definitton would remain different.7 

, d Confirmation," in H. Feigl a d w S II 
Rudolf Carnap. "Truth an IT n · c ars, Readings in Philo-

sophical Analysis New York I949• PP·8
119 · IT 6 £J h ' I04 II -19,139 ., 2 2 . 

• 0 n Dewey, Logic, PP· 7• 'fT 64 ff. 128 IT H~ p 
• F 1· · p 20 ·• ' · roposcs to Sllcak f " · · ... e IX Kaufmann op cJI., P · I'd" · d · 0 crnplrlcall'· vahd · • · . . II countcr-va 1 1nstea of fals p . . · ' · 

Instead of true and "empmca y II .. I 'd d c. roposltiOns that arc neither 
empiric II .' .valid he ca s unc .CCI c ., (p. 66). 

7 a Y vahd nor counter (and in an carher article "T h . .. 
Kaufmann op cJ't PP 64 ff. 69) 1.' rut and Logic, Philosophy and 

Ph ' · ·• · pp 59- suggests 1mit' 1 ~nom~nological Rcuarclz, 194°• · d t I mg t le use of the term truth to 
Pstropdositions whose assertibilitY is warrafnttucren~h~sndyefito~~y, but that "once accepted, could with-

an all · · the u · n1t1on would k 1 · · 
h. poss1ble controls" also 1n . d y . ma c trut 1 an uica/ he sa1d, 

w •ch attame · et even th1s co f h f ' we can never be sure to have h ncept o trut re ers exclusively to 
statcm ferencc to t c altcrnat' f T h h . 
n ents or propositions· it has no re . 'I I D IVe o a rut t at IS real although 

o stat • 't S•m• ar y, cwey (L · ) 
cons'd ement has been made to assert 1 · p · h . ogle, p. 345 n. quotes for what he 
tha/ ers the best definition of truth C. S. elrce,. w o said (Collected Papers, Vol. s, No. 268) 
th trut? is "the opinion which is fated to ?e ul~u~atc'l'y agreed to by all who investigate .. and 

at rcahty · " h . d by th1s opm10n. Here t th t h · ' opinio 1S t e obJect represente . . ' 00• e crm trut Is related to 
ns only, not to something irrespective of any opm•ons held thereupon. 
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~·he ~mportan.t point for us here. is that Scientific .Method is not ncces­
s:mly tic~! up with a definite chotce among these views. As far as this 
mc:rhod IS concerned only such truth as is empirically asccrt:1inahle 
~ounts, has :1 sta.nding, in .r:ie11ce. I~ there be any Truth beyond it, it 
Is no p:1rt of sncncc as tlus term I~ used within Scientific .Method. 
\Vhethcr such other Truth is accessible through other methods an 1 
whether these can be called scientific in some other sense of the ~ern~ 
cannot be decided within the framework of Scientific Method (sed 
Chapter n, Section 7). 

Any acceptance of propositions about alleged facts as being true 
corresponding to reality, empirically valid, verifiable, or warranted~ 
whichever term is preferred by the indiridual scholar-is only tentJtive 
or provisional within Scientific Method. This is one of the ditTerenccs 
between belief or faith on one side, and science on the other, because 
belief or faith may be meant to be final and irrevocable. Psychologically 
speaking, belief or faith plays a powerful role also in science; it often 
determines the acccptmce by the scientist of reports on empirical ob­
servations. Nevertheless, the distinction remains logic:1lly important. 
\Vl1ile an objection to, or doubt regarding, the alleged truth of some 
particular report may be considered inadmissible and a sin from the 
religious angle, scientifically it can nc\'er be ruled out of order. In scien­
tific procedure such objection can be rejected only tvith scic.·JJtific means, 
and reference to belief or faith is no scientific means. The nature of 
the apparent conflict between religious faith and scientific doubt will 
be discussed in Chapter xm. 

(c) PROOF 

In the strictest sense of the term, full empirical proof is never avail­
able under Scientific Method since on principle any empirical proposi­
tion is unendingly subject t~ Jttack. Only analytical judgments can 
present full proof; yet they do not deal wit.h the "truth" of pro~ositions, 
only with their "meJning" (see next sectiOn). It has been satd, there­
fore, that in empirical questions we can speak only of probability of a 
high degree, or of plausibility, and hJd better _replace .the term proof 
like that of truth, with some other term. Tlus ~arnmg is quite .., ' 

• } • up-
propriate wherever we deal with induct~ve genera.tzatiOns of observed 
events (to be discussed in the ne~t sectiOn) or .wnh statements about 
causal relations (Chapter n, Sectton ~)· Yet with all due respe t f 
precision when the question is of particulars only, We need not ~ or 
be so sh;. It would indeed be foolish and misleading if with a ways 

regard to 
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every particular event social scientists spoke of there being no more 
than a high degree of probability that it happened. That, for namp\c, 
a man named Hitler did live and assume a lcatling political role, is 
both true and fully proved, and so is it fully proved, g?ing back in his­
tory, that Lincoln and Washington, Caesar and Ctcero, Plato and 
Socrates did live. To counter such statements with Pilate's questio · 
~'What is truth?" is not appropria~e in scienti~c discourse. Here aga::~ 
It appears that Scientific Method IS to a constderablc degree based 011 

common sense. To be sure, it reserves to everyone the right to chal­
lenge empirical evidence, but only on gooJ grounds, and th . l . \ 

. . l "'" . . I .I t: p 11 -
osophtcal question "What 1s trut 1 ~ ts not constt crcu a good 1 I 
. ' . . . l . l . . grount 
In the presence of overwhelmmg empmca evtt cncc. Thts disting . ·l .. 
S . . . k . . ( I llls H:s 

C1ent1fic Metho-t from radiCal S epttctsm sec C 1apter v S·· t" 
b 1 u , -.c Ion .., 

e ow). -, 

We need not therefore, be pedantic in avoiding the usc of tl •. 
f ' 11 J . l I le term proo , and actually it is genera Y use m "lOt 1 the natural an 1 1 . 

s · · · 1 ·0 t t le socnl · CI_en~es whenever the empmca cvt cncc appears fully adcqu; 1 • · • 

this Is not so, however, it is more appropriate to express tl~et.l"\N~ 1 c 11 
nature of the evidence by using other terms such as "c c. llllltcd 

" ' '. Oll1Irll1' t" " 
or corroboration." '1 Ion 

(d) REALITY 

The questions of truth and proof are closely interconnected . 
problem of "reality." Although, as we have seen, there is \:nh the 
of rul 1 · no st net code es about when to accept an apparent y observed f 
wh 1 · act as real and 

en to deny acceptance, t lere Is agreement that acce )tan .. · ... 
barred b h"l I . 1 doubts about reality Tl . . I cc Is not 
S . y p I osop uca ' · 11s ts not to 1 

Cientific Method is able to demonstrate whether th . s~y t 1at 
wh . . h t ere Is realny Jnd 

at It is whether the thwgs t a appear real arc so or wll tl . 
th' ' · ll · ' c 1er some-

Ing back of them or notlung a~ a Is real. It is only to 1. 
cept f b rvatiOn a f . say t 1at ac-
. ance of the results o 0 se . s acts Irrespective of )I ·1 . 1 
leal d · · ot considered · 1 · I 11 osop 1-
go,, oubts about reality IS n 'fi . . a VIo atwn of the rules tl1'lt 

•er · t c tnqtllry 0 h · · 
Methn acceptance in scien I . n t e contrary Scientific 

od . t · st to accept reality 1 1 ' 
gr0 u expects the sc1cn I. I ' un ess 1e has weighty 
obse~d~ for withholding 3cccpta~ce. ~ ~an ~e said that, in a sense the 
not b a le World is the re31 wor S ~o .cfiienttfic Method. But this ~lust 

e rni t k th3t Cienti c Meth l l . . 
col11pe 5 a en to mean . . I O<. c aims ability and 

Ind tence to judge what re.ahty Is. t_ makes no such claim. 

at the e~~l~ the old philosophical ques.twn of reality, insofar as it aims 
ttrnate Truth behind 311 possible astronomical, physical chem-

' 
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ira!. and biologic:tl discoveries, is beyond the province of S. · . 
~fcrhod by definition. since it is metaphysical in character an~t~n~tfic 
[Jfic Method docs not answer metaphysical questions (sec c' h Ctcn-s. · · aptcr 
· tctJOn 5 and 7). In some other way. nevertheless, Scientific M, II, 

h;r.~ greatly nmtrihutcd to clarifying the problem of reality I l cthod 
r f I . . . l I I . 1 . . t las led 
~> pro Ollllt 111\'cstJg:HJons a wut t 1c mot cs 111 w 11ch rca lit\• · b. 

I I . I I I . l IS su /t'C 
u•c· y cxpcncncct )}' human lCIIlgs. Important psycholog· I -
1 1 . I 'I . I' I . tca and Jl l<.'llOlJH.'IlO ogJCI C:Ollffl )lJtiOilS regan 111g t liS asl)eCt }l"l\'•' [ . . . . , ... )ecn Ill I 

hr such men as \Villiam James. Henry Bergson. George H Mate 
Edmund Husscrl (sec below Chapter IX, Section zo) anll · cad, 

I . ~ . · . ' · tnore re-
cmr y, by Alfred Schurz. The latter s analysts seems to have l i 

I I I. I I . b . '11 k pro Je( c\Tn < cepcr t 1an < It 11s precursors. ut tt stt ·eeps stricth• \, · 1 · 
1 1 f l . . . . l 'It lln 

r 1c sp 1crc o .iiWJc·ctu·c· cxpcncrKc of reahty. 
Speculations by scholars on the objc·ctit'c n:tture of reality, beyond 

rhc disco\'crics made by rhe nawral sciences, have become rare in tl .. 
century, at least outside the older schools of metaphysics. Such cxan1 · lis 
· I " b 1 tna-l!.OJ~s .fall inro. the general field .c:1l~cd ~·onto og~ r, t 1e phi!osophcrs. 

llus ts the scterKe that deals with 'Bcmg as Bem~, the subJect of in­
quiry put in the center of Aristotle's 'AfdaphysJcs. It examines, 

. I' . f n . not 
partiCular things, but Being as such. as t Istmct rom 1.10t-I:cmg, and the 
diffnence between propositions such as tlwt sometlung ts (i.e., that it 
l1:1s Being) and ll'hat it is. In the bro:tdc~t scr_1~e of the tc~~n, ontology 
n:ft:rs by no means only to the metaphysical ,t!ipects of Being but 1 

f . . a so 
to the mere clarification of the meaning o a proposition. that asserts 
the Being of something. and to observable data ~bout ~cmg and the 
modes of Being. Some sud1 questions can be cxamme~I Wt~h the tools of 
Scientific Method. But the major interest of ontologtcal lll\'estigations 
in the past was metaphysical. Considered one ~f the most important 
branches of science from Aristotle until deep mto. the modern age 

f"d " ' ontology dealt freely with tl1c Being of matter, 0 1 ~as and of "es-
sences," of things, of men, of angels, and of God .. Tl~ts .entanglement 
with meta;>l1ysical speculations pro\'ed fatal. to the dtsctphne in modern 
universities. For a lwnclrecl years or more 1t lay all ~ut ?orrnant. 

In the second quarter of this century, however, sctenttfic interest · 
ontological questions was revived. The ontology th~t has ernerg~d 1~1 
not just the old one however. It has become essenttally new b s 

· ' · k wa f ' ecause now senous attempts are bemg made to eep a Y rorn tnetaph . 
so as to present an exact account of observable facts and relatio Ystcs, 

. ns. It has 
8 Alfred Schutz "Multiple Realities," Philosoph)' ami Phrtlomrnologlca/ Res em··' ' 

' · I " 1 v I pp. 533-576, with an illuminating discussion of the htcrJture on t lc question. · 0 · 5 ( I<J.JS) 
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in particular, assumed the character of a scientific effort to describe 
the "categories" in which Being is known to man. In this sense, Nicolai 
Hartmann's New Ways of Ontology is representative.0 • The author 
tries to discern the spheres, or "layers" (Schichtc11), of Being: inorganic 
matter, organisms, the psychic sphere, the sphere of the mind (Geist) 
in its objectivated workings, the sphere of the community, and the 
sphere of history. He analyzes typical characteristics (categories) of 
each sphere, and fundamental ones common to all.10 He further ex­
amines their mutual interpenetration and the limits of interpenetration 
upwards and downwards; the relative "strength" and "height" of tl : 
different spheres according to objective criteria: dependence at~~ 
autonomy in each sphere; and whatever else can be stated about th 
various modes of Being on the basis of human experience. Such · ~ 

. . b . d } h 1 Ill qmnes can e carne t uoug , et me repeat, in a manner that · . 
tirely in keeping with Scientific Method, provided tile tet t . Is en[-. 1 . . . np at1on 0 
presentmg personal specu atlons as sctentd1c data is eff . t' 1 . 
I h . ff · • · ec IVe Y n:s1stcll 
n t 1s e ort Hartmann succeeded In his New W l 1· · · 

some of his earlier works.11 ays )etter t lan 111 

The neglect of metaphysical questions in inquirie b l . 
'fi M h d h d k s asel on SCicn t1 c et o as been un er attac . This, and the po 'b1 1 ~ -

the methodological problem involved, will be disc sst de. so lltlOn of 
vn, Section 3, and IX ff. usse 111 Chapters 

e N~u~ W~g~ d~r Ontologi~, Stuttgart 1942 (tr. by R C K h 
Ch. f 'b . . . u n, N~tl.l IV I 

1cago 1953). This is a reprint o a contn uuon to Hartmann ( d) ~1 >" 1 o Ont"'"~'~'· 
and is based on Hartmann's former books, especially Zur Grun~l · Syst~matuch~ l'hilosnrhu. 
2nd ed., 1941. ~gtmg d~r Ontologi~. llnliiL 

10 In view of the general Jack of familiarity with ontological cat . 
. , N 'V egones the f II . . t1on may be helpful taken from Hartmann s ~tte • eg~. pp. 2 8 ' 0 ()\\'lng lllu,!l;t· 

of Being (in comm~n to all spheres) are, for example: unity an~ ' 24~· Fundam~ntal Clteg .. ric' 
d d . . . f d d manJfoldness . I cor , ISJUnctlOn and continuity, orm an matter, eterminat' , acmrc and tJ,,. 
1. d d'ff · 100 and de11 I qua native categories of identity an I ere.nce, umversality and . d' . . ent ency; abo, the 

categories of possibility actuality and necessity and their contrar· 10 IVJdual~ty; and the mrul.tl 
h , d' . b les. Categon f I . . 

sp ere: space and time process and con Jtlon, su stance and caus 1. . es o t le tnorgamc 
' h I ( G j.. ) a ny · of th · structure of something as an organic w o e ~ ug~ , metabolism 'If e o~g<1111c sphere: the 

constancy of the sp · . f the psychical sphere: consciousness and ' se ·regulation, reprmlunion. 
d. 1 ec1es, o h k noncon · 

1sp easure· of th h f the ... jnd: thoug t, nowing (Er'· SCJousness, pleasure aml . • e sp ere o ,.. '\~nnen) '\\' 
tlo~, personality. • WI mg, freedom, valua· 

Neue Wege PP 2 ff ("The neW ontology is no specul . 
theory on the li~its o. f 39h . be known [Erkennbarkeitsgr atlve metaphysics, and Kant's 
every · w at can enze) ap \' . 

f sc:nous science:") B below Chapter vn, Section 5 H P les to It not less than to 
o new . . · ut see • • on artm , E , · 
I .. h Wnttngs of an 0 t I . 1 character was opened by H 'd ann s tmcs. The series 
ur p il h. n o og1ca C:l egg S · . 

H 'd 010P 1e und p•1·- I giselle Forsclumg, vol 8 c:r, ~m und Z~1t (lal~r·buch 
e1 eggc: · d r.anom~no o · , 1927· 8 h d T" · 

ing and ~~.s ominantly interested in that hypothetical Being which . tb ~ ., f ~b,ngen 1957)· 
' 15 has given his wr'JtJ'ngs a metaphysical and speculat' 15 ac 0 a I Particular He· 

IVe touch. 
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6. LOGIC 

6. Logical Rc,;soning 

( J) DEDUCTIVE 

. L~gical reasoning is_ a~ccp~cd as full_ proo~ by Scientific :Method 
\\he.: I~, and only when, It IS stnccly analyt1c. It Is analytic when it ad I· 
notlung to the meaning of a given term or proposition, but mere~~ 
makes explicit what is implied in that meaning. To say that, if all met~ 
ar~ m~rtal and Soc:;ltcs is a man, Socrates too is mortal, is a stricti y 
an.dytical statement. It docs not say that all men arc mortal or tl 5 · · , lat 
ocratcs I~, or that Socrates is a man; it says merely that according to 

the f~Jcanmg of the statement "all men arc mortal," Socrates, if a man 
also IS mortal. Deductive logic, in the sense in which the term is used 
in this book, is strictly analytic. It deals with meaning (Sinn) .1 

\Vhenerer a proposition adds something to the meaning of a given 
term or proposition it is not an~llytic but synthetic. It then cannot be 
arrived at by deductive reasoning from the given term or proposition. 
Whether a proposition is meant to be analytic or synthetic cannot al­
ways be seen at once; it depends on the meaning (definition) of the 
terms used. "All men arc mortal" is an analytical proposition if the 
concept of man is so defined as to include certainty of death; other­
wise, the statement is synthetic. Likewise, "all stones fall to the ground 
unless supported" is analytic if stones arc definC:d as bodies having 
weight, and weight as a quality which makes dungs fall unless sup­
ported; the same statement is synthetic if stones are d_efi~ed without 
reference to weight or heaviness. When we s~y that JUStice requires 
equal treatment of what is equal, we are makmg a mere~y analytical 
statement, if we have defined justice as regard_ fo~ equahty, whereas 
our statement is synthetic if we have define? JUstice oth~rwise. One 
and the same statement may be true, if analyu~, .and. false, If synthetic. 
"All swans are white" would be a true proposmon If swans had been 
defined as being white; it is false, if not, because the.re are black animals 
that have all tl1e characteristics of a swan otherw~s~. 

Are mathematical statements analytic or synthetic· Kant considered 

1 _1 • .. b . ( ee Charles K. Ogden an 1 I 
The woru "meanmg can e used m different wa)'S s 1 h II t · A. Richa 1 

The Meanings of M(anir1g, New York 1923; xoth ed., I95 2)d. sf a generally use it only i rlhs, 
· h" h k . f wor o a sentence f n t e sense: (or senses) m w IC we spea · of the meamng o a ' . • 0 a proposit" 

English usagc--<lifferent from the German use of Sinn-th~ term. lS often applied fig 10 ~· In 
to causal relations· we ask what clouds "mean," what a sud en gomg up of prices .. uratwe\y 

' b expe t d f mean " · 
the sense: of what has caused a phenomenon and what maY e c e rom it (s II s, m 
terial meaning"). This sense is not intended in the text here. See Appendix B. o-ca ed "rna-
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them synthetic, because to say that five plus seven is twdvc add-, -.omc­

thing that is not contained in five and seven.:.! The matter look-. dif­
ferent, however, if we considc.:r mathc.:matical propositions as logicd 
?eductions from a small_ numbc.:r of basic postubtc.:s or, in other w;Jrds, 
rf we define mathematics by such postulates. Then arithmetic sLI!c­

ments, for example, have some form like.: this (slightly ovc.:rsimplificd) 
scheme: 

ulf (1) we assign symbols callc.:d whole.: numbers to unih tlrlt f . I 
• ()J t \(' 

purpose at hand arc considered equal among themsdvcs (fi . . · lllg<..rs or 
sheep, or human bemgs, etc.) or to classes of such units (fi ' ' . 

f C · lllgn-. ol 
one hand, members of the House.: o ommons); and if(")) . : 1 . 

· f h 1 b I - \\ c 1 n· ht · an endless cham o w o c num crs so t 1at each numb. 1. T 
· 1 b cr <II crs from 

the prccedmg and from t 1c su sequent one by one unit. . I ·r · 
. d' 'd } b . h 1. . ,.Ill( I(,) the 
~n r1v_r ua num crs II? t cf c 1a1m a1re assrgned the symbols 0 1 ..., ~ 
m t us order, o stan<. mg or t 1e a )Sence of any unit 1 . ' ' .~· _., 

All . 1' . f 11 . f ' t ]( 11 
Imp rcatrons o owmg rom these {)remis. 1 : • · 

fi h I . ts-w llch I 
re ned by adding ot ers, sue 1 as the conce1)t of · fi . maY w 

1 . Tl 1· · l · rn llllt-·1r · t . I ana ytrc. 1at app ~es ~o srmp e Implications such as .L· c " riLl Y 
well as to the most mtncate ones, such as that wl I 5 1 7 I 2 as 
. . . • lo t n u I . . f 

t10ns of whole numbers multiplred by thern ·l 111 H: rs or rae-
. st Vts 111 I . 

4,9,I6,etc.,butneverto2;orthat,Ifaandbsig ·r. ay )t: l'qualto 

(a+ b) 2 = a2 .+ 2ab + ~2, a~d (a_+ b) (a -!~;1 ~-==·1:?_nur~lbn, then 
words, the log real reasonrng m arrthmetic 1· . - h . I 11 ot hn 
· . . s stnctly . . 1 · . 
Is for thrs reason that rt can and must be ac . l '111 •1 ytrc, and 1t 

What has been said here of arithmetic 1·s bct_Pttl't1 as absolutely true.:: 
. · asrca y . 1· 1 as well. Geometry too is stnctly analytic an 1 v.t H for geometry 

. . . b ' < not synth ·f f 
Its basic {)Ostulates wluch can e neatly fo I c Ic, apart -rom 

' . rmu atcd 1 ·f 
The selection of the postulates 111 either b I as sue 1 ( r -then). 

. ranc l may 1 1 l 
the belief that they reflect existential rcalit . L • )C grount ct on 

h y or sdf-evrdcnt t I If 
sue "axiomatic" belief may or may not b rut L · so, 

. e correct 0 1 1 . 
may be ba d sheer expediency and , · r, t 1e sc cct1on se on even on a l · . 
this makes no difference for the main point . L r mrary chmce. All 
th · d h 1 · JUst made Wlntcvcr were 

e motives that prom pte t e c wrce of postul . . L • 

operation b d 1 m are correct 1 ates, the mathematical 
s ase on t 1e w 1en 1 1 

"p,. . . . ' an<. on y when, they arc 
Ac olegomena ::u einer jed en k,nnftzgen Metaphyszk._ ( 178 ) . . 

aaue~y ed., Berlin 1900-42, vol. 4• P· 208; Ca~sircr cc..l., B~rltP· 2H fT. ((,esammdte .\chnftcn. 
bridBaslc, Alfred North Whitehead and Bertrand.Russcll, Prinn '-912-22, voL_4, p. ICi.) • 

ge, 1910-13 and B d R sscll lntroductzon I " czpza .\lathcmatzuz, 3 Vol,., (..!Ill-
2nd ed • ertran u · • o Math~m 1 - 1 Pl. .1 pl 
theM. 1920, reprinted 1938. Good presentation, Alfrcc.l T k'azca II oso 1)', Ist cd. I<JI<J, 

ethodology oft/. D d . s· iences New y k ar~ I, lntrodncttull to l.ogzc, lind to 
Germ ze e ucttt•e c , or I<J41 ( . . II . 1' I' I 

an: Einfiihrt . d' l r·sc'l~ Log·k d . ongma y Ill "~~ l, I<J~(, then in 
1 937) tng m ze mal z~ma z '' • I 1111 dze M 1. d . •t , · ' · See also A . et 10 ologze tl~r " atnematik, 1 cidcn 

PPendLX B. ' -
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s
1
trirtly :malytic in drawing implic:Hions. To that extent. and only to 

1 Ltl extent. arc they absolutely and demonstrably true. 
:\.lrlwt!gh. :mai~:tical deductions add nothing to the premises that is 

!Jot IlllJ~IInlin their me:llling. they arc by no means always an irrclc\·ant 
pLt~· mrh_ words. Tl~ey 1~1ay. be relevant for the purpose of inquiry 
beet usc of ten all the unplicatrons of a statement, CSJK'ciallv of .1 .,,, •• · - . . . . . s Lt p-
lllg ~Hlc. :m: not Jmme(hatcly seen: they may. 1f made explicit. add 
~-ons~tkr:thly tc~ our ~nowkdgc. and often be strikingly surprising in 
l har:trtcr, as :trJI hmet1c shows. 

That :lllal~·.ric.d deductions if correctly made can be said to be "ab­
solutely true g1ves deducti\"C logic. whether used in mathematics or 
in any other context, its singubr place in science. But this quality of 
:thsolutc truth refers only to the :tn:t!ytic:tl inference as such, i.e., to. the 
st:llement that the meaning of proposition a implies the proposition b. 
\Vhethcr the proposition a is true. and consequently. whether b is true, 
is not gu:trantccd by the f:tct that b is implied in the mc·aning of a. 
These arc the most elementary facts about logic:' Consequently, state­
ments such as "If God is almighty he ~:tn square the circle, or make 
wrong right and right wrong" are strictly analytic. :md therefore neces­
sarily true, once w~ have d~fincd "almighty" as meaning "able to do 
or effect anything without any exception.'_' Once made explicit, how­
ever, the implications may lead us to questiOn the truth of the premise 
or to modify the definition of the terms used ("almighty").r' 

Clarity and unambiguity of all terms used arc the first requirement 
of logical reasoning. Most words (verbal symbols) ar~ ~mbiguous; 
they cover a great variety of facts or values, or of both. Thts 1.s especially 
so in the political field, where terms such as frce~om, equahty, democ­
racy, socialism, patriotism, loyalty, power. authonty; o:der carry many 
different meanings. It is sometimes advisable ~0 chmma~e these diffi­
culties by the usc of symbolic signs the meamng. of w.luch has been 
exactly stated. W c shall make frequent usc of tlus. de\:lce. Its radical 
acceptance might make it possible to express our sCie~ttfic knowledge 
about political questions in mathematical form an~ wtth mathematical 
clarity; yet this presupposes, of course, that all vanable factors are cor­
rectly treated as such and any other unknow.n elements that may b 
involved, too, are symbolized and included m the equation.6 \Vhil: 

'Sec e.g., Felix Kaufmann, op.cit., p. 25. 
• See Chapter x, Section 2. . . !. . 
• See Paul F. Lazarsfcld, cd., Mat!J~matical Think~ng m 1 1 ~. Socz~l Sciences, Gl 

1954, and Kenneth J. Arrow, "Mathematical Models m the Soctal Sctcnces" in D cncoc, Ill., 
H. D. Lasswell, TM Policy Scimccs, op.cit., pp. I 29 ff. · Lerner and 
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l. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD 

economists have long been developing mathematical economics (in­
cluding econometrics), there are hardly any beginnings yet of a math­
ematical political science (including "politico~etrics") .7 Greater clarity 
of thought might be achieved in many quest10ns by the development 
of such a technique. 

That the meaning in which a term is used has been made unambig­
uously clear is no guarantee, however, that the concept it covers is 
scientifically "useful" To be clear and to be useful arc not the S"" . uffie 
thing. The meaning of "centaur" may be made perfectly clear; but tl 
concept of a centaur would remain irrelevant for political science. Tl~~ 
terms "happiness" or "power" may be defined clearly, but either 

h so 
broad or again so specific that t c concepts covered by them arc Uttc 1 
inadequate for scientific purposes (see Chapter vm, Sections 8 and 1 ~{ 
As every other branch of science, political science too would wish t~ 
have a few basic concepts that are both clear and useful, i.e., service­
able as building stones within a logically developed theory. To be use­
ful th:y must be "realistic" in the sense that they themselves, or their 
analytical derivations, correspond to carefully observed facts. Conse­
quently, the selection of scientifically useful concepts, or their n 
f~rmula~ion, is a function that c~nnot be performed by "analytic~~ 
~ educt1ve) logic alone. A concepts usefulness can be tested only wl 
It fo . . d len 
" rms part of "synthetic" propos1t10ns, as oes, e.g., the concept 
power" of the synthetic proposition, true or false, that "All men have 

a. lust for power" or "All power corrupts," etc. (sec Chapter VIn Sec-
tion r2 ). ' ' 

The need for adequate basic concepts has led to a quest for "con­
ceptualization" of political theory. By mid-century, attention had come 
to cente b . h t " " " " " .. ron attempts to use as a siC sue concep s as power, groups, 
i~qu1h_b:ium," "elites," "action," "decision-making," "game," "field," 8 

. additiOn to the basic concepts of psychology and psychoanalysis, and 
In Preference to the older concepts, like formal or informal govcrn­
~ent, institutions freedom, equality, etc. The fashionable vogue en­
Jboyed by the new' roaches shifting from one to the other, has not 

een app ' h d 
h so helpful h ver as had been hoped. It as even one some 

arm b ' owe ' . f 1' . 1 
th ' ecause it h t ded to detract attent10n rom po 1t1ca problems 

at re . as en f . l · fi · h 
qu1re different approaches, as or mstance c an cat10n of t e 

, A.n . 

Stabilitii~nbtc:rc:.sting <:ssay f h" is Hel.nuth Unkclbach, Grmul/agen der Walz/systematik. 
• s edrn o t 1s type 1. . · G.. · 6 

For I" gunge11 d I tarischen D(mO'\Ialle, ottlngcn 195 · ltc:rature, 5 er par am en 
c:e Appendix n. 



6. LOGIC 

specific _con_.\cq~Icnces and risks implied in the various types of govern­
IllCIHJl InsllllltJOns (sec Ch:1pter xu). 

I shall deal with bJsic concepts each in its proper context p tl . · 1 · . · , ar } m 
t lis, partly 111 the second volume. At present I merely wish to m k · 
·I I I . .fi f I f 1 a c It c. c:1r t lJt r 1e scJcnri c use u ness o :1 concept c. epends not on analyr" I 

. I b I I f " I . ' tca reasomng a one ut _on t 1e trut 1 o synt 1et1c ' propositions that arc 
nH:ant to reflect reaiHy. 

(b) INDUCTIVE 

Syntheti~ statements, too, may be true;_ but whetl~er they are depends 
on somcthmg more than mere dcducttve, analyttGll logic and tl ·. 
''something more" is always subject to scientific challenge. Kant he~~~ 
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 seen that their absolute truth is due to the fact that, what is neces­
sarily true in them, is analytic and not synthetic in character. As for 
metaphysics, we shall sec below (Chapter II, Section s) that Kant's 
metaphysical a-priori propositions for which he claimed absolute truth 
were chiefly negative, and that to this degree they are not in conflict 
with the principles of Scientific Method. 

Modern science, as ushered in by men like Francis Bacon ( rs6r­
I626), Galilco Galilei (r564-1642), Johannes Kepler (1571-1630), and 
Isaac Newton ( 1643-1727) in the natural sciences and, more than a hun­
dred years before them, by Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) in the so­
cial sciences, has tended to reach its generalized synthetic propositions 
not a priori from reason, from religion or from t1_1e ~e~th of convictions, 
but by "inductive" reasoning from observed _md~vidual facts.9 This 
movement has led up to, and culminated in, Sc1ent1fic ~ethod as pres­
ently understood. Whenever we generalize some synthetic statement­
saying, for instance, that all stones, unless supported, fall to the ground 
because we have observed many doing that and none behaving differ~ 
ently; or that all human beings feel some urge toward tl~e good as dis­
tinct from the evil, because there are millions of observat10ns to this ef­
fect by millions of people; or that all power corrupts, because we have 
seen power corrupt people very often-then we are applying so-called. 

In-

0 Bacon was the first to center scientific work in the process of induction, but G 1"1 
used induction (see A. N. Whitehead, Scimu and tM Mod~m World, op.cit. PP a 1ffeo actual!v . • . 57 ) . 
to some extent, Machiavelli. · · So did, 
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I. THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD 

ductive reasoning. How can this type of reason~ng he justified, ant\ if 
at all, under what conditions? Are we procccdmg "logically" in such 
reasoning? . . . 

Inductive reasoning can be cons1dered logiCal In the ana\ ytica\ sense 
in two ways, of which only the first h~s been generally noted. This 
first approach interprets inductive reasomng as an elliptical (abridged) 
form of deductive reasoning where the suppressed first pn:misc is ~up­
posed to be "What ha_s beeJ~ observe~!- one~ (or often) will always be 
observed under essentially like ~onditiOns. If We hasc our reasoning 
on this major premise, then, havmg o~served many unsupported stone-. 
falling to the ground witl~out ex~ept10n, we. arrive at t ht: proposition 
that all stones will do so, m a stnctly analytical mannn. Tht: trouble 
is only that the validity of the major prt:mise "Oncc-cquals-alwavs" 
or "Often-equals-always," is not account_ed for in this type of rc:Json,ir; r 

and that, in the second version, the maJ~r pr~mist: says nothing abot~ 
the n_u~ber of cases to be o?servecl, and tn ncnher is it <.:xprcsscd wiLtt 
conditions are essentially ahke. 

How, then can the ma1·or premise be verified and if .1t ·11 t 1 , . . ' , ,t , o w 1 at 
extent? If we turn for proof agau~ to analytical dt:duction Wt: must 
have recourse to some higher premise from which OLir n1-11·0 · 

. . . , r premise can be denved Such higher premise has been sought in tl1,. . . 
th . . .: propos It ton 

at all events in the universe follow umversal laws. But then we arc 
?nly pushed one step farther back. H~w do we know that all events 
In the universe follow universal laws· Should We try to answer this 
by saying we know it because we have observed uniformity in many 
m_stances without exception and because what has been found often 
~Ith no exception must be unive:sally true, tl~cn We would move in a 
~Ircle, The thesis of the uniformity ?f the umvcrse cannot be proved: 
1 ~ must be accepted as a kind of rehgwus creed, as an ultimate "assump-
tiOn'' or " . " 

ax10m. . . 
This regress to the axiom of umf?rmny_ of the univt:rsc is the way 

John Stuart Mill argued the case of mduc_tive reasoning.lO It forces us, 
~~ We have just seen, to go from contentiOns we cannot prove, up to 

1~her premises we can prove even less, and finally to accept as an 
axtom what we can prove least. Nor does it tell us anything about the 
numb · f I 
rant er and_ essential equality o cases t 1at must be observed to war-

Th~enerahzation. . 

'" second approach to an analytical transformation of inductive 
Sec his s o · r. N 

Sttlar1 ,, .11• YStem of Lo · 8 I .1 I ondon x8o9, pp. 20o ff.; abndgcd cd., ,·.rm·,t agel, Joh 11 ,., s PI'J gtc, t 1 cu., - y k 
'' osopfty of Scientific Method, New or 19SO, pp. x8x ff. 
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6. LOGIC 

rc:ISoning sL1rts. not from the uniformitv of the univcrs'' b t f 
· · · 1 l · · ·. .-., u rorn 
.It Lepre< ru cs of ~c1entdic J)rocedure. Hanng watched cert""'I·n , 1 · · . . • ·• rco-u :lr-
~tlcs 111 _nature 111 gcn~ral. and in some speci:1l field of scientific rc;~ar~h 
111 p:lrtictll:lr, \\T den,·c from the results of such obsern.tion t · . • Clltati\"C 
rulc·.i rcg:mlmg "warranted types of generalizations." These rules do 
not merely say. :·once-or-oftcn-~quals-ah~·Jys," they do say something­
about t~le c_ondJtwns of ohscr\'atwns ~eqmrcd to warrant some cautiou's 
gcJ~cralizatiOn. Ahstrac~ed fro~n prcnous experience they do not ncccs­
s:mly go beyond what IS reqlllred for the case at hand. 11 

If we. look :H ind_ucti,·e ·-:neralizations in this way, then they arc 
not dcnn:d dcducti\·cly from the general premise "Once-or-often­
mcans-always-c\Tr~:whcre-in-natun:" but from the specific procedural 
ruk that a generalized ~tatemcnt of fact in field Ft of science is war­
r:lllted after :1 single obser\"ation, Jccepted Js exactly made and correctlv 
reported: in another field (F:.!). Jfter corresponding obscn·ations r~­
peated in a small number of cases under \'Jrying conditions, or (F:1) 

in .millions o~ cases, or (F4 ) not .c,·en th~n. I.n physics, fo_r ex3 mplc, 
a single test bkc th:n of the atomic explosiOn m ~cw !vfexico in 1945 
rna y he considered enough for J scientist (and ~osstbly for :11l of them) 
to warr:1nt some generalized statement-tentJttve, of course, Js arc all 
scientific empirical stJtements-whereJs in the social sciences manv 
more ohscrvJtion.s arc required; there it may be necessary to cxten;l 
research to tremendous numbers of observations before generJlizations, 

if any, arc warrJnted. . 
John Dewey took a fJr more rJdical view. He dtd not CJre for an-

alyticJI justification of inductive reasoning. T~ him, logic h:1d no pre­
eminent position or rank in science; it was an m~egral part of scientific 
method, nothing more and nothing less, and hke Jny other abstract 
rules in scientific method was abstracted from what men had found 
operationally useful for getting results where t~ley w~nted them. The 
on! y justification of the rules of logic, then, ~ay 111 th~tr usefulness, and 
Jcconlingly, logic:1l rules changed with their c!langmg usefulness for 
inquiry.1!! Secondly, inductive and cieductive logtc were so closely inter_ 

u The chief representative, and the most consistent one, of this approach is Felix Kauf 
op.cit., pp. 77 if. He aptly emphasizes the distinction between gencr~hzcd cmpit·ica/ pro n:'~nn, 
("all men arc mortal," "all have a sense of justice") and of generalized _Proccdttrul ProP~s~t~ons 
("warranted statements that a_ll men arc mortal or have a sens~ of lUst1~e can be IT! a p S1t1ons 
: •. "). Unfortunately and qmtc unnecessarily he ~as marr7~ l_us o,thc~wlsc clear ex 0~_e_ When 
mtroducing for procedural rules the term "theoretical laws, high!~. 111!slcading h P ltl~n by 
constant f urthcr usc by Kaufmann because neither arc these rules laws" in the ere and 111 its 
the term nor arc they the only "thcorcti<:al" rules or laws. usual sense: of 

"Logic, pp. 1 _, 9 if. and -11 ') tT. 
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woven in operations of inquiry that one could not serve without the 
other. It was no longer tenable, then, to teach that there is one logic 
of induction and another of deduction and that the two logics arc in­
dependent of each other, Dewey said. Both re.quire "familiarity with 
material, sagacity in discrimination, ?cuteness. m detection of leads or 
clews, persistence and thoroughness m followmg them through ch 
ishing and developing suggestions that arise." And he ended lw' in ~r­
. ' b f ll d "TI ' stst-mg that there are no "rules' to e o owe · 1e only 'ruk,' it mi 1 
b ·d · · 11· d h t r · 1 · g n e sat , Is to be as mte tgent an . one: as tes wtt 1m one's power." 1:1 

The close interplay between mducttve and deductive reasoning is 
recognized t~day by all empirical scho~ls. ~ewe~'s more cxtre.mc view~, 
however, gomg as they do be~ond thts pomt, lte open to crtticism on 
two counts. Regarding operatwnal usefulness as the only criterion of 
logic, it is well to note that the usefulness sought after in science is tl · 
f d. d 'b'l' ") 1at or tscovering the truth ("warrante assert! 1 tty , not for anv tl . fl' . I I . 1 , o 1cr 
mterest as such, and even in con tCt wtt 1 ot 1er mterests. 1 As rc 1 
h d. . . . d . d . . gart s 

t e Istmctwn between deducttve an m ucttvc reasonmg it c l . . c1 d an )e 
answered that when deductive log1c 1s un erstoo , as it has bee11 1 h h · f . . 1ere, 
as t e .analytical explication of .t .e m.eamng 0 yropo~Itwns rather than 
of the1r truth or validity, its dtstmctwn from mclucttvc reasoning can-

not be rejected as unwarranted. 
Po~ our present purpose, ho~ev~r, i~ d?es ~ot m~tter which of these 

theones we follow. Whether, m JUstlfymg mclucttve generalizations, 
We refer to the axiom of uniforn:ity of nature (Mill), to rules of pro­
c:dure (Kaufmann), or to operatw.nal usefulness (Dewey), it is recog­
nized today that inductive reasomng can lead only to tentative hy­
po.theses, whose truth may always be ~xposed to scientific challenge. 
Mill was still obsessed by the idea that It might b~ possible to develop 
the general th f ·nduction to a stage of perfectiOn where we would 
b . eory 0 1 . s· h d h 

o tam general laws of inductwn. tg e e: 

Why is . 1 . tance in some cases, sufficient for a complete 
· a smg e ms ' . c1 f . . 
Induction h'l . thers myna s o concurnng mstances, without 

. , W I e !D 0 ' d . a Single ex . ' k own or presume , go such a very httle way 
t ceptwn n 1 · · .., 
award est bl' h' universa propositiOn r Whoever can answer 
thi a 15 mg a h h'l h f h s question k re of t e p I osop y o logic t an the wisest 
of th nows mo d h bl £ · d · tG 

e ancients and has solve t e pro em o m uctwn. 
la lbj 
H d., and 

See I:> Pp. 484-B . . . • th~ Kn ewey'5 ow 5· k on this pomt m h1s and A. F. Bentley s Knowing a11d 
withou:cun (Boston n pertinent rc:~~ )s where he writes that "knowing should be conducted 

'""1 S p:~_-deterllli 1?49, PP· 2 7 ·. ~I consequences that arc to ensue from it" (p. 28 4). 
• • 'Vltl! natton of the pracuc 

, OP.cit d p I R6. 
·• p. 206, Nagel c: ·• · 
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This dream has been abandoned. The tendency now is to s· 1 
· 1 · J · • • • mg e out 
111 cac 1 me mdual case, the most plausJblc gcneraliz~uions for a choic~ 
among rhem.It1 

The theory .of inductive gcnerali:-~rions has greatly benefited from 
the rnarhcmatJCal theory of probability. Grounded on mathcm~,.; 11 

( . . I I . I b l'l' I · .. uca y exact I.e., srncr y ana yr1ca ) pro a )J 1ty ca culat1ons, laws of " t· t' 
. I . £ " 1 b I J 1 ~ • . s .1 IS~ t1ca m erencc 1avc ecn deve opec1 ' wHh results that haYe proved 

very fruitful for the social sciences as we shall sec presently. But 't · 
no longer claimed that such analytical aids can spare the scientt' ·t 1t1ts 
d · · 1 s 1e ecJSJon w 1en to accept and when to reject inductive generalizat' 
. 1 . k Tl • Ions 
m 1IS wor . 1crc arc no strict rules of this kind (see also Section 7 
below). ' 

(C) SAMPLI~G AS A CASE IN INDUCTIVE REASONING 

Sampling in mass observation is a special case in applied inductive 
reasoning. In order to find out the approximate distribution of in~ 
dividual attributes (physical or mental, opinions, preferences, inten­
tions, habits, etc.) within a great number of people, it is often sufficient 
to explore the distribution within a relatively s~all numb~r of samples 
and then inductively to infer, from these findmgs, the distribution of 
the same attributes over the "universe" (country, group, profession 
etc.) under investigation. Special problems here involved are how t~ 
find out which individuals are "representative" of others, and of how 
many they arc representative. These two q.uestions ~a.nno~ be answered 
by analytical reasoning but only on the bast~ of emp1:1cal mquiry. They 
must be carefully distinguished from a tlurd .quest~on of ~1ow to get 
correct reports on self-observation from the mterviewed mdividuals, 
a question discussed in Section 2, above. . 

Tl1c rapid development of sampling tests, especially from the nine-
teen-thirties on, l1as led to a constant refinement n?t only of the ques­
tioning tedmiques (Section 2) but also of ~e mducttve reasoning 
involved.18 Great efforts have been made to smgle out groups of in-

10 See e.g., Kenneth J. Arrow, op.cit., pp. 1.:!9 ff. h Til 
17 See' George A. Yule and M. G. Kendall, /IJtroduction to tu: ~ ;~ory of Statistics, 14th d 

London 1950; Sir Ronald A. Fisher, Statistical M~thods for R1eua1rc 1 ork~rs, Edinburgh e ·• 
A W ld . · Is ·srica In er~11c~ N , 1st ed 

1925 uth ed. 1950; · a , On t/1~ Pruwplu o tall ' otre Dame M h · ' at e · 
cal Lectures, No. 1, 1942; Arrow, op.cit., p. 138. mah-

18 On sampling methods, sec: Frank Yates, Sampling M~~h?ds ~or C~ns11us and S 
don 1949· John Madge, op.cit., and the literature on stausucal mference, cited ab llrz•t:ys, Lon­
publicatio~s of the Survey Research Center, Institute for So~ial Research, Universit, ovt; ~!so the 
especially those by Roe Goodman. The theoretical interest m the probability asp } 0 Michigan, 
seems to have found its first expression in the United States as late as 1938 in a ects .of sampling 
Neyman: "Contribu~io~s to the Theory of Sampling Human Population," /ozu·,:t:hcle by Jerzy 
can Statzstical Auoczallotl, vol. 33 (1938) p. 101 ff. /t/1" -"'mt'rj. 
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dividuals who were thought to be particularly rcprcsent·ni .. l l 'thb' · . . '\e, )llttlcrc-
Wl tas, preconcetved tdeas and madequate knowlcdg l 

f h h 1 ' . e on t 1c part 
o t e researc p anners found a broad entermg wedge · l \ 
· d · · f m t 1e )ase of 
m ucuve m erence. In order to improve the represent : 1 · 

1 ff attvc c 1aract. 
of samp es, e orts were made to fix the samples in exact . ' cr 

1 b f . . · ' proportion t 
the tota num er o people m the categones from w11· 1 I 0 

d IC l t le S'\111 I 
were rawn, such as categories determined by age, sex · ' !) ts 
· h' 1 · h' · ' race profcss1 wcome, geograp tea sectton, etc. But t ts still left 1 . ,. 'f · · on, 

d 1 · 'h' en\,tyorun 
rante se ectwns wzt zn each category, e.g., overe I . war-

h . h h 1 d mp lasts on . II or tg -sc oo stu ents, present or past, because tl , · · co cgc 
'bl d d le; Wen.: . I acc~sst e_, an un eremphas~s on s~cti~ns of people who . 1 ~ 1 <:n·. e:lsl Y 

to tntervtew or underrated m thetr significance. I I . \\ere diihrult 
been found that the probability of correct inf . t las consequently 

'f . . k' ercnccs f I . creases 1 m pte mg the samples-at least tho . · . rcquent Y In-
. . . se With I . 

categones-more reliance ts placed on truly ra 1 tn t 1e ,. an< llls . , n( om ·l ... 
on guesswork about representatiVe character. In otl . St tcttons t h:1n 
our knowledge of who is representative of whom 1r Words, whcrncr 
do better to rely on random sampling than on lo caves ofT, we often 
may, for instance, divide the country into regions olsc reasoning. \V e 

II · f · · · anc ca I · · sma sectiOns o stmdar size and characteristics tl 'c 1 regton mto . ' l<:n . k 
tions in each region, and query there all the pcoll . Pte · by I ot ser-
etc.,) in which we are interested. 10 ) c of the type (age, 

Inference statistics (see the preceding subsection) 1 ·l 
precisely aware of both the strength and the w klc ps us to be more 

. . ea ncs f . f 
drawn fro~ random samples. Statistical probabilit · ~ 0 · m_ en:nccs 
us, e.g., whtch error we must expect when we infer t~ .c.tlculatt<!t~ tdls 
some "universe" (such as a country's population) f lc composition o( 
pies. It tells us that, when the factors under in( u·rom random sam­
tributed in a large population, errors in about t~o-Iry_ arc evenly dis­
piing experiments (meaning sampling surveys full thirds_ of our sam­
will stay within the range of what is called the " y earned through) 

stand l " l 
in about nineteen-twentieths within double that ' an error' anl 
in the remaining twentieth (i.e., in one out of t range of err?r. Y ct 
periments) the error may go to the extremes. Wcnty sampltng ex-

10 See Rensis L'k •• · . , . L 1 crt, The Sample Jnrcr\'ICW Survey as a Tool of 
~:Mon, ~~ crncr and Lasswell T ~~~ Policy Sci~nas ( op.cir ) Rc~carch and Pol icy Forma-

casurmg Publi A · • · · Pp. r l 
h £ c ttJtudes" Journal a/ Soczallsstt~s, vol. 2 ( 19 fi) 2 3 ~fT.; Angus ,.amp Jell, 

c osen rom sampl ' . . 4 > p 1 .. 1. cs, e.g., samples of fam1hcs from sam1>Ics E p. I ff. \Vhcn s:~rnp <" :1re 
stage samp mg Wh 0 reg' k f " 1 · 
amplcs ( h · .en first some informants arc asked more <let .1 Ions, we spca 0 mu ti-

s or t e ent1r :1! s th 1 the hr< · I 
·1 8 e population) we speak of "rnulti-pha .. an arc atcr '·II cr 

op.cz ··PI'· 2o -09. • '~e sampling. Sec John Madge, 
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The standa_rd error is surprising_ly small. Even when we take onl 
Ioo samples J rom a large population, the stanthrd erro ·. y 
I · · r Is no more 

l tan S percent where the actual percentage of the spec1• -.J g . . . " roup we 
want to count 111 the JlOJJtllaUon IS 50 percent,· no more tl1-1n . · 4 percent 
where the actual percentage IS So or 20 percent, and no more tl 

I . . Tl. . lan 
3 pcn.-cm w tcrc H 1s 90 or JO percent. us ts to say that in two 0 t f 
I . . I" ld u o t 1rcc expcnmt·nts m samp mg we wou get from 45 to SS where we 

.should get so; from 16 to 24 where we should get 20; and from about 
7 to 13 where w_c should get 10. If we took 1,ooo samples the standard 
error would shnnk further to about 1.6 percent, 1.26 percent and 
perc_ent rcspcctin:ly, i.e., among the .1,000 samples we would ~ct 4s4 ·~~ 
?'6 mstead of ?.:~o; about 187 to 213 mstcad of 200; and about 9o to no 
mstc:td of JOo.-

y et all this holds true only where the factors arc evenly distributed 
within the population. \\'here they arc not, as when we go about count­
ing Negroes or Catholics in an area where most of them live in one 
section while the whites or the non-Catholics live in another, the error 
involvnl in the usc of random sampling can grow infinitely. Even 
where the factors arc evenly distributed the error must be expc:ctcd to 
be grc:atcr than the standard error in one-third of our sampling cx­
pcrimc:nts (sec :tbove). Furthermore there are types of research, as in 
election statistics, where even small errors of less th:m I percent can 

be decisive. 
Sampling has been one of the greatest c?ntributions of twentieth-

century social science roward improvement m o~tr knowledge of con­
ditions and opinions of man in contemporary society. It has, within the 
last two or three dccades,:! 1 been applied in a great variety of research. 
Business has used systematic sample interviews for consumer market re­
search, e.g., for finding our what the reaction of the population will 
be to new models, what the motives :tre back of consumers' prefer­
ences, and the like. In rhe United States, rhe Census Bureau, the De­
partment of Agriculture, the St:tre Department, the Defense Depart-

I · 1· ·1 1 with cert;1in clnr 1 ·t. · · ""If the ;Ktua proportwn of an evenly < !Sin lUIC< group · · L < nstKs within . 
· · · 1 1 not have these ·h· . . . . ·' large populauon IS p per,cnt m·er agamst q percent t 1at ( o . · l ar;!LtcnstKs, an 1 

· 1 1 1 1 J ·• t cxpc't m the re · 1 · ' 71 sa 1111 ,1,·s .1rc eX;llllllle< , t 1en t 1c "stall< ar error we mus · , su Is ol the s 111 I · ' ;!o.!lo . · 'I' 1nr: 
. p.q • 50.')0 . f - IS 4 • 
IS the square root of-. 1hc square root of- IS 5· 0 100 • etc.; the 'lllllf• . 

11 1 oo · c root ol 

50.50 6 · J 1 other rcfcren · · · --is only about J. , etc. Sec Madge, op.cll., an t 1c lCS gl\"en abo\·e 
1000 • 

21 The decisive year was 1935, when the first Gallup and Roper polls appe;ncd . I 
mo_dern bibliography in the_ field was published. Sec ~~·rna~~ Berelso~, '"The Stu~~' the' first 
Opmion" in Leonard D. Wlutc, ed., T/1~ Stat~ ojtlu Sooal Soena:s, Ch1c;1go I<)SG · of I uhftc 

' pp. 2 99-31 H. 
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the Treasury Department, and others have made multifarious 
ments, . . 1 . ·b·l· . 

f sampling mterviews, e.g., for cxp onng poss1 1 ltlcs in financing 
use o d" d f . fl . 1 . b . bl" c ex pen ttures an or m ucncmg pcop c m uy1ng and holtling 
pu I nrnent bonds. Similar usc has been rnadc o£ sampling interviews 
?0v~her countries, as in Great Britain by the technically well advancctl 
~~al Service Di.vision of the ~cntr~l Office of. Information. Much 

can be achieved. Sample mterv1ews can bnng to light the dif-
rnore "1 b . . d" "d 1 
f ces that prevai etween vanous m IVI ua s, or categories of in-
eren th · d" · · d d"ff dividuals, as to eir con It10ns or att1tu es- 1 crenccs that remain 

hidden in the aggregate figures ?~the g~neral ccns.us or of general dec-
. n statistics. In the field of pohucal science, pubhc attitudes opinions 

tlO d . . b b d b l . ' ' preferences, an .mten1t10~s can ~ pro: . y ~amp c mtervicw surveys, 
not only regardmg e ect10ns, w ~;e t Is Is one regularly nowadays, 
in constantly refined procedures, but on many other questions of 
political concern.23 

Yet after all this has been .sai.d, it must be stressed .that we arc deal­
ing here with purely descrzptzve methods. Generalizations frOin · 

th . f In-
dividual factual data do not yield cones o causal explanation. they 
do not give us anything more tha.n general factual. data, which ~t best 
may serve as suitable raw matenal for the establishment of theories 
about causal relations but do not by themselves supply such theories. 
A clear distinction must be made betw~en facts on one side, and their 
explanation on the other, and therewith between two 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 explan~tion for. gener.alizcd facts, such as 
the law of gravity in the case of falhng bodies; this is the "theoretical 
explanation of generalized individual facts," to be discussed in the next 
chapter. 

(d) LOGIC IN NATURE AND IN HISTORY? 

Logic, as the term has been used l:ere, may b~ defined as the method, 
art, or technique of either (deductively) makmg explicit what is im-

r :~:~\See, in additio h A rican literature on the sample ~ntcrviews survey studies of election 
esu ts f n to t e me d H C MackenZI "S . , F. ' " . p I' ' or Great B · . R 5 Milne an · · e, lra,gnt .,g,lt, spec1a\ issue of ar 1am ntam e g . · ) 

oaB ~ntary AtJairs , I. 8. I (winter 1954-55 . 
sarn 1~relson, op.c·t ' vo · • no. tes as possible research subjects of opinion research through 

P tng. . ' ., p. 308 enumera . d f h'l·' . \' . b farnil · attuudes 1 ' f rnorahty, mo es o c 1 u reanng, re 1g1ous o servances, 
Y Pract' • va ues patterns o . · · 1 "h · .. s 1 L'k We sh II tees, sev b h ~ 1 . t'lrne acUVltles, morae, appmess. ee a so 1 ert, op.cit. a g· " c av10r, e1sure- f h' b tvc funh .11 • . ther chapters o t 1s ook. er 1 ustratlons tn o 
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plied in rhc mcJning of I1roposirions, or (inductivcl,·) so f 1 · . . 1 . . ' . . . . • · ormu at 111g 
gt llt rJ propositions that the unplications of thc1r mc3 I11·I1n '-
1 - . . . . , ~ cover J. 

<. dl!lHe or 1nde~n1te num.bcr of sp~·cdic propositions. In both altcrna­
r 1 \Ts, t hcrcforc, Jt dcJ Is mrh me:mmg. 

Ir has often been said thJt this is not all, ~111d that, far from dealin 
01~ly with .th_e ~neaning ~1f stJ~cr!1en~s, logic partakes of Being ~mel R~~ 
alitr, that It 1s Itself rml.- TillS IS said to be shown lw the fact ~11 ~ 

• • • J l J.l I1J.-
tllrc hersdf follows the rules of .log1c. qutte Irrespccti\'e of whether 
man WJtchcs her Jnd m:1kcs mcamngful stJ.tcments J.bour her bchJ.vior. 
In other words, not onl)' do JIJ f1henomcnJ of nature ,~a tl1e ' ~.b., 1110\'e-
ments of the ~tJrs, O~)ey gcnenl laws, but they do so with the most im-
maculate logic. LogiC, therefore. must be part of the ways of nature. 

This m:mner of arguing. howe\'er, is based on a fallacy. In the first 
place, it is \'cry doubtful whether we are scientifically justified in say­
ing, except figuratively, that the phenomena of nature are "ruled" by 
general bws, and that nature "obeys" or "follows" these laws. For we 
cannot state scientifically that the general laws are something separate 
from the behavior of nature. As far as scientific know.ledge goes they 
may well be nothing but the ways of n:lture, as descnbed by man in 
general terms, owing to the fact that they actually are describable in 
such terms. But, howe,-cr that may be, it is certainly not warranted to 
say that nature, in her obedience to general laws, behaves "logically." 
If nature behaves differently from what we expect under the general 
propositions which we call general la\VS 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 laws are not general laws, that 
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 descnbe the behavior of 
nature correctly. When men die it is not because they behave logically 
under the general proposition that all men are mortal, but because this 
proposition expresses the actual phenomena correctly. Stars are not 
ill-behaved if they deviate from their expected course, but our descrip­
tive formula has been incorrect. 

Sometimes the behavior of nature seems indeed to be highly illogical 
When, e.g., we note that light rays always pass across moving b d. · 
with the same speed, as measured in terms of these bodies no 0 Ies 

( ' matt 
whether the body moves against the ra~s ~pstream) or with t er 
(downstream), the result seems to be so tllogtcal that it is hard t hem 

"'Sec c g N 1'cohi Hartmann Zur Grttnd/eoung drr Ontologie, as cite·' ab 0 be-' .. , ~ , ~ u ovc. 



T. THEORY OF SCTENTTFTC METHOD 

. h eas the water of a river appears to act logically in needing heve; w er d h . 
· for passing a boat that goes ownstream t an one movmg more time . . 

u . Actually, the respective energtes and masses perform ~cnher log­
. pll '}logically in either case; they merely act accordmg to their tca y nor 1 . h' h' h I 

t the nature of the fields wtt m w 1c t 1ey move, and we nature or o · · · b · ' 
. f 1 t1'ng universal laws from our pnmtUve o servatwn of stream-In ormu a · k 
. t and the like have been mista en; the alleged laws did not mg wa er ' d I 
describe the behavior of na~re a equate y. 

It cannot even te said with assuran~e that t~e general laws them­
selves are "logical" in character. The~e I:; no particular logic in the fan 
that light moves with the speed of JtUst about I86,ooo miles a second, 
or that effective quantums. of ener~y are ah-:ays a multiple of thc ab­
solute and invariant magmtude of JUst 6.55 ttmes ro-2r (which is (j 

b'll' h f b'II' · ).sc:; times one-billionth of one- 1 IOnt o one- I IOnth, or 6.55 divided by 
a denominator with twenty-seven zeros). These are simply facts, pro­
vided they have been correctly stated. Only when we use tl1,. t 

. f . . '- enn "logic" in quite a d1fferent sense- or Instance In the sense in which 
the ancients used the Greek term logos, or more especially th t · 

· d · h N T a tn which the latter term IS use m t e ew estament-are we · t'fi l 
I 1 b d . JUS I C< in saying that the universa aws may e escnptive of the log f 
b d . os, oro the word of God. But it is eyon sctence to verify that this . l 
I . d d " . ts so anl that what we call general aws arc In ee orders" given t 

th o nature. Science can do no more than state at general laws describe th 
in which nature actually behaves. It is for man to deduce th . c wl. ay 

d . . c tmp tca-tions from these supposedly escnpttve general statements and 1 
· ]" · h Watc 1 whether all implications are m .me Wit nature's actual behav· . · 

1. th d. Ior,tt is not for nature to keep in 1~e WI our escnptive general statements. 
Likewise, when we examt~e the seque~ce of events in history, we 

cannot with scientific authonty say that htstory moves "logically," ex­
cept in the sense that the sequence of events Is logically in line with 
general propositions formulated by man, such as those regarding 
causal interrelations, swing. of the_ pendulum, progress from thesis 
t~rough antithesis to synthes!s, or,;wtt~.~or~ specific ones. Like nature, 
history can never move "logtcally or tllogtcally,'' but can only reveal 
t~at our insight into the general laws or our knowledge of the con­
t~butin? factors was either corre?t or defective. We shall say more 
a out htstoricallaws in the followmg chapter. 

1 McasurccJ · . ( .. . 
one unit f •n erg, the unit u'cd 1n l'h)''1c' or lllt,l\llrJng- tvo,·!(. One erg i' the work done hy 

o Ioree (one c.lync) acting through the ch,tance ,,f <me centimeter. 

68 



; . . ·1 C C /:'/' T .I Y r. F 

;. F.rcur.•:ts on .-J,·ctf'ld11Ce' of Prof'O.iition_; 

From the :--Lttlllpoi!H of a logician it is possible to di,·idt· ·til . . 1 ·. 
· · . ' S\ 11t lettL 

propos111_ons IIlio 1\\'0 cbsses-"accepted'' and "nonacceptnl"-· 1 
1 hen dchne Scicntitlc ~fcthod as that method b\' which 11r0110 .. t:lnt 

II J Sl lOllS 

:trc a oc:Hcd to the one or to the other class accordinrr to 11r-· 'll '1 I ( . ~ .... s pposet 
ru es o procedure. Anr allocation. then, of S\'nthetic JH'OJ1os1·r1· 
I I . · . ' · ons ro 

t 1c }()dy of snencc must ulumarclv he J·ustified throunh ..., tit· 1 t. 
( 

. • ·. b •• l llC 1\'e 
analytical) mfcrcncc of the follm\'1111T form· ''1/ a svnrhcti- 11 · . . . . ~ • . ' . c ropost-

u_on 1s _ro_ be conmlcred parr of t~1e body of sc1encc when, and only 
\\ hct~, 1t IS to he accepted accordmg to code-of-rules-of-procedure c 
:md If the proposition p is t~ be accepted according to C, whereas p; 
Is not to be. accepted accordmg to C, then p but not p1 is to be con­
sidered part of the body of science." 

Felix Kaufmann in his Mc:tlwdo/ogy of the: Social Scic·ncc·_; did in­
deed adopt such an approach. 1 Ho\\'e\'<.T, while to define science and 
procedun: this way is not logically objectionable, it is 1~ot adYisablc, 
because the ''grounds of acceptance" have no wdl-determmed status in 
science. As \\'e have seen in Sections 2 through 6, above, whether an 
observation is a(cepted as exact, its reporting as adequate, the results 
as facts, and the inductive generalization of individual facts as war­
ranted, depends greatly on the judgment of scholars, singularly or in 
groups, so as often to lead to a situation where some accept while others 
do not. The same holds, as we shall sec ~n Section 1 of the next chapter, 
for the acceptance of a causal explanatiOn as warranted. There are, to 
repeat, some negati\'e rules of a strict character that go~•ern the step of 
acceptance, such as that no proposition can be kept 111 the accepted 
<;:ategory after one of its implications has been. s~lOWll to ?e false, and 
that no new proposition may be accepted that 15 mcompattbl~ with an­
other one previously or simultaneously accepted unless the mcompat-

' · T 1. . . . . · ·b<>C~ :t.:ccptcd propos it ion. I 
np.nt., pp . .l'J I . (<I VISion "into two dls)unc!IH' ~ ·" : · 1 I ,- .·. I · ' an, non-. . .. . 1- · ·w ol t JC og1c1an, t 1c pro .. I 

accepted propllslllom ) ; p .. JH ( "Frum the pomt u vic f . . . cc< lire of an .. . . . 1. · . ti 1n 0 proposlli<Hls 1n ac. I 
cmplncal s.:1cnce cons1,ts m the acccpt:HKC or ,. 11111n·• ' . _.. . ... .. '"rt a nee with 
. " . " 'II I . of Ius sue n~c . ' . the I . ).:1\Tn rules, It WI rcsu t 111 changing the corpus 1 I .1 . . ru es ot pro 

I I . · f . f the genera pro 11 lltlnn a<>· · -
ct·<hHc state t 1e con< 1t1nns or an cxt·rnptwn rom I . · .... llnst dl"ln ,-. .. . .. denY t 1e ).:1\'l"nncss of I · g1ng 
the corpus of a sCJC:ncc ) ; p. 50 (it is inconsistent 10 . . 1 .·. · l · ru es and at th 

I I l · . '·ntlhC l l'LISIOn to )t' l'. · e 
same time to dec arc: t Jc: o l)cct1vc: control of every sclt: I f ssent1:1l for .· 
• 1 · ("The ru es n proccd Science 

I· or the rules arc presuppose! m control"); p. 51 .. I ure exhaustiv l . · 
· · t h 1 1 · · · ") l' 65 ( · · · t le rul · f e \ de term me the exccptwn o t e genera pro Hbltwn ; · f . . ts o emp· · 1· -

I · ·c · · b · . h rrcctncss o SCJcntll1· 1 . . 1f1Ca r1r cc1 urc and a sc1cnuuc sltuatwn cmg g1vcn, t c co c t ects 1011 . · _ ' o-
by pure reason"); and P· 229, No. 2 ("By scientific proccd~re we decide whrthc s 15 Provable 
sitions should be considered parts of the corpus of a g'l\'en ScH~ncc"). Kauf r given propo­
spcll out the logical syllogism, as has been attempted in my text, but that is rnhann ditl not w at h · 
amounts to. IS theory 
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ible factors are eliminated at the same time. Yet beyond such negative 
rules there are few, if any, rules of a strict character according to which 
acceptance is to be granted. The logi~i~n is free to build his definition 
of science on the premise, presupposition, or postulate that there arc, 
or should be, such strict rules; but as there are not, the definition would 
be unrealistic.2 

Furthermore, to define s~i~ntific proc~dure with reference to a body 
of science to which propos1t10ns are b~mg added or from which they 
are withdrawn presupposes that there IS a well-defined body of science 
at any one time.3 But this again is not a realistic assumption. Not even 
is there always such a thing as a "prevailing opinion" about what is 
the "established knowledge~' at the time; and if there were, to let num­
bers decide :-vo~ld mak~ _httle sense, although it would be logically 
possible. Gahleo s propositions, although they were won through what 
we now call Scientific Method, were not accepted by prevailing OI)ini 

.. , d' on 
for some time to come. LavolSler s Iscovery of oxygen and his ex-
planation of combustion as a pro~ess of oxidation, achieved about 1776, 
was not generally accepted until at least the end of the eighteenth 
century; the majority of scientists, _including great James Watt, con­
tinued to cling to the older phlogiston theory, which explained fi . 

. 1 4 D re as the escape of some mystenous e ement. . oes Darwin's theory of 
evolution constitute no part o~ the body of sctence when not accepted 
by prevailing opinion, and vice versa ? Are not controversial ac . 

1. . d l . . ccpt-ances of facts of genera Izattons an exp anat10ns Important ingred' 
' "d d 1. . tents of science-of science cons1 ere as a lVmg, dynamic thing not · 

f . h ' static at any time except in a state o e1t er decay or heavenly perfc t' ? 
f "b d f . " 1 . c ton . We could, then, speak o a. 0 Y 0 science on Y m the sense of a body 

with pretty hazy boundar!es. 
The unsuitability of usmg the two classes of accepted and nonac-

1 Kaufmann himself says (op.cit.: P· 49): "Fo~. example, the r~les. of induction contain the 
condition for the acceptance of umversal prfoposltlons, .bu£t tlu: scu:mut is n~v~r bound 10 ;

11
• 

h . . h is always ree to walt or addit' 1 . corporattJ sue propositions; e . ( 6 66) h , tona corroboratton" (italics 
not in the original), and he cmphastzehs pph. 3d~ h t at there are undecided propositions 

. . . · ry " T en t e 1c otomy "accept d" d , at every stage of sctenufic mqu1 · 'd d" . . e an 'nonaccepted" can 
b · · . 11 "undcc1 e proposttlons in th 

e matntamed only by putung a b d e nonaccepted class· but this till · ld · h must e accepte • • s Yte s no str1ct rules on w at . . , h' 
• Ka~~mann speaks of a "scientific 5•1tua.t,1011' w:z IC: h~. defines as "the totality of synthetic 

~ropos1t1ons accepted at a particular. ~~m.~ (p. 5 ) ' r the knowledge considered as estab­
!:~h~d at the time of a scientific dcctston (p. 2~ 0 • No. 6b). He anticipates the objection that 
.1t Is .. arbitrary to draw a sharp line:. of ~.cmarcatton between .ac~epted and unaccepted proposi­
tl~ns,. but answers that this objectton m~~ .be .:net by Pomtmg out that the procedure of 
sct:nttfic control presupposes such a strict diVISion (p. 54). 

~ee James B. Conant, Sci~nce and Commo? s~nu, New Haven 1951, p. 189, on the 
obstmacy with which the older doctrine was bemg defended. 
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~cpted pr?J10si_tions as the criterion of science is particubrly striking 
~n the soCJal sne~ces. where acceptance is even more controversial than 
Ill the natural SCiences. 

These disputes about the logical structure of science are ho\\'e 
f 1. 1 · · . ' vcr, 

o Itt e practical Importance m our general context. For there is 
controversy among the adherents of Scientific Method that, in maki no 

I . . 1 . ng 
a ' cctston on acceptance at t 1e \'anous stages where such a d _ 
cision is required, the scientist, while not bound by prevailing 01)1· e_ 
. . f . n 
~on,. 1~ not rcc m ~\·cry respect to follow his hunches, dispositions, 
1ntuuwns, and the ltke. VIe have already seen that he.must not accept 
incompatible propositions, etc. \Ve must add here another grave limita­
tion. The scientist is not free in his decision on ru!Jat can be lc:gitimately 
acccptc·d or offaed 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 cmnot, e.g., as such a scientist accept a-priori propositions as final 
(sec Chapter 1!, Sections 5 and 7). Furthermore, his decision to accept 
or not to accept what has been legitimately offered for consideration 
must, of course, be used judiciously, that is not in an ar~itrary way but 
with a feeling of responsibility toward the purpose. of science to follow 
the truth (sec Chapter vn, Section r). He must not. tgno~e contradictory 
observations. although he may cxplai~ the ~eemmg differences away 
if he can. His decision is exposed to bemg reJeCt~d by al~ oth~rs, or by 
the majority, or by some, on grounds that arc not m ~on~I~t wnh Scien­
tific Method. All decisions on acceptance, those of mdtvtdual scholars 
as well as those of the majority, arc subject to cons~an~ control and 
to change; scientifically speaking, they are only tentative 111 every case. 
On all this the adherents of Scientific Method arc agreed. Yet within 
this framework, to repeat, there remains a considerable area of freedom 
for the individual scientist to grant or refuse acceptancei 

The great physicist Heinrich Hertz said in 1889 at t le annual meet­
ing of German natural scientists that the truth of the wave theory of 

light "is, humanly speaking, certainty." 5 Less tha~ ~:enty years later, 
Planck's quantum theory put this statement out 0 te. Someone (in 
this case, Einstein) started with denying accepta~ce. Someone must 
always start. The others will not always follow smt at once. Such a 
1 . re 

t 1e ways of sCience. . 
These considerations also show that the tent~ttve acceptance or 

acceptance of propositions gained in accord With Scientific Metl ndon-1o _ 

"Sec Arnold HilJcshcimcr, Die Welt dt:r ttngewolwtt:tl Dimt:nsionen, With a 
Werner Heisenberg, Leiden 1953, p. 234. Preface by 
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if they are so gained-is the responsibility of each individual scientist; 
its legitimacy is not contingent on approval by the majority of all scien­
tists or of any special group of them. Objections raised arc rekvant 
if they show that the proposition is not acceptable under the rules of 
Scientific Method. But whenever acceptance is not barred, the decision 
is up to the individual scientist. Only for purposes of historical de­
scription is it permissible, and somettmes appropriate, to speak of a 
body of science in the sense that acceptance by all or by the majorit . f 

· . I 'dd \o 
scientists within a definite htsto~tca peno ctermines what w;1s j)art 
of it. Science, seen as a dynamtc concern of humanity mo\'(:s 011 · . f . . ' t r-
respective of wha~ the m~jonty o sctenttsts at any ~ivcn time is readv 
to accept, as our tllustrattons show. The body of sctence is living 1 · . , lot 
petrified. It includes all tentative ac:ept~nces, or refusals to acccpt 
that are legitimately offered by any sctenttst. It embodies controvcr -·. 1' . l I Sl,\ 
theories as well as noncontroversta. ones; anc the controv<.:rsial theories 
~o not merely surround an otherwtse ~rm and petrified body of science 
like an atmosphere or aura but sometimes reach deep down to its vcrv 
core. · 
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CHAPTER II 

THEORY OF SCIE~TIFIC \fETHOD (CONTINUED): 

CAUSALITY, TESTS, PREDICTION 

.·ln Introductory Note.· on Explanation 

T o :·explain" so_mething scientifically _may mean one of se\'eral 
dungs. accord111g ro whether one tnes to explain (I) wha · 
.. .. ( ) I . . .. .. . I t It 
m~·;ms. c~r 2 \\' ~y 1t 1s. true or "fa se," or otherwise corn-

!1at1blc or IIKOmpatJbk wHh some norm. standard. or rule. or 
(.~)how H has come to "be ther~." wl~at it "is" (not what it "means"). 
and what the consequences of Hs bemg there may be. A few wor I· 
wii!!Jt: added !~ere on each of these types of explanation before we tu~r~ 
to a more detarled account of the third. 

If we try to explain the "meaning" of :1 word, signal. symbol. or 
other sign, or of a sentence. proposition. or mathematical formula. we 
seck either to express the same meaning in other, more familiar words 
or signs, or, going beyond such mere translation, to point out some 
or all of the meaning's implications. This was discussed in Chapter 1 

Sections 5 and 6, and will be taken up, with regard to the meaning of 
life and of history, in the present chapter. 

If, instead of explaining the "meaning" of a proposition, or after 
explaining it, we try to expbin why we hold the proposition to be 
"true" or "false," we may do so by show_ir~g eithc: (a) that it is logically 
implied in the meaning of other propositions wluch have been accepted 
or assumed to be true or false, or (b) that accepta~Ke ?f the proposition 
as true or false is in line with other rules of sCientific procedure. 

Likewise, we may try to explain why som~ bch~\'ior, attitude, etc., 

is "right" or "wrong" by showing that it is or IS not 111 accord with pre­
supposed norms, standards, or rules. This type of explanation will be 
dealt with specifically in Chapters III and rv. . 

If, however, we try to explain neither the meanmg of somcthinn 
nor its compatibility with norms, standard~: or r~.les~ but . simply th~ 
fact that it "is there" or that it "happen~d -at~ existential" fact or 
event, as we may call it-and "what" it _Is that 1 ~ there. or happened 
then the two forms of explanation mentwned be or~ will not do. T' 
explain an existential fact or event means to pres~nt It as a link i l 0 

chain of cause and effect, or, if we are unable to assign it a place i 11 t le 
d · "t a pia · 11 some pattern of cause an effect, at least to g1ve 1 ce lll some otl , 

tern of existential regularity. The physician who tells his pat" lcr Pat­
Ient that 
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ll. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd) 

he is suffering from rheumatism, and is asked to explain how rheuma­
tism comes about and what it is, may himself not know that exactly; 
but he feels able to arrange the symptoms and effects of rheumatism 
within some pattern of regularity, and that is as far as he may be ablt: 
to go in explaining it. This is less satisfactory, scientifically, than is 
an explanation in terms of cause and fieffcct. To an inquiry into the par­
ticular relationship of causation the rst section of the present chapter 
will be devoted. 

The "meaning" of an existential fact must always be distinguished 
from the fact itself. Any fact (event) may be regarded as a sign carry­
ing a definite meaning; for example, a star as a message telling of 
God's greatness, or a rotten egg thrown at a campaign speaker as a 
message expressing conttmpt. Such interpretation may be correct or 
incorrect. Unquestionably, many facts, _such as letters of an alphabet 
used in communication, are signs, carr_ymg som~ meaning. Conversely 
every sign made is also a fact, sometlun.g that "ts there" or "happen ,; 
In explaining facts which I regard as stgns, I may limit myself t ~· 

1 . . . d l o ex-
ph ammg the sign's alleged meda~mg, an sto1p t 1~re. ~uch cxplan::nio;1 

owever, always implies a ru tmentary exp anat10n m terms of ' 
d h · f cause an effect. For when I say t at stars arc stgns o God's grcat 11 ·• 

. 1' . f . css thts 1mp 1es the meaning that the existence o stars ts causally int. :1 · 
with God's existence and when I say that a rotten egg is a sigcrref ated 

' . 1 I . n o con-
tern pt, that implies the meanmg t lat t 1e egg luts the speaker b 

f . ecausc 
someone had thrown it. But the two types o explanation here . . 

. f I . Intcr-
:voven-explaining the meanu:g. 0 ~omet.ung. an~ explaining how 
It happened-must be clearly dtstmgmshed m sctenttfi.c inquiry. 

(a) CAUSING AN EFFECT 

Causation I. 

Cause-and-effect is the conventional name for the interrelation be­
tween two successive events where the occurrence of the earlier is re-
garded as a d. . for that of the later. con 1t10n . 

Whether causality rules th~ u~tverse and what causality really is 
has remained a matter for soenttfic ~ontroversy. Hume insisted that 
~~ason alone-reason a priori, see SectiOn 5, below-could never estab­
tsh that all events must have been c~used by others or that any event 

ahctually had been so caused; he demed our ability to state more than 
t at ace d' . . . . f ' or tng to our sense expenences, certam conJunctiOns o events 
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di~l t~kc pb~e. It was on the basis of experience alone. and not of a-
pnon reasonmg, that we reached this conclusion l1•' S"I··l· ottr · ._ · . · "' ·" ~ , expen-
encc, how~\'cr, .<hd not extend to the causal relation as such but onlr 
to the con JUnction of e\'cnts. 1 ) 

. Kant, greatly .impressed by Hurne's argun.1en~ and proceeding from 
It, SJW the solutiOn of the problem of causality m a rc\'ersal of tile _ 

I C I. I . I ap proJc 1.. oncel mg t 1at nelt 1er pure re~son nor experience can reveal 
the rc;~hty and the nature of causal rcbtwn, he t;~ught that nonethel 
I I . I ess 

t 1e 1uman rmnc cannot operate--or, Jt least, cannot acquire crenc . 1-
~zed empirical knowledge-but in terms of the idea that every~hat:;e 
m phenomena must have a cause. If the universe did not project tl · 
principle into reason, then it was reason which projected it, as a nee;~~ 
sary form of its own functioning, into the universe. This was Kant's 
Copernican revolution. 

To be precis~, Kant did not go so Llr as to base his th~ory exclusively 
on the contentiOn that men are absolutely unable to tlunk differently 
although he has often been interpreted in rh.is manner. \Vhatever ma): 
have been his original thoughts on this qucstwn, at any rate he inserted 
some unequivocal passages to the contrary into the second edition of 
his Critique of Pure ReasotJ (1787).!! There he objected to an interpreta­
tion of l1is theory in the sense that the. notion of ~ausation was "solely 
founded in some arbitrary necessity Implanted ~n us of combining 
certain empirical notions according to such [causality l rule of relation." 
People would not be lacking, he added, who would deny that they felt 
this necessity. But he still insisted that the category of causality was 
a "first principle, product of our own thougi;t (s~lbstgedac!Jt), a priori 
to our acquisition of empirical knowledge.' Tlu.s must be considered 
along with his doctrine that only appearances m the sensory world 
(phenomena), not what he called "things-in-thems~lves," could be 
objects of our cognition. Thus, even in the second ver~w~, Kant main­
tained that our knowledge has access only to the subJeCtive sources of 
the generalizi~g law of causality: the ide~ that s~mc ~a use ~ust underlie 
every change 111 appearances was, accordtng to lum, etermmed a priori 
either by our mental make-up, or, if not that, at ~east (later version) 
by necessary regulative principles of our o~n ma~mg. 

The exact meaning of the development 111 Kant s thought on cau l sa -
1 On Hume see also Appendix n, notes to Chapter v. 
~In the section titled "Transcendentalc Elc:mc:ntarlc:hre," No. 2 7· The first ctlit' 

in 1781. IOn appeared 
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ity, and whether there was any development in it, is controvcrsia\.3 

I hold that Kant never gave up the idea that men cannot help thinking 
in causal terms (see the word "solely" in the quotation above), hut 
that he only tried ( 1) to protect himsel~ from the objection that some 
people might claim they were able to thmk of changes without a cause, 
and (2) to emphasize that the phenomena corresponded to the ex­
pectations formed on the basis of tl~e generalizing principle. Howc\'er 
that may be, it is important to notice th?t from the beginning to the 
end Kant's thesis referred to appearances m the sensory world onlv. He 
explicitly rejected the inference that the "things-in-themselves;, too 
were subject to the law that every e~ent must have a cause. Whether 
that was so we could not know, ~1 e s~Id, and we had no way of finding 
out. This was the decisive factor 10 his argument that "causal dctcrmiJ~­
ism" in the realm of appearances (_rhen?mena) might be coexistent 
with "freedom" in the realm of thmgs m themselves, a question to 
which we shall revert later. 

More recently, quan~um physics has led ~o a revival of the debate. 
Atoms and their constituents have proved macccssiblc to attcr t . t 

I . . . f d ff h . n p s .l exp ammg them m terms o cause an e cct; t err structure b ·I · . h . . , C laV!Of, 
dtfferent life periods, and t etr very existence defy such CXI)l· · 

1 l .mat10n. 
People interested in the latest c eve o~mcnts of physics arc, t herd ore 
often heard to say that quantum physrcs has dethroned causality, or at 
least destroyed belief in it. As a matter of fact, however, there arc few 
physicists, quantum or other, who would doubt that even microcosmic 
occurrences have "causes" in some sense of the term or w)10 1 l . . I , wou < 
~sitively maintain that anythmg 10 t le physical world can happen 
without any cause. . . 

What has actually evolved 10 qu~ntum physics is something else. It 
has been found-and this much Without a possible doubt, it seems­
that microcosmic occurrences cannot be revealed by human observation 
he_yond a limiting point, because factors that arc in_evitably connected 
wuh the observational procedure, such a~ the turnmg of light beams 
or other forces on the object, so greatly mAuence microcosmic events 
that what we observe is the effect of our disturbing interference rather 
~han the occurrence without that effect. We are, therefore, unable 
ully to explore microcosmic stru~tures and events. Only the tremendous 

nurnber of atorns and their constituents and the velocity of their move-

'L· 
l' •~erature: Ernst C · Determinism/If ttnd lndeterrninisnws in der moderner1 T'hysdi. 1/storuciJ ass1rcr, { 8 
T 41 e und systematische Strulicn :::11111 Kausa ('roblem, Gutcborg 1937, pp. 74fT., 12 • • , 202. 
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men I .s. togct her with their mutual operation as obstacles to 1 f one an-
or ILT ~ rre mm·~·mt:nrs, permit the calculation of the results of their 
combmc'd hehanor 111 processes that are sensorially obsen•·lbl . 1 Tl I . . . c )y us. 

1c ~cgu afi!Ics o~ these observable processes, then, can be scientificall , 
cxpl:uned only with the aid of Ute laws of probability as applied t~ 
very great numbers of ercnts, i.e., through "statistical'' laws and 
1 1 · lt " I" l ' not t 1roug 1 rc·cogm::atJtc' causa aws . 
. But r.his d.ocs ~10t preclude the possibil.it.y-or, as many physicists 

( mcludmg Em stem) would say, the probability 4-that the microcosmic 
e\'ents too have causes. Only if causality is defined, not ob1· cctircl , .. 
I l . . f l l . . . ) ' .\s 

t 1e u Hqtuty o · causa re atJons, but subJeCtively, as our knowled c· 

about such rdations-e.g., the possibility of our predicting the dfe~~s 
after knowing the existing conditions-is it correct to say that micro­
physics has destroyed belief in causality. But then the fault may be in 
our lack of knowledge as to existing conditions, and not necessarily in 
the absence of causal interrelations. \Verner Heisenberg stated this 
side of the matter well in his famous paper of 1927, in which he pre~ 
sen ted the I ncertainty (or I ndetcrminacy) Principle: "\Vhat is wrono 
in the sharp formulation of the law of c:msality (if we know the pre; 
cnt exactly we can predict the future) is not its secont~ part but the 
condition. It is impossible, on princi1~k. for us to obtam knowledge 
of the present in all its determinants.'' ·• 

Doubt may be carried one step further, it is true, so a.s to in\'olve the 
objective nature of causal interrelations. It might b~ said, and actuallv 
has been, that the apparently erratic and unpredictable behavior o.f 
individual atoms and their consituents-with respect to the direction 
in which they move individually, their indi~·idual life spa~ i~1 the case 
of radioactivity, and the like-raise the questiOn whethe~ tlus Individual 
behavior reflects any uniuersal (if hidden) .laws, or I~ ot~1er words 
whether, even if we knew all about the indivtdual behaviOr, It could be 
described in universal terms. But this is no more than a question, 
which for the reasons just stated can hard.ly ever ~e answered. It is 
far from being definitely established that microcosmic events fail to be 

· · . . I k J J·uncs Murphy in the: .11 1. 'See the lhscus~wns among Emstcm, I' anc ·, :1n · · 'Pcnl IX to M . 
Planck, wh~re is Sci~tiU Going? New York 1932. I· . . 1 J\ 

• Werner Heisenberg, "Ober Jcn anschaulichcn Inh:Jit l cr qu.SJntcnt leorl·tischcn ... . . 
) r I 7, ee I . "'lnell1lt "' 

und Mechanik," Zeiuclmft fiir I'II}'Iik, vol. 43 ( I9Z7 · -· l on t lis passage C· .. • 1 

op.cit., p. 152, and Arnold Hildeshcimer, Die Jl~t'~l tit'~· ungetvo llltcn Dimcnsionen .1\s_,rn. 
1953, p. 312. The latter adds, "No quantum physiCISt Will contc.n~. that annhing ca ' LcJdcn 
that has no cause at all" (p. 317), and again, "No quantum ph)SICist has ever co n happen 
anything could occur that has no cause at all" (p. 321 )· But see the following ntendcd that 
the rc-xt above. Paragraph in 
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ruled by universal laws, any more than that they arc so rulcJ; anJ 
even if it were, which it cannot be, there would still be room left for 
assuming· that every individual microcosmic occurrence has, nc.:vcr­
theless, always "some" cause, thoug~1 ~ossibly one of a~ indivillual type, 
not universal in character. All this IS _mere speculatron, howc.:vcr, in 
contrast to the limitation of microcosmic observability. This limitat'r 

. . bl on 
is now ?enerally held to be the I_nevrta e rqult ~f scic~tific thought. 

The Impact of quantum physiCs on. the c_ausalrty pnnciplt is also 
frequently overrated because of a confusron with another issue.:, namely 
the tendency of ~om~ scholars _to deny "mca~ing" to any hypothc.:si~ 
that cannot be scientifically venfied. From thrs point of view tl l 

. h . . , 1e lY-
pothesis that all eve~ts have causes ~s no mcanmg, smce it cannot be 
verified by observatiOn. But then ncrthcr has the opposite contcr1t· 

h . h h ron meaning that there are events w rc ave no causes, since that too . f . . . C.ln-
not be verified_.6 This way o. puttmg It Is. no _result of quantum physics 
but a mannensm of a speCial type of scrcntrfic language, with I . 1 . · (N . . . w He 1 we shall deal m Chapter v, Sectwn 3 eopositrvrsm). It fails to.., . 

h . ..nswcr the question whether every event _as a cause, crthcr affirmativd 
negatively, and even avoids confessmg to our ignorance. Y or 

Whether the human mind is so structured as to be unable t 1 . . 11 · o t unk 
that changes have no causes stl rcmams an open questi011 E·' . 

1 · h · · ven rf Kant did not rest his theory on t us t esrs, or not on it alan . 1 . 
h I h ld b d . e, t len: rs 

muc _to be said in its fa:or. t s 0~ c note ' In _P~rticular, that ex~ 
planatiOn of microcosmic events m terms of statistical prob b'l· . 

d f . a 1 Itrcs 
rather than of cause and effect oes not re ute It, because ou l 'I· 

. h · l l r a )I rty 
to discard causal explanations m_ t eorcttca ca culations docs not tcs-
ti~y to our ability really to imagme that some occurrence, even in tl~e 
microcosmic sphere, has no cause. . 

A special difficulty in the conceptiOn that one event is caused by an­
?ther arises from the fact that, even apart from ato~s and happen­
Ings within them, events can~ot be neatly separated Into "units" that 
follow each other like the umts of an alphabet, distinctly identifiable 
as. separate. Every detail of what oc~urs is so inseparably intertwined 
With what had occurred before and wt~l occur after, and even with what 
occurs simultanously, that any lumpmg together of occurrences into 

tal~ See, for instance, Max Born, who, i~ t~c. m.anncr .of the Ncopositivists, thinks it empty 
d' . to say that every event has a cause If It IS ImpoSSible on principle to know all the con-
thltJons (causes) of (Atomic Physics, London 1944), but who does not contend at on h' any event h . . . 
Ian Ua t 1s ground there arc events that ave no causes. ~ost cons1st~nt m Ncopositivisuc 
Ma~s., ~c regarding causality: Philipp Frank, B~twun PhySics and Ph1losophy, Cambridge, 

94I, Pp. 55 ff., 151 ff., especially 155· 
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higgcr units cal~ed "eYents" is utt<:rly ;~rbitr;~ry. except where we do 
so for some spec tal purpose, as for cx;~mplc 3 scientific one· then it 
b I I I l b ·1 I ' 1113 Y c. a rc;~s~na 1 c. ant cYen t 1c est posst) c. procedure in the· pursuit of 
tl11s partJcubr purpose. Apart from such purposive hum:m selections 
the apparently separate 3nd independent events arc, to usc John Dewey:; 
words, "in1cgral constituents of one and the same continuous occ _ 

" - f I I I ur renee. · It ol ows that we cannot abc separate clusters of min t 
··t"l ""1 ff" f . ue cvc:n s t 1e c3usc or t 1c e cct, except or our con\TI1lencc in tl 

. f . . J J'k le pursuit o son~c mqmry or t 1e 1 ·c. \Ve step on the gas lcver~\·ent 
No. I-and off goes the car-event No.2; so we like to think. Yet how 
many "events," about which the average driver does not care. lie be­
tween the two, and how n1Jny others must have preceded them to 
make the car move! · 

This impossibility of neatly culling out definite clusters of events as 
causes and others as the effects of the causes does not, however, seem 
to preclude the possibility that within the total flow of the "continuous 
occurrence" causal influences do oper3te. Hume and Kant merely said 
we do not know. Dewey went further. These considerations of con­
tinuity led him to guess that causation was. no on~olog~cal_ reality at all, 
but nu:rdy a "functional means of regulatmg extstentt3l mquiry ,'' i.e. 
3 m<:ans we usc for the purpose of our scientific inquiries into wha~ 
actu3lly lwppens. He held that just as "essences," "p~rposes" (on these, 
see below), and "simplicity" are no longer considered ontological 
propnties of nature today, as they were once thought to be,_ but are now 
recognized as mere means of inquiry, so also should causatiOn be recog­
nized as no ontological property of nature but merely as a means of 

inquiry. 
Actually Dewey adduced no evidence why we. must pass from the 

modest agnostic doubts of Hume and Kant to Ius own bolder denial 
of causation. Nor did he expect that his views w?uld be readily ac­
cepted.~:~ For all his critical attitude, however, 1~e dtd not question the 

f · utry· on the value of the causal category as a means o mq . '. contrary, he 
called it a "leading principle" of inquiry a~d ms;sted that as such it 
cannot be affected even by experimental findmgs t lat lead to question-

• L . og1c, p. 445· lied " 
K Ibid. p 462 He makes much of the fact that the so:ca causal laws," wh· h 

' · ·. f (' 1 ont:un no tempo 1 tc m . be formulated in tf·tlz~ll orm 1f a, then b) themse ves c . ra sequences f Ust 
i.e., no temporal antecedents and sequents; the sequence of events comes tn only in th 0 events, 
of these abstract Jaws (pp. 442 ff.). Yet even if this w~re correct, which 1 dou~ a~Phcation 
still not preclude the possibility that causality operates m the flow of events . t, It Would 

.c: • lrresp . 
our •ormulating Jaws about 1t. ecttve of 
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ing causation as an ontological reality.u This brings Dtwq's view 
close to Kant's, putting the laws of causality into the lnunan min1\ 

rather than in nature, although Dewey would have denied mort defi­
nitely than Kant that men must think in the category of causality; to 
him it was sufficient that it is useful for them to do so. 

The important point here is that, despite philosophical lloubts about 
the ontological reality of causatio.n (H~me, ~ant, anu more radically, 
Dewey) and of the p~rticular d~fficulties. with which the prohktn is 
beset in the explana~10n of microc~smiC events, twentieth-century 
Scientific Method contmues to work with the concept of causal relation­
ship or its equivalent in both .natural and social sciences, at least out­
side microcosmic research .. This does not mean that Scientific ~icthod 
is able to establish the reahty and the nature of causal la\vs. I. t 

. . ' · , tneans 
only that in "accepting" such relations In the ma.ny decisions retJllircl.l 
of the scholar about acceptance of data and of their explanation ( Cl . 

d ) h d . I , 1.1 p-ter 1, Sections 2, 3, 5, an 7 , e oes not VIO ate rules of scicntif' 
h f I 1c pro-cedure, at least not unless t e nature o t 1c causal relation is J11· . . 1. . · s speC! 1c subJect of research. 

It is now generally recognized, however, that whcneve .. 
" . f " k. r \\ e s;t y event b IS the effect o event a, we arc rna Ing an assu 1111)11·< 1 . 1 . . . . 1 >n w llC 1 scientifically is hypothetic 111 c 1aractcr. The assu mpt 1· · . 

. on Is cvcn twofold, because we assume ( 1) that unuer hke conditions . 
f I _, b · .tn event o the nature of a will always be succee( eu Y an event of tl 
f 'b _1 • 1e nature o b, and (2 ) that this is to be ascn eu to some mfluencc or · f 

_1 I I111pact o a on b. Both these hypotheses, baseu as t ley are on the rcsttlt. f l 
· I h h s 0 0 )-servatwns in particular cases ~n y-t oug very. many of them '"-arc 

reached inductively in our mmd; they are not unmediatcly ol l 
. · f ' )SeryCl . It follows that every explanatiOn m terms o. cause and effect o f I 

· I h II . ' r o ot 1cr regularities, is exposed to.po~enua c ~ enge 111 .sciencc. But the phil-
osophical doubt of causality IS not of Itself cot~sidered a good enough 
g d d . 'fi Method for challengmg · · 1 roun un er Scient! c . l d b empmca evidence 

. h a ou t f . r , 
any more than is the phtloso~ IC'fi M ho r:a Hy (Chapter 1, Section 
S, above). To this extent SCient! c et. ~d Is grounueu in common 
sense (see Chapter v, Section 2, on skepticism). 

• P. 462. 
10 

"The causal law represents the special ~0~~- of stati\tical correlations lwltling for 1 0 ,, 

pe~ent of the cases," Hans Reichenbach, "Pro a I lty Mcthotls in Social Science," in D. Lerner 
an H. D. Lasswell Thr: Policy Scienas, Recent Dt:l!e/opmolls in Scope and MNhod StanfurJ 
19~1, pp, 12I ff. S~e also Reichenbach's Tht:ory of Probability, an Inquiry into tl;r: Logical 
~n Mathr:matica/ Formdations of the Calwltts oj Probability, 2nd eJ., Berkeley 1949 (in 

erman: Wahrschr:inlichkeitslehre, Leiden 1935). 

Bo 
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. Sc\·_erJI types of CJUsJI intcrrebcion Jre trJdition3 1!v distin ··I I 
1 he Just <.:\" . t I I " ,, . . ' guis let . . t:n ll1J\' la\'c )CCn J ncccssJry condtt1on in tJ1•• . l 
I . . • . 1 ' • '" sense t 1at 

t It sc.:con< could not hJ\'C occurred otherwtsc or it m:1v 1 . . l 
I . f . . . ' , ' l.n c )Cen 

on ) one o sc\'cral alternJtn·e conditiOns. each of which could ha\'c 
produced the bter event. It m:1y have been a "sufficient'' c011 l't' · · If . . t 1 ton, 111 
Hse alone enough ~o expbm the effect. or It. ~auld have produced the 
effect only along with other events or conditiOns. The effect rnay or 
may not have been "foreseeable," and this may have a great h.. · 

I . f 'b'l' . t:.lrtng on t 1e qu<.:stiOn o responst 1 Hy. Such distinctions import·111 t . . 1 • ' · .ls t 1cy 
:tre, do not yet concern us here where we are engaged in -111 · · 
f . f I· . . , ll1qlllry 

o .1 more unc .unental character mto the causJl relationship. 

(b) EFFECT! KG A CAUSE. }.!OTIVATION AND FREE WILL 

If an effect depends on a mechanical cause, as the propulsion of 
bullet on the snapping of a trigger or the motion of a CJr on the lower~ 
ing of J gas lever, one c:tn often intentionally make the cause occur, for 
example, by pulling the trigger or stepping on th~ lever. Then the 
acting person "effects a cause." InsteJd of performmg th~ necessary 
act himself, he may be able to induce another person ~o do It, and thus 
effect the cause in an indirect manner. What makes htm act, and what 
makes the other person act that way? 

Human behavior is motivated by a number of factors, whose system­
atic classification presents considerable difficulty. Am?ng them are 
need, various kinds of "drives," conscious and subconsciOus ones, hab­
its, emotions, and thoughts. There is no necessity for us he~e to engage 
in a fundamental discussion of these factors. From the VIewpoint of 
Scientific MethoJ, motivation is a special type of c.ausation, distin­
guished by two particular characteristics. The first I~ that scientific 
observation, in the form of self-observation, has more dm:ct access here 
to the process of causation than in physical and c~emtcal reactions. 
The second is that the cause-effect relation pre.sents Itself a.s less com­
pelling, less necessary, here than there. Free wtll seems to Interfere at 
times. Sometimes, free will seems even to be able to start a new line of 
causation. (See Chapter XII, Section 1.) 

Whether or not there is free will, and, if so, where lies the li b 
tween necessity and ~ree. will, contin.ues to be a controversiate .e­
?sophical problem. s.ctenti~c Method IS not ~e~erally concerned P~ll­
It unless it is the speCial subJect of research. Thts Is not to say tl With 

' h' 1at s · tific Method has the answer, or assumes one, t IS way or thar I Cten-
only that the scholar who in his various procedural steps o.f ~means 

accept-
8r 
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ance" assumes some human freedom to operate in the common-sense 
interpretation of reality does not necessarily violate the scientific rules 
governing acceptance (Chapter I, Section 7; also, xu, Section I). 

Much as is dark in this field, one thing is certain. The human will is 
not so free that it is immune to outside influences. Motivations can 
be "manipulated" to a great extent. That is to say, men can bring about 
events that foreseeably set inner drives in other men in operatio 
arouse emotions or promp~ t~.ough_ts in ~~e~,' or otherwise affect t~ 
process of motivation. This mampulabihty of motives is a fa t 

· h 1" · 1 fi ld · • c or of the greatest importance m t e po ltlca e , as It is in other fi 1\ 
c { s of the social sciences. 

Scientific knowledge of motivation and of its manipulability h 
increased considerably during the last fifty years, especially throu~~~ 
research done on the great role played by the subconscious, by repre 1 b h . . 1 f b sse( drives and emotions, y at er IrratiOna actors, y the influence f . 

d . . d b 0 ln-
gfroudp, o~t:group, an mdass sitduatiOns, a(~'b y the v~rious techniques 
o a vertlSlng, propagan a, an terror ram-washmg"). Th 

h · k d · h · h · h I b e com-pr~ e~s1~e war. one w~t m ~ IS w o ~ a~ea Y psychologists of various 
~c oo s, mcludmg psyc oa1na y~t~, a~. h Y ~~~IOlogists constitutes a!~ 
~~sehparabl~ part of th:fitoof s w~t wMuc h po 1t1~al science must try to 

Isc arge Its own spec1 c unctiOn. uc remams to be done t , . \ r h b . b h I . . o est.\ )-Is etter cooperation etween psyc o og1sts, sociOlogists and 1. . 1 . . . f h" d "II ' po ltlca scientists. Many illustratiOns o t IS nee WI occur as we go 1 
Special problems of motivation within the political field w1·11 b a okng. 

. . e ta en up In the further course of thts work. 

(c) EFFECTING A CAUSE (coNTINUED). ENTELECHY 

Can the order of cause and effect be reversed? Can the end effect its 
own cause? Can the future shape the past to suit it? 

We need not ponder here about the :onflicting readings of time that 
Would result if time were measured m separate cosmic systems that 
move in different directions or at a different speed (Einstein's relativ­
it~). We are dealing here only with _life on our little planet, where cos­
~Ic relativity does not interfere with our common-sense concept of 
tune, and time flows in only one direction. It might, however, seem that, 
though the flow of time cannot be reversed, the order of cause and 
efi~ct can, in two ways because ( 1) future events often influence man's 
act ' b · l · 1 Ions, and (2 ) the future seems to e mcorporatec m t 1e very nature 
of many th' 

1'h Ings. 
e first of these two arguments presents no particular difficulty. Mo-
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tivation of man's action by future events docs not re 3 llv aft·.. 1 
f 1 · · . . • ' t:Lt t 1c order 

o cJuse aiH d1cct, since 111 tlus case the fact that a ncrson I)Urst , . 
. • • 1 - Ics certatn 

purposes and harbors certain expectatiOns ts the cause of his act' i 
I . . . < Ion Jill 

:111tccn cs 1t 111 tlrne. But the second ar!?ument confronts us with 3 
grave problem. The order of cause and eflect may appear reversed · ~ 

I. . I J . . tn .1 most puzz mg manner-wit 1 no nunan antiCipation sen·in 
. 1· k I J I I 1 g as a conncctmg 111 ·--on t 1e grounc t 1at t 1e sects of plants. animal 1 J b . I . . . < s, anl 

lllma~1. emgs seem to carry t 1e1r ?wn future 111 them, and every organ 
of a ltvmg body seems to be ~he t.ncarnation of a purpose, and to act 
for that purpose. Even some mammate 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
telc:c!Jtia (Engl., entelechy), which is composed of en, meaning ''in" 
tclos, meaning "end" or "goal," and echcin, meaning "have." 11 If life 
could on/)' be explained in teleological terms, becmse things or organs 
that have no mind capable of anticipating the future act as if they did 
anticipate it, then either the future is the cause of the past, or a "goal" 
or "purpose" is incorporated in things, and that would logically require 
that there is, or was, someone who conceived the goal or purpose and 
did incorporate it. If no one has done ti:~n, we cannot logically say 
that a goal or purpose is contained in a tlung, unless. we .mean by this 
-in some type of pantheistic thinking-that the tlung Itself sets the 
goal, or forms the purpose, which it pursues. 

The striking appearance of entelechy in nature has, therefore, al­
ways been one of the strongest arguments for the belief in a Creator. 
From antiquity until the middle of the nineteenth century-and that 
means from Plato and Aristotle until Kant and Hegel-even the most 
unorthodox scholars generally felt they had no reasonable choice but 
to accept some divine explanation of nature, because up to that late date 
no plausible alternative to entelechy l~ad been o~ered. W~1en .we study 
the harsh measures of intolerance chrected agams.t athetsts In earlier 
periods, we should not forget that the appar~nt obviOus?ess. of goal and 
purpose in nature seemed to give such reaction some SC1enttfic J. ustifi 
. ca-

tiOn. 
Only when, one hundred years ago ( 1859)' Charles Darwi 

lished his theory on the origin of species "by means of natur nl pub­
a selec-

u It should be noted, however, that the term enteleclleia has been used with v . 
in the course of the history of philosophy, owing to the fact tha~ telos mea arlous meanings 
in the sense of end-in-view (goal, purpose) but in that of termmating-end n(cl~~d no~ only 

e) as Well. 
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tion" was the human mind offered a carefully substantiated scientific 
alternative which does not necessarily require that plants, animals, or 
human beings, seeds, or living organs have a purpose, a goal, an end 
put into them.12 The alternative is that only those organisms grew and 
survived which could stand the astronOJ:mcal, geographical, physical 
chemical, and other conditions o~ the umverse, and more particularly: 
the competitive conditions of e~tstcnc: on the earth. Among the in­
numerable variations that came mto bemg through the play of cha 11 •• 

f '))' C<.' there gradually arose, in the course 0 manY m1. Ions of years (accord-
ing to the present state of ~es~arch our galaxy Is about four and one­
half billion years old), vanattons th~t were better adapted to condi­
tions than others. In other words, thmgs. ~rew without any purpose 
and those which were best adapted to ex1stmg conuitions grew bette; 
and multiplied more than others. The fact that the seeds and organs of 
living beings seem to have a purpose, then, would be a mere illtJs· 

. 1 d . .Ion. When there .finally arose bemgs t lat evelopeu a mmd, they could 
form a goal or purpose. But there may be no other goal or })Urpo . 

d se ex-cept that which they form an pursue. · 

Let it be clearly stated, however, in view of many misinterpret t' 
1 . . I . a Ions t~at Darwin himself drew no at 1e1st1~fconc u1swns from the results ~f 

h1s research. He did not teach that 1I e dev_e oped from matter. The 
evidence displayed in his great book led htm only to the far more 
modest conclusion "that animals are descended from at most only 
four or Jive progenitors, and plants from an equal or lesser number." 
He added: ((Analogy would lead me one step further, namely, to the 
belief that all animals and plants are descended from some one proto­
type." He conceded that "analogy may be a deceitful guide." None the 
less, "it does not seem incredible that from some such low and interme­
diate form both animals and plants .may have been developed; and if we 
admit this, we must likewise admit that all the organic beings which 
have ever lived on this earth ma~ be .descended from some one pri­
mordial form. But this inference Is chiefly grounded on analogy, and 
it is immaterial whether or not it be accepted"-immaterial, that is for 
h. . d b 13 T , Is less radical main thesis, mentione a ove. here, however, he 

12 

I Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species by .'-leans of Natural Selection, or, tile Prcsrn·at/011 
~h Fav.ored Races in the Stmgg/e for Life, 1859· There had been earlier attempts to explain 
rn c: ~Xts~c:~cc: of higher forms of life through a proccsS'-of natural evolution, either in a purely 
ac;~:st~ _manner, or (Antoine de Lamarck,. 1744-1829) by assuming the inheritance 

0
f 

and m atts. But these: theories lacked the evuJcnttal strength mustcrcJ by Darwin for his, 
ost of th · 1· J th · f I I · "tendencies" . ern, Including Lamarck's, re te on e cooperation o te co ogtcal factors or 

"Sixth ed.10 the Process of evolution. 
' p. soo. Italics mine. 



1. CAUSALITY, MOTIVATION, ENTELECHY 

stopped, explicitly admitting "that science as yet throws n r 1 
far higher problem of the essence or origin of life." 1-1 ° Ig lt on the 

Incidentally, Darwin confessed to his own continuin b 1. . 
C "I l " I " 1 g e Ief In a reator. sec no gooc reason, 1e wrote, w 1v the vic\\' · . ' 

• • • 1 s given I 1 · 
volume should shock the reltgwus feclmg of any one" H n t lis 

I 1 . d f . c quoted witl 
a pprova a etter he had receive rom a "celebrated aut] .1 
· " I d 1 ... • • bl lor and dt vt ne, w w state t 1at Jt 1s JUSt as no e a conception of tl , D . -

believe that He created a few original forms capable of self c:llc !Cit~ to 
· I I If I f 1· - eve 0 Ptng mto ot 1er 3nc necc u orms~ 3S to be Ieve that He required f ~ 
f . I I "d a rcsh act o creatiOn to supp y t 1e vm s caused by the action of H" 1 · ' . . . IS a \VS." I:i 

I ndccd, the book ends wtth these rehgwus words: "There ·. c:l 
· I · · f I"f · h · Is gran cur m t 11s \'Jew o 1 c, Wit Its several powers, having been 0 · • II 

I I I I C . f . ng1na y 
brcat 1cc JY t 1e reator mto a ew forms or mto one: and that ,1 .1 
I . I 1 . 1· 1· I fi ' '' 11 e t liS p anet 1as gone Circ mg on accort mg to t 1e xed laws of o- • 

f . I l . . f b . t-.ravnv 
rom so mnp e a Jegmnmg endless orms most eautiful anl:l ·' most 

wonderful have been, and are being evolved." 10 

It is fitting, on the centenary of Darwin's publication, that tl 
b I I . . . lese 

passages c quotec . T 1e Important pomt m our present context ]1 · • 0\V-
ever, is that after 1859 the mere appearance of entelechy has lost · 
old force of providing conclusive scientific evidence for the truth ~; 
the assumption that there is entelecl~y .. There n~w are, rather, two 
alternative explanations. Either there IS mcorporatwn of goals or pur­
poses in nonconscious entities like seeds_ and organs, and this presup­
poses some kind of divine Creator; or dungs behav_e as they do merely 
as a result of chance and survival, and then the e~Istence of a Creator 
is not presupposed, although it is not excluded either. 

Scientific Method provides no answer to the question which alterna­
tive is correct. Biological research and experimentation based on Dar­
win's hypotheses and Mendel's laws have had phen~menal results, it is 
true, especially in plant and animal breeding. It Is, therefore, today 
considered a matter of course in biological research t? 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~ctfically proved 
through observation. There surely is an overwhelmmg evidence · 
favor of the thesis that plant and animal forms have undergone a p 111 

I 1 . f 'II' s of roc-ess of gradua evo utwn in the course o m1 ton. Y~ars; many g l 
ical and embryonic findings cannot be explamed In any oth eo og­

er way. 

u Ibid., p. 496. 
1.15 Ibid. 
10/bid., p. 505-
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But there is no conclusive evidence yet as Darwin ht'msclf · 1 · · f 11 · ' · recogmzct 
that the ongm 0 a hfe, ~r of any life, is traceable to natural evolutio~ 
alone, nor that the evol~tiO? of higher forms of life fr-om lower ones 
has proceeded, as Darwm dtd believe, in line with his hypotheses, and 
exclusively so. There are scientific counterargumcnts, such as that the 
earth i.s not old e~ough to expl.ain the .evolution of the highest forms of 
life with. all their wondrous mteractiOn of organs and cells, or even 
only a smgle cell (one egg-cell contains trillions or <.]ll" lr']]' f 1 · l ·1r · . · ,,( 1 tons 0 
atoms, arrange<. 111 )I Ions or tnlltons of molecules it h-1 - 1 . . fi · 

h h I · · ' · s )<.:en gurcd) 
merely t roug c 1ance vanatlons sclection and · I f · · 

If . • ,. survtva 0 th·tltt· 
in the strugg e or extstence. 1 ; c 1 cst 

Furthermore, although many appearances of entclecl1y 1 I 
• .t · 1 f 1avc now ost 

their former evwentla orce under the weight of the D · . 
h arwmtan argu-

ments there arc ot er such appearances which obstinat ·I . ' 1 · h · c y restst at-
tempts to exp am t em away, e.g., the growth of the whole f 

f ·n · 11 orm out 
of each part o art1 eta y halved or even quartered sea ttrci1· 111 eggs 
(Hans Dric~ch, J867-~9~1). ~any philosophers, ther.cforc, whilc other·-
wisc acccpti~g. D~rwm s baste hypotheses, have tned to salvage the 
traditional chstmctwn not only between stones and plants (recognize<.\ 
by Darwin, see above) but also between plants and animals and be­
tween the latter and men. They have assumed that life, nonconscious 
soul, and conscious, self-reflecting mind did not evolve through natural 
evolution each from the next lower form but, rather, through one, two, 
or three additional infusions coming somehow from somewhere, which 
successively added these gifts to the preceding base (Neovitalism); or, 
that the whole of every cell directs some influence to its parts, and that 
the whole of the cosmos has some directive influence on all that is in it. 
In the course of this discussion, the "creative" character of evolution 
has been stressed (Bergson, Whitehead, and others), and emphasis has 
been put on the "emergent" and "novel" feature .<the novum) that 
appears on each higher level and that cannot be denved from the next 
lower level (Lloyd Morgan, Samuel .Alexander, Nicolai Hartmann, 
Arthur 0. Lovejoy, and others). Whitehead was even more radical. 
He suggested that all "concrete enduring entities," such as molecules 
~nd their combinations, are "organisms," so that "the plan of the whole 
mfluences the characters of the various subordinate organisms [even 

11 Th' b' · ed b 15 0 JeCtlon has been eloquently illustrated by Lecomte: du Noi.iy, Tlu~ R.oad to Rt?aJOTI, 
The y ~ar~ ;· d. N., New York 1948. Debate: of this point is not yet tc:rmmated, though. 
year/e utt\ a~ been that under conditions as may have: c:xistc:d on earth some two billion 
tions 0~got t e c ances (probabilities) of live cells emerging from purdy fortuitous combina· 

a oms were fa h th r greater t an ey arc now. 
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chnmral ones ere 1 which enter into it"· an ci I . . . ' .' . , . cctron in a }' .. 
r lcn, \\ ouid be l!Itlcrcnt from an electron outside ir.ts 1\ tng body, 

On the other side of the fence, many twcnri•'tl 
r · f . · . ~ 1-ccnru , .1 goii1g ar beyond the cautwus mfercnces drawn l , D r_} sc 10brs, 

I ·I· · · · . I f I · I )} an,·tn I . 
)<.: 1<.:\ c 111 the emergence not on }' o ug 1er forn1s f l'f Hmsclf, 

· 0 1 ·c f · 
ones, bur ultimately of all life from physical, inorg-111 ·. rom lower 
. . . . I . . I II . Ic event .. 
ms1st at cast that d11s altcrnati\'C s lOU c not be disx · ·I s' or thc y 

1.1 . . I l1Isscl too 'I 
It: Important point here ts t 1at neither Dan . . , cast y. 111 

1 I . \ tn s cvol . 
£ 1cory nor the ensuing debate 1as made possible · I llttonary 
I · 1 . . . a so c1 '-' . _. , . 

c 101cc )etween the two alternauves-Jn•mc forces ' suenttfic 
I 1·1-r: I . I b I . 'fi 'or not. Great t 1e c 1 ncu ttes t 1at eset t 1e sctenti c pursuit of th 1 . • as are 

I . . e t lcsts of 
e\'O utwn, especially if extended to the evolution of lif f . natural 

. . e ronl tno . 
mattt.'r, It can hardly be demcd that the same holds true f 1 r~aniC 
I . . or t 1e c1 . · 

a ternauve, assummg a Creator who was not created, and \ 1 n tne 
f "I . I " .J f 1 . 'll v lo has no cause or )etng t 1ere outst e o 11s own WI . • 

Scientific Method em only point to procedure for inqui , 
1 · I S · · f)' and as we 1ave seen m C 1apter 1, ectwn r, tt cannot even provide . 

the most promising questions suitable for further research us w~th 
I . 1 . . . ' nor With 

ac vtce 1ow best to pursue It; thts remams a matter for hum . 
I · 1 · · Jn gentu to c etcrmme, or for good luck to ut upon. SCientific Method s 

1 · · k f " 1" " must wwcvcr, mstst that when we spea · o goa or purpose" and f 1 . ' 
b I· · 1 ° t leir em oc 1ment or the ltkc we must say w 1at we mean by thes 

. .' b I e terms It must pomt out that tf we mean Y t 1em, as we generally d .d · 
l . 1 . ' d d I l o, I eas w llC 1 some mmd has forme an pursues, t 1en t 1e assumpt' 

ton of 
goals and purposes in plants, seeds, sperms, eggs, organs etc I·n 1. . d "o WI ' ., 1p Ies 
the assumption of a suprahuman mm .- 1en the same terms 
used in a different sense, e.g., in the sense that nonconscious organ· are 

. "1 . 'fi M th l Isms act a.s zf they pursued a purpose,- Scientl c ~ oc must demand tl 
this other sense be clearly stated and not ambiguously veiled by t 1at 

. . d 1 . . erms 
that carry a connotatiOn to a conscwus an P anm_ng mmd. Scient' fi 
Method must insist, on the other hand, that the reahty of natural ev~lu~ 

18 A. N. \Vhitehead, Sci~na and th~ .Hod~m Jl'orld, New York 1925, pp. Its. Is~ rr. 
Proc~ss and R~ality, New York 1929. 1 ., 

18 John Dewey was in this category it seems. See William Savery in R. A S I . 
Tht: Philosophy of John Dew~y. New York 1939 and 1951, PP· 510 ff. · c 1 t!Pp, cd., 

m The fact that the human mind conceives of purposes and goals and hurna . 
after them, making means or ends of everything there is, actually or Potential~, beings stri\'c 
been said by Whitehead and by Hocking (Sc1nlc~ ami th~ Idea of God 0 . } ' has tiglnl . 
make tl1e entire universe purposive to a degree, since human existence is' p.clf., p. 1 o8) / 
f th . d I pu Pan of I o o the universe. Yet 1s oes not prove that any goa s or rposes outsid t 1e histor . 

the human mind are operative in the universe. It may make us inclin de those fanned b} 
if it was true then it would no longer be the human mind alone that fore dto think so· b y 

ll1 ' • J S · !T!e p • ut See e.g., F. A. Hayek, The Counter-Revolution o etellet:, Glencoe, Ill Urposes . 
. , 1952, Pp. So ff. 



II. SCIENTIFIC !IJETHOD (Cont'd) 

tion is not proved by a demonstration of its theoretical possibility alone. 
Even if fully verified, natural evolution ~ould fail to explain how the 
entire chain of events that led to such m1raculous results was set going 
and to establish whether or not that was do~e ?Y ~ ~rcator with a pur­
pose-a purpose incorporated, not perh~ps m md1v1dual tl~ings, hut in 
the entire chain of events and the evol~tlonary laws govcrnmg thc 111 • 

In other words, the theory of evolution d?es not eliminate the divine 
alternative. It merely makes us aware of the fact that there arc two 
alternative explanations, neither of. whic~ has been scientifically vcr _ 
ified. See Chapter XIII for a_furt~er dtscusswn of this point, especially n:­
garding the chances of venficatwn and the degree of "likelihood" to he 
allotted to either alternative. 

(d) MAN-MADE LAWS AND INSTITUTIONS 

The course of human events, i.e., their causal interrelatioi · . 
1 1 b 1, IS 111-fluenced not only by natura aws ut, as everyone realiz. . 

d 1 d . . , cs, quite strongly also by man-rna e aws an mstnutions. They ca 
. h b . d , rry grc·n we1g t in motivating human emgs, an success and failur. f 1' 'd dl f e o ten t c-pend on them. It can be sax assure y, or example th"t tl . 1 11 d ·ff ' " 1e caus·1 sequence of events will genera Y I er according to wlletl . ' ·' 

. . . h' th f ler a m·•n tnes to carry through his plans Wit m e ramework of th ' , 
. · I · f c country s constitution and other laws or m VIO atwn o them. The ob t 1 · 

s ac es tint are placed in his path in the latter case may be unsurmou t bl '1 . . . I f . n a c ant , even if not will constitute a re evant actor m the course of , 
th . . ' . . d l events. 1 o e political scientist therefore, man-rna e aws and inst1'tut· 1 . ' dl 1 I Ions 1avc an Importance that is often bar Y ess re evant to his I·n · · 1 th 1 · qu1r1cs t 1an 

at of natural laws. But thdere ha _wl ays remlalms this difference, that man-
made laws can be disobeye w I e natura aws cannot W ·I 11 

. Ch · e s 1a revert to this topic more specifically m apter IV. 

(e) HISTORY 

History, seen as the sequence of events, reveal~ effects, not causes, at 
least not directly. It is generous_ and even merciless in putting effects 
?efore our eyes, in the long run If not at. once. Yet as to causes, history 
Is. ~ften cryptic or ambiguous. It needs Interpreters who trace the in­
diVIdual events or dusters of events to particular other events or clusters 
as their causes. 

. That task is made difficult by the fact that each historical situation 
:s ~~que, both in many details o_f _the _external conditions and in the 
ndiVIdualities of the persons partlcipatmg in the event. History never 
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:cpcats. itself com pltt~·l_r. Sci~ntifically spc:tking, such repetition is 
lin possible .. at least du~mg th: life sp:tn of .our pbnetary system, because 
of the mynads of van:thlcs Jm·oh·cd, wiHch can never be cx11ect, l 
. I I . I _j .,.. • cc to 
,Jrrangc t 1emsc \'CS In t 1c same oruer.-- Nietzsche, it is true fio- , l 
tl 'f r . . l I . l f C . , buret 1at ~ l Is.pcns~ng .wH 1 t 1~ ll ca o a rcator we took the concept of 
eternny (m(zmtc· tunc) scrwu~ly, there was a mathematical probabilitv 
t~1a.t after a very. ,·cry long ti~1e tl.1e arrang.cment of the (large bu-t 
fuutc) number of smallest particles 111 the umverse would be tlle s . . .ame 
Js It had been once before. This was one of the foundations of j1 ' 1 
I. f · IS 1e-
IC · In "p.crpctual rccurren~~" ( c'({ligc JVicdc·rkdu· dc·.1 Glc·idzcn) .'2:~ But 

before tills process of repetition could ever start. the entire universe m 1 t 
1 I.. d " ts 
1:1\'e t Ismtcgrate ; entropy," as we would say now, must have been 

completed. Even then, the m:-~thematical probability that thino-s will 
repeat themselves-either at once, or after many trillion swings,:-,of the 
full circle-exactly as they lud been, is infinitesimally small. Nor docs 
mathematics authorize us to assure (although many probability the­
orists indulge this fallacy) th:-~t whatever can happen, even though it 
may have only the slightest chance, muJt happen in the long run. How­
ever that may be, political science deals with history prior to the dis­
integration of this earth. 

Every historical situation being unique, it is always perilous to ex­
pect the repetition of what, seen from afar, may appe_ar as a set his­
torical pattern. History does not weave patterns, or wnte laws, of her 
own. But she too follows-or rather, registers the working of-natural 
laws or regularities, at least those of cause and eff~ct, w~1ich have their 
source not in history but in the factors that go mto history, the raw 
material of history. These laws or regularities are bein? d~sclosed, not 
by the sequence of events as such (history), b~It by scientific observa­
tion and scientific hypotheses. History merely Illustrates, corroborates, 
or invalidates these hypothetical laws; it does not produce them. 

Different as each historical situation is from any other, particular 
features may be, and often are, similar in character, an~ thi~ similarity 
may be more relevant to the scientific problem u.nder mqutry than is 
the difference. Every physical or chemical e.xpenment also is an his­
torical occurren~e, taki~g place at a definite time and running throu h 
a definite, if b.nef, pen?d. But the f~ctors rele~ant for t?e physical ~r 
chemical inqutry are ahke and the differences 111 the Untque hist . l 

one a 

""Sec, e.g., W. E. Hocking, Scit:nct: and tht: ldt:a of God, op.cit., p. 11 2 • 

""Nietzsche, Wcrkt:, vol. XII, pp. 51, 61, 63; XVI, PP· 396, 4° 0 · Karl Lliw'th 
P1Ji/osop11il' der nvigt:n Wit:dt:rkchr du Gldcht:n, Stuttgart 1956, PP- 93 ff. 1 ' l\'il't;;;.<C'fJcs 



IT. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'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, electoral system, 
or administrative set-up, are factors that may lend themselves to valid 
comparison with similar events, at other places and times. Above all 
in every unique situation of human history there is always man, wit); 
his characteristic peculiarities that have remained fundamentally the 
same through all recorded history. 

Hence it is by no means unusual that re?tdarities and parallelisms in 
historical sequences of events can be pomted out and plausibly ex­
plained in terms of cause and effect. But many obstacles obstruct the 
successful pursuit of such 7ndeavors, especially if undertaken large­
scale as a causal inte:pretatton of ~hat. we may call "macro-history" 
-whole periods of history, the entue history of individual nations · 
civilizations, or history altogether. While it is often quite pos -11 · or 

. l'k I SI ) e to demonstrate that a certam event was I e y, and even bound t I 
. · 'fi 1 · ' o 1avc a certain effect there IS no sc1ent1 c aw, either logical or e .. 

' · f · · mpincal that enables us to mfer rom postenor events which of a plu r . 
possible causes produced them, although many people argue r~fltly of 

h · b h as I t 1cre were. Furthermore, even w ere It can e s own that 50,.... • 

· 1 1· k · h · "JC specific human action constituted an essentia m m t e chain of . . 
· h h h · causation It often remains open to questiOn w et er t e actor can be . 1 ' 

" b h" d cons1( creel responsible" for the outcome, ecause t Is cpends an-. 
Id h f ' ''"0 ng other circumstances on whether he cou ave oreseen the effect 1 1 ' h · b h · ' anc w 1at the possible alternatives of . 1.s. e. avwr we~e. Exter~al causation is n~t 

enough for placing responsibility' a causal InterrelatiOn must b I 
to exist between not only the action but between the "guilt" of tel s 1own 

T h. t e of I 1c actor and the untoward effect. ~s ~p causa nexus might h 11 1 
" · · Ish It from I c ca cc culpa-causation," to dtstmgu extema causation.2·1 

Limited knowledge of relevant ev:nts,. plurality of possible causal 
f 1. . ·b·l'ty for actors In histo f 
actors, Imited poss1 I 1 . . . ry to oresee the effects 

and the limited ability of ~he histonan to hst ~11 the possible alternative~ 
of action and their potenttal eff~cts, pl~s the Immense number of other 
Variables . 1 d . the analysts of history-ail th. k I I 
. mvo ve tn Is rna es t 1e causa 
mterpretation of macro-history a fr~e field for almost unlimited ad-
venture · . thought while the 'b'I' · f ·fi · s In speculative ' poss1 1 lttes o ven catiOn 
are narrowly limited. owing to these limitations such interpretations 

21. The narn ., ,. was suggested in one of 1. ..0 . . 
und d' e culpa-causation I ., /A . my car 1est papers, lc cmfachc 
note /e Wiederholte positive Vertragsver etzung, Ierzngs /alzrbiiclur, vol. 54 ( 1909) p. 8s, 
mean.' but has not been adopted, as far as I can sec. I have found no better word in the tlrne. 
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can rarclX claim :1 scic:ntijic status higl.H.:r than that of "working hy­
potheses. As such they may, however, In fortunate cJses fulfill Jn im­
portant function, opening our eyes to cJusal interconnections thJt we 
1~1ight othl'fwise O\Trlook (see Section 6, below, Jnd Chapters \'II, Sec­
tion 3· vm, Section r2, Jnd xm). Consequently, large-scJlc interpreta­
tion of history has proved to be a field n?t only for amateurs, charlat:ms, 
anJ quacks but also for men of true gemus. It so happens, however, that 
most of the great .int~rprctors of history have. be~n part-genius and part­
charlatan. The sCientist should expose all unJUStified claims to scientific 
certainty o~ histori.cal interpretations and preJictions (see Chapter v, 
bdow, for J!lustratwns), 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 arc 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 best. substitutes for exper­
imental laboratories in political science (see Section 3, c, below). 

The fact that the study of history supplies "case histories" which 
reveal and illustrate causal relations may justify our speaking of "les­
sons of history," if by that we me:m no more than just this illustrative 
service we can obtJin from history for the cons~q~ences produced by 
certain types of actions, institutions, etc. But tillS IS not e~uivalent to 
saying that history herself "teaches" us lessons, .or that htstory has a 
"meaning" in the sense that a word has meamng. Whether that is 
so depends on whether history is more than merely the. sequence of 
events produced by causal laws or by mere cha~ce, an? 111 particular, 
whether back of the sequence of events there IS a ~md that inten­
tionally expresses some meaning through the events, m orde: to teach 
us lessons. As Scientific Method is unable to demo~strate either that 
there is such a Mind or that there is none, specul.atiO.ns about history 
as such having a meaning are not apt to reach a sCientific. status higher 
than that of a working hypothesis, with no chance of Its conclusive 
confirmation by the results of inquiries. See Chapter XIII for a funhe 

1 . fl . r 
pursuit of t us re ect10n. 

2. Deduction as a Tool of Control 

Whenever we make a statement to the effect that all things f 
tain class have a certain quality, for example, that all men a 0 a cer­

re mortal 
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or that all power corrupts, it follows ~ha~ ~ccordin? to this statement 
(i.e., according to its meaning) some md1v1dual thmg of the class de­
scribed also has this quality. It is an important step in Scientific MethoJ 
that when we have ventured upon any generalization of observed 
fact~, we make its logical implications exp_lici~, because this enablc.:s. us 
to check on the correctness of the generalization by testing in<.lividual 
examples to which it applies. 

Likewise, once we have tentatively explained a fact in terms of cause 
and effect, we take an important next step in scientific work whtn we 
state the logical implications of the causal law which we have assumc.:d 
to operate. When we explain the fact that a stone which is exposed to 
sunshine is warmer than one which is not, on the theory that the rays 
of the sun make all things expose<.l t_o them warmer, then it follows 
deductively that boiling wa_ter, too, will b_e made warmer whc.:n hit by 
the rays of the sun. If logiCally correct mfer~nccs arc invalidated by 
tests, :hen the general statement of causal relationship is wrong, or is at 
least m need of modifications. 

It is utterly false therefore, to say what is so often heard t)1 ... t s · 'fi ' . . ' ' ,, cien-
~1 c Method has replaced dedu_cuve (analyt~cal) with inductive reason-
mg. Actually, deductive reasomng has remam<.:J one of the most im _ 
tant tools in modern science What has been discarded is ncJt 1 l P?r . ' . . t el UCtlVe 
reasonm¥;. it is the acceptance in scicn~Ific pro~cdure of major premises 
~generahzmg statements) as true or valid on ultimate grounds otl 1 
md · . k d 1 I . 1er t 1an 

ucttve reasonmg carefully chec e . not 1cr words, SCl(:ntifi M . 1 l ob' . ., . . c t:t lOl 
_Jects to the acceptance of "a-pnon propositiOns, about which more 

will b · · 1 b. ~ satd in Section 5, below; It c oes not 0 JCCt to a corr<.:ct statc.:ment 
of_ the_Ir logical implications. On t~~ contrar~, one of the methods used 
SCie~tifically to refute false propo~ItiO~s, a-pnori or other, is to state de­
ductively all their logical impl~catw~s m order to submit them to tests of 
observation and of compatibility with other pr_opositions. 

If ~ere be any order o_f rank betwe~n I~ductivc and d~.:ductive 
reasonmg, then the latter still deserves fir~t pnze as to logical validity. 
~~~Uctiv~ reasoning from mere sampl:s, .If ev~r so nu~erous, is never 

d Y vahd; and yet 1·n order to obtam a maJor premise from which 
edu · ' d I · I ct~ve reasoning can be done an w 1IC 1 is meant to correspond 

~~ r:~lty and not merely to expr~ss a postulate, inductive reasoning 
'g erally speaking the most rehable method available whenever we 

care to t ' f 1 . Sectio ranstnit the reasons or our ~one_ Usions to others (sec below, 
. n 7). Such · ductive generalizations are however, of little 

sctentifi. m f 11 d b ' · 1 · · c Value unless they are o owe y deducuve t envatton of 
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t!1cir logical implications and subsequent testing of the htt''r I .J 
t 1 1 • '" · nu uc-
1~11 an< < cductio~ arc so clos~ly i.ntcrtwincd. therefore, in modern 

sctcnce th:lt tl~c mmd of the sctcnttst operates like the hands of the 
\\'C.a\'cr thrus~111g the thread .of thought upward and downward in 
<]lllck su~ccsston. But the qmc.kness .of mm:c~nents is no excuse for 
C~lll~our~dmg them; they rema~n logtcally dtflerent operations. Clear 
dtstmctw~ betwe~n .. rhe. questiOn whether a premise is true (i.e .. 
whether tts asserttbt!tty ts warranted), and the question whether d ,_ 
ductive reasoning from the premise is correctly done is essentt' .... J f e 
II . . ' .. or 

a setenttfic 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 additional observations 
Likewise, hypothetical generalizations of tentatively accepted fac~~ 
(No. 5) and hypothetical explanations (No. 6) are tested by observa­
tions. When invalidated by test observations, the tentative decision 

must he withdrawn or corrected. 
Careful tests constitute an essential element in Scientific Method on 

two grounds. They fortify the operating scientist's own acceptance of 
observations and conclusions; and they increase the intersubjective 
(interpersonal) transmissibility of scientifically acquired knowledge 

(see Section 7). 
The need for tests is well expressed in. the comm,~n-s~nse saying 

that "the proof of the pudding is in the eatmg thereo.f. Stnctly speak­
ing, however, the scientist does not test the puddmg; he tests the 
hypothesis (using this term here in its bro~des: sense, se.e Section 6), 
formed on sight, that the thing before htm ts a puddmg, and not 
a fake made of dirt or of something else that shoul~ not go into a 
pudding. Nor does he test his hypothesis j~st by. eatmg ~ piece; he 
tests it by observing his sense experie.nces tn eatmg, ?r 1n making 
other experimental tests. It is observatiOn that counts 1n verifying 

hypothesis. a 
To insist that the scientist tests not things but hypotheses ma 

pear pedantic. Yet the difference is significant. There can by ap­
scientific observation unless it be to some degree a test of a hy el n~ 

· · fi 11 Pot les previously formed, because to observe sctentt ca Y means t Is 
o observe 
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with a specific purpose. There are also nonscientific and prescientific 
observations on the part o£ a scientist, and plenty o£ them, 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 his 
mind about the potential relevance o£ the observed £act or event fo 
some scientific purpose, and in carrying on his observation in th .r 
mood he is already testing a hypothesis, at least the hypothesis 1

; 

relevance, if not a more specific one he had formed in the past or~ 
forming on the spur of the moment. Many types of scientific obser . 15 

tion, such as mass observation by means of questionnaires and int\·a­
views, can hardly have any scientific significance at all unless t~~~ 
hypotheses to be tested thereby have already assumed a rather specifi.. 
character in the mind of the scientist. c 

In other words, a clear line of demarcation between nonscientific I . . b l . an( 
sc1ent1fic observation can be drawn, ut t 1ere IS no such shari 1· . ' ) Inc 
between an original scientific observatiOn and subsequent tests. 

All that has been said about observation, c.lescription, measure . 
1 . 1 . . h d" rnt nt og1ca reasoning, and explanatiOn m t e prece mg sections of Cl ' 
t d II h . . l b 1ap-ers I an n applies to tests as we as to t e ongma o scrvation. 

(b) EXPERIMENTAL TESTS, PURE TYPE 

The ideal test is the pure-type experiment, in which two situ..,r· . • ,, lOllS 

essentially alike in every respect but one are brought about and tl .· . . h . .11 lClr 
outcome Is watched in the expectatiOn t. at 1t WI reveal the influence 
of the one different element. Yet rarely, If ever, is it possible to concoct 
such favorable experimental conditions in the social sciences. Even 
when external conditions can be arranged in line with strict postulates, 
~any variables enter the experiment because of the human factor 
Involved. For no two human beings are entirely alike. 

Some carefully prepared e~perimental tests with school children, 
college students or other relatively homogeneous groups have tried to 
come close to a' pure-type experimental situation. Genc~all_Y they have 
foll?:Ved the scheme that two groups are. formed, as similar in com­
?08ltlon as it is humanly possible to achieve, and then one of them 
ls exposed to the particular condition whose influence it is intended 
~~test, While the other serves as a so-called control group. It is desirable 
that t~e subjects themselves do not know to which of the two groups 
they elong. We shall occasionally refer to such experiments. yet as 

q ey _never reach the pure type fully, their validity often remains 
uesttonabl e. 
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(c) EXPERI:"\1E:-.;T:\L TESTS, LESS SEVERE FORMS 

Even in l:ss se\:e.re var.ieties, ncve.rtheless, experimental tests play 
a great role 111 political sCience, and mdeed a far greater than is gen­
cral.ly recognized. Novel governmental institutions or administrative 
deviCes may be, and often are, deliberately tried out in some limit, 1 

I . I . eu geograp 11ca areas, with all others sernng as it were as control group 
Tl~e large number and relative independence of local governme:~ 
umts offer particularly favorable opportunities in this respect Tl I . . lC 
~vo utwn .of the commission and manager types of city government 
In the U mted States presents a striking illustration; their workings in 
large and small communities under various conditions have shed a 
grc:lt deal of light on causal rebtionships in this field. The federal 
system allows competitive experimental tests also on the state level· 
this is rightly considered one of its merits. The national government' 
too, may single out limited areas for experimental tests, as was done' 
for instance, when the Tennessee Valley Authority was established i~ 
the U nitecl States. As a matter of fact, at all levels of government 
novelties can be tried out by every department in pilot units. and this 
too is generally done with good effect. Experiences in other countries 
arc seriously studied at home. Indeed, the entire history of government 
and institutions supplies an almost inexhaustible source of tested 
hypotheses. 

The development of the theory of electoral syst.ems may be cited as 
a good case in point. Various techniques of holdmg general elections 
have been used in such numbers since the ascendancy of constitutional 
government that we now know much more about the causal nexus in 
this field than even the most ingenious thinker .c?uld have found out 
without the benefits of these tests. How primtuve appear today, in 
retrospect, most of the ideas that prevailed about p~oportional repre­
sentation (P.R.) before the growing number of practical tests drew the 
scientific observer's attention to many unforeseen factors that enter 
into the sum total of effects-features including the i~fluence of P.R. 
on the selection, type, age, loyalty-feelings,. and tactt~al behavior of 
the candidates, before and after election, dtfferences 111 the strength 
and coherence of the cabinets formed, and other consequences. 

American interest in the comparative study of government and . 
stitutions has been overshadowed recently by the keener · lll­

aroused in newly developed methods, such as sample surveys a l~terest 
trolled experiments. It would be a great mistake, however n.f coh~-

' 1 t lS 
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II. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd) 

should lead to a neglect of the careful study of the many kinds 
of experiments, both large- and small-scale, 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. 1 

No mechanical generalizations, of course, arc warranted. Different 
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 arc split amon . . g 
different types of government (France m 1849, interwar German 
South American republics). Such differences in conditions must I y' 
taken into account; otherwise. prcdictio~s will go astray. But theo:~ 
qua theory profits from practical expenments even when they 1 
b b . I . . 1 1ave 

een ased on imperfect In< uct1ve rcasonmg, t wugh the price m·1 
be heavy. 'y 

+ Predicting Consequences and Risks 

The scientific actions so far discussed_ (Nos. r-g of our survey) arc 
unable to convey an adequate impress!~~ 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 events. Such 
predictions are part of every testing procedure, as just discussed. Rut 
testing is not the only legitimate purpose of scientific predictions. In 
predicting the outcome of an action that has not yet been taken tl 

. . I h , 1C 
scientist may influence the decision on ":' 1et c: or not to take it. I 11 

predicting the different results of alternative actions, he may influence 
the choice among them. 

Any prediction may, of course, be challenged on several counts, 
~uch as, first, that the alleged fac~s or events on which the prediction 
ts based have not occurred or wtll not occur; second, that there arc 
other alternatives of action (this is only a special case of the first chal­
le~ge); third, that the hypotheticaiiy accepted causal law is not valid; 

( See) Arnold Brecht "Th T pies in Comparative Administration," Pu/Jiic Policy v I 
1941 P 8 • ree o · hi' Ad . . , o. 2 

6 · 2 9, and "Sm II D artments," Pu 1c mm1stration Rel'il'w vol 1 (I ) fl. 3 l; a!,, a cr cp . . . . G . . . ' · 94 I 
G) · >, The Art and T , ,·qllt' of AdmiTIIS/ratlon m aman Mmutnes with Comst k aser, Carnbrid t'CI/11 ' oc 

gc, Mass., I940. 
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and fourth, that additional factors will interfere with til•' 
~ predicted C\'cnts. 

Considering that in the social sciences human bchavio I· . 
. . . I . f . r p .1\ s a dc-

Cisn•c roe and that the assumptiOn o a certam amount f ·1 
f I l . f 0 llil11'lll 
n:n om o Jstructs all our cftorts to ormubte strict bw ·I • 

• • • • . ' S \\ left'\' ' 
human behaviOr Ill the future IS a factor, lt might seem that 1 , 1 •• • cr 
. I . . IJ 1 . I I B . I rel IctiOns 
111 t 11s fie can 1ave no practiGI va uc. ut this would be a f II· _. · 

I · 1 · 1 1· · a .lcious cone uswn. t IS true t tat exact prn Ictwns arc not as -1 rtii, .l · 
. ' • e, poss1 )I , 

because of the great number of vanablcs that have to be t· k, . e 
1 WI I .1 en Into account. 1erevcr a argc number of people arc in\'oi\'e 1 1 . . . . . l • lowcvcr 

predictions based on probability of hum:m beha\'lor can often b, ' 
· 1 J · . c made 

wit 1 great accuracy. ust :1s Ill economics we can to some ext, t ( I . . . en Jill 
only to some extent) assume that the gllldmg motivation f 1 

l . . I f . I o t le 
average 1USinessman IS t 1:1t he pre crs gam to oss, so in J)ol' · . I 

. f I I . . l I . ntc.t science we can assume, or examp e, t 1:1t It IS t 1e t cstrc of the a\'c . a 

rc1Jresentative in a kgisbture th:1t he be n:clectcd. There "re 1 r.t~e . . . . . . ·• nany 
othe: situ:ItiOns m the political_ fi~ld wh~rc behaviOr of people can be 
prediCted to some extent on :1 similar basts. 

Furthermore it is often possible to state with scientific 11rc. ·. · . ' . . . ClSIOn 
that a certam actton, tf taken, will alter the r:1nge of possibilit' . 
either enlarging or n:1rrowing it; or th:1t it is impossible to re:Icl:es, 
certain goal at all or to reach it with the me:1ns proposed; or tha;1 

if evem a occurs, it will be impossible to prevent b from followin ; 
suit as for inst:tnce if workers or soldiers arc gi\'cn no food or reg ' 1. . 1. st 
they will collapse or revolt, whatever _severe liSCip mary actions may 
be taken against them. In other cases, It ca!1 at least_ be stated that cer­
tain actions will imply some particul_ar rHk: that _Is, the probability, 
high or low, th:tt an actually undesired cftec_t '_VIII occur. The im­
port:tnce of the categories of ''impossibility" ( lumted possibility) and 
"risk" in scientific predictions will appear more clearly 111 later chapters 

(especially xn). . . 
Somet~mes the statement of a consequence IS 2ot sy_ntl~et1~, ~ut purcl y 

analytic m character. Then we shall speak of . ImphcatiO_n In prefer_ 
ence to consequence. When a dictator is appomted and Is given "u 
limited power," it is merely an implication of _such an arranoem n­
that i11 terms of lzis appointment he has been _given the powero t ent 
people into concentration camps, and to wlup, shoot, hang 0 put 
them without trial, although no one may have thought of tl1 ~ ~r gas 

IS Ill ad­
' On the mathematical problems involved here, sec cspc..:ially I I.Jr,dJ 

Cr.llncr, '' Variabl~s ar1d Probability Distrlbwion, Cambridge llJ37· ~anclum 
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vance, and that on those terms he can be deposed against his own 
will only by a violent revolution or revolt: Wheth:r he will usc these 
"implied powers" cannot be predict~d ";It~ ce~tai?ty, but it can be 
stated that a "risk," or an increased nsk, IS Implied In the vesting of a 
person with such powers. . . . . 

Fully to exploit all scientific capabihti~s at our disposal for pn.:dict­
ing consequences, risks, or necessary faiiu~es of action, and for dis­
playing in advance a broad choice of possible alternatives of action, 
gives us the greatest chance we have to overcome the drawbacks of 
Scientific Value Relativism (see next chapter). 

Prediction in the face of a great number of variables can somct· . 
. f . l'fi d 1111CS be facilitated by the constructiOn o a stmp 1 e "model" of the situa-

tion to be studied, including only the most plausible variables; sec Sec­
tion 6 below. 

5· Elimination of A-Priori Reasoning. Kant 
and Scientific Method 

(a) A-PRIORI REASONING 

The preceding sections, referring to our survey Nos. r-ro hav. t· . l 
· .. . . "d ' CS,ltC( 
m positive form which steps of mqmry are cons1 ered scient"fi 1 S . . k' S . "fi I c unl cr Cientific Method Negatively spea mg, Cientt c Method ·1· · 

11 · · · d 1 . c Immatcs 
a I"pdroposnions that have bee~ ar:fiive. a~ ot lerw1se or have been in-
va I ated through it as nonsctenti c m Its terms. This is n t 
h , d 1. o to say 

t at no other propositions correspon to rea Ity; they may d . 
. 11 b . . 0 SO, JUSt 

as someone's prediction that there WI e no ram In Washin t D c 
h b g on, .. , 

on t e next ten Fourths-of-July, may prove to ~ ~orrect in terms of 
subsequent experience, and ones ~ersonal conviction that there is a 
God"may correspond to Truth. _It I~ only to sa:, that such statements 
are not-scientific-in-terms-of-Scientific-Method. Whether they may 
be called scientific in other terms depen?s on the claim to exclusiveness 
of Scientific Method whereof we are gmng to speak in Section 7 of this 
chapter. ' 

The elimination of all arguments that are extraneous to Scientific 
M h · · r I et od from science has three negative Imp Ications of great bearing. 
~sh~ts the front door of science to ( 1) a-priori judgments, ( 2) meta­

p ystcal propositions and (3) absolute value judgments. These three 
are ~nly admitted if ~tall through the back door of "working hypoth-
eses and " ' ' · 6 b 1 

assumptions" (see SectiOn , e ow). We shall deal with 
metaphysical propositions and value judgments, both of which may be 
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rcg:uded as special types of a-priori propositions, in btcr ch:tpters. 
Here we :tre limiting ourselves to :J. gener:tl discussion of :1.-priori 
reason mg. 

A-priori propositions have pbyed a tremendous role: in the histo 
f · 1 b · · f I · ry o sncncc, up to t 1e very egmmng o t us century :tnd beyond. The 

postubtc of their elimination in science m:trks, on the one hand, the 
culmimtion in the development of modern Scientific Method · tl 
r £ · · 1 I h · d • 1c c 1_n_1ax o 1ts tnump 1:1. _:tc 1eve~1ents, an . on the other. the point of 

cns1s. To understand dm fu!Iy IS made difficult by the bet that tl 
term ":t priori" has assumed different sh:tdes of meaning in the histo:c 
of thought according to the context in which it has appeared. Thes~ 
various meanings must first be distinguished. 

In the most firmly established classical sense the term "a priori" 
points to notions, propositions, or postulates that are considered true 
or necess:try irrespective of experience or anterior to it; in other words, 
not derived from experience and yet considered valid. This I shall call 
the classical ( scicnti fie ally accepted) a priori. Illustrations will be given 
below. 

In :1. second, more modern sense the term is now often used for all 
notions, propositions, or postulates that are extraneous to the system 
or method of thought under which the inquiry is. conducted. Thus, 
in terms of Scientific Method, any proposition not mtroduced in line 
with it is a priori in this second sense. I shal) call this the _m~tlzodologi­
ca!ly repudiated a priori, or the alien-to-t!ze-metllod a pnorr. It is "off 
limits," "off rules," "out of order," "taboo." 

Closer analysis reveals, however, that Scienti_fic Met~o? itself. like 
any other conceivable method, privileges certam a pnons, if only a 
small number, that arc not ruled out of order but, rather, underlie 
the method's operations, although they too cannot be reached or veri­
fied through the latter. Such accepted or acceptable_( se~ ~elow) a-priori 
assumptions of Scientific Method include: consubJecttvtty; the ability 
of observations to disclose "facts"; causality or, at least, regularity; and 
some huma.n freedom. of will (see above, Chapters. 1• Sections 2 and 7, 
and n, SectiOn r). Tlus third type I shall call the tmmanent methodo­
logical a priori. Strictly speaking, Scientific M~thod d?es not as such 
accept or incorporate these assumptions, but It ~ermtts the scient' 
to accept them without being on that ground gUilty of violatin hlst 

I g t e 
rues of procedure. . . 

An immanent methodological a priori mlght _also be clubb 
"methodological axiom " if that were not too ambtguous a t ed a 

, errn. An 
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11. SCTENTTFTC METHOD (Cont'd) 

axiom is a synthetic proposition that is accepted as the basis for logical 
deductions without being itself logically derivable. The concept is 
ambiguous because it may mean either an a-priori truth, which would 
not be acceptable under Scientific Method, or an expedient postulate 
or assumption, usc of which would be permissible if openly declared. 
This ambiguity counsels against the use of the term. I shall, therefore 
generally avoid it, replacing it with terms that in each individual cas~ 
describe more precisely what is meant. . 

Fourth, some writers have called all thmgs that arc "given" or "sim­
ply there" a priori; i.e., the things that c~nstitute, so to speak, the raw 
material of scientific research. They are nctther accepted nor repudiated. 
they are to be processed. In this sense, .fo~ exa~ple, all things we watcl~ 
are a priori. This I shall call the a przort of gwenness. Sec Chapter 1 • 

Section 6, on phenomenological research. x, 
Our present analyc;ic; of Scientific Method is particularly conce . l 
· h I · · rnc( 

Wit the second and the thirc meanmg, 1.c., with the two typ f 
h I . I . I d es o 

met odological a priori, that w uc 1 IS ru e out of order an 1 1 . 
h. h · H. · I . . ' t t 1.1t 

w IC Is immanently accepted. tstor~ca. contmmty suggests, however 
that we start from the class~cal a pnon, the more .so because it will 
appehar that some aspects of It ~ave.fihee~ p~scdrvcd m the "immanent 
met odological a prioris" of Sctentt c et 0 · 

(b) KANT AND SCIENTIFIC METHOD 

The philosopher whose name is m?st closely associated with the 
term a priori is Kant. It i~ often heheved,. therefor~, ~hat the fight 
of. the adherents of Scientific Method agai?st a-pnon princi pies is 
pnmarily directed against Kant and t~e Kantians. But this is true only 
In a very limited degree, especially with regard to Kant's later books 
~see. Chapter v, Section 7). 'T?e actual use ~e. made of a-priori reason­
Ing In his first two great cnttcal works, Cntzque of Pure Reason ( rst 
ed. I78t) and Prolegomena to 1-ny Futur.e Metap~ysic Tlzat May Be 
Presented A S . ( 1783)' IS hardly, If at all, m practical conflict 

. h s a czence d 1 :n Scientific Method as now un e~stooc ; on the contrary' these 

florks have Ass . II contributed to Its development. The great in-
ue '- entta y . d h"l 
h nce Kant's th" k" has exerctse on p I osophical thought and 

~ ich is far f m 1hng ted makes it advisable to present his ~e~ch-
lng 0 h rom ex aus ' .1 · h · 
in n t e subje t . me detat wit a view to clarifying the mean-i of Present-d~ I~ ~o tific Method. 
(x) ant's classical y. c~en. otions were of three types, which he called 

of the sensu la-prhton n( 2 ) of the intellect, and (3) of reason The 
a sp ere, · 
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names sound awkward to [\\Tnticrh-l"cnturr c 1rs, 1 ! I t 
HI[ [ It' Sll JSLill((' 

of his argument has rl'l11:lJ.J1cd influential .. l.11LI c,·111 1 
modern readers. 

Jc made clc:1r tn 

1. "Fkmcnral. a-priori. no~ions .of_ the sensual (sensory) sphere" 
( Elc·mo;ta~·bc·gnffc· dc-r Smn~rc/;kc·rt) Is the ~lassification used by Kant 
for the !lOtiOns of space and tllne. They dommate our sensual (sensory) 
percq~twn to the c.xrent th:H we arc ~n:t.blc to think of something ·as 
not bcmg or occurnng at some pbce wrthm space and time. or to tl, · k 
f f 1· · l I · lin o a stJtc o Jt arrs w 1erc t 1erc IS no space or time, he said. Tl . 

Copernican revolution in his thinkina :ts compared witll rJr. 1.· t' lc: 
. o r t.:-1'\..an Ian 

though~-here as 111 the field of causality ( abo\'e, Section 1 )-\vas 
Kant's H.lea that we projected our a-priori notions of space and time 
which acti.I:tlly were merely inherent "forms" of our sensory experience; 
or of our _way of thinking, into the uni\'erse as if we had found them 
there, wlule we could not reJ.Ily know whether they applied to the 
"things-in-themsd\'cs'' (Dinge an sic!J). The only fact we could state 
with cert:tinty 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 Kant's 
:1-priori notions. Scientific Method itself allows references to spJ.ce and 
time without much ado about their nature, unless the latter is the 
special subject of scientific inquiry. as for instance in examinations 
of the difference between inner aml astronomic:J.l tim~. More precisely 
speaking, the scientist who accepts results of observat10n as "facts that 
have occurred in space and time" docs not violate sci~ntific rules go\'­
erning acceptance; rather he would be expected to grve reasons if he 
did not accept space and time as terms of .ref~rence. This is another 
illustration of the common-sense basis o~ SCientific Method (see Chap­
ter r, Section 5, about reality, :J.ncl SectiOn. r, above, about causality). 
Furthermore, Kant's thesis that hum:tn ~emg~ are unable to imagine 
events occurring outside of space and un:e IS a factual contention, 
which might be submitted to empirical testmg, a?d should be, if any­
thing depended on its accuracy. As a rule, .notlung seems to depend 
on it. For both these reasons there is no confhct here between Scientific 
Method and Kant. 

2. "Intellectual notions-a-priori" (Verstandes~egriffe) in Kant's lan 
guage were those notions that make expenence "at all . -

possible" 
1 See Carl J. Friedrich, The Philosopl1y of Kant-Imm<lllllel Kant's Moral 

Writir1gs, edited with an Introduction, by C. J. F., The Modern Librarv N and Political 
' · · · '' ew y p. xxxii. This is a handy collection from Kant's wnungs m &ood, if oc· . ork 19-IQ, 

free, translations. I am using my own translations here. ca~lonal!y boh.lly 
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(uberhaupt moglich). To understand this we must first know that 
Kant used the term "experience," not for every sensory perception 
(Sinneswahrnehmung) as such but-much in line with recent in­
vestigations (see Chapter 1, Section 2)-only for perceptions on which 
the human mind had operated. This the mind did, accon\ing to Kant 
by "subsuming" the sensory perceptions under notions. To illustrate' 
my sensory perception that a stone is hot becomes an "cxpericno .. :': 
only when 1 subsume my impressions under such concepts as "stone •• 
"is," and "hot." Some notions of t~is kind arc a priori, Kant taugh,t 
that is, independent of any e~pc_ne?cc. In our example, the notion~ 
"stone" and "hot" are not a pnon, smce we know their meaning onl 
b . b ... " d ... t" ,. y y expenence; ut IS an IS no arc, acc_?rl mg to Kant, notions 
a priori; they are two out of a dozen. categones of thinking in which 
the mind alone is able to form any JUdgments at all in the realm f 
"being" and into one of which every sensory perception must fall ~0 
become an experience. Aristotle had enumerated such categories before 
Kant in a list of ten or, in other places, fifteen. Y ct Kant criticiz. \ 
A . . " \ \ " } et 

nstotle's list as "unsystematic am _mere Y r 1apso?ic"; instead, he 
offered one of twelve which he _con~!dered _systematic and complete. 
These twelve were "logical functwns, he satd, and they corresponded 
to forms of verbal expressions in the grammars of human languages. 
But the important point to him wa_s that they _w~re a priori of any ex­
perience; without them, no expe~1ence, as dtstmct from the sensory 

perception as such was even posstble. 
In rendering he~eafter l{ant's t_welve catego~ies I shall add to each 

an illustration of the correspondmg grammatical forms which serve 
to express it. Conclusions drawn by the human mind, Kant said, could 

only be: 
I-3 ( d" to quantity): general, special, or individual (cx-

accor Ing " 11 , " , " . , 
pressed by such teri?s as a ' ~orne, or . tlus, ~espectively) 

4,-6 ( d" to quahty) : affirmative, negative, or mfinite (ex-
accor Ing " , " , " pressed by such ten~s as are, a_re not, or _are infi~i~e" 2) 

7-<J (according to relauon): cat;gonc, hypothetic, or disJunctive 
(expressed by such terms as' always, under all circumstances," 
"if ... then" or "either-or, but not both") 

Io-12 (according t~ modality): problematic, assertative, or apodictic 
(expressed by such terms as "possibly," "actually," or "neces-

sarily"). 
2 Kant · . .. . . .. (negative dtstmguished "The soul is immortal (tnfimte) from ~he soul is not mortal" 

quent\y ~- The meaning of this category is controversial; its logtcal justification has fre-

een questioned. 
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The significant thing here to note is th:lt these "intell, t 1 · 
· · ·· · - . . cc ua nottons 

a prwn olln no dchntte answer rcgardmg anr rnnicul · 
Tl I · · r • ar questiOn 

1cy mere \' ~ct up a form,zl scheme of all possible answ, . · 
tions rc~;mling "hcin"." Ther ma\· be chalknocd .111l; tl.l, crJs to bques-
• • • ~ • ' ~ • • 1 c.:y 1are ecn 
msofar ;J<; thcr were meant to be complete, which woull · 1 I ' 

. · . l Hnp y t 1e 
contentiOn th;1t no other statements were possible. This negat' . , 

· · 1 · · · • n c con-
tentiOn IS t 1~· .onl_y_ substantl\'t' pmnt 111 Kant's _listings with which 
prcsent-d;1y S(tcntthc :\fcthod could C\'t'r come mto conflict. It · 

I . I . . 'f I Is a 
rc ati\"t' y 1111110r po111t. bc~ause_I · some ot 1cr typ~ of statement should 
app~·ar I~ecessary and posstbk. 1~ \\'OU~d be made Irrespective of Kant's 
thesis. 1 he regular work of science IS not hampered by Kant's cate­
gories, whether or not they arc a priori. 

3- "A-priori notions of reason" (Vc·munftbc·grif}e). \Vhilc the 
a-priori notions of the intellect serve only to make experience at all 
possible-by ollering intellectual categories under which to subsume 
s~nsory pcr_ccptions-and rhus kt·.~-p c~ltirdy within the range of pos­
sible expcncncc, human "re:~son U emrmft, a term used by Kant 
only in its more lofty sense) :tsk.s questions beyond any possible ex­
perience, i.e., meta ph ysic:~l questions. The asking of such questions 
was characteristically hum:m, as if this urge had been put in the human 
mind for some purpose. Kant said. "Experience never satisfies reason 
fully" (Er/a!Jrung tut de'!' Vanrmft niona!J t'ol/ig Geniigc).:1 In order 
not to remain entirely uns:ttisficd, reason could freely speculate on 
metaphysical questions and form "notions of reason," such as the 
notion of a soul or of some immaterial_ highest be~ng .. Instead of doing 
this in an undisciplined manner, wluch was sctenttfically irrelevant 
although it could be very important emotiOI~ally, J~ur~an reason may 
try in a disciplined way to ascertain some a-pnon pnnctples of absolute 
certainty. Such principles could indeed be found, Kant continued, with 
regard to the limits of all possible experience. Reason. could, he said, 
state a priori that no sensory experience could ever ~Ive us certainty 
about the "thing-in-itself" which had caused the expenence, nor about 
the real nature of causation or about that of space and time. In all 
these respects, our experience was limited to phenomena as they ap­
peared to us. The manner in which .they appeared to u~ was determined 
by the forms of thinking to whtch we were restncted by hu 

h' k' · man 
nature; these inevitable forms of our t 111 mg mcluded space d 
time and the notion that every event must have a cause. In ot~:r 

• Prol~gorwma :::11 ~iru:r ;~d~tl kiinftigm M~taph,l'sik • di~ als II' iss~nschaf . 
· 1 ( ) t tlllrd 1 konn~n (1783), Academy cd. (1919) p. 351; Cas,trcr ct. 1922 p. Ios; skipped in att.trc~cn 

trans!. Fncdnch 
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words, one thing which reason could make out a priori was that we 
could not know nor learn by experience whether the forms of space 
and time and causality pertained also to the things-in-themselves. Nor 
could we find out anything else concerning the things~in-themsclvcs. 
we could do so only concerning their appearances. "The mind doc~ 
not take its laws from nature but prescribes them to nature" ( Dcr 
Verstand schopft seine Gesetze niclzt aw der N atur, sondcrn scl1rcibt 
sie dieser vor)." 

In particular, we could not know the ~eality or nature of a higher 
being, which our reason pos.tulatccl for Its own satisfaction. y ct we 
could at least state with certainty that here was a limit to our l)O. ·1 l. 

1 SSl ) C 
knowledge. In addition, we _cou d speculate abo~t the relation (das 
Verhiiltnis) that might pertain between such a htghcr being and the 
world of appearances even though we could describe this rei t. ' . · a Jon 
only in symbolic language, using as symbols or analogies notions of tl 

" " "f h , 1e sensual world such as creator or at cr. 
' 

In addition to its negative insights, pure reason (i.e., a-priori re., ) . . . uson 
could ascertain in advance certain. categones 111_to which answers to 
metaphysical questions must fall, JUSt as our mmd had been abl 
f . II . h' h c to orm a-priori categories of the mte ect ~nto w Ic our statements or 
conclusions in the realm of sensory expenen_ces wou~d fall (sec above). 
But, here as there, reason could not state With certamty which answer 
was right. . 

As we have just seen, Kant emph~stze?. that our occupation with 
metaphysical questions is a natural dt~posltiOn (':"atur~1dage), which 
apparently no human bein~ can abstam from usmg (stc/z entzielzen). 
He went on to say that it IS, therefore, natural for us to examine f 
what "purpose" this disposition may h~ve been lai~ in our nature Jl~l~ 
that we may do so under the hypoht~etii~al assumption that everything 
h f follow t IS me of thought , as some purpose. I we b d . we may reach 
th . . h t we have een en owed with th' . e conclusiOn he said t a f Is particular 
disposition in 'order t~ keep us a~ay ~o~ three errors, namcl y (;) 
materialism since our transcen enta I cas about psychological 
phenomena' (our "psychological transc:nd~ntal ideas,'' as he call~d 
~hem) point to the inadequacy '~Unl~~la(ng)ltchkeit). of empirical con-
epts for an e 1 . n of the sou ' 2 naturaliSm since " 

logical" xp anatiO 'd show us that no p 'bl' .. cosmo-
l . transcendental I eas . ossi e emptncal ex-

p oration is able to explain nature; and (3) fatalzsm, since "theological" 

'Prole 320 Cassirer ed . F · d · 
p. 9I, gomcna, op.cit., AcademY eel., P· ; ·• P· 72 • nc nch trans!., 
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transccndcnLtl ideas indie;He that causalit\· em ne\·cr C'XJI· · · 1 
. 1 • · ) .un cit 1cr 

ncL~csstty or fr:ccdom unless we assume some "highest intelligence" :1s 
a hnal ctusc.·' 

These p;tssagcs must be i~1t~rpretcd within their general context so 
as to mc1n that, although 1t IS natural for us to speculate about tl , 

f I I. . . . l lt: 
purpose o our natura .l 1sp~~lf1011, 1t cannot )e st:ltcd scientifically 
wh.etltcr our ILttural lhsposltJOn /w_; any purpose. Rut Kant was 
dehnitcly :1 pre-Darwinian philosopher. As such he saw little choic~ 
f~>r the h~u.nan mind,_ in cxpbi_ning rea~ity, but to ass~unc the opcra­
tlun of dJvme forces Ill the un1rcrsc, w1th no alternative conceivable 
(set: a hove, Sect ion I). Indeed, he went so far as to call the reality of 
a highest immaterial being. or God, a ntet.•sary notion of reason. ''\Ve 
arc compcllnl to regard the world a_; if it was the work of some highest 
mind and will"' ( Wir _iind go;vtigt, die· Wdt so an::;u .• ·c/u:n, ah o~b sie 
das Wcrk cinCJ /;vch.itc·n l'a.ilcuulc-.i rmd Willms Jti).6 But there he 
stopped. Definite statements about God's reality were to K:mt beyond 
knowledge.: (science) . 
. Kant's a-priori principles of pure reason, then, were essentially ncga­

llve. They tell us what purr reason can not do. Reason may speculate 
freely, and may do so also to good practical purposes, but it cannot 
lead to any dd1nite statement ahout things beyond the possibilities 
of sensual experiences. He once stated the essence of his doctrine as 
follows: "All acquisition of knowledge (ErktnntniJ) ab~ut things 
through the pure intellect alone, or throug_h rc:tsoi~ alone~ 1s nothing 
but mere.: sham (Sdu·in), and truth is only 1n expcnence."' 

This brings us back to Scimtific 1\kthod as generally understood 
today and so also in this book. Kant's negatire a-priori principles of 
reason, i.e., those \vhich limit our possible kno\\:Icdge, are in line with 
the basic principles of Scientific !vkthod that sctencc must rely on ob­
servation. His formal principles, regarding ri_1e c_ategories into which 
answers must fall, do not practically restrict S~tenu.fic Method; whether 
they arc a priori in the sense that they constitute mesc~pable elements 
of our human way of thinking is a problem t.hat Scientific Method 
would have to leave to special phcnomenologl~al, psychological, or 
anthrOJ)Ologica I research (see Chapters IX and x) · As to Sl)ace t" · ·11 M , 1111e 
and causality, we have seen above that Soentl c ethou permits th' 
scholar to use these concepts without much :~do as to their l1"t e 

. . . ·• ure. 1 
• Prolegomena, Academy cJ., p. 36;; Ca"ircr cd., P· lit'; h•edr,ch lransl., ll . l1 
• d d 1 59· C1ss•rcr cd · Iub. Prolegomena, Aca cmy e ·• P· 357, see a so P· 3 • · ·• PJl. III 

trans!., p. 1 o6. Italics here added. . . ' 11 4; Friedrich 
1 Prolegomena, Academy ed., p. 374; Cassircr ed., P· 129; Fncdnch trans) . 

. , 0 1"Tlttted. 



1/. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd) 

sum, there is no practical conflict between Scientific MethoJ and Kant's 
a-priori principles. 

The practical accord between Scientific Method and Kant's approach 
is well illustrated by the following passage from the Prolegomena: 11 

Natural science will never disclose to us the inner nature ( das I 11 _ 

nere) of things, i.e., that w~1ich is not phenomenon (Ersc!Jeinrmg) 
but might serve as the ulumate expl~natory grounJ (Erkliirrmgs­
grund) of the phenomena; nor ~oes It need that r know ledge I for 
its purpose of physical explanatiOn. Yes, even if natural science 
should be offered such explanation (e.g., the influence of immaterial 
beings) from some other. quarte~ ~ anderweitig), it should reject 
~ausschlagen) it _and not mclude It mto the process (Fortgang) of 
Its own exp~anatwns, bu~ should base these at ~11 times exclusively 
on that whtch as an obJect o~ the senses pertams (gehort) to ex­
perience and can be brought mto c~nnection with our actual per­
ceptions according to rules of expenence (nach Erfahnmgsgrrmd­

siitzen ). 

On the other hand, Scientific Method, by limiting its concept of 
science the way it does, itself accepts ~ numbe~ ~f ,ru~es which must 
be classified as "immanent methodological a pnons smce they them­
selves are not reached through Scient~fic Method and cannot be de­
rived from it. Their justification, as wtll be discussed in Section 7 be­
low, rests, in the last analysis, on t?e practical ~round tha_t only such 
knowledge as is supported by expenence and logiCal analysts is capable 
of a conclusive transmission from person to person (hereafter called 
"in~ersubjectively transmissible knowledge," a term which will be ex-

plamed in Section 7) · . . 
. Summing up, the fight of Scte_nufic Met~od against a-priori prin-

Ciples is not primarily, if at a~l, dtrected_ aga~nst those chiefly negative 
and formal principles of w~tch Kant m h~s first two critical books 
state.d that they had a-prion . c~aracter. It Is r~ther directed against 
a-pnori prop . . of a posttiVe and substantive character as they 
ar f OSltiOnS d · · · 'fi . . .' e orever be' countere Ill quast-sctentr c discussiOns, mcluding 
Prop · · mg en 11 d type su h " · 
G 0 Stttons of th most ha owe ' c as There Is an almighty 

od '' e 1 " "All po "Al In. ' or "All men are equa ' or wer corrupts," or 1 states 
Ust be save . " ''No government ought to be held bound by 

any p . retgn, or · · " S . d 
ad . ttnciple not of its own recog~ItiOn. . ctentific Metho does not 

8~lt these and similar principles mto SCience a priori, irrespective of 
<::td~r:ny ~d . d P· 1 o7; Friedrich trans!., p. 101 • 

·• p. 352; Cass1rer e ·• 
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experience. Thcv ::tr · · I · "fi . . . I .. · c. In stnct \' SCICIHI c discussions "out of 0 ·I , 
1 he\' :uc H mm 1 · • rt cr. ' ·. I · I C\ merely to the extent that the;· either h..,,.,. b. 
won \\'11 1 t 1c t 1 f · . ·• ... ccn 
, . .. 00 s o SCientific Method, or are pro!)Oscd a. . 
'·1 ·sumiliion-; 0 " k' · s mere 
• s.. , ..... · r . wo.r · mg h ypothcscs" (sec next section). 
Kant~ . l.ltcgo~Icalimpcrativc," the b:1sic moral law presented in 1 · 

later \\'ritings, will be discussed in Chapter v Section .... I · us 
· Cl • '' ant espeCially 
111 1aptcr IX. 

6 . .-lJSumptions, Working Hypotlzescs, Types, and Jt.fodds 

(a) ASSl '~li'TIO~S :\~D WORKI~G HYPOTHESES 

Assumptions and working hypotheses arc tentative propositions 
that have not yet been, and may never become, defi~1itely accepted, 
but arc empl~yed as useful tools in the course of a scientific inquiry. 
The assumption or working hypothesis may concern: (I) a fact or 
event, p:1st, present, or future-the latter, for instJnce, when we Jssume 
the dc:1th of a ruler, a change in election figures, a poor harvest, or 
the outbreak of :1 W:J.r; ( 2 ) a goal. as when we assume that a certain 
goal, like preserving pe:1cc, ought to be achieved on the ground that 
our country's government h:1s decided to pursue it, or on any other 
ground; or (_~) a bw of causal rebtionship or other regularity, as when 
we assume ~hat an incrc:1se in density of popubtion ~vill increase per­
capita public expenditures, or that the use of atom1c bombs by one 
party in a war will c:1use their use by the other. 

The term "assumption" is more often used for facts and goals, the 
term "working hypothesis" for causal interrelations, but there is no 
definite rcgubrity in the limitation of either term to the one or the 
other category. In a narrower sense, howcv~~' the term "working 
hypothesis" is reserved for caus:1l theories provlSio~a.lly adopted on the 
ground of their presumptive correctness or plaustblhty. We may call 

them "working hypotheses of higher order." . 
In contrast to classical a-priori proposition~, whtch were considered 

absolutely true or necessary, no such claim lS made for assumptions 
nor for hypotheses of any kind, whether "acce?ted" or "working," of 
lower or of higher order. All are merely tentau:: and subject to chal­
lenge whenever t~ey do not meet tests of em~mcal .observation. The 
working hypothesis, however, like any ass.umptton, d1ffers from an ac 
cepted fact or an accepted causal explanatiOn of facts (Nos. 4 5 d -
of our survey; Chapter I, Section I) in that it has not been· s~ffi'c~n 16 

f s · "fi lent y 
confirmed through the procedural steps o C1ent1 c Meth d Th· 

O ' lS 
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11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd) 

difference remains important, although we have seen there arc no 
strict rules as to when a scientist must accept facts or bws; the "work­
ing" hypothesis or assumption is not accepted as scientifically estab­
lished even by the scientist himself who uses it. 

It has sometimes been said that, to be acceptable as a working 
hypothesis, a theory must offer at least. ~orne chance of empirical 
verification, and that a theory whose cmpmcal verification is not pos­
sible should not be admitted even as a mere working hy{)othcsis ( .. • • • S<:<: 
Chapter v, Section 3, on Ncoposttlvtsm). However, there is no neces-
sity for excluding a work~ng hypo~hesis_ on the ground that it do~·s 
not permit of full verificatwn, provttlctl It serves scientific research i 11 

some other way, e.g., by directin~ our att_cntion to facts that have been 
overlooked (sec Chapter xm for illustratiOns). 

As a rule, an assumption will ?f course b_c so chosen as to promise 
as much correspondence to reality as posstble. In exceptional cases 
however, one that is obviously co_ntdr~ry to fact or to previously cstahlishcti 
laws may be useful for some m trect purpose, as when we i1n.... · . . .• gmc 
that men had only two dimensiOns m order to consider how tl . 

_l' • 1 b . 1Cl1 
they would conceive of a three-uimenstona emg that should come 
their way, so as to get an idea by ~nalogy o~ wha~ would happen when 
three-dimensional beings meet wtth four-chmenswnal ones.1 Likewise 
:Vhen the occurrence of a fut~re event or the clesirability of some goal 
Is assumed this is not necessanly meant to express that the event (cle tl ' . 1 . h . a 1 
of the ruler, poor harvest, etc.) wit_ 1m t e respe~ttve period is probable 
or that the goal (peace or wa:) I_s actually be~ng pursued; it mercl; 
limits the range of the investigatiOn, the fincl~ng~ of which may be 
expected to be valuable for preparedness or motivatiOn. 

(b) AcTIONS, AND Al"fiTUDES 
TYPES OF PERSONS, 

In order to master the vast amount of variables with which they 

are confronted, social scientist~ make use of a nu~ber of particular 
devices in forming their wor~mg ~yp_otheses. One ls the grouping of 
persons, actions or attitudes m a hmlt~d n~mber of types according 
to features con;idered releva~t for the tnqlllry at hancl. We have al­
ready noted that human actwns cannot be adequately described and 
explained unless we have understood the _meaning they have for the 

acto:s. t.hemselves (above, Chapter I, ~ect·IO·n 2). In view . of the im­
hos~tbthty of dealing with every acto: t~dtvtduall y' the soc tal scientist, 

avtng good reason to assume that slmtlar actions have similar mean-
, Stc 

also Appen-•· UIX B. 
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Ill" for m;III\ I · I 1· II I I 
b . . . J'cnp c. h mel JOl ICI ~.· t't t.n ''typiiy" human beings. 

I k rhcn Cl!'t t.1tc-; \\'Jth thoe t\'(K'S, t.c .. \\'tth constructs <)1. 11·. 
· · . . · . · IS 0\\'11 

llllnd. lll~tc.1d nt \\'Ith the ·1l·nnl hum:m be1.11os Stil·11 t\· . 
• • • b' · , pes arc e (T 

the "ct"Oll<llllic llLI!l," \\'hose actions ha,·e for the actor tiJc' 111 .'1 :b·· I c. nm<T 
t l:tt ~hey ;1rc to bring him profit or avoid loss; or the bona fide ot1icial 
:tpp()llltcd or elected. whose actions have for him the mcaninrr that 1 : 
I . I f I ·11 · · · b 1t.: t .•nnnt 1 u h s a useful iunct1on 111 socH.:ty. but who at the same 

111ne has ccruin typical conceptions regarding his own importance 
~tc.; or some typc of politician, whose actions have ior him the mean~ 
mg that they arc to secure his election or reelection; or the vacationist 
who is out for recreation, and so forth. ' 

Such. typitic:Hion, however, c:m h:wc scientific merit only if b:tscd 
()Jl some hypothesis according to which the distinction between the 
various types is n:kvant for the solution of some scientific prohkm. 
It can be fruitful only when the types chosen :1re realistic, i.e., true to 
life:. \Vhc.:thn they arc so is subjc.:ct to observational tests. 

Y <:t not the: scholar alone, but the common man too, engages in a 
constant process of typification in order to understand the world 
around him and to pursue his own interests and purposes. The typifica­
tions constructed by the social scientist, therefore, are as it were pro­
ducc.:d on a second level, above those formed by the common man. 
Thc.:y arc more refined, and scientifically more exact; but in order to 
rdlcct re~dity they must take account of the types constructed by the 
common man. Alfred Schutz who deserves credit for aptly havincr 

' b 

brought this interrelation to attention, describes the procedure of the 
social scientist in the following words, worthy of direct quoting: 

How docs the social scientist proceed? He observes certain facts 
and events within social reality which refer to human action and he 
constructs typical behavior or course-of-action patterns from what he 
has observed. Thereupon he coordinates to these typical course-of­
action patterns models of ideal actor or ac.tor.s, whom l~e imagines 
as being gifted with consciousness.:! Yet 1t IS a consciousness re­
stricted so as to contain nothing but the elem~nts relevant to the 
course-of-action patterns observed. He thus ascnbes to this fictitiou 
consciousness a set of typical notions, pur~oses, goals which are s 
sumed to be invariant in the specious conscwusness of the ima . as­
actor-model. This homunculus or puppet is supposed to beg~nary 

lnter-
• "Model" refers here to individuals. As we shall see below, th_e term is nowaJa , 

often with reference to society and the conditions of group life. Schutz hims~; used more 
a few lines later. 50 uses it 
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related in interaction patterns to other homunculi or puppets con­
structed in a similar way. Among these homunculi with which the 
social scientist populates his model of the social world of cveryda y 
life, sets of motives, goals, roles-in general, systems of relevances­
are distributed in such a way as the scientific problems undc.:r 
scrutiny require. Y ct-and this is the main point-these constructs 
are by no means arbitrary. They arc ~ubject to the postulate of 
logical consistency and to th~ po.stulatc of adequacy. The latter means 
that each term in such a sc1enufic model of human action must he 
constructed in such a way that a human act performed within tl . 
real world by an individual actor as indicat:d by the typical COI~~ 
struct would be understandable to the actor h1mself as well as t 1 .. f . f . o lls ellow-men m terms o common-sense Interpretation of eve I 
l.f 3 ryl ay 
1 e. 

T~pes ~f attitudes may be so construc~ed as to .supply a serial scale of 
classtficatwn for the purpose of measurmg q~alttat1ve differences (sec 
Chapter 1, Section 4), as for exampl~ when attttudes of social proximity 
or di_stance are being typified acco:dm~ to whether ~r not people Would 
admit members of another natwnahty or race mto their fam"l' . 1 1cs 
through marriage, and in the negatt~e case:, .whet.her they would ad-
mit them into their club, or at least mto ctvtc netghborhood in t} . 

. . h' . . 1c1r 
street or if not even that, then to c1t1zens tp m thetr country 

' ' f . . h' 4 ' or whether they would exclude them rom ~1t1zens tp also. 
As a rule the social scientist, prepanng for tests through 

. ' . h" ques-
tiOnnaires or interviews, w1ll construct. ts types as economically as 
possible by singling out merely one particular feature, or a small 

1 h' num-ber of features, that alone are re evant to . ls problem at hand. All 
other personality traits he may choose to. ~gnore. Typification ma 
however, be used also to descnbe personahttes more fully. This lead~ 
to the construction of what Max Webe.r has called the ldealtyp, literally 
"ideal type." The term "ideal" here ts m.eant to designate, not some 
'!Zoral ideal, but the perfectly rep~ese~tattve construction of the type 
tn question, though in this combmatwn of qualities and attitudes it 

1 Alfr Th ry Formation in the s · 1 S . .. 
Ph'l ed Schutz, "Concept and co . lly p 27 OC!a Clcnccs, The Journal of 

1 osoph 273 cspcc1a , · I, 
• s Y, vol. 51 (1954) PP· 2 57- ' mor Bo ard 

L Uch a scheme was first suggcste.d by E .Y g us, see Gardner Murphy, Mur h , 
u~o!·· and Newcomb, Th. M., E:r~e:lmental !oc~~r:sychology: an Intt:rpretatioTJ of Reu~r~J 
Joh :~~ Socialization of the Individual, Ne di9JI, 2nd ed. 1937, p. 90o, See also 

n "Yladg . the attempts rna e by L L Th r,..:_ . e, op,CJt,, pp. I 88 ff., on . . . . urstone and others to 
'-'ll.le thiS h" hi . th d f buildmg scales by lea · th f atti . lg y subjective me o o . . vmg e process o arranging 
in~~es In a scale to a number of people workmg mdependently of one another after the 

. lew reports are in. 
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may exist only in our own minds. ThtJs. ,,.,, 111.·1,· - t 1 • · 1 1 .... t:ons ruct t 1c ·1l ea 
I Y pc" of :1 :\.11 ion:tl . Suci:1list. of a Bolshe\'ist. of a m j I itarist, of a 
burc:tucr:tt. < 1r nTn ol :1 l..!'llloster or a tr:lllli) J·ust as \\···II -1· tl f 

. _ . . • • t.· • • • · • · .... • s 1at o · an 
Amnicin i.11n~ly. o! a social worker. or of a democratic partv boss-
not the m()r.d Ideal in any of these catenaries but a11 'll)-;tr·l··r1'0. 11 t: . . . · ~ · · · · · " ron1 
rcalu y. Such Hkal types-or. as Howard lkckcr has called them. 
"conqructcd (or constructi\T) types"-may be used to good ctlect 
cspcci:dly in historical retrospect, when the rek\'ant data arc in hand 
Yet there always lurks the danger that. unless the social scientist is ~ 
man of unusual caliber. caricatures rather than human beings arc 
presmted. Especially. it is often forgotten that no type is true to life 
unless we takt: full account of the meaning which the attitudes of its 
members lia\'C for thcmsch·es. Sometimes, the ideal-type construct 
may bt: useful as a mere standard of reference for the purpose of qualita­
ti\'t: measurement (sec Chaptt:r 1, Section 4). 

Typifications, like questions in questionnaires, often reveal more 
about tht: author than about the people he tries to describe. Yet when 
applied with grt:at skill, a skill that must be little short of genius, 
typification of persons and of e\'ents or situations can become first­
rate tools in the social sciences.'' \Ve must never forget, though, that 
tht: construction of types is no more at the outset than the construction 
of a working hypothesis and like any other such construction of ques­
tionable value until its realism has been proved by observational tests 
with careful avoidance of wishful thinking and logical pitfalls. Nor 
can it be emphasized enough that all typification is ~erely descriptive; 
it does not explain (although it may be use~ or m1sus~d to explain) 
the facts it reveals, or their consequences. Netther does It tell us what 

action can or should be taken. 

(c) TYPES OF SOCIETY; SOCIETAL MODELS 

An assumption, or a working hypothesis, m~y .be so chosen that it 
assumes a particular "structure of society" as e~t~tmg at a certain time 
and place, including, for instance, the compositiOn °! .the population, 
the distribution of economic conditions and of pohttcal opinions .., 

) <L 

GIn audition to Max Weber (as citeJ Chapter '· Section .j). sec especially Howard B ·k 
Through Valuu to Social /ntapr~tation, Durham, N.C., I95°• pp .. 93 ff. (chapter on ~~ cr, 
structivc Typology in the Social Sciences"). Becker's "constructive types'' are c • Con­
identical with Weber's "iJeal types," although Becker P~.ts greater emphasis on th ssc.nt~~l\y 
ment that the construct must be "objectively proba?lc, not merely "possible"· ~ require­
on finding close empirical approximation (see pp. XI, 1°7• n. 5; x6o, n. 62 • ' e Insists 
173, n. 94). But to all practical intents anJ purposes \Veber meant about the sa~;.7 2 , n. 91; 

III 
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specific political system, and so on. On this assumed basis the spc · I 
bl d . . . 1 b Cia pro em un er mvestigatwn may t 1en e approached. 

Instead of choosing one particular structure as a starring I)Qint r/ 
. . h I I f . I ' lr scientist may try to cover a w o c c ass o potentia structures 1 t .11 d h · fi · · f 11 'bl ·' m 511 re uce t e m mte vanety o a possi e structures and situ t · b 

1· · · h k · . a wns y 
di~ffitmg t oseh ta e1n 1.nto afccount .to 1a certam class. Such a "model'' 

1 ers from t e se ectwn o a partJCu ar structure in that ·r . 
1 1 . d 1 I compnse· severa a ternatlve structures, an t 1e problem to be 1 . l · s 

h f . 1' h . so VC( llla}' I . t at o smg mg out t e opt1mum structure, either desc · · I ' ><.: 
d h nptJve y ( ,I structure correspon s best to t e aggregate of all b . \\ lat 

normatively (what structure would best serve a defi .t 0 scrvatwns) or 
validity of the results depends, of course, on whet~1 e ~urpose) · 0 The 
well chosen, i.e., in accord with reality. ler t le model was 

Models may be so constructed as to refer only to a defini . 
present, or future; or they may be speculative con t te time, past, 
h . h d 1 s ructs of a d . c aracter so as to depiCt t e eve opment of societ . '. Ynam1c 

comprising past, present, and future ("stage,Y Ill a2d entire epoch, 
model); for instance, the development of a revol~;. ~velopmcnt" 

h b · h · · · I 1 wn In an · epoc w ere 1t c anges Its ongma c 1aracter but still entire 
identifiable historical unit. 7 · appears to be an 

The choice of a constructive working hypothesis 0 . 
of h . . . I r assumpti . ten t e most creative act m science. may refer he on Is 
b th . . . . Cl re to what I . a out e role of genms m science m 1apter I Sect' . said 

f . 'fi ' JOn I It 1 ever, an important postulate o Scienti c Method a d · Is, lOW-
. 1 db ' n one f VIo ated even by its most ardent a erents, that all w k' requcntly 

. d 1' . or tng hy 1 or assumptiOns should be avowe exp IcJtly and Pot 1cscs 
lf . not smuggl l . se -evident truths. C< In as 
The line between "accepted" and "working'' h h 

wa · b It · ypot eses is 1 ys as sharp as it mig t seem. sometimes hap not a -
llypothesis of higher order is so carefully built and pens that a Working 
even to the most exacting view of the expert th apbear~ so plausible 
and costly procedure of systematic tests is disp at t e. Circumstantial 
or . d . W h 11 ensed With . . 
h In efinitely postponed. e s a meet With .11 . In practice, 

c apt · I ustratw · ers. Yet even then must we remam cons . ns m later 
o Sec . Cious of the si 'fi 

in £c the. PUblications by scholars connected With the C gn1 Cant 
Appr onhoalics at the Universitv of Chicago; especially Try owlcs Committee for Rc. 1 oac i ., . I 8Ve H I .. sea rc 1 
M.U-sch k n Econometrics., Econom~tnca, vo. 12 (1944) aavc mo, The Prob b'l· a "Eco • . Sup 1 . a 1 1ty 
Vol. 37 N nomic Structure, Path, P.ohcy and Prediction " p em~nt; Introductory, Jacob 

Tr _s' o, 2 (I947) p BI· Arrow, op.czt., p. Iso. ' Amt:rrcan Economic R-t. 
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7. E.\CLUS!FENESS OF METHOD? 

thcorcticd d isr i net ion hctwccn an a-priori principl d 
• T J • 1 . · • . . . c an a mere work-
mg 1~ pot 1t ~IS. Examples where tins dtstmctiOn has not b 1 l 
lr . 'Ill f I . I S . cen c ear y 

{ :1\\ n \\'1 )t' .ourH. 111 C 1apter IX. cct10ns 7 (Kant) and 8 (Husserl 
and el~c\\'hcn· 111 tillS book. · ) 

7· E.rdusic·cnc-.'.• of Scitntijic Mc·tl10d? 

\\.'c no\\' shall tak~ up the discussion .. thu.s f:tr postponed. of the ex­
clusn·c or noncxclusl\'e character of SCientific i\fcthod. All scie t'. 
I I . I I I . I . I . . n Ists. 
)Ot 1 111 .t 1c .nat~I!a . :ln{ 111 t 1e s?na. sCiences. :tgrcc that Scientific 
~:fcthod '-' ~c1cntJhc. I.e .. th:tt contnhuttons made :tccording to its prin­
Cip.lcs arc c<~ntrihuti~ns ~o s~ience. Objections :trc r:tised solely :tg:tinst 
clauns that 1t ,done 1s sctentdic :tnd that results reached through othe 
methods. unlc~s checked in line with Scientific l\kthod, :tp;rt fror~ 
bci ng "non~cicn ti fic-i n-terms-of-Scienti fie- :Met hod," are nonscicn tifi 
also in c\'ery other sense, so :ts not to :tdd to science in :tny reasonabl~ 
sense of the term. These objections arc t:mtamount to denying that 
th.e c~cments of Scientific ~·lcthod arc ncct.uary elements of every 
sctcnttfic procedure. 

The leading adherents of Scientific Method have indeed raised the 
cbim to exclusiveness for it. Felix Kaufmann. for example, calls cer­
tain basic rules (sec below, note 3) "invariable"; they arc common to 
all sciences qua sciences and. therefore, "a priori for science because 
science is defined in terms of them." he said.1 This is a good illustra­
tion of what we ha\'c called an "imm:went methodological a priori." 

The decisi\'c question, of course, is not whether science iJ defined 
in these terms, but whether it mwt be so defined. an~ not otherwise, 
since it is our purpose here to present a t!Jeory of Scrcntrfic Method and 
not just a description of it. Consequently, it is not sufficient for us to 
insist on the a-priori character of the rules of procedure. The question 
remains, Why must these rules be so? \:Vhy can they n~t be otherwise? 
Or is there "no ultimate justification of these :uies.' ~s Kaufmann 
said, adding that "we cannot go beyond them I_? dtscruninating be­
tween correct and incorrect scientific decisions"?~ 

If there were no justification, how then ~ould insistence on Scientifi 
Method be defended in view of the rnamfold attacks that have b c 
leveled against its claim to exclusiveness? Yet there is one dis~ing ~~n 
ing merit of Scientific Method, among others that are less rele Uls .1-

the present context. It supplies knowledge that can be tra va~t In 
nsmnted 

1 .\frtl~adolo{!\" ofth~ Son"al So"r11crs, pp. 4'i· 47· 

:I bid., p. 230, No. 4· 
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/!.SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd) 

from person to person qua knowledge (here called "intersubjcctivc) 
transmissible knowledge," or briefly "transmissible knowledge"). Ty 
transmit knowledge qua knowledge is more than merely to c 0 

· h · h h k 1 orn-mumcate t e assert10n t at I have sue now edge, or even to I I 
how I came by it. This latter type of communication is alw ac < 
'bl h h I f · ' ays pos-st e, of course, w ere t e usua means o commun1catior1 

d' 1 · h h · 'd I h arc at our 'tdsposa ; wtft t etr a1 wb~ ca~ rekate to1 ot ers anything that we con 
st er part o our own su JeCtJve now edge and the fa t 1 -

'd · d h ]' · d 1 b 'c t lat we do so const er It an w y, 1m1te on Y y the shortcomin f 1 
and the receptiveness of the hearer or reader. But m gs 0 angu~gc 
tion does not transmit our subjective knowledge to tlere commun1c1-
d d h . o lcrs qua kn I e ge. To o t at reqmres more, and Scientific Met! I . ow -

more regardless of individual beliefs. Indeed it 10(r supplies this 
knowledge that can be transmitted from any' pe supp Jc1·s a type of 
k 1 rson w lo h I now edge to any other person who does not ha . 1 as sue 1 

grasp the meaning of the symbols (words, signs) u ved 1 ~ )Ut who can 
. d . 'f se In com . tion an perform the operatiOns, 1 any, described in th munica-

t' I b · b · 1 · esc commu · IOns. t su mits o servatwna testimony, refined as f . llica-
testimony on the conditions under which the observat?r as feastblc by 
. d d Ions were I m or er to enable ourselves an others the better t . rna( e, 
exactness of the observations made and the plausibiii~ apfpra1tsc the 
I . d . f y 0 t lC c c uswns enved there rom. Yet, as we have seen in Ch 011 -

tions 2, 3, 5, and 7), Scientific Method does not insist t1 apter 1 (Sec-
• • 11 . lat any 1 sctentJ.st must "accept" as uncha engeable either the e ot ler 

obs:rvations or the validity of the conclusions, beyond t%actness of the 
caltmplications of meaning. Such acceptance is ultim ~ Prrcly Iogi­
judgment of the receiver of the communication w:te Y. e!t to the 
iectively transmitted qua knowledge is the evid. lat Is llltcrsub-
d . 'fi M h d ence, not tl uswns therefrom. Scienti c et o , quite consistent] . le con-
to exclude evidence that cannot be transmitted. y, Is zealous 
. This justification of the claim to exclusiveness s 

vzd f . eems to me t e a good ground as ar as It goes. Couched . o pro-
reasoning it would read, "If we decide to call 1~ te.rms of logical 
Illeth d . b' . 1 SC!enttfic on! h d o s which supply mtersu Jecttve y transm · 'bl Y t ose 
lefi?ed above) then only such and such metholdsst e k~ow~edge (as 

P actng I ' . d s are sctent1fic " B th ourse Ves on thts groun we must n t . . ut 
iecet~e has been at all times in the world a consi~ tgbn]ore the fact that 

IVe kno 1 d b' . I era e amount of b Yet . w e ge not intersu Jecttve y transm. 'bl k su -
chii~~~l firmly held, and frequently on excel;:~t e r~:~ds now ledge 

od remembrances no longer shared by g h ' such as 
any ot er person, or 
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the knowledge of a wrong!\' condemned 11erson tll"'t 11, 1 
· 1 · • · '' c 1as not co 

llllt!n I he Cf"llllc, or rnninisccnccs by a statesman of im11ort ~~~­
c-d - . . . . I I I . I I ant po Itt­

• LOil\tJ\,llrons 1e Ut \\'It 1 ot 1ers none of whom 1"5 ··r'll 1. ··II' · · ·' 1 a n·c: or 
\\I 111g to tell the truth about Jt. There may be such correct . ·t 
tr· 11. . .I I k I I I . I . 'e non-

·1 :-.m1ss1_ l c ·now et gc a so 111 metap l)'Sical questions, if there b, 
rnctaphys1cd agents that reveal knowledge to us, or to some of us. Rutc 

although :dl this must, I think. be conceded, we cannot It111111 tl , : 
t • f k I I . I. . . I . I k lese _)p~s o ·nm,· t:t ~e llll,lscnmm:ltc y Wit 1 ·nowlcdgc that is intcrsub-
Jl'rtlvcly transm1ssJblc. Should someone want to usc the term "science" 
for both t ypcs of knowlcdg~ ( :1s some do, _sc~ Cl~:1p~cr vn, Section 3) 
then there would be an obvious need for distmgmslung them in some 
other manner. gi\'ing them either ditferent compound names-such 
as "science in the sense of intcrsubjectivcly-transmissiblc-knowledge" 
:1nd "science in the sense of not-intcrsubjccti\'ely-transmissiblc-knowl­
cdgc:"; or ditTc:rcnt symbols. such as St and s~, respecti\'ely. To these 
t~vo categories a third might be added, "science in the sense of spccula­
twns-not-considcrc:d-knowkdgc,'' or s3. 

The problem, then, of the exclusive character of Scientific Method 
boils down to that of whether there is "intersubjectin~ly transmissible 
knowledge" (S 1) outside of Scientific Method. \Ve s~1all take up this 
quc:stion in Chapters IX ff., where some proposals w1ll be made that 
lead to broadening the conception of transmissible knowledge by in­
cluding the category of "universal and inescapable" elements in human 
thinking ami feeling to the extent that their existence can be empiri­
cally ascertained. By and large, howe\·er, with due reservation for these 
proposals, I consider the claim of Scientific Method to exclusiveness 
in category S1 justified. 

All rules of procedure enumerated at. the be~in~ing of Chapter 1 

arc essential for science as a supplier of mtersubJeCtively transmissible 
knowledge, except that No. 10 b (prediction) is optional, of course, 
and that some of the others may be omitted when, hut only when, 
the strength of the grounds provided by the other steps suffices for 
intersubjective transmissibility.:~ 

° Fdix Kaufmann (op.cit., pp. 39 IT.) singled out sc\'~n fund~~~1cnt~l •. rules as "invari b\ ., 
These an:, briefly summarized: (I) Distinction between acceptc an non-accepted" a e. 
sitions· (") tnnsfcr from one to the other cl:Jss not to be arbluary; (3) such tran f propo-

.' - ' · · th s er t b based only on grounds accepted at the time of the deciSion on . e_ transfer; ( -1) o. e 
irrevocable; ( 5) no incompatible propositions to be tolcrat~d Wlthtn the "a.:ccptc:o dcc1s1on 
knowledge"· (6) no proposition that falls within the sub)cCt·mattcr of a s . body of 

' t' n t I Clence t b priori excluded from acceptance; and (7) results of obscr\'a 10 0 Pay a kev I 0 c a 
J roe as g for acceptance. . rounds 

The last four arc generally recognized by :~II adherents of Scientific M . h 
t t od. As to the 



11. SCIENTIFIC METHOD (Cont'd) 

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 conclusions on which our 
knowledge relies, at least not all of them, either to ourselves or to 
others. In the strictest sense, no empirical data and inductive inferences 
can be fully verified (see Chapters I, Sections 5 and 6, and v, Secti(m 
3, b). We can merely transm~t _them with the eviclence, leaving ac­
ceptance ultimately to the rectptent. True, as we have seen, the evi­
dence is sometimes so strong that acceptance is practically necessary 
and inescapable, but not always. On the other hancl, we shall meet 
with :xamples (~hapter x) where a_ccep~ance i~ necessary and inescapa­
ble without spectal steps toward venficat10n bemg required as evt'cl . ... b' . encc. 
For both these reason~ the ter~ m~1e1rsbu Jfecttvely transmissible" seems 
to be m?re exact. Thts questiOn Wl e urther discussccl in Chapter 
vu, Sectton 3· 

The need in many steps of scientific procedure for decisions 
11 d b . on ac-

ceptance that are not fu Y governe Y stnct rules kecl)S the b l f . . f . . h . Ol y 0 
~c1ence flexible, without mter _enng wh~t mtersubjectivc transmissibil-
Ity, since the data on the basts of w tch the decisions on acce1)ta 

d . . nee 
or nonacceptance have been rna e are transmissible. 

first three, concerning acceptance, I have expressed my criticism in Chapter J, Section 7 K f 
mann himsc:lf is compelled to admit that some rules can be "modified and changed':. t~u . 
are obviously those which govern acce~tance, not the other principles. On the other' I Ic,c 

his seven invariable rules omit anY. special ref~r.ence t.o tests and to logical reasoning, cr:~~;'· 
that are generally held to be essenual. f~r emp•ncal SCience, but .seem to be drowned in K·•uf.l 
mann's br d . m nt of submiSSIOn to the rules governmg acceJHance L' . . . -oa requ1re e f b . · •mnat1on f 
his list to its last four items would, there ore, not e satisfactory either. This explai I" 
I h . f r to all the eleven steps enum d · . ns w 1y 

ave cons1dered it necessary to re e . b crate In our •nitial 
b. · d 10 the text a ove survey, 

su Ject to the modifications mcntJOnc • 
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CHAPTER Ill 

Tf lEORY OF SCIENTIFIC V ALLTE RELATIVIS;'vf 

(\"ALLIE ALTERNATIVIS\1) 

r. r ·aluc· Rdt~tir·i . .-m. tire Seamy Side· 
of Scimtific Mc·t!wd 

A canAT deal of nonsense has been spoken :md written about 
relativism-not that every comment was wrong. of course, 
or that it was wrong with rcg:ud to c\·ery one of the tvpes 
of philosophy that go by that name. Yet the trouble is ~hat 

rarely ha\'<: rh: ~·ario_us tn~es of rebti,·is~n, historic and contemporary, 
hcen clearly d1stmgtushed 111 auacks on It, c\'en by great scholars. 

Onl.y one type :\'ill be dealt with. in this_ chapter .. within the sys­
tematic part of tim book. Others wdl be dtscerned 111 the historical 
and polemic parts (Chapters ,. and nr). Here we arc concerned onlv 
with that type of rcl:ttivism which is implied in the acceptance o.f 
Scientific :\fethod. In order to distinguish it from all others, it will be 
called ''Scientific Value Relativism." This is a clumsy name, yet it is 
at least .sufficiently distinctiH' without making a c?rnplcte bre:tk with 
the traditional nomenclature. \Vhat other names nught be used instead 
will be discussed at the end of the historical part (Chapter vr, Sec­
tion 7); there. "Scientific Value Alternati,·ism,'' or briefly "Alter­
nativism," will be suggested :ts more expressive and less exposed to 
misinterpretation. Y ct I do not think it honest. nor conducive to the 
achievement of full clarity, to usc another name at this point before 
the issues involved have been squarely faced. . . 

Compactly formulated, Scientific Value Rebttvtsm (or Altcrnati,·­
ism) holds that: 

(I) The question whether something is "valuable'' can be answered 
scientifically only in relation to . 

(a) some goal or purpose for the pursuit of wluch it is or is not 
useful (valuable), or to 

(b) the ideas held by some person or group of persons regarding 
what is or is not valuable; 

and that, consequently, 
(2) it is impossible to establish scientifically what goals 0 

are valuable irrespective of r purposes 

I 17 



Ill. SCIENTIFIC VALVE RELATIVISM 

(a) the value they have in the pursuit of other goals or purposes, 

(b) of someone's ideas about ulterior or ultimate goa\~ or purposes. or 

According to Scientific Value Relativism, "ultimate," "highest," or 
"absolute" values or "standards of values" are "chosen" by mind or will 
or possibly (see Chapter vn, Sections 3 to 5) "grasped" by faith, intui: 
tion, or instinct; but they are not "proven" by science-excepting, how­
ever, that science can help a great deal in clarifying the meaning of 
ideas about such values and th~ consequences and risks entailetl in 
their pursuit. In other word.s, sctence c.an approach values only indi­
rectly, not directly. What thts mean.s :Vtll be discussed in this chapter. 

In a sense, Scientific Value ~elatl\:lSIT~ represents the seamy side of 
Scientific Method. Many soctal sctenttsts who speak of Scie t' fi d 'h nt c 
~etho_d with great est~em, a~ even wtt ~nthusiasm, refer to rc\ativ-
tsm wtth contempt or tgnore tts problematic nature or arc inconst' t . . . s ent 
regarding its gravest implicatwns or tgnorant o£ its history fai\in . . W b ' k 1 • , g even 
to mentton the term and. e. er ~ war · ~n~ yet, Setentific Value 
Relativisim is the logical tmphcatwn of Sctenttfic Method. The h. h . . Y arc 
merely two sides of the same t mg: t e postttve and the negative side, 

so to speak. On the. positive side, as discussed in the preceding chapter, Scientific 
Method is entirely amenable to akco~~on-sense acceptance of reality. 
It concentrates, without undue s ep~tctsm, on s~ber obs:rvation and 
description of facts and on constructmg hypothettc theones regarcl' 1 b ld · f · mg 
causal relations. It may be extreme y o m ormmg such hypoth 

d. I d 'b h eses 
and then testing their vali tty. t rna~ escn ~ t e most intricate and 
hidden ramifications of facts,. as for mstance m the various branches 
of psychology, this great passto~ .of our century .. It may be keen and 
efficient in observing and descn~mg the evaluatlOns bestowed by dif­
ferent people on things; properues, events,_ and the l~ke; in ferreting 
out the biographic origtns of these evaluations; and m analyzing the 
consequences of actions based on. them. But w~en it comes to the point 
where the question is which ulumate eval?attons are right and which 
are wrong, which are laudable and whtch reprehensible, Scientific 
~~thad must consistentlY refuse to ta~e a stand, beyond describing 

consequenc d the like, because tt can do no more 
1Barb es an . . . · Method ara Wootton Testament for Soczal ~cze~~L"-An Essay m the Application of Scientific 

Her ex~lN~w York ~951 able apostle of Sclen~ ~ ~ethod, exemplifies the last two objections. 
cisive p ~tlon of the val~e of health (pP· I 19. . l eeps strangely silent about the mora\\y de­
pp. 12 Oint why We should respect this value m of lt~rs, even in people we dislike. See below, 

4. 3ll f[ 6 ., 5 9· 
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2. H"ll.-11" IS l".-ILU.·IBLE? 

Cttn~rontnl with this impotence of Scientific Method to take an un­
cont Itwnal sund in matters o~ valt~e judgme_nt, many social scientists 
ha~·c come to dC\·clop somerhmg hke a feehng of shame, a kind of 
gudt complex. This feeling, as discussed_ in the in_troductory chapter, 
gn.:~v . almost unbeara?Ic whe~1 Bolshev~sm, Fascism, and National 
Soctahsm wne succcssn·dy takmg possessiOn of the area that had been 
abar~doned by science. Before we speak of the ensuing revolt (Chapters 
VII fl.) we must first study the meaning of Scientific Value Relativism 
(Alternativism) more closely, because a great many of the objections 
raist:d 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. 

1. W lwt Is Valuable? 

S<.:veral branches of science have an obvious relation 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 these 
special branches han: been intensively examined, especially so in eco­
nomics. But these disciplines as such do not deal with the ultimate 
criterion of what is valuable; they ~se the term in a definite setting. 
Here, how<.:ver, we are concerned With the general aspects of the con­
cept of value, the more so since politics and political 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, events, actions.' or judg­
ments are useful for the achievement of some purpose winch we are 
actually pursuing, or may eventually pursue, we call th~n: "valuable," 
meaning that they are conducive to that purpose. A chair Is a valuable 
thing because we can sit on it; food, becaus~ we ca~ cat it; freedom 
is a valuable condition or institution because 1t P.ermns us to do what 
we like; patience, a valuable property because It s~rves peaceful co­
existence; rain, a valuable event because it is. conductv~ to the prod uc­
tion of food, or contrariwise because it spoils our tnp; a stateman' 
speech, a valuable action because it promotes peace or ~rade; an opinio~ 
of the Supreme Court, a valuable judgment be~au~e .It serves the 
pose of abolishing racial segregation, or of mamtalillilg the Co ~ur-
· f · 1 · ... · " nshtu-uon, or o s1mp y preservmg JUStice. . 
Then however, there arises the next questiOn as to wh th 

purpos; we are pursuing is itself valuable, and if we think e er the 
so, then 
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why? We may answer by showing the uscfuln.es~ of our immn\iatc 
purpose for some other, "ulterior," purpose .. Slttmg down is useful 
for the purpose of resting, eating for prcscrvmg health. Resting and 
health, in turn, are useful for our enjoyment of life, for our ability IIJ 

work, for reaching old age. There seems t~ be always another purpose 
for which the achievement of the former IS useful. Freedom, we ha\'c 
just said, is useful because it enables us to do what we like. To he 
able to do that seems useful for whatever other purpose we pursue. 
And so in every one of the cxamp~es we have given the first purpo~c 
may always be considered conducive to the achievement of another. 
ulterior purpose. 

Then we reach a third stage. The pu~pose we are pursuing at present, 
say, enjoying a number of hard dnnks, may be in conflict with 
another purpose which we also pursue, say, prcscrv~aion of hcaltl 
of ability to work. In this case our freedom, while hcll)in 1 or 

h. h h h A g Us to ac teve one purpose, t reatens t e ot cr. mong conflicting .. 
. . h d . k purpos<." 

we may cherish one-enJoymg t e nn -over all others at · 
d . one tunc, 

and another-health, or a goo consCience, or life after l . 1 . c cat 1-.!t 
another. 

Our argument here arrives at a fourth stage. While the . f 
h . . . . 1. pursUit o 

c a~gmg p~rposes IS gomg on m our own Ives and we sec it going 
on m the hves of others, we may, and generally do feel th t · 

d d h ' a SOn1c 
purposes ought to be pursue an ot ers ought not. W c tl l' . . d h . h d lUS c ls-
tmguish between what we 0 c ens an what we ought to ch · 1 
N I t . ens 1. 

evertheless we may re apse a any moment mto a state where l 
cherish something for instance, a drink, which at other times we ( 0 

' h . , or even 
at the same time we feel we oug t not to chensh Yet tl1e · ' . f · re Is not 
a.lways such a conflict. ~omeumes we eel that what we actually do 
l~ke, we also ought to hke, say, the starred sky, great art, some rc­
hgious experience, our own hard wor~ ;. an? that what we do hate we 
also ought to hate, such as a flagrant lllJUstlce. 

This leads up to the ~fth problem. Are there "ultimate" purposes, 
purposes not to be explamed by further ulterior ones for the achieve­
ment of which they are a mere means? If so, are ultimate purposes 
only .to be found at the end of a V:hole r~nge of purposes-immediate, 
~ltenor, ultimate--or may so~e :medtate purposes be at the same 
tune ultimate? Furthermore, ~s t ere always only one ultimate pur­
pose, or may there be a plurahty? We can ask these questions in two 
ways, namely (I) whether people actually pursue ultimate purposes, 
and (2) whether they ought to do so. 
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Fi na II y. there emerges even :1 sixth ~uestion. 1\·f ust everything h:l\'c 
a purpose Jt J)l, or he pursued JS one. m order to be considered ,. 1 
II , \f a ua-
) e :- . JY not something he vJiuablc without its either sen·ina 

1 · ~ any 
purpose or wmg ,rurs~tcd as one. such as the most. u nsclfish type of 
love or .111 :wsthettc enJoyment tlut overcomes us without our havina 
purpmi,·ch- looked for it and with which we do not pursue anv pu;~ 
pose while we arc experiencing it? · 

If values :1rc sought merely became of their usefulness for the attain­
ment of ulterior or ultimate ends. they arc sometimes called "extrinsic": 
:md "intrinsic." if they arc appreciated for their own sake, as ultimate 
ends or irrcspccti\"C of :my purpose. 

). W IJ.1t Scio1tific Mc·tl10d Can Do Rfgarding Valuc.i 

J n view of this complicated interplay between means and purposes, 
purposes :md ulterior purposes. ulterior purposes and ultimate pur­
poses. purposes :1nd conAicting purposes. purposes we are pursuing and 
those \\'C ought ro pursue. \'Jlm·s sought for and values that arc inde-. 
pendent of :mr purpose-what ran science do? Obviously, manv in­
quiries can he. made to good effect on :til six questions in line ~vith 
Scientific Method. Bricfh- indictting topics for such inquiries herc­
:tfter. I shall add in parl~ntheses references to chapters or sections of 
this hook where some of them arc treated in more detail. 

Rcg:uding the first four questions the scientist can try to find out in 
1ine with Scientific Method: 

i. PURPOSES 

( r) What the immediate purposes arc which people actually arc 

pursuing Jt some definite pbce and time: 
( 2) whJt their ulterior purposes are, what the purposes back of their 

ulterior purposes. and so forth (Chapter vr); 
(3) whether there arc conflicting purposes, pursued by the same 

pcr~on at the same time or at different times (Chapters IV, vr, and 

xn); . 
(4) in case the goals pursued are ideal:, such as JUstice, freedom 

equality, general welfare, what is the meanr11g of these purposes in th' 
minds of those who pursue them, and what . other meanings h e 
been, or might be, associated with these abstractiOns (Chapters VI ave 
and xn); . . ' VIII, 

( 5) what the biographical or biological ortgtn of the pe , 
d h. rson s 

pousal of the purpose was, i.e., what has rna e 1m pursue so c;s-
me parttc-
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ular purpose, especially what role has been p~ayed, in the formation 
of his value judgments, by inheritance, by environment, by childhood 
experiences, and so on, down to immediate ~otivations, including the 
question whether his choice of purpose was mA~enced by moral ideas 
and how he arrived at them (Chapter vm, Section 6) ; 

(6) the possibility, probability, improbability, or impossibility of 
achieving the purpose at all, by any means used (Chapter xu); 

(7) what are the foreseeable consequences and risks involved in tl 
h d . . f le pursuit of the purpose at an , Irrespective o the choice of means 

(Chapters VI, VIII, XII) ; 

(8) how peopl~ might ?e influ~nced to pursue some particular pur~ 
pose or to drop 1ts pursmt, especially through a switch to otl 

' . . l ) 1er pur~ poses (to be discussed m V o . 2 ; 

(9) what is the function of purposes, and of exercising an · fl 
h . . . l . h ) . th m uence on t e1r selectiOn ( mampu atmg t em , m e various spher f . 1 l"f 1· · 1 · ( b d · d . es o so cia I e, po Itlca , economic, etc. to e Iscusse m Vol. 2 ). 

11. MEANS 

(10) The suitability of the means to achieve the end i e tl .b.l 
· b b"l" · "b'l· ' · ., 1e possi I ~ Ity, probability impro a I Ity, or Impossi I Ity of achievi h 
by the means ;t hand (Chapter xu); ng t e purpose 

( u) whether there are other means whereby the pur ld b 
. h hi pose cou e reached more qmckly, more t oroug y, or at a lower · . 

. . . (Ch pnce m money or In sacrifice of confliCting purposes apters vr and XII) . 

( I2) what are the foreseeable consequences and risks f , 1 . 1 
. . o app ymg t 1c means at hand or any alternative means especially regard· fl" . 

b mg con Ictmg purposes pursued by the same person or Y others ( Ch 
see a pters vr, vnr, xn) ; . 

(r3) how the choice o~ means can be t~fiuenced (see above, No. 8); 
. ( 14) what is the functton of the selection of means and of influenc~ 
mg it in social life (see above, No. 9) 

iii. QUALITIES 

( rs) If 1. · h 1"5bed such as a pers , . a qua tty 1s c er ' on s courage or patience 
or a knif ' well whether th ' 
h e s property to cut ' c person or thing actually 

as that quality and in what degree. 

The scientist may make relevant statements and inquiries also on 
our fifth and sixth questions, whether there are or ought to be ultimate 
purposes and whether something may be valuable without serving a 
purpose. On these two points some comments will be added here. 
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As re_gards ''ultimate'' purposes, if a person always looks for his 
own :nJoy~nent, then enjoyment may be called not only his ulterior 
bt~t Ius ultunate purpose. underlying all others. It may also be main­
ta~n~d that other people hare ditl"erent ultimate purposes, such as at­
t;Hnmg eternal life. But it would be obviously unrealistic to assume 
that every person always pursues only one ultimate purpose, and that 
he docs so consciously. Many people seem to form their concrete pur­
~)Oscs as they go, and to pursue them alternately without actually hav­
mg one ultim~Hc purpose in their minds all the time. An immediate 
purpose, like the highest possible degree of sensual satisfaction, may 
become ultimate at the moment, with no ulterior purpose back of it. 
The next moment, other purposes may become immediate, ulterior 
or ultimate. Normally, nothing seems to force us to select one ultimat~ 
purpose to the exclu.sion .of all othe.rs. To. enjoy eating and drinking 
In a moderate way 1s quae compatible w1th, and even conducive to 
preserving our health and raising a family, and both are, as a rule, no~ 
in conflict with the purpose of serving our country, nor are all three 
w~th that of serving our ideals or God. B.ut ~ny day some conflict may 
anse, as between the desire for heavy dnnkmg and al.l the other pur­
poses, or between eating enough ourselve~ and fee~·h.ng our family, 
or between raising a family and volunteenng for military service, or 
between abiding by our country's laws and being faithful to God or 
to our ideals-the typical dilemma of religious persons, liberals and 
humanists in a fascist or communist country, or of communists in a 
liberal one, the conflict of Socrates, who deliberately chose obedience 
to the Athenian laws, drinking the cup. Scientists may point to these 
possible conflicts and examine which purposes people actually give 
priority to in situations of conflict, and. whether a person :onsciously 
pursues one ultimate purpose and wluch, and how consistently he 
does so (see Chapter vu, Section 2, on De~ey) · 

Furthermore, the scientist may be able, With the mea.ns of Scientific 
Method, to corroborate that human beings. are sometu~es overcome 
by feelings of appreciation and high emononal v~luatiOn of things 
they had not looked for and which they do not consid~r a mere means 
to some end, and what the significance of such e.xpenences is in th . 
own minds and in its influence on their behaviOr.2 Whether otl elr 

. lers 
2 The difference between purposive (::weckt•olle) and nonpurpostve (zwecklo 

· se) r 
underlay the philosophy of Walther Rathcnau (1867-19 2 7• assasstnated as G esponses 
minister). He made it the distinctive mark between the_ mtellcct. (purposive) crman foreign 
(nonpurposive). Sec especially his Zttr Mu/zauik des Gmtes, Berltn 19 IJ ~nd the soul 
2 of Gesammelte Sclmjterz, Berlin 1929; and Arnold Brecht, "Walther R r'J:rtnted in val. 
German People," /ournal of Politics, vol. zu (1928) PP· 21-48, also in ~ enau and the 
Rathroau rmd das Dett/Jclze Vo/1(, Miinchen 1950. Sec below, Chapter v1u S er~an, Waltlzer 

' cctzon 13. 
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have intentionally pursued the purpose of impressing the~ th_is w~y 
-for example, the artist, or the priest, or God-that, the sc1ent1st Will 
discern, is another question. . 

Sometimes people think it obvious that. cer~am values,. such as health, 
are supreme and absolute. Then the sc~enust may pomt to the fact, 
likely to have been merely overlooked m suc.h statements, that thc..:n: 
are contradictory views. A nurse who voluntanly goes to a leper colony 
or ministers to cholera-stricken people holds other purposes highc.:r 
than the preservation of her own health. So, obviously, did Christians 
and Jews in the Roman empire, who accepted martyrdom for the 
sake of their faith, and liberal, humanist, or religious people who wc..:nt 
to torture, starvation, and death in concentration camps in Nazi Gc.:r­
many rather than complying with Hitler's. orders. More generally, 
illness and physical suffenng h.ave been con~1~ered by many, and not 
only religious, persons conduCive to our spmtual growth and hence 
mo~e valuab~e than cons.tant health .. People have consciously impaired 
their health m order to mcr~ase theu weal~h, to help their families or 
their country or even to chmb a mountam or to satisfy otll · ' cr a11ns. 
Not all do care for the health of strangers. 

The scientist himself may influence the choice of purposes an 1 ' c means 
by his strictly scientific work, whether or not he intends to · . 

• , 111 partlc-
~lar by his clarification of meamng (No.4 above), of possibilities an(l 
Impossibilities (Nos. 6 and IO ), of consequences and risks (N 1 

. fl "d os. 7 am 
!2). His inquiries may als_o m ue.nce I e.as about what a person ought 
to do This influence of science will be discussed more closel . Cl · y 111 lap-
ters VI, XI, and XII. 

4. What Scientific Metlzod Cannot Do 

After what has been said there is so much for science to 1 1· . fi d . . <. o regan mg 
values that one might be satts . e ~Ith thls Work load. Y ct it cannot 
be denied that there is somethmg Important left beyond the reach of 
Scientific Method. This method does not enable us to state, in absolute 
t~rms, whether the purpose _pursued by ~s or by others is good or bad, 
nght or wrong, just or unJust, nor which of several conflicting pur­
poses is more valuable than the ot.her. It only enables us to answer 
~hese questions in relative terms, :Vlth reference to some purpose that 
Is actually being pursued, or wh~eh the scientist in some "working 
hypothesis" assumes ought to be pursued, or with reference to ideas 
that are actually held or might be h~ld. In particular, Scientific Method 
cannot state in absolute terms whiCh of several conflicting ultimate 
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J~urposc~ i~ better th:1n. others except in rcbtio.n t~ some presupposed 
go.d or tlk.l. In short. It docs not en:1blc the scteiHtst to rc 11 ,J..,r .., 11 I' . I . .~.. ·• un-
con1 J!Hma sctetHific \'alue judgment. :1nd cspeci:11ly not :1 mor:1l one 
It cannot ~et the go:1l. . 

The reason for this impotence is closely connected to the in:1bilit 
of Scit'11tific Method to pro\'ide conclusi\'c scientific evidence for y . or 
agatnst the reality of God and for or :1g:1inst the validity of the opinion 
that the \\'orld in general. ~nd.lifc on earth in particu~ar, has any pur­
pose :1p:1rt from that \\'e gi\T It (sec Chapters II. Sectton I, and xm). 
Could \\T ans\\'cr these questions scicntific:1lly we would also have an 
an~\\'er to questions reg~mling moral values. E\'cr the discussion of 
\';dues slips luck into arguments b:1scd on the "higher purposes" of 
111:111 and of the entire creation: but th:1t world and men ha,·e been 
endowed \\'ith a purpose by some act of creation is a religious creed, 
not within the reach of Scientific i\fcthod to be either confirmed 0~ 
refuted. Stro!1g as the suhiccti\'e e,·ide~ce for it may ~p~ear to many 
of us acconlmg to our personal cxpencnces and com·tctiOns, there is 
no intcrsuhiectivc evidence of a conclusive nature, and none is yet in 
sight (sec Chapters \'II, Sections 3 and 4· :md xm). Scientific Value 
Rclati\'ism. therefore. insists that references to ultimate goals or pur­
poses of human life must he debarred as evidence from scientific dis­
cussion. except in hypothctic:1l forms. This is a hard demand indeed 
and to li\"C up to it requires a great deal of discipline. Yet science is n~ 
child's play. 

No confusion, hmr.:ever. should be allowed to creep in regarding the 
following fundamental point. The commonpla~e s:1y~ng th:1t reiativists 
deny there is :mything of absolute \'aluc is cnttrely mcorrect with re­
gard to Scientific Value Relativism. Scientific Method does not lead to 
a denial th:1t there may he a God or th:1t something, for instance an 
unselfish action, may he of absolute value. Although n? "s:ientificallv 
WJrranted assertion" can be m:1de under the rules of Scienttfic Metho~l 
that there is a God, none can be made eit_her that t~ere is no God. 
The only assertion warranted in this respect 1_s th~t Gods reality cannot 
be either proved ?r ~isproved throu?l~ Sctenttfic Method (Chapter 
xm). Likewise, Scientific Value Relativism does not say that ther . 
nothing of absolute value; it merely says it cannot be proved int e bzs 
· · I 1 · · ersu _ JeCtive y that t 1ere IS or IS not. 

The chief technical ground for the withdrawal of science fro 
nluc judgments has been the logical difference ("gulf'') be:U Il1oral 
and Ought, which will be discussed in the next two sections Wleen Is 

· n the 
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concluding section the objections coroiilonly raised against tbe resigna­

tion of science from this field will be taken up. 
S· The Logical Gulf between Is and Ought-

Far into the nineteenth century, and in !'art eve~ into the twentieth, 
writers on ethical and legal questions denved thetr doctnnes of what 
ought to be, or what ought to be done, from the factual data on what 
is. Human beings are, therefore. they ought to be; they. ought not to 
be killed. They have a natural ,ropulse to preserve thm hvcs; there­
fore they ought to have the right of self-defense .. They ~re born equal; 
therefore they ought to be treated as equaL Soctety eXIsts, and is use­
ful to the maintenance of life; therefore there .ought to be society. 

lt was this blending of statements couched m forms of Is and 0 1 t , . 'fi . . ug 1 
. ';}~ · cc uc-that aroused the special scorn OL sctentt c cntlcs around IN)O D \ 

tive analytic logic as we have seen m Chapter 1, Section 6 can \ \ ' . . . , • ac < 
. , cxp tot nothing to the meaning of propostttOns; 1t can merely make 1. . 

what is implied in that meanmg. Inrerences of what "ought" t b 
therefore, can never be derived deductively (analytically) from 

0 
. e, 

h h 
"' , h prem1ses 

w ose meaning is limited to W at lS ; t ey ca~ be correctly made 
only from statements that have an Ought-meamng at lea t · 1 . . ' s m t 1e 
maJor premise. All human. bemgs ought to have the right of self-
defense. Doe is a human bemg; hence he too ought to have tl . \ ' 1 . 11 . • 1e ng 1t 
of self-defense-this would be a ogtca Y vahd syllogism. B t t\ , 
1 

. d l . u 1e 1act 
e mterencc a one that human beings extst oes not og1eally ]·ustify th · c 

that they ought to exist, anY more than the fact that there . k 1 . ll . 'fi are mos-
qmtoes or man-eating shar s ogte.a Y J.usu es their continued exist-
ence. Nor does the fact that there ts soctety and a state o' 1 d l . ll . 1 mutua e-
pendence among its members og~ca Y tmply, as has been argued by 
the French professor Leon Dugmt, that we ought to fulfill c . ' b f dd' . our Lunc-
tlons in society.1 Only a num er 0 . a 1t1onal premises would imply 
log~cally that a person ought to _<~1St, or ought to fulfill a function. 
Th1s will be shown in more detatl m the next section. 

Ordinarily people do not :hink in terms. of formal syllogisms. It is 
~f~cn difficult to make a begmner sec that tf something is it does not 
f~~ow_<hat it ought to be. The mere f~c\?f existence, he w~uld strongly 

' g1Ves a thing some warrant of hfe because otherwise God would 
ve created it or al owe 1 0 extst. But then the conclusion not ha 1 d · t t · " 

lL' eon D . b · tif et Ia Loi p · · lated· Th ugu1t, L'Etat le Droit 0 1ec h S OSIIJVe (1901). '!his has been trans· 
· eor" f . • A terior to t e tate · M d 1 p, ·1 . val. 
7 

( J o Ob1ective LaW n f h : m o ern Lega 111 osophy Senes 
1916). See pp. 135• 258, and 29o o t e translation. 
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th~t the thing ought to exist is not derived from the fact that it does 
ex1st but from the conviction that it has been created by God, which 
constitutes the bJsis for the major premise that "all that is, ought to 
be," namd~·· according to the will of the creat?r. In order to ~verify 
the conclus1on, therefore, one would have to venfy the reality of God 
anJ of creation: that. however, cannot be done with Scientific Method 
nor otherwise intersubjectively with scientific means.:J ' 

Short cuts that ~mit the Ought-premise hav~ cr~pt not only into daily 
parlance but also mto scholarly htcrature. ObJectmg to such omissions 
in deductive syllogisms. scientific purists have only cailed to our atten­
tion old and established principles of logic (see Chapter vr, Section 1). 

The matter is less obvious if one turns to inductive generalizations. 
In order to establish the required major premise in the Ought-form 
(e.g., all men ought to be treated as equal) even scholars of great 
competence have slipped into deriving it from facts in the realm of Is 
(all men arc born equal. or in an equal state of helplessness). Such 
inductive conclusions, though very popular, are scientifically not war­
ranted. In order to give our demand for "equal treatment of what is 
equal" a scientific basis, we must have recourse to something more 
than mere logic (sec Chapters vm, Section 2, and x, Section 5). In 
logic there is, as some have expressed it, an "unbridgeable gulf" be­
tween Is and Ought.3 

This "Gulf Doctrine," as we shaii call it in further references, has 
far-reaching consequences because, if logical derivations from facts are 
barred, no transmissible proof can be presented for nonhypothetical 
propositions in the form of Ought beyond the demonstration that 
human beings themselves insist or urge t~at soi?ething ought to be 
done. That, of course, can be verified by sc1ence t_n many cases. 

It is often thought that "values" constitute a bndge over the logical 
gulf between Is and Ought. True, we ofte~ spea~ of value~, as if they 
were things in the realm of Is that can be st_mP~Y observed .. But what 
we can reaily observe in keeping with Sctenttfic Metho~ Is "evalua­
tions," not "values." We can, of course, also observe the t~tngs, proper­
ties, etc., which people actually consider valuable and ~htch, therefore 
they even call "values" in a concrete sense, such as Jewels or lll ' 

or health. But whether these things are really valuable, apart froX:~Y 
"Even Rommcn (op.dl. infra, p. I38n) p. I86, writes ~ill1P 1?': "That which i· . e 

is, also ought to be," as thou~h this followed from its bcmg, Irrespective of th s, s~ far as it 
or man. c Wtll of God 

• Sec the quotations from Max \Vcber, Emil Lask, and Hans Kel,cn in Chapt 
have used this phrase. cr VI. A.ll three 
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purposes they can serve and from the consequences they ~an produce, 
is not a thing we can inspect in the realm of Is. In callmg ultimate 
purposes or moral qualities "values" apart from our ow~ appreciation, 
we mean that they ought to be achieved, or be approved; and whether 
something ought to be achieved or be approved cannot be established 
through Scientific Method, except in relation to some ulterior human 
purpose, or some human evaluation. 

This identification of ethical values with postulates of Ought-form 
ha~ been questioned (sec Sec~ion S of Cha_rte~ vn) and so has the 
clatm that Scientific Method IS the only scientific approach 11os "II . . SI ) (' 
(see below Section 7, and Chapter II, SectiOn 7). But that Scientific 
Method does not warrant absolute statements on values is 1 II 
denied by anyone. larc y 

6. Merits of Formal Logic 

. Strict obedience to the rules of formal analytical logic in tl 
chscussed in Chapter r, Section 6, has great merits. Not onl lei sens.c 
help us to beware of unwarranted inferences, it also teach y ( oel s It 
to k . I" . Th" f I es us low rna e Implicit ideas exp ICit. Is o ten cads to quite · .. 
result b d · d" · surpnsmg s ecause it may en m our Iscovenng unsuspected : · 
under the surface of propositions that bore no reference toatslsumpttons 

I · h" 1em t Is worthwhile to illustrate t ts gravely underrated val f 1· . 
an I · b · 1 L ' ue 0 ogtcal a ysts y some graphic examp e. et us choose the d · . ' 
re d f L' D . envatton al a Y re erred to offered by eon ugmt for his thes1"5 tl · ' ' -
h h ' · · · lat ever 

as t e duty to fulfill a useful functton m society. For th yonc 
the pr I . h · d d tion rna b . e matter of esent ana ysis IS e uc Y e put m the following form: 

1 (a) All members of society profit from society 
(b) Hence all ought to fulfill useful functions in . ' SOCiety 

The effect of this thesis on the average reader is th t f · 
logi 1 1 "bl a o an enttrcly 

ca conclusion drawn from a P ausi e statement f f · · 
analy · h b 0 act. Cntical 
h Sis shows however that muc must e added in or 1· k 

t e argu ' ' l"d T begi . h h c er to ma c 
wh ment logically va I . o n Wit , t e premise has I f 

ereas h 0 ht f T s- orm 
syllogi t e conclusion has lug d ~rm. o correct this defect the 

sm would have to be en arge m about the following manner: 

~ (a) Those who profit frorn an institution of which they a b f 1 f · re mem-
(b ers ought to fulfill use u unctiOns in it 
( c ~ All members of society profit from society ( = 1 a) 

Bence, all ought to fulfill useful functions in society ( = rb) 
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\Vith :!a rh_us made c~pli~it we may ask how it can be verified. Why 
should I fulhll a functwn 111 a both· tint docs 11ot 11'''' I d · 

• • • T • T ~ ' • ] '. • '- '-l 111 y Ql n g SO 
~o kn:p. gmn;., ·.The answer ~11ght be gtvcn by dissolving syllogism 2 
111to the fullowmg two sy\\ogtsms: 

3 (a) All those who profit from an institution ought to share the 
burdrn of it 

(b) All members profit from society ( = 2b = 1a) 
(c) Hence, all ought to share the burden of society 1 

4 (a) A II members ought to share the burden of society ( = 3c) 
(b) Those who do not fulfil\ useful functions in society do not 

share the burden of it 
(c) 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 arc pushed back to statements such as 

5 (a) All those who arc by n:lture equal ought to bC: treated equally 
(b) All members of society arc by nature equal ( m proportion to 

their physical :md mental abilities) 
(c) Hence all members of society ought to be treated equally (in 

proportion, etc.) 

This conclusion ( sc) together with the syllo~isms 3 and 4 then 
would yield the result that everyone ought to fulhll some useful func­
tion in society ( 4c = 1 b). There would remain other vague factors, 
some of which arc discussed by Duguit. The imp~r.tant point here is 
that Duguit's thesis requires for its logical precmo_n a number of 
further statements, including one on human. equ~ltty, although at 
first sight there was nothing in it to refer to tlus baste probl~m. vVhcn 
we challenge the equality statement because human _bemgs h::we 
different characteristics we need a refinement, such as msertino the 
word "essentially" bcfo;e "equal" and expbin~ng it in deta~l (see Chap­
ter vm, Section 2). At any rate, the contentt~n of equahty as a fact 
and the postulate of equal treatment of what IS equal should be mad~ 
explicit and not be left implicit only. Whether and to what extent , 
are ready to accept Duguit's conclusion depends 011 whether an l\\ e 

1. botl • l to 
what extent we recognize human equa Ity, 1 as a fact and 
postulate for man's treatment in society. Formal logic, rigidly ap al_s a 

P 1ed 
. ' 

1 Syllogism 3 was suggested to me in a class discussion. 
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brings this out and enables us to conduct an orderly scientific discus-

sion. . , h .. 
It may be entirely possible to derive Dugmt s t. es1s m 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 of pedantry should be per­
mitted to prevail when we insist on compliance with logic in scientific 
arguments. 

7. Cannot Science Prove Absolute Values i1l Some Ot!Jer Way? 

If Scientific Method is unable to estab~ish in absolute terms, beyond 
a description of c~nsequences and the hke, which of two conflicting 
ultimate purposes 1s more. valuable thh an the other (see above, Section 
4), can we not prove that m some ot er way? 

This challenge, at first sight, appears deeply justified To h 11 · 1 . . . · e Wlt 1 
Sc1enufic Method, one might be tempted to exclaim, if it cannot tell 
us, for example, that moral purposes are superior to imm 1 f f 11. . ora ones. Yet here we are in danger o a mg mto logical traps. All d d 

h b " l" d b " . , cpen s on w at we mean y . mora an yd ~upeno~. If we define "moral" 
purposes as those which are pursue m the mterest of otl f 

. f th d fi " . , lers, or o society and if we ur er e ne supenor again as that 1 . h . f 
' · W llC IS 0 greater use to others, or to society, then we have given tl 

d fi . . 1e answer to our question in advance by our e mtiOns. We then 1 d fi d 
" " . , . . lave e ne moral" purposes and supenor purposes m Identical te d 

. . f rms, an we can therefore assert the supenonty 0 moral over immo 1 
. ' ' Ch ra purposes With full scientific assurance (see apter I, Section 6) Tl · 1 d · 1ere Is t 1cn no failure of Scientific Metho · 
Another logical trap threatens us on the ground that th 

l · 1 e purpose of a public debate is, as a ru e, precise y th.at of examining which of 
sev~ral proposals is better fo.r the commumt~ or for society, and not 
which is better for some particular person. ~his very purpose of public 
deba~e prejudges the answer .to th: questwn whether in case of a 
conflict between public and pnvate mterest the former or the latter is 
to be considered more valuable.. . 

b Only When we insist on a~kmg ( whhtch people rarely do in public 
Ut not · · pnvate) w ether 't · 

so Infrequently 1ll 'f 1 IS not more reasonable 
~0 PUrsue one's own interests-even I . u~der the guise of an activity 
0~ the. public interest-instead ~£ sacnfictng them in the interest of 

~rs, only then does the question of superiority become a scientific 
pro leiU. Even then, as we have seen, science can contribute a great 
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?e:1_l by cx:1mining the consequences which the pursuit of selfish plans 
ts l_tkdy to luve, and whether we can expect really to reach our own 
ultunatc.: purpose ( c.:n ioyment of life or the like) by whatever selfish 
~tc.:ps we are planning. and also the risks we are going to run of mcet­
t~g with counteractions we don't desire to attract on the part of 50_ 

ctc.:ty. On the other hand, we may scientifically examine whether and 
~o what c:xtent the pursuit of selfish interests actually does serve public 
Interests indirectly, as Adam Smith was sure it would in the economic 
sphere, and ::ts Hegel even more generally assumed to be the case in 
history as a whole, owing to the "ruse of the idea," with the vVorld 
Spirit using our selfishness as a means within its wider plans. Such 
questions Scientific Method can examine within its own rules of pro­
cedure to a large extent (though not including Hegel's World Spirit). 
But there remains an area of scientific impotence if in the debate about 
"public vs. private interests'' science is requested 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 oneself without first defining 
"better" in terms that are capable of verification. 

This painful area of scientific impotence is more noticeable when 
the topic is not that of "public vs. private" interests but rather which 
of several purposes is more in the public interest. Material progress 
or contemplative life? Equality or lib~rty? Pe~ce _or expansion? The 
national interest or international ideahsm? SCientific Method can do 
a great job in clarifying the meaning and the implied consequences of 
each, but cannot say unconditionally which ought to be preferred. It 
can do so neither on logical grounds nor on any other within its range. 
In short, it provides many an indirect, but no duect,. approach to values. 

This thesis has been challenged, as we sh~ll see 111 ~hap:ers vu and 
vm, with references to intuition, to revelatiOn, to obJecttvlty, to psy­
chology, and otherwise. But as we shall see th~re ~lso, these objections 
have not been able to refute the assertion of Sctenttfic Value Relativism 
that there is no "intersubjectively transmissible pro~£" r~garding the 
validity of ultimate value judgments beyond the clanficattons of their 
implications and consequences. 

This leads up to a final question. Is it at all.necessary to supply full 
evidence? Is it not sufficient to provide "approxtmate" proof, some h' 
degree of "probability" or "plausibility"? As we ha~e seen in Ch lgh 
1 and n, Scientific Method never leads to full em~trical proof. apters 
where it is compelled ultimately to rely on tentattve "accept ' e~,ery­
the side of the scientist-his acceptance of the results of ob anc.e on 

servatton as 
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"facts," of generalizations of facts as "warranted," and of explanations 
in causal terms as "correctly done." Why should we not deal in the 
same tentative manner with moral values, declaring ourselves satisfied 
by tentatively accepting them on the ground of their plausibility? 

It is true that under Scientific Method :ve may grant or refuse ac-
ceptance to the apparent results of observatiOns, to generalizatio I 

. h h' d . . 1. . ns anc explanations. There Is, owever, t Is ec1s1ve JmJtation to our 1. 
· U d S · 'fi M h d f c Jscre-twn. n er c1ent1 c et o we are not ree to accept as "f ,, 

. . b . 1 " a act every assertiOn we opme to e true, or cons1c er plausible " S . . . 
. · 'fi I · · ClCIHific Method permits us to accept as sc1ent1 ca Iy establish 1 I 

has been offered in line with its rules of procedure and ~/ 011 Y wh.at 
an intersubjectively transmissible manner (Cha~ter n 1~ m~ans, m 
Unless we present our hunches merely as "working h ' . I CtJOn 7) · 

· ypot 1e " must have final reference to observatiOns and thes ses, we 
tradicted by the results of other observati~ns. e must not be con-

Here is the rub with regard to value judgments N 
forbidden to accept individual reports on self-ob · ot. that we were 

. . . . . . . scrvatlon . I I' 
0PiniOns, feelmgs, and mtmtwns regardmg values (Cl ' me Uc 1ng 

2 ); but in matters of value judgments we are fac. I lapter r, Section 
co t d' . b . b . . C<' as a r I . I n ra tctmg o servatwns a out opmwns, feelin · ' . u c, Wit 1 

~hus there is nothing we can generalize in line ;.s'l an? Intuitions. 
ctples of induction, unless there should be eleme t Jt 1 scientific prin-

n s on h' 1 ports agree; even then, what we get would not n . w lc 1 all re-
p b . I . . b ecessanly b " ~r se, ut only "umversa opimons a out values.'' Ch c values" 
wlll revert to these questions. aptcrs rx and x 

8. Types of Relativistic Behavior 

Scientific Value Relativism leaves room for vari· . 
Patt · · ous scie t' fi b erns. It may, and does, appear m vanous forrn I 0 I c chavior 
the subtypes it is advisable to give them distinct' s. n order to identify 

I h . . h Jvc narn 
~. t e first place, relativism 1s eit er "positivi t · , es. 

VPoslttve" as well. Only in the latter case can ws Ic only, or "trans-
alue R I . . 1 . . . . e speak f S . . . e attv1sm at all. Lega positlVIsm Is posit' . . o ctenttfic 

constde . d. . IVIstic b d fi .. 
co rs only such laws bm mg as are 10 fore . y e mtton. It 

Untry t . . h e In som . 
que . a some particular ume; It as no tru k . e particular 

Stions b 1 1 . . c With t . . 
Secti a out values (see on ega positivism b I ransposittve 
is p/0 3~. The relativism of Scientific Value R I' . e. ow, Chapter v, 

1tnartiy ,, · · e ativtsm b 
accept transpositive." It mvesttgates value . ' Y contrast. 

a nee s trrespect · f h · Like . or nonacceptance by government and . . tve o t eu 
Wtse w . . · h b "h' POsJttve laws 

' e must dtstmgms etween Istorical'' u • • 

and transhistori­
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cd" rl'Lui,·i,m. Historical relativism de:1.ls with the J · ·t ···I · 
· · t. . 1 · . lis onc.t condi-

11011' <l ':1 uc llHlgments and of science: it eith · 1. · .. 
I . . ·1 ·1· ' . . t:r l tl1ln or nc~kcts 

Ill pos>I 'Illy th.ll there 111:1\' he tr:J.nshistonc:J.! values (s···· l) ·I c' I . 
• . . . • . . . . . • • '-'- t: ow lap-

lt:r '· Scll1on 4). lhe rclati\'ISI11 of Sc1mtdic Value Rehtiv·· L 
. t . . ., • I . . I " . . ISI11, )\' 

LOll ra~t. 1s pnm:m y 'trans ustonca . It uwestilT·ltes the I)robl ·. 
1 . t>' • ems of 

n ucs !~tat arc thought of as mdependent of historical conditions, or 
at lca~t It refers to them also. · 

\V hik these distinctions set off Scientific Value Relativism f 
I f I . . 1 I · · · 1 · rom otter types o · rt: atl\'lsm ( ega posltinsm, mtoricism), it is our chief 

point hnc that Scientific Value Relativism itself appears in different 
forms. First of all, it may be either "latent" or "overt." As a matter 
of historical record it had been latent long before it became a formu­
latc.d: ~n·ll-dctined, pu~)lic!y .establisht:d scho~l of t.h?ught. Many legal 
poslti\'Ists and many lmtonnsts were 'latent rdatinsts with regard to 
transpositin: and transhistorical values as well, before overt Scientific 
Value Relativism entered the scene. The relativism of American social 
scientists is to this d:tY. as a rule :·Iat~nt'' only. Not alon~ because they 
shun the name relatmsm, refcrnng mstead to other designations (see 
Chapters v, Section 6, and vi, Sections ? and 7); they ~void entangle­
ment with the theoretical problem, trymg to evade 1t m many ways. 
Yet closer analysis re\-cals that, e\Tn so, most of them are scientific 
value relativists in all but name. 

Next, Scientilic Value Relativism may be either "partisan" or "neu­
tral.'' If the former, the relativist like any nonrclativist takes sides on 
values within his scientific work, and may do so n? less decidedly 
than in private life. He espouses those goal-values wluch appear high­
est to him, and devotes science to their service. His choice of ultimate 
values may be religiously founded, or nonreligiously based on the 
deep! y felt ground of human responsibility from man to man; or it 
may be frankly personal and egotistic. His chose!~ :Values may be politi­
cal or-such as those of art or charity-nonpohucal. He may justify 
his carrying partisanship into scientific w.ork by reference to man's 
being a "whole man," not to be divide(~ ~nto a. bloodle~s scholar on 
duty and an unscholarly human being hvu:g lm. ow~1 hfe in his off 
hours. Yet, in spite of his partisanship, he IS,~ scientific relativist be­
cause he acknowledges that we must "ch~os.e our values and can 
prove them in an intcrsubjectivel~ transmi~SI~le manner. He hone~t~t 
avows his chosen values and admits to their mdemonstrability l Y 
in the heat of the argument he inadvertently forgets to do ' un ~ss 

l. · · so Whtch 
frequently happens. He despises neutra Ity 111 sCience as mu h ' 

c as every-
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where else, considering it a useless w.ast~ o~ time and en~rgy, d~omcd 
to failure anyway, and encourages hts dtsct~les to ~se science wnh all 
vigor at their disposal in their eflort to bnng thetr self-chosen goals 
nearer to realization. His favorite subject is "applied theory," not "pure 
theory." 

His opposite number, the "neutral" relativist, recognizes the right 
of the partisan relativist to beha~e as he d?es, provided he never fails 
in his duty to avow his underlymg value JUdgments and to admit to 
their nonscientific basis and never abuses his authority as a teacher 
for purposes of indoctrination ~nder the cloak of academic freedom. 
But although the neutral relati.vist o~ these conditions allows partisan 
relativism to proceed, he conside.rs It only the second best choice of 
scientific behavior. He thinks ~e IS no les~ a whole man by abstaining 
from mingling his own value JUdg~ents m his scientific work than is 
the surgeon who tries to keep all his other human instincts out f 1 · . . H th" o us 
mmd while performing an operation. e mks that in his sci·e t"fi 

"db b b".. niC 
w?rk he serves mankm . est byl nngi.nhg mto play everything that 
science can contribute to Its pro ems Wit out blending scient"fi d . k . d I c an 
personal interests. He thm s science can o a unique service b . _ 

. 1 f 1 . y Iffi partta research on the consequences o va ue JUdgments and 1 
th · 11 h h' k h ' a so on 

eir origins. And above a . e ~ m s t .at ?nly neutral relativism 
enables science to make any scientific contnbutwns in the cas f . . e o con-
flictmg systems of values. . 

Finally another distinction IS needed. Neutral relativism · t , . , (" . , , In urn, 
may be "passive" or "active ~ggressive ) · The passive relativist 
keeps out of the political fi~ht, w.hich he consi.ders a matter for politics 
and not for science, devotmg himse~f excl~sively to scientific theory 
(pure or applied) and to research, m P~rticular to the investigation 
of conflicting value systen:s: The agg~eSSive ty~e of neutral relativist, 
by contrast, enters the pohucal arena !n a fightmg spirit that pits him 
against all those who try to sell their. o:vn value systems under the 
fals~ flag of science, whether the~ be .rehgwus org~nizations who claim 
the~r. religious dogmas to be scie~tifically estabhshed or verified, or 
~?li~tcal movements, sue~ as ~arxtsm, bas~d on a pseudo-~cientific pre-

lCtl.on of the f htstory, or old-fashtoned monarchism based on . course o . ' 
qua~t-scientific th · s of natural law and dtvine rights· or National 
Soc r eone . . fi d . ' 

. Ia tsrn, based on quasi-sctentl c octnnes of the superiority of 
Vt~le~ce and of racial prerogatives. The aggressive relativist is, in 
~nnctple, militant even against adherents of democracy who absolutize 

emocratic values as if the latter could be scientifically established 
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hcyo~d a compa:ative examination of risks and consequences. Yet by 
fightmg dogmatism. he actually supports the democratic principles of 
freedom. tol.c~ance and equality. On the relations between Scientific 
Value Rdatl\"lsm and democracy more will be said in Chapter vm, 
Section R. 

.Many illustrations for these various types of relativistic behavior 
Will be found in later chapters of this book. For example, Roscoe 
Pound :md Felix Cohen (Chapter vi, Section 5) may be classified as 
"latent" relativists; Charles Merriam and Harold Lasswell (ibid.) as 
"overt, hut partisan" relativists; Max \Veber and Radbruch (ibid., 
Sections 1 and 3) as "overt and neutral" relativists; the early Radbruch 
of the ''passive'' variety, later however an "aggressive" neutral relativist 
(Chapter \'IIJ, Section 8), as Kantorowicz (Chapter VI, Section 3) had 
been from the beginning. Radbruch finally came to recognize some 
absolute clements: but to that extent he ceased to be a scientific relativ­
ist (sec Chapter vm, Section 16). 

9· Summary 

In the present chapter Scientific Value Relativism, or Scientific 
Value Altcrnativism. has' emerged as the "seamy side" of Scientific 
Method (Section I). Examination of the various meanings of the term 
"valuable" (Section 2) has led to an extensiv~ . table of significant 
steps which under Scientific Method can be legltlmately and success­
fully taken regarding values (Section 3). Yet t~e~e remains a gap 
which Scientific Method is unable to close: the vahdlty of the ultimate 
standards that underlie value judgments can~ot be established _through 
Scientific Method (Section 4). This is due, m part, to the log1cal gulf 
between what Is and what Ought to be (Sectio~ 5). Formal logic re­
mains an important tool in the scientific discuSS1on of values, but it is 
unable to bridge the gulf (Section 6). Scientific Value Rel~tivi~m in­
sists that neither can any other method close .the gap SCientdl.cally 
(Section 7). A later chapter of this book ( vn) will focus on objections 
that have been raised against this view. At present, ~~v~r~l types of 
relativistic behavior have been distinguished: transpositlVlstlc vs. posi­
tivistic, trans-his~orical vs. historical, overt vs. ~atent, neutral vs. parti­
san, and aggressive vs. passive relativism (SectiOn 8) · 

We now turn to a special case of the theory ?f value-the impact of 
Scientific Method and Scientific Value Relauvism upon the theor f 
. . y 0 
JUStiCe. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THEORY OF JUSTICE AND THE IMPACT ON IT OF 
SCIENTIFIC METHOD AND VALUE RELATIVISM 

HAT is just, what is unjust? Sometimes a voice within 
us claims to know. Whether or not we arc trained as 
lawyers, that voice likes to announce, at times even to 
cry out: this is just, this is unjust. Not a] ways, it i., 

true, will this inner voice speak so decidedly. Sometimes it will remain 
indifferent, or waver, or even hold contradictory answers in readiness. 
But in many cases it will respond clearly_ and distinctly to a fact. \Vhat 
voice is this? Is it God who speaks? Is It nature? And if nature, is it 
the nature of things or that of th~ human mind, or of human rmmirng 
and passions, or 0 £ some other mstrument, such as man's soul I . 

. . I ". I , I "f I' , or 11 s consCience? What 1s t 1e 1c ea or t lc cc 1ng of justice which .
1

n_ 
nounces itself in these ways? ' 

These questions arc basic for political and juridical thou I l'l 
. · ' gu. leV encompass or reflect as Ill a mirror, most of the other I) I 1 .f 

' I f . ro) ems o social life on earth. They arc, t 1ere ore 111vestigated here · I · 
Ill a( vance of more specific topics. 

r. Tf1e Role of Justice in Political Science 
and in Jurisprudence 

Among the proper ends of state and government justic I l 
k t II t" T ' e l::J..S )CCI1 given a high, if not top, ran ~ a lmes. wo axioms have been 

generally accepted without questiOn: first, that the government's own 
actions ought to be just; second, that gov~rnmental institutions, such 
as law courts, ought to ensure the preservation of justice. 

R · · · 1 f · (ce were up to the begin · f . as1c pnnCip es o JUS 1 .. ' l h' nmg o the mneteenth 
. ntd 1ts enc c 1efly de · 1 1 . century and m part even u . I ' nvec c eductlvely from 

f 1 kept strict y separate but 1 1 . . . our grounds not a ways . c ear y dlstmglllsh:J.-
blc. These were first, Divme Law; second, some Law of Nature, 
which prescribed not only the mo~ements 0~ the heavenly bodies but 
also the proper relations betwee~ burn an be~ngs; third-often treated 
as a mere specimen of the sec~n ' ut so_metimes as a separate ground 
-Reas_on; and fourth, some kmd of Social Contract, either postulated 
;s a lustoric event or constructed as the only theoretical justification 
or government. 

It Was generally recognized. howc\'cr, that these four grounds failed 
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to supply ell/ the norms necess:uy to provide :md preserve justice :md 
that, therefore, lawmaking was a proper .function of organized society. 
As. a lawmaker the government stood under the postulate that all its 
actions ought to be: jusr. Ideas of lc:gal justice hence appeared on two 
Je,·cls according to whether they referred to the making of laws or to 
their application, with the term justice occurring in both, but in a 
diiTcrent setting: the: laws bid down by governments ought to be just 
laws; once: laid down, thc:y ought to be administered justly. The law­
yns' minds have genc:rally been fixc:d on the second aspect, the political 
scientists' on the first. But the basic question is the same for both: 
what is just, what is unjust? 

During the last hundred years, political philosophy and the philoso­
phy of law ha\·e often been treated as though they were two distinct 
fields of thought. However, for the reasons just given they cannot be 
so scparatc:d. This was quite correctly understood during the Natural­
Law period, when they were always handled together. In law schools 
the positive law may properly constitute tl_1~ prim~ry subject of study. 
Yet to p!Jilosopl1y of law, exactly as to pohucal philosophy, the law as 
it stands is only a matter for either critique or justification. Whenever 
we ponder what "ought'' to be law, we necessarily turn to the question 
whether there arc eternal, or absolute, or at least objective, standards 
of justice. If there arc, they are relevant to both policy and law. If 
there arc not, philosophy of law as well as of policy must establish 
and defend this negative contention, and thereafter either resign-as 
seems to have been the case widely with Angl?:American philosophy 
-or investigate, in a relativistic manner, the polltlcal purposes to which 
legislation might be made subservient. 

Thus both "absolutists" and "relativists," in either branch of philoso­
phy, are bound to Jeal with the principles o~ justice underlying legis­
lation. Absolutists have always done so qmte e!aborately. Whether 
building on revelation, intuition, reason, companson, or speculation, 
they have put forward dogmas on proper ends a~1d means of legisla­
tion. Among the relativists in legal philosophy, their late leader, Gustav 
Radbruch (see below, Chapter VI) presented a thorough analysis of the 
ideas held by typical political parties, because the goals they consid 
highest Jetermine their iJeas of justice. ~e went so _far as to say tl er 
"one may call the theory of political parues the subJect proper of ltt 
relativistic philosophy of law." 1 . t le 

It follows that philosophy of law is necessanly political ph'l 
. I osophy 

1 Gustav Radbruch, Grundziig~ da R~cbtsphilosopfn(, 151 cJ., 1 91.!, p. 96. ' 
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and vice versa. So perfect is this ultimate identity that we arc 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 chapt.~r with common ground, 
references to one alone would be inadequate.-

2. Eclipses and Revivals of Natural-Law Ideas 

The idea that there is an immutable, universal, absolute Law of 
Nature that directs the proper relations between men had clearly 
developed by the fifth century B.c. and, although often dccbred to be 
dead, it never died completely; so~e time earlier or later after each 
apparent demise it was always resuscitated, although in ever new forms. 
Within the twenty-five hundred years from its first inception to the 
end of the nineteenth century, we can count at least three eclipses anu 
three revivals. 1 

The zigzag of this moveme~t, g.raphi~ally .illu.strated in the arrnm­
panying table, is a model o£ h1stoncal dialectics m the realm f . l 
E h . 1 . o I( cas. ac subsequent stage was not simp Y a negation of the prcce 1· 
but incorporated some of its thought. This fact gives tl ( mg 0 111c 

f 1e story t 1c typical Hegelian appearance o a movement from thesis tl 1 . . . h ld b d h uoug 1 an-tithesis to synthesis. It s ou e note , owever, that ideas f . 
k 1. · . 0 preVIOUS stages have to some extent ept on lYing Side by side with tl 1 · 

1c t 1eoncs succeeding them. . 

The first eclipse of Natural-Law Ideas occurred when d 
h d h aroun 400 

A.D. their "pagan" approac cause t em to b~ pushed into the back-
ground if not entirely superseded, by the growmg emi)Ilasi's n· . 

' d d' · · on 1vme 
La:V in the sense of tl~e declare Ivme will (St. Augustine). The first 
revival was effected eight hundred years later when, in the thirteenth 

2 Th I h are reprinted, with minor changes f 
of e a~t th;,ee paragrap ·~I in Political and Legal Philoso h .r.~m the: introductory pages 

my arucle The Impom e nt•" me similar 'd h P } • Caltfornia Law R~vi~tv, vol ( ) ff In the mea • I cas ave b . 
. 29 1941 pp. 312 . . a er "Unification of p I'. ccn vanously expressed by 

others, especially Jerome Hall m a.:a: Political Science A~ •tl.ca~ an~ Legal Theory," read at 
Sth e. annual meeting of the Amer.•1 hy" has been £ dodcJat•on m 1953. An "American 

oc1ety £ p I' . I d L 1 Ph• osop oun c wh· h · 
r . 0 o 1t1ca an ega I AutiJOrity, Camb 'd ' IC Issues an annual pub-
lcatlon under the title Nomos (vo. I, I L 'd n gc, Mass., 1958). 

1 Lit f Natura - aw • cas, sec A u· 
Pr cr~ture on the history ~ date is Eric Wolf' h PPen IX B. An excellent overall 

csentatton fr h a ucs to s s on book . G I 
der N om t e pre-Socr. . Oriollierung Ka l h tn erman, Das /'rob ~~~~ 
Engli ~lrtrr~.c/wl~hr~. Vermc/J eare~ tholic vicw;oint r ~ru e 19SS· The best total survey in 
Studys ~ Wtttcn from the Roman a d Philosophy SIS A. _Rommcn, Th~ Natural Law, A 
and 111 ~gal and Social History an R ', t. Louis and London 1947 translated 
Lcip;nnotatcd by Thomas R. HanleY from /oRm~cn s Di~ ewig~ Wi~dakchr du Narr;rrccltts, 

lg 1936 S f h ss Natura rgnt and H' t Ch' 
lation N · ce un er Leo Strau ' 6) rs ory. 1cago 1955 (German trans-
folio~ . aturrccht rmd G~schichte, Stuttgart 195 ' a Very careful study. My few remarks above 
historic In! dcpe~dent ways for a more modest purpose; they arc not meant to replace intensive 

a studies. 
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ce~tury, re:tson ami_ faith-and thus Natural Law and Divine Law, 
Anstode and the Btble-were pronounced compat1"ble ap 1 . proac 1es to 
truth (St. 1 homas, and bter Suarez and Leibniz). 

The second eclipse followed three hundred years later, in the six­
teenth an.d seventeenth centuries, when after the birth of the doctrine 
of sovereignty the legal authority of each 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 
\\'ithin the seventeenth century, with the doctrine of Natural Rig!Jts, 
by which an attempt was made to demonstrate that certain rights of 
the individual could not be eliminated by the positive law. In its weaker 
form this theory contended that, notwithstanding the existence of such 
rights, the sovereign power could disregard them without acting un­
justly (Hobbes, Lcviatlzan, ch. vn): in its more familiar, 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 eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries from at least six sides:· ( 1) from the philosophers of skepti­
cism, such as Hume; (2) from Kant's theory of knowledge which 
criticized, although less radically than Hume's, the excessive use of 
"pure reason" (see above, Chapter n, Section 5); (3) from moralists 
such as Burke who, while fundamentally still recognizing a law of 
Nature, stressed duties and tradition rather than natural rights; (4) 
from utilitarians, like Bentham and the Mills, who put their standard 
of "greatest happiness of the greatest number" as an extinguisher over 
the flame of Natural Law, although that standard was a bi_t .o~ natural 
law itself (see Chapter v, Section 7); (5) from mode~n pos~ttvtsts who, 
again like Bentham and more particularly John Austm, _asstg~ed to the 
sovereign parliament the exclusive power to determm~ nghts and 
duties; and (6) from the historicists, such as von Savtgny and Sir 
Henry Maine, who declared that law must be allowed to "grow" 
from the national ground and cannot be "made." T~ese schools were 
in conflict among themselves, but they were all aligned against the 
old confidence in Natural Law. 

At the end of that period appeals to Natur?l L~w had becom 
more and more dispensable because of the raptdly Increasing p e 
tical agreement on political values, in particular the wide accept rae-. · · 1 ance 
of the utilitarian formula and of certain baste pnnctp es of civ1liz . 
such as the abolition of torture and slavery, the postulate of . adt"I~n, 

JU lCta} 
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independence, and the remedy of habeas corpus or of its Continental 
equivalent against unwarranted detention ( se: Introcluctor~, ~ection 
2). The democratic ideals of popular sove:et?nty and maJonty de­
cision as ultimate political judges on the pnonty of values were con­
stantly spreading. Thus the nineteenth c~ntury closed with a wide 
practical consent on highest values, but wtth Natural-Law theories in 
a state of disintegration and the former interest in them all but extinct. 

Yet in the meantime there had taken place one more, a third, re­
vival. Kant himself had introduced it hy recognizing "necessary regula­
tive principles" of the usc of reason and the "categorical imperative" 
of the moral law, efforts that led him at the end of his life to ideas 
closely related to Natural-Law c~octr.ines (see. Chapters v, Section 7, 
and IX, Sections 1 and 5). Hegel, m his conceptiOn of the World Spirit 
exalted reason once more to an objective and creative position. Nco~ 
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 hy Engli~h 
and German idealists (T. H. Green, Radbruch), that moral d t . . . . , . h • uy 
Is a generator of rights, smce It IS ones ng t to do his duty (see Chapter 
vm, Section 16). 

Side by side with these new approaches the earlier schools I. · . I , n partic-
ular those of Thomas Aqumas anc Locke, continued to live 1 f t 
h d N 1 · · n ac' 

t e belief in Natural Law. an h atur1a Rt~hts has never ceased to 
loom large as a full moon m t e popu ar sktes, even after it 11 1 1 ·t 

h.1 h" 1 h ac os 
credit with the leading p I osop Ica sc ools as an adequate ground 
for scientific theory. 

Finally, around 1900, Scient~fic Method in association with the 
Logical-Gulf Doctrine (separatiOn of Is. ~nd Ought) and, as their 
common offspring, Scientific Value ~elattvism began to make its im­
pact felt. The result was a fourth ecl.Ips~ of Natural Law, more funda­
mental than any of the for~er. Thts time the eclipse had all the ap­
p~arances of being final, with no hope l~ft for another revival. What 
~Istoricists and positivists had begun piecc~e~l, centering attention 

n °.ne people, one period, or some defi~I~e positive law, was now being 
earned on by Scientific Value Relativism in wholesale fashion: a 
defi · l"d" f · nne system of reference, the va 1 Ity 0 whtch was beyond scientific 
~roof, Was held to be necessary as a starting point for every considera-
tion f · · I d" 0 JUstice. As we saw in t 1e prece mg chapter it was no longer 

~~n:rd;,d as scientific to ar~J~, that men .ou~ht to exist and not to be 
d because they did cxtst ; that thctr nght to defend themselves 
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/F. THEORY OF JUSTICE 

ought to be recognized "because they did have an impulse to do so"; 
that they ought to be treated as cq ua 1 "beca usc they 'vcrc .~orn cqua 1" ; 
that they ought to fulfill some useful funcuon !0 soctety because they 
did depend on society." These and Slmtlar mlcrcnccs from Is to Ought 
lacked logical v a\ id ity. Other reasons~ then, had to be found in order 
to establish the justice of the propoSlttons !0 qucstton, tf It couhl he 

established at all in a scientifically tenable manner. 

3
. Scietztific Method and the Natttre of Things 

But then what is just, what is unjust? What is that inner voice 
sometimes ;o strong and powerful? If this eternal question, with whicl; 
advisedly we have started the present chapter, is asked of a twentieth· 
century scholar who follows the rules of Scientific Method, he has no 

easy time in answering it. 
The one answer' which through the ages has come most I t lly 

d
, . b d 1a ura 

to most people, It is Go s votee, must e ebarrcd from tl . ·b . 1 
f d 

. . . d' . 1c tn un.1 
o science as being beyon 1ts 1uns Ktlon. It may be Go(\' . \ . S \'OICC • )tit 

whether there is a God cannot be venfied with the means c S . ' . c. • ' Ol CIC!ltlllL 

Method. While the inner vo1ce may be considered a \)Ossibl . . . . . . l . . . c stgnpost 
m that dtrectwn 1t 1s no cone us1ve proof m sctentl. c.c t \ '. . n crms; w 1at 

seems to speak w1thtn us may be the memory of the fat\1 , . . . . f l b 1 . er s voiCe, or 
reflect habits of thmkmg orme( Y t 1e environment · \ . . 1. b f . , or 1t may 1t: 

s sec 1aptcr 
our mmd's reactwn to a c tstur ance o lts expectatt'on ( Cl 

IX). The same limitations also forbid final scientific stat \ f h 
· ements on t 1e 

human "soul" as the source 0 t e sense of justice W\1et\ \ · f 
' d' . 1er t 1erc lS a 

· . o or as an un~ human soul as a sphere o 1rnme tate contact wit\1 G d . 
. . . . m m1nc, Wl , mortal part of man or otherw1se as an enuty distinct fro . 1 'l\ 

and emotions, and what 15 1ts ongm, essence, and purpose these are 
9uestions of greatest concern to men. ~ut to provide an ans...:cr to them 

15 
beyond Scientific Nkthod. Reflection: ~hereon have yielded a rich 

harvest of "intersubjecuvelY not tr~nsmtsstble knowledge," either real 
or alleged (S chapter n, SectiOn 7)' and of " 1 . " (S ) b '• see ... b' . specu auons , , 

ut no conclusive type of mtersu Jecttvely transmissible knowledge" 

(S1). Far . l scientific examinat' · 1 . · more access1b e tO . 10n 1s t 1e suggestion that 
1n d 'd' · r unJUSt th. <ct mg on what is JUSt 0 . we respond to the nature of 

zngs. It is under this rnore subtle utle that Natural-Law ideas have 
stagehd a comeback recentlY. Let us see, then, what Scientific Method 

can er e contribute. 



' . .\" ·I T L' R E 0 F T H I .\" (; .\' 

It can ccruinl\" do two things. It can. first, tn· to darif. 1 ·I. , . 
lt!H tl . . . I . . ~ 0 \\ l.lt tX­
a . _ 1c_ I~.l~llrc ot t 11ngs mak_es a successful h~unan intcrfnence with 
lc .t_k !1n1tc _lllursc of n-cnrs either altogether Impossible or more or 

ss lo~th· 111 terms of the price that must be 11aid for th•' 1' 11 r ·rf 
o f 1 . . "' t: erence 

r 0 I 1c consequences tn\'OhTd. TillS approach will be pursued · 
Cl~;tptcr XII. Second, Scientific !t.fcthod can im·estigate to what ext, 111 

the t. I . . . l'k I I' . . cnt 
c n;tturc o t 11ngs IS c~rta111 or 1 ·e y to _e ~nt some definite type 

>f_ hunLtn responses. To tim aspect. although It Is somehow intcrwo\'en 
\\'Jth the lirst, it is appropriate to turn at this point. 

Ivbny illustrations can be gi\'en for interrelations between the nature 
of things and human conceptions of what is just and what is unjust, 
\\'hat ought to be done or approved and what ought not to be done or 
appro\'cd. h is quite obYious. for example. that conceptions about 
l11;ltcrnal duties after childbirth ha\'e something to do with the phvsical 
conditions of mother and infant, and conceptions of "appropria.tion" 
and "property," as Locke recognized in his St:coml Trc'(lfi..-c·, with the 
gathering and consumption of fruit. The natural requiren~ents of agri­
culture an: reflected in a great number of widely recogmzed custon1s 
and institurions. such as land property and tenancy, the typic:1l or­
ganization of family relations. and conceptions of the proper usc of 
animals, 1 and also in associations for the common use of meadows, 
Woodlands, and tools.2 . 

. Such interrelations are frequently close enough to permit the scien­
tific prediction that legal institutions which correspond t~ them will 
be received as ''natural" by most people with approval, wlule_ legal or­
ders that disregard them will meet with disapproval and resistance as 
being "unnatural." Sometimes the interrelations are so close as to 
make their effective disregard by the lawgiver actually or virtually 

"impossible" (Chapter xu). . . 
A particularly striking illustration of the mterrelatwn between the 

nature of things and human ideas of justice is offered by .the principle 
that promises must be fulfilled. Scientific Method can venfy by logical 
analysis ~md observation that a "promise" gener~lly ~rouses the "ex­
pectation" of its being fulfilled and resentrn~nt _xf 1,~ Is not, that th · 
concatenation gives rise to concepts of "obligatiOn and of "cl-- · 1~ I . 1 ,,un 
and of their expiration when fulfilled, and t lat It eads to po 'bl 
measures of "enforcement" and demands for the payment of .. 5:151 e 

(am-
' See Alexander Riistow, OrUbt"stimnmng dt'r Gt'gt'ntvart, _v 0 !· 1 • Stuttgart x95 I. 
~This was the basis for Gierke's thesis that rural associations had an orig· . 

of the state. See Otto von Gierke Dt'uuc/1u Gt'nosunrclla/tsrt'clll, cited in Ap •n •nuepenu 
' Pcndix B. ent 
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IV. THEORY OF JUSTICE 

ages" in case of default.3 Not only can we observe that this chain re­
action actually follows a promise in innumerable cases; we can also 
state that the meaning oE the sentence, "I promise you to do this," irn­
plies the meaning of "You may expe~t f~lfillment," and so on. It is, 
therefore, possible to state with full sctenttfic assurance that, according 
to the meaning of my promise, I "ought" to do what I promistd. 

But stating scientifically that such was the "meaning" of my promise 
is not the same as stating that I real_ly ought to' do what I said I would. 
If someone makes promi~es to a ~htl~ to take it away from its par<:nts, 
or to his sweetheart to dt~orce hts _wife, ?r to an addict to supply him 
with heroin, or if a fascist promises Ius leader to torture or k i 11 a 
prisoner, or a _politician makes swe,;ping _pr~~ises in his campaign 
speeches, then It may have been the meanmg of the promise that he 
who made it ought to do what he promised; but it docs not follow 
from this fact that he actually ought to do it. Likewise in ., tlt'ff 

k • .. crent category of cases, when a wor man promises to work ten hours e\' 
. 1' d cry da~, or in a fully socia Iz_e country to serve as a private laborer at all, 

or If one producer promtses another not to sell below a definite prict 
or if someone promises never to marry, or having made such a vo,~ 
later promises a girl to marry he_r, t?e? the question whether justice 
demands fulfillment of the promise ts m doubt. Elements other tl . . 1 . . 1.111 
the meaning of the promise enter mto t 1e scientific analysis. Society 

. . can 
successfuily deny binding force to hpromises, disregarding that it is "na-
tural" to expect fulfillment and t at to arouse this expectation is the 
meaning of a promise. Whet~er and _when society is "justified" in 
interfering is obviously determmed by Ideas that cannot be substJ J 

h f h' . me under the vague concept oft e nature o t mgs. 

At any rate, the nature of t~ings does n?t of itself warrant the con­
clusion that it should not be mt~rfered wnh, provided interference is 
possible and the price is not consi~ered too high. To reason otherwise 
involves a logically unwarrant~d mference from Is to Ought. To be 
sure, if conciously or subconsciOusly we start from the premise that 
God created world and man, t_hen a conclusion to the effect that the 
nature of things should not be mterfered with might be logically justi­
fied. But then we derive our postulates from God, not from nature 
which merely serves us as an announcer of God's intentions. Withou~ 
the divine premise it is much the same with the nature of things as 

8 
See Arnold Brecht, "System. dcr :'c~tragshaftung," I herings fahrbiicher, vol. 5 ~ ( 1 ,1o8) 

fci; ; 1.3-302; Adolf Rcinach, Dze. apnorzsclzen Grmzdlagen des biirgerlichen Rechts, Jahrbuch 
bh_llosophic und phiinomcnolog•schc Forschung, val. I, Halle I9 I 3 (also publishcu separately, 

rcpu hshed M·· h 
unc en I953)· 



3 .. \'.·ITURE OF THINGS 

with a m:m 's heard-we obser\'e that it is growing by nature b t · 

d~cs not ~allow that we ought to let it grow: men may decide t~ sl~v~t 
~hsregard111g the remonstrations of those who prefer naturally-bearde(l 
~~es (th:· nature _of things), unl~·ss the naturalists force us to comply 

~' Ith thl'lr \·:due Judgments. So 111 e\-cry case where nature seems to 
~uggest _hut _not to enforce some hum:m attitude we cannot, without 
~nterpos1ng 1deas of a di,·ine will or of other overriding premises, log­
K:dly _deduce th:H we ought to abst:-tin from interference. \Vhenev~r 
there_ IS .1 choice between two alternati\'es, n:-tmcly. either to let nature 
take. Its course. or-as in irrigation projects, elimination of mosquitoes, 
~urgJC:tl operations, the use of anesthetics, birth control, or the shav­
m~ of beards-to subjugate it to the human will, there the nature of 
thmgs alone c:1nnot tell us how to choose. It is after all an essential part 
of_the nature of things that man frequently ca~ interf~re with them by 
Usmg the nature of other things, such as a sha,·mg kmfe. 

Nn-crthcless, the theory that th~ nature of things determines what 
ought or ought not to be done has cropped up time :-tnd ag:-tin. Professor 
Gust:-tv R:-tdbruch. who had done so much to establish Scientific Value 
Relativism in legal philosophy (sec Ch:-tpter vr. below), referred to the 
11:-tture of things with a growing emphasis in his last _per~od, when 
after Hitler's barbarian rule he tried to discover some scientific limita­
tions to rei:Hivism.4 Yet the nature of things is no way out of the di­
lemma. No strictly scientific reasoning can prove that a ~awgiver must 
r~spect the nature of things, except to the e~tent tha~ mterferencc is 
enher impossible or entails consequences wluch he himself wants to 
avoid. Religious and even juridical arguments (see_ below, Section 8) 
may be able to go further. But scientifically, here IS the end. 

Any sanctification of the nature of things beyond this measure is 
I11crcly one of the many instances in wh~ch .the same divine forces 
whose existence has just been declared sCientifically undemonstrahle 
arc subconsciously assumed to be operative whe~ 1~ comes to some 
special question such as that here discussed. Thts mconsistency we 
should be severe and honest enough not to let pass. If we think that 

• Radbruch, Vorschul~ d~r Ralwphilosophi~, Heidelberg 19-17· pp. 19 ff.; and, "Die N 
dcr Sachc: als juristische Form," F~stsclzri/t fiir Rudolf Laun, Hamburg 1948; also, the atur 
b~ Erik Wolf, edito_r, in R:~dhruch's R~clwplzilosoplzi~. 4th. ed., Stuttg~rt I<))o, p. 70 r~mar~s 
Ius article "Revolution or Evolution in Gustav Radbruch 5 Legal Phllosophv" N ' nd In 

Forum, vol. 3 ( 1958) p. I ff., and Fritz von Hip~c:l's valuable Presentatio~ in a~:tral Law 
Radhruclz, Heidelberg 1951, pp. 40-45· For the Umtcd States ... see Lon L. F II s Custar 
i11 Quest of Itself, Chicago 1940. He speaks of the "natural _order under! yin u cr. The Law 
it is the ta'k of the judge-and of 1:1\ncr' in general-to <hscovcr; sec also lg !group ltfc, which 

. . . )e ow Ch 
Se,llon s, end. ' aptcr VIIT, 
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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 propose 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 xm), then we should say so, and not today deny demon­
strability, agreeing on that ground to separate science from religion. 
and tomorrow draw scientific inferences that presuppose for their 
logical validity a divine will. 

In the last analysis, th_en, the n~ture of things offers no more of an 
absolute standard of justice than d1d the old Law of Nature. Radhruch 
seems to have felt this, for he summed up his postwar rem., k 

f h. ..r s as 
follows· "The nature o t mgs serves somewhat to mitigate tl · . 1e steep 
duali_s~ betw_e:~/j value and reality, or between Is and Ought, but not 
to eltmmate tt. 

It is not the nature of things as such, but the human mind and hu­
~an emotions reactin? to the natur~ of things-functioning as an 
mstrument of observatwn and reasonmg, of predicting consequences, 
of shaping expectations, and of devising means to promote or counter­
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 

S · "fi Method enables us to reveal a great deal regarding the 
c1ent1 c . . f · · · 

· d nd our emotiOns operate m matters o JUStiCe. F1rst of 
way our mm a f · · 11 

I b Ve that postulates o JUStice are genera y expressed in 
al we can o ser · f · h 

' d · ed state of affairs, or mstance one w ere equality, 
terms of some esir bl" h d }"b 

I. would be esta 1s e , or 1 erty, or more liberty 
" ore" equa Ity, d' "11 I ' or m . d r obedience to Go s WI , or a I of these. Even 

or secunty and or Jr~ 0 such terms, postulates of justice can be trans-
when. not expresTseh 1~esired state of affairs may be conceived of in an 
lated mto them. e 

r not in the original. The anti-rclativi~t Helmut Coing i~ 
'' Vorsclm/e, op.cit., P· 2 1 · . lt:-~~;a, p. 285n; pp. 128, 14 7) that the nature of things yield~ 

frank enough to admit ( op.ot · whether one may sell a child for economic reasons. Here, 
no answer on many questions, e-~- d which in turn goes back to a definite evaluation." Rc· 
he says, "a moral decision is nccf er;lativism rise again" here, but fails to draw the logical 
gretfully, he sees "the spectre 0 .. hilosoph_ical" and "scientific" value relativism, and ac· 
co d. . . b tween p 

nscquences: J~tmctJOn e the latter. . 
ceptancc, however regretful, of h nature of things sec Chapters VII, Scctwn 7 (Gestalt 

8 For additional remarks on t e ) and 1 6 (Radbruch vs. Radbruch), and XII (impos­
psychology), vm, Sections 5 (Nature 
sibility and risks). 
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abstract manner C'c:qu;ditv") or concrc:tdv with r-·o .. 1r<.l t . · 1 · . · . · ' '-c,• o some p:tr _ 
t1cu ar slttl.ltJon ("my wanes should be higher") B t 1 1 o . . . . . D. • • • u w let ler abstract 
r concrt!<:, It <.:111 he dcscnbcd Without usmg the concept of J·u t' · · · 1 s Icc or 

Its t:qlli\':t cnt. Idc:as of justice. in other words, seem to ex1)ress an n, 
for · 1 ... •• · . urbc: 
". a.1.1 .ll - J tbt -ment to some Ideal state of affairs that is considered 

JUst one. or "more just," but can be described without using the c ~ 
ccpt of justice. on 

. This relation to some ideal state of at-lairs as a standard, therefore. 
~s the: _firs~ relati~·e dc~ent we meet in analyzing human thinking 
.!bout JUStice. Tim rclatn·c clement would be present even if science 
c~uld tell us which ideal state of affairs would be the really just one. 
Even then the idea of justice would be relative in that it referred to 
such an ideal state of affairs. 

But this is not the end of relativity for the scientific observer bec:mse 
science, ;IS we ha\'e seen in dealing with value judgments in general, is 
unable to tkcide which state of at-lairs is really just. Opinions differ 
and science cannot decide between them in absolute terms. We shali 
find bter (Chapter x) that certain clements in human ideas of justice 
can be said to be universal and invariant, if ~ot absolu~e. But they 
alone do not suffice to describe the state of aff:urs that mtght deserve 
to be called really just. In this respect the scientist, if he follows Scien­
tific Method, has no choice but either to "assume" some ideal standard 
as the re:11ly just one or to refer to particular opinions, held by him­
self or by others, ind,ividu:1Ily or in groups, either d.irectly or in sub­
mission to some other nonscientific source of authonty. Justice, there­
fore, is relative not only to some state of affairs, it is relative twice over 
-to the second power, so to speak-because w_hat stat: of affairs ought 
to be preferred can be stated by science only m relation to some non-

scientific source of authority. . . . . 
This twofold character of relativity in inqumes on JUStice has not to 

my knowledge been noted in the wide literature on th7 subject. The 
emph:1sis has sometimes been on relations between the Idea of justice 
and the desir:1blc state of affairs, and someti.mes .on those between the 
desirable state of affairs and opinions about It, Without a sharp distinc­
tion between the two kinds of relativi.ty involved .. But this is a minor 
point at the moment. More important IS the f.ollo':mg. 

Not only do different individuals hold vanous Ideas about th · d 
state of affairs they would consider really j~st; eve:y individua~ .1 eal 
pable of several such ideas. Our ideas or feehngs of JUstice ma b Is ca­
fold or threefold, or even morefold, in accordance with they d .ffe two-

1 erent 
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IV. THEORY OF JUSTICE 

systems of values to which we respond positively at different times, or 
even simultaneous! y. 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 of our presc;nt 
status of civilization-this may be called the "traditional" idea (fcding, 
sense) of justice; or it may transcen_d_ the traditional institutions­
then we may speak of the "transtraclittonal" idea (feeling, sense) of 

justice. 
The "traditional" idea of justice acce1~ts the fundamental institutions 

which constitute the basis of our daily social life, takes them for 
granted, does not question them. Insofar as these institutions have been 
established by the positive law (written _c?nstitutions, legislation, ju­
?~ci_al_ precedents, and the like), the traditiOnal iJea of justice is pos­
lttVIStic. 

In contradistinction, the "transtraditional" idea of justice dctacl 
itself from the existing institutions, either in whole or in part le~ 
criticizes them according to principles which arc taken from a ~ an~ 
traditional scheme of evaluation. This again may be done in depen lrans-. ccncc 
on group ideas that are accepted and earned. on by the individual in 
some condition of submission, as for example tdeas of a party 0 1 . . . r revo u-
tiOnary junta or merely in deference to opm10ns of a stronger 1 . . ' . 1 . persona -
ny, a fnend, the husband or wtfc, or t 1e pnest. 

From there the individual may penetrate to a third level · 
d. h , In n10rc 

courageous hours where he tscovers w at he "really" tl . k l 
h , . . un ·s ant 

w ere he may be critical also of the transtradHIOnal ideas of 1 . f . I w· h' h h us nen<. s. 
It In a single day he may move t roug all three levels in I · b .·_ n h · 1 h d' . , us ust 

ess ours living and feeling Wit 1 t e tra ltional sense of . . . 
th . f · d · h . JUsttce, 111 
. e e:ening joining with ht~ n~n s m t etr criticism, and at night 
~sol~t~ng himself also from hts fnends. It may even be possible for the 
Individual to sl 'ft at will from one level to the other. 

The followi~~ two sections .':ill try t~ illustrate the difference be­
tlween traditional and transtradmonal JUStlce as the two most important 
evels. 

5. Traditional Justice 

Ou · · · b '1 . r .Present Western civihzatwn 1 ~ ill t upon certain funJamental 
SOCial In . · · h . t t h . }' . fi . of us stnutiOns. One nug t mser m o t etr Ist an m mte number 
_ h age~, long established or recently added, central or marginal ones 

t ere Is no well-defined boundary. As fundamental institutions one 
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5. TRADITIONAL {USTICE 

may think, more particularly, of the following five: Monogam p .1 
(status_ of parents :md children), Pri\'ate Property, Inherita y, ~I y 
tract (Its freedom and its binding force). nee, on-

These basic pillars of \Vestern civilization are so famili-.r to 1· · · .. every-
one n·mg 111 the \Vestern world that our traditional sense of · t' 

I . . . JUS ICC 
accepts t 1em as given conditions. All of them might be different from 
~vhat they arc, as most of them have been at other times and still • 
~n various countries. Yet within our own civilization everyday thi~~~ 
mg and feeling about justice mo\'es within the temple that is built 
upon these five pillars and supported by many smaller columns and 
buttresses. 

The way in which the sense of justice operates in the traditional 
temple includes the following four distinct steps: ( 1) consciously or 
unconsciously the inJividual accepts the traditional institutions in his 
arg~mer~ts; ( 2) he uses them as a basis for logical _reasoning, drawing 
all unpltc:nions; (3) he accepts laws anJ regulatiOns that make for 
expediency and certainty, such as bills of exchange, statutes of limita­
tions, fixation of the proper time for sen·ing notice in the absence of 
special agreements; and ( 4) he argues against "abuses." In doing the 
latter he either contends for a modified meaning of the institutions as 
he interprets them, or he demands a modification for the future, which 
means a transition from the traditional to the transtraditional. 

Logical reasoning on the basis of given institutions leads far in some 
cases. Suppose someone has thrown a stone through a shop window 
The automatic response of the traditional sense of justice is that h~ 
ought to pay damages. For he was not the_ ow~er of the window 
(property!); it was the shopkeeper's property I~hented ~rom his father 
(inheritance!). That the doer of the act was an Illegal child of the same 
father did not make l1im the owner (monogamy!): That he had been 
an employee in the shop and fired withou~ c~use Is ~ot relevant, the 
less so because he had been served notice WI~hm d~e time that he had 
to leave (contract!). That he was a poor devil ~as JUSt bad luck; there 
is no traditional institution excluding one's havmg bad luck. 

In other cases, however, logical reasonin~ on t~e ba:is of given i 
~titutions ends in a clash between contra~Icto~y Imphcations of t n-
1I1stitutions, and then leaves traditional feelings m confusion ou Wo 
of justice wavering undecidedly. Freedom of con~ract may c~llid~ se~se 
monopolistic ownership of the means of production. In the With 
someone has acquired stolen goods i_n g_ood faith, property r~V~nt that 
collide with another recognized institutiOn, that of protectio Ig ts may 
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faith (certainty). Whenever confronted with such collisions the tra­
ditional sense of justice loses its bearings. 

It is always characteristic of traditional ideas of justice that our think­
ing starts from unquestioned social institutions, although in our zc;d 
of reasoning we often forget that it docs so. And yet it is obvious that 
wherever the traditional institutions are different from ours, or were 
so formerly, the traditional reactions of the sense of justice arc or were 
different accordingly. That is to say, the traditional idea of justice is 
relative to something objective, the existing institutions. 

6. Tramtraditional Justice 

We come to transtraditional jus~ice when, instead of staying within 
the traditional temple, we look at It from without and judge and crit­
icize the structure. This too we can do under the guidance of our sense 
of j~stice. T~e s_tandard we are applying then, ho'":ever, is no longer 
relative to obJeCtive f~ct?rs such as offered by the traditional institutions. 
The relativity now IS m 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 improved conditions that should be 
next realized (the ne~t step), an? what is the right or~er in a plurality 
of valuabfe goals and m a plurality of steps toward their attainment. 

Kant expressed the hypothetical_ view that, if there should be any­
thing of absolute value o~ earth, It could o~ly be the dignity of the 
individuaL During th~ nm~teenth century It had become ~ustomary 
to distinguish two possible highest values, the welfare of the Individual 
and that of the group; if one chose the former, then no sacrifice of the 
individual for the sake of the group could ~ver be justly demanded un­
less it was to the individual's o_wn good; tf the latter, other sacrifices 
also could be asked for in justice. Radbruc~ added a third category, 
the "work," the achievement, or more particularly Kultur (spiritual 
civilization) as a third standard (see Ch~pt~r. VI) .. 

These three categories, herea~ter called mdividuahsm, groupism, and 
transpersonalism 1 offer convement symbols for quick reference. Yet for 

' 
1 Th · . to the names. The first cate d 

ere 1s some confus1on as d h . gory has been generally calle 
"inc1"1vidua\ism " Th of the secon as vaned. At first "u · 1. .. f ly 

· e name . I 1 • mversa 1sm was requent used (so by Georg J 11 . k Allgcmeme Staats cnrc, Berhn Ist d d d 
1 )· . . . c me , . f k' ' c . 1900; 3r e . 1914 , p . 
. 73 , th1s 1s misleading if one thmks, not o man md but of th tion as wa lly 
mtcnd d L .. . ., b · d (G e na , s genera 

e · atcr, supra-individualism was su stltute Ustav Radb ch RccluspO pl 'e see Cha b I 1. ., d f ru , 11 oso 11 , 
f h _Pter vr, cow); or "trans persona !SID was usc or all ideas that transcend the 1 'ntcrests o t e Inc!' "d I . f h . 

2 nd ed lVI ua ·.whether in the Interest 0 t : natiOn or_ of other ideal~ (Radbruch, op.cit., 
., and Julius Binder, Pllilosophlc des J,ccllts, Bcrlm 1925, pp. 2R2, 307; the latter 
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a .rclati\·ist to S::J.\' that it is I1ossible to present all conce1·, • ...,bl 1 f I · 1 1 · ·• e sc 1emes 
0 11g Kst \"~ ucs systematically i~ suc!1 a .sn:~dllist of three items (Rad-
bruch ), or 111 any other exhaustive hst, Is mconsistent Unless · 
I I I · sCience 

s lOU l be ablc-contrarv to the theory of Scientific V"'"'lu•' R 1 · · . ' " ~ e atn·Ism 
-~o establish a~)solu~e limits for po~sible ideas of justice, or at least so~1e 
umve.rsal and I_nv:mant dements 1~ human thought about justice (a 
~ucst~on to wl11ch we shall rerum m Chapters IX ff.), potential creeds 
111 this field c:mnot be scientifically enumerated in advance. Indeed 
\~·hat a man may treasure as superior values is so varied that classifica: 
t10ns a priori \vill lead to arbitrary selections or to merely formal cat­
egories. 

To give an illustration of the variety of conditions, or states of affairs 
which people regard as standard goals in their ideas of justice either fo; 
the distant future or for the present moment, a few "ideal types," or 
characteristic patterns, of creed will be briefly sketched. Thus we have: 

I. The equalitarian, \vho places equality highest in matters of justice 
and derives from this ultimate ideal his standards of justice. As will 
be uiscusscd later (Chapter x) there is a good de~l of evidence that 
a certain segment of equality is contained in every Idea. of justice. But 
the equalitarian wants more. He wants the whole thmg. There are 
many kinds of equalitarian, however, de~ending on what they desire 
to make equal: wealth or income, happmess, freedom, opportunity, 
or what else. And further subdivisions are necessary. If, for instance 
equality in wealth is the ideal, we must distinguish whether equalit; 
is desired on a per capita basis, or according t~ need, or a~cording to 
work, and if the latter, whether quantity or qual.tty of work Is t? decide. 
Earlier socialism held the according-to-need tdeal? the Soviet Con­
stitution of 1936, however, incorporated the accord~n~-to-:vork stand­
ard, which leads to different results.2 We must also ?Istmgmsh whether 
equality is sought on a world-wide basis or on a natiOnal or racial basis, 
r d .. · 1. . .11 f an organic theory of the state in th 
evertc to umversa 1sm," m the spc:c1 c sense: o • · h .1 h · ' c 2nd 

cd. of his work, published under the title: SysWIJ d~r R~chtsp)u osop b1~' I 93?• p. 1So). Trans-
(. fi . . k ( Chapter VI was est SUited for h persona 1sm, rst mtroducc:d by Em1l Las· see · d, d ) Th t e third 

category, however, and was so finallr used by Radbrucl~ (3rh c: h. · 1. adt would leave us for 
h . . . "d 1. " wh1ch as I e ( 1sa vanta h 

t c: second w1th Radbruch's "supra-!ndlVI ua 1sm, f " . ge t at it ex 
presses no clear distinction from the third. I shall, ~here: orc:b, usc: f glrouplsm" instead "C I-
I · · " · · . 1 otauons to c: usc u as a g · o -cct1v1sm 1s unged by too many part1cu ar conn . I eneral na [ 
h . . . . . . "f one: spc:c1men on y me or 

t IS Category, Wlth!O WhiCh It has Come to Sign! y , . · (" d • 
~Article I2: "In the: U.S.S.R. the principle of soc,ahs~ :~C~~a IZc : 'From each 

to his ability, to each according to his work.'" Article: I I : lt~zc:ns of the U.S.S R a~cording 
right to work, that is the right to guaranteed c:mploymc:nt an .~aYment for th .. · ave the 
accordance with its quantity and quality.'' Sec: Arnold Brecht, The New R e_1r Work in 
tution," Social R~uarc!J, vol. 4 (I937) pp. IS7• I67. It is official communist ~SS!a? Consti­
evc:r, that distribution according to nc:c:d is the: final goal. octnne, how-
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and the like. All these propositions are ac~ua_ll~ in~ompatible with one 
another. What is justice under the one IS InJUStice under the other. 

See Chapter vm, Section 2. . 
2. The libertarian, who tends to measure everythmg 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 principle, quite ~rrelevant to one of this type. Hence 
we might call him a transpersonahst. But if the divine intentions an: 
individualistic, he may be an i~dividualist as well, or he may be a 
group fanatic with regard to h1s church or sect. Subdivisions arc as 

manifold as revelations. 
4· The conservative, the traditionalist pure and simple, provided the 

temple of traditional_ institutions ?as rem~ine~ unchanged long enough. 
Even if he regards It from outside he hkes 1t and happily reenters it 
caressing every pillar and o~nam~nt 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 are ~s ~anifold as traditions. In another 
sense of the term, the conservative IS always an authoritarian and an 
adherent of the organic state. Then he falls ~nder the next category. 

5· The authoritarian, wh~ r~gards leadership ~sa principle of highest 
value. To follow leadership IS JUSt, t~ counte_ract It, unjust. The different 
ideas on the legitimacy of leadership multiply the subdivisions of this 
group. Ideas on mutual relations (feudalism, Gefolgschaft) may further 

qualify each subdivision. h h 
6. The majority worshipper, w 0 olds that whatever the majority 

decides is the highest value to ~e accepte? b~ eve~yone. To follow the 
m~jority will is just, to opp_ose ItS execution IS UnJUSt. It is not leader­
ship that arouses his enthusiasm but the consent of the people through 

the majority. . .. 
7· The hedonist, who looks for mdivi?ual happiness or (like Ben-

~am. and J. s. Mill, see Chapter v, .se.ctwn 7 below) for the greatest 
r:P.PI~ess of the greatest number. His. ld:as would oppose those of the 

a)onty worshipper whenever the O:aJonty does not act for this highest 
end: The many different conceptiOns of happiness, from material 
~goism to immaterial altruism and transpersonalism, split this category 

mto as many subdivisions. 
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R. The grou (' U'01'.dli{'pcr. The grou11 111:1\' be the hn11'l\' . .., f t · . , ' · . ,, ra ern Ity 
team, r:tnal group, religious sect, or a cbss, the territoria.l commt · ' 
state-folk, or nation. the continent. or hum:mity. The group worshi~~~;; 
~ay .be n~o~e or less exacting in the subordination he desires of the 
111divHlual s mterests under those of the group. In the relation to otller 
groups he may be a group-libertarian or a group-equalitarian, in the 
latter CJ.sc .st:tnding either for form:tl or substantial equality, according 
to :tny of nrious concci\·able standards. In the extreme case he may 
be J group fetishist, re:tdy to s:tcrifice any individual interest for any 
group interest and pbcing :tny other group outside the pale. The saying 
"my country right or wrong," 3 is not the extreme view, since it still 
admits that the contro\'ersial action may be wrong (evil) and only 
expresses an emotion:tl readiness to commit even a sin if tl.1at is necessary 
to defend the n:ttion. The limit was reached by the doctnne of the Gcr­
~an National SociJ!ists that "all that is useful to the German people 

. 1 " 4 ts ng 1t, all that l1arms them is wrong. 
9· The harmo11izer, who thinks of harmony as an ultimate value. 

Not everyone docs. Thomas Jefferson wrote in 1787: "I hold it, that a 
little rebellion, now and then, is a good thing, and as nec~ssary in the 
political world as storms in the physical." 11 ·: • "God for~td we should 
ever be twenty years without such a rebellion [as that m Massachu­
setts] .... And what country can preserve its liberties if the rulers are 
not warned from time to time that the people preserve the spirit of 
resistance?" 0 An oppositional libertarian may prefer hell to harmony. 

1 Th' · II . . . h h . t it seems that it was coinc:d in IS 6 IS 1s gc:nc:ra y circulated as a Dnus p rase:, > c I 
by A · . d r Stephen Decatur. In agrc:c:mc:nt an rnc:ncan, the Umtc:d States naval comman e • on 
this B 1 .1. · B 8 p 262 n.; Gusta\' Radbruch Klc · arc:: art ctt's Famr rar Quotatrons, oston I9·! • · . • rncs 
Rcchtsbrcvicr, cd. by Fritz von Hippcl, Gi.ittingcn I95-l• P· 63· .. n. I5, With rc:fcrcncc:s to 
H K · . . 1. 'k 11o· and Buchmann, Gcfliigcltc JV t · antorow1cz, Gerst dcr cng/rsclrcn Po rtr ·, 19::9, P· - ' h \V f 8 1 . . or c. 
Dc:catur (I 779-Ifllo) rose: to fame: in the: Tripolitan War and t c: ~r 0 hI ~ -· TillS IS what 
he: said in a toast at Norfolk, Va., in April I8I6: "Our country! 0. h c:r mtc:rcoursc: with 
forc:ign nations may she: be always in the right; but our countryk, nhg' t or wrong." This 

d . ' · · t nd to ma ·c: 1s country's · Wor mg lc:avc:s no doubt that the: spc:akc:r d1d not lfl c: f h mtc:rests 
th fi · . . h Ids true o a spc:c:c made: by J h e nal cntcnon of nght or wrong. The same: 0 I o n J, 
C . . d attorney-genera (I 787-I 86 ) nttc:nden, Kc:ntuck1an statesman and U.S. sc:nator an fi d 3 • who 
said during the: Mexican War, which he: had opposed: "I hope: ~0 0 my country in the 
right: howc:vc:r I will stand by hc:r right or wrong" (Bartlett, op.ctt.~ p. 47 2 ); and c:ven mo 

' · an addrc:ss m the: Co re so of the: words used by Gc:rman-born Carl Schurz m . h ogress of xS~~. 
"0 · h . h b k pt nght· w c:n wrong t b 1- · ur country, ng t or wrong. Whc:n ng t, to c: e . h ' . Ch I ' 0 c: PUt right" 
(ibid., p. 58o). About a hundred years earlier, the: Enghs ~nte~ ~r c:s Churchill (I 7 
1 764) wrote: in his "Farewell" these: words: "Be England w at s e Wtll, With all he f 3 I­
·h · · h' · f f h snappy phrase now i r aults s c 1s my country sull." But t 1s ·too 1s ar rom t e • h n usc. 
's H k · 1 · 1· · h H d' II fiir Rcc t und G ce ans Fran ·, Natrona sozro rstrsc cs on ouc . t:set::::gehun 

Bc:rlin 1935, p. 4: "Alles was dc:m Volke niitzt, ist Recht; allc:s was. 1hm schadet ist 20d ed. 
DIn a lc:ttc:r to James Madison from Paris, JanuarY. 3°• I787 • m which th ~ nrecht." 

c:xprc:ssc:d some: sympathy with socic:tic:s that exist "without government as c: wrncr also 
d . " T' . . among ou I tans. 11c Wrrtmgs, 1907, vol. 6, pp. 63, 65. r n-

8 Lc:ttc:r to William Steven Smitl1 from Pari,, November I 3, I787, op.cit 
., Pp. 37I, 373-
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d . titutions under which people arc 
Harmony may cover b~ck:var 1:~ry, and lack of education. Sec also 

f their explmtauon, m not aware o 
Chapter vm, Section 14· . h transpersonalist proper. He rna~~ 

·a butlder, t e · ·1· · ' · ·t l p rt) · 
10. The pyramt . . Kr~ltur ( ctvl tzatiOn s sp1n ua a . 

. "l uon or "fi 1 . l h Ve in mind ctvt tza . "t or a more spcct c ac ucvemcnt, sue 1 
a h folk sptn ' 

or the evolution of t e 1 ting or saving some great work of art, 
h d 1 cornp e . . b 1 as building a cat e ra ' lirnbing Mount Everest, wmmng a att c, 

reaching the north pol~ld c Using aesthetic ideals for his illustrations, 
or giving birth to a ~ht hke who said harshly, "A statue by Phiclias 

h tes 'frettsc ' h '11" f . 1 " l Radbruc quo h isery of t e mt tons o anctcnt s aves ; mt 
counterbalances all t. e1. rnt Kurt Eisner: "I at least do not value my life 

socta ts 1 
also the German tion of eternal art, nor art so low as to be ess 
as high as I d~ ~ cre~eings"; and the Britisher, Sir George Bird wood 
valuable than hvtn!hether in a burning house he would save a child 
who, when ask~d. M donna if he could save only one, answered, 
or Raph~el:s s~;tm~ese amay now appear to many readers as slightly 
"The pamttng. Tf period of aestheticism. Yet the same problem 
f · ples rom a . . 
antasttc exam d essing dunng the two World Wars, when tt 

became most real an pr ugh whether it was more important to spare 
had to be decided often. e~?zation or the lives of a number of soldiers, 
great monuments of ell~~ 1ly to be killed if destruction was avoided. 
more of whom w:r~ 1 e s in favor of civilization, as when the city 
Sometimes the dectston wather times it was in favor of the lives of 

d· at o . 
of Rome was spare ' . h~century monastery of Monte Cassmo was 
soldiers, as when the srxt at foundations through which the survival 
destroyed, first of the gre eneration of Western civilization and the 
of Latin culture~ t~e regre secured.8 Our sense of justice cannot take 
growth of Christtantt_Y we ithout deciding on the relative value of the 
a stand in such confhcts w rsonal civilization. War offers illustrations 
individual and of t:ansp~ this type. Winning a battle may become the 
for many other confhc~s 0 nd unjust, superior to many if not all other 
ultimate yardstick for JUS~ ar soldiers even on one's own side, and this 
:alues, including reg.ard 0 urpose and justification of the war at hand; 
Irrespective of the ultunate P 'n 

. ts to wt . 
once tn a battle one wan h looks at life as a chain of duties rather than 

II. The man of duty, W 0 
Writers as different as Kohler Radbruch, Binder, 7 0 1,3· , 

See below, Chapter vm Secuon r and Northrop here show a preference for Kultur 
and Alf , secto . . d "I S 

red Weber of the German however drawing radical conclustons m etat . ec 
as the ithout ( 

1 R recommendable standard, w . W vol. SI 1938) p. 461. 
a 5~ S oscoe Pound, Harvard LaW Revf History, vol. 3 (Ist ed. 1934) PP· :z6s-67· 

ee Arnold J. Toynbee, A StlldY 0 
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of rights or a struggle for survival and happiness Tl · . 
. • llS VlCW h b 
m common to Scholasticism, to Kant, Burke T H G as een . · ' · · reen s 
and m functional terms to Duguit. See also Cl ' tammler, 
G l I 1apter vm S . 

I , )t: ow on RaJbruch. The man of duty derives ri 1 "f ' ectlOn 
I . f . g lts, 1 any f 

( UtJcs ( unctwns). not from selfish wants; man should b ,· . ' rom 
least as much freedom as he needs to fulfill his moral d ~ giVen at 
J . . . . h ' ut1es A sub-

JVIs!On, or even a separate type, IS t e person of soldier! . · :l 
thinks of discipline, courage, honor, and comradeshipy minll '. who 

1 . I l . I . "1 . as u tlmate 
va ues m t 1emse ves. Ne1t 1er IS necessan y tied up with tl 1 . . 1e aut 10r 
Hanan type. -

I 2. The peaa-and-order fanatic, who places peace and or de l 
II Tl . . h r at t 1e 

top, rcgar( ess of what they preserve. us 1s t e regular state of · d 
f . . . mm 

o the policeman or CIVIl servant on duty. He may not be a co . f . nserv-
attvc, nor may he consider the present state o affairs to be harmon· 
h . . 1ous; 

e may be m favor of thorough reforms, but he wtshes them brou 1 
b 0 " l 0 glt 

a out m an orderly" way. One can meet sue 1 v1ews on hicrh level 
in international affairs (antiwar pacts), in jurisprudence (where s, as 

1 . . f . b po~ 
tu ates of certamty and secunty are o ten raised a ove other values) 
and among creative personalities. !n the sa~e year of r~87 when Je£~ 
ferson expressed his sympathy wtth rebellion, Goethe m witnessi 
a nascent rebellion on his ship near Sicily wrote "[Mir ist] von /uge:~ 
auf Atwrclzie vadriesslic!Jer gervesen als der Tod selbst" (From m 
youth I have loathed anarchy more tha~ ev~n death) 0 and a few year~ 
later: ulch will Iieber eine Ungere~htz~kezt begehen, ~ls Unordntmg 
ertragen" (I'd rather commit an in JUStiCe than bear disorder) .1o 

Many items might be added to this list. In every .case the transtra­
ditional ideas on what is just and unjust vary accordmg t? ~1e subjec­
tive scheme of values One who clwnges from one convzctzon to the 
otlzer will tlzencefortl; lzave a different idea of justice. 

In addition to the pure types, which may or may not exist as such 
there is an infinite number of blends. As a r~le every_ ~olitical creed 
is a blend of evaluations in many varieties of JUXtaposltlOn and inter­
relation of the various items. In particular, a.Imost every individualist 
accepts conditions in which the group ranks lugher than the individ l ua, 
and vice versa. 

Only two of the types enumerated above-the libertarian (No. 2) 
• "ltalienische Reise" in Siimtliclu: IV t>rkt>, Jubilee cJ. ( I90 2 - 0 7) vol. 26, p 3 

Comte made similar remarks; see Hayek, op.cit., P· 183. · 77 · Auguste 
10 "Belagerung von Mainz," July 25, 1793, ibid., vol. 28, P· 251. 
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and the individualistic hedonist (No. 7)-can be classified under in­
dividualism; only one each under groupism (No.8) and transpersonal­
ism (No. 10). All others-especially the equalitarian (No. 1), the 
revelationist (No. 3), the conservative (No. 4), the authoritarian (No. 
5), the majority worshipper (No. 6), and the harmonizer (No. 9)-
cannot be adequately subsumed under any of the three. · 

Nor is it possible to make a ?efinite .. dis~inction between values that 
are "means" only and those which are ultimate." Values that to many 
people are merely me~ns, e.g., forms of government which they regard 
as means for the attamment of peace, order, welfare etc often · · 

d . ' ., gam 
esteem as values in themselves,bnl.oht envable from others. Belief in a 
definite authority for the esta IS ment of values (God k" 

. . b , a mg or 
leader, or the maJonty) may e as strong as, or even stronger tl 
belief in those values themselves (equality, liberty pleasure . . 1 ~an, ' , CIVI IZa-tion, peace, order, etc.). 

We shall see later (Chapter vm) that almost every one of tl 1 1· · b 1 · d b 1e va ues .Isthe~ above has still bee? a .sfio uRuz1e . y some twentieth~century scholar 
m IS .revolt against SCient! c e atiVIsm-a fact which I·s of 1. 1 . . . h . no Itt e support for the relativistic t es1s. 

Another phenomenon that supports the viewpoint of s · "fi 
d . Cienti C 

Relativism is the fact that modern emocratlc parliaments reflect m 
d d . I" . any 

of the ideas on justice inclu e . m ou~ Istmg. This is especially true 
where parties are founded on Ideological programs and seatecl f 

. h . b · . · rom "left" to "right" in line with t eir asic VIews. There we have: 

PARTIES 

Socialists 
Liberals 
Democrats (under 

various names) 
Christian Democrats 

and other religious 
parties 

Moderate Conservatives 
Legitimists 
Nationalists 
Fascists, Nazis 
Some Independents 
Other Independents 
Others 

TOp VALUES 

Equality 
Liberty 
Majority 

Revelation 

A Tradhition, Peace and Order 
ut ority 

the Group 

Leadership, the Group 
Kultur, Civilization 
Happiness 
Harmony 
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This rainbow ~f par~y ideologies is _merely the logical consequence 
of the fact that sctence ts unable to decide which of the several views is 
corre~t. \Vhcrcn~r tolerance is accepted as the basis of society, therefore 
the dttTcrcnt views will find expression side by side, each claiming a~ 
least the same respect as any other. Neutral Relativism can do no more 
~han describe all these views impartially and, without making a decision 
I? submission to some a-priori principle, examine the consequences and 
nsks involved in the acceptance of each, 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
t~ves that have not yet found practical advocates in the political party 
life, as Radbruch regretted-characteristic of his 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 Binder, although not 
political scientists but professors of bw and le?al philo:ophy, p:esented 
elaborate descriptions of the tenets of the vanous parties, precisely be­
cause they express the various ideas of justice held by the people.11 

7. 111 Defense of Scientific Relativism 

Advanced as it was with the utmost soberness and modesty (see 
below, Chapter VI) Scientific Relativism has do?e ~ great deal to cor_ 
rect, cleanse, and refine scholarly thinking abo~t JUStice. B~t at the same 
time it has thrown people into a state of bewild:rment, mt~ a feeli.ng 
of hel plessncss. If justice can be discussed b~ science onl ~ 111 relative 
terms, how then can one any longer call wid~ ~ny .cert.am~y of lan­
guage for more justice beyond the deficient existl.ng I~st1tut10ns, how 
even oppose, with an appeal to justice, anY detenor.atlOn? 

Science replies to these complaints that no emo~lOn.al pressure en­
ables it to do what is beyond its reach. If by more JUStice you mean a 
little less inequality and a little more freedom, and. you say so, you 
may clamor for more justice with the greatest certamty of language 
and you will be readily understood. Scie~ce can help you along with 
scientifically established data. If you insist ~n more equality at the 
price of freedom, or on more freedom at the pnce of equality, and m k . . l'k a e 
It clear that this is what you mean by jusuce, you are I ely to ru . 
trouble. Your trouble cannot be fully resolved by science. 

11 
mto 

It is not for the scientist to deceive others in this important " matter 
Sec below, Chapter vr, Section 3· 

157 



IV. THEORY OF JUSTICE 

and to pretend being able to do what, as a scientist, he cannot do. The 
service to justice that he can render is chie~y t? be sought for ( 1 ) in 
the clarification of the meaning of alternative Ideas o.f justice, ( 2 ) in 
the scientific examination of the consequences and nsks involved in 
their acceptance and practical. exe_cut~on, and (3) in the fight against 
all dogmatic doctrines regardmg JUStice that arc offered with the p _ 
tense that their general validity is scientifically established a cl .re 
h · · bl d S · 'fi ' ' aun t at 1s necessanly untena e un er Cicnti c Method. 

In addition, the scientist can and must warn against a grave m · I, 
d. T . . . l I . Isunc <.:r-stan mg. rue, JUstice Is a ways re at1vc to some yardstick R 1 h u . h ,, d . k . l . b. . . . lH !nat 

t ed ng t yar stlc zs_ reh atwedto _suk Jectwe tdeas science does 1101 say 
an cannot say. The ng t yar stic may be absolute and · ' 
· I h h · ' ' It may be Immutab e; only whet er t ere IS one and what it is Scient'fi M · 
is una~le. t~ state. For t_his re~son, and_ for it alone, Scicnti1fi~ ~thad 
must hmn Itself to dealmg with yardsticks in relative t Mt:thod 

S · 'fi I I · · h k erms. cienti c Va ue Rc ativism t us ta cs full account f 1 
the believer may have an absolute yardstick as the ba . 0 f tJ 1.c fact that 

. . h. d sis o us tho I ~n JUStice-absolute for 1m, an perhaps really absol t 'f I . ug Hs 
t10n is right. But science holds modestly that })rec· ul e I Hs revcb-
. . ' lsc y as G I' Istence cannot be scientificaily proved or disproved th b Ot s cx-
ard of justice, too, cannot be proved or disproved' el a ~ol_ute stand­
taken for granted, or disbelieved and not so take~ 01~ Y cl!ev~d and 
some ultimate order of values, justice will appear im · b~u bchcvc in 
ardized to you according to that order. But if rnuta c and stand-

someone els b I' . another order of values, justice will look different 1 . c e 1eves m 
~hoice. Tell me, but tell me honestly, what your ~~ urn. Make your 
like and I shaii tell you what justice means to y B g~est values look 
the one I cannot tell you the other. But if you ou.k e ore you tell me 
t 1 ' f spea out I b bl o te 1 you what the consequences o your choice '11 b may e a e 

h WI e and h . k You are going to incur; and t en, maybe you ,., .11 t' w at ns s 
I . ' .-vi a ter y A . t may also appear that you were mistaken in your hon _oz~r c zozce. 
what your highest values were. . est opmiOn about 

The problem of whether there Is a "right" ult' 
what it is, has thus been removed from science asl7:eate ya~dstick, and 
has been 1 f h ethods of selection h yond Its reach. It 
a d e t to ot er m , sue as rel'g · 1 . 
kn ethical intuition (knowledge of the type S2 not ti lOllS. re_vbeJ atiOn 

now led Section ) h. ' ransmtsst e qua 
ind· 'd ge, see Chapter u, 7 ' p Ilosophic speculation (S ) 
inq~~~ ual or political choice based ?n .t~e foregoing or on utilitari~d 

y, and-last but not least-to JUridical ascertainment of what is 
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S. LEGAL OR SCIE.VTIF/C VALIDITY 

valid bw today as distinct from scientific discovery of what it 1 
bt: (sec next ~t:ction). oug 1t to 

Did not Aristotle do essentially the same thing in his classical state­
ment.· of the three systems of values: demo~racy, in _which the qualit 
of hung a freeman w:~s the me:~sure of nghts; oligarchy, in whic{ 
Wealth or noble birth decided; and aristocracy, in which virtue wa; 
the yardstick? Said he: 

All arc agreed that justice in distribution must be based on some 
son of merit, hut they do not all meJn the same sort of merit, the 
democrats ha\"ing in mind the quality of being a freeman; the ad­
herents of oligarchy. we:~lth, or other noble birth; and the adherents 
of aristocracy virtue.1 

8. Distinction bc:tween Juridical 
and Scimti fie Validity 

One softening factor, apt to cushion the impact of Scientific Value 
Rcla~i~ism in matters of justice, has ~ecn generally ?verlooked by 
relativists and antirclativists alike. The unpotence of science to estab­
lish ultimate standards of justice docs not necessarily imply that, as a 
Blatter of law, common citizens, officials, and law courts must capit­
ulate before every dictatorial ,·alue judgment handed ~own to them in 
the shape of a positive Jaw, however outrageous _an? !mmoral it may 
appear to them. It is entirely possible to argue JUndtcally that some 
"fundamental" legal principles and maxims, ~!though disregarded by 
the government of the day, arc juridically vahcl at. some definite place 
and time in the sense that they ought to be applied by the country's 
law courts, etc., even against contradictory orders clothed in the ex­
ternal cloak of valid law. 

This is a legal argument, not a scientifi~ se~ting ?f standards. It may 
be based on clauses of a written constttution, hk~ the due-process 
clauses of the United States Constitution or the vanous amendment­
proof clauses inserted in the Bonn Basic Law of 1949i 1 or it may, in 
the absence of such constitutional bases, be grounded merely on general 
convictions of the people, on legal traditions, or ?n the status of civili _ 
tion reached in the country at the time. In this manner it was of~~ 

1 Aristotle, Nicomaclu:atl Ethics, Book v, eh. m. Note that Aristotle in his 
not go into the question which of these systems is best. . context does 

1 See Arnold Brecht, Tlu N~:v G~rman Constitution, OccasiOnal Paper of h 
World Affairs, New York 19~9. reprinted from Social Rucarch, vol. 16 ( , 949 ) t e Institute of 

Pp. 4:!S, 461 ff 
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argued in the Franc~ of the Third Republic that. th: ~ri~ciples of the 
Declaration of the Rtghts of Man of 1791 were sttll JUrtdtcal!y valid in 
spite of their noninsertion in the Organic Laws of 1875· Likewise it 
might be argued in any other cou~try t~at.even after fo~mal abrogation 
of constitutional guarantees certam pnnctplcs or maxtms continue to 
be juridically valid. 

Such a way of pleading must not be confused with the contention 
that the universal or absolute validi~y of th:se principles or maxims 
can be scientifica~ly demonstr.ated. It ts one ~hmg to say that a principle 
is juridically vahd .at a certain place and ~tme, and another that it is 
scientifically valid m general. Lack of clanty as to this distincti I 

. d. . . h ff on 1as caused a great deal of mts trectwn In t e c orts of post Ht'tl . . 
. . h - cr JUris-prudence; JUrists have come to scare once more for scientific II 

f N I h. k . a y ascer-tainable moral Laws o ature-as t tn Wtth dubious r 1 
. csu ts (sec above Section 3 and Chapter vm, Sectton 5, below)-wht'l I I 

' ' C W lat t 1CV should and could have done was to lay the foundations for · 'd· ·1 d . . h . . . I t b . a JUrt tea 
tra 1t10n t at certain pnnctp es mus e constdered juridical! valid 
even against government orders to the contrary. Y 

Hans Kelsen based his pure theory of law on a fictitious "b · I , 
. . , · . astc aw accordmg to whiCh a country s constttutton, however b b . 

1 ]I k . . ar arcus, ts egaliy valid and therefore a steps ta en m lme with it t . 'd 
. ' · d ' oo, arc JUrt -tcally valid (see Chapter vr, Section 3, an Appendix n) N 1 . . I I th h · ot ltng can prevent us from groundmg our ega eory on t e fiction of r 1 1 
different basic Jaw according to which every country's a s. tg ~t Y 
. . ' . h · · l . constttutwn Is valtd except so far as tt aut onzes vzo atzon of minz'm d d 

I urn stan ar s 
of respect for human dignity. No m?re t lan this is necessary to develop 
the theory of a modern Hobbes, ltke Kelsen, into that of d 
L f . .d. , a mo ern 
. ocke. To take this step is a matter ~r J.un teal conviction and tradi-
~ton, or for popular agreement on lnnctples~ not a scientific journey 
~nto the realm of Absolute Truth. More Will be said on this outlet 
In Chapter vm Section r6. 

' 
9. Summary and Reservations 

'fo surnrnarize the argument of the. pres~nt chapter, this is what 
~~~ave seen. What is just and what Is U~JUst is a question equally 
pi' arnental for political and for legal philosophy; these two disci­

tnes should not, therefore, be separated (Section 1). The old idea 
2 

Sc~ rn y . 1 .1 1 · 1 

Amcric revsew of W Eb tcs'n Die ralztspm osoptlzscne Sclut!c dcr rcincn Rcclztslclzre in . an p /' . . ens • 8) . ' 
solutson h 0 llzcal Science Review vol. 32 (!93 pp. 11 73-75, where I first pomted to the 

~re discussed. ' • 
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that some Law of Nature answers the question, at le-1st to son 
1 1 1 • . '· · 1e extent 
lal. a ready undergone no less than three echpses, followed b, I ' 

rcv1v·1J ·I 1 b · · f 1 . } t lrcc • s, \\ 1cn ncar t 1e egmmng o t 11s century the rise of s ·, "fi _ 
V I R I · · . fi etc: ntt c 
. :1 ue c a_tlvi~m seemed to mark Its nal eclipse in scientific think-
lllg about JUStiCe (Section 2). Among the conceivable sources of 1 , 
In_una_n sense of justice, some, like God and soul, are not accessibl/ le 
SCientific statements, while the "nature of things," which can be sttl 1. tol 

. "fi · . . · ( ICC 
~Cicnti cally, docs not lead to conclum·e prescnpt10ns as long as there 
IS a choice open to man (Section 3). Science. therefore, is thrown back 
01~ human ideas or feelings about justice. These, however, have a rcl­
at~ve character; they arc relative even twice over, namely, always rel­
ative to some stJte of affairs that is considered des!rable, and secondly, 
~t least to a considerable extent (sec below), rc~at1ve also to p:1nicular 
Ideas as to which state of affairs is desirable. Different ideas of justice 
may prevail even within the same person on several le\"els at different 
ti~es, and even at the same time, according to. whether existing insti­
tUtiOns arc either accepted or criticiz~d? and If the_ latter, _according 
to whether criticism follows o-roUfl opm10ns or the hke, or Is oriuin·Il 

b b ~ 

(Section 4). 
Traditional justice is relative to something that can be objcctivelv 

described-the existing institutions (Section 5). Transtraditional idea~ 
of justice, however, reflect a great variety of preferenc~s as to desirable 
conditions and goals with no possibility of an authen.ttc ch.oice among 
them to be ellected by science nor even of an exha~sttve SCientific clas­
sification a priori; this }1as been illustrated by a hst of twelve typical 
creeds, many of which are mirrored in the progr~ms of typical political 
parties, whose ideas of justice differ correspondmgl~ (~ection 6). 

Several points were finally made in de.fense of SCien_ttfic. Relativism 
in the field of justice; in particular (SectiOn 7) that. SCientific Method 
cannot and does not deny that there may b~ a~solute standards of 
justice, but only insists that they cannot be sctent~fically verified, and 
that science can contribute a great deal to a rational choice amoncr 
standards by clarifying meaning and consequences; fu~thermore ( Se~ 
tion 8) that scientific abstention from absolute v~lue JUdgments does 
not imply tl1e necessity for law courts, etc., to su_bmit to .every dictato . l 
value judgment, since jurisprudence can estabhs~ the Juridical val" ~~a 
of certain basic principles at a definite place an_d time against d · 1 ~ty 
· bl sh tl · Ictatonal Impositions even though science cannot esta I 1e1r gene l . 

I . ra vahJ· 
In concluding this chapter, we shal msert two reserv . Ity. 

The "inner voice," of which we spoke in the beginning 0~t~ns. here. 
ectton 3 
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should and will be examined further in scientific terms. In this connec­
tion, another question will be taken up. Granted that there are many 
particular ideas of justice among which science cannot make an au­
thentic choice, there may in all such ideas be some universal elements 
that can be scientifically ascertained. These reservations will be pur­
sued in Chapters IX fl., where the systematic treatment to which these 
first four chapters were devoted will be resumed. 

In the. ne~t two chapters we shall,. however, ?rst turn to the post­
poned htstoncal account on the genesis of twentieth-century Scientific 
Method (Chapters v and vi) and subsequently to the mid-century . 
volt against it (Chapters vn and vm), which in large part rest re-

d h h . . s on 
groun s ot er than those w ose exammat10n we have J·ust not J f 
f d. c or 
uture 1scussion. 
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CHAPTER l' 

PRECURSORS AND COUSINS 

A our. ~nrroduction to the foundations of twentieth-centurv 
political theory now turns from systematic presentation t. 
the historical genesis, the reader is asked to keep in min~ 

. . that this book deals, at least primarily anJ Jirectly, wit~l 
scJc.'IJ!Jjic political theory. Ir cannot, therefore, be our purpose here to 
describe the historic dc\'clopment of, say, communist, fascist, and dem­
ocratic thought, with all their nonscientific elements. \Vhat we must 
first examine is, rather, the evolution of twentieth-century scientific 
political theory as. such, and that means the way in which its distinction 
between scientific and nonscientific political theory came about. Since 
there arc now chiefly two schools that oppose each other-the one 
recognizing only Scientific Method as scientific, and the other, while 
not denying the scientific nature of work done under that method 
rejecting its claim to exclusive authority-the genesi~ of present-<.Ia; 
scientific political theory is inextricably mterwoven With that of these 
two schools. Part Two of this book will, in two chapters, concentrate 
on the first; Part Three, on the second. These ~nqu~ries will fully con­
firm, however, that this volume, although pnmar~ly concerned with 
scientific theory, deals actually, though indire~tly, wah. all nonscientific 
political theories. They are the natural obJects of Its analysis and 
critique. 

1. Genesis of Scientific Method ~~~d t!Je 
Late Arrival of Value RelatiVIsm 

Present-day Scientific Method is fundamentally a product of em­
pirical and logical approaches to knowled~e. The story of its genesis 
is, therefore, at least until the end of d1e ~~~~teenth century, identical 
with the general history of logic and empiriCism. Onl~ a few general 
remarks will be inserted hereafter on develop.ments pnor to the nine­
t~enth century. The subsequent section~ of dus ~hapte: w~ll deal with 
nmeteenth-century precursors of twe?'tieth-cent r~ Sctentxfic Method 
and with some related movements m the twentieth century wh· ' 
although not identical with Scientific Method as understood ~ch, 
may be called its "cousins" in scientific though~. to ay, 

The empirical approach has never been entirely absent f 
struggle for knowledge. But it was often grossly neglected rorn. the 

' espectally 
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in the Middle Ages, and always hac! t? fight for reco~n~tion against 
traditions, superstitions, the dogmatic. mfluences_ o~ rd~gi~n, and t ht.: 
pseudo-authority of allegedly sel£-ev1dent a-pnon ~nnCiples. Evm 
when-especially after the devclop~ent of the exper~mental method 
by Galileo-it won growing respect, 1t was at_ first rec_eivt.:d m~rdy as a 
special technique in scientific research cultivated side by s1de with 
knowledge that was grounded on other source~. Only after a long period 
of coexistence did the empirical approach begm to crowd out all otht.:rs 
from the field for which the name "science" was claimed, thus growing 
from what originally had been. no more than one among st.:vnal 
methods into what finally was said to be the only scientific one. 

This development gained momentum under the influence of Locke 
and Hume, of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, and later, of the positivist 
and pragmatist schools.1 It was not carried to its logical conclusion, 
however, until the theories of the '_'un?rid~eable logical gulf" between 
the Is and the Ought and of the sCientific Impotence to establish values 
in absolute terms were finally added. For, as long as scholars continued 
to infer what ought to be clone from what is and to accept judgments 
on ultimate values as scientific, they necessarily transgrcsseu on in­
tuitional and metaphysical grounds beyond the boundaries of a science 
based on observation and logical reasoning. 

The historical genesis and the gradual spread of Scientific Value 
Relativism have never been adequately traced and describecl.2 This is 
:egr~ttable on several grounds: first, bec~use _of the revolutionary bear­
Ing Its appearance had upon, or at least Imphed for, the social sciences 
especially political and legal t~eory; s~cond, because approaches ancl 
vocabularies have been very di_fferent m Continental Europe and in 
Anglo-Saxon countries; and third, beca~se the basic contributions are 
so widely scattered that access ~0 _them Is c~mbersome at best. 

Understanding of the genesis IS made difficult by the same factor 
tha~ operated as an obstacle to our syst~~atic treatment, namely, the 
vanety of uses to which the terms relativity and relativism have been 

01 .-r:h~ term "science" began to be used in_ its modern limited sense about 1830, when the 
~ Sltt~tsm of the French sociologists was takmg ~hape (see below, Section 3) and the British 
1/soctation for the Advancement of Science was ounded. As to the latter event, sec T. Mcrz, 
T;;;oi'o of European Thought in the Nineteenth Century, vel. I (1896) p. 89, and F. A. Hayek, 

"I unter-Revolution of Science, Gl~ncoe, Ill., 1?5_2, P·. 207, n. 2. 
So · t/ seems that my papers "The R1se of RelatiVIsm m Political and Legal Philosophy," 
o_cz~ Research, val. 6 (1939 ) PP· 392 ff., and "The Myth of Is and Ought," Harvard Latll 
"'-eVzew v I th · d · M 1· · Josoph' 0 • 54 (1941) pp. 811 ff., bo repnnte m . Forkosch, cd., The Po rtrcal Phi· 

P y ~~ Arnold Brecht New York 1954, were the first to attempt a coherent historical 
resentatto ' h h. h . . n. They still left many gaps, owever, w 1c the present discussion tnes to fill. 
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put. :·et _it is precisely this confusion in terminology which k 
~h~ l~I~toncal analysis particularly re~varding and clarifying, as is~~i~~ 
mgl) Illustrated by what happened m the field of justice . 
. I[ OI~c \:-ere to_ call a relativist everyone who holds that somc:thinr?; 
111 JUstice Is n:latn-c, dependent on customs. laws, histor)' clim..,te '"' · . · ' ., . en-
VIronment, _or the !Ike, there would be no writer on justice from ancient 
to rcc_cnt tunes who did not deserve that description; for such ob­
servatiOns prevail with all of them, though to a different extent A 

I . s 
a ru c, however, it was maintained, from Plato to the end of the nine-
tct:nth century, that not everJ•thing in justice is relative, but that some 
absolute standards knowable to man lie back of and transcend all rel­
ative clements of justice. 

This absolutistic position was maintained, wholly or in part, during 
what we have called the first and second eclipses of Natural Law 
(Chapter IV, Section 2). For these eclipses were not total. The shift 
of emphasis from Natural Law to Divine Will in th~ early Middle Ages 
-first eclipse-was far from relativistic, of course; 1t pomted to stand­
ards rather more than less absolute. And the turn from the resuscitated 
Natural-Law ideas entertained by the Scholastics since the thirteenth 
century to doctrines of sovereignty and positivism in the sixteenth­
second eclipse-was due to the growing tendency of referring to the 
sovereign as legitimate interpreter of Natural Law and Divine Will in 
earthly matters, rather than to a complete rejection of absolute stand­
ards; the sovereign himself was expected to bow to God. 

Even the multiple attack launched on Natural Law in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries-third eclipse-did not necessarily imply an 
entirely relativistic attitude. Ideas of Nat~r.al Law. were ~ften merely 
pushed back from unduly advanced posltlons wtth no mtention of 
discarding them completely (Burke), or supplanted by new absolutes 
under different names (greatest happiness of the gr~atest number, see 
below Section 3), or simply by-passed by concentratiOn on relative as­
pects (historicists and positivists). Kant, wh~ had done much to tear 
down the uncritical reliance on pure reason, htmself resumed the scien­
tific acknowledgment of absolutes under the name of nece~sary regula­
tive principles and categorical imperative (see below' Sectton 7). 

Actually, the whole nineteenth century wa.s to el~pse before a 1£ 
assertive and overt scientific relativism regardmg_ ultunate values se -
in political and legal philosophy. Such earher or conte arose 
phenomena as skepticism, philosophical and legal positiv'mpora~y 
toricism, materialism, pragmatism, and the general Withdlsm, hts-
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philosophy during the second half of the nineteenth c~ntury can be 
said to have each in its own way helped to prepare the mmds for value 
relativism, and even to produce some lat~nt types of i~. Yet; as will be 
shown in the present chapter, they all dtffer~d essenttally ~rom Scien­
tific Value Relativism in its overt, theoretically substantiated form, 
which developed only at the beginning of the present century. 

2 . Skepticism 

In the modern use of the term, skepticism has been given the broal\ 
meaning of indulgence in doubt t.o the extent t~at the skeptic believes 
nothing, and in nothing, and reJe.cts ev.ery evtdence as inconclusive. 
If such be the meaning, modern sCience ts skeptical in part only, since 
it accepts the results of carefully checked observations and measure­
ments and of logical operations, and plausible hypotheses of cause 
and effect, without any particular degree of skepticism. Its radical 
skepticism begins where Scientific Method leaves off. 

It is illuminating to realize fully what this difference 1·m 1· 
. h b p tes. 

S~epticism might be-and sometimes ads b een-:-carried so far as to 
reJect even sensory data, usually accepte Y Sctentific Method c _ 

d k . . on 
v~r.sely, as Scientific Metho overc~mes s epttcal qualms in its recog-
mtwn of sensory data why should tt not do so as well in de 1. . 1 ' . . 1 . ~ . a mg wtt 1 
values? Why is its skeptictsm so se ect1ve. Bastcally it denies tl _ 
. . . . . f d . 1e pos 

stbthty of full empmcal pro? an yet ~ermns. the scientist to accept 
carefully controlled observation as suffiCient evtdence. 1·t . 1 . . h ' permtts urn 
to accept reality causatiOn, and some uman freedom of h · 1 ' 1 · 1. c otce, a -
though unable to prove that t lere 15 rea lty, causation d f ·11 S . , an ree w1 
(see Chapters I, Section ~· and n, ecti~n 1) · IE it does not care to go 
the limit of skepticism m these. questiOns, why should it refuse to 
accept arguments in favor of u.lumate value~ as sufficient proof? 

N h . b to Illustrate the 1m f ot mg can serve etter . portant act, repeatedly 
referred to in the systematic part of thts book, that Scientific Methm\ 
is based fundamentally on comm~n sense-but only on commotz sense. 
It is ·common sense to accept real~ty, causa~i?n, some freedom of will, 
a.nd the results of careful observ~tiO~. Inqumes based on these assump­
tions are, therefore, interdenommati?nally understandable in their ap­
?roach. This foundation however, dtsappears when we deal with value 
Jud ' " . gments. It is no "common sense to accept controversial value 
JUd.gments. When facts are controvers.ial we can still present the obser­
~atwnal data underlying our contention; but when it comes to value 
JUdgments, there are no data to refer to other than either personal 
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opinions which differ or bets from which lonical infcrc11.-cs r, . 1· ·1· 1 . ~ ..... cgailll1g 
\\ LH oug lt to he conslllcrcd valuable cannot be draw11 \\'I.tl1 t ' . r . . . . . . ou some 
Imp ~lll _1_1rn·~ou~ ultcnor ~:aim: JUdgmen~. as we have seen in Chapter 
~~-I. _1\_o~ Is thc:re common sense c~n~crmng ~my method by which the 
\ .thditj of the one or the other opmwn could be ascen·tined ( · 

1 · 1 · • • a pOint 
\\: 1 ~c 1 wd I he discussed f urthcr in Chapter VII, Sections 2 a.). N l) 
tb_vm~ _source of values is either commonly accepted or accessible to 
SCI<.:IH-~hc pn~~>f. \Vhat .. we arc ~ac~d. with here, tl~cn. is precisely the 
opposite of common sense; It Is Its absence. 1 here may be some 
common clements also in value_judgmcnts (~ee Chapter x); but they 
arc few and do not settle the maJor controversies. These are the reasons 
why Scicntific Mcthod finds itself compdlcd to be more skeptical 111 

accepting value judgments than in recognizing facts. 
1 n other words, Scientific l\kthoJ, as distinct from skepticism. is 

based on a practical proposition, which can be formulated as follows. 
lf we want to proceed carefully in inter-subjective scientific inquirv 
but still procad and not stop at every step as extreme skepticist;~ 
would do, th<.:n rdiance on empirical observation and on logical reason­
ing offers the saf<.:st procedure available. Let us, there~ore, for good or 
bad proceed along these lines. And let us do so consistently, without 
swerving to the incidental use of less severe methods. What we can 
present then is a substantial contribution of a pure type, which can be 
r<.:ceived and used in full awareness of the methods on which it rests 

One witty opponent once remarked that Scientific MethoJ is based 
on the "lowest common denominator''; he would rather see science 
start from the highest possible basis, eve~1 ~hough that be attainable 
to only a "small elite." The answer to tillS IS twofold. The metaphor 
that Scientific Method starts out from a common denominator is 
quite valid. The qualification, however, that it is the "l~west" common 
denominator is misleading. If this adjective is meant to Imply a morally 
low level 1 it is entirely out of place here. The morally lowest com­
mon denominator-in terms of customarily acce?ted moral standards­
might be found in common passions like d_rin.~mg and sex, selfishness 
and greed. As Heinrich Heine expressed tt, 0~!~ w~en We met in 
the dirt did we understand each other at once. Sc1ence is at tl 
opposite end; it is the morally highest, not lowest, comrnon J1e 
nominator of humanity, in the absence of a common religion. If e-

' · h 1 · 11 . m:~rks the high fi We In m:~themaucs t e ower denommator actu3 } cr gurc b 
higher than Y.!o (:z ami :zo being denominators). . ' e..:ausc 1;~ is 

» "Sclten habt ihr mich verstand~n,/ Selten auch ver>tand _•ch cuch;j Nur w 
Koth uns fanden,/ So verstanden wu uns gleich" (D1~ H~lmkehr, 1823-24 N cnn wir un 

' o. So). 
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want to proceed from some non common basis instead for which 
absolute validity is claimed by some elite we may do so at any time, 
provided we avow what our yardstick is and how its validity is sup~ 
ported. But then we abandon intersubjective transmissibility; we switch 
from sl to s2 (see Chapter II, Section 7) and expose the rest of the 
people to the peril that it may have been the wrong decisions that 
were handed down to them as "scientific" by the wrong type of "small 
elite." 

It should be noted, incidentally, _tha~ the_ p_resent~day radical usc of 
the term skepticism is out of tune w1th lts ongmal meaning. The Greek 
verb skeptomai meant to wat~h and se_arch closely. A skeptikos in 
ancient Greece, therefore, was JUSt a particularly searching and f l 

. . f f care u type of investigator. No reJeCtiOn o proo on principle no r f l 
. 1. ' e usa to 

believe under all circumstances, was 1mp 1ed. The skeptic ·k b 
. . b " 1 h' h sec s, 0 ~ serves keenly, and mvesugates, ut t 1at w 1c he seeks is n t d b 

b . . h f . . 11 0 ou t ut truth." Skept1c1sm, t ere ore, was ongma y "search for t I , . 
h h . rut 1 111 the sense that "the one who searc es as to contmue his se 1 .1 h h . d b , I arc 1 unt1 e has found what removes IS ou t. t was expected of tl . 

k . . . d 'b d h' 1e ancient s epuc as Sextus Empmcus escn e 1m at the end of tl l 
' · 1c secane century A.D., that he would never g1ve up and would persist · k' 

and searching 3 In this original sense skepticism is at th bm .see fmlgl 
· · e as1s o a modern science. 

3· Positivism 

The meaning of the term positivism in matters of 1 d . . 
. . d · h h aw an JUstiCe differs from that associate Wit t e same term in s · 1 1. · 1 h · Cience genera 

philosophy and sociology. Po Itica t eory Is caught bet ' 1 
' d l · h h Ween t 1ese 

two vocabularies. I shall first ea wit t e more general use of the 
concept. 

(a) THE POSITIVISM OF THE FRENCH SOCIOLOGISTS 1 

Auguste Comte ( 1798-1857) i.ntroduced the term into the social 
~.cier:ces. He used it to distingm~h ~~e "sc~;ntific" approach in the 
positivistic" era from "metaphysical and theological" speculations 

• s~~ Karl Lo . h .. rn and Faith," Social Research, val. 18 ( J 
:222, fr . wn , "SkepUCIS . were taken. une 1951) pp. 219, 

1 ern wh1ch th~ b uorauons 
Among a ave q especially Albert Salomon Tlze T 

flections recent publications, see N w York 1955" K I L' .. . yranny of Progreu, Re· 
T t on tlze 0 · . . 1 gy e • ar ownh M · · H. 1 neola · l rzgms of SoCJO O . ' A f Histor Ch' • eamng m IS/ory, IM 
67 ff. ezcda Implications of the p/u/osop lYI o.Oil of S ~· lcago 1949 (2nd impr., 1950) PP· 

· • an F ._, H Ret'O 1111 czence op cit ff 
· n. ayek, The Co1111ter· ' · ., Pp. 105 . 
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in. th~ two preceding epochs. His ideas about what constituted 
sctentJfic approach were in many respects similar to those of 11r ~ ta 
I· S · · - · esen -

t .'l'! ctcl.1 ~ 1 he Ivfethod. hut not identical.. Like his predecessors, Robert 
J.Kqucs I urgot (I727-178I) and Henn de St. Simon ( 1-16o-1S..,-).:.: 
C I I · _, ' 
. omte a )so ut~zed progress and science. Progress, or progressive evolu-
tt~n, was to hun an ultimate law governing historic phenomena, and 
~ctence a human activity able to soh·e all social problems, not exclud­
li~g moral ones. Twentieth-century Scientific Method cannot accept 
ct~her. thesis. Not that science today feels unable to render any con­
~nhut!Ons in these matters: it can help a great deal, as we have seen 
tn previous chapters, first to clarify the issues involved and, next, to 
examine means, consequences, and risks. Yet it cannot say with assur­
ance that progress will necessarily ensue, nor that science will be able 
to solve all problems in the long run. Quite the contrary, it now ap­
pears certain that moral problems can never be solved by science be­
cause ( 1) Scientific Method cannot even state what the moral goals 
should be, and ( 2 ) reaching them requires moral decisions, which 
arc not scientific ones. As regards progress, Scientific Method cannot 
even say what in the human situation as a whole is yrogress. It can, 
of course, say what is technological progress, progress m th.e ~nowledge 
of facts and causal relations within the umverse and wtthm human 
society, progress in medicine, in material social wclf~re, and the like. 
But it cannot advise us as to what progress means With regard to the 
human situation in its totality whenever an advance in one sphere is 
attained at the price of some impairment in another. At that point, 
ultimate value judgments are required, and to supply them Scientific 
Method is unable.a 

Insistence that progress is not scientifically certain a~d that science 
is no remedy for all human troubles is in itself ~ very .Important con­
tribution, because it impels us to abandon ea.sy.-¥omg :eiiance on science 
and pay more attention to our own responstbthty, will, and determina­
tion as indispensable factors if we want to choose worthy goals and 
lead our personal lives and that of society toward them. Whether we 
are guided in this by religious inspiration or b~ what we consider 
our own authentic decision is a secondary questl~n here where th 
point is that, in any case, we must not look to SCience as though .e 

· d Hayek · lt 
• For documentation, see Salomon, op.cit., pp. xS, 20, an · ' 0~·Cit., pp. 12 ff 
8 That the term "progress" implies value judgments '~~s ~mphas1zcd by M 3 · 

some length in his paper "Der Sinn der Wertfreiheit · · · (cited below Ch ax Weber at ' apter VI s . 
2), pp. 480 ff. • ect~on 
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v. P R tter of ultimate goals and stan -
ss a se · · f ld b a guarantor of prog:e 'd "ly and hourly, moral dcclSlons o cou e . f akmg, al ards or a substitute or m 

' 1 . v"Ity" quite frequently. He em-our own. "rc atl 1 1 
C lso used the term. h d been regarded as abso utc un< er omte a hKh a . 1 1 

h · d that all concepts w h ·cs had become relative unc cr t 1e p asize h sical t con , . . 1 b 
1 1 ·cal and metap Y 1 t·1v·1ty he had m mmd was t 1at e-t 1eo og1 ' y the re a . 

"tivistic approach. et l 1 of each historical penod and the rc-posl . fi k ow ec ge I I ·• I t een the scient1 c n . lution that had been reac 1ec, anc not 
w SSlVe cvo . . I I . . Pective stage of progre . "fie Value RelatiVIsm refers, t 1e re at1v1ty 

s 1 Se1ent1 · 1. I 
that to which mo< ern d the ultimate standards glllc mg t 1cm, 

. d ments an f . ·r, 
between value JU g . "fically verifiable. The need or a sctenti 1c . . . t sClentl ' I 
whose vahdtty Is no d values did not worry Comte. t never 

facts an · fi 1 distinction between 1 . te value judgments could not be ven e< 
occurred to him that u tlm\e blamed Condorcet for his exclusion of 
by science; on the contrary,ntific efforts.5 His own value judgments 

. from SCie 1 . . } } . . 
moral questiOn~ . d hey were close y Interwoven wn 1 us ent1rc 
were quite exphctt, anf t example, was to Comte both, an "incvita-b I. . f war or 
work. A o ltlon ° '. the final outcome of the law of progress, bl , l f rogress t.e., . I . . . fi 

e resu t 0 P . i e:, a high value, supenor tot 1c oppoSite. SctenlilC 
and a desirable aim, · lei eJ·ect the first propositiOn as nonsCientific, 1 · · wou r · 
Value Re ativtsm I second whenever It competed with other 
and refrain even fror n~lf -defense, liberation, honor, or mere! y t h c 
value judgments, sue 1 as much as the individual relativist might hope . f ld" 1 virtues, 1 . 
praise o so Ier Y t toward eterna peace and would favor 1t . . d elopmen 
for a histone ev. . ther values. 

even at a high pnce m 0 listinctions I do not intend to minimize the 
. . t these c ll "b . 

In pmntmg ou · , ositivism actua y contn utcd to prcpanng 
extent to which Comte s S~icntific Method and Value Relativism; yet 
the ground for m~dern tant (see also Appendix n). 
the differences are Imparl dership of Emile Durkheim (18s8-I917), 

d the ea · · 
By I9Qo, un er ched a new stage of professional emmence. 

French sociologists had_ r~a now to Scientific Method than Comte and 

The_v adhe~ed mor~ stnc~;d done. But they did not, as a rule, engage 
lus u"?med1~te d"?'ples to the basic plulosoph1cal and methodologiCal 
m ongmal mqmnes Ill ossible to estabhsh moral judgments wtth bl f h h ·t was P . . · · 
pro em o w et er I . ry interest was the descnptlve mvesttga-. "fi h · pnma 1 f 
sctentt c means. T etr . secondary the explanation of t lese acts . . . f . their ' tton of soc10logtcal acts' 

: I·hvl."k, nf!.f'it .•. p. 2nT. • . I {'of. 
"S .. I I 0 . cc llayck, ib1d., and Low• ' 
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br tracing them to scientifically determinable sociolonicll .., 1 l 
I ,·-I ..... '1'1 . .. . b • • dlt psyclo-ogica l.lll~t \. lese mqtuncs kd them, o~ course to .., ·I· · · . 
. I . . . . I . . . ' ·• rc .HI\'tsttc 
cmp l.!sis on neal and temporal thlkrcnccs 111 cthic!l S}' ·t. . B J . . . • · S <.: ll1S. ll t 
len: was the end of thctr professwnalmtcrest. Althouo-h some ..... , I 

Sc . ·1· \' 1 · · . · · b •• cu:ptct 
JentJ 1C a uc Rclattnsm Ill IllCidental remarks csl)''CI··1IJ · I 

• • • • • ' • '- < y \\'It l 
reference to Sunmcl s lntroduc/JOIJ to 1\foral Sc~c:ncc of 1 o9 ., ( b 

0 - sec c-
low, Chapter n), they were not instrumental in establishino- it . 1 

I . . I . . I I . b •• lnt 
not a ways consistent 111 app ymg tt, ant ot 1ers, mcludin(r Durkl .· 
I. 1 . . . b lt:llll, 

l It not cnlircly accept tt.li 

As an illustration 1 may refer to L. L~vy-Bruhl ( rSs--19 ... 9) L 
. . I .) , l 

morale ct Ia soc·nct· deJ· moc:urs (Pans 1903; 5th ed., 1913).' The author 
took it for gramed that men had mor:1l duties (Ought), bc:cau.\·c: that 
llluch was rccognizql everywhere (Is); only the details differed. TI ·. 

"I I 'f l'I lis was an inference from Is to Ought. n s wrt, I p 11 osophers do not 
make ethics neither do scientists rmmakc.· them, and for tile s·1 ' . . · • Il1e 
reasons'' (Engl. tr., p. 11 2). Stating as a lmton~al. fact that ethical 
revolutionaries, like SocrJt~s, Jesus, and the ~oCiahst~, have always 
been denounced as subvcrstvc, he added bcomcally =. That must be 
so" (Cela doit t-Ire'), obviously because he was not mterested in the 
question who was right and who was wrong but merely in the psycho­
logical concatenation of events (p. I q; French e~., P· 143). Every­
where he emphasized the descriptive t:1sk of socwlogy. It is "ot~r 
practice itself (that is what seems to us subjectively in the conscience 
as a compulsive law, a feeling of respect. for that l~w, for the rights 
of others, etc.) which considered objectively, constitutes (under the 
forms of morals, custo~s, laws) the reality t? be st~?ied by scientific 
method in the same way as the rest of the soctal facts (p. 7). "Science 
has no other function than to know what is" (~· 8). W~at is contained 
in the conscience "as a given reality" is an "obJect of science that must 
be studied in the same spirit and by the same ~etho_d a.s other social 
facts" (p. n). The "subject of ethics is the practJce, 0 ,?JectJ.vely studied'' 
(p. 1 14). He questioned the possibility of "th.eore?cal ethics" in tl 
sense of a normative or legislative science, callmg It a "confused le 
ception ... destined to disappear" (p. II)· For this approach h~on­
ferred to Simmel's work quoted above (p. z6) and to Durkheirn' Lre-

s es 
0 Lon L. Fuller, Th~ Law in Quut of Itulf (Chicago ~94.0 ) confirn1s that th . 

positivism of Comtc, Durkhcim, and Duguit "has never InSISted on a rigid e 5°Ciolugical 
~nd ouglll" ~P· 17). As regards Durkhcim, he attempted 10 find ~he criterion ~~Paration of is 
w perfect adJustment (sec also Fr. Vinding Kruse, The Communuy of til~ F rnoral health 

6 ) A J D . bo utur~ N 1952, p. 4 . s rcga~ 5 U81JJt, see Chapter 111, a ve. ' ew York 
1 Tr. by E. Lee, Etlucs and Mora/ Sci~nc~, London 1905. 
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, l d l metlzode sociologique, the second edition of which had 
reg es e a d'd h' If d l · bl . h d in I90I. But he I not Imse go more ecp y Into been pu IS e . . f I . I . 

. f demonstrability o mora questiOns, anc what he s:ud the questiOn o . 
1 

· 
. not entirely consistent, as we 1ave JUst seen. 

about It was k f h' · d C B I' 
h noteworthy wor o t Is peno - . oug e ( 187o-r940 ). Anot er d . l . P . 1. . 

S z ees ' . Le 'd, e'ga/itaires etu e SOC10 og1que ( ans 1899)- lkCWJSe fol-
1 d ethically neutral hne (p. 15). But the author declared at the owe an . I . . . 

1 t that it was his intentiOn mere y to mqu1re Into t 1e causes and ou tse . . 1 ( ) . 
1 quences of egalitanan Ic eas p. 19 , not mto t 1e question whether conse d bl "C . 

egalitarianism is recommen a e. _onscience may despise what 
science explains" (pp. 217• 249). ~e did not care to inquire into the 
origin and the authority of consCience. Like Levy-Bruhl, he referred 
to Simmel as one of those by w~om_ he h~d. been most immediately 
influenced (p. 20) without contnbutmg ongmal ideas of his own to 
the basic methodological problem. Even if egalitarian ideas \vcre 
wrong, the sociologist. must state to what exte.nt they arc actually 
held, or were held dunng some epoc~s and not In others, and which 
sociological institutions generate such Ideas and for what psycholo rica) 
reasons. To find out what is right or wrong, if it can be foundg out 
at all is not the task of sociology. 

H;wever, by their radical concentration on description and inquiries 
into cause and effect, with ~0 a~tentiOn paid to questions of right or 
wrong, modern French soc~ologists added strongly to the relativistic 
trend in the early years of this century. 

(b) NEOPOSITIVJSM 

Some twentieth-century positivists, vario~sly called Neopositivists or 
Logical Positivists, have gone to _the. log.Ical extreme of positivism. 
Starting from the postulate that SCie~tific mquiry should be based ex­

clusively on what is g~ven t? perc~ptwn and. on strictly logical reason­
ing, they have made It th<:Ir particular busmess to draw the severest 
conclusions therefrom. This led them, or a group of them, beyond 
Scientific Method as here understood to a more radical position char-

, 1 , acterized-at least in the movements e~r Y years (see below)-by three 
specific features: (r) insiste~ce .on stnctly "physicalist" or behaviorist 
methods, which imply the reJeCtiOn of any merely introspective sources 
of psychology; (>) elimination of metaphysical terms not only in the 
final stages of scientific work, but In any type of sentences, and hence 
~specially also in preparatory steps, where they are merely used as 
Inspiration for the formulation of problems, as working hypotheses, 
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or as a\·o~\"ed. assumptions: and (3) designation of any synthetic _ 
tence,,wiHc!~ Is n_ot ultimately \'crifiablc through perce1)tions as sen 
0111 }' 11 .I " I . I ., ( . I " not onsnciHI K Hit "meamng css Jmn os): 

Only st:Jtcmcnts th:H c:m be expressed in physicalist, behaviorist 
language:, had ''meaning" to the r:tdic:d wing of the Neopositivists 
led by Rudolf Carnap and Otto Neurath. Their theoretical ideal wa; 
th:~t all scie~nific prop~sitions should. be so expressed. \Vhile readily 
~cknowlcdgmg that tillS was not aclueved even by themselves-who 
l1~e ordi.nary people ~\·o.uld sometimes say that Joe mad~ an exciting 
n:m:1rk, Instead of pomtmg out that the movements of Ius mouth and 
the sound-waves reaching the listener, visibly produced a physical state 
!)opularly cJllcd excitement in the latter, etc.-they conceded "mean­
mg'' only to sentences thJt can be translated into such language, or at 
least "reduced" to it (see below). Those that can't, as, for example, that 
there is a God who is imperceptible to human senses, or an immortal 
soul, arc neither true nor false but simply "meaningless." 

Scientific Method as here understood docs no~ g~ that far. As we 
have seen, it docs not reject, summarily :md on prmciplc, all references 
to introspection; it has room for competition between behaviorist and 
other psychological methods in scientific res~arc~ ( Ch~pter I, Section 
2). Neither docs it bar recourse to metaphysiCal ~deas 111 the prepara­
tory stage of scientific research (Chapter 11• Section 6; m~rc. will be 
said about this in Chapters VII, Section 3· and XIII~. And, ~'hde It agrees 
that the term science is best used exclusively for mtersubJectively trans­
missible knowledge, it does not therefore contend that all other 
propositions arc "meaningless." . . 

To inject the term "meaningless" here IS. a !ughly objectionable 
manner (indeed, a mannerism) of speech, ob~ecuonable. especially on 
the pan of scholars otherwise exacting in que~uons ?,f lo~!cal precision. 
Naturally once we choose to define "meamn!?'l~ss as unverifiable" 
it follows' logically that in terms of this defimtz~t~ an~ ~entence that 

b . . . 1 y t this de.fimuon Is m m cannot e venfied IS meanmg ess. e . . ost pro-
. . fl' t With established da '1 vocative, and quite unnecessary, con IC 1 Y Usage, 

• F h . . dd"tion to the work of Ernst M h 
R d or t e begmning of this approach, see, m a . 1 8. the papers by N ac (below) . 
. u of~ Carnap, Dn- logisch~ Aufbau d~r W~lt, Berh~ .x?z ~s und Realism e.~rath and Carna . 

Clt~d 10 Chapter I, Section 3; Moritz Schlick, "P?s1uv~s;the Neopositivis~s,. Erkenntnis, \'~· t 1932) pp, 1-31, one of the clearest presentarwns 1941 PP VIews; and PhT · 
.. rank, !J~twun Physics and Philosophy, Cambridge, Mass., (1936) ' 155, 214 ff. Also C 1 •Pp 
Testability and Meaning," Philosophy of Scienc~. V~· ~rodbeck ~P· / 20-7I, and (arnap, 

pp. I-4o, reprinted, with omissions in H. Feigl and ' Lan 1 ' ea zngs in the p 4 . 1937) g Sci~nce, New York 1953, pp. 47, tf.; Logical Synt~; J Scie:c;ag~h'New York 1951 111Flosop1Jy 
tto Neurath, ed., lntn-nationa/ Encyclop~dia of uns,.e ' ICago 1938 • Urther 

• 195s. ' 
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something scientific definitions should avoiJ as far as possible. More­
over, it is by no means certain that we are faced here with technical 
language only. The formula that "unverifiable sentences arc scientifi­
cally meaningless" has, rather, the appearance of a synthetic proposi­
tion, which adds something to the qua~i~y. of unver~fiabilit~ (sec Chap­
ter 1, Section 6). Some of the Neoposlttvtsts have mJccd msistcd that 
their equation of verifiability and mcaJ1ing is no arbitrary rule im­
posed by some especially inventeJ sci_cntific language. No proposition, 
they have said, can convey any meamng unless we can tell how it .. 

h d. . l.lll 
be verified, i.e., under w at con 1t10ns (tests) we would declare it 
either tr~e or_false; no other us~ of the term "meaning'' is conccivahk 
to them. Thts was most graphically expressed in the last seiHei . [ 

. . ' T L . Ph "l Kc 0 L. Wmgenstem s ractatus ogzco- 1 osophicus (New York ..,.., 
translation of his German Logisclz-plzilosophisclze Abhandlun ~~-)-• 
"Wh f k I f b g, 19-I ' ereo one cannot spea , t 1ereo one must e silent" ( W 

. .. . avon man 
mcht sprechen kann, daruber muss man sclzwezgen) Ev. I . . 

. l h f · en t lis qJl-gram was not pomtc( cnoug or some of the group Tl I 
h . b .1 b " · 1ey not<:t t at one must mdeed e s1 ent, ut not about" or "of'' I . 
(N I ) · d" · I h · h" anyt ling eurat 1 , m 1catmg t 1at t ere ts not mg even to be ·1 l 
Wh " , Sl ent a )OUL 

at we cannot say we cant say, and we can't whist! · . , 
(F P R ) 10 c 1t cnhc:r . . amsey . 

This equation of meaning and verifiability passes to r 1 1 l 
the fact that the radical wing of the Neopositivists recogn ·. ~ tg IH Y )y 

f · "fi .fi tzes on y sense: experiences in the process o sc1ent1 c ven cation th . . · 
. . h 'b'l' ' us 1gnonng two alternatives wh1ch we ave no poss1 11ty of refuting· fi I 

· 1 · 'bl h · rst, t 1at there may be realms enure y maccessl e to uman sense . . 
h. d d s, as tnacccssJbk as is ancient Greek 1story to a og; an second that s f · 

. . ' orne acts may 
be recogmzed m some nonsensory manner by some peo )1 b II 
without being describable by reference to sensory percep/ e, 0~ Y .3 ~ 
to deny "meaning" to all sentences that are not verifi b:o~s. 1 pr~ori 
terms is a petitio principii, a begging of the question b:caeu mtlp Iystcla 

' se 1c pro J-

:osSc:c: SAchlick, op.cit., P· 25.' Circle" in Gilbert Ryple c·' 
ee J Ayer "The V1enna ' • u. Th~ I' 1 · /; 

Londo · · ' I Frank op.cit., p. 88, where I ' . 'et•o lllto/1 i11 Philosop I}'· 

be set n 195~ pp. 7° ~-; a so,h t are' insoluble by its mean ~.e Wntcs that "no problems can 
said "~h [t rough sctence] t a be expressed, neither can tsl, referring to \Vittgenstein, who 

' en an answer cannot d · le qu · t' b · k adds "H b Carnap an Wmgenstcin h c~ lon c expressed." han· 
phil~soph~nce, ~ understood h outer world really exis~ t e questions beloved by the school 
cannot ev' s~ as whether t euse neither the positiv 5' not_ only cannot be answered but 
'hypothesi~? n e expressed, . bec:dealistic assertion can ~e assertion, falsely called the realistic 
cepts" C . or the negauve ) arc those expressed through constituted con-

. onstltuted (car nap exactly defin d b 
Verification. concepts e Y reference to physicalist 
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lem is precisely this: whether there arc or m:~y be enti.ti., 
1 . ' ' ' cs or events 

t Jat ~annot be_ pomted up in such terms. By simply declaring this 
questiOn mcanmg~css on the ground that it deals with utwcrifiabl 
seiHences the Logical Positi\'ist proves nothing; he mereh· m:~k e 
n t I . I I l , , cs a 

lc ap Jysll'a statement himself. at wugh a negative one, withou 
proof. · t 

. Neopositivists ha\·c countered that they declare metaphysical proposi­
tions not false but "only" meaningless. Poor excuse. Can meaningless 
sentences he true? "No," Neopositi\'ists arc compelled to answer. "~he 
cannot-because they arc meaningless." \Vhat kind of language is this~ 
To give an illustration, Paul's contention that Jesus appeared to him 
at Damascus would be, to Neopositi\'ists, not merely scientificallv "un­
verifiable"-as it is also under the procedural rules of Scientific ~1ethod 
-but "meaningless" as well, which it is not to Scientific Method and 
which it was definitely not to Paul. The Neopositivist vocabulary leads 
to the absurd situation that the sentence, "There arc visible gods on top 
of Mount Olympus" is meaningful (although not true), whereas the 
sentence, "There is an invisible God," is meaningless because no inter­
subjective tests can be offered. That no such tests are available is a 
formidable enough matter to realize ( ?lth_ough possibly very ~eaning­
ful, sec Chapter xm). How can it be JUStified that we complicate this 
dilemma, or try to resolve it, by simply denying _meaning to the very 
question? Such absolutistic negative statements, mcapable of verifica-
tion themselves, resolve no problem. . . . 

Beginning with the second half of the Nmeteen~Thi:tl~s, some Nco­
positivists have abandoned one or another of their ongmal positions. 
Thus, Moritz Schlick in one of his last papers, "Meaning and Verifica­
tion," 11 modified the requirement of verifiability for meaningful sen-

! "I . I " tences by interpreting it as requiring on Y a. ogiCa ' not an empirical, 
possibility of verification. The empirical ctrcums~a.nce~, he Wrote, are 
all-important when you want to know if a propositiOn ~s. tme, but they 
can have no influence on the meaning of the propositiOn. The only 
thing necessary for a process of verification to b: "1ogicall y" possible 
Schlick argued, is that it "can be desc:ib~d." Logtcal ~ossibility or irn: 
possibility of verification, therefore, IS always self-zmposed." If w 
utter a sentence without meaning "it is always o~r. own fault." 12 Th'e 

· . "Man IS lS leads him to concede that the proposition IInmortal" I. 
s mean-

" Philosophical R~vinu, vol. 45 (1936). reprinted in Fcigl and Sellars, R~adin . 
sophical Anal}'sis, New York TCJ.ICJ. pp. r .Jf> fT. gs 111 Plri/0 . 

12 Ibid., pp. 15 4-55. Italics in the original. 
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· gful b 't " assesses logical verifiability"; it could be verified 1n , ecause 1 p . .1 d' 1, 13 

by following the prescription "W a1t untl you 1e · 
This interpretation is apt to t~ke th~, stmg out of the rejection of 

unverifiable sentences as "meanmglcss. _There w?uld then be littk 
difference left between the approach to Immortality used by a Nco­
positivist like Schlick and by a nonposi~ivistic philosoph_cr I_ ike W. E. 
Hocking in his recent book, The M_eanmg of Immortality 11J Human 
Experience (New York 1957) .. Schlick went even so far as to say that 
immortality, in the s~nse of hfe a.~ter death, s~~ould_ ~ot be regarded 
at all as a "metaphysical problem, but as an empirical hypothesis." 
But other Neopositivists, li~e Carna~, ~eurat_h, ~rank, Ht:mpcl, Aycr, 
have maintained more stnct~y ph~siCahst cn_tcna of verifiability and 
thus of meaningfulness.14 It IS advisable to d1scuss this in some detail 
with regard to Carnap. . . . . 

Carnap too has modified his ongmal Ideas considerably 1 1 · 
' ' b'l' d M · · n 115 painstaking analysis, "Testa I tty an eanmg" of 1936-1 ( · 1 

b h " . . I f . . . ~37 Cltel 
a ove) he redefined t e pn~c1p e .~ cmpmctsm" as requiring th<.: 
language of science to be restncted m a certain way " su 1 1 1 . ' c 1 t 1a t c c-
sc:iptive predicates, and .!1ence synthet~c scn~cnccs, arc not to be ad-
mitted unless they have some connectiOn With possible ol . · , 

. 'fi M h d )servatwn. 
This does not go beyond Sctenti c et 0 as here understood What 
is "observable" Carnap does not undertake to ucfine Ust'n ti : J 

. . f h' h ' g 11s wor 
as a "basic term " definitiOn ° w Ic must come from I 1 ' h "b h . . psyc 10 ogy. 
But he refers explicitly to t e e avwnst theory of Ian , I 
. . . h . . I . guage, t n1s 
Indicating his contmucd be av!onst eanm~s (No. 8). 

As regards the kind of poSSible observatiOn to be rc · 1 C . b . quircl , arnap 
makes his first maJ·or concessiOn Y droppmg the term " ·fi b'l' " 

d I vcn a I tty 
on the ground that it can be accepte on Y as a "rough fi t · 

h . rs approxima-
tion" (No. I3) and (No. 2 ). t at ~.mversal sentences, such as the "so-
called laws of physics or .bwlogy, ca~ never be completely verified 
(see above, Chapter I, SectiOn s) ... He dtscusses at length two conceiva­
ble substitutes, "testability". and .confirmability," the latter being the 
broader of the two because It admits sentences that are capable of being 
"confirmed" by observable ,events alt?ough such confir:Uing events 
~annat be a-rranged as "tests at our Will. I take it that "confirmation" 
Is, therefore, to include also unrepeatable observations. Then Carnap 

u lb'd 
1< I ., p. 160. . . 

See th · "Expenence and M · 
( 1 e papers by c. I. LeWIS, eanmg," Plzilosoplzical R~vi~w. vol. 43 
~34 ), to which Schlick's paper was the answer, and by V. C. Aldrich, "Messrs Schlick 

an. Ayer on Immortality" ibid., vol. 47 (1938), which was a rebuttal. Both paper~ arc rc· 
Pnnted in Feigl and Sdl;rs, 0 p.cit., PP· 128 ff., and 171 ff., respectively. 
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?istinguishc:s whcthcr the requirement of testability or confirm b'l' 
l s t ) t 1 r . f a I Ity 
· ( g.o. o t lc ll111~ .o ''completeness," or whether incomplete con-
fi~mJ.hday or tcstab1hty arc to suffice. He thus reaches four possibl 
cn.tcr~a, amon~ which e~piricis?.1 must ch~~se (N?. rS): the require~ 
.?ltnts, rcspcct1n:ly, of s1mplc confirm:-tbiiJty," simple "tcst:-~bilit , " 
complete: confirmability," or "complete testability." The latter t;; 

~w~uld be so sc\'~'fc as to exclude ind~;tivc gener~!izations and hypoth~ 
cscs, because thc1r truth can never be completely confirmed and even 
less completely tested. Thus there remains a practical choice only be­
twcc:n simple: "confirmability" and simple "testability." Carnap tells 
us (No. I I) that he would now be satisfied with confirmability and 
no longer require testability, since "scientists are justified to use and 
actually do use terms which arc confirmable without being testible." 
Tl1is is the second retreat, and a remarkable one, because it admits 
the possibility of accidental and unrepeatable observations as a basis 
f . 'fi HI o SCICnti c:1lly meaningful statements. 
It might thus seem as though Carnap had cut down the old require­

ment of verifiability to generally acceptable proportions. In all four 
variants, however, he maintains his former physicalist doctrine that 
~onfirmability, etc., just as the verifiability of ol?, must be expressed 
In terms of a "t11ing-1anguage." He merely moll1fies the harshness of 
this requirement by now conceding that in order to be scientific a 
sentence need not be fully "transbtable" into physicalist language 
but tl1at it suffices if the sentence is "reducible" to such language (No~ 
II). This is the third major retreat. For he thus recognizes that certain 
sentences, e.g., those dealing with ''life," may l~se. some?1ing of their 
original meaning by being reduced to .physiCalist .th~ng~language; 
that they may not be fully "definable" in I.t. But ~e still. Insists (ibid.) 
"that every term of the language of science-mcludmg languages 
which are used in biology [e.g., "life"], in psycho!~~.Y [e.g., "introspec­
tion"], and in social science [e.g., "democr~cy, freedom"]-is re­
ducible to terms of physical language." He sttll ,;ays of all psychologi­
cally formulated introspective statements that such a language is a 

tG • d h . f m the uni\'erse, the star The sentence '"If all mm s s ould d1sappear ro . 1 .. b L . s Would still 
on in their courses" had been regarded as "not venfiab e.fi byl , ewls and Schlick C go 

h 'f "ven a c wa · · arna (op.cit., last page) comments that both were rig t 1 . .. fi 5 Interpreted as .. P 
pletely confirmable." But he now admits that the sentc:n~e 1s. c~ rmable" and even .. corn. 
though incompletely, by reference to observations that JUStify le ac~eptance of testable," 
See also Hans Reichenbach, who wrote in 1951: "Tite theory of meamng has bee general laws. 
for a long while from its past dogmatic version and .has .a.ssumed a moderat ~ et:n:~ncipated 
admits of modified terms of verification" ("The Vcnfiabiiity Theory of ~ ... e .' ers10n, which 
• . • • I I . . . n•canmg .. . 
m Fc:igl and Dmdbcck, R~admgs m 111~ PhilosoptiY o ~nenu, P· 9 3 ). • reprinted 
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V.PR- 1.1 uyonly whdethcmtersu)-ble for so 1 oq , b. , 
. . one suita for use among different su Jects 

purely subJecttve 'e is suitable S llt'ck he continues to admit sen-. . h' languag f om c 1 , 
)Cctlve t mg- .l'ffcrent r fi · · possible in tcr111s of ( N 6 ) And, ul . · r con rmatton 1s . 

o. r , 2a.. 'fi only tf thet l problems of immortahty or of the tences as sctenu c nd; t 1e f . . . 
h 

· ld t of the Beyo h efore remain excluded rom scJentJhc t zs wor , no . God, t er • . , " 
· f invistble ere questions asked, 1t seems. extstencc o an from m . bl . 1 , C· . · . k 

stage even is made more palat,, e ') ""'·'P s wor at any ' · 1 turn, . f" fi 1 ·1· " 
us p 1 nger 1D . 

Tl · erseverance, 11 
· sists on the equatiOn o con rma )J ny, 

fourth retreat; he no 0 
.. It would be advtsable, he wrote (No. 13, 

etc. with "meanmg 'meaning u an< meanmg ess Ill t lis a11< · fulness. f 1' 1 ' · I ' I · I 
end) to "avoid the terms these expressions involve many rather ' . because . "W 
similar discusswns- t'ons"; and agam (No. 14): c Us<:d to 

vague philosop tea , h' stone 1s now t 1n tng a out t<:nna, t 1at 
h . 1 asser 1 . h. k' b y· , I I'ke t 1s 

say [of a sentence 1 
. less; but the careless use of the word 'mean­

it is] not false but mcanmg " Consequently, he is now willing simply 
ingless' has its dangers. · 1;ays preferred that a metaphysical assertion 
to say what others havl el ~ (testable, etc.), instead of that it is or is not · · " firma) e Is or Is not con 

"meaningful." 
1

;. • • h ve continued to Use the old meaning-jargon. 0 h N tlVIStS a · · 
t er eopoSl . done there remams some mherent weakness 

Whether or not that 
1
fis t to' construct a language of empiricism and . 1 mpt rs .J· 

m the who e atte . . cientific accorumg to whether it can be ex· h d 'd hat Is s d . "1 
t en to ect e w " Such proce ure IS ogicaiJy" possible, to be 
pressed in this language. ily the only logically possible procedure. The . . necessar d . . 'fi 
sure; but tt IS not ms use m sctentt c language must be re· 

· h t all ter b · bl · · · requ~rement t a . ms may e tncapa e of dmng JUsttce to pre· 
ducible to physicalist ~r process of reduction is left over, e.g., "life," 
cisely that which m 

1
0 ; "God" and :·soul," cannot even partially be 

or, hke the concepts -language. It IS true that not all NeopoSltlV!sts reduced to a mere thmg 

. hich Carnap Writes that he is among those "who would 
loS h (No I 4 uage] a sentence corresponding to every sentence w IIC 1 

) 
10 w I. I ee t e passage 1 • .11 _ lang _, · 1 IJ 

not · h h [' cientl c E glish sentence anu Is Used by learned llt:ople. We s IOU w, <o '" '" ' ' " . 
Usually · · _, _, as a corrc:c d. g sentences to many or perhaps most of the sentences m 

1s cons1ucreu n 1n 

""' wnh '·•· "' "'" '""""" . 

<ho h<>ok; of ;,,Uphy,;,;,,:· ""' """""' '"'h " "Th;, """' ;, oow <Mokmg •bmu 
. " I< •ho,ld bo no<od, hoW<'"<'• ,.bk" bu< <hoy "' ><If "'""'"'k'"'Y, ;f d>< m,mog of <h< 

v,,.,., '" ""' oo\y """' wofi<D d ou<. Mouphyu"t """""'• how,.,, "' ""' "'"""'ly terms "stone" and "think" is spelle 

self-contradictory. tencc), in laying down the rule "Every primitive d~· 
U "" ' "•·)IS . c,.,P ( op.oi., No. ' s. t"' ";,,.;fi, l•og.,g, <o bo '""";'"''' fO< '~~'"'."'" 

""""" P<od;,,, of L j;.o.,_ <h; m•d< by <ho '""'"""" of <ho l•og.,go. Lokow"' (No. observable," calls this a "deciswn, . a 'thing predicate.· " 16) "E £ L IS 
' Very primitive predicate 0 

18o 
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have insisted on tl . 
"experience·· · llng-language. Some have accepted reference to 

q uentlv ret a· II~ Ia broader sense of this term; but then they have fre-
, 111cl the . f " 'fi b'l' " . . . . rcqmrement o ven a 1 1ty m terms of such 

cxpcncnLcs, and it· . . . " . f l , · 
l.fli 1 s cquauon with meamng u ness. Therefore it is 

< 1 ICll t now to d . 'b . . I I . • . . . cscn c 111 preCise terms w tat tas rcmamcd of Nco 
posltJVISill. -

As I ha\'(: state I . Cl I 'II J' I 
CJ 

· • l 111 1aptcr 1 am WI Iscuss more c aborately in 
1'1 ptcrs \'II S · . • 1 · • rction 3· and x. I propose to start out from the distinc-

tion K"twccn · 1 · · · "bl t · 
k I I 

mtersu )Jccuvcly transmiSSI c an( nontransm1ssible 
now l'l gc an 1 tl . . · 1. · · · • ' • <. ten-wuhout a-pnon mutatiOns Imposed by a pre-

construc~cd language of science and without denying meaningfulness 
or function to assertions of nontransmissiblc knowledge-try to find 
out wl~et_her some alleged knowledge is or is not intersubjectively 
trai~s_m:ssible. Although this approach runs parallel to that of the Neo­
positiVI~ts to a considerable extent. it may, and does, lead to different 
results m areas of great significa~ce. It is, so to speak, a more open-

ended type of approach. 
Ncopositivism arose in the wake of efforts made by Ernst Mach 

( ~83~-1~16) to establish the unity of all sciences through the radical 
dunmatton ?~ metaphysics in every scientific work and ~hrough com­
mon recogmtion that all scientific authority must be ultimately based 
on perception. 111 Mach was an Austrian physicist and philosopher, 
who. held the chair for the philosophy of s~ien~e at t~1~ ~niversity 
?f VIenna until I90I. William James had paid h~m a ~'lSit m Prague 
I~ 1882, and after many hours spent in lively <.hscus.sion. had found 
himself deeply impressed.2o A small group of scholars m VIenna, start­
ing out from Mach's work, attempted to refine _it by cle~1~sing it of un­
warranted clements and by adding greater logKa_l preciSlon to Mach's 
empirical purism and to all its implications; th~s en~ed ~1p in their 
equation of verifiability (testability) and meanmg II~ snence. This 
group, which later became known as the "V:icnna Circle" (as such 
it made its first public appearance in 1929) mcluded the mathema­
tician Hans Hahn (d. 1934), the economist Otto Neurath (d. I 94S in 

lD D · . I d S lfw(S t•OII d~r ET"!Ul/t 
Ernst Mach, '~ Gt:sehtclu~ tmd die Jl'ur.:::e es 1 ~ C . tmg dc1· A 1-f,. ·r 

8 
· H" . · l jtlze onsert•altOII of E •I , 

I 72 (translatiOn, utory and RooiJ of the PrtnCIP ~ 0 ( T' . llt:rgy, Ch' 
) . , 'k · ., . · 1883 tr., ''t: Set 1cag0 

I9II ; Dt~ Al~ettDIII m wrn- Enttuiekelung, Lc1pZ1g B . ... t:IICt: of Mt: ' . 
Ch

. h d II 1)• eiti<Jgt: - 111- A I Cllan 1cs 
ICago J893i 4[ e ., l9I9j sth ed., La Salle, I ., I9-l- ' ~ lla }'St: dt:r Em • 

dtmg~n, Jena x885 (tr., Chicago 1914). h Pfin-
"" "I don't think that I ever envied a man's mind as muc as 1 have envied 0 

unless it were Mach's," wrote James to Hugo Miinsterbcrg twenty _Years later (J I stwald's­
see R. B. Perry, Th~ Tllollgltt and Cltaraeur of William /tmzcs, Rncfer Version ;y 23, 1902; 

p. 236). See also Frank, op.eit., p. 211. ' oston 1948, 
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England), the physicist Philipp Frank, and the philosophers Rudolf 
Carnap, Herbert Feigl, Friedrich Waismann, and especially, Moritz 
Schlick. The last-named was appointed 1932 to Mach's former cha' 
in Vienna; he was murdered by a disgruntled student in !935. Carrl tr 

h d · . v· I ap, w o had begun his aca em1c career m. Ienna, ater was transfcrn:d 
to the newly established chair for the phtlosophy of science.: at tJ1 U . 

. ' c 111-
verslty of Prague. 

A number of other scholars came to he associated with the y· . 
Circle, though not necessarily with all their ideas. Among tl tcnna 
H · h I · I' I lcm \\'<:rc ans Rete enbac 1 ( m Ber m, ater Prague) ; the mat! . . 
Ludwig Wittgenstein (later, Cambridge, England) Kur,t ~·~~;ICians, 
Menger, and Richard von Mises; 21 the physicist E' Sch 1? c ' Karl 

. J f h d h ' . roec tnger. tl . economist, ose Sc umpeter; an t e lawyer, Hans K ·I . ' le 
Americans, including Ernest Nagel of Columbia le ~ln. Several 
Morris of the University of Chicago, made early an( larles W. 
Circle. A "Congress for the Unity of Science" w Ieoni ta~ts with the 

( . as 1e d In p . 
1934 Dr. Morns was there), followed by intcrnati' I raguc.: In 
p . ( ) h ona congr . 
~ns 1935 , Copen agen ( 1936), Cambridge ( 1 8 . ~sse~ .m 

With American pragmatism and with the ope t' 93 ! · Stmtlanttcs 
E. Bridgman (Harvard) were discovered and ra tonal Ideas of Pc.:rcy 

'fi ' mutual ap I . tensi ed when many members and friends of the C' proac 1es m-
Carnap, Feigl, Frank, Reichenbach Godcl Men trcle (among them 

) ' ' ger, Scln I 
sen came to this country, most of them as refugees 2:! lmpeter, Kc.:-

Not all friends of the Vienna Circle, however · b . 
tr . I I ' su scnb. I t . erne VIews. Many kept c oser to t 1e ideas ex · ec o Its cx-
y t h b pounded . h. b k e t e exaggerations described a ave have discr d' In t Is oo · 
of positivism and done considerable harm to tl e Ited the very name 
. ' 1e gen I 
mg of Scientific Method and Scientific Value R I . . era undcrstand­

e atiVIsm. 

(C) LEGAL POSITIVISM 

In political and legal philosophy, positivism h 
other, more specific sense, only loosely connected as ~ssumed sti~l a~­

With that wluch It 
21 Sc:e R' .. · · haok Ichard von Mises PoSitiVISm, Cambndge, Mass 19 

• Klein L h ' .. · Th H ., SI, revis d 1 . oo 0 es e rbuch des Posztzvzsmus, e ague 1939. e cc. of h1s German 
n the h' · I Ph'!· on M h .. 1story of the Vienna C1rc e, see I 1pp Frank op · 
ac • 1bzd v· K f Th ' .ctt. PP 6 h' Positiv' ., pp. 28 and 211' Jctor rat, e Vit:nn c·' . 1-1 , and IS papers 

Ayer ~smd, translated by Arthur p~p, New York 1953. A JaA zrcle: The Origins of Neo-
n othc T 1 ·1 1 • ' • • Yer "Th · · 1 " · 1957 p rs, he Revolution of Pru osopny, wah an · d • e VIenna C1rc e m 

Y , p. 7o ff A . Jntro ucti b d 
ork 1928 . .. · s regards Bridgman, he wrote m his The L . on Y G. Rylc, Lon on 

· If a · · · ogzc of M d Pl. · N an answ specific question has meanmg It must be p 'b! o ern 1yszcs, ew 
er can b . ossl e to fi d . I . h c gn·cn to it." n operatiOns by w llC 
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hJs in general philosophy. It dt'sign:ucs the thcor\· tint 0 1 1 
1 - - . · · 1· II . . 1 • n y t wse lOrms .uc JllriLIGl y v~d1J wluch ha\'(.: been est·lblish,,J or r · I 
b 1 • " ecogn1zel 

Y. t 1e go\'crnmcnt of a so\'ereign state in the forms prescribed b · 
Wri" ·n . . . . N D' . y Its 

ll~ •• 01_ t~nwntten_ constHut_wn. o Ivm~ ~aw and no Natural 
Law Is ) undiCall y valid, accordmg to legal pos1t1vism unl''s~ so 

· d · ' " .. recoo--
ll!Ze by the state or its government. b 

This line of positi\'ism is much older than Comte's. It was inauo-u. 
rated by Jean Bodin ( 1530-1596) and, more radically, by Tho1~.15 
Hobbes (1588-1~79). A~tcr an_ecl~pse of a_bout ~ne hundred yea;s, 
caused by Locke s doctnne of mahenablc nghts, 1t was resumed by 
Willi~lm Blackstone (1723-178o), Jeremy Bentham (1748-I832), and 
~speCially by John Austin (179o-1859). Thereafter it became the lead­
mg legal doctrine in most \V estern countries. 

To examine its similarities with and differences from twentieth­
century Scientific Value Relativism we must distinguish between lex 
l~ta, the law that is, and lex ferenda, the l_aw to be made. To the ques­
tiOn what the valid law is at some particular place and time, or in 
other words which commands or norms ought to be recognized then 
and there as juridically binding, legal positivism seems to give a rela­
~ive answer, referring to the individual country. Yet the _basic doctrine 
Itself-that recognition by the government of a sove~etgn state, and 
only this recognition, makes a norm or command a vahd law-is quite 
absolutistic in character. It has indeed no scientific basis other than 
the fact that this is the currently accepted doctrine and that it is prac­
tically acted upon in the individual states Jn~ in the community of 
nations. There is no scientific reason why tlus must be so and not 
otherwise. 23 

Likewise, when the question is not what tl~e- ~Jlid _law is but what 
law ought to be made, political and le~~l posltivi:m _Is ~o~ necessarily 
associated with relativity. A legal positiVIst, while ms1stm~ that no 
rule is "legally" valid before its pronounc_ement by the legislature or 
by the judge, may well be a devout Chri~uan, or an _ardent utilitarian, 
or a radical equalitarian, who would give a defimte answer to the 
question what rule should or should not be. n:-a~e. At first glance it 
might seem as though utilitarians were relativistic as lawmakers t 
since they measure all values relative to human happiness Yet · 00 ' 

doing they actually recognize one absolute standard, happi~es 111 so 
. s, or the 

21 See my article "Sovereignty" in War in Our Tzme, ed. by H. Speier and A K~ 
York 1939. pp. sB-77· . ahler, New 
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happiness of the greatest number. A utilitarian, therefore, is no rela­
tivist regarding ultimate legislative values (see Chapter xu).:.:' 

Legal positivism (relativistic by its .r~fe~en:e to the law of the indi­
vidual country) and legislative uuhta.namsm (absolutistic by its 
axiomatic acceptance of the goal of happmess) often go hand in hand. 
The father of utilitarianism, Jeremy Bentham, \Vas a kgal positivist. 
The leading representative of nineteenth-century positivism, John Aus­
tin, was no relativist in the transpositive sphere. It is true that in his 
famous lectures dedicated to positivism he made a short remark which 
s?undc:~ as though he extendeJ his positiv,istic relativism to his legisla­
tiVe phtlosophy. He observed that Hobbes s phrase "no law can be un­
just" was not an immoral or pernicious paradox, as it had often becn 
branded, but was merely a truism expressed in unguardcd ten11 "J 

d . s. ust 
an unJUst, justice or unjustice, are terms of relative and varyitl r · 

" h d . h 1 g ll11-
port, e went on. "When uttere w~t a t etermined meaning thcv 
are uttered with relation to a determmed law which tile k · spea ·er as-
sumes as a standard of comparison .. · · H positive law he t'"'k '1· 

d . . . 'f l ·• en as t 1c 
stan ard of companson, 1t ts mam est t 1at a positive law c . \ . 
unjust .... " :.:~ an not K 

Austin clearly recognizes here that in legislation too · . . . . · ' ' JUStice Is rcla-
tlve to some standard (see Chapter IV above). Yet he ne . · . vcr went so hr 
as to say that all standarcls were necessanly relative 1 l ' h d b · an<. t 1at none 

a a solute validity. On the contrary, 111 a footnote 1 . 
d .. f G 1 le expressly ac-

cepte utthtarianism and the law 0 ~c as standan.ls for law · k · :.:n 

As a true positivist however, he was 111terested prim.., '1 . mal mg. . ' 1 ufl Y 111 t 1e re\a-
tlon of justice to law not to some trans egal creed . ' . ' . · l ' or as one mtght 
put It, only in the relation of JUstice to aw and not of 1 · · 

P l. · · · · · 1 f ·1 aw to JUStiCe. 
o Ittcal and legal posttlVtsm strop Y at s to deal w· 1 .. · . . · · · b It 1 transpostttve 

quest10ns, etther in a relaUVlStlC or m an a solute · l'd' f manner And yet 
~n recognizing the exclusive va 1 tty 0 any law that 1 b · ' 
1 h h f · 1' las een enacted 
n t e past or might be in t e uture 111 tne with th ' t' · · 1' d e country's con-
~ ttutton, it makes its adherents me me to think 1 . . Ide 1 · H 1· · l a so of legtslauvc 

as tn terms of relativity. ence P0 lttca and legal · · · ·1 
expa d · l · · · h posttlvtsm east y 

n s Into or entails re atlvtsm 111 t e transp · . . ' ' osittve sphere. V tee 

"B~nth · that h" am_ recognized that he could not give proof for the nr· , . I f .. w 1ch I . 1 . ,. 1nc1p e o Utlht .. f r 
Principl IS used to prove everyt ling e se cannot Itself be r>rr v I" (l I y, ... o es of M h ' 1:( Ill ro~ I . I ( 
Bentha orals and Legislation, c . I, par. II; sec: G. Hall "TI •p 'tcttolt to /I 

215 L m and Mill," Ethics vo\. 6o, I949• pp. 13 ff.). ' lc: roo{ of Utility In 
ectures ' d · 8 6 187s, fro on Turispr11denu, delivcrc '" I 2 -32, cd. by R. Cam bell ( 2 v I 

:lOlbid m the 4th ed., London r873) vo\. I, p. I 55· p o s., New York 

·• note t · 0 section 251. 



4. HIS T 0 RIC IS .\f 

\"l'f~J.' ~dhe~ents of Scientific Value Relativism arc inclined to be 1 'o- 1 
posJtmst.s SIIKc they deny the scientific verifiability of hinl , lc·b~ 
wl · I , j' . · · b 1t:r .m, 

1ct 1lf. t I\ me or natural. Sec Chapters \'I, Section :;. on Kclsc11 l 
n S H · · ant 

I, • cct Ion ' . on R:1dbruch: but Jlso IV. Section 8. on the dis tin ·t · 
hct \\' .. 1 · · 1· I I . . c. 1. 1. f I l ton 

l<.:l ]llrit ICa JIH SCICIHIIJC \'a H tty 0 cgaJ principles. 

4- HistoriciJm 

. The case of historicism is comparable to that of positivism. The 
nmt·tcenth-rcntury historical school in the philosophy of law (Friedrich 
Karl von Savigny. I7jg-r86r, Sir Henry Maine. 1822-r888, and their 
followers both in Europe Jnd America) was relativistic to a certain ex­
tent because of its emphasis on the historical growth of law, on the 
particular national or rcgionJl conditions of that growth, and on the 
!)articular VolkJge'I.JI (national spirit) that expressed or re\'ealcd itself 
111 it-law "grows," it cannot be "made." Relativistic appearances were 
supported hy the fact that most members of the school actually re­
frained from searching for absolute principles in justice. But their 
historic:JI w:1y of thinking did not necessarily re~ect the possibility 
that there fl!Crc· .such absolute clements. permeatmg the particular 
laws, and knowable to men. All thJt can be said in this respect is that 
the question whether such bws existed was not in the center of the 
historicist's interest. Precisely as the question of transpositi\'e (i.e. 
legislative) justice failed to .interest legal positivists, so problems of 
tr:1nshistoric justice failed to interest their rivals, the members of the 
historical school. This lack of interest cannot be equated with a theoreti­
cal denial of any transpositive and transhistoric ele~ents in justice. 
Yet it evoked or promoted tendencies toward suc!1 demal. 1 

That historicism and absolutistic ideas were mdeed compatible is 
clearly shown in the philosophy of Hegel, where ideas of particularity 
and universality, of history and of absolute law~, were artfully welded 
within the one doctrine that some sort of objecttve and absolute reason 
-be it God or the World Spirit or simply Rea.son-rev~alcd itself in 
history, differcn.tly in different nations ~nd. at ~~~eret:t ~lines,. but not, 
therefore, rcduetble to a plurality. Hegel s htstonc~sm, It ls obviOus, was 
not entirely relativ~ ·tic: in ~': ... ultimate references It was absolutistic. 

1 As Leo Strauss, Natural Right and Historr, Chicago I953· pp. 1 .J, I 5, has apt! . 
it: "The historical school ... discovered the value, the charm, the inwar l ~ expressed 
local and temporal ... the SUJ>erioritv of the local and temporal to the un,-' c ness of the 

· · vers [ 
the local and the temporal have a higher value than the umversal. As a co a · · . that 
claimed to be universal appeared eventually as derivative fro~ something I nsequence, what 
porally confined, as the local and tempnral in statu Cl'clllescend1." ocally and tern-



V. PRECURSORS AND COUSINS 

At the end of the nineteenth century, and in the beginning of the 
twentieth historicism became more relativistic than before by its new 
emphasis' on the singularity of every historic_ sit~ation, fact, or event. 
This singularity seemed to preclude generalizatiOns of the type pos­
sible in the natural sciences. While this is true to some extent, It cannot 
bar generalizations based on the materiel with wl!ich !1istory works, 
such as the astronomic, geographic, physical, and bwlogic-tl conditions 
of human life. Whenever and wherever man lives he needs sleep and 
food, he is a child before he reaches maturity, and he is mortal. Even 
in this new stage, therefore, historicism did not ncccssaril y negate the 
possibility that science might be able to ascertain some universal laws 
governing human external and internal life; nor did it imply a denial 
of God. That certain questions, such as God's reality and the validity 
of ultimate value judgments, are inaccessible to science docs not follow 
from the singularity of historical events, nor was it derived from it 

In a still later stage-actually after the ascent of Scientific y ·I 
Relativism-historicism became associated with the idea that all I a ue 
k I d · · · 1 d' · d d h h mman n~w e ge Is histoncal y con Itlfone ahn ~ at uman beings could not 
entirely disentangle themselves rom t e smgular social conll't· 
d I Ions un-

er which their minds had been shaped (see below Cll'"'pt S 
• • ' u er vu cc­

tion g). Then historicism began to Imply that the social scien ' II 
b' · y h' d'd Ces COli l nevehr s~cceed in bein~ ? JeCftive.l e~ t Is hi not entail a particular 

emp asis on the relativity o va ues, on t e contrary I.t 1 1 1 · h' ' Cl to t 1C more radical theory that there IS not mg peculiar to val · 1 · . t b b' . lies 111 t liS respect because man's Impotence o e o Jecttve was n 1 · ' h · h f o ess present In the recognition of facts t an m t at o values. We 1 11 
th. · b s 1a revert to 

Is erroneous denial of differences etween facts and v 1 · Cl 
. a ues m 1ap­

ter vu. Here it has been my purpose to P0 Int out only tl · f 
th . h . d d'd h' 1at m none o e various forms in whic It appeare 1 Istoricism im 1 S · 'fi 
Value Relativism although it served to prepare the mind f p y lci~n~I . c 
v1• . ' or re attvtsttc ewpomts. 

5· Marxism 

. Marxists generally are disappointed, and inclined to . d' 
1f o f · 1 grow m tgnant ne atls to refer to Marx as an ear Y representativ 1 ' 
of d · 1· · 1 · e, nay t 1e creator ltlo ern scientific theory m po lttca SCience. Oth d . ' 
con£ d d h er stu ents senousl y use and afraid of propagan a w enever this · ' 
~~e distrustful of arguments from both sides To ~~e~~wn ~o~es u~ 
f Ifferences between Marxian doctrines and scientifi aMn ythad ~Ityhan 
ore · · h · h c e o Is, t ere­

' Particularly necessary wlt 111 t e general context of this book. 
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5. MARXISM 

l\farx and Engels 1 did indeed apply what we now call s ·, "fi 
Met! 1 · · I 1. • d . . 1 Cit:nti c 

lOt -cmpmca OL)Scn·atwn, escnptwn, 1ypothetical expl · 
an l [ 1 1 . 1 . • anatwn, 
'. '. ~o on 1-~o a considerab e extent m t leir ~ammon work. Pre-
Cisd) by so domu, and to the extent that they dtd tl1ev nl"d 

. . t-- ' ' ,, e ureat 
contnbwwns to the social sciences. They drew attention to the b b I 
facts of social and economic life. They combated the customary rluta 
· . . . . ' g OSS-
lllg O\ er of actualities wah arguments taken from theology f . ' ron1 
some custom-made ideology, or from \nsl_1ful thinking, at least if 
~~~~ of their own r~1aking. ~hey. pointed to mterrelatio_ns between po­
litical and economic factors m history th:1t had been Widely neglected. 
They refused to accept the ethical valu: judgments of their own epoch 
~r of earlier periods, denouncing the ml1uence of economic and class 
mtcrests on moral standards. 

Ncvenhdcss, for three reasons, their methods do not stand the tests 
of modern scientific theory. First, Marx and ~ngcls cl?imed that they 
could. predict the general course of h~un~~ history with certainty, at 
least 111 the long run. This claim is scientihcally untenable because of 
the many variables involved. It is possible to some extent to predict 
what will happen if a number of conditions are fulfilled, among which 
there may be the assumption that in other respects everything remains 
as it now is. Such predictions are of the ess~nce of ·genu_ine science (see 
Chapter II, Section 4). It also is often possible to stat~ m advance that 
predicted developments, should they come true, Will entail specific 
human tendencies in response, such as the tendency of capitalistic 
entrepreneurs in a crisis to look for new areas of favorable investments 
and of workers and tenants to revolt if exploited. It is unscientific 
however, to ignore the possibility that condit~ons may develop differ~ 
ently and that human responses may take a different course. I refer to 
Section 6 of the Introductory chapter and to Chapter xn, Section 5, 
for additional remarks on this point. 

1 This is no place for a guide through the tremendous litcra~r~ onD Marxism. The following 
books arc particularly valuable for political scientists: H. B.. a~o, :mocra_,·y and ,\farxisn; 
Ncw York 1955, a systcmatic prcscntation and analysis po•nt y pomt, wah a useful bib' 
liography; Joseph Schumpeter Capitalism Socia/i$111, and Dnnobcrl acy, ~ondon I 943 ..,nd d-· ' ' r · I pro ems d • - e . , 1947, analys1s of thc undcrlying economic and po ltlca . ' In ependent and 
f · k · "ficallv supenor pred · · pru-ound, w1th a een attcmpt to advance to sc1enu ' B· ICt•ons; and Ed 
Heimann, Communism, Fa.rcism or D!!mocracy, New York ,1 9/3 ' Fr!!t>dom and 0 1 uard 

· · d GN!!IIsctla tuyst/!11 T·· rc er Ne York 1947; and 10 German, IVtrtschaftuysuml! 1111 .. b. It>, ubingen ' w 
•V!!rntmftglaub!! und Rl!iigion in di!r mod!!nUtl Kult~tr, !u mgen 1955; all distin 1?54, and 
first-rate knowledge of the various doctrines and the1r history as .well as by f . gu•shed by 
ment, but freely abandoning Scientific Method at times, trespasst~~ on meta a~~~ss of treat· 
in the author·~ own interpretations of history. Lately, Alexander Rustow Ort hp ~ ~•cal ground 

II · · ' s eu Gt'gl!nwart, vol. 3, Zurich 1957• PP· 2t)T-~22. equ:J y strong 10 praise and bl llllfiiiing der 
arne. 
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Secondly, Marx and Engels projected experiences of the past into 
the future on the scientifically untenable assumption that in human 
and social affairs, just as in inanimate nature, what happened in the past 
will always and necessarily happen essentially the same way in the 
future, irrespective of changes in circumstances, improvement in 
scientific analysis, better awareness of implied risks, alteration of ethi­
cal standards, and new governmental methods. In pointing to past 
experiences they signaled many serious warnings to our own and to 
future generations; but again they failed to take full account of the 
variables, in particular the unpredictable potentialities of human in­
genuity, determination, and organization. They pretended that they 
could offer scientific certainty where the utmost they could have done 
was to point to probabilities or risks. Their reliance on past experiences 
v.:as t~e more tenuous because it was chiefly based on only three case 
h1stor.1es-s~ave economy, feudal economy, and early capitalism.:.! 

Thirdly, m denouncing the value judgments of thei·r COilt'· · d f f . · .... mporanes 
an o ormer generatwns Marx and Engels freely exl 1 1 . ud · . · )reSSel va Ue 
J gments of their own, both negative and positive Tl : I · 
emph · 1 1 .1. 'd f . . · 1cir po em1c asts t 1at t 1e preva1 111g I cas o JUStiCe and mor 1 · I I 
d d d · . . a s 111 eac 1 epoc 1 

epen e on economic factors, 111 particular on metho 1 f I · 
d I · · l S 0 prot UCtlOil 

an c ass 111terests, and were noth111g but "superstru t ·" 
mat · 1 · 1 · · · · 1 c urcs erected on ena Interests, was re attvtstiC 111 c 1aracter of co l 
tivity asserted therein did not imply for them' th t u:sc; mt the rela­
ta ascertain the validity of ultimate value · 1 a sctcnce was unable 

. . . JUt gments. OI I 
while teach111g m the first place that history wo I 1 . 1 t .1c contrary' 
to the final stage of socialism anyway wh l . u t Inevitably move 
. ' et 1cr or not tl I JUster system Marx and Engels were far f . lat was t 1e 

' rom trc·nlll I . f 
events as a merely factual process devoid of v I < •• g t 115 course 0 

the establishment of true justice. They did n~ ue' It meant to them 
own value J. udgments as a mere "superst t care to classify their 

. . ructurc" b 1 ~conomtc preferences, or otherwise as mercl . ~set on personal 
111 the transpositive or transtraditional S{)h y sfub)ccttvc and relative; 
. d ' ' ere o val . . 
I eas Were rather absolutistic in character ' ue JUdgments thetr 

~ro.m what has been said it follows th~t for . . . 
~hcation of empirical research and relat· . . all thetr Incidental ap­
.cng 1 d' lVIstic r f I 
'fh ~ s Id not obey the rules of Scientific M I e crcnces Marx ant 
b . elr belief in inevitable historical progre et ltd.' as now understood. 
eli~~ able to predict the course of histo ss, t letr faith in science as 

va tduy f h · . ry, and their 1· h 
· 0 t etr own value JUdgments b re lance on t e 

11Inetee 1 ear all tl t · 1 • nt 1-century thinking-and erring J ~e YPica marks of 
Regard· • ust as In regard t C 

lllg the limited scientific value of thc~c c . < 0 omte 
· ompans 

ons see Mayo, op.cir. 
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so_ it can be ~aid regarding Marx and Engels that twenti ·ti , 
science h·1· 1 1 · · e 1-centurv . . · s mat e per 1aps Its most Important contribution b , ' 
rccogmzmg the nonscientific character of the unlimited \ mere_ly 
Ilroorc · · 1 · J f "fi . . rust In ~ ss :llh science anu o many speCI c prcchctwns. For · ·, 1 . . t 'l . I . . It IS t 1IS 
con n Hltion \\' lJCh, although ncgatt\'C only, dc~er\'cs credit for h .· 
cleared the path toward our better understanding of realitu ·a\ mg 

I . I f 1 1· d b . 'fi ' 111 ap-pro:lc 11ng t 1e uture, Ul113ntiGlppe y sctentt c superstitions· · 
'It t I I f . . 1 . 1 , Just :1s · 1e CI1l o 311t1qutty t 1e growmg awareness t 1at the tradit' 1 I r f . . . . 'fi II Iona 1c 1c 111 anncnt mythologtes was sctenti ca y untenable cleared 1 

path to higher forms of religion (Acts 17:15 tf.), :1nd in modern tin~~~ 
the re~og~1i.rion th:1t science c:1n neither pro~e. nor disprove the reality 
of an tm·Isihle God cle:1red the path for rehgwn on the one side an;l 
fo.r c~nccntration of science on subjects and methods germane to 
scientific research on the other. 

Yet twentieth-century science has more to offer in the discussio 
f M . . I . n 

o arxi~m th:m this nerr:Hi\'e contributiOn. t can pomt out waus .... I 
b . < l ·•11( 

means by which it may be possible to m~ct the particular perils that 
th n.·:1ten a liberal democratic society, penis exaggeratedly denounced 
by Marx; it can, conversely. lay bare the cons.eq.uences an~l risks to be 
encountered in the execution of full-seal~ soCialism; and It can try to 
present alternative appro:1ches towar.d desired g?als of human develop­
ment. These matters will be dealt with further In Chapters VIII (equal­
ity) and xu (possibility and impossibility). 

6. Wit!Jdral(lal of Philosoplly. Dam1ininn. Early Pragmatism 

We have seen that e:1ch of the three nineteenth-century schools so 
f:1r discussed-positivism, historicism. and Marxism-int~oduced rela­
tivistic ideas but that the relativity they spoke of \Vas, m each case 
determined 'by factors other than scientific impotence to ascertair~ 
the validity of ultim:1te values. Actually, whe.n m~mbers ?f these older 
schools ventured beyond the sphere of their pnmary mterest-such 
:1s the positive law, history, or the class str.uggle, respectively-they 
often revealed absolutistic, dogmatic tendenc~es of thou?I:t. If in rare 
cases they abstained from value judgment~ 111 transposttiVe, transhi _ 
toric, transtraditional questions as well, thts was due to some va s 
type of skepticism rather than to any specific the~ry of values. Scie ~~e 
value relativism remained at best latent and passtve. ntl c 

(a) WITHDRAWAL OF PHILOSOPHY 

General philosophy in the second. half of the .nineteentl 
was in no position to resolve the conflict of competmg rei . ~ . century 

atlvltles or to 
r89 
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V · P R • d wal from the tradmonal bust-
'd b lute standards. Its Wlth rataphysical ontologies ldt the 

Provt e a so · e me . · 
f viding comprehenslV h' cally on the1r own. As Roscoe 

ness o pro . hilosop 1 "I h 1 1 · \ · 1 branches of sctence P · risprudence: n t e ast t 11rc 
parUCU ar . d to JU · 1 

d h aptly put it w1th regar 1 ent of plulosophy 1ad gone so 
Poun as th b nc onm 1 _1 • 

f h l·neteenth century e a a . l had been swa lowcu up m the 
o t e n . · t e1t 1cr 1 1 \ \' 
f th t the Philosophical JUflS 5 ... tic A.B.l schoo or 13l c tsap-
ar a . h os1uvts ' 

dominant historical form. t e P d the Modern World, p. qR) ca\\s 
eared"' Whitehead (Sczence ~n th century one of the '\\u\kst 

p · f he 01 neteen 
the last twenty years o t usades. 
stages of thought" since th~. cr e dubbed himself the last phi\oso-

. d muon, one . f h 
Hegel in a weu premo h he could know 1 w at we mean 

' · ht t an . 
pher. In this he was more ng of metaphysical systems. When he ched, 
by philosopher is a producer ed to have been spent for good. The 

h · ns seem . the fervor for sue creauo d 1·1ne however, was not the towenng 
h. dden ec ' · 

decisive reason for t ts s~ h or that of h1s predecessors, but the 
greatness of Hegel's phtloso~ Y;ific weakness of all metaphysics. The 
growing awareness of the scl~n tific work operated as a deterrent to 

. d d t on sClen bl . exactmg . eman s pu. That science was una e to ~rove the extst-
metaphystcal speculau~ns. . tific means was becommg a scientific 
ence of God solely wtth sctetn nee led, in a formidable move of his-

1 I . de accep a . d . . 
commonp ace. ts Wl e alternauve octnnes, the one persom-
torical di~.lectic, ~o two e;X0s13_ 1Sss), w~o called for a "jump into 
fied by Soren Kter~ega_a l1 unsolvable dtlemma, the other by Fric­
fai_th" o~t of the ~Clenu:ca 1~44_19oo)~ who declared "G_o~\ is dead." 2 

dnch Wtlhelm Ntetzsch ( es scientists turned to empmcal research 
Caught between these extrern y~t none of these tendencies kept scholars 

. h . kl . uccess. . d C . w1t qmc y growmg s . h value JU gments. onststent abstinence 
from spicing their works wtt quired a methodological clarity that did 
in this respect would have re 

not yet exist. 
NEUTRALITY 

(b) DARWINISM AND ETBICAL • , . . . 
of Darwm s On the Orzgtn of Speczes by 

The publication, in 18?9' layed a leading role in this development, 
Means of Natural Selectz~n ~ed disputes everywhere on the respective 
o£ course 3 1 1 d rnbltte 

' t e to e L gal History, New York 1932, p. 69. See also Gustav 
1 Roscoe 'Pound, Interpretations. of d:nce through Continental Eyes," Law Quarterly Re-

Radbruch "Angl A _ Junspru 
view l • o- mencan . . H. 

2 'vo · 52 (1936) pp. 530 531. . rica\ situation, see Karl Lowith, Meamng m wory, 
For a l 'd . , th' hlsto f H" Ch' M h UCI discussion of 15 -z sophY o tstory, 1cago 1949· 

e; odological Implications of the pht 0 parwin's theory found official scientific recognition 
. thSee ab~ve, Chapter 11 , Section. 1 ' -europe. The American Philosophical Society awarded 
m e Unn d th 1n }_;. e States sooner an 

IS)<' 
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authorities of science and religion, and to an ever-growing tend 
towa~d a clear distinction between religious or otherwise meta h .e~cyl 
doctnr I . I . 'fi . . . l p 'stca . 1cs anl stnct y sCient! c mqumes. T 1e primary subject 0 £ 1 
ensuing comro\'ersies were geological history, the origin of m.,n t lde 
I' · . " , an 

c 1\'Inc 111terH·ntion: not ethical questions. The latter, however ente d 
the debate indirectly on the ground that doubts in reveal~d tr~;h 
placed the moral foundations of society in jeopardy. Darwin's op­
ponents demanded, therefore, that scientists should take such moral 
consequences of their theories into account; his followers assailed this 
so-called "doctrinal moralism" as being beside the point in scientific 
inquiry. 

I~. the course of this debate, some of the Darwinians, especially the 
pos~ttvistic American mathematician. and psy~h~~ogist . Chauncey 
Wnght (183o-I875), spoke of the "etlucal neutrality of science.4 But 
~his call had not yet the specific meaning it conveys today. It was not 
mtcnclcd to inaugurate a relativistic theory of values, or to express a 
desire that ethical judgments should be abandoned outside the natural 
sciences as well. It was primarily directed against the. demand just 
mentioned that the natural sciences should take the ethical effects of 
their theories into account.r; To that extent it was widely acclaimed 
Beyond the particular issue that had aroused it, however, it found littl~ 
support, not even from the pragmatists. 

(C) EARLY PRAGMATISM 

The school of thought which, about the t~rn _of the century, came 
closest to the nascent European theory of ~ctenufic V ~lu7 Relativism 
was American Pragmatism. Its rebellion agamst all a-pn?n statements, 
first principles, and the traditional practice 0~ deducti~ely. deriving 
postulates from such principles, on the one stde,, and Its ~nsistence 
on inquiries into the consequences of con~epts, Ideas, actt.ons, and 
habits, on the other, were among the most Important Amencan con-

D · h' 86 vears after publication of the 0 . . arwm honorary members 1p as early as I g, ten ' ' h' h rzgm of 
S · h b 'd D . · ·ry gave 1m a onorary degr I pcctu, w ereas Cam n ge, anvm's own umvers1 • . , b h' ee on y ten 
years later, and the French Academy at first rejected Darwm 5 ~~m ;rs ~P· See Walter p 
Metzger in R. Hofstadter and W. P. Metzger, The Development 0 ca enllc Freedom in tl' 
United Statu, New York, pp. 322, 355· C E N Je 

'See Chauncey Wright, Plu'losophical Discussions, ed. b~ · h • Orton, Boston I 8 
chapter on Chauncey Wright in Ralph B. Perry, The T oug ~~ :;.,nd Character of {J.; the 
Jamt:I, unabridged ed., Boston I935, vol. I, pp. 5::!0-5?2; a.n. alter P. Metz zllzam 
p. 322. The best analysis of Wright's thinking to date 1s Phlhpp P. Wiener E gr·. 0 P.cit., 
thc Formdcrs of Pragmatism, with a foreword by John Dewey, Cambridge, Mas:o 1111on and 
3 I-6g. . ., I 949, pp, 

6 J. B. Thayer, cd., Lctt~s of Chauncey Wright, Cambndge 1878, p. liS, 



·I N [) C 0 U S I N S 
ECURSORS . . . 

V · P R · 'th-century SClentdic Method. 
. f rwentK . 1 . . .. 

'b · t the formauon ° d" d with a maJor s 1are m gcm:ttc tn ut10ns o b ere 1te n \ \ 
Th · 1 gmatism to e derstood today. out t 1c car y 
f theyh entldt etpr~cientific Method. as ufn thinking through to the point 
a er oo o h" hoc o . · c y \ R \ 

· d'd t follow t 15 • 1 with Sctentmc a ue e a-pragrnattsts 1 n~ ld have mcrgec 
where their theones wou . 
. . . . ·1 to value judgments nude tlVlsrn. inuntc.l 1 

Of course, pragmatists were riori statements. 1~here W:ls, 10\\·cvcr, 
· · th y were to all a~p . \ \ "r v·1lue Judgments when ar-a przorz, as e h ir st< e to 1., • 

t Poken tendency on t e they seemCll to look to value no ou s . . he contrary, . . . . . 
rived at a posterzorz. On t ith confitknce. Thetr major umu:rn, 
judgments made post fa~tH~ :S of Scientific Metho~l a~ now gcncr:1\\y 
in full accord with the pnnctpl tributing pragmatist mf\ucnce), was 

nder con . fl . - . \ . \ understood (to repeat, u . l consequences of t\1 erent ll c:1s ant 
the emphasis on the pracuca be applicc\ in evaluating these const> 
actions. The standards fina\\y tole Pragmatists scemet\ ever to repeat, 

1 "f ny ro . 
quences played \itt e 1 a ant\ then jm\ge, or rejut\ge ~ let us t\o 
" h h sequences . \ . \ ,, Let us watc t e con nd then revtse our concepts ant ll cas. 
things and see what happens, a or at \cast unt\ccidct\, whether they 

11 . d obscure, . 1 It genera y remame . e to evaluatmg t 1c consequences there 
meant to say that when ;~ffca;nce of opinion, a view that wouh\ be­
could be ultimately no c. 1 e_ n the tacit assumption of some highest 
tray absolutistic tendenCle~ 1 s happiness of the intlividua\ or of some 
standard of judgment, sue 1 a~nized that final controversies in cn\u:J.­
group; or whether they ~ec~th scientific means, a view in accort\ with 
tion could not be resol~~ "W_1 or whether they would refer supra-int\i­
Scientific Value Relattvtsm' tic procedure (majority decision after full 
vidual evaluation to demo~a a political, not a scientific, solution of t\~c 
discussion), which would . e scientific controversies with those who 111 

problem and not help us 1 ~ h the majority principle (sec Chapter v111, 
good faith do not agree wtt 

Section 8). l statements mat\e by William James in 
Some of the fundamen~a. 1907,6 will serve to illustrate the main 

his Pragmatism, publishe 111rote "at the outset, at least," stands for 
P · p J es w ' · .. omt. r~gmatism, am has 110 dogma, and no doctrines _save 1ts 

no Part1cular results. It tic method means is: "The attitude of 
method." 7 What the pragt11a 

Old Ways of T hinl(ing. here quoted from R. B. 
e P f Some f f T ~~ . . 1\v ''agmatism-A New Name or three essays rom The Meaning o ru l, ongma -

Perry's ed New y k which adds ubli,hc<l umlcr tint title (with a new preface) pubr h ., or 1943, an<l rep · 
. 15 cd in 1885 1895 and 19°4· • 
10 190!). ' ' - Th, wor<ls "at the outset. at k;tst" should not 'o. \ptlSS/111· .. 
b P.cJt., p. 54- Similarly, p. 51 • an< nts a pnstcnort. 

e overlooked; they left room for ju<lgmc . 
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I?~king away fron~ first things, principles, 'categories,' supposed neces­
~Hit:s; JilL! of _lookmg toward last things, fruits, consequences, facts ·• 
Pragmatism 1s uncomfortable awa}' from bets. Rationali.s111 · '" f 1s com-
onablc only in the presence of abstractions .... " s 

All this is obviously fully in accord with Scientific Method as un­
d~rstood today. It has hdped that method become what it now is. The 
dllf~rcncc, ho\\T\·cr, appears in passages such as the following. Prag­
matists, James said, ''talk about truths in the plural, about their utility 
and satiJjactoriness, about the success with which they 'work.' ... " 
"'The True,' to put it very bridly, is only the expc:dic·nt in the way of 
our thinking, just as 'the right' is only the expedient in the way of our 
behaving .... " Truth, law and language "make themselves as we 
go., u 

The trouble here is with the terms "utility," "expediency," "satisfac­
toriness," and ''success." Scientific Value Relativism would not pass 
by these standards so quickly. Utility or expediency for what, or for 
whom, it would ask. Satisfactoriness for whom, and for what kinds 
of demand? Success, toward what aims or ends, attained with what 
means? And it would disclaim the ability of science to provide ulti­
mate stanJards, whereas James never spclt out his answer to this side 
of the problem in unambiguous language. He _surely '~·as_ vociferous 
in rejecting any need for the inquirer to rec~gmze a pn_on that there 
was only one truth. But this Jid not make 1um. necessar~ly a relativist 
when it came to looking at things a po!tc:r~orr. Nor c~r~l he exclude 
ultimate standards of value and their scrcnufic recogmtron when he 

said that "truth makes itself as we go." . 
What, then, docs this formula imply regardmg val~res as distinct 

f f l f . . · tl e natural scrences ~ Is tl rom ·acts anL ·rom screntdi.c laws 111 1 . . · 1e 
I f 1 , k for Itself? Thrs beli f · va ue o · t 1e outcome always sure to spt:::t I . e Is 
"J 1 1 IJ f 1 k and fi e. It Is basecl 0 WI e y 1c among pragmatists o t 1e ran • S . . 11 a 

fallacy, however, as we shall see later (Chapter ~II, e~IOn 2 ) 111 more 
detail: the outcome of the destruction of Cart.~age . fes. not tell us 
how to judge its value or disvalue unless we srb e Wilt~ either Rome 

C 1 I . 1 d tick- ut w uch? It · l or art 1age, or ac opt an unpersona yar s . elf sl · Is larll 
to believe that the great William James hu~s. 1 ~ould have fallen 
into this logical trap; yet at times he came air] c ose to it. Whet 
for example, in his Pragmatism he spoke of expe Iency, he added tl 1' 
h d . "" d on the whol f 1at e meant expe tent 111 the long run an e, o course. f , or 

"lb "d 6 . ooVumanism and Truth .• 
l ., pp. 5-l• 55; P· 7; and m the essay n • op.cu 

Appendix n, below, on the term "rationalism." ., p. 395. Sec 
• Pragmatism, p. 67; p. 222; p. 242. See also Preface to The Meaning of TrtttiJ. 
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what expediently meets all the experience in sight won'~ necessarily 
meet all farther experiments equally satisfactorily." 10 Q~Ite true .. But 
can we know even in the long run what meets th.e ex~enence satisfac­
torily without a decision regarding the type of satisfactiOn that matters 
most? In the essay "Humanism and Truth" he w~ote th~t "abstract 
truth, truth verified by the long run, and abstract satJsf~cto_rmess, long­
run satisfactoriness coincide." 11 What is to be the objcCti\"C standard 
here? Or is there n~ne? In the same essay he said that "satisfactoriness'' 
is a term that permits "of no definition, so many,~\~ the w:~ys i.n which 
[this requirement] can practically be worked out. -But t!m stdllcavcs 
satisfaction the decisive criterion, even in ethical questions, without 
saying whose satisfaction, that of the acting person or of the critical 
observer, and satisfaction of which of several conflicting desires. In the 
only paper he ever published on theoretical ethics, "The Moral Philos­
opher and the Moral Life," originally an address delivered at Yale in 
1891/3 he rightly stressed that ethical hypotheses may be invalidated 
by further experience, but again accepted final experiences without 
questioning the standard of judgment and its validity. There can be 
found "no final truth in ethics any more than in physics, until the last 
man has had his experience and his say," he wrote.H Yet will not even 
"the last man," in order to de.ci.de what had been expedient (if he 
should care to make such a declSlon) be confronted with the same di­
lemma as his predecessors: choice of the standard? 

Be that as it may; at any rate, James did not propose to wait with 
m?ral value judgments un~il the las~ man could have his say. He ad­
mitted the possibility of dtfferent vtews of value and of conflicts be~ 
tween values.15 But he did not stop there. He rejected what I 11 d " k . 1 . 1 1e ca e 
s epticism " and did so explicit Y even m t le context of v 1 · d -

' . d 11 h'l a ue JU g 
ments:16 Consequently, he i~vtte . a P 1 osophers to try their hands 
~t ethical judgments, and tncd hts o~n. The truth that had "made 
ttse~f'' as he was going led hii? t? defin~t~ statements in this respect, to 
wlinhtch he attributed some obJective vahdny. This is shown by an out~ 

e of lectures he delivered at Harvard, I888-I88g,l1 one of the few 
lo Op.cit. 
lllbid. • p. 222. 
12lbid. p. 407. 
a p· ., p. 419. 

in 7'h~s~JI~~blished in lnurnationalfoti~11a~of E~licks, A~~l t89t, and later included unchanged 
lA.Ib·a I to Believe I897" Dover eu., ew or 19), pp. t84ff. 
1£ I • p 8 ' , 

Sam' · I 4· Italics added. · d h 
le '''fh~ Paper, and the lecture notes m~nuone ereaftcr in the text. 
lt "Pubr Moral Philosopher •.. ," op.clt., p. I 84, and "The Will to Believe," ibid., . I If. 

Vol. :1, plshc:d in Ralph B. Perry, The Thotlght and Charuaer of William /ames, !p cited, 
P. 263-6s. Briefer version, 1948, p. 22T. 
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notes of his that deal directly witl1 values. There he wrote. "Tl 
is t1 l t 1 · 1 f t1 b · 1at act 

1c )~s act w llc 1 makes or 1e est whole, the best whole bein 
that which prevails at least cost in which the vanquished d g 1 ' goo s are 
~ast completely ann.ulled." !his. maxim ~e found good enough to 

:cpeat lat.er almost literally m Ius paper, The Moral Philosopher, 
J~st ment1~ncd, 18 and in tl~e latter's republica.tion in 1897. It may be 'a 
h1ghly pr~usewortl1y rule, mdeed, from the hberal point of view. but 
at present we arc concerned only with tl1e question whether it i; rel­
ativistic, and that it certainly is not. It professes, not nationalism, not 
transpcrsonalism, but some sort of individualism. As Perry comments: 
"The principle is clear: value derives ultimately from the interests of 
the individual; and tl1c social whole is justified by the inclusion and 
reconciliation of its individual parts. Individualism is /undamemal." 1o 

Whatever this was, it was no expression of Scientific Value Relativism. 
The following reflections will serve to render this still clearer. It was 

of course, entirely in keeping with scientific relativism when Jame~ 
traced valu:ltions to the "mind," either a suprahuman mind, if there 
was one, or human minds. Good or evil, he wrote, "are objects of feel­
ing and desire, which have no footlwld or anchorage in Being, apart 
from the existence of actually living minds." 20 But from this relativ­
istic starting point-relativistic at least in the absence of proof for God's 
existence-he proceeded to the nonrelativistic statement, italicized by 
him, that "the essence of good is simpl~ ~o .sa~sfy demand," and from 
there briskly onward to the nonrelativistlc tdeal .that all demands 
should be fulfi11ed as far as possible, becau~e 0~ plulosopher "cannot, 
so long as he clings to his own ideal of o~Jec~vlty, rule out. any ideal 
from being heard." "Since everything wh1ch IS d~mand~d IS by that 
fact a good, must not the guiding principle for ethical philosophy ... 
be simply to satisfy at a11 times as many deman?s as v:e c~n ?'_' 2•1 There­
with he accepted a particular set of standards, mcl~dmg mdtvtdualism 
and equality, against possible alternative sets, for mstance ~ose based 
on aristocratic ideals, religious orthodoxy,. or tran.s~ersonal atms. Scien­
tific Value Relativism would consider this a. P?hu.cal, ~ot a scientific 
decision. James did not care to make such distinctions 1n this context: 

,. "Th M I Ph'l h " . :zo5' "That act must be th b e ora 1 osop er . . . , op.c1t., P· · k · e est act 
· 1 h' h k f h · h nse of awa ·enmg the 1 , accord-Ing y, w 1c rna es or t e b~st tvhol~. m t e se b . east sum f d' . 
faction. In the casuistic scale, therefore, those ideals must e \~r~tten highest wh? tssatls­
at th~ l~ast cost." And he added: "lrz~~nt some manner .of reahzmg Your own .d1ch Prevail 
will also satisfy the alien demands,-that and only that IS the path of Peace!" 1

1 e~ls which 
original. tahcs in the 

18 Italics not in the original. 
l!O "The Moral Philosopher ..• ," p. I97· 
21 Ibid., p. :zor; p. 203; p. 205. 
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My intention here is by no means to blame the early pragmatist!> 
for their neglect of the scientific aspects of the value problem, but 
merely to state the historical fact that they did neglect it. One reason 
was that it was not in the center of their interest, and that there was 
no immediate need for them to deal with it. Peirce's original thesis, 
for instance, that a concept's meaning is no more than the conception 
of its practical consequences 22 was true or false nn matter how the 
consequences were to be evaluated; its validity had little to do with that 
evaluation. The same can be said of his later formulations, and those 
used by James and other pragmatists, who put more emphasis upon 
action and actual consequences than on conceptions and imaginnl 
consequences. 

Moreover, both Peirce and James were distracted from the scientific 
aspect of evaluation by their metaphysical predilections. Neither was 
a positivist. Peirce's thought ran entirely counter not only to Hume's 
skepticism but also to the modern type of naturalistic realism which, 
while recognizing reality of things, yet denies that of ideas. Like Plato 
and a goodly portion of the Scholastics, and also like, after Peirce, the 
revivers of ontology in the second quarter of the twentieth century 
(see Chapter I, Section s,d), he attributed reality to ideas, though he 
did not regard them as independent entities, separate from the things 
that imitated or mirrored them, as Plato had done. Even logic had to 
~e!~ce a status of ideal realit.y. Altogeth~r he tried, as Ernest Nagel puts 
tt, to construct a metaphysical system m the grand manner." z:~ U nim­
pressed by Darwin, he believed that the species had been predeterminetl 
by a Creator. He devised a cosmology of evolutionary love, "which 
for sheer speculative audacity was a worthy rival of the absolutism of 

Schelling and Hegel." u 
James too if in very different ways, and with little interest in logic 

' ' . d ' was deeply steeped in metaphysics, an particularly in its recognition 
through mystical experiences. He expressed these interests vigorously 

22 "C · · h conceivably have pr t" 1 b · · . ons1d~r what effects, that mil:: t . ac lea eanngs, we conc~1ve the 
obJ~ct of our conc~ption to have. Then our conception of these effects is the whole of our 
cl-Ionc~ption of th~ ob· ., Tlze Collected Papers of Charlr:s Sandr:r Peirce, ed. by Charles 

artsh Jcct. "d Mass I 93 5 fT I 
b . orn~ and Paul W · Cambn ge, ·• ., vo · 5, no. 402. This was first 

PU hshed · p · ~ISS, M ke Our Ideas Cl " Jan m ~•rcc's article "HoW to a car, Popular Science Monthly, 
Fu~~~~ I878, P·. ~93, and 'first referred to by J~mcs appH~vingly in his own paper "The 

n of Cognition" M" d 1 10 (x885), repnnted later m Th~ Mr:anwg of Truth op cit 
p. 358 J • ' m ' vo · · d I · h · ' · ·• 
"satisf;c a~es s concept of pragmatism sh1fte_ ater m _t e direction of "workability" and 

23 E tormess," in lin "th D wey and Sch•llcr, see zbtd., p. 3r, 0 • 
rnes e WI e II 

papers on\~agel, Sovereign Reason, Glencoe, I ·• 1954. P· 90. This book includes Nagel's 

24 PhT CirCe (pp. 58-IOo) 
1 •P P. Wiener, op.cit., ~p. 76 ff. 
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in his puhlic:uions around the turn of the centurt': Tltc w,·;; t B ,. 
( S ) f! 1 O c' tc't'c' 1 ' <)7 · · tfl11iiiJ I m mortalitr ( 1898) and above all T/.1 • f · . · · 
j> ·/· · • . · ' ' ' c tl/ IC'IIc'.i of 
\c 1:;.1ott.i L.rpcnmcc ( 1902); but not only during this J1er1"0 1 I 1 
· ]"k · · · L • n et-tns, I ·e those wrmm to Professor James H. Leuba (April 1 ) 

and to Charles E. Norton (October Ij, IgoS)t' he vented the1117' r~lytol-t 
. · , . 1er 

more th:m less IIHensc:ly, in his later years, when he wrote his jJ1• 
. . . . . . ag-

!~]({/J.•m (I yo;) and most. of h.ts ~.\.it~)'S on R~dzca/ Empm"cism (pub-
h~l~ed posthumous!~·). Hts belief 111 Immortality was on the increase . 
.": c_ n_1llst not he mtslcd by the fact that h~ greeted the far more pos­
Hinsttcally oriented John Dewey JS 3.11 Jlly m the cause of praomatism 
!;or, as Perry aptly sumnH:J up the relationship between tht two, "i~ 
Is quite clear that he 1 J3 mcs J felt 3. deeper allegiJnce to the army of the 
mystics ~111d intuitionalists. It was a metaphysics of vision and insight, 
rather than either acti,·ism or positivism, that sprang from the Jncient 
roots of his thought.'' :.:ti 

Now, metaphysic3 1 thought, while nonpositivistic by definition 
need not on this ground be in conflict with Scientific Value Relativism' 
as here understood (sec Chapter vu, Section 3); ?n.ce metaphysicai 
speculations and scientific research are clearly distmguished, even 
scientific relativists may take a flight toward heaven and leave dull 
earth behind them whenever they choose to do so, and still be consis­
tent thinkers. But neither Peirce nor James pursued this distinction to 
the happy end. James explicitly rejected t~1e differentiation between 
philosophy and science in lectures delivered II1 19°5; "bot~l_ are just man 
thinking by every means in his pO\ver," he com.mc~ted.-· This is true 
enough, but ignores the difference in intersubJeCttv~ transmissibility 
between various types of knowledge, a difference th.at Is ~ound to come 
to the fore whenever philosophy loses contact ~Ith SCientific proce­
dure in the narrmver sense of the term. An~1 ~ei.~;e dotted down his 
laconic advice, "Do not block the way of inqUiry ; -· ~ound admonition, 
indeed, but pretty general and in need of elaborat~on . regarding the 
difference between pre-scientific speculations and scientific hypotheses 
and tests, and the steps that may lead from the one to the other (Chap-

~ 1 regarding James's opp · · -Perry, op.cit. ·.-ol. 2 PP· 348, 359· Sec a so, . . "h "d OS!tton to Ch w · . ' ' . .. . · f metaphysiCs, t 1 ., vol auncey -~~ght s "anti-religious tea clung and reJectlo~ 0 , · I • p. Sll. 
- Perry, op.cit., vol. 2, p. s!l:!; briefer verswn, P· 3~-· 
:n Ibid. vol. 2 p. 442 (unabridged cd.). . h. 

' ' f "II strauons w tch p · ""Collected Papers, vol. I, no. 135. The our 1 u '. e1rce added . 
d · rccted agatnst, not the tn the b sequent paragraphs (nos. 137-140) were 1 . I .b. . Preclusion f su -

value judgments, but any a-priori statements dcnytng t Jc po_ss1 lhty that certain ° scientific 
c:vc:r be known, such as Comtc's contention that the chemical composition facts could 
will ne\'er be known. Peirce did not mention values here. 5 of fixed stars 
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Se tions 6 and 7, above). This elaboration was m1ssmg with 
ter n, c I · d J 

d t values in the work of bot 1 Peirce an ames. 
regar o · · 1 c.1 c.1 ( 1 If the ethical neutrality which the Darwm1sts ( eman e or t 1e 

1 · s (see above) was to be understood as a general postulate natura science . . . . . 
£ 11 · including the moral and social sciences, It Is qllltc pas-or a sciences, . J ) . 
'bl f hat has been said, that tlus would have appeare to l circe si :e, a ter w . . , "J. f 

d J an "emasculation of science or a Isparagement o · an ames as . . . :!u f 
metaphysics," as Walter Metzger puts It I~ Ius st~Jy. As ar as I have 
been able to verify, however, they never said so with such strong worJs. 
On the contrary, there are passages in James's work which suggest that 
he was closer to Scientific Value Relativism than might appear from 
the remarks quoted above. Thus he wrote in his lecture notes o( r888-
1889, cited, that philosophy has "two subdivisions: ( 1) science, the prin­
ciples of fact or what is, whether good or bad; (2) ethics, what is good 
or bad, whether it be or be not. The principles of ethics arc independent 
of those of science .... " Here, then, he made exactly that distinction 
between science and ethics which he refused to accept between science 
and philosophy in the later note. He admitted, moreover, that there was 
no possible proof of a thing's being good. "To prove a thing good, we 
must conceive it as belonging to a genus already admitted good. Every 
ethical proof therefore involves as its major premise an ethical proposi­
tion; every argument must end in some such proposition to be admitted 
without proof." 30 Then he stressed the subjective nature of valuation. 
"So far as I feel anything good, I make it so. It is so, for me." Only 
after these introductory remarks did he proceed to make objective pro­
posals, saying that "Of all ~he proposed .summa genera, pleasure and 
perfection have the best cla1m t~ be cons1dered," and accepting Josiah 
Royce's "moral insight"-"cons1der every good as a real good, and 
ke_ep as many as we can"; and only th~reafter did he finally introduce 
his definition, rendered abov~, .of r_he best act," following it up with 
suggestions regarding the dec1s~on m t~e event of conflicts . 
. In view of these notes, and m the 1.1ght of James's emphatic plural­
Ism, which intimated a possible plurahty of values as well· in the light, 
further, of his "humanistic" objections to all "absolute ~tandards " 81 

of his individualism and of his respect for every honest belief I ven~e 
~0 . sug.gest that his pragmatism actuallY harbored some sor~ of latent 

Clentific Value Relativism (see Chapter III, Section 8), bound to come 
""Metz , 
eo Th ger, op,czt., p. 355· 
11 "He ern~hasis on the two last words has been added here, but not that on the former. 

urnanlsrn and Truth," op.cit., P· 409, and the essay mentioned in the next note. 
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int.o the. open if a clearer distinction between science and philosophical 
speculatiOn was to be made, as for some purposes it must be n i 
!n Sllf~pon I m~y point to the passage in his Will To Belie:1e (p.1:t..,). 
m wluch h.e reiterated the distinction made in his notes of I888-I8S 
between SCience and ethics, now putting it thus: "Science can tell 9 

I · b us w lat exists: ut to compare the fl'ortlu both of what exists and of what 
docs not exist, we must consult not science, but what Pascal called our 
heart.'' This is in line with Scientific Value Relativism. One might 
be t~n~pted, also, to refer to the remark James made in a chapter on 
relatiVIsm in his Jr!eaning of Truth, where he wrote outright, "we 
pragmatists arc typical relativists.":~~ But I do not want to make too 
much of this latter passage since it was directed against what James 
called Rieken's "absolutism" in the German philosopher's general 
theory of knowledge. Their controversy here was primarily about /actJ, 
with no mention made of value judgments (see below, Chapter vr, 
Section 2, a). 

If, then, much of what James wrote sounded like an anticipation 
of Scientific Value Relativism, it was at best a latent type of it, fre­
quently obscured by contradictory remarks. Only after Scientific Value 
Relativism matured in Europe and began to s~read to t.he United States 
(sec next chapter) did pragmatists pay speCial attention to the prob­
lem. There was 110 complete merger even then, because the surviving 
protagonist of the American school, John Dewey, tended to deny­
incorrectly, I think-that there were fundamental differences between 
facts and values in scientific inquiry, a point to which I shall revert 
later (Chapter VII, Section 2). 

7· Is-and-Ought Fusion Lingering On. 
Ka11t l/, f. S. Mill 

If, in our looking back to the nineteenth century, ~e. now concentrate 
on one particular element in Scientific Va}u~ Relatl:Ism, the doctrine 
of the logical gulf between Is and Ought, It IS aL?azmg to realize how 
long the logical fusion lingered. Deductively to mfer a proposition of 
Ought-form from a major premise of Is-form. was, after all, obviously 
incompatible even with old Aristotelean logic. How then could the 
fusion go on with so little inhibition? 

The trouble had its source in inductive rather than deductive l . 
As long as major premises of Ought-form were held to be read'l og~c. 

1 Y avatl-
82 William James, Tht: Mt:aning of Trut/1, ed. of 1 9°9• ch. viii, p. l63. This . 

· · d · ' d f entire ch IS omltte 1n Perry s e . o I943· apter 
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able in science on the basis of religious revelation (such as the Ten 
Commandments), Natural Law, reason, or intuition, separation of Is 
and Ought in deductive logic was not disturbing to academic work in 
morals and politics, and the need for it was hardly noticed as a hand­
icap. Only when in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries religion 
and science began to separate, when the scientific capabilities of intu­
itive reason were critically examined, when consequently the rich 
afflux of first principles or premises in Ought-form \Vas petering out, 
and scholars could turn only to inductive reasoning for help, only then 
was the time ripe for the emergence of a maxim that insisted on a strict 
distinction between Is and Ought all across the board of science, anJ 
that meant also in the process of inductive reasoning. 

Even then, however, such a doctrine did not develop at once. David 
Hume made a short sarcastic remark on the shift from Is to Ought 
in logical arguments. But his skepticism went far beyond the area of 
Ought; it included that of Is and, therefore, contributed little to the 
separation of the two (sec Appendix B). To a greater extent, the Gulf 
Doctrine can be traced to Kant's two main works, Critique of Pure 
Reason ( 1781 ), dealing with Is, and Critique of Practical Reason 
( 1788), dealing with Ought.1 Yet while Kant did separate the two 
areas as objectives of his studies, he offered also connecting links. In­
a~gurating a new start in philosophical _tho~ght he contended that ccr­
tam factors, such as the forms of thinkmg m terms of time and space 
and of causality, were always present in the human process of thinking 
(see above, Chapter n, Section I and 5) · He spoke also of ideas we usc 
to "regulate" our thinking, contending that some among them, too, 
were always present in the human process 0~ thi_nking because they 
were ~ecessary to it. These "necessary regulative ~dcas," according to 
~ant, Included the notion that the world was a unny, and the assump­
tion _that we have a certain amount of freedo~ in thinking, and more 
specifically his "categorical imperative," the basic moral law. If this was 
c~rrect, then some Ought clements had Is character because they con­
stituted a part of our human structure. We shall deal with these ideas, 
an~ the scientifically sound nucleus in them, in Chapters IX fl. At this 
Point w · h h h. · 1 f f 1 e are merely concerned w1t t e lstonca act that the fusion 
o T~ and Ought was not halted by Kant. 

, e most influential mid-century book on logic and scientific 
Kant, K,·irjl. d . . G I S ' ., 

vol: 4 (2nu e'\ er ,·emen Vermmft (1781), .Jn esamme re cnn re.n (Acauemy eel., I!)00-42) 
Kmzk der Pra d.~ 1787, is in vol. 3), also Jn Kant, IVerl(e (Casst~er eel., 1912-22) vol. 3; 
several Eng]" hktJSc/zen Vernrmft ( 1788). Academy eel., vol. 5; Cass1rer ed., vol. 5· There arc: 

IS translations of both works. 
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method, John Stuart Mill's SyJttm of Lo[[ic (d~4,):: ignor· 1 1 1. • • ~ .'1 ' ll t 1e l IS-

tmctl011 between Is and Ought up to the very last 1)ages f ·1· · . '~ · • a1 mg to 
mention It wherever one could expect to find it discussed "S f ' · . . . • ,, or In-
stance Ill the chapter on logic:tl fa1bc!es. 3 At the end, however in 1 
short last chapter dealing with the ''Logic of Practice, or Art, In~ludit 1(~ 
Morality and Policy."~ :Mill finally turned to it, and here, on the th:~~ 
or four concludin? pag.es of the entire extre~ncly long work he put 
down the most lhscermng statements regardmg the separation of Is 
and Oug.ht ever written up to that tim~. On the mer~t of these ~x1ges, 
from wh1ch we shall quote more extensively below, Mill would deserve 
the title of the earliest champion of the Gulf Doctrine had he not ended 
this chapter. and therewith the entire bo?k, wi~h a few paragraphs 
that contained a new, and most gigantic, fusiOn between Is and 

Ought. 
Bdore we turn to this final chapter, however, it. is noteworthy that 

there were other features in Mill's book which contnbuted to the fusion 
Where he dealt with deductive syllogisms he ~ocused attention on th~ 
premises and contentions expressed in them;·· the latter could be ob­
tained only by induction, he said. This led him. to th~ co~fusing state­
ment that all deduction, therefore, was actually 111du.ctiOn. He reduced 
the significance of deductive logic still further by lus-to~lay generally 
abandoned-doctrine that all reasoning from o?servation is "from 
particulars to particulars." He meant by this that. 111 .the process of in-
·1 • · 1 1 1 1 t"ve lolTIC-I.e. first g 
uuct1ve reasoning t 1e l etour over l el uc 1 0 . ' · ' eneral-
. · f · 1 tl\' deduction of othe 
IZatiOn rom partiCU ars, and subscqucn 1' S . r par-
t . 1 f 1 1. . ( bovc Chapters 1, ect10n 6 1 
1cu ars rom sue 1 genera Izauon see a ' 1. . , a111.. 

S 
. . and unrea 1stlc. He bel" 

II, ect10n 2 )-was unnecessary 1rrclevant, · .1. 1 Ieved 
I I I ' 1· 1 cason <. 1rect y from . 

t 1at we must, cou l , and most often Lll, r ' 1 . . partiC-
ulars to particulars without the medium of genera propositiOns; the 
latter we used merely as shorthand notes, or as! a ~e~1orandum for 

~ 1 · 1 l 1 <Tical t escnpt1on and 1 . 
our memory.' In t 11s 1e confused psyc 10 °o ' . 1 ogical · f 1 . f f 0ne parucu ar to tl 
requirements; or w 1enever we 111 er rom . le othe 

" . . . irt' till" [nduc/11'<'. /kill!! <I • r 
-John Stuart Mill, A ~ystcm of /.ogi,·. f\,J/1°011'11 . tijic [lll't'<fio If ' ("II lie· • I 

V · · · I f I' 'I /. Is o/ \(It'll · "'' 1011 1 'l '· ,., 
1cw of the PnllnP cs o !I'll c·ncc and thr .\ld 101 •1 · 1, ·d edition F ' l'<\., 1 ~ u I o ' I . . A >n< _1!< • .rncst ,.,. , 4 '. 

oil cd., London 1 o!l<J, Jere rckrrcd to in quotall<>IIS· . k 1950. · ''~tge\ ( . '· 
fohn Stuart Mill's l'hilusophy of Sci(tJII/ic .\lrtlwd, Nc\\' 'I or C<\.), 

0 Pp. 481 IT.; not indudcd in Nagel ed. 
• Pp. 61 6-zz; Nagel cd., pp. 3s2-5s. 
c P. I I6· Nagel cd., p. I I6. 
u ' P. IJJ; Nagd cd., p. IC)4. (N 1 7 p N I I . II I •6 , age • p. I '7) 

p. Ill If.; agt· cl., pp. 12~ If. Espect:J Y· P· ~ ·1 - : "All · 
from parti..:ul:~rs to particulars; g~ncral propositions ;trc lllcrc Y .rcgt~tcrs of su ltnfcrt·nce . 
already made, and short formulas for making more; the maJor premise of c 1 inf. ts a sy\1 . ere nee. 

ogtsrn s 
' Con-
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the previous generalization is logically required even when it is psy­
chologically omitted. 

Mill did not go so far as entirely to reject generalization. On the 
contrary, he admitted generalizations freely as a guidance for practical 
purposes, even where they merely stated a "tendency" of what would 
happen.8 Fascinated by the problems of the inductive process, he tended 
to overrate its possibilities, hoping that some day the laws of correct 
induction would be discovered (see Chapter 1, Section 6, above) and 
that induction would lead, among other achievements, to what he 
called an "ethology," a science of the human character.u 

Furthermore, there was some ambiguity in Mill's ideas about intui­
tion, as distinct from inductive reasoning. Generally speaking, he was 
a valiant fighter against references to intuition as a basis of scientific 
knowledge.10 When he finally turned to morals, however, he did not 
entirely exclude intuition.11 Since he failed to examine the sources 
of intuition more intensively, the logical structure of his thought about 
the relations between science and ethics was weakened. But all these 
flaws in his great work were mino.r as compared with his final dis­
regard of the separation between Is and Ought when, at the end of 
the book, he reintroduced into the theory of morals and politics an 
absolute Ought which he derived from Is. 

Nothwithstanding these inconsistencies, the passages dealing with the 
separation of Is and Ought which preceded that final relapse into 
fusion were so precise and clear that they shall be discussed here more 
fully. Mill there distinguished science from art, using the latter term 
in its broader sense including ethics, or morals, and policy. "Whatever 
speaks in rules or precepts, not in a~sertions res~ecting matters of fact," 
he said, "is art." 12 Art, and not sctence, s.upphes the "major premise, 
which asserts that the attainment of the g1v7n end is desirable." Every 
art "has one first principle or . general m~Jor ~remise not borrowed 
from science, that which enunctates the obJect atmed at and affirms it 
to be a desirable object." Here he made .an explicit distinction between 
!: and_s>ught: the propositions in quest10n he said, "do not assert that 
sequently, is a form I f this description, and the conclusion is not an inference drawn 
from th u a 0 d · h f 
or e. formula, but an inference drawn accor '.ng to t e ormula, the real logical antecedent, 
· Pre.mtse, being the particular facts from whtch the general proposition was collected by 
tnductton" 

8 • 

e PP. 585; Nagel ed P 334 p 6 .• . • 
1o S • 5 2 ff:; Nagel ed., pp. 317 ff. 

Sir~~ ~spectally, J. S. Mill, Ar~tobiography, New York 1924• p. 157; and An Examinatiorz of 
introdzllz~m Hamilton's Plzilosophy, 3rd ed., London I 867; Nagel ed., pp. 359 ff. Also, Nagel's 

u p Uctton, op.czt., pp. xxviii ff. 
u T. 62I; Nagel ed p 357 h' .• . • 6-

IS and the following quotations are from pp. 61 22; Nagel ed., pp. 352-58. 
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7. MILL 

anything is, but enjoin or recommend that something should b " H 
called them "a class by themselves," and went on: e. e 

A proposition of which the predicate is expressed by the word A 
~r slzou~d be· is generically different from one which is expre:s~~gbzt 
IS. or f{Jr// be [italics in the original]. r.t. is true that, in the Iarges~ 
S( nse of the words, e\'en these 1:ropos1t1~ns assert something as a 
matter of fact. The fact affirmed 111 them IS that the conduct recom­
mended excites in the speaker's mind the feeling of approbation 
This. howe\'er. docs not go to the bottom of the matter; for th~ 
speaker's approbation is no sufficient reason why other people should 
approve, nor ought it to be a conclusive reason even with himself. 
F?r the pu!poscs of practice, everyone must be required to justify 
his approbation; and for this there is need of general premises de­
termining what are the proper objects of approbation and what the 
proper order of precedence among those objects. 

These general premises he called "the art of life," div~ding it in three 
departments, morality, prudence of policy, and aesthetics. In this con­
text he spoke of "teleology, or the doctrine of en~~," and ob.served that 
the German (Kantian) name of "practical r~as~n w~s not Improperly 
u~ed for it. Then he continued, again fully m Ime With the Gulf Doc­
tnne as understood today: 

A scientific observer or reasoner, merely as ~uch, is not an adviser 
for practice. His part is only to show that certa!n co~sequen~es follow 
from certain causes and that to obtain certam en s, certam means 
are the most eff~ctual. Wheth~r the ends themsel~es are such as ought 
to be pursued, and if so, in what cases and to . ow great a. length, 
it is no part of his business as a cultivator of dsct~~ce to dectde, and 
science alone will never qualify him for the eclSlon. 

H . ho treat of human 
e emphasized, however, that those w 1 nature 

and society invariantly claim this office; "theX ~ways undertake to 
say not merely what is, but what ought t~ be. f : noted :hat in the 
subordinate arts we seldom need justificat~on ° t e end Since its d 
sirableness is denied by noone; "but a wnter on morals and pol' . e-

. · · 1 " The most elabo ltlcs reqmres those prmc1p es at every step. rate expo · . 
of laws is of no avail if the ends to be aimed at by tha.t art are left Sltlon 
individual, or are "taken for granted without. analysis or questi t? the 
Here is the point where Mill's argument dtverted from the ~n1~g.'' 
path. Said he: traight 
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There must be some standard by ';hich to determine the goodness 
or badness, absolute and comparattve, of ends or objects of desire. 
And whatever that standard is, there can be but one; for, if there 
were several ultimate principles of conduct, the same conduct might 
be approved by one of those principles and condemned by another, 
and there would be needed some more general principles as umpire 
between them.13 

The decisive point, scientifically speaking, is that Mill did not say, 
as any scientific relativist could say today, that there may be some 
absolute standard, and that it may be only one, but concluded there 
must be such standard and t~erc ca~z be only one. He also thought he 
had found it. In looking for tt he <.ltd not rely on intuition because he 
said, even if in morals general principles could be won from intuitio,n­
which possibility he did not entirely_ exclude-some principle or stand­
ard must still be found for the r~mamd_er_of practice, that is, for policy. 
!;fe ended his book by stati~g hts conviCtton that this general principle 

to which all rules of practtce ought t~ conform and the test by which 
they should be tried, is that of conduciveness t? the happiness of man­
kind ... ' in other words t~at th~ promotton of happiness is the 
ultimate principle of teleology .. In thts way he sto~ped short of drawing 
relativistic conclusions fr~n: hts eloquent separa~ton of Is and Ought, 
offering a kind of humamsttc a~d ~enev~lent philosophical absolutism, 
an absolute standard basically 111 lmc Wtth the teachings of Bentham 
and of James Mill, John~s. fa~hc:. He referred for vindication of this 

· . I 1 . Utt!ttarzanzsm. pnnctp e to 11s essay h ? N 
Wh . 1. • li"d he offer t ere. one other than an · f at vmc Icatton c . , tn erence 

f I 0 h 1 Conceding that questions of ultimate en 1 1 t rom s to ug t. . f 1 ' <. s c o no 
admit of proof in the ordinarrda~cep~atwn ;1 t 1at term he claimed that, 
nevertheless some proof cou "Q e g~ven. b 1e task was ~hat of finding 
out which e~ds are desirable.d _uebstlto,?~4aTolut en~l~ are, tn other words, 

. . re estra e. 1e tlttlttar· 1 · questtons which thwgs ~ . '.tan <. octnne was, 
he said, that "happiness IS de:tra~le, a~d the only tlung desirable as an 
end; all other things are destrab ~ ~n y as a means to that end." Yet 

,, 6 7 Sec s1m1lar observation 1 b I 
Pp. 62o-2 . . 3 5 >-S · · s mac e Y Ec uard Spranger in his 1. . I, Nagel ed., PP · f three ultimate values, below Cha t S . 
( ISCUsslon f R h' rsr () . per VI, CCtlon 7 

"J S . o adbruc s 1 06 Chapter tv; Everyman's Librarv I 1 N · k 
' · Mtll U ·1· · · yo 3• h f '' .one on, ew Yor . No. 48 • It ltarzamsm • ,5 rhoug t avorably of the utTt · . b 

2, p 32 M"ll h d t alwa) . I I anan maxim· sec Jaco Viner "B · · 1 a no -T""hc Utilitanan Background " A .· E '. . 
' entham d J S Mill: • "Th , mcllcan conomtc RcvtctV. ~ol. 39 (rg49) an6 S .S . also Fred CMt, c Issue of a Science of Politics in Utilitarian 

bought," A- P~- 3 oP-/~·. c/cScicnce Rct'lt'lll, v?l. 46 (1952) pp. Jf40 ff.; and on moclcrn 
Utl!"t · "•t'rtcan o tltca 1 •' cskemet1 Mea · C · · 1 arianism th fi h ·n pau "'c · · nmg, omm~tmcatton, and Vallie Chi-cago e ne c apter I , tgs, P 

-· p. 292-31.). 
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ho\\: ~:11~ ~\:t· know that haJ.>pincss is ll~c un~y desirable thing? Mill's 
?n.I~ .Ills\\ <.:r was: Because 1t actually I.i dcstrcd. After showinn 
1t ls gcnnally dcs1red, he ended up by saying: :-- thal 

if human nature is so constituted as to desire nothino· ,,.}11· ·I · . I . ~ L 1 lS not 
eu 1er a pan of happmess or a means of happiness, we can have 110 

oth~r proof. and we require 110 otlu:r, that these arc the only thin T· 

dt'Sirab~c. If s~, happiness is tl~e sole end of human actions, and rl7: 
promo[Jun of u the test by wluch to judge all human conduct; from 
whence it 1/c'Ct.'SJtlrily fol/of{IS that it must be the criterion of mo­
rality, since a part is included in the whole. 1: • 

. The term "desirable" in this passage permits of no other interpreta­
~~o~ than "worthy of being desired" in the moral sense. The suffix -able, 
It 1s true, does not always denote that something ought to be done 
or approved, or is wonhy of being done; "eatable" and "readable," 
e.g., imply merely that a thing so characterized can or may be eaten or 
read, not necessarily that it ought to be. Had Mill used the word de­
sirable only in the sense that happiness can be desired, there would 
~lave been no logical fallacy, but merely a trivial tautology-happiness 
1s desired, hence it can be desired. But this would not only be an en­
tirely uncommon usc of the term desirable; Mill cannot have meant it 
because he explicitly spoke here of the "criteria~ of mo~ality." ' 

Thus, completely neglecting his own warn_mg agamst confusion 
of Is and Ought, Mill presented us at the end wtth ~he_ supreme logical 
blunder that happiness ouglzt to be desired be~ause. I.t rs _de~ired. What­
ever the great merits of Mill's Logic and of lm Uttlrtanamsm in other 
respects-and they remain considerable to the present day, and will 
remain so beyond it-we cannot list him as the father of the Gulf Doc­
trine. 

8. "Natural Law t{Jit/J a Variable Content" (Stammler) 

The final transition from latent and passive to overt and active rel­
ativism in political and legal philosophy seems, at .. first sight, to be 
marked by Rudolf Stammler's thesis that there was. a natural law with 
a variable content," first offered in 1896·1 For this proposition see 
to suggest that, while there was a natural law above the positiv l ms 
. I . . h e aw It too was re auve m c aracter. ' 

16 Ibid., p. 36. Italics not in the original. . 
1 Wirt.rdzaft tmd R~clzt naclz dn- matn-ialistischm GnchldllsauOass1111g 

1896) p. 185; see sth eJ. (192-1) p. 17-1. also pp. 161, 168, 454· (Ist e<.l. leipzig 
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Stammler, however, was far from being a relativist. He did not dwell 
on the variable content, so strikingly suggested by his formub but 
on the contrary, searc!H.:d for in variable. criteria of objectivcl y ju;l ifiecl 
purp~ses and endeavors. From histonc.al .and P,o.sitiv,~stic relativity 
he wished to proceed to standards of obJeCtively nght law. 

It was actually the first time i~. s~veral .dec~d~s, after all scic:.:ntific 
efforts had been absorbed by positiVIsm, lmtonCism, and empiricism 
that scientific standards in criticism of legislation were proclaime(l 
outside the old religious and Natural-Law schools. As a Nco-Kantian 
-this term was coined only later, but with special regard to him­
Stammlcr stressed that such standards could be only formal, not sub­
stantive (material). But he was strangely inconsistent in this respect, 
confusing formal and substantive views. Characteristic of this is a pas­
sage declaring that it is impossible to be certain about the substantive 
content of any proposition concerning right, and the contradictory note 
attached thereto, stating that man can never be justly treated as an 
animal and that the idea of right demands that all men be lc:.:d to com­

munity life.2 The question here is not whether these are highly accept­
able political principles, but that they arc substantive rather than formal 
and that they arc not relativistic. 

In fact Stammlcr derived scores of other substantive implications 
from his alleged formal postulates,. s~:h as the rejection of slavery, 
despotism, and polygamy; the ~rolubltion of contractual clauses that 
would restrict freedom of marnage or free choice of residence· and 
the postulate that the institution of divorce must be recognized.3 ' 

Stammler's later writings were co~c~ed in more strictly formal 
language.4 But he never became a relatiVIst; he continued to hold that 
there were scientifically demonstr~ble, absolute standards of justice. 
In this respect we shall revert to his teachings in Chapter vm below.5 

2 0 . h d 2 The note referred to in the text is note: 120 
p.clt., st c: ., P· I 7 . ht (Berlin 1902 2nd c:d 6) . 

8 Die Lcl1re vom richtigen Rcc I d, . h · 192 book 3, pp. 309 ££., c:specially 
k has been trans ate m t c: Mode L 1 Ph'l · d PP· 424, 43 4, 576; this wor rn ega 1 osophy Senes un er 

the title: The Tl1eory o/Jtaticc. . I<· (D I' 
. ~Sec: Lehrbuch dcr RcclltsPiulosop uc(B ~r 10 1922' 3rd c:d., 1928); "Rechtsphilosophie" 
m D~s Gesamte detttscllt: Recht, vol: 1M der 10 119.31 ) pp. I-88; and the: instructive: article in 
E(nghsh, "Fundamental Tendencies 1n ° c:rn ur~sprudcncc," Micbigan Law Rcvi~:tv, vol. 21 

1923) pp 6 6 d 862-903, c:spec1ally p 6 h' . . h sup fi . · 2 3-54, 765-8 , an .11 . . · 45. T 1s art1clc: contams a rat er 
G c:Trhclal _paragraph on relativism, but. an 1 ummatmg chapter on historicism. 

ere 1s a . ·can hterature on Starn 1 . · Prese t S considerable Arnen d . m er. Sec: espec1ally· W E Hocking, 
"Fift; y latus on tl1e Philosophy o/ Lawd Lan of ~Ig/us (New Haven 1926); Ros~oc Pound, 

cars of Jurisprudence" in Harvar aw Review vol ( ) 8) 
p. 448; and M . d tile Social Ord (N · so 1937 p. 581, vol. 51 (193 

urns Cohc:n, Law an cr ew York I9j5) pp. 173, 194. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE RISE OF SCIENTIFIC VALUE 

RELATIVIS!'vf 

r. Birt/1 of the Gulf DoctrinC-' (Logical Separation 
of Is and Oug/11) 

E saw in the preceding chapter how the logical fusion 
of Is anJ Ought continued deep into the nineteentl 

K 1 
century, and that even ant and John Stuart Mill, who 

. came close to ~stablishin~ the necessit~ of logical separa-
tiOn, faikd to do so unambtguously smce both offered bridges that 
seemed to span the gulf, bridges grounded on the rocks of Is and al­
leged I Y leading to the realm of Ought. \Ve shall see later ( Ch::tpter IX) 
th:n, these c.onstructs-ccrtainly Kant's mor.al bridge, but possibly also 
!"fdl s happmess bridge-can be looked at m such a :vay ::ts not to be 
111 conflict with the theory of the logical gulf. Yet wtth neither Kant 
nor Mill pointing out clearly that there were two different approaches 
here i.nvolved, the one logically forbidden, the. other permitted, the 
nec~sstty of logical separation remained unestabltsl~ed. It so continued 
unttl the end of the nineteenth century, when dungs finally became 
clarified . 

. For ~orne time, owing to circumstances .to be dealt with later, the 
dtscusswn centered in Germany. In the 186o s two o! the lesser German 
philosophical lights, Arnold Kitz (b. 1807) an~ Julms ~on Kirchmann 
.< I8o2-1894), both jurists and neither a p~ofesswnal philosopher, writ­
lllg independently of each other emphastzed the fu.ndam:ntal differ­
ence. between Is and Ought, but received scant att~nti~~· Kttz, in r864, 
published a brilliant little essay under tl~e ;:ery ~Jt.le Is and Ought" 
(Seyn tmd Sol/en ).I His analysis of "Bemg antiCipated some of the 
vocabubry that more than sixty years later w~s to play a role in the 
writings of existentialists, who did not kno~ him. H~ aptly discerned 
"to be," "to be something," and "to be tlus or that, and contrast l 
them with "not to be " refusing to give the latter any kind of P · .el 

. ' ., . h osnlVe 
meanmg or special status.- In particular, owever, he disting · h 
"to be'' ( Sein or, as it was then speiied, Seyn) ~nd '~ought to be'~l(sS ed 
len). "From the fact," he wrote, "that somethmg zs may w ll f o/-

• . . . e allow 
Arnold Kitz, Sr:yn tmd Sol/r:n, Abriu r:i111:r phJlosoplmchr:n E111/r:itr111 . 

&chtsgur:tz, Frankfurt 1864. Also, Das Prinzip da Stra/t:, Oldenburg, I8~ Ill das Sittr:11 •111 J 
2/bid., pp. 65 ff. 4• I 
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V 1. . b but nevermore that so met 1mg 
unll e, \' \ thing else was ?r . conceivable that somet 1mg oug 1t to 

that someb ( .tl soll). It ts qUlte ow is or wi\\ be in the future.":\ 
ht to e set s nor n . , . 

oug theless never wa ' 'd could be found, not m nature or b that never · ·' ht he sal , . . 
e . 'b n Is and Oug ' \ an's and God's. Up to t\m pomt he u mon etwee ill bot 1 rn . 

b t only in thew 'l · 1 separation. In the latter part of h1s reason, u 1 of og1ca , . 1 · · \ 
S·1stent apost e h union in God s wt\\, 1e unpatrel\ t 1e was a con . ed t e . 

where he d1scu~s ibution by failing to draw a \me between paper, , hts contr \ . 
· t'fic character OL • ce and philosophical spccu at10n. But he se1en 1 . . or sc1en 

science and rehgwn, · 
Stuck to logical separa_non. n Kirchmann, lonely anti-Hegdian fighter 

Juhus vo 
Five years later,. . mid-nineteenth-century Germany (sec Ap-

for empirical reahsm 1~ ok on the fundamental concepts of law and 
pendix B), pub~ished a 0 phasized that the essential meaning of the 
morals, in wh1ch he ~g ought to be was its claim to having the Is 
proposition that somet ~t and that therefore it appeared impossible to 

"subjected" to the ou; 'ther; not even Kantian "reason" could hril\ge 
derive the one from t \ 0elf is in the realm of being:' He clearly l\is­
the gulf, since reason h1 s psychological origin of the notion of Ought 
tinguished between .t el gical character. The psychological origin he 
(Thou Shalt) and r: lor the overwhelming power of someone who 
saw in the resp:ct e t. the father, the king, the people, or God. The 
expressed his wtll, be tt. magined; that had no bearing on the reality 
power may be real ho\ 1 gical category of Ought was independent o£ its 
of the feel~ng. B~t.~ e;hile Kirchm~nn did not go so far as to l\cvclop 
psychologtcal ongt · . ·sm from hts approach, he deserves crel\it for 

1 elaUVl c h 
a theory of va ue r uncement OL t e need for logical separation. 
h. b' prono . :; d'd ts unam 1gu~us roclarnatwns 1 not yet carry the day, hoW-

These occasw~al frn Windelband (184~-I9I5), a philosopher of far 
ever. In r882, Wtl?e . tirne, and a leadmg figure in a back-to-Kant 
greater influence 1~ ht~e tried to give a. progressive turn, pointed in 
movement, to V.:htch h n he reemphastzed the distinction between 
the right directwn V: ~ laws (Is) and Norms (Ought) .0 Like Kant, 
N aturgesetze or phY51ca 

• Ibid., pp. 74 , 75. . undbegri~e des Rahts rtnd da Moral als E_inleillmg in. d~~ 
'} .. H. v. Kirchmann, D1e Gr erk.e, Berhn 1869 (2nd ed., 1873), published 10 Plulosoplllsc 

Studu~m rechtsphilosophischer W pP· 48, 52 ff. 
B'bl' ·cular . H K I d S I [(hre, 1 G lothek, vol. II, see in paru entioned 10 • e sen, Huuptprobleme er taatsrec JtS 

.. ~oth were, more briefly, rn nd 1g. . . ) 
Tueb,t.ngen, 2nd ed. 1923, PP· 7 ~. (1882) in Wtlhelm Windelbaml, Pralt~d,en .. (sth e~. xgt;n· 

Normen und Naturgesetze ~ wrwissenschaften" (1894) ibid., p. 13?; Uber dte geg 
Vol. 2, p. 59' "Geschichte und h' a, (1907) ibid., pp. I, 19 ff.; also lus address on l{ant, 
W • , l p IC 
.. aerttge Aufgabe der Phioso) ibid., PP· 147• t6o, t6I, t66. 
Nach Hundert Jahren" (I9°4 
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ho\\:cver, he made definite statements on what we ought t 1 H 
ascnbcd Ought-character not only to ethics but to logic ar1 l 0 ~ 0

1• . e 
a . 11 Tl · t aest 1CtiCs 
s \\ c . 1ere Is a mandatory Thou Shalt, so he taug11t \ 1 · 1 d 

d f L ' \' 1IC 1 C-
man s o · us th:Jt we acknowledge not only the good but the t d 
th I 'f I rue an 

e )eam1 l.l • al~o. \Vith.out much ado he to.ok the "necessary and 
general vah.dny of ultm!ate Ought-norm.s m all three fields for 
granted. Th1s prevented hun from claboratmg the logical distt'rlct' I . . . . L ton 
)Ct\\ een Is and Ought. "'Hh Jus assumptiOns made, there followed 

once more some sort of link between the two realms. 
A hour the turn of the century, Nco-K:mtians in Frciburg. Heidel­

he~g, and Marburg took up the basic dualism. Among them was 
Wmdclband's former pupil, Heinrich Rickert ( r8~3-1936). of Freiburg 
and, later, Heidelberg. He was concerned less wtth the hne between 
Is and Ou?ht th:m with that be~wcen Bei~g (Is, ~e~lity, Existence) 
and Mcamng. Reality and Mcanmg. he satd, are dtstmct realms not 
to be confused, since Meaning as such is nonreal and nonexistent, al­
though possibly "valid" or "invalid." 'Whether there was a "third 
realm," where Reality and Meaning fused, was an issue of metaphysics, 
not of scientific knowledge. Accordingly, he con~rasted natural science 
(Being-irrespective-of-Meaning) and cultural sctence (Meaning, and 
Being-related-to-Meaning). 1 

Now, Meaning is a concept broader than Norm (Ought); every 
Norm (Ought) incorporates some Meaning> but .the ~?nve:se is not 
~1ecessarily true. The Ought, Rickert explamed, IS a. spect.fic way" 
m which some values "appeal to our interest.and cause It to respond." s 

The realm of Ought was not quite inaccessible to our knowledge, he 
taught. Like Windclband he held that we ought to acknowledge 
truth; and this we know. For there is one norm (Ought, Sollen) 
whose validity cannot be doubted by anyone: tl~e "~ranscen~ent Ought'' 
which demands of us that, within our own tlunkmg and JUdging, we 
affirm positively ( bejahen) our perceptions of what we do perceive. 
In other words, if we perceive "red" it is de~anded of. us that we 
ought to say "yes" in our inner answer to the mner questiOn whether 

7 Rickert's views are now be~t studied in his System dt:r Phi/oso~~ie, E~ster Teil: Allgem . 
Grtmdlegung der Pllilosophie, Tiibingen 1921, pp. 101 ~·· l49· IS matn contribution cute 

· · T .. b ngen I89, (2nd d 5 Were pr~sented earlier 10 Der C:cgenstand dcr Erke,zntms, u 1 - e . I 904 ), ]( 
wuunscha/t rmd Naturruwenschaft, Tiibingen 1899 (6th and 7th ed. I 926) and D · tdtrtr­
der naturwiuensc/JOftlichen Bcgriffsbildrmg, Tiibingen 19°2 (5th ed. 1929). Wind 1'~ G,·enzcn 
vinced a priori as he was of the general validity of _values, consl~lcrctl it Parad e. and, con­
the valid values "nonrcal"; see his Einlcitung in dze Plulosoplue, Tubingen OXIcal to call 
(3rd ed. 1923 ; rr. "An Tntroducr_inn ro Philosophy" by Joseph McCabe, New 1 9l4, p. 212 
and Rickert's reply, System dcr Phtlosoph1e, p. 136. York 1921 ) 

"System dcr Plulosop!Jic, fl· II G. 



VI. RISE OF VALUE RELAT/11/S.\1 

we do perceive "red." Rickert did not-and this is important in our 
particular context-derive this Ought logically from any Is. On the 
contrary, he said, it is logically prior to any recognition of what is. 
n? propositio~ t_hat something is has significance bcfo~e we have rcco~~ 
mzed the vahdtty of that transcendent demand. TillS thesis was the 
foundation of his "transcendental idealism." But he denied that we 
could penetrate any farther into the transcendent realm. Althou 1 I 
validity of the transcendent Ought cannot be doubted he ~ 11 t .1e 

. . b 1 d b . ' sa1c, Its 
ongm cannot e exp ore y science; any attempt to do so 1 I l 

d . . h . h. h . · eac s )C-yan science mto metap ysics, w 1c IS not science.9 

It is not here our purpose to examine whether Rickert's "t d 
0 h " . . d d b d "bl ranscen ent 
~gh this m eed Ieyho"nk anhy pohssi .e doubt as he thought it was It 

mig t e argue , t m , t at t e mner force which I · 
recognize our perceptions is based not on a transcend compe s us to 
on a pure psychophysical Must-on the fact, namcl t~nt Ought. but 
leave their marks ("tracks," "grooves") in our cor[' at perceptwns 
marks obstruct subjective attempts to bypass them ex ~nd that these 
perceptions (see below, Chapter xr, Section 6) B ta~. t~ deny our 
the issue. I merely want to make plain that RJ: k u , t 15 Is not here 

c ens pr · 
on the one hand, with the distinction between Is and M eo~cupatwn, 
than Is and Ought, and, on the other with th b I eantng rather 
some type of transcendent Ought prev~nted h" e af so Ute validity of 

h . ' 1m rom . 
on t e much s1mpler problem whether it is lo . II c~ncentratlflg 
some Ought from some Is, or vice versa. No d gicba hy possible to infer 
h . f ou t e rec . d I t Is could not be done. I every type of Meanin ogmze t 1at 

d . 1 • 1 . f g Was to be k . tly separate m ogiCa reasonmg rom every type of B . ept stnc 
the specific meaning of Ought was to be kept emg, then certainly 
did not elaborate on this. His first major Work ~ ~eparated. But he 
"Is and Ought" (Sein und Sol/en) 10 in wh· h a a chapter titled 

, Ic one w I I 
find this logical problem treated; actually it · ou c expect to 

C . h R" k , Is not even . d ontemporaneously wtt 1C crt, however d menttone · 
h . , an more I" . I h e, another German philosopher, the sociolo . exp ICit y t an 
S. h" gist and Io . . G Immel (r85g_1918) turned Is scorn on the 1 . 1 gictan eorg 
o.ught. In his magnificent work on ethics of ~~tc; 11fusion of Is and 
tnple thesis regarding the nature of Ought I 9 h he presented a 
w:o~e, the feeling that one "ought" to do s;m ~h ~ e first place, he 
ongmai datum (Urtatsache) of human ex . e mg .CSollen) is an 

penence whtch, just as the 
• 
. G~g~n.rtand J • ( d d ) 

w111~111 , u~r Erk~nntn/J 2n e · pp. I I 6 ff. I 25 ff d . 
cnaftli h B ·a . d ( h d ) 6 ' ., an passtm G 10 c~ c ~n ~grtysh1l ung st e · p. 04. Also Syst~m d !. .1 · r~nz~n d~r naftlr· 

uG/~1/st~nd d~ Erkrnntnis, pp. u6-r22. ' ~ p 11010Plii~. pp. I 2 I, 134. 
org Sunme(, Einlcitung in di~ Moraltuisscnschaft Berl" 

' m, Ist "~>ol. I 892, 2nd vol. I 893· 
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I. BIRTH OF GULF DOCTRINE 

feeling that one "wills" something, "hopes" for somethina 0 "_ :I , 
. I . l'k . . b' r Lan l o som<:t 1111g. :md e\·cn 1 ·c the feclmg of "bemg" and "thinking, Id 

not he de~crihed to someone who had not himself experie~c c~u. 
Therefore, there is "no definition of Ought." l:! Secondh· tile Ct It. 
f 1' concept 

o · Ought, quc1 concept, is a merely formal mode of thought a 
m:~ticJI!y expressed by an im~erative, just as the form~} con~c;;~11:£ 
pJst and future Jre grJmmatiCally expressed by pretentum and fu­
turum. No particular substantive content can be derived from a formal 
mode of thought: it lends itself to any type of content, denyincr itself 
to none. 1:1 Thirdly, "The logical in/atnce from tt'!Jat iJ to tt'IJatouglu 
to be, is /a!Jc in c't'c'l')' case." 14 "In no case can we .find out by a Ioaical 
analysis (Zcrf!,licdcnmg) of Ought why it has its particular con~ent 
nor from the tJarticular content why we ought to do. it." 15 ' 

These \Vere the strongest statements yet made m support of the 
emerging Gulf Doctrine. Simmcl elaborated on them as follows. Bv 
way of logical deductions, he said, it cannot even be demonstrated tha·t 
something is, in the sense that it exists. That "can merely be ex­
perienced and felt, and therefore cannot be deduced f:om pure con­
cepts, bur merely from concepts into which it had previOusly been in­
corporated somehow or other." The same was true of Ought: 

Tl 'f re wish to det lat we ought to do something can, 1 " . llonstrate 
1 · II · 1 bv refernna to som I ogica y, never be proved otherwise t wn 1 • ? . e ot 1er 
0 1 1 · · s conceived It Is an or· · ug 1t t 1at Is presupposed as certam. o . Iginal 
d 1 · 1 'cal questiOns thoual atum, beyond \V 11ch we can ask no ogt ' b 1 pos-
sibly psychological ones. 10 

F 1 · · ave the justice of it . or t 1e same reason, JUrisprudence can pr I . l s Prtn-
ciples "only by demonstrating that they are the ogiCda con~equence 
of 1 · · · 1 l · 1 . I be assume as naJu J u timate pnnCip es w 11c 1 must simp Y b an 

d 1 t no matter whet] cannot be proved to be so." And he adde t 1a ' 1 . . ler We 
speak of Is or Ought, "the last we are able to exr ai~l [logically] is 
the last but one." Before we can explain any Oukg 11t t lefre must be a 

1 f 1. " 1 1 1 aps as , t 1ere ore \\' l mora concept or ee mg; we cou o per 1. • l , 1- ' 1 y We 
1 t be mora. • are moral, but by no means why we oug 1t 0 

1" 

,; Op.cit., vol. 1, PP· 8, 98, 99· 
Ibid., pp 9 II9i vol. 2, p. 310. If t 1 h 

1< • • • • r eren on \' . 
Of>.cit vol 1 p. 72 (llal!cs added). It would be ( 1 ·£• e sa1<1, in 

d ., · ' 1 . . f he concept o Is ( · case usc the concept of Oug lt merely as a dupllcauon o t . b In the one 
all that is also ought to be, which would not tell us anytlung a out what We o s~nse that 
as distinct from what we arc doing). Ug lt to do 

: lb~d., p. 54· 
lbzd., p 12 

17 I bid., p: I 6: 
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VI. RISE OF l'ALVE RELATIVISM 

Switching from the (impossible) logical explanation to the (en­
tirely feasible) psychological one, Simmel suggested that men may 
have "old-inherited social instincts," which had their origin in social 
interrelationships ( Verhalt11is zur Allgemeinheit), or derived from 
them as from their unconsciously effective_ original cause.18 Perhaps 
the feeling of Ought indicated the operatiOn of human drives that 
cannot be attributed to egoism and, therefore, cannot be "exi)lainetl" · 

. h' h 111 
the usual meaning of that terr:n m w lC we accept as an explanation 
only references to egoistic mouves.10 If lo~ked at apart from its psycho­
logical causes, Simmel refl~cted, th~ feehng of Ought is nothing but 
the feeling of one's own wzll, sometimes of a weak will, at other times 
of a very strong one, bu~ always 0~ some ty?e of will, just as the feeling 
of temptation is the feehng of ones. own _w1ll, a weak or a strong one.:.!" 
He used a beautiful metaphor to Illummate the psychological t · _ . rans1 
tlon: 

Just as a tree if hit by a gust of wind redresses itself a . . . I · · s soon as 
the wmd subsides, but If constant y exposed to winds blow· . 1 

d . If . 1 mg m t 1c 
same direction finally ben s Itse m t 1at direction and 1 . . d , .11 . 1 . . grows t 1at 
way, so conditiOns ben mans WI m t 1e1r direction unt'l 1 1 
• • 1 1c at-
JUSts to them, feelmg the con~tant pressure. from conditions at first 
as an Ought and finally as [his own] unwntten will.2 1 

Under the impact of Rickert's and Simmel's publicat'10 1 l ns t 1e t oc-
trine of the logical gulf between Is and Ought began t b , 

h . 1 . o ecomc a 
scientific commonplace. T e soClo agist Max Weber and tl · ·. 

K 1 d h .,2 • lc JUrists, 
Gustav Radbruch Hans e sen, an ot ers,~ m their wr1·t· 1 ' b 1 . mgs at t 1e 
beginning of this century (sec . e .0 w' Sectto?s 2 and 3), acceptetl the 
separation as an elementar~ pnnctple of logtc. Weber felt no need to 

elaborate on it. Radbruch dtd. He wrote: 

Propositions of Ought, ~alue judgments and other judgments, can­
not be founded inductively. ~pon stat.ements of Is, but only de-
d · 1 h proposltlons of hke kind 2:s p . . ucttve y upon ot er · · · · roposltlons 

10 lb 'd 10 I ., p, 30, 
Ibid. p 6 6 ""lb'd. p. 4· 5· 

21. lb,'d •• pp. 20, 21. 
2:1 I ., p. 321. s . I 

E.g. Hermann K · z see below, c:cuon 2 i a so Kantorowicz and Patterson "Legal 
Scienc A antorowlC ' " ·n Columbia L R · 1 8 ' 
68 e- Summary of Its MethodologY .1 • aw ~vt~tv, vo. 2 . (1928) pp. 679• 
R 3• 684; Barna Horvath R~chtssoziologtt:, Berhn 1934. PP· 49 ff. Regardmg Simmc:l's in· 
u~nce on the French . •1 . t see above, Chapter v, Section 3· 

R~t-lrtsphilosoph,·· s(ocJo Soglst. 0
5'0 3 c below, on the various editions) 3rd. ed. p. 7· 4th cd. 

p. 97; Wilk • see ec I . ' ' 
trans!. (not used in thls book) p. 53· 
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I. BIRTH OF GULF DOCTRINE 

of Ought can be based only on other propositions of Ought and 
can be proved only by them. Exactly for this reason ultimate proposi­
tions of Ought cannot be proved, are axiomatic, capable: not of cogni­
tion but only of confession. Wherever there meet in dispute an­
tagomstrc contentions about the ultimate propositions of Ought, or 
antagonistic:; views of values or Wcltansclzaurmgen, decision be­
tween them cannot be made: with scientific precision (Eindeutigkeit, 
unambiguity) .:!4 

And Kelsen: 

The contrast bc~w~en Is ar!d ?ught is formal and l.ogical and as long 
as one keeps wrthm the hmits of formal and logrcal considerations 
no road leads from one to the oth.cr; the two worl?s confronting 
each other arc separated by an rmbrrdgeable gulf. Logrcally the ques­
tion as to the "why" of some particular Ought can only lead to 
some other Ought, time and again, just as the question as to the 
"why'' of some Is can only receive as' an answer another Is, time and 

• ~J 

agarn. 

Some European writers tried to adjust the two overlapping du::disms 
f Is vs. Ought and Being vs. Meaning. Science can deal, they said 

0 . ther with "nature, free-of-values" (Is), or with "norms, free-of~ 
ci , (Ought) or thirdly, with "nature, related-to-values" that is 
nature ' . ' • ' 

affected with meaning. Any manmade piece of nature, such 
nature 1 1 d · 

blc an engine, a cathedral, or a ega co e carnes a reference to 
as a ta ' l 1 b 1 k' 

1 · n itself and can be understooL on Y Y oo mg to this refer_ 
va ues I . h' 1 . 1 1. · · h l " 1 · 

I ccord with t IS ana ysrs t 1cy c Istmgms eu natura scrence , 
cnce. n a " " 1 1 . " t. R' k , ' " rive science, and cu tura scrence, accep mg IC ·ert s term 
norma "U 1 • f d }" t . d. 

f 1 third category.- But t us step rom ua rsm o tna rsm did 
or t le . . . f . 1 1 f 0 I 

k their oppositiOn to m erences m t 1e rea m o ug 1t from 
not wea en 

l·ses in the realm of Is. prem . . 
d 9 . 4th ed. p. I 00. Wilk tr. p. 56. Similarly' I st cd. ( Grrwd::iigc d 

"'Ibid., 3rd. c ' P· ' ' a 
R , /. "/osophi(, I9I4) PP· 2• 3· . . , 'I ' d T .. b. 

(CIIISP 11 ~ "sclun ,·uristisclu:r twd so::wlogiSetlt:r '' (/riO (, u mgcn I911 p 6 
"" .. I Gr(nun -tV I . lo I I . ? ' . . 

U '(' . h · · al. See similar passages 10 Kdsen, IV 101 s IISlla. Berkeley I 9 Italics not 10 t e ongw 57 • P· 
d f quently throughout. 6 

354• an reh op cit 3rd ed. p. 25; 4th ed. P· uS; Wilk tr. p. 9· Hermann Kantorow 
""Radbruc • · ., · 1 · 1 I (I925) p 101 · R' k tcz., ., ff ngen" in ]al1rbuciJ fiir Sozzo ogt(, vo · . · • 1c en, System d 

Staatsau assu 't p 149 Kulttlrtvisunsc!Jaft t~nd NaltlrtVISU11S.chaft, op.cir . Em'! cr 
Pltilosophi(, OP·~1 ;; (. b' I S t' n 3 a). Max \Vcbcr, II' irtsclzaft ·d· 1 Lask, 

h 'l hie see cow, ec 10 • . rtn Gesell I 
"Rcchtsp I osop d d 1926) P· 3' Barna Horvath, op.cll., p. 54· Compare T I sc lafr 
(T"'b'ngen 1922· 2n e · ' · h " t " " · a cott Par u I ' years later proposed to distingUls na ure, action," and " I sons, 
:h~, som~ ~~~~~~al reference~-not a very convincing alig~ment of rather incon;~ ture," as 
c:;~ (.;~/S;IIctllr( of Social Action, New York 1937, P· 7 2·) uent con-
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VI. R d l e turn of the century patd httk 
aroun t 1 · · l'k v· 

l A r·1can literature l' Even avowed rclattvtsts 1 c ts-
Ang o- me · 1 gu l. ) ··~ 

.£ ttention to the logt~~ d Edvard Westermarck (1862-19W -
1 any a 8) - an · · · 1 · 

H ld e ( 1856-192 . rks on rclauv1ty m t 1c mnctccn 
count a an · · thelr wo . · 1 · ·n f ·1 d to mention 1t tn based his rclauvtsm on p 1YSlco-
stl ~1 e nd thirties. The folnner on the fact that "the predicates of 
twenues a . the atter . b \ 

h .l ophical reflecuons, l oncepts, are u1umatc\y asct on cmo-
p 1 OS l\ mora C · " 1 
all moral judgments, a ob. ectivity can com~ from an cmot1on ; t 1crc 
tions, and that · · · 1n~ • .Jost texts on log1c neglcctcc~ th~ pro~)km. 

re "no moral trut 1s. b that whenever the qucstwn IS scnous\y 
a b 1' tle dou t ' l \ Yet there can e lt · g most Anglo-American sc 10 ars today 

. . 1 ·cal setun ' . . 
considered m 1ts og1 f om statements m the Is-form to such 111 

. d . ferences r . . l . l would cons1 er m . 1 . conclus1ve. Some wnters 1ave sat<. so ex-
the Ought-form loglcal y 1~yn. 
plicitly as did Karl Llewe . . 

. ' . of the real~s of Is :
0
nd ?ught ... 1s rootetl 

Fus10n or confusion. ur thinkmg .... - SCience docs not teach 
with dire firmness 111 0 will To fuse Is anJ Ought is to conf usc the 

h It never . d 1 . 1 . us w ere to go. . semi-permanent ata on w nc 1 any sc1encc 
l 11 cumulatmg . · · · 1 \ · · grat ua y ac fl f changmg opm10n as to soc1a o ))CCttves-

. l he ux o 
must rest w1t 1 t . ·vcs any of which a science can be mat\c to 
that welter of obJect! 

serve 30 
· . e1 Radbruch, and Kelscn, declared that in 

Stuart Rice, like Strome :Uust always refer to another, more general 
order to prove a_value ~n t analysis "the end which is sought must be 
value and that, m the asnnot be arrived at by scientific procedure." :It 

posited or assumed. ~~~~ence itself tells us nothing, just nothing, about 
And R. M. Maciver: b ut the ends we should seek." 32 At the rount\­
the way we should ac~, ~ 0 in Political Theory," held at the annual 
table "Beyond RdaUVl~m Political Science Association, December 
meeting of the Amencan n the logical separation between Is and 

6 1 rnent o 33 M f "11 b . . 194 , genera agreed at the outset: ore re erences w1 c gtven tn 

Ought was expresse . 0 Relativity, London 1921. The only vague a\\u~ion to the 

~' R. h· 1 B H II The Rczgn 11 e contention on p. 357 that "what ought to be anti what 1c an . at ane, 0 be t 1 

?ulf-problem in this book ~cC015 1 

'' ~end to come together." . /atit•ity, N~w Y~rk 1932, pp. 6o, 288: ' . . " , 
-• Euvaru w t k Ethzcal Re nd Social Sc1cnce Method A Realists Cntlque, Essa)S 
"" es ermarc , . · n a ' 8 
- Karl Llewellyn "Legal "frat\ItiO hington 1931, PP· 89 ff. This passage, P· 9 · 

on R • Vvas 
..., ~s~m·ch in the Social Sciences' 
3 , 1btd., pp. 101 , 102. irz politics, New York 1928, p. IS· .. 
32 Stuart Rice, Quantitatit•e Merlzo_ds f J-lappiness. A Phzlosophy jor Modern Llllwg, New York 

Robert M. Maciver The pursttzl o 
I 'l<;') p ' /' · l -) p. 4 70 • ., ' · 173. . .. I 5, 1cti<C 'ct·tcw, vo. 41 (June 1941 

Sec 111 . . J'olztz<a Y report m Amcrzcall 
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2. BIRTH OF SC. VALUE R.I:.'L.·lTJFISM 

the next section. Not all twentieth-century thinkers have urawn rela­
tivistic conclusions from the need of keeping Is and Ought logically 
separated, as we shall see in Chapters vn and vm. Nor have all cared 
to mention that need. But few have attempted explicitly to doubt or 
to deny it. Their arguments too will be discussed in the polemic part.a-1 
Here, in tl1e genetic chapters, my only purpose was to rebtc how 
the uoctrine of the logical gulf between Is and Ought arose and 
spread. 

2. Birth of Scientific Value Rc:lativism: Tl1e Fatl1ers 

Once it had been seen that inferences from Is to Ought could never 
be validly drawn in a purely logical manner, Scientific Value Relativism 
was around the corner. But something else was necessary to enforce 
its acceptance. It had to be recognized ( r) that every conscious pursuit 
of goals or purposes, whether moral, amoral, or immoral, contains 
elements of evaluation; (2) that every selective evaluation (''better 
than") of ultimate standards and, therefore, in particular every moral 
evaluation is either identical with, or at least associated with, ideas 
or feelings about what ought to be done or approved, whose validity 
cannot be logically drived from facts; and (~) that the validity of ulti-

te standards of evaluation is not only logtcally undemonstrable but 
ma d. . 'fi 

Ot be Prove m any other sctentl c manner. cann 
It had always been clear, of course, that l1U~an purposes and the 

1 tions underlying them could be exammed and ascertained eva ua 1 . . 11 . 
. . t' fically as actual facts, that is, ustonca y, or as potentwl facts, 

SC1Cl1 1 1 . . t l . .IJ' . 
1 · hypothetically. But value re atlvtsm con enc. s, m au 1t10n, that 

t 1at ts, 1 · 1 1 · · . n deal with purposes and eva uattons on y ustoncally or 
SC1Cl1Ce ca l 
1 1 tically and that means relative to some actua or potential will 
1 ypot 1e ' bl f 1 · · enerally assumed that credit or arne or va ue relativism 

It lS g ' . B h' . 
t Max Weber as the theory s mventor. ut t 1s 1s not cor-

must go 0 ' · .l dl d · d · 
d Weber himself would have dectc. e Y eme lus primary 

rect an · k d G 
1 ' · 1 generating the doctrine. Simmel, Rtc ert, an eorg Jellinek 

ro e 11 . s· 1 1 d . . 
receded him. The decisive role whtch tmme ~ aye 1~ th1s matter 

has been underestimated, owing to the fact th~t Ius contnbutions were 
t presented as was Weber's basic statement m some compact article 

~~t widely scattered through the two volumes of his essay on ethics'. 

''See Chapters VII, Section 7 (Wertheimer) and viii, Section s. cntl (Fuller); also Ch:lptcr Ill 

Section 5 (Rommen). ' 
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VI. RISE OF VALVE RELATIVIS.\1 

(a) SIMMEL AND RICKERT 
"That we put value on something at all," Simmel wrote, "is, in ulti-

mate analysis, a matter of the will, beyo_nd all deductions." For value 
"is nothing objective," he continued. Th1s latter statement, as we shall 
see in Chapter vn, Section 5, went farther than was warranted aml 
necessary for his argument, since the human will may well be in­
fluenced by objective factors without thereby losing its subjective char­
acter; and it was merely this subjective character Simmcl wan tell to 
stress, adding that "neither gold nor. si~ver, neither foou nor clothes, 
have any value by themselves but obtam 1t only in the subjective process 
of evaluating them." 1 "All values are merely emotional consequences 

of certain ideas." 2 

This evaluating activity of ~he h~man will, operating subjectively 
without any possible proof of 1ts ulnmate standards, is part o£ 1 

h. k' . £ 1uman 
n~ture, he ~eld .. "Human t 1n mg .1s a te~ all so. constructed (mw 
emmal so emgerzchtet) that somethmg ulumate (zrgendein Let t ) 

h
. . . f h' z es 

w 1ch is to serve as a cntenon or.e hveryt ~ng else, both what is or 
ought to be must be presupposed Wlt out bemg proved Thl's · . ' . . . · cntenon 
can be made the ob). ect of cnUctsm only to the extent that tl1e · . . quest10n 
may be asked whether 1t has been earned through consistent\ · 

· · · 'bl " 1" y or m-conslstently." 3 It 1s nnpossl e to re leve the determination £ 1 
ethical Ought of the contingency (Zufiilligk_eit) of ultimate 

0 ~ 1~ 
feelings (letzter Wertgefiihle) and to attach it to some dcmon~a ubcl 

4 Th. ot m t d ra e 
rational necessity." lS wa~ n ean to eny that the feeling of 
value could have a nonfortmtous, for ex.ample, a divine origin; but 

its necessity could not be derno~strated rauon.ally. 
The core of Sirnrnel's analysts .was that se1ence cannot set values. If 

science attempts to go "normauve and teleological" it "needs some 
purpose given as a fact (als Tatsache vorgefunden)' which, as science 
it cannot itself set." It cannot go beyond the psychological explanatio~ 
of our choices. u Science itself never sets a norm ( normt nie) . . . since 
the questions asked by science are always causal, not teleological." r; 

It is, therefore, a complete misunder~tanding if one expects to gain 
some new Ought ( Sollen) from a sctence of ethics. Such a science 

1 Einle"t f 5 cited. vol. I pp 2 6 • 0 ~ ung in die Moralwissenscha t, a ' • . 31, 2p; also vol. 2, p .. 

p.Cit., vo\ 
a Ibid ·I, P· 251 • 
• 0 ·•. p. 453. 
a P.cJt., vo\. 2 

Op.cit., vo\ ' p. 7o. · dded. 
· I, pp. 32o-2 1. ItahCS a 
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can possibly confront ( ::;usammenlzalten) some given no · h 
other, equally given, impulses, and show that we can logicallrym Wit 
onl}' th h h b b I pursue . e one or t e ot er ut not ot 1. But science cannot make the 
cl10rce between the two, or determine the value which the one or 
the other mu.st have for us? it cannot ... set purposes, which is al­
wa~s the busmess of the wtll, but only determine the means for the 
aclucvcmcnt of the purposes, or rather-more correctly k. 
f 1 · . · f · I spea mg rom t 1e vtcwpomt o sCience-exp ore the causes whose effect ld 
b tl l . l l' . h. I wou c 1e ( cstrec com Itwns, w tc 1 to do is precisely the business of 
theory . 

. Thcr~fo:e, _Simmel concludes, every inquiry into ethical norms must 
either hmtt Itself to an examination of the logical interrelation be­
tween their clements, or must "set some other principle as a priori 
valuable, as the ultimate purpose, and then merely state how far those 
norms are adequate means for the realization of this purpose." 

The pure problem of science is: if such and such purposes and 
conditions are given, what must we do to realize the .former, granting 
due consideration to the latter. Only the mo:al legtslator, in setting 
ultimate purposes dogmatically, can say: t?ts shall be so!, leaving 
proof alone, since the final setting of values ts a fact that cuts off any 
[scientific J criticism. Ethical science, therefore, can but set hypotheti­
cal imperatives, in the Kantian sense; it can reveal absolute im­
peratives only as historical facts, it cannot set them.6 

In the preface to the second volume Sirnrnel su.mmed up these 
thoughts in a few graphic passages. Just as an anatomtst a~ such has to 
render no aesthetic judgments regarding the body on ht~ dissecting 
table, he wrote there, "just so little has the student ?£ e~htcal science 
(der Ethiker), as a scientist, to confound the exammatton of moral 
phenomena with moral evaluations." The fact t?at the scholar's own 
value judgments often agree with those he. exammes makes a blend of 
explaining and norm-setting activities qmte understandable, indeed; 
but from this "there arises so much more. sev~rely the duty [for the 
scientist J to sever the scientific task, ~htch ts merely to state em­
pirical and hypothetical realities !mpartta.lly, from the normative one 
which is to mold (gestalten) reality practtcally, and that means alw ' 
onesidedly." 7 ays 

"Ibid., pp. p1-323. 
7 Op.cit., vol. 2, p. iv. 
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· 1 · 't , . but h1s tdeas actua Y "rc at1v1 y , S. el did not use the term d . tl1is book by Scientific Value tmm · d stoo m 1 · 1 nd to what IS un er h t he understated the role w 11c l correspo . however, t a & 
Relativism. It wtll appca;~ human value judgments (Chapter ""? c-
o Jec IV h · m ortancc o b. t' e elements play 1 f the contributions which SCience, 
· 5 below) and t e 1 P render in helping people to choose twn , t values, can 1 1 
!tho

ugh unable to se . k equences ulterior purposes, anc t 1e a . . ns s cons ' values, by exammmg ' 

like. lly unambiguous in his statements that 
Hemnch Rtc er d thetic values can be neither demonstrate< 

. . . k t was equa . . I 
. f h. al an aes . 

the validtty o et .'c He conceded that in the theoretical field there 
nor refuted by science.b. tive validity could be logically demonstrated I hose 0 Jec l I I · was one va ue w "The philosophy of theoretical pro 1 ems "Iegms 
-the value of tru_'h. truth as a value," he wrote.' But the obJeC-
with one's recogm~mlg sthetic, religious, and other a-theoretical cui-
. I'd' f ethtca' ae . 'fi f, o Tl . · · ccesst t1ve va 1 tty 

0 
'ble (entzogen) to any sctenti c proo . 11s, 

tural values 
15 

ma f the very nature of the nonthcoretical values. 
he said, followed rom be nontheoretical if their validity could be 
They would cease t~ We would destroy their character as non­
theoretically supp~;~ ·one, therefore, who has once understood the 
theoretical values. E' ~nart) of the a-theoretical values can even wish 
specific character ( tg oaf or logical demonstration of their objective 
( tuol/en) to have a I;' such attempts remnants of an obsolete in tel­
validity." 

10 
He sawd m man "ethical, in the widest sense of the word, 

lectua I ism. He .e~ll e :value as valid [ought) by free decision, he does if, after recogmzmg , 11 

what he ought to do. Rickert demanded that philosophy, after clarify-
As a consequence, h various value concepts, finally "establish a sys­

ing t!'e me_aning of ',heem find their orderly y~ace." 12 Thus ~e po~tu­
tem m whtch all of f Scientific Value RelatiVISm, although hke Stm­
lated a neutral type ~. name, and although he frankly expressed his 
rne] he did nat u~e t. ~s" objective" val ues-un verifiable by . science b~­
own personal belief 1 tical truth. He was relentless in hiS emphaSis 
Yond the value of theore facts and values. "Only when we have come th d.ff b tween 
on e I erence e J.o pp. n8, <so. Soo 'bo.,, Scr<ion ,, ond bdow, Chop<o" aS . ,. Il2,a Ystern der Phzlosoprue, P· 

vu • Stttion '• "'d ''· . . . 
10 •• , • I 5o. sed lfl , 

• Ibid p · h"1s earl1er work Grenzen der natttrtiJISSenschaft/,c/,etl 16uJ. Simi!" idm wm "P'" pp. 599 ff.). . 

"''f:;D,b;ldung ( op,;,,, , 0 d ,d., ' 9 ',!;, V<, So<<ioo 3, '"d ><, ''"'"" 3, on <ho 9°"«on who<ho< 
System, p. 327. See below, _chap! ft to arbitrary decision. the recognition of values is enurely e 

12 Ibid., Pp. I 50, I 55· 
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2. BIRTH OF SC. VALUE RELATIVISM 

to sec ~11 values as values can we successfully guard against onesidedl 
espousmg specific values" in science, he insisted. 1:1 y 

Here, however, we \~'itn~ss anoth.er formidable confusion in tcrmi­
?o1ogy. For not only chd Rtckert fad to call himself a relativist. th , 
1 • 1 1 I d "R 1 · · " · 1 · ' ere s even. a c 1~pte~ 1eat ~ e attvtsmu~ 1.11 11s Gc:gc'IJJ!and dcr Er-
kenntms w1uch Is nothmg but one solid mdictment of rclativis 1-1 

This is c~plaincd by the fact that Rick~~t called "relativists'' only ;1~:~c 
who demed not alone the demonstrabthty of specific value judgm, t 
(which he himself denied) but even the absolute nature of the dem~:~t: 
that we ought to recognize the facts of our perceptions, i.e., who denied 
also the "truth of simple statements of facts." This denial which he 
said, made even statements of facts entirely dependent on a rel;tivc 
and subjective approach-leading ultimately to the contention that 
"all truth is relative" or that "there is no truth at all"-seemed un­
bearable and illogical to Rickert; he used against it the old argument 
that if someone contends that there is no truth then this statement too 
cannot be true. 1:; 

William James, who read Rickert's book carefully in both editions 
saw in the latter's attack on relativists one directed against his owr~ 
pragmatism and pluralism. While he generally hel~ Rickert in high 
esteem, he replied sharply to this pres.umed attack m t!le chapter on 
"Abstractionism and 'Relativism'" in Ius own Tile Meamng of Trutlz.lu 
There he called Rickert an "absolutist" (p. 265) and the pragmatists 
"typical relativists" (p. 263). Thus we are here faced with the para­
doxical situation that Rickert, now generally ref~rred to as one of the 
fathers of relativism, himself used that terr_n wttl~ contempt, because 
he averred the absolute duty of truthfulness m ou;, mner ~ec.~gnition of 
observed facts, and was on this ground called ~n absolutist by James, 
who possibly misunderstood him, and styled lumself, James, a "relativ­
ist" because he refused to recognize any absolute t~~th (see above, 
Chapter v, Section 6). But there the issue W?5 the cogmtwn ~f facts and 
not the validity of value judgments; when lt came to value JUdgments, 

"Ibid., p. I 53· 
II c~g~nstand dcr Erk~TITIITiis, 2nd ed., PP· 132-14 1· k 

fi . f h strangest structures · nown · th 
10 "Relativism .•. as a nat 'system' IS one o t e 1 d f m c history f 

philosophy. It can only be psychologically comprehended :1s t!e ~rol uclt 0 a pcrioJ which .1 ° 
f I . b ·t feels IIISUncuve Y t 1at an . . uarc, 

not look the problem o trut 1 1n the face, ecause 1 d . } scnous att 
solve it will wreck the basis of their fashionable ideas of _th: a)· · · 1· Compared with r ·lempt t<> 
even solipsism is a most reasonable view, because the sohpslsthcan at east consider his c atl\"lsn1, 
true. The relativist cannot even do that, and therefore there as never been a genu in ,own! theory 

. c re attvlst " 
Ibid., P· I4I· 6 ff Tl. I . 

l"Original edition of I909 (London, New York), PP· 24 . liS c lapter is on1·t I . 
. . . . S . 6 I t<x In p . 

edltwn, c1ted m Chapter v, ectwn · erry , 
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V 1. R . . h n lames as we have seen. 
c\atlVlSt t a ' ' . . 

. s a more outspoken r d why in view 0 £ th1s con£uston 
R1ckert wa ·n derstan . . h 

£t r a\\ the reader Wl ~n uite pedanuca\\y, usmg t e com-
. A em.ln~\ogy 1 have perslsteRd, \qt.lvism" in pointing to the type o£ 
ln ter . fi V \ue e a 

d term "Scientl c ~ h Rickert then, let me repeat, was a 
poun \" Wlth ere. . 
relativism 1 am dea l~g. ithout usmg that name. 

. . fi Value Re\atlVlSt, w Sc1ent1 c 

(b) JELLINEK . . 1 cience the first explicit statement of 
£ ohuca s ' 1 · · In the sphere 0 ~ . gain without using the term re attvtsm-

Scientific Value Re.lauvtsm-l a ical General Theory of the State (All-
. n the c ass n p l' . l . occurred m 1900 1 G rg Jellinek ( r8sr-rgii). o mea sc1encc 

gemeine Staatslehre) bf, d eo nd practical science, he wrote, is a theory 
in the sense of an app 1e. astate ends, and thus a teleological consioera­
of the attainment of certam Therefore, political science has value judg­
tion of political ~henoS~ena.these are beyond scientific proo£, only in-

. bJect tnce . . 'fi . 1 . ments as 1ts su . · h ter can attam sc1ent1 c ment; t 1at 1s to say, 
quiries of a relatlV.e c ara~e as a hypothesis that a definite end ought 
only inquiries whtch a~su the possibility of a different teleological judg­
to be attained but. admt~otation brings this out neat\ y: 
ment. The followtng q . 

be demonstrated only by way of metaphyst-
Since absolute ends can irical political science complete in itself and 

1 1 · no emP · · · · bl S · 'fi ca specu atwn, . 1 convmcmg power 1s concetva e. Clentt c 
d · h untversa l' · 1 · · · f l · l endowe w1t . d only by po 1t1ca mqmnes o a re attve c lar-

merit can be attal~C: assuming as an hypothesis that a definite end 
acter, that is, inq~tr~s but necessarily admitting the possibility of a 
ought to be attal~e l'. dgment (Beurteilung; the first ed. had here 
differing teleologtca )~e. "view" or "approach"). Therefore political 
the term Betrachtung,1

1• ~ssume a partisan character, and do so the 
a ru e, . . 1 l f d . l examinations, as fi ement to empmca ends is rare y oun , wtt 1 

more because the con nrasting variety o£ metaphysical ends is added 
the result that the contd and finds expression in the methods o£ the 

· · 1 en s E 1· · 1 to that of emp1nca . results. ven a cursory glance at po mea 
e:<-aminations and th:at differences in W eltansc hauun gen (world 
hterature teaches us . . s about the ultimate purposes of human 
views) and in convlcu?ne the course of a great deal of political re­
community life deter~o so subconsciously .18 

search work, and often 19o5; 3rd ed. <~ubstantia\ly unchanged in the pertinent 
11 B 1. d ed· 

er Ill, 1St ed. 1900; zn 
passages) 1914 sth reprint, 19:2.9· 13• 14· 

'" . • d pP· Op.w., Ist ed. p. 12; 3rd c . 
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In an~ther passage, Jellinek traced the controversies in the princi al 
conceptions of th~ st~t~ bac~ t? the c~n~ict between two great w elt~n-
sc!Jammgen-the mdn·IduailstiC-atomistiC \vay of thinking and tl 1 
I . . . . I' . ' 1e co -
eCti VIStlC-Uni versa IS tiC. 

These few lines of Jellinek's contain the nucleus of the dual t1 · 
of S . 'fi V I R I . . h I I 1esis Cienti c a ue e atlvism t at t 1e se ection of goals depend 
value judgments and that the validity of the latter cannot be pros 0~ 

· h · · veo Wit scientific means. 
Strongly as Jellinek expressed this view with regard to politic 1 

d h • . f lJ . S, 1e 
seeme to esitate to accept It u y with respect to justice. He ref d 

I " erre 
to t 1e appearance, never quite to be eliminated, that there exists a 1 
which is binding of ethical necessity, and therefore valid because a~~ 
its inner justice." Thinking in such terms, he observed, seems to be 
".based on our ps.ychic makeur" But he em_rhas~ze~ that_ it is impos­
sible to draw reliable conclusiOns on what IS obJeCtively JUst without 
engaging in metaphysical speculations beyond the reach of science. to 

(C) MAX WEBER 

Four years later, Max Weber (x864-1920) raised his louder and more 
generally noted call for scholarly submission to t~e lim~ts of Scientific 
Method in his article" 'Objectivity' of Knowledge I~ Social Science and 
Social Policy" ( 1904) .20 In view of the tren~endous mfluence this paper 
had, and of the superficial and incorrect Ideas often expressed about 
its contents-including misrepresentations. by great scholars. ( s~e Chap­
ter VII, Section 1 )-it is advisable here to msert a full d~scnpt10n. 

Weber's article was designed to introd~ce .~he co?tm~ed publica­
tion of a socio-economic periodical ( Arclzw_ fu~· Sozzalwzssensclwften 
tmd Sozialpolitik) that had changed its e<.ht~na_l staff. For eighteen 
years it had been edited by its founder, Dr. Hemnch Br~un, ~ member 
of the German Social Democratic Party of long standmg, m a most 

. ( I) law he wrote, "is variable a d' 
10 The substance or content of this apparent natura . ' . . . ccor tng to 

. h b' ccuvc:ly JUSt ts qu1te as m t h . 
time and space, and the conclus1on drawn on t e 0 J . I f .. ( . e ap Ystcal in 

. d . . b b' ctive ethlca orce op.czt. p 3 5 I) 
character as IS any ogmat1c assertion a out an o JC I' . h E k ' · · 

lll "Die 'Objektivitat' in sozialwissenschafdicher und sozialpo 1t1ISC er r ·enntnis," in Arch. 
. I d . . . (N Folge vo. I, 1904) Th' IV 

fiir Sozia/wzss~nscl1a t tm Sozlalpolwk, vol. I9 cue 1 ; T"b' • IS essay is a\ . , IV· hafts (tlr~. u tngen 19 so 
available m Weber s Guam mat~ Au/siitze ztlf rsunsc h'l d H 22 • p. I 46 Af . d d A S 1 s an enry A p· · ter 
more than forty years an Engltsh translation by E war d. 5 · 1 p 1· , · tnch was b 
I. h I I . I .. 'Ob' . . . . I 5 · nee an oc1a o tcy M I pu _ 1s eel unc er t 1e ttt e JCCtlvJty' 1n Soc1a cle Ill' . ' ax V ~b~r 'al · p f Glencoe, mots 19 on rh M~t/10dology of til~ Soc1 Sc1mc~s. The Fress ress ,0 . 0 h . ' 49, p. 49. Th . ~ 
sion of "knowledge" (Erk~nntnis) in the title is ffiiSI~~dfmg;, t elr~tse,. the translati e. Otnts-

. . . . II f .. asual or causa . It Is h on Is abl 
done hut contams many m1sprmts, espec1a Y o c. ere used · h Y ' Wtt \' 
d1anges. 5 tght 
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liberal spirit of editorial policy.21 None of the three new ,.d" M 
b W S b ff "" !tors, ax 

We er, erner om art, and Edgar Ja e, was a Social D 
(Jaffe joined the party later) although all three had an emo~rat 

d · 1· h h H h f 1 · open mmd to war socta 1st t oug t. ence t ey e t lt necessary to 1 . f I . 
editorial policy and to state their conception of science fo c an 1Y t letr 

f W b ' · 1 "d "Wh · ' r, as t 1e first sentence o e er s arttc e sat : en a soctal science · 
especially one that deals also with social policy, appears for ~~~~~nal, ?nd 
or passes into the hands of a new editorial board it · rst tunc 
ask about its line (Tendenz)." ' Is customary to 

What the article actually did was to lay down tl . . 
Scientific Value Relativism, without ever using this lc Pnnctples of 

" 1 . . , I d . d' I name or cv I term re attvtsm. t turne tmme tate y to this ub· en t 1c 
b s Ject. Ev. . 

prefatory note Max We er remarked at once that I . <:n In the 
the three editors included in particular "insiste t lc agreement of 
d' . . b . . I k nee on th . tstmctwn etween empmca nowledge and valu . 1 c ngorous 
understood." But he characteristically inserted tic JUc gments as here 

. " 11 . I I · · le parcn tl · 1 servatwn, natura y wit 1out c atmmg to present I . lettca ob-
. h " "W . I anyt Hng I Wit . e arc attemptmg on y to apply the wcll-k new t lcrc-

modern logic to our own problem," he added "Th nown results of 
work of modern logicians-! cite only Wind~lba doscS_who know the 

. I I H . . h R' n ' tmm I our purpose parttcu ar y emnc tckert-will · . c , and for 
h . . h' tmmcdt t I t at everything of Importance m t Is essay is tied . a c y notice 

T b . h . up Wtth tl . 
he article proper egan wit statmg that the ur 1<.:tr work." 

ever since its establishment had been education F . pdosc of the journal 
. d . . . f n JU gmc 

tical social problems an cnttctsm o practical . I .nts on prac-
of this it had firmly adhered, from the beginninsgocta yo~tcy. In spite 
b . . fi . I ' to Its l!H . . " e an exclusively sCient! c JOUrna and to pr d cntton to 

· h " A ocec onl · methods of scientific researc · re these two Y With the 
b 1 . purposes . ~ 

Weber asked. "What has een t 1e meanmg of v 1 . . compattble. 
• l . ~ Wh a ue JUclgm f I 
In the pages of the Arcmv · · · · at are tl . cnts ounc 

. h I'd' 1e standard . 
these 1·udgments? What IS t e va 1 tty of the v 1 . < s govermng 

. f . t a ue JUdgm 1 . 1 
are Uttered by the critic, or ms ance, or on whicl . ems w 11C 1 
. t f I 1 a Wnter rec d 
tng a policy bases his argumen s . or t 1at policy? I I ommen -
criterion of sc'entific knowledge Is to be found : nhw' 1a~ sense, if the 
. I . d . h m t e obJ . , I'd 
l~Y of its results has he remame Wit in the s h . ec~tve va I -
ston ?" ' p ere of sczentzfic discus-

In answering Weber pointed to the fact th h 
between knowl~dge of what is and what 0 ;t t eb clear distinction 

"' ug t to e had long been 
See Julie Braun-V I . Ein Mf:nsc/u!nlel>en, Tu"b· pp I age stem, tngen 193 · 11 

• OI ff. and I 8s If. Its original name had been Al"c/ziv /iir so;;. :· ~pccta ~about the Arclziv, 
za f: f:Ut<:gc ung rtnd Statistik. 
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hampered by two \'iews that were widely held about the economic life 
of society, namely, first, that it was governed by immutable natural 
laws, and more recently, that it was ruled by an unambiguous evolu­
tionary principle. Accordingly, what was normatively right was held 
~o be identical in the former case with the "immutably existent'' and 
111 the latter with the "inevitably emergent." Even today, he stated 
"the confused opinion that economics does and should derive valu ' 
judgments from a specifically 'economic point of view' has not elisa e 
peared." This view the journal must reject, he argued. "It must d • p-
I . . . . 1 0 so 
Jecause, m our op11110n, It can never be t 1e task of an empirical scie 

. I b" d" d "d f nee to provic e 111 mg norms an I eals rom which directives for im-
mediate practical activity can be derived." 

As Max Weber's name has become a trademark for "value-free 
science" it is important to stress that the emphasis of his article was 
rather on the methods by which science can deal with value judgments 
than on full abstention. "\Vhat is the implication of this proposition?" 
he asked after the statement just quoted. And he answered: "It is cer­
tainly 11 ot t!wt value judgments are to be tvithdrat~n from scientific 
discussion in general. . . . Practical action and the aims of our journal 
would always reject such a proposition." This was followed by the 
fundamental statement that "criticism is not to be suspended in the 
presence of value judgments. The pr~b_l~m is rat_her: what is the mean­
ing and purpose of the scientific cr~tlCtsm of 1_deals and v~lue judg­
ments?"!!!! It is this question to winch the ma1l1 part of Ius analysis 

addressed itself. 
Weber's argument ran as follows, and its significance justifies literal 

quotation: 

All serious reflection about the ultimate elements of meaningful 
human conduct is oriented primarily in terms of t~e cat:~ories "end" 
and "means." We desire something concre_tely either _for its own 
sake" or as a means of achieving someth~ng else wluch is more 
highly desired. The question of the appropn~teness 0 [ tlz~ means for 
achieving a given end is undoubted~y acce~st~le t~ sczentzfic analysis. 
Inasmuch as we are able to determme (';tthm t e present limits of 
our knowledge) which means for the achte~eme~t of a proposed e d 

· · · can m tlus w n are appropnate or mappropnate, we . . ay estimate h 
chances of at~ain_ing a cer~a.i~ end by ce~tam avatlable means. In : .e 
way we can mdzrectly crzttczze tlze settmg of the end itself hts 

as prac-
"" Italics not in the original. 
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tically meaningful (on the basis of the existing historical situ t' ) 
· 1 · h f . . a 1on or as meamng ess Wit re erence to ex1stmg conditi6ns.~a 

The last passage hinted at the category of impossibility •t 1 · h 
we shall return in Chapter XII of this book. Weber did no't 01 lw Hc 

· b I h · c a )Orate on It, ut turnec at once to t e most Important function of .. 
discussion of value judgments and of ends and means a ~ntical 
causal examination of consequences. Whenever it appc; namc.by, the 
reach a proposed end, he said, rs possi lc to 

we can determine (naturally within the limits of our · . 
d h I · h h CXIStmg kn } e ge) t e consequences w uc t e application of tl ow -

used will produce in addition to the eventual att 1~ means to be 
d h . aJnmcnt f I proposed en . . . . We can t en prov1de the act. o t 1e 

the ability to weigh and compare the undesired a mg perso.n with 
desired 24 consequences of his action. s over agamst the 

This led him to the question of what American 
" h · " I W b ' d s are Wont t 11 t e pnce we pay. n e er s war s: o ca 

Thus we can answer the question: what will th . 
d . d ' , . f h . e attainm f es1re end ' cost m terms o t e predictable loss of ent o a 

other values 
He added that in the vast majority of cases every I ' · 

f d h' · goa that · · or oes cost, or may cost, somet mg m this sens Is stnven 
· h · f h 1 · f I · · e. The ref " J wetg mg o t e goa m terms o t 1e mc1dental ore, t 1e 
. . ]' . b . consequen f I actwn which rea 1zcs 1t cannot e omitted from th . ces o t 1e 

persons who act with a sense of responsibility." H e de!Jberation of 
of the decision itself- owever, the making 

is not a task which science can undertake. it i 
h . h ' s rather tl k f the acting willing person: e weig s and chao f lC tas o 

' . h. ses rom h 
values involved accordtng to Is own conscience and ~mong t e 
view of the world. his personal 

In three more ways, a.ccording to. 'Yeber, science c 
make his ch · · additiOn to exammmg the c1 an help a man 
h otce, tn F' . a equacy of d 

t e consequ f action. trst, sctence can k means an ences o ma e the · 
realize that tion and naturally als . actmg person 

every ac ' o every maction · · 
""I 1. , In VIeW 

Ia ICS no . 
,. I he . t In the origina I. " . 

W b Shlls-F1nch tr ·I . using the terms undcs1rabl , 
e er sp k ans auon, · h c and "desirall .. I . 

will d) o e, quite logically only of consequences t at Were act II '~ Jere, Is incorrect. 
Wer; (d a~ distinct from thos~ actuallY desired (gewollt), advis~dl~a y -~~demed (rtng~wollt, not 
on 1\·fiJ es•rablc), which would have involved a valu~ judgment. S avCmh mg the tcr~ wiinsclutii-

, . ee aptcr v, Section 7 b 
, a ove, 
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of its consequ · 1" " h . h . ences Imp Ies t e espousal of certain valu, 
Whit <.~vhat Is today so wiilingly overlooked) the reJ"ecti"oes afnd here-
at ers Se 1 · n o · c · " . . · cone, science can also make the choosing per en:un 

Jsigmficance" (Bedeutung) of what he is after the •·I··I•' _,soln see the 
o or d 1· ' ~--as tlat 'J . may un erIe the concrete end. He considered 't ' en ler 

most Important tasks of any science that dea'ls witll I ~ne of the 
J'f f 11 , man s I 1 e to arouse a u er understanding of the "idea " f . cu tural 

I H J . , s or w lud 
strugg e. e a mmed that the methods to be used i tl · . 1 men 

. I b ... I . n 11s efion 1 
not simp y e mc uctwns" in the usual sense. But tl · cou d 

b . J b 11s task he . 1 
cannot e omme ecause "the historical 11owcr of i 1 . . ' satt , 

I f . I l'f 1 teas In th I 
ve opment o socta 1 e 1as been and still is so great.'' e t e-

Third, Weber said, science can to a certain extent judge . 1 . 
· · II I' I · · e\ a Uatto crHica y accor<. mg to t 1e1r consistency and by laying bare I ' ns 

axioms from which they are derived. This analysis was 0111 t ~e final 
to be true, but through it science could assist the choosing y orn1al, 
b . f 1 " I . I I f I person . ecommg aware o t 1e u ttmate stam arcs o va ue whicJ 1 In 
not make explicit to himself or which he must presuppose1 i lc docs 

b I . I , n Orcle 
to e ogtca . r 

Yet here is the end of what science can do, according to W b c er: 

The elevation of these ultimate standards, which are manif 
f I. . estcd · 

concrete value judgments, to the level o exp ICitness, is the 111 
1 · I 1 · Utmost 

that the scientific treatment of va ue JUt gments can <. o Without · 
ing into the realm of SJleculation. As to whether the person .enter-

) 1 express 
ing these value J. udgmcnts ought to ad 1ere to t lese ultimate · -. . . . ,'II I . stand-
ards Is his personal affair; It mvolws \\ 1 ant consCience, not exn 

pirical knowledge. -

He summed up the essence of what he had said, in one sente 
"An empirical science cannot tell anyone what he ouglzt to do ~e: 
rather what l1e can do, and under certain circumstances what he ;i Jut 
to do., s 1es 

With all his insistence on the limitations of science, Max W b 
never ceased personally to believe in ultimate values, nor did h e er 
underrate the importance of such belief f~r human personality a~ 1e~er 
man dignity. He spoke of these aspects wtth great candor and , (. 1ll­

We do regard those innermost elements of the personality th \\ arrnth. 
. ' ose h' 

est and ultimate value judgments that deter~m.e our conduq lgh-
meahing and significance to our life, as ''obJeCtively" valuabl and give 
"We can indeed espouse these values only when they appe e, he said. 
valid, as derived from our highest values, and when th:r to Us as 
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VI. RISE OF VALUE RELATIVISM 

d · th truggle against the difficulties which life presents." Only velope m e s 'd' c. 1 . l 
h Ption of belief in the vah 1ty OL va ues 1s t 1e attempt to on t e assum d h " 

lueJ ·udgments meaningful. He repeate , owcvcr, that to espouse va . f f · /; " d · 
· d the validity of such values 1s a matter o azt 1, an not of sctcncc. 
JUWge have "eaten of the tree of knowledge," he continued, and an 

e k " l h hich has eaten of that tree must now t 1at we cannot lc.:arn epoc w h l f . 
the meaning of the world from t e resu ts o Its analysis, be it evcr so 

f Ct . it [our epoch] must rather be capable of creating this meaning per e , . 
itself." Our epoch must recogmze 

that general views of life ~~d of the universe can never be the 
products of increasing empmcal knowledge, and that the highcst 
ideals, which move us most for.cefully, always arc formeu only in the 
struggle with other idea~~ whiCh are [or may be] just as sacrcd to 
others as ours are to us.-" 

Weber ended up by calling for a distinction of arguments that ap­
peal ( 1) to our emotional enthusias~, ( 2) to o~r conscience, anti ( 3) to 
our "capacity and need f?r analytl~a~ly ordenng empirical reality in 
a manner which lays cla1m to valzdtty as empirical truth." The dif­
ferences between these three arguments he called "unbridgeable". 

yet he did not go so far as to assert, and felt rather " 1 ·t,·ly 
. . h' h , h comp c " free of the preJUdiCe w lC asserts, t at all reflections lture 

1 . f . . l on cu 
which go beyond the ana YSlS 0 empmca data in oruer to "interpret 
the world metaphysically" .c~n, bec~~se of. their metaphysical char­
acter, fulfill "no useful cogmtlve task. He did not explain what cogni­
tive task that might be (se~ be~ow .Chapter vn, Section 3), only to re­
peat that such truth alone. 1 ~ sczentzfic ~s can claim, even for a man of 
different culture, "the ':'ahdlty app~opna~c .to ~n analysis of empirical 
reality." If this was a hmt at a poSSlble dlstmctlOn to be made between 

f "knowl d " ( "science" and other sources 0 e ge see Chapter n, Section 7, 
above, and vn, Section 3, below)' Max Weber diu not elaborate the 
point. . 

In concluding the editonal comment Weber stated that the editors 
neither would nor could deny th~mselves or others the opportunity of 
expressing the ideals which motlv~ted them in terms of value judg­
ments. But in doing that all contnbutors must keep the readers and 
themselves sharply aware of the standards by which they judge reality, 
he Warned; if they did so, then the confrontation of different standards 
of values in criticism could indeed be useful. 

z See below, Section sb on the similar phrase used by Oliver W. Holmes. 
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All the foregoing was condensed in the first section, covering no 
more than fifteen pages of Weber's article.:!6 There followed a much 
longer second part,2; in which Weber displayed his stimulating ideas­
not necessarily shared by his two coeditors-about the construction of 
"ideal types" (ldealtypen) of historical phenomena or developments 
as a useful tool for understanding and describing reality. But he made 
it quite clear that these ideal types were mere constructs of the mind 
and could never be passed on as normative standards. This section, 
full of genius as it is, does not fall into the ambit of the present chap­
ter (see above, Chapters I, Section 4 and n, Section 6). 

Weber later resumed the discussion of "value-free" science, especially 
in his lecture on "The Meaning of Wertfreiheit [literally, value-free­
ness or abstention from value judgments; freely translated as "ethical 
neu;rality" by Shils and Fi~ch, op. cit.l in ~he S~ciological_ and Eco­
nomic Sciences," delivered m 1913 and pubhshed m the philosophical 
journal Logos in 1917.28 A few words will be added here on_ this essay, 
although it appeared later than som_e of the paper~ to be dtscussed in 

I t ection of this chapter. It 1s noteworthy m our context also 
t 1e nex s . d h . h 
because of the protest Weber ratse ere ag~mst t e ~se of the term 
" 1 · · " ,"th regard to his theory, a pomt to which we shall re-re attvtsm v.1 1 . . , h d 

· 1 "E us on the Term Re atlvtsm at t e en of this chap-
turn m t 1e xcurs · 1 · 'fi · 

A d tl functions which a stnct y sc1ent1 c discussion of 
ter. s regar s 1e d 1 · 

1 . d form Weber presente t 1em now (m highly 
va ue JU gments can per ' . 1 f 11 · d 

I · lified) m t 1e o owmg or er· 
involved language, 1ere stmp · f 1 · h · 

El b . f t1 ultt'mate value axwms rom w llc evaluations 
I. a oratiOn o 1e ' 

. ·n GNamm(/tr At~/siit::r, and pp. 49-63 of the transla-
"" Pp. q6-r6r of the German rcpnnt 1 · 

tion, cited abo,·e. . h Sh'ls-Finch translation. 
27 Erroneously designated as No. Ill 10 ~ le . 1h. n und iikonomischen Wissenschlftpn" Lo 

f 'h · ' d ZIO OS!SC C ' ' ' • gos 18 "Der Sinn der 'Wert re1 e1t er so .. 1 -ttr Wisunscha/tslehre (Tiib'1n"en I C) ) ' · · c lte A11/sa ::e - ,... 22 p 
vol. 7 (1917), repnnted 10 ,rsammr 1, b on thr Mrthodology of the Social Scirncrs 't 1• 

I I . Sh'l 1 Fn·h Ma\· T r rr . F' I 1 'Cl el 4 <; r, trans a tee 10 1 s anl "I L • • ho uses the Sh1ls· IOC 1 trans ation, if he corrects the 
above. It will be helpful for the reader w 

following errors: h ld read: "At first, I would like to make a f 
Page r 2, first sentence of last paragraph ' ou/ cientific nr11trality in ethical questions tl · e~~ rhe­
marks against the view that the ad~n:enlll 0 r~lations in evaluations proves the necessa ~ 1111 "-, t e 

f h. · 1 nd ind!v1dua va • · h · n \' sub mere existence o 1stonca a . . f the italicized passage m t e Shils-Finch t ·I '. -
jectivc' character of ethics." The omiSSIOn o rans atlon 
distorts the sense of the sentence in its con;ex~- t certain aims, considered valuable f . 
Page 15, line r6 from bottom, should rea ~a ethical gt~ilt upon himself." Tra j ~r Instance in 
politics can be "realized only by one who ta es h ning ns atlon of Schuld 

, 'bT " . d f "guilt" alters t e mea . 
with "respons1 1 1ty mstea 0 • • f autonomous, extra-ethical sph ,, 
Page 17 line 2. The words "the recogmt~on o I h ·•" eres should r d 

' t th1cal va tie sp er...... ea 
"the recognition of autonomous, ex ra-e t enuine axiology could 
:,age I7, line 5 from bot ttom, sh?uldbre~d ~:~dte ~he crucial issue," rathern~~aovehrlook the fact 

that no 'system' of va ues . · · IS a e 0 .. " h h n t at "a 
of 'values' is unable" to handle it. The stress is here on system rat er t an on "values.'' system 
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are derived, and examination whether these axioms arc consistent in 
themselves. 

2. Deduction from the respective axioms of their impl1· t" f . ca 10ns or 
other value JUdgments. 

3· Examination of the factual consequences which tl . 
realization of the adopted value judgments must have b Je pra~tical 
the indispensable means, or (b) the undesired "by-pro I ecta~se(~ (a) 
folgen); which examination may, in turn, lead to fi d~ uc 5 c~cn-

'b'l' · b b'l' f · · n mgs on the 1m posst 1 tty or tmpro a 1 tty o attammg the desir d 1 -
consideration of the value judgment because of e then(' ~r .to a rc­
products. e Ull( cs1red by-

4· The uncovering of collisions in value jud 
been taken into account.29 gments that had not 

Comparison shows that there is nothing in 1 d d 
not been contained in the earlier paper. The c u ~ here that had 
ever, was enriched by additional points. in pge~eral argument, haw-

k h f " ' arttcu ar by · attac on t e acceptance o agreement" a b . ' a VIgorous 
f h h 1 . s a su stltute f . . proo , a s ort-cut t at 1as remamed a favorit d or SCientific 

day in all discussions on scientific relativism we stan -by to the present 
· rote Weber· 

What we must vigorously oppose is the vi . 
scientifically satisfied with the conventional el; t?at one may be 
widely accepted value-judgments. The specifi se f -evl~cntness of very 
seems to me, is just the opposite: namely c hunc~lOn of science, it 
considered self-evident becomes problemat"' w at .1s conventionally 

Ic to SCience ao 
Furthermore, Weber turned his most acid · . . · 

illogical attempts to derive the validity of alle cr~ticism on the frequent 
torical trend toward their realization. He dge values from some his-

. evoted c 'd b 
to th1s question. But these and other details dd ~nsi era le space 
concepts that had been established in his 1 a ed !Ittle to the basic 
the second essay showed once more Weber's {4 ar~Icle. Incidentally, 
Rickert, in particular on the latter's fundamc oselrehance on Heinrich 

enta d' · · 
concepts that can be understood only by th · . tstmctiOn between 
v 1 ·o etr Inner ref a ue (wertbezogene Begrt e, value-related erence to some 
that include no reference to values. a I concepts) and concepts 

"" SunHn . A I .. . is h d an:zed from Gt:sammt:ltt: u satu, op.ca., p. 472 1'h 
Pro;r t~ undentand here. Translation of Nt:bt:nlolgt:n a . " e Shils:Finch translation (p. :zo) 

ao ~cts,. I think, is both more literal and more in line ·\ repercussiOns" is misleading "By-
.,_ThP.cu., p. 464; Shils-Finch cr., p. 13, deviating in PWlt what Weber meant. · 

e Sh'J p· h b art. or " I 1 s- Inc translation of wt:rt t:zogt:n as "valu 1 va ue-re) t d" ( b ) . . e-re evant" in t d f " analys· f a e see Section I, a ove Is misleading 1'h s ea . 0 rc:lated-to-values" 
ihro ls,o Weber's thoughts in T. Parsons' The Structt . I e same mistranslation mars the 

ugn V [ · trc o Soc· I A · d a ttt:s to Social lnt~prt:taflon. ta elton an in H. Becker's 
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A year before his death, Weber reverted to the topic of values in one 
~f his most admired papers, "\Vissenschaft als Beruf, '' an address de­
livered before students in 1919 and published posthumouslv.:;:! H. ,_ 

d h " I" . . t: rl 
pe?te t at po ~tics does not belong in the classroom of a university," 
neither on the side of the students nor on that of the professor, "least 
of all when he deals with political subjects scientifically." Instead, the 
truly scientific teacher, 

when speaking of democracy, for instance, will discuss its various 
forms, will analyze the way they function, will inquire what conse­
quences for the conditions of life the one or the other has, will then 
oppose to them the other, the non-democratic forms ... and try to 
get so far that the student is able to find the point from which he, 
out of his ultimate ideals, can take his stand (Stellrmg nelzmen 
katm). But the genuine teacher will ?~ care~ul not to. i.mpose on 
the student from the lectern any deCI.swn, .enh~r explicitly or by 
suggestion; to do the latter, by (osten.stbly) lettm? t~; facts speak 
for themselves,' is of course the most dtsloyal behavwr. 

He could demonstrate, Weber said, from the works of historians 
that whenever they brought their own value judgments into the pic­
ture their complete understanding of the facts ~nded. A good teacher's 
"first task is to teach his students to recogmze uncomfortable facts 
( unbequeme T atsachen), such I mean as are uncomfortable for their 

• • " 34 
partisan opmwns. . . 

I the course of the paper Weber compared confhcung ultimate 

In t ancient gods who, "disenchanted and, therefore, now in the 
va ues o · b · · f 

f 1. mpersonal forces, arise from their tom s, stnvmg or power 
nature o · h · 1 fi h 

l ·ves and engaging once more m t e1r eterna g t among 
over our I . 1 · " 
h I " a:; He resorted to this metaphor severa tJ.mes. How one 

t erose ves. . . , · "fi 11 • b .11 b t the business of deCidmg sctentl ca Y etween the value 
WI go a ou d • k • · 
f th F h and of the German Kultttr, I on t now. Its JUst the 

o e rene f d " 36 
· d fighting each other, or ever an ever. Of course 

anctent go s . f · ' 
Weber stressed again what services sctence can per ~rm m dealing with 
values cursorily repeating the points made m hts former writings. 

' ) 

a:~ G It Aufso/Z( ztlr Wisunscba/tsldr( (op.cit.) ~PI· 52d4-S5: Not included in Sh·l 
(Jamnu ( . H G th d C W M•l s, e ., Sn(nc 1 s-

F. h b t paratdy translated m H. . er an . . ( as a Vocation N me , u ~ , cw 
York 1946 (not here used). 

::P· 542-4435· See below, Chapters vn, Section 3· and dv"w'' Sbection IJ, on the diff 
P· 544- · . b M and Alfre e er. erence of 

opinion on historical evaluations ctwecn ax 

""P. 547· 
.., P. 545· 
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this time, he especially stressed the scientific task oE laying bare the 
"fundamental philosophical position" ( weltm~sc lzaulic he Grrmd posi­
tion), or the several such positions, from which some specific stand 
derives. If you decide in favor of one such fundamental position, he 
said to his hearers, the scientist must tell y~u that "figuratively speak­
ing, you are serving this god and of}endzng that otlzc:r one:." :1; Ht: 
called it a "basic fact" ( Grundsaclwerhalt) that life "only knows tht: 
eternal fight of these gods w~t~ ?ne anoth~r" and the "incompatibility 
of, and therefore the impossibll_Ity of. setthng. ( Unaustragbarkcit) tht: 
struggle among, fundamental viewpomts of hfe, and hence the neces­
sity to make one's p~rsonal decision among them:" as Only a prophet 
or a saviour-not science-can ansv.:er t~,C: quest10n which gods wt: 
should serve. If that prophet o~ saviOur Is not there, or if his pro­
nouncements are no longer beheved, then you will surely not force 
him down to earth through thousands of professors who . l'ttl. r h' as I <: prophets in their class rooms try to re I eve Im of his role." :w In tht: 
last sentence of the entire speech there occurred another n.:ft:rence to 
Weber's figurative polytheism of values; waxing poetic rather tl 11 

k f "d " la mystical, I think, he now spo e o emons rather than gods. Every-
one, he said, must "find and obey the d~mon who holds the threads 
of his life." 40 We shall come back to this passage in tile 1 t . · 

as sectiOn of this chapter. 
The same address is noteworthy for the strong em1)l · l 

. d b . 1 1asis put )y 
Weber on the role-chscusse a ove m C lapter I, Section I- 1 , l b 
. . 'd · . 'fi p ayet y Imagination and productive I eas m SClenti c work "Som l · l 

d M · c gooc H. ea 
must occur to man (es muss em enchen etwas einfalle ) l · 

h . n , ant m-
deed the correct idea, before "e can ac~leve anything of value in 
science." 41 But he warned tha~ the good Idea (der Einfall) normally 
presents itself only on the basis of very hard labor.'' Occurrence of a 
good idea is "no substitute. for l~bor, nor is labor a substitute for the 
good idea, any more than IS ~as~10nate zeal; both together may allure 
the idea, but it comes when_ It hstet.h and not when we like." ·12 And 
he referred to the great junst, J~enng,. who said the best ideas came 
to him on the couch while smokmg a Cigar, and to the great physicist 

: P. 55o. Web~:r's ~:mphasis. 
Ibid. 

30 P. 55t 
•o "D • 1 to Social lnt · D 

noward Becker Through Va ues . ~rpr~tatzon' urham, N.C., 1950 p 1 65 n. 
73 t ' " "gemus" h' h ' · ' th' ranslates Diimon by "inner urge or ' W 1c may indeed render the: meaning better 
~~ the English "demon." 
'2P. 531. 

Pp. 532-34· 



3. THE JURISTS 

and ~nventor, Helmholtz, who used to get his best ideas on strolls 
walkm_ g up a slow I y rising path. At any rate, \Veber -1 ' 

I E I 11 1 summcu up, 
t 1e t1J a P ays no smaller role in science than in art. 

3· T /u: J w·ists 

(a) LASK, LINK BEnVEEN PHILOSOPHERS AND LAWYERS 

Rickert was a philosopher; Jellinek, although member of tl p 1 . .1 . . 1e acu ty 
of Law, pnman y a pohttcal scientist; Max Weber economist d 
ciologist: T_heir relativistic writings made no more' than flcetin;nref;~~ 
ence to JUrisprudence. But the spark leaped quickly to the ncighb · 
house in Heidelberg, fanned by a young philosopher's essay on ~~; 
philosophy of law. 

If Jellinek's 1900 _bo~k still left some do~bt about the relativity of 
justice, no such hes1t~t10n could be found m Reclztsphilosoplzie, pub­
lished in 1905 by Emtl Lask ( I875-1915).1 Fated to die early in acti 
during World War I, this promising pupil of Rickert in Heidelb on 
wrote that it "would be futile to attempt a universal definition of _erg 

( . . ) 1 d" JUS-
tice. For since this term JUStiCe mere y pre Kates the very absolute-
ness and a-priori nature of right (des ReclztJ), all those demands are 
condensed therein that are made on law according to the variou 
W eltanschammge11." 2 Under Rickert's influence he urged strict separa~ 
tion between scientific inquiries in the realms of Is and of Meaning. 
"One can take no step ahead in the methodology of jurisprudence 
unless one first takes account of the methodological dualism to which 
all research on right and justice is subject and which one may rightly 
call the ABC of juridical methodology," he said.3 In this context he 
used the phrase of the "infinite gulf that lies between Meaning and 

Being" ·I (see Chapter III, Section 2 above). . 
Lask's essay was dominated by the idea that there mtght be ultimate 

values which were not personal. While the Kantian tradition had de­
rived all other values from that of the individual as an ethical per_ 

sonality, Lask suggested that social valu~s might have ,~nother, an in­
dependent source. In this context he comed the term transpersonal" 

1 EmJ"I Lask R~chtsp!Jilosophi~ in W. Windelband (ed.) Di~ Plzilosophie im Beg· 1 ' ' ) I 2 (I 90 ) . I . I 11 ll l 
Zwanzigsun fahrlzund~rts (2 vols., Heidelberg I904-05 • vo · b 5 • ~so m Lask G cs 

T ··b· 1 bl Eng! trans!. Y Kurt W 1ik · ' esarn. 
rndt~ Sc!JrifUTl, u mgen 1923-24, vo. I; a e · h , 1n vol. 4 E 
c~ntury L~gal Philosophy Series (Cambridge, Mass., I95°)· 1 a'e used my own tran 1 ~ 20th 

2 • s atton. 
Op.c1t., p. 24· 

3 /bid., p. 31. 
4 Ibid., p. I I. 
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values, later taken up by Radbruch and others. Transpcrson 1 1 
d . L k " b' . ( hl' a va ucs accor mg to as , set an o Jecttve sac tchen, non-pcrso 1) ' 

of value over against the personal one." na type 

If justice is really understood to express some specific · .I 
f h b · · · H ea then the mere introduction o t is notion reaks fundamental! I ' 

the exclusive evaluation of the personality, toward an . r \~.ro~gh 
of the social life. Therefore, every philosophy of justic I( e~ ~zat10n 
of Kantianism and also that of Kant himself contains tl e, e\dc_n that 

f b d 1. . , 1e ru trne t 
o a striving cyan persona Ism m social philosophy.r; n s 

(b) KANTOROWICZ 

The decisive steps on the road to scientific rclativi · . . 
were made by Hermann Kantorowicz ( 1877_19 )smhm J~nsprudence 

d R db I 40 , t en m F 'I an especially by Gustav a rue 1 ( 1878_1949) . H . ret mrg, 
the two friends, Kantorowicz was the more pa . m etdclberg. Of 

. . ss10nate a I fi 
spmt, fighting even when the fight was for neut I" nc ghting 
wise, perseverant, and judge-like thinker. ra Ity, Radbruch the 

"Science cannot spare anybody the trouble of 1 . 
· · . , K · c loostng a 1 vanous vtewpomts, antorowtcz wrote in a • rnong t 1e 

. . . fi 1 paper of I 8 parattve cnmmal law, the rst egal paper I h l 9° on com-
f ' ave )een bl apart rom Lask s, that espouses modern sc' 'fi a e to find, 

. . I Ientt c rei t" . c sctence need neither take stc es nor abdicate h . a IVtsm. Yet 
f ... d , e contmued . W ootsteps. On the contrary, m emonstratin h tn cbcr's 
each viewpoint science can help everyone to ~ td e consequences of 
really adequate to his nature, instead of persu d'n tl~e one which is 

b. f h · d' 'd a mg lum t su Jective viewpoints o t e m IVI ual theorists . o accept the 
He urged the theorist to stay well within this n' as 1

1s the case today." 
. d h d . eutra and d I titu e; in so doing e waxe quite enthusia t" b • etac 1ed at-

d. . s Ic a out rei . . 
a ware of the mislea mg connotations of the t ativisrn, not 
and Weber avoid the word (see Section 7, belerm) t},1at made Rickert 

' " h ow As p . 1 yers, ' Kantorowicz wrote, we ave long b · racttca !aw-
e . . f h I ' . een accustomed t b . . onscientiOus trustee~ o ot er peop es Interests. As t . o emg 
In severe self-disciplwe, assume the correspo d' heonsts we must, 
relativism." And he went on: n mg procedure, that is, 

Only through relativism, confining itself t · 1 
sc' b 0 1 s net y to thea 'II Ience ecome a science. n y through r 1 . . ry, WI our 

• . e attvtsm, sufficiently limit-
lb,d., p. 2~. 

• ''Probl · I " 
1,. 1: eme der StrafrechtsverglciC lUng, Monatsschrift 1 .. 

"c 1/srcform, vol. 4 (Heidelberg I907-o8) pp. 6s, I02-0J, ur Kriminalpsyc!IO!ogi" lind Stra· 
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in_g the field from the outset, can results of general validity b 
tai~ed. Only tl~rough relativism will the insolvable controvers ~ ;~ 
ultimate value JUdgments be eliminated to make room for tl . ) I 
wort.h~ com.roversy-that on facts and relations. Only tile 011 { 

relatiVISm wJ!J tl1e pernicious impulses of OU j" · lroug l 
1 . 1 I . r c IscussiOns become 

t leir 1arm ess topics. Only through relativism wi11 " . 
· " 1 f · 1 normati\'e science, t lat run ess hobby of zealots becom · t1 , ". · . "; , . , e lc !iCiencc of th,.. normative. '" 

This eulogy, despite its emphatic use of the term "relativism " 
. II . k . . I W , ' \Vas 

basiCa y m ·~epmg Wit 1 eber s views, except that \Veber wouici 
never have said that the controversy on facts and relations was the 
"only worthy controversy." For he thought it imperative that scien 
should promote the understanding of "ideas" about which the stru ~e 

I · f 1 · b f I · gg e revo ves-not JUSt o t leir consequences ut o t 1e Ideas themselves 
Kantorowicz would hardly have denied that, but forgot to say so. · 

As to neutrality, Kantorowicz conceded, as had \Veber, that tl 
theorist could not be forbidden to take sides in the fight for Iegislati le 

if he so desired, provided this did not le~H.I him "in the manner of t~n 
. . I I le objectivists to consider his view-pomt as t 1e on y correct one and to 

deny all other potentialities, or, in the manner of the subjectivists, to 
consider it the only interesting one and to pass over all others." 8 yet h 

"k · I e favored neutrality, urging the scholar to ·eep stnct ~ neutral and not 
to allow his basic conviction with regard to legal. ~lulosophy to come 
into the open any more than his political or reh?I~us convictions." I) 

Kantorowicz had to leave Germany in I933· J:Ie JOined the Graduate 
Faculty at the New School for Social Research 111 N_ew York and later 
accepted a call to Cambridge, England, where he died. 

(C) RADBRUCH 

Whereas Kantorowicz had not proceeded to integrate relativistic 
ideas into a systematic philosophy of law, Gustav Radbruch did, and 
thereby became the head of the twentieth-.century s~hool of Scientific 
Value Relativism in legal and political ~Julosophy, 1~ particular after 
Max Weber's death ( 1920) and until Ius own p~ssmg ~lmost thirt 
years later ( 1949). His Gru11dziige der Rechtsplzzlosophze were pu~ 

7 Op.cir. 
·n~ . 
• '"Dcr Strafgesetzcntwurf untl tlic Wissenschaft'" in the same periOtlical, Vol. 7 ( 

257, 265. See also his essay Zt~r LdJr( vom ricMig(n R(cht, Berhn I gog, critic!~ 1 o-11) Pp. 
Srammler (pp. 23 if., 37). of Rutlolf 
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lished in 1914 and reprinted unchanged in 1922. Considerably ampli­
fied, they appeared in a third edition ( 1932) under the title Reclzts­
philosophie and were finally republished without essential changes 
after the author's death by one of his ablest disciples in 1950.1'1 Full of 
penetrating and suggestive observations, the book, from its third edi­
tion on, offered the first and to the present day the only system to be.: 
fully developed on the basis of neutral relativism. 

Radbruch sta~te·d· out fro~ differenc:s. between Ought and Is and 
from the imposstbdlty of pr~vmg propositiOns of Ought. This methodo­
logical discussion, from whtch I quoted in Section 1 abo\'<.: 1. 1 1 · . , <.:t 11111 to 
the conclusion that legal plulosophy, whenever it goes bc.:yo I . . 

h d d . "b .11 nc cxanu-nations of met o s an tnes to UI c up a system b"'sc.:J I fi . 
. ·•· on c<.:1n1tc value judgments, has to give up any scientific claim t · , .. l 

l.d. , d h h f 'f I I 1 'I o Uni\ crsa va 1 1ty ; an t at, t ere ore, 1 ega p 11 oso1)hy wish . I 
b. . f . . . <.:s to procccL beyond the ar Itrary presentatiOn o IndiVIdual system I . 

. h h f "d l . s, t 1<.:rc Is no other chotce t an t at o eve opmg a system of syste · I 
.d. 1 T d 1 . 1 . ms Wit lout dc-

CI mg among t 1ern. o o t us t 1cn, Is the task of rc.:l t' · . 
'1 h , u h h d a IVIsm 111 lcg·Il phi osop y. Any ot er met o can attain only ill t . . . ' 

us rativc sigmfi-cance. · 
Radbruch did not deny the value of subjective ph'l I . 

f k I osop Hcs of law however. The human urge or nowledge, he wrote .11 . ' 
and again to new attempts "to break through this' ~I . I.c_a~l tunc 
denial." Relativism, he assures us, "welcomes" su h rc ativistic sclf-
1 'fi · f · d' · I l · · c attempts as a c an catiOn o an m IVIC ua opmwn and as the " e . . · ' 

nated illustration of one of the systematic possibilitf r,~otahty-unpreg­
of such illustrations a relativistic philosophy of Ia es." n the absence 

· d I I w would have to remam a colorless an s 1ape ess realm of shadows,, B . . 
not affect his scientific position. "Relativism , he · ul t .~ll tlu~ d.Id 

. . 1 · ' Warncc, must ms1st on reJectmg the presumptuous c aim to universal . I' I' f l 
h l h I. . va Il lty o sue 1 attempts, and s ow t 1at t ey are cone Itwned on . d fi . 

f W l h Ung " 12 qune e mte hypoth-eses o e tansc au · 
In building up his "system of systems" Radbrucl . 

l, as mentioned above 
lo First ed. Leipzig 191-1" 2nd ed., unchanged, 1922· Jrd d . 

d f ' ' . d . ' e ., revised and I ·' h e ., a tc=r the= author's death, with 77 PP· mtro uct1on and l6 l I en argeu, 1932; .jt 
1 9So; sth c=d., essentially unchanged, 1956. The 4th and sth 1 ~· g.ossary by Erik Wolf, Stultgart 
from R~dbruch's handwritten drafts, four of his postwar articl~s 5~~~clud~ several footnotes taken 
tra~slat1on of the 3rd ed. by Kurt Wilk was published as vol 2 ~f a h•hhugraphy. An excellent 
Serzes by Harvard University Press, I95o. I am Using my o.wn 2oth ~cntury Legal Philosophy 
Roscoe Pound, "Fifty Years of Jurisprudence," Harvard Law R t_ranslat!Ons. On the 3rd ed., see 
Hermann Chroust, "The Philosophy of Law of Gustav Radbru~~~:v, v~l. 51 ~1938), and Anton· 
( 1?144) pp. 23-45. ' Pllllosoplllca/ Revie111 , vol. 53 

12 ::d ed. p. 25; 4th ed. p. 1 17; Wilk trans!. p. 6g. 
zd. 
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in Chapter rv, Section 5, tried to classify all possible ideas on ultimate 
values .. "There ~re in the whole reach of. the empirical world only 
three kmds of dungs that arc capable of havmg absolute value-human 
individual personalities, human collective personalities, human works , 
he wrote. 1a He did not prove this contention; he merely stated it. Y~t 
the very formulation he used is reminiscent of Kant's statement on 
what he, Kant, considered the only absolute value-the individual as 
an end-in-himself. Unless one accepted the individual as an absolute 
value, Kant said-and this was his main proof-"nothing of absolute 
value could be found anywhere." 14 According to Jellinek and Lask, 
as we have seen, one more absolute value could be imagined-the 
group; and according t? Radbr~ch ~third o~e-h~man w?rks, Kultur. 
Such claims to exhaustive classification are mconststent with Scientific 
Value Relativism, as shown in Chapter IV; but here we are concerned 
with the historical sequence of ideas r:~.her. t!1an \~:it!~ their. accuracy. 

Radbruch christened the three as mdtvtdual, collective," and 
"work" values; the views correspondin~ them he called "individual,'' 
" •11(1I·v1·tlual" and "trans-personal (see Chapter xv, Section 6) su pra-1 • , I d . 1 . . 
TJ · feature of his work, first deve ope m t 1e th.rd edition 1e umque I b . . . , 

I . · tt' on from each of these t 1ree astc viewpomts, of all 
was us examma ' . 1 · 1 d · th · · 
the fundamental topics of legal plulosop ly, me u mg e .. distmction 
b . d public law and the concepts of the person'' in 

etween pnvate an ' f · f 
I 1 1 . f erty of contract, o matnmony, o penal law 
ega re atwns, o prop ' I 1 f nations 15 In d . ' 
f I I I 1 nd of ne aw o · so omg he 

o t ~e c eat 1 pena ty, a d led them to heights where h 
idealized all three sets of values an t ey 
I . . t be antagonistic principles and approach a mystical 

a most cease o h 1 · h t · · b . f t the other. T e ug es pnze attama le for 
transmutation rom one 0 . " anality" man cannot w· b 
an individual, that of becommg a :e~s gettin~ about self and m y 
just striving to become one, but ~nly y orf others, or of the roengag­
in in honest struggle for the mterests 0 . . 'd 1. g up, or 

g I 1 L'k . the supra-mdtvi ua Ist (collectivist) 
for transpersona va ues. I ewtse, . 'd I d f 

1 h 1 b for indtvi ua an or transpersonal 
cannot succeed un ess e a ors 1 he is inspired by i d' 'd 
values, and the transpersonalist not un ess n lVl ual 

and group values. 1 · te values again 
This mutual interpenetration of u tuna h th 't h ldprompts the 

. 5 w e er 1 s ou n t b 
question, raised in Chapter IV, Section ' o e pos-

th I 147" Wilk tr., P· 91· ' 'f 
u Ibid., Jrd ed., p. 5Ii 4 e( .. , p. . ' . G(samm(//( Sctm /(11 (Akadern' 
u Grrmd/(gtmg d(r M(taphyjtk d(r St/1(11 10 le ed.) val. 4. p. 

428; Friedrich transl:, PP· 14° ff. ~ 1 ~B. 132, 141, 159, 169, 191; 4th ed 
16 R(chtsplti/osop/11(, 3rd. ed., PP· 1 2 -• - ., PP. 224 ff.; 

Wilk tr., pp. 152 ff, 
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'ble to construct some higher level of union above Radbruch's three 
Sl • 16 d. d . d d h categories. Eduard Spranger, m 19~8'. 1 . 12 ce .suggest t at all three 
views were one-sided and that the d1alect1c confhct among them must 
be resolved within some higher union, although one that was not with­
out tension. This, no doubt, is what religious faith and philosophical 
speculation will always postulate. But R~d~ruch ~is~ly ~topped where 
he did. For as long as we arc to keep Withm the hmnations of science 
in the sense of intersubjectivcly transmissible (verifiable) knowledge 
we cannot force upon o~hers a~ acceptance of ?ur pe.rsonal conception: 
whether religious or ph1losoph1cal, of the way m winch the three-and 
all other possible-views of highest values are to be united: we cannot 
do so with scientific means, although every serious person will try to 
find the unity for himself and may try to persuade others to follow him 

Radbruch-not of Jewish descent-was among the first I)rofe · 
. d . f H' ssors in Heidelberg to be dismisse ~dn l1b933 a. ter ttler's ascent to power. 

He lived in "inner exile" in Het e erg, Interrupted only by one I t 
visit in France ( 1934). and a longer one in Eng~and ( 1935_1930), :~~~t~l 
t~e collapse of the regime. Then hke. wdas freest~bhshed on his oid univer­
Sity chair, and his home became a m o natiOnal shrine until! · I" I 
. f 1' . . 115 ( C.\t 1 
111 1949. Under the impact o tota ttanan expenence he trt'e-t · I 

u 111 severa ways to overcome relativism. To these attempts we shall turn · Cl 
ter vrn. But when he prepared the fourth edition of his R 1

1n 11 ~1P-h. l · cc ztsp 11 a-sophie he saw no way to incorporate ts ater thoughts on tl l . 
. h . . 11 . I 1e su )jeCt 

Wit out destroying the htstonca Y umque c 1aracter of his m · k 
h d am wor . So he planned to leave it unc ange ' except for some added n t H 

died before executing this plan, which was ably and reverent! 0 es . . Je 
h . W 1f h _1 _1 y carne 

t rough by Professor Enk 0 ' w 0 auued several postwar t' 1 
f d. d f d ar tc es o Radbruch's in the appen IX an pre ace the book with a tl 1 

d . "f d k 17 1oroug 1 tscussion of the master's h e an wor . 

(d) KELSEN 

Further support came to s:ient.ific relativism in its formative stage 
f~om Hans Kelsen (b. 1881) 1~ hts ~rst great book Clzief Problems of 
t e Theory of the State, pubhshed ln 19II/8 which began with the 

'" Vniv · 
''A. ~s,tas, Vol 3 ( 19 8) P 4 I o. 

. nother x II· 4 . · h totality of Radbruch' h'l . . . 
JUstice w· h e ce em analysts of t e . l s P I osophtcal thtnktn~ on law and 
G ' It the h . h I test penoc , was present I I • , 

ltstav R.adb emp asts on t e a ·. lzcr Denker H . e< a year ater by Fritz von Hippe!. 
Gustav R.adb ruch a/s rechtsphilosophzsc . I l1 ' etdelherg 1951. See also Karl En~isch, 
or Evolut" r_uch als R.eclztsphilosoph • Het<h~l Jergh194?• and now again Eric Wolf, "Revolution 

ton tn G L gal p I osop y" In N t I 1 
1-2 ~. Ustav Radbruch's c · a lira Law Forum. vo . 3 ( 1 <)~H) PP· 

'" I I 
'~ns Kcls H d <:.t ntsrrc htclrhrr T"b' 

Staatslc/,re B · c~, auptf'ro,rmc cr · n · · u tngen 1 <) 1 1; 2nd cd. I 9 23. Allgcmeirze 
• erhn I 925. 
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statemfent that no Ought can be derived from any Is. Kdscn . t I 1 
scene rom the outset as both a positivist an I . 1 . : en _erct t le 
novel situation. When ninctee~th ~entu~y. t .'l. ~c atJI~'Js~. T1H.-. was a 

. I - posHJ\"Jsts lll1Itcd th · 
tcntwn to t 1c positive law they did so b. I · . CJr at-
. I 1 . ccause t ley recogJ11z . I c1gnty as t 1e on y source of val I. I 1.,,,, y 1 ~ -tl SO\'cr-
. . . • c " · 1ey were not ncce ·1 

atJYJsts With regard to the principles of . . 1 ssan y rcl-
1 . 1 . JUStiCe t 1at ou o-1u to con 1 cg1s atwn, as we saw (Chapter v Section ) . 1 ~ tro 

1 b I . . ' 3, c 111 t 1e case of Austi 
w 10 was an a so Utlst 111 the transpositive SJ)he It , d"ff · . n, 
K I H . · · · . re. "as 1 ercnt \\"Jtl 

e sen. Is positiVIsm rested on 1us relativisti . · ·fi . . 1 
I C SCient! C COJlVICtiO 

W 1en some twenty years later ( 1934) he publish I 1 · b k n. 
T ' f La 19 et lis oo on T!1e 

Pure tJeory o tiJ he began it with the staten1e t "T1 
f L · 1 n 1e Pure 

Theory o aw IS a t 1eory of positive law," 20 reminisce t f 1 , . 1 h' 1 A . 1 d b n ° t lc pas sage wit 1 w IC 1 ustm 1a egun his Lectures 011 Jr . · . d -
" f · · · · . IIJSP' u ence · 
The matter o JUrisprudence Is positive law: law strictly ll · 

. I b I" . I . . . . so ca ed that ts aw set y po Itica supenors to political mferiors " B t K 1 ' 
· u e sen 

followed up his opening sentence with the argument that n 0 1 
could be derived from an Is. This theoretical foundation i~J · ug 1H 
I. · · h d th · f h" · · · I Irect Y c tstmgms e e meamng o Is mitia sentence from that of Au. . , 

K ' • . • d' d b J • f . Stll1 S elson s positiVISm was Ictate y us concept o science an I · 
• ' <. not as 

~u~ti~:s by the. co~cep~ of ~overeignty. The exclusion of '_'principles of 
Justice from sCientific mqmry was to Kelsen a matter of sCientific n eces-
sity, not of mere expediency and voluntary se~f-Ii~itation. Whether ·a 
law serves justice, he said, is beyond the ( sciellttfic) theory of 1a 
It can never be the task of legal science "to justify anything. Justifi::~ 
tion implies judgment of value, and judgment of value is an affair of 
ethics and politics, not, however, of pure knowledge. To the service of 
that knowledge legal science is dedicated." 21 • 

The validity of the positive law can, accordmg to the Kelsen school 
be derived only from a fictitious "basic norm': ( Grtmdnorm), whicl; 
is postulated as an hypothesis and which prescnbes that the norms con­
tained in the constitution of the respective country ought to be obeyed.!!::! 

10 Rt:illl: Rt:chlilt:hrt:, Leipzig and Vienna 1934· See also in English, "The Pure Theo . f 
Law," Law Quartt:rly Rt:vit:tv, vol. so (1934) p. 474; vol. 51 (l~3~) p. 517, chiefly an r~ 0 

fro~ Rt:int: Rt:chiiit:ll!t:, translated by C. H. Wilson. Sec_ also ~dham _Ebenstein, Dit: P~•~;~act 
phud1t: Schult: d~ rt:~run Ruhult:hrt:, Prague 1938 (Enghsh versiOn, ~evtsed under the t' 1 so. 
Purt: Tl1t:ory of Law, Madison 1945), reviewed by the present wntcr in A.mt:ricz tpt e Tht: 

• • ' 11 ol i ·. 1 Snt:nct: Rt:tJtt:UI, vol. 32 (1938) p. II73· . 1 '' <l 
10 Kdsen repeated this statement literally in many of h•s subsequent Writings lat . . 

• est tn WI /riSliet:? Berkeley 1957, p. 266. . · lat Is 
"'Kelsen, Latv Quart~ly Rt:vit:w, vol. 51, p. 535; J~hat Is /tiS/let:? pp. 229, 266 
Z1 Rt:int: Rt:chtslt:lzrt:, pp. 62 tf.; Law Quartt:;IY Rt:tJtt:W, vol. ~o, ~· 482; Vol. ; 

excellent more recent presentation of this doctnne can be found m hts 1951 art· 15 ' p. 517. A 
ff d . •v , tc e "S . n Politics" (cited in the next paragraph) pp. 6so ., an m • 11at Is !rutict:? p ' Ctcnce a d 

P. 221 ff n below, Appendix B. • See a1 so 
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Through the constitution the basic norm Ica?s down, step by step, to 
the lower forms of law by means of delegatiOn of authority (St f 

. u C'll-theorte) .23 

Although primarily interested in the positive law, Kelsen su 
h · · · · 'fi V 1 R I · · pponed t e transpositive teachmgs of Sctentt c a ue e atiVIsm in 

h . . . .., d f h 1 . I manv of Is wntmgs.- He continued to o so a ter e 11Inse f had b · 
· · f 1 · 1 b 1 1 · ecomc: ·1 VICtim o Hitlerian positivism, w uc 1 roug lt urn as a ref . · 

tually to the United States. Whereas Radbruch modified 1 · ugcle :\:c:n-
d liS rc: 'lt I\" an positivism after the event, Kclsen never did. He 11 . ' Ism 

A . . . . . f 1 d pu l !shed ~en:an edttwn of Jus theones o .. a:-' an state after \Vorld .. an 
With his old teachings on legal positiVIsm and value rei· t' . W.u II 
· d .,_ · <1 IVIsm · 
Igate .~" In an article of 1951 on "Science and Politics'' l . unmit-
repeated these teachings in strong formulations. :!u TJ le once more: 
said there, that a certain social organization guarant~e .. stat~ment, he 
freedom but not economic security "is good" and c011 • Cing Individual 
th · . . · sequent) "I " . a~ . a social orgamzatiOn guaranteemg economic secur· Y )Cttcr 
mdtvidual freedom "is not a statement of fact. it c ny but not 
b · ' . . ' an not b. · Y expenments and 1s neither true nor false." Science " . c vc:nficd 
the means, but it cannot determine the ends." 27 c.ln <ktermine 

To the question "Why is a particular value judgm 
. b cnt or . I norm valtd ?" the answer can e only another v 1 . a particu ar 

another norm, never a judgment about reality-~1~e JUdgment or 
of fact; and thus the question must lead to a ju 1 ascertainment 
preme value or to a basic norm.28 < gment about a su-

Neither a judgment about supreme values nor 0 b 
of the basic norm can be rendered by science K nle a out the validity 

' e sen c 1 
23 one udecl. Yet 

V. Founder of the Stu/cntluoric is Adolf Merkl, Die Lchre vo d 
len f L 'k d n er p ;. der n~, 1923. Sec also Felix Kau mann, ogJ 1111 Rechtswiuensc!Jafr ~ec ltskraft, Leipzig and 
2< remen Rcchtslehre, Tubingen 1922. ' Grundriu cines Systems 

Q See especially Allgememe Staatslehre, pp. 38, 368-?r· R . 
tta l I , eme Re !.t I 

as ~~~r y Review, vol. 50, P· 482: Consequent y, Kclsen rejected all c.l s ':lire, Pp. 12fT.; /.tlllJ 

492~ 1stinct from positive law, Reme RechtJ~du·~, pp. 39fT.; Law Qr:a~~:~~tlvc rights if conceived 
rights4)97. See on this problem Chapter IV, cCtion 8, above (juridical • y. Rct.'lctv, val. 50, pp. 

· vs. sctent fi 
2t Ii 1 tc recognition of 

Series ~s Kelscn, General Theory o! Law and State, vol. I of 2 ;. 
rnein; s:rnbridgc, Mass. 1945; this IS a~. Engl. trans!. by A. Wed~:/ Ccntur;, Legal Philosopll}' 
render ,.,aatslehre,'' "Reine Rcchrslchrc, . and other writings . g from the author's "AIIge-
p . 5 1\.else • . . ' 'I phrschen G d ' revised by K 1 . 01ttiv · 0 s bas1c essay Dre P111 010 run lagen der N e sen. An appcmhx 
P · l.rrnus (Ch 8) · tr by W H K attrrreclusle!J . 0 Sit.ivisrn") arlottenburg 192 10 · · · raus ("Nat 1 L 11 e trnd des Rechts-

• ura aw D . 
4.rn · · octru1c and Legal 

3So. t:rican Political Science Review, vol. 55 (1951) p. 641 . . 
~..... ' repnnted m What 1 I . ? .-p, 64 I 111(/Ce p. ts p 2-43. 

Polir;;al6s44: See also h.is "Absolutism and Relativism in Ph'! 
c1cn R . 8 6 . I osophy and p I' · 

ce evzew, vol. 42 ( 194 ) P· 90 • rcprmted in W h 0 ltlcs," Am"ica11 
zat Is fmtl,·e? p. 198. 
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preciscl.y this fact should leave us free, as I submitted above (Cl 
IV SectiOn 8) t 1 · . lapter 

' . ' 0 c lOOse as a starting pomt for jurisprudcnc, b . 
norm dttfercnt from that which Kelsen used. e:: a astc 

4· Rt•asons for the Gamanic Origin 

At first sight it may appear puzzling that aiti I I . 
. . 1 1 . , ' , wug 1 t le practice of 

cmpmca rcsearc 1 111 the social sciences had dev I ·d 1· ' 
. I . 1 U . e ope: ear Icr and mar . 

vtgorous y In t 1e mted States and Great Britain rl 1 ~ · . e:: 
I. · 1· I ' le t leorettcal 1111 p !CatiOns regarc mg va ucs were first formulated not tl , b · ' -

S · I · I f · · H:re ut m Ger-many. oCio ogiCa actors playeu a declSlve role in tl ·. Tl · · 
I . . lis. 1e ongmal 

German re attvists were scholars of democratic liberal · 1· . ' 
· · j 1' d · ' ' ' or SOCia 1St lll-

cJmatlOnS w 10 tvc In a country run by a semi-authoritar1· "n I · 
1 '' monarc uc aovernmcnt. T 1ey were surrounded by a great ma1·arity of tl I 

b ' o 1er sc wl-
ars who accepted that type of government as ideal and ofte . 

· · · 1 · . n earned emotiOnal patnottsm anc conservatism mto their lectures and 1 I 1 . . 1. d . I . sc 10 ar y 
writings. DlSinc me 111 t 1e1r own work to bow to authoritar1·.., f 

. • ·•11 onns 
and values, they were dnven 111 self-defense to study the pror)er r l· . 

· 1' · I I · f II z: e .nwn of science to po Itica eva uatwns more care u y than their coli . 
. 1 e.1gues 

in democratically governed countnes 1ad reason to do. Thus th b 
· II · 'fi d ey e-gan to obJect to a nonscientl c arguments an unavowed assu 

d I . h . . mp-
tions in scholarly work an to proc aim t e pnnctple that perso 1 

· " f h h I na preferences were the "private affair o t e sc. oar, to .be kept separate 
from his scholarly work. There was a crusad111g zeal m their method­
ological publications. 

It would be a mistake, however, to ascri.be. r?e rise of relativism in 
Germany merely to these sociological pecuhanues. Germany was, after 
ail the country of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, and it is readily 
understandable tl1at tl1e constant reconsideration ?f the theory of 
knowledge under his influence should have led to Ideas of scientific 
relativity of values in the social sciences. One can even wonder that 
they emerged so late. 

A third factor was the codification of. ?erman law, then in full 
swing. The Burgerliche Gesetzbuch (Ctvtl ~ode) Was enacted in 
1896 and went into force in 1900. The preparation for a reform of th 
criminal code started soon afterward.1 These great Undertaking e 
rurally led to fundamental discussions about the essence of justi 5 na-

Finally the German scholars did not mean to create a fund ce. 
' . . amentally 

1 The Government Commission for the Reform of the Crmunal Law did not 
db h h' If · rneet · but the preparations began long before that .. L.ater, Ra. r~c . tmse tn~oduced a r Unttl ~9 11 , 

the Federal Cabinet, when he became a mtmster of JUstice m the W eunar R eforrn b1U m' 
epubl· no total reform act has been passed to the present day. tc. Actually, 
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V 1. · · ct ht they were simply givmg a rnore exa 
. e 2 They thoug . \ \ f··\t everywhere in Western coun-

doctnn · h \ b en wtt c Y '- . neW . to what al ~ . b , . of l)arty il\eo\ogies haL\ become 
f mulauon . h theu ra1n ov-. ~ t 1. . \ or 1. ments wtt \ · 'ty 0 £ ideas about transtral it\Ona · par ta . £ the re auvt . 
tnes.. . express1on ° . . le that-barring violent act10n-cach 
h hvtng the pnnop . . 

~ e . rounded on _1 • 1 equal rights. The stnkmg analogy hc-
usuce, g b accorucu 1. · 1 ·.I £ 

J 1 y was to e e·1vable types of transtral mona lucas o · 'deo og nd cone • . . 
1 party types a . .1 by Radbruch, who offered a stnnu\atmg 
tween k nly nouccu . . was ee . .I 
jusuce · deolog1es. 

lysis of party 1 f the early twentieth century was toward nu.:as-
an~he wl~ole tende~~ido of science. Althoug~ Ein.stein's theory. o.( rd-

...-.ent m every d ·1.,.,mediate connecuon w1th value rdativism-ureu• . ha no ... . . . 
t'vity in phys1c~ . , . the two theoncs refers to entm:\y <.hflcrcnt 
~~e term "rdauv1ty 1n hance that both appeared at the same time. 

. . no mere c \ . . \ 1 f things-1t 1s on measurement an<. preC\s\On anl , t 1ere ore, 
• .1 was bent . 1 f 1 . Man's nunu . limitations m t 1e exactness o · us own mcas-

ready to recogmzed any critical examination of the tools o£ mcasurc-
Th. le to a . . 

uremcnts. lS 1 suspicion that they might change their length 
d ven to t 1e 

ment, an e d his very eyes. 
and breadth un er 

Spread to the United States 
5· 

( ) SPECIAL REASONS F 
OR THE LATE ARRIVAL HERE 

a k bout political value judgments remaineJ spotty 
Theoretical worT 1 ~t d States until the third decaJe o£ this century. 

l . the u nt e l' . 1 . . and casua 111 ch in po 1t1ca sc1ence played a much ear her, . · 1 resear 
While emptnca . a far greater, role here than in Europe, Amer.-

t urnes h . . \ 
and up to recen ed less for t ~onz1~g a~out .the ~oumlations .anL 
ican professors car h work. The1r soc10log1cal snuat10n was preCisely 
the limitations of su~ d by the early German relativists. They £ounLl 
the opposite of that . ace the value judgments that umlerlay their coun~ 
little reason to quesuon ent, which they approveu, anJ to uiscuss other 
try's system of governrnts scientifically on a basis o£ neutrality. 
political value judgrnen further. Whatever may be the anti~dogmatic 

I should venture to g? other precincts of life, their acceptance o£ 
. d . ns ln . 

attltu e o£ Amenca . . les and 1deals, such as the right to life, liberty, 
general democratic pnn~lPof happiness, is highly dogmatic in character, 
property, and the pursult 

arks to his 1904 article as quotctl in Section 2.c above .. 
:See Max Weber's introJuctorY r~~4th etl., p. 156; Wilk tr·., p. 97· So Jitl Julius Bintler, using 

. R~chrsphilosophi~. 3rd etl .•. P· 5 hie des Rechts (Berlin 1925) p. 2.88. 
hlS own classifications, in p/ulasoP 
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carried over from pre-scientific and extra-scientific spheres into the 
realm of science.1 This subconscious dogmatism was a very valuable 
antidote against totalitarian propaganda; but in the scholarly work of 
political scientists it made for a certain superficiality in the treatment 
of basic theoretical questions, and for oversimplification in historical 
and critical essays. 

Nevertheless, a good deal of latent relativism developed when dem­
ocratic principles were not at issue. It was implied in the democratic 
postulates of freedom of opinion and of tolerance. It was also inherent 
in the empiricist tendencies more deeply engrained in the character of 
Americans than of Europeans-owing to the conditions of life in the 
New World, where the dead wood of obsolete traditions could be cast 
off more easily than in the Old, and to the exigencies of practical co­
operation among people of various creeds and national origins. A 

atter-af-fact approach to all problems of common concern and a 
~ady smile at things that appeared merely theoretical were the natural 

consequence. 
Such latent relativistic tendencies wer:. o~ly s~rength~ned when, 

b ut the turn of the century, legal posltlvtsm-mternatwnal train­
~ 0 round for relativistic thinking-finally conquered legal thought 
~nghg United States. Higher-law ideas had lingered here considerably m t e . . 1 .... 
1 than in Great Bntam, where t 1e postttv1st1c stage was reached 
anger d A . ., y h 

I time of Blackstone, Bentham, an ustm.- et w en the postu-
at t 1e f l'f l'b d · late of due process in matters o 1 e, 1 erty, an pr~fertyf, das a PI nnci~le 
. d' upon all levels of government, state as we as e era, got 10_ 

bm mg · · I I tl F I A d in the Federal Constttutwn t 1roug 1 1e ourteent 1 mend-
corporate f f 1· · 

( 868) there was little need left or rc erences to mvme law or 
mcnt I ' . . . h h h 

I f nature Thereafter legal posttlvtsm won t roug ere also· 
the aw 0 ' · ' · · ' . b generally assumed that whenever a statute was m lme with 
tt ecame I I f . f 

C tl.tution it was valid and no appea ay rom It, or rom the 
the ons . . s 
Constitution, to htgher law m court. 

f t" I "TI R' of Relativism in Political and Legal Philosophv" Social 
'Repeated rom my ar ICe le •s.e ' . H. Sabine, D~moe~·a .. 

vol. 6 ( 1939) p. 6o. Meannme, see also G~org~ . cy and Precon-
Research, I d I' I h Ohio State Umvers•ty, Columbus, OhiO, 1945 

. d Tdf:o! a ecture e •verel at t e . 6 8 ff · 
c~tv~ d' y L. Mott Du~ Proass of Law, Indianapohs I92 ' pdpL. 4 .; E. S. Corwin "Th 

2 See Ro ne ' · · 1 L "Harvar aw R~r·i I ' e 
. Background of American ConstltUtiOna aw, . ' C ~w. vo. 42 ( 1928) 

H1gher-Law H M II · Tile Hzgtz orm of p /' 6 especially 274-76· and C. · c wam, ar zam~nt and 1 
pp. 149• 3 5· ' 6 ff ts 
Supr~macy, New Hav~n I9 Io, PP· 33 · h' her law in the U · d 

a 0 the gradual disappearance of references to lg pp 6 ff Olte States, see E S 
~ Th~ Twilight of th~ Suprmu Court, New Haven I93 4• · 5 ·• 102 ff.; c G H .' · 

CTohrwR·~~ival of Natural Law Conc~pts, Cambridge, Mass., I9M3o; and B. IF. Wright, J; Am a•~c::s, 
e l C b ·0 M ss I 93 I ore recent y rc::f ., ~rtcan 

1 I pr lations of Na/llra Lattt, am n ge, a ·• · • erc::ncc::s to N 
n ~ ~ · · f b us s rcme Court. atural 

Law have again entered opmwns o t e · · up 



VT. RTSE OF VALUE RELATIVISM 

Just as in England and on the Continent, however, legal positivism 
did not immediately lead to theories of value relativism in the trans­
positive (legislative) sphere, at least no~ overtly· American law schools 
showed little interest in the philosophical problems of justice. Thne 
was a growing endeavor to study how the law and the courts could best 
be made to serve social improverr:ents-the sociological school-, and 
also a growing tendency to examm: to what extent individual ideals 
and class prejudices influenced tl~e JUdges, and what formalistic tech­
niques they used to allow these mfl~ences to prevail in their judici:.tl 
opinions-the realist school. But neah_er tendency led to a thorough 
theoretical reexamination of the relatiOn between science ..,n l 1 

" l V:.l ue judgments. 

What delayed the arrival of an overt typ~ of Scientific Value Rel-
ativism in the United States more than anythmg else, however l 
. fi h f 1 . , was t 1e nse of Pragmatism. The g t o t 1e pragmatists against a-I)r1· • • 
. 1 f d h . . . on pnn-cip es and derivations there rom, an t eir msistence on th, . 
. . . l . h ll l d e examma-tiOn of consequences-Identica wit para e emands of th E 

. . b f e uropean relativists but preceedmg them Y a ew years-took mucl1 w· l f l 
. . llll 0. t 1e 

relativistic sails in advance m Amenca. That Pragmatism l 
short of producing a theory of its own on the scientific f . 1s~l~ppec . . . . . . d eas1 )1 tty or 
unfeasibihty of sCientific value JU gments escaped notice G d 
A h . fi ld . d 1. l · erman an ustrian thought in t IS e remame Itt e known I1e ·1 f 
. . re unt1 ar mto the nineteen-thirties. 

(b) BEGINNINGS AND GROWTH (HOLMES, M. COHEN, 

MERRIAM LASSWELL, ETC.) 
' 

As a consequence of these vari~us retarding factors views about the 
scientific relativity of_ all val~e JU_dg~ents _were rarely expressed in 
the Writings of Amen can so~Ial_ scientis,~s P~IOr to World War I. The 
Darwinists' insistence on their nght to e~!llc~l neutrality" can hardly 
be counted in this context. The p~rase ethical neutrality" did not 
lUcan then what it is understood hto Imply today. It referred primarily 
to the natural sciences and to t e rejection of conservative demands 
th~t _natural scientists should take the moral consequences of their in­
d~lnes and theories into account (see Chapter v, Section 6, above). It if not yet reflect any general the?ry of scientific relativity regarding 
a statetnents on values in the social sciences. 

?ne isolated instance of a nascent Scientific Value Relativism-the 
~~y one, indeed, 1 have b~en able to ~nd up to. t?e end of the fir~t 

ade of this century outside the specific Darw1man controversy-Is 
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a letter written by Oliver \Vendell Holmes, Jr., to William James on 
March 24,_ ~907. "I have been in the habit of saying," Holmes wrote 
frankly cntical of James's metJJ1hysica1 leanings "th·1t all I b ' 

1 · 1 I • · · ' · · rne:~n y trut 1 IS w 1a~ can t help thinking .... But I have le:~rned to surmise 
th~t my cant helps ar~ not nece~s:t~ily_ cosmic can't helps-th:~t the 
umverse may not _be subJect to my lmutatwns; and philosophy generally 
seems to me to sm through arrogance." He went on to camp" 1 · 

1 I I . ..re p u-lo~~phers t~ t 17 o c k_night_-err~nts, who promised "to knock your he:~J 
oH If you Jidn t admit their girl w:~s not only a nice girl but the most 
beautiful and best of a~l poss~ble girls," :~nd ended: "I can't help pre­
ferring champagne to ditch [SIC] water,-I doubt if the universe does." ·J 

This was relativistic, but it was not yet a precisely formulated theory. 
Six years later, George Santay:~na used more form:~l langu:~ge when 

he wrote in his Winds of Doctrine ( 1913): "But to speak of the truth 
of an ultimate good would be a false collocation of terms; an ultimate 
good is chosen, found or aimed at; it is not opined. The ultimate in­
tuitions on which ethics rests are not debatabl~, for they are not opin­
ions we hazard but preferences we feel; and It can be neither correct 
nor incorrect to feel them. "5 

But these were exceptions. Only after the start of the war did Amer­
ican writers begin to express such ideas more frequently. Among the 
first was Holmes again, this time in a form~! paper published under the 
title "Natural Law" in HarfJard LattJ RefJtettJ, rgr8. It is of special in­
terest to compare t11is article with the ideas of the German prewar 
relativists, whom the autlwr did not se~m to kn~w. ~ar from dwelling 
on abstract contemplations or theoretical exammatw~s of Is, Ought, 
and values in the manner of the German~, the great JUdge started off 
from childhood remembrances, dear to .lum _b~t not to others, spoke 
of the fact t11at one cannot argue a man mto h.kmg a gla~s of beer, and 
of the way in which the most funda~ental n.ght, tl1e nght to live, is 
sacrificed to the so-called interest of society, wluc~ may not be the inter­
est of mankind in the long run. In his own p~1~asmg he ~poke of "skep­
ticism" rather than relativity; but his skepticism, precisely as that of 
the German relativists, referred to value JUdgments only, not to the 
whole scale of scientific efforts. Basic preferences cannot be proved 
he said; those of the other fellow may be just as good as one's own.~ 

'Published in R. B. Perry, The Tllought and Character of William fames, Boston 193 ' 
. g S, vol. 2 p. 459 . abndged ed., 194 , p. 300. . . N y k ' 

5 wfndt of Doctrine, Studiet in Contemporary Opm~on, ew ~ b 1 913, p. 144• 
0 Note the almost literal identity of this phrase Wtth that use Y Max Weber · h" 

· tn IS I article, as quoted above, Section 2. 904 
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one may fight for one's own preferences, but reasoning wi\\ not solve 
the conflict. The article failed to go more deeply into the question of 
the ways that remain open to reason and scientific argument in dis­
cussing divergent value judgments, in this respect lagging behind the 
studies of the German relativists; but this was not its primary topic . 
. The following literal quotation from Holmes's article may here be 
mserteu: 

I love granite rocks and barberry bushes, no doubt because with 
them were my earliest joys that reach back through the past eternity 
of my life. But while one's own experience thus makes certain pref­
erences dogmatic for oneself, recognition of how they came to be 
so leaves one able to sec that others, poor souls, may be equally tlog­
matic about something else. And this again means skepticism. Not 
that one's belief or love docs not remain. Not that we woulll not 
fight and die for it if important ... but that we have learned to 
recognize that others will fight and die to make a tli!Ten:nt worh\ 
with equal sincerity of belief. Decp-scatcu preferences cannot b~ 
argued about-you cannot argue a man into liking a glass of beer­
and therefore, when differences are sufficiently far-reaching, we try 
to kill the other man rather than let him have his way. Hut that is 
perf:ctly consistent with admltting ~ha~, so far as appears, his grounds 
are JUst as good as ours. . . . The JUrists who believe in natural law 
seem to me to be in that na"ive state of minu that accepts what has 
been familiar and accepteJ by them anu their neighbors as some­
thing that must be accepted by all men everywhere .... The most 
fundamental of the supposed preexisting rights-the right to life­
is sacrificed without a scruple not only in war, but whenever the 
interest of society, that is, of tl~e preJominant power in the com­
munity is thought to demand 1t. Whether that interest is the in­
terest of mankind in the long run no one can tell. ... Men to a 
great extent believe what they want to-although I sec in that no 
basis for a philosophy that tells us what we should want.7 

'three years e 1. in I915, the philosopher Morris R. Cohen had 
stat d ar 1er, . . e that "all th" cannot be proven, smce proof rests on assump-
tion'' 1ngs . . 

and that reason "cannot determme the ultimate ends that are a 
1 Olive W d L R . in c II r . 1-Iolm "N 1 LaW" Harvar aw et•tew, vol. 32 ( 1918) p. 40; reprinteu 

o ect d es, atura ' (I . I ) . h Re·• e Legal p y k 192o-21 aH aruc e . Copyng t 1940, Harvard Law 
•lew A.s . . apers, New or • 

SOCtatton. 
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matter of ultimate choice." 8 He strong!)' reJ'ectcd Stamn1Ier' · h s conten-
tion to t c contrary: 

All mctaphysica_I philosophies of law (like Stammler's) that pretend 
to l~ave n.o empt_ncal elements at their basis, they really attempt the 
logiCally tmposstb.le. You cannot construct a building merely out of 
the rules of arclutecture .... 0 There is a downright absurdity in 
Stammlcr's efforts to derive substantive rules of law from purel 
formal or logical principles. 10 Y 

Most instrumental for the introduction of Scientific Method in th 
social sciences in the United States was Charles E. Merriam, professo~ 
of political science at the University of Chicago and initiator of the So­
cial Science Research Council. In his 1925 book, New Aspects of Politics, 
he ably distinguished four periods in political thinking: a priori and 
deductive, down to 185o; historical and comparative, 185o-190o; ob­
servation, survey, measurement, after 1900; and psychological, more 
recently.11 He demanded the development of an unbiased science lean­
ing strictly on observation and measurement, to be separated from 
political "prude~ce" i~ those spheres that h~d ~ot yet been explored 
by science.12 In lme With the postulates of ~cientific Value ~elativism, 
Merriam was careful, a~ a ~~le, to avow ~Is value assumptiOns, espe­
cially so in his 1938 aru_cle ~~e ~ssumpt10ns of Democracyt 13 and 
his 1945 book Systemattc Polttu:s. He was .not alway~ consistent in 
this it is true, and could use a highly dogmatic style at tlmes. If I may 
ital{cize freely, he proclaimed in the last-mentioned book with finality, 
"The role of government is ... " (p. 30); "The purpose .of authority, 
it is clear, is not authority as such but fr_eedom" (p. 6o); "The ends and 
purposes of government ... may be szmply stated as follows: external 
security, internal order, justice, g~neral welfare a~d freedo~" (?. 31 ). 
This enumeration occurs many times, but sometimes equal.Ity 1s sud­
denly inserted (pp. 2II, 287, 327) as though that made no difference.~:; 

8 M · R Cohen Law and tlz~ Social Order, New York 1935· P· 256, reprinted from the 
oms · ' d · (H · d L essay "The Place of Logic in the Law," which first appeare 10 19 1 5 mvar aw Ret•iew, vo\. 

;:g, p. 6.22). 
• Latu and tlz~ Social Order, p. 173· 
10 Ibid., p. 194· . . . ( d d 
ucharles E. Merriam, New Asp~ct; of Poltt1cs, Ch1cago 192 5• 2 n e ., 1931) pp. 49 ff. 

""Ibid., pp. 100, 163. 
11 Political Science Quarterly, val. 53 (1938) p. 328. 

"Chicago 1945· . . · . 
111 For further comments on Merriam's Systematic PoliticS sec my review lQ Social R esearch v l 

13 (1946) p. II7· ' o • 
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These were, however, inadvertent lapses in formulation rather than 
intentional attempts to establish absolute value judgments; he might 
have corrected the wording simply by inserting a clause .that he was 
speaking of democratic ideals, whose valiJity he assumed. 

One year after Merriam's New Aspects there appeared the first Amer­
ican book devoted exclusively to the problems of value, Ralph R. 
Perry's General Theory of Value (New York 1926). This book, which 
bore the characteristic subtitle "Its Meaning and Basic Princip!t:s, Con­
strued in Terms of Interest" revealed that Perry identified values 
with interests; whatever a man takes an interest in, that he values. 
T~us he took a basically relativistic view (sec especially p. 640), though 
Wlth minor reservations to be dealt with in later chapters. He main-. ' 
ta1~~d this approach also in his follow-up book, Realms of Value, A 
Crztzque of Human Civilization, published almost thirty years later 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1954). To the reproach that taking his view meant 
to fall into relativism he replied " ... and so what?" 

The Word "relativism" has a bad sound; even the word "relativity," 
despite its association with the latest physics. · · · But suppose that 
one substitute the word "relational" and, instead of rejecting it as 
a fa~lt, boldly confirms it as a m.crit,. · ·. · There ~s nothing in the 
relatiOnal view which forbids a tlung s bcmg concerved as absolutely 
valuable, that is valuable regardless of the value of anything else. 
(Realms, p. 12.) 

The 'only objectionable kind of relativism wa~ ".vicious relativism,'' 
he continued. Relativism "is vicious only when 1t 1s concealed. Moral 
judgments commonly apply a stand,ard wit!1out stat.ing it; as when a 
hurtful act is simply pronounced wrong~ when 1.t sh?~ld be pro­
nounced 'wrong-by-the-standard-of-harmomous-happmcss (p. 121 ) .1u 

He clearly distinguished the same two types .o~ value judgments that 
had been.discerned by the early German r~lat1v1sts, nam.cly, "the. judg­
ment wh1ch adopts the standard and the J~dgment whrch apphes it," 
and he agreed th t the "fundamental question of moral knowledge is 
the n · a h fi b · · d I · · ,uest1on of the proof of t e rst or as1c JU gment. t 1s a Judg-
ment about a standard ... " (p. 123). Unless some standard can be 

1Q . 

E.lsewhe h h d · h 11 duced b re e defi d . . lativism as t e octnne t at a statements must be intro-y th nc VICIOUS re , ( . , . 
report (" e Words "it e at this moment p. 12). Th1s IS a dtffercnt matter. Every 

Prot 1 seems to m · d d b d · 1 d h 1 Chapt Oco ") on b t" on must w cc c rca to me u e sue a cause (sec: above er 1 S . an o scrva I h h · · , ' 
of th b' CCt!on 3) Th' d ot exclude, owcvcr, t e sc1cnttst s acceptance of the results e o se . · 1s oes n . . h . 1 ceptan rvatlon as fa t W ust disttngutsh between t e obscrvat1ona report and the ac-ce of its c s. e m 

results as facts, as discussed in Chapter 1. 
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proved "to be the moral standard, to the exclusion of other stand:1rds" 
on the ground of some "unique qualification," then "it will be merely 
one standa~d among many"; any other stanlbrd would be judged "in 
terms of tlus standard, but there would be no judgment bc·twec·n them" 
(ibid., italics in the original). And he went on to subject all previous 
attempts to present proof for one paramount standard to a de\'astatin(T 
critique, especially the intuitional proof, the rationalistic or locric;} 
proof, the met~pl_Iysic~l p:oof, and the psy_cl~olo?_ical proof (pp. 223~3.2). 

Now, all tlus IS SCientific Value Relatn•tsm ' as described abo\'e in 
Chapter m. The reader must not get confused by the fact that at the 
end Perry himself does re~o.mmend one standard~han~1onious hap­
piness-above all others, gtvmg the reasons for Ius choKe; and that 
in another, most el_oquent c_hap_ter ,he praises democracy as "the op­
timum form of soCial orgamzat10n (pp. 27.2 ff.). To do these thincrs 
is entirely compatible with Scientific Relativism as long as the reaso~s 
are not presented as. a scientific proof _for tl~c u~timate v~l~es underly­
ing the standard. It IS ~s c~mpattbl~ ~vtth Sctenttfi.c Relattv~sm as is the 
belief in God. Every scientific relativist, unl~ss he mdulges m unlimited 
skepticism, will person~lly ad~1~r~ to certam s~andar_ds ~£ evaluation, 
and-after stating the ImpoSSibility of presentt?g scientt~c proof for 

1 · bsolute validity-may freely recommend hts own chotec to others 
t 1e1r a . . · · fi 1 · ' 
giving his reasons. for. it, ~ncl_udmg a sctentt c. a~1a ysts of the conse-

and risks 1mplted m nval standards. Thts ts exactly what Perry 
quences d · 
did. We shall revert to his particular recommcn at10n and the grounds 
given for it at another place (Chapters vn and vm). 

Returning now to the literature at. the end of the twe_nties, when 

P , T!Jeory of Value was first published, we must mentiOn English-
erry s . b k f r . 

born George E. G. Catlin, who, m a oo ? 1_927, trotted political 
· · the relativistic fashion to the exammatton of what one must 

science, m ' . 1 1s A tl b k f . 
d 'f wi'sl1es to achieve a certam resu t. no ler oo o Ius pub-o 1 one . . . . . ' 
lished in 1930, distinguished itself by Its. c~~tlOUS mqmry mto alleged 

· t'fic laws in politics on the same basts. scien I d · p z· · 
S t A Rice in his Quantitative Metho s 111 0 tttcs, from which 

tuar · ' . . . . 
we uoted a couple of clearly relauvtsttc statements m Section I of 

q .. . 
1 . . d' t'nguishes inqumes mto what is 1 . I 

17 However, Scientific Value Re.at.IVI~~ IS I . bl d by Perry's id 'fi ~ estre{ frmn in. 
h · d · bl d1stmct10n that IS urre entt cat1on f 

quiries into w at. IS esl~a e, a(Wc:ber) and Chapters v, Section 5 (Mill) anc..l 'o valu~ and 
interest. Sec abo\ e, Section 2 ' \ n, Sectton 2 

(Dewey). r Th s i~TlU and M~t!JOdi of Politici, New York 19 
ta Gc:?rge Ed·. Gl. c.~ ~~ean:~p~ilosophy with ends, he repeated thirty Years lat~~' Pp. 347-48. 

That sc1ence ea s WI ' ' see Appendix 

B. 1• G. E. G. Catlin, A Study of til~ Principln of Politici, New York 193o, Pp. 1 oo ff. 
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this chapter, blamed social scientists for having picturco their task as 
"the creation of a science of moral ends," which involved a contradic­
tion in terms, he said. He called for a clear distinction between science 
and philosophy.20 

John Dickinson, in the following year (1929), rejected, one by one, 
various alleged sources of higher law-such as ratio legis, popular cus­
tom, principles gained by induction, "scienct:"-and referred, timt: and 
again, to the element of "desirability" anJ "value judgment'' under­
lying all legislation, by courts as wdl as by kgisbturcs. Ht: madt: a 
strong point of the fact that the so-called principks of justict: always 
appear in pairs of opposites; they arc contradictory, and they clash. 
The choice between them is based on value judgmt:nts. Said he: 

Competing interests have an unexpected habit of expressing their 
conflicts precisely in the form of an apparent conOict bt:twcen these 
accepted fundamental principles of the law. The axioms clash. ... :.!' 
The broad general principles of the law have a significant habit of 
traveling in pairs of opposites .... :.!:.! All questions of law arc ulti­
mately questions of policy, or rather of opinion about policy .:.!:t 

Karl Llewellyn, in 1g31, approximated ~ontinental terminology even 
more closely in emphasizing the separat10n of the realms of Is and 
Ought_ and the inability of science to te.acl: us _where to go (sec the 
quotation in Section 1 ). Of values he sa1d m tlus context that "as we 
m~ve _into these value judgments we desert entirely the solid sphere of 
obJective observation of possible agreement among all normal trained 
?bservers, and enter 'into the airy sphere of individual ideals and sub­
Jectivity.'' 21 

Felix S. Cohen Morris' son, published a book in 1933 which was 
rnea~t to be an at,tack on relativism but revealed him to be a scientific 
relat · h · ) lVIst imself (see next subsecuon . 
W~~ 1936, Harold D. Lasswell brought out hi~ Politics; W fzo Gets 
. t, When, How (New York), an almost cymcally neutral applica­

~1011 of ~cientific Method and Value Relativism. Later, he took the leaJ 
n Partlsan (goal-orientated) relativism. In the introductory chapter 

'""s 
1· . t::t:: also S · · I S · · · /, 
lCatton b tuart A.. R" .1 Methods lTI Sooa ocnct:. A Cascboo(, New York 1931 (pub-
C Y a " tcc, cu., h d · d I S · 1 · · 

ounci\) '-Otnrnitt 5 · ntific Met o , appomte by t lc acta Sc1cnce Research :n. • et:: on Cle 
John l)· . 

113, :~.Bs ICktnson "Th L b h'nd the Law," Columbia Law Rt:vit:w, vol. :1.9 ( 1929) PP· 
::o lb ; the Guot'. e aw e I 
"' zd., p 8 atton is from p. zg6. 

lbd . :~.g .... h . 
2< I •, p. 31 ' vvlt many illustratiOnS. 

OP.cit 3, note 6:~. 
·• P. Ioa. · 
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to his and Lerner's collective volume T lze Policy Sciences ( 1951) he 
declared "The battle for method is won." Now the emphasis must be 
put on "the choice of significant problems on which to apply and e\·olve 
method." He summoned the policy scientist to become "value-orien­
tated" by accepting or rejecting opportunities for research "accordinO" 
to their relevance for all riralics in the originall of his goal values" 0; 
by initiating research "which contributes to these goals." But this was 
not to sJy that he should sacrifice objectivity: 

The place for nonobjectivity is in deciding what ultimate goals are 
to be implemented. Once this choice is made, the scholar proceeds 
with maximum objectivity, and uses all available methods.::!" 

Lasswell left no doubt about his own preferences, and ended by say-
ing he thought it "probable" that science in the United States "will 
be directed toward providing the knowledge needed to improve the 

ractice of democracy." His "special emphasis" was upon the policy 
p ·ences of "democracy, in which the ultimate goal is the realization of 

lsct an dignity in theory and practice." 26-an attitude completely in 
1um I .. 
I. with Scientific Value Re attvtsm. 
me h' · f "F'f Y In 1938, Roscoe P?uncl, in_ ts revtew o 1 ty ears of Jurispru-

1 , 21 called it futtle to watt for a statement of absolutes, and recom-
c ence b . f . .1. . 

I I Practical work on the asts o our present ctvt tzatiOn-aO"ain menc ec . . h 1 . . . . . b 

an activity entirely legtttmate from t e re attvtstt1c _vtewpomt. 

F 39 to 1941 five of my own essays on re attve and absolute rom 19 ' . 
. . red which tried to make Amencan scholars more familiar 
JUSttce appea ' 1 R 1 · · · 
with the European theory of Scientific Va ue e attvtsm and Its history. 

W . against defeatism these papers attempted to show what great 
arnmg , f d h . 

. · nee could render in the process o a pru ent c otce among 
servtces sCIC d · · · · 

fl . · goal-values and they also engage m an mqmry mto uni-
con tctmg ' ' ' ' . d · h 

1 d 'nvariant standards-tdeas resume In C apters rx ff. of the versa an 1 ' ' ' 
b k 28 

present oo · f b · 11 1 · · · d · g among the many essays o a astca Y re attvtsttc char_ 
Outdsta~ gmthe subsequent period is Professor Maciver's T lze Web of 

acter unn 1 h f 
t ( 1947) to be discussed separate y ere a ter. Govern men ' 

. . . , ·n D Lerner and H. D La II ( 
""H ld D. Lasswell, "The Policy Onc:ntatton 1 ·h d 3 ff Th · sswc ed.) y he 

aro I . d Md o ' PP· . c qu t . 
P I . 5 · ncu R(cerll Det•( opnunts zn Scop( an ' o atlons are from 

0 ICY C/( ' 

pp. 9 and JI, IO' "The em hasis will be upon the development of k 
""Ibid., P· I5; also P·l. ·. f h p • dignity" Sec Appendix B for a full nowlcdge 

. t t the fuller rea 1zat1on o uman · cr treatment f pertmen o o 
Lasswell. ) 6 

21 Harr•ard Lalli R(t•i(tU, vol. 51 (1938 P· 4 °· 
. J . \ 0· . 11 to Chapter VII • .. The five papers are c1tc 1n : ppcn IX ' 
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(c) A RELATIVIST MALGRE LUI (FELIX S. COHEN) 

Felix Cohen's Etlzical Systems and Legal Ideals (New York 1933) 
offers a good illustration of an unsuccessful flight from Scientific Value 
Relativism. Examining various concepts of j~1stice the ~uthor found 
that they gave us no absolute standards; nor c!IJ nature yJc.:lJ standards 
irrespective of time and place.20 There was, .therefore, relativity, he 
admitted. Reason does not help us to conformity; on the contrary, the 
more reason there is, the more disagreement. The German relativists 
he does not seem to have known, but in speaking of Santayana's rel­
ativism, mentioned above, he stated he had seen "no conclusive argu­
ment for or against this position." 30 

Yet Felix Cohen disliked relativism, as most people do, and offered 
an absolutistic alternative, the validity of which he admitted he could 
n?t prove either. This alternative, absolutistic hedonism, will be 
discussed in its proper place (Chapter xn). What matters here is that 
~hC: present~tion of this or an.y othC:r .absolutistic ~lter~ative, as long as 
It 1s not bemg claimed that 1ts vahd1ty can ~e. scientifically proven, is 
fully compatible with Scientific Value Relat1v1sm. According to Rad­
br~ch, even Stahl's conservative legal philosophy might have been 
wrm~n by a relativist, provided he ~ad conceded that he had no proof 
ior his assumptions, as Cohen admits that he has no proof for his.31 
a~ Would be entirely unwarranted to ~eserve the. r.i~ht to propose great 

d comprehensive systems of evaluatiOns to politiCians and priests and 
to deny it to the professional philosopher who dedicates his lifework 
to such attempts and presents his results with due humility . 
. Cohen's dislike of relativism was grounded not on scientific objec­

tions but on the contention that it was an "immoral" doctrine.32 In­
deed, as we have seen in a time where people look to science rather 
than to religion for guidance, the scientific abstinence of relativism has 
left at least a temporary vacuum. But to predicate as "immoral" this 
~onscientious abstinence is not tenable unless relativism is wrongly 
lnterp f d b' . Tl . . . . reted as permitting a ree an ar 1trary option. us Is not Its 
tn.ean1ng, however as we have seen. Scientific Value Relativism is 

' 2'>p 
""pp. 93 ff., log ff 

p. x5 ., uB, I75· 
8tp_ db 7, I6g. 

6g) s~es::h, Rcchtsphilosophi~ (3rd ed.~ PP· _12, 25i 4th ed., pp. 102, 118; Wilk_ tr., PP·. 57> 
and w •1 the need out .. t c·1entific d1scuss1on proper, for a firm stand on bas1c princ1p\es 

3.:1 • tansch , slUe s 
''It . aurmg 

I IS th • . 
ead to e assertion of 1 anarchy in the moral world, and an acceptance of 1t may well 

a &ood d a rea , ( . ) 
cal of anarchy in the real world' op.clt., p. 157 . 
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"scientific" only. And in this sense Felix Cohen is a scientific relativist 
too. His alternative of hedonism, avowedly unprovable, is even less 
free than relativism from the danger of being misinterpreted as an 
immoral doctrine. Not whether the scientific abstinence from value 
judgme~ts ~s dangerous, but whether it is fully necessary, is the de­
cisive scientific question. 33 

(d) NEUTRAL RELATIVISM IN ANOTHER GARB ( l\!AC IVER) 

Maciver's book, The Web of Government (New York 1947), which 
received a prize as the best book of the year on government from the 
American Political Science Association, is one of the strongest sup­
porters of Scientific Valu~ Rela~ivism _in the United_ ~tates, although 
the author rather coquettishly hides Jus neutral relatiVIsm behind an­
other term, myt/1. This word has undergone many different uses within 
the last century. Ma~I ve~ con_summ?tes ~he_ trend towar.d expanding 
its meaning and carnes It to Its Jogtcal hmtt by employmg the term 
myth for all "value-impreg~ated beliefs and notions that men hold" 
(p. 4) or, as he formulates It elsewhere, for any value s~stem. outside 

ct knowledge (pp. 447-48, note). The author makes It qu1te clear cxa l . 1 1 t he uses the term in a 11eutra sense wit 1 regard to the quality of na 1 . . I 
the value judgment. "We use t 1e term 111 an entire y neutral sense .... 
We need a term that abjures a!l reference to. truth a~d falsity'' (p. s). 

Whether the word "myth" IS an appropnat: medmm for abjuring 
f Ce to truth and falsity is open to questiOn, since it has ample re eren . 

ra tions of superstition, obsoleteness, saga, fatry tale, or primitivity. conno · · · 1 
B M ci ver himself has been consistent 111 Its neutra use. Thus he 

ut k anot only of the "myth" of sovereignty (p. 48), of feudalism spea s . 1 · . ( 
( 8) of authority (p. 39), of rac1a supenonty. pp. 447-48), but 
lp. 4 f t'11e "myth of democracy" (pp. 39 and 51 ), without any qualita-a so o . . . · 1 · 
. d"ff entiatwn. He explicitly emphasizes t 1at science cannot estab-tive I er "Tl 1 

1. 1 th and falsehood in value judgments: le va ue-component 
IS 1 tru . . fi . · · , ( 

. . tly outside the sphere of sCient! c 111Vestigatwn pp. 447-48) 
IS stnc . . h 1 f · · 

Thus it is obvious tJ:at, stnppmg t e angua~e ? Its ne·w· use of 
. we are meeting m the author another scientific relat1v1st. It is 

terms,l Scientific Value Relativism sold under a new label-myth 
neutra • b k · · 

The longer second part of Maciver s oo Is a ~omprehensive soci-
ological text on government, a work of great ments, .but with no re­
lation to our present context, except ~o: the fact that lt does not kee 
within the limits of that neutral relattvtsm the author had proclaime~ 

83 See Appendix B on C. I. Lewis. 
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in the first. He definitely takes sides there for the "myth of ucmocracy," 
without always proclaiming his assumptions, but with relevant analy­
ses of cause and effect.=1·1 

In other books and articles, Mad ver has strongly plcadeu for cau­
tiously chosen values, such as the Golden Rule (see below, Chapter 
vm, Section 15), yet without a claim to scientific verification beyond 
the analysis of implications and conseqm~nces. On the contrary, he has 
repeated time and again that science "speaks of processes, not of goals; 
of laws, but not of values"; it "eschews evaluations"; it "cannot give 
us positive values." 3 r. 

(e) PECULIARITIES OF RELATIVISM IN THE UNITED STATES. 

Many more illustrations of the gradual spread of Scientific Value Rel­
ativism in the United States could be given. Most relativistic observa­
tions here have been casual, however, obiter dicta} logical derivations 
from the postulates of Scientific Method in the indiviuual case at hand, 
rather than attempts to establish a general theory of relativity. Even 
the name of relativism, as we have seen, was rarely if ever used. No 
:vrit~r went so far as actually ~o treat vario~s views on an equal foot­
Ing m a synoptic manner, as dxd Radbruch m Germany-at least none 
except Lasswell in his Who Gets What} When} How. On the contrary 
whenever the fundamental principles ~f the American way of life ar~ 
at issue, Scientific Relativism in the Umted States has been cultivated in 
a partisan rather than a neutral ma?ner. Scholars have made basic 
"assumptions" for the solution of thexr parti~ular problems, especially 
regarding the desirable goal, ~nd then ap?hed Scientific Method to 
their further work. This practice, as n:entxoned above, was explicitly 
recommended by Lasswell in one of hx~ later ~ap~rs, and it prevailed 
also in Merriam's, Perry's, and Ma~lver s publications. 

Thus the difference between relative and absolute views did not come 
so much into the open in the United States as in Europe, as there is no 
conspicuous difference of attitude between "partisan relativists" who 
~ssume the validity of tradit_ional ideals as a working hypothesis, and 

absolutists" who operate With the same values as absolutes. The dif­
ference, if made at all explicit, may show merely in a few lines of the 
preface. 

Thi · f S · s 1s not to say that the use o c1entific Method in the United 
"'Seem . . 
""See h_Y review 1n Social Research, val. 1 5 ( 1 948) P· 244. ." 

Ne y IS profound and honest The Purmrt of Happmess, A Pl11losophy for Modem Lir·ing, 
w ork I · b I f · 955, pp. 157 , 170, 173 , and the quotatwn a ove, at t 1c cnJ o Scctwn 1. 
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States has been altogether partisan in practice. \Vhenever the founda­
tions of American life were not at issue, scientific research was generally 
carried on in a nonpartisan fashion, as for instance in the numerous 
scholarly analyses ?£ elections. Most factual rese~rc~1, too, tried to keep 
away from value JUdgments or to use them wltlun a clear frame of 
reference, as when corruption, substandard dwellings, or juvenile de­
linquency were investigated. 

Only when after World War I the great international conflicts of 
ideologies-Democracy, Communism, Fascism-arose, did the theoret­
ical problems of value relativism begin to draw more systematic at­
tention in the American social sciences. But then the approach was 
frequently_ emotion.al.' basic_ally ho.stile, leading up to the mid-century 
revolt agamst rclatlVlsm With wluch the next two chapters will deal. 

6. Genetic Summary. One Gap in t!ze Historical 
Course of tlze Argument 

Our analysis of the historical genesis in this and the preceding chap­
ter has shown that Scienti~c Value ~elativism was first formulated 
around the beginning of this century m German~, and that the type 
of relativism which emerged was fundamentally d~fferent from earlier 
relativistic theories. It n~ ~anger referred t~ evolutiOnary progress, his-

. 1 or economic conditions, but to value JUdgments. It was no longer 
ronca . .1 . . (l . 1 . 

ly l)ositivistic it was pnman y transposltlve egis ative) ; it was 
mere ' . · b · · ' 
no longer latent, it was overt; It was not passive ut active; not partisan 

1 b It 11rimarily neutral. It was, on the other hand, from the out-
on y, l . . 1 d" . £ 
set strictly limited to the sCientific approac 1 as f 1stm~t. rom the re-

I. . philosophical, or political. No postulate o relativity was raised 
IgtoUS, k d" d . 

I. g any of these other spheres. No attac · was Irecte -with the 
reg arc 111 · • • • • fi · "bl exception of some extreme neopositiVIsts-at sc1enti c admis-
possi e 1 sions that there may be a God or absol~t~ va ues, or£ a1t personal con-

. · tl1at there are All the early relativists, even o t 1e neutral type 
VICttoi1S . d R db ' 

lly believed in moral values. Weber an a ruch frequently 
persona · l"k R db d such faith· Kelsen and KantoroWICZ, 1 e a ruch, demon-
expresse . '. . · f H"tl ' d their recogmtton by their behaviOr a ter 1 er s ascent to power 
strate d h d he bee '11 1· ' 
as undoubtedly Weber would have one a n st1 a 1ve. (Sec-

tions I to 4·) · 1 R 1 · · 
On the American scene, Sci~nttfi~ Y_a ue e. a.tiv1sm arrived some 

fifteen years later, with some of ItS ~nnciples a~tlCtpated by empiricism 
and pragmatism, and the need ~~r It less pressmgly felt because of th 
wide homogeneity in basic pohttcal creeds at home. When it finall~ 
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came, it remained more casual and more latent than its systematic and 
overt European counterpart, and was more often oE the partisan rather 
than the neutral variety. But its logical necessity as a consequence of 
Scientific Method was hardly denied. (Section 5·) 

Among the fathers of Scientific Value Relativism in Europe there 
was, from the outset, strong emphasis on its positive aspects, especially 
on the service science could render in analyzing the logical implications 
and factual consequences of the espousal of any pJrticular value, anll, 
therefore, on the practical usefulness of science in the process of choos­
ing among conflicting value axioms (sec especially Section 1. c, above, 
on Max Weber). 

Before we conclude this historical report, one more question should 
be raised and the answer given by the early relativists be put on record. 
If all ideas of justice depend on a choice among ultimate values (goal 
values), is the individual entirely free with respect to the motives of 
~is ~hoice? Is his personal interest all?wed to play a role, antl an un­
limited role? And if not his selfish mterest, are different persons at 
least free to seize upon different values on the mere ground of dif­
ferences in their individual temperament and character? 
. Weber and Kantorowicz seem to have taken the latter view, judg­
mg from Weber's figure of speech that everyone must find and obey 
his "~em_on," and from Ka.ntoro:vic~'. sta.tcm~nt that science can help 
each mdtvidual find the vtewpomt wh1eh 1s really adequate to his 
nature" (above, Sections 2 and 3). No similar pronouncements were 
made by Radbruch or any of. the others. There was, however, full agree­
ment regarding the first pomt. All s~ressed that the individual is not 
allowed to make his choice in an arbitrary manner. He is supposed to 
follow what both Weber and. Radbr~ch referred to as his "conscience," 
and Kantorowicz as his "feehng of nght and wrong" (ReclztsgefiUz/).1 

Selfish interests therefore, were not accepted as a legitimate guide, and 
tl~e individual's' search for ~is "demo~" or ?is "nature" did not entitle 
hun to act against his consctence or hts feehng of right and wrong. As 
Radbruch formulated it: "what stan.d to take is left to the individual's 
resolve drawn from the depths of ~Is personality and, therefore, by no 
tneans to his arbitrary choice (Belteben) but rather to his conscience." 

1 \V cb~r · I · S · ~d., p. 28'. s~e quotations from his 1904 artlc e m ectton 2, above; Radbruch, op.cit., l5t 
K.anto .' 3rd ed., p. 11 . W'lk tr., p. 57; 4th ell., P· 102 and Wolf's introduction, p. 66; 

row1cz · 1 ' 1 Kelsen t f ·' · •• · · Well 1 • an1c es cited b Section 3· • oo, re erreu to "conscience m h1s fare-
h ecture h a ove, . ( ) "It . . . I h 

e said, "that t e University of Californl~ I?52 . . IS a pecubamy of t le. uman being," 
Trtstice? p. 8~. he has a deep need to justifY h1s behav1or, that he has a conscience" (What ls 
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This passing reference to conscience or to the feeling of right and 
wrong seems to involve a fundamental inconsistency. Elimination of 
arbitrariness and pure selfishness is generally considered the very nub 
of justice, anJ accorJing to what has just been said this view was also 
accepted by the relativists. Yet if all other value judgments arc beyond 
scientific verification, why shoulJ this one alone be excepted, why 
could it alone claim scientific standing? Are we, then, able to state with 
scientific methods whether and to what extent such a thing as a con­
science or a feeling of right or wrong exists, whether it exists in all 
human beings, and if so, that it ought to be obeyed? 

The early relativists did not go more deeply into this matter, be it 
because they considered it a foregone conclusion that empirical research 
could not lead to results here, or because they felt no avocation or pro­
fessional competence to undertake it. But the question obviously re­

quires an answer. 
Closer examination reveals, furthermore, that Radbruch had included 

two more postulates in his teaching from the beginning without any 

I"tivistic reservations, namely, the postulate of equal treatment for 
re .. f . f I 
what is equal and the. postulate or ~ertamty o aw. Hi.s r~la~vism, as 
he himself took occasiOn to emphasize at the end of Ius hfe,- had re­
ferred only to the choice a.mong goa~s. But then again, why should 

· tific impotence to venfy value JUdgments apply to some such 
scien 1 ~ 
. dgments and not to ot lers. 
JU This problem will be taken up in Part Four of this book (Chapters 
IX ff.). At present our modest purpose h~s bee~ only to :eport on the 

1 . · .,1 cl"t" But in order to avoid leavmg tlus chapter 111 a confused 11stonc.... .. ''· . . 
f mind it is advisable that two pomts be stressed at once. In the 

state o 1 1 1 · · 
fi I e should these exceptions from t 1e ru e t 1at sctence ts unable 

rst p ac ' f . . 1 . 
bl . ·11 ultimate values not stand the test 0 cnttca analysts this 

to esta IS ' · "fi v 1 ' 
lei b no means "liberate" us from SCienti c a ue Relativism. 

wou y < 1 1 1 . . ' 
h trary it would lead to more rat ler t lan ess relattvtty It 

on t e con ' . . I 1 . . 
lei c1 nothing to refute the basiC contentiOn t lat ot 1er value )Udg-

wou 0nnot be ascertained scientifically. On the other hand the 
ments ca . d r . 1 . ' 

· n here at issue illustrates a pmnt ma e ear ter 111 t us book (Chap-
~~e~s~I~ection 8); namely, that relativ!sts have not ?e~n .careful enough 
in di;tinguishing between the scienttfic an.d the JUndtcal side of the 
problem. Should it be impossible to estabhsh the absolute validity of 

. . h d n x--<>ne of the few notes Radbruch h d 
• Rt:clwplul~s~phzt:, t ~:· :f" \o2,S . below, Chapter vm, Section I6 (R d~ prepared for 

the revised edmon be ore IS eat 1. ee a ruch vs. Rad-

bruch). 
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even those basic postulates scientifically, it could still be contended that 
they have juridical validity in countries of Western civilization in our 
time, even if opposed by dictatorial decree. So we need not be scared out 
of our wits, or out of our scientific honesty, by the discovery of these 
open questions. Fortunately, we shall see in Part Four that this is not 
all that can be said, but that science has indeed the possibility of ap­
proaching the problem at hand in a more positive manner, without 
abandoning the benefits of objectivity and intersuhjectivc transmis­
sibility. 

Before we deal with this matter any further, however, it is urgent 
that we now turn to basic objections that have been raised against the 
theory of Scientific Value Relativism as a whole from several sides. 
This will be done in the two chapters of the following, the polemic, 
Part Three. 

7· Excursus on the Term "Relativism" 

Has the term "relativism" been wisely chosen for the views here dis­
cussed? The name is repellent to people with strong convictions and 
arouses suspicions and misrepresentations everywhere. In the Unit ell 
States it is rarely heard other than in a dispa:aging tone. Those here 
whose scientific work follows the methodological theories of Scicntific 
Value Relativism either have no particular name for it, or simply refer 
to scientific requirements or to ~cienti?c Method. In vain would one 
look for the term "relativism" m the mdexes of the great American 
texts on the history of political ideas or of the philosophy of justice. 

Even Max Weber lodged a sharp prates~ against the term. He had not 
Used it in his first ( 1904) essay on the subjeCt. That this was no accident 

appeared in the second (1917): 

Probably the crudest misunclerstanding which the representatives 
of this point of view constantly encounter is to be found in the in­
terpretation of their standpoint as "rclativism"-that is a philosophy 
of life which is based on a view about the interrelations of the value­
s~heres which is diametrically opposed to the one they [Weber and 
his fo_llowers 1 actually hold and which can be held with consistency 
only 1£ · · · 1 t f (" · ") h · 1 It 1s based on a very speCla ype o orgamc metap ys1cs. 

beiY eber objected to the term with so much vigor because he personally 
a"·leved in definite values was engaged in a fight for them, and was 

vv are th ' d 1 . . 
, r. at people generally calle re at1v1sts only those who categor-

•csa,, 111 I . · h · 1. c tc .1 11 fsiitz . _0 Sec al"' Sc(tJon 2, a nvc, on Rt(>'t'rl. 
C, O('.Cll., p. 41 • ' 
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ically denied the superiority of any value O\"er others 11 t 1 
tific demonstrability of that superiority. But his 1);~t .~t on Y the scicn-
M · I b I I c.s came too ht • cantune the term haL ccn at optct, not by \Vchcr's · e. 
b b 1 · · I f II II · opponents onJ,. Ut y 11s fncnds am o owcrs as we , m order to d •. · 1 · ' 

I I I . t:signatc t lt: \" . , 
met 10d Weber had sponsored, ant t us has rcmainctl I c:) E so, at c·tst 
• urope, to the present day. However, doubts about the :lf)l . · · 111 

f I · R lb · )ropnatcncss o t 1e term l1ave kept croppmg up. at ruch too \\""s · ·k ·1 L • . . . , , ••. u ct )r ri 
constant mJsundcrstanJmgs causeJ by It. In the footnote 1 • 1 le 
. d 1 . d f I f ' a reat y lllcn uone , w uch he haJ prepare or t 1e ourth edition h... 1 -

.. I . I . . I . ' .. acccptet the 
comment- t 1at Jus was re aunsm on y m part (partiel!er R ) B 
did not give us a better term. · · ut that 

Eduard Spranger, in pursuance of his remarks reported ab , S 
. ) -~· I I f I . I · f 0 ' e ( ec-uon 3 rcgarumg t 1e nee<. or a ug 1cr umty o ultimate valu 11 1 

R I b I ' I I " I' I . " I I I I I es, ca et aL rue 1 s met lOl t Ia ectic ; 1e aL t et t 1at, when we are t k" 
. ,. I . I I s a mg our entire persona tty on our c lOICe among t 1e t 1ree values and 

fi I f . I I . . b . " . . I' ' on our g lt or It, t 1e11 re attnsm 0 tams an eXIStentia 1St' character 3 S' 
ilar observations were made by Karl Jaspers:' Radbruch, taking ~Ip :::~~ 
challenge, went so far as to say-at the end of the footnote citeJ- 1 . I . . I " I . . ., b t 1at m t us sense Jus book representel not re atn•tsm ut rather "existe _ 
tiaiism." Now this aoain does not help us to find a better term 5· 11 

. . . ' o . . . 1 , .tnce 
e~tstent1ahsm has many \'anetics of meanmg. ant rna I~)' connotations 
alien to our subject; it fails to express ~he partlcula~ pomt that science 
being unable to verify ultimate \'aluc JUd~men~s chrec_tly, is forced t~ 
deal with them in rdati\'e terms and that 111 tillS way It can indirectly 
contribute much to the Jebate on values. 

As misunderstandings continue to flourish (see next chapter, Sec­
tion r) it might still appear worthwhile to alte~ the terminology. Other 
terms have sometimes been used. vVilhelm _'Vmt~elband, in Germanv 
spoke of "problematicism " " Georges Gurvitch, 111 France, of an " · ' ' . I U . an-
tinomic" philosophy of law,0 and Maciver, 1~ t le mteJ States, dubbeJ 
all ultimate value judgments "myths," as lhscussed above (Section 5). 
But none of these terms is specific enough for our purpose. Rallb 1 d " . . rue 1 
himself (in the note mentioned) offere perspectiVtsm'' as a possible 
choice. This term would well express the thought that values b 

I . 1 can e 
judged only in the perspective of some u timate va ue or tl 

' 1at the 
2 Made by Karl 0. Pctraschck, Kritisch~ Jli~rteljahrsschri/t fiir Geser:::gc(,,ng 

rviss~mchaft, third series, vol. 27 (1921) P· 136. 111111 1\edzts. 
8 Univ~rsitas, vol. 5 (1948) p. 410. 
'V~rmmft ttnd Existen::, Gottingen 1935, P· 72· . 
5 Einl~itrmg ir1 di~ Philosoplzi~ (as cited above,. Secuon I~ S. 2_1 9. 
• L'~xperi~nc~ ;11ridiqtl~ ~~ Ia plzilosoplzi~ plt~ralrste tf11 di"OU, Pans, 19 3 5_ 
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ultimate values chosen involve different perspectives in which all inter­
mediate questions of value appear. To make the term specific enough 
one might enlarge it to "Scientific Value Pcrspcctivism." Even so it 
fails to indicate the possibility of scientific contributions to the choice 
between alternative highest values through anJ.lysis of their implica­
tions and consequences. The most satisfactory nJ.me I could think of is 
"alternativism," or more specifically, "Scientific Value Altcrnativism." 
It would suggest that the choice is one among alternJ.tives, that it is 
a matter of consequences, and that the alternJ.tives, their meaning, 
range, implications, and consequences are open to scientific inquiry. 

In this book, nevertheless, I have refrained from carrying this change 
in terminology through, though only on the ground that it would have 
weakened the coherence of historic presentation. Using the compound 
"Scientific Value Relativism," instead of simply speaking of relativism, 
I have at least tried to express the distinction from ( 1) "historical'' rel­
ativism or other forms of relativism, discussed in Chapter v, that arc 
not focused on values, and from ( 2) any type of "philosophical" rel­
ativism that asserts relativity not only within scientific work but cat­
egorically beyond it. Occasionally, however, I have felt free to speak 
of "alternativism," at least in parentheses. 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE REVOLT 

SCIENTIFIC V,\LUE RELATIVIS~1 has, during the fiftv 0 .· . 
f . . . ~ ' r sixty years 

o Its history, aroused many attempts to refute it tt, · 
I . . . . ' a cmpts that 
1ave often been unpasswned, Impatient and ''\'•'Il 0 t · 1 l . . . ' . · '- -.. u ng n y 

contemptuous but, for all thetr emotiOnal mtens1'tv t · I . · , , no enttre y 
successful. The strong emotiOnal overtones so char·1cter1· ·t1· f 1 1 . . . ' s C 0 t le l C-
bate have not been conducive to sctenttfic clarity and ob1· ··c·t' . 't F 1. T • '- 1\ly. C!X 
Kaufmann dtd not exaggerate when he wrote: 1 

No methodological controversies in social science have be . . · en n1ore 
embittered than those rdatmg to value. Time ;.md ao-ain · · 1 · · . . b' , partic-
ularly lil t 1e dtscusswn of the bas1c Issue whether the so·'·l · • Cl,l SCI-
ences ought to be value-free, su~)stantial arguments have been 
supplanted by arguments at hommcm, and the conscious or 

· · l · " 1 · l" I l'ff. un-conscwus ~motiona mottves be u.m t 1e l 1 ere!lt views have 
been exammed .... Those dem:mdm? value-free sctences reproach 
their opponents with placing obstacles Ill the way of. a resolute search 
for truth for fear of possible consequence's of unbiased inquiry for 
cherished prejudices and for vested group mterests. The reply to this 
charge is either that social science cannot be value-free and that a 
particular kind of value judgment is smuggled into it under the 
cloak of the demand that it should be value-free, or that such a de­
mand is a symptom of the moral callousness of those raising it. This 
kind of approach to methodological problems is apt to block the 

path to their solution. 

Attempts to refute Scientific Relativism have generally taken one of 
several distinct paths. The broadest road has been. chosen by those who 
describe it incorrectly and then have an easy time overthrowing it. 
This has been the prevailing attitude to tl~e present daY (see Section 1 

below). A smaller, scientifically more Important gro~p reiects th~ 
methodological distinction between facts and values, holding that S · . . I b l (S . Clen-
tific Method can deal satisfactonly Wit 1 ot 1 ect10n 2) A l . 

d · 1 l · t llrd 
considerably stronger thQn the secon ' agrees Wit 1 t le rebtiv·1 t l ' 

b l s s t lat 
distinctions between facts and values must e mace and also that S . 
tific Method cannot lead to absolute statements on the 1 . Clen-. f . llerarch f 
values, but claims that a broader v1ew o science makes avail bl Y 0 

. . a e l1lore 
1 Methodology of the Socwl Sczences, New York 1944, P· 199· 
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adequate methods for statements on values (Section 3). Some go so 
far as to consider the truth of Christianity scientifically verifiable (Sec­
tion 4). Others, leaving the deity out of the scientific perspective, con­
centrate on the claims that values arc "objective" and "real" rathn than 
merely the reflection of some unverifiable Ought ( Stction 5). Several 
scholars of world fame have tried to present quasi-logical evidence 
for the rank of values (Section 6). Gestalt psychology has sought a new 
approach through its concept of "requiredness" (Section 7). An older 
group, conceding scientific impotence to verify substantive values, has 
claimed that at least formal standards can be established with absolute 

certainty (Section 8). 
While all these are united in their striving for less relativity, others 

have attacked Scientific Value Relativism on the opposite ground that 
it acknowledges not too much, but too little relativity. They say that 
relativity rules science far beyond the sphere of values (Section 9). 
There are certain interrelations between this group and some of the 
others, especially the second; but the arguments are sufficiently dif­
ferent to advise separate treatment. We shall take the several groups 

up one by one. 

1 • Misrepresentation 

· · · almost all really new ideas 
have a certain aspect of foolishness 

when they are first presented 
-A. N. WHITEHEAD 

Most revolters against Scientific Value Relativism describe it incor­
rectl_Y. They do so in good faith, ~f course, but. for that reason the more 
passt~nately. The commonest. ~Isrepre~~nt~t10n is to arouse the im­
pression that "scientific" relatiVIsts are philosophical" relativists who 
teach that there is nothing of absolute value and that all values are 
~ual-a dogma that could be_ ~ph~ld scienti~cally only by someone 
. ~0 Was not alone personally dlSlnclmed to beheve in God but was pos-
Itively convinced that there was none, and more than that who thought 
the b · 'fi ' nonreality of God could e sclentl cally demonstrated. I have 
never 1 · · t h t k h' d · w rnet a scientific re at1V15 w 0 00 t 1s stan In his scientific 

d.ork. If he did it would be easy to refute him, since it is self-contra-
~~r ' d' h Ye Y to deny absolute truth an 111 t e same breath to proclaim one. 

Pot although this type of argument flails the air, hitting no real op-
nent · · ·11 h d tifi ' ~r no serious one, lt lS stl t e stan ard weapon against scien-
c relatiVists. It is presented in hundreds of classrooms time and again, 
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I. MISREPRESENTATION 

eve.n by first-rate ~cholar~. Other misrepresentations are hardly less con­
fusmg. T.he questiOns r~used by them are sure to arise for every student 
of twentieth-century political theory. Closer analysis will theref 
h 1 I 'f 1 · ' ore, e p to c an y t 1e entire subject. 

Rather than exploit minor lights for illustration I shall refer to rec 
b k b . I' . I . . b ent oo ·s y two cmmcnt po 1t1ca scientists, orn and educated in G 
Ifnanic countries and well acquainted with Max Weber's work: p;~~ 
essor Leo Strauss of the University of Chicago, and Professor E · 

V I. I U · · f M · nc ocge 111, now at t 1c mvcrstty o umch, until 1957 at the St 
. . f L . . I b ate Umvcrslty o oulSlana. Bot 1 arc y no means despisers of Weber· 

on the contrary, Strauss says of him, "Whatever may have been hi' 
errors, he is the greatest social scientist of our century," 1 and Voccreli s 

. " I . k b I J d · · b n calls htm a t 1111 ·er etween t 1e enu an a new bcgmnmg"-the end 
meaning that of the positivist approach and the beginning that of 
metaphysical research-who was "headed again on the road toward 
essence"; he also speaks of the "grandeur" of Weber's work, which is 
"more sensed than understood.":.! 

In spite of their respect, both Strauss and Voegelin adopt the typical 
misrepresentation mentioned above. Strauss says that Weber "assumed 
as a matter of course that there is no hierarchy of values: all values are 
of the same rank," a and Voegclin, that Weber. "treated all values as 
equal." ·1 Now, Weber taught nothing of the kmd, and he could not 
have done so, because in the first place he was not of the opinion that 
the absence of a hierarchy of values, and that i~cludes the nonreality of 
God, could be scientifically ascertained; and 111 the s.econd, the very 
point of his work was that values are unequal accordmg to their dif­
ferent origins, implications, and consequences, and also because of their 
different ideal meaning. He did not treat v.~lues as "equal," but merely 
their validity as "equally unclemonstrable beyOI:d the demonstrable 
consequences. He did not even treat all values tlus way but only "ul­
timate" values; for he recognized of cm~rse that. each value can be 
judged scientifically as to its consistency wtth, and tts usefulness for the 

• Leo Strauss, Natural RigM and History, Chicago I9_53• p. f6· T~is book is a rich min 
of penetrating analysis and thought in the field of the ~~~torl)'d~ po .'uca.l theory and its gr~ et 

· d b h bove cnuca 1scuss!on m . ~a 
merits in tins respect cannot be blurre Y t e a N . , our particular 

. d · b H st Boog atmrunt und G , . con-
text There IS a goo German translation Y or ' escnzchte St t · . • u tgan 
195 6 See also Append1x n. . 

2E.rich Voegclin, Tile New Sciena of Politics, Ch!Ca~o 1952, h~ leading Work in th . 
century revolt against relativism. See my notes, expressmg my lgh esteem for 't . e mid­

I ' In S . [ 
Reuarc/1, vol. 20 (summer 1953) PP· 230-35· ocza 

8 Op.cit., p. 66. 
' Op.cit., p. 20. 
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attainment of some allegedly ulterior value. Whether Weber was en­
tirely right i~ treating the valid_ity of all ultima~e values as equally 
undemonstrable is not the questiOn here; that wtll be the subject of 
subsequent chapters. Here our only purpose is to clarify what Scientific 
Relativism does say and what it does not say. 

The next best misrepresentation is to assert that according to value 
relativism, science can contribute nothing to the value problem. This 
criticism is almost as common as the first one. Thus, Voegelin contends 
that Weber left the "political values of the students untouched," since 
"values were beyond science." r. Actually, Weber's chid concern was 
not to leave political values alone but, on the contrary, to influence 
evaluations in a truly scientific manner by a solid discussion of their 
implications and consequences. As shown in Chapter VI above, his basic 
article of 1904 began with the statem~nt that the implication of his 
proposition "is certainly n~t that valu,: JUdgments arc to he withdrawn 
from scientific discussion 111 general, and he added that "criticism is 
not to be suspended in the pres_ence of valu~ judgments." He claimed 
that science can "provide the actmg person wttl: the ability to weigh and 
co~ pare the undesired as over agamst the. desued consequences of his 
actton," and to open his eyes as to the _pncc one has to pay for their 
realization. That is a very different thmg from leaving the polt't' l 

l 1 d , tea 
va ues of his students "untouc 1e · 

A third type of misrepresentation accuses Scientific Value Rcl t' . 
f . . . . a lVlSITI 

0 tnconsistency Voegclin sees mconststency tn the fact that W 1 . 1 M . . . . , e )Cr, 
on t?e one hand, considered t 1e a~xt~n m~ten~hsttc interpretation 
of htstory exposed as incorrect by _obJeCttve ht~toncal research so that 
no scholar could be a Marxist,_ whtle, on _the other, Weber's theory of 
values should have forbidden htm to questton the "value" of a Ma . t n 

Actually, no inconsistency is involved here. If historical research rxts . 
tl h 1 t r proves 

lat t e Marxian historical aws are con raltcted by historical f t 
then Marxism cannot be praised as valuable on the ground of it ac ~~ 
re t · . t b s co1 
v c tnterpretation of history' JUS ~s a yo nets cannot be praised as 
aluable on the ground that we can stt on them. No relativist llas l . I 

the · . . . h f l . , · l cntet 
f nght of scholars to cnnctze t e actua contentiOns given as re 

ohr alleged values· on the contrary, such criticism is what they a~odns 
t e pr . ' . canst er 

S oper sctentific functton. 
traus l'k · t nc · th f hel u _s, t ewise, sees inconsts e Y 111 e act that relativists cannot 
p stng value J'udgrnents themselves. If they were consist t h 

• 0 . en , e 
P.cu 

a I bid .. p. 16 . 
. , pp, 18, 19. 
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write~, relativists in describing concentration camps would not 1 
penmttcd to SJJcak of "cruelty" because this includes -. \'"Itt'' 1·l1 1 )C 

. · '' ·• ... l gmcnt; 
they could merely descnbe the acts actually committed in a f - . I 

( 1 . 1 b I , at:tU.l 
manner w 11c 1 y t 1e way might b~ much more graphic than speakin 
of _cruelty, A.B.). Nor would histonans be permitted to speak of " g 
rallt , " I' . , " , " . 'I' . , n1o-y, re tgwn, art, or CIVI tzatwn, when interpreting the 
thoughts of peoples or tribes that are unaware of such notions . , 
tl , l'ff l f " . , . - or usc H::m c 1 crent y, or ? prostitutes, or "q)!gones." ' Wittily he enu-
merates many va1ue-lmpregnated expressions Weber used in h' . . ' l j IS 0\\ n 
]ustonca papers, sue 1 as "grand figures," "laxity " "absol t ,l . . , ". . , " ' u e y un-
arti~tic, m~,e~wus, crude and abstruse notions," and "impressive 
ach1evemcnt. 

These illustrations only go to show that Weber's own interpretation 
of his methodology was very different from Strauss'. No scientific rel­
ativist would condemn words like cruelty, civilization, prostitution 0 . , r, 
for that matter, cnme or slums, wherever they ar~ used within a clear 
frame of reference as descriptive in accon.lance wt~h known standards, 
as long as these standards are not themselve~ at _rssue. vVhenever the 
latter is the case, then indeed, according to SCientific Value Relativism 
is it scientifically not correct to continue using one's own st::mdards a~ 
though their absolute validity had been proven. Then the scientist must 
first analyze meaning and implications of the different standards within 
the possibilities of scicnce-possibili~ies _that, as ~ve !lave seen, are by 
no means so limited as to exclude sCientific contnbuuons. 

Others have pointed to the fact that even scienti~c rel_ativis~s acknow l­
edge the value of truth, which is presupposed m _sCience. We shall 
see in Chapters x and xr that the value of truth has mdced an absolute 
or at least invariant, character. But there would b~ .no inconsistenc; 
even if this were not so. For Scientific Value Relat1v1sm leaves us en­
tirely free to define science as that human activity which follows the 
truth wherever it may lead and, therefore, to exclude work that does 
not follow truth from being classified as sc~ence un~kr this definition. 
There would be many reasons, both utilitanan _al:d ~deal, grounded 011 

actual human desires, for establishing such a_ dlsctphne. The judgment 
that something is true or false is no v~lue JUdgment. 10 Furthermor 
when scientific relativists confess to their personal recognition of t el, rut1 

1 Strauss, op.cit., PP· 52 ff., 59· 
8 Ibid., p. 55· . ~ . · . 1 
0 This point has been made, in a slightly dthcrent context, a ' 0 by John D 

section. cwcy, St'c: next 

10 So rightly Kdsen, IV lwt Is fwtice? P· 35 I. 
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as a high value, and within science the highest one, this is only a char­
acteristic illustration of the fact that they deny neither the scholar's 
right to choose his own evaluations, provided he announces them, nor 
the potentiality of a valid hierarchy of values within which truth holt\s a 

high place. A fourth misunderstanding equates Scientific Value Relativism with 
an extreme type of historical relativism, as when rdativists arc said 
to teach that the question of what is morally good or morally evil "has 
no meaning except in reference to the moral value system o[ a given 
society," and that, if two societies clash "one can only wait to sec which 
of the two will prevail." 11 Actually, this has little to do with Scientific 
Value Relativism. The relativists of whom we are speaking in this book 
w_ould not say that the question of good and evil has only the meaning 
?1ven it by a particular society, but merely that its absolute meaning, 
1£ any, is beyond scientific determination. They would insist that the 
scholar is not compelled to apply the historically given value system; 
he ~ay try to be neutral, or take his standards from accepted present­
day Ideas or from his own preferences or moral convictions, provided 
t~at in every case he declares what his stan~ards arc. He may criticize 
histori~al value judgments freely by exposmg their origin, their op­
portunism, their implications and conse_quences. Least o£ all would 
they admit that survival in a clash determmes the rank o£ values. When 
~e defeated society is said to have suff~~ed defeat as a consequence o£ 
Its value system the truth of this propo~luon may be examined scientifi­
cally; but the answer would not deCide on the value o£ that system 
except in relation to success or defeat. Furthermore, the outcome of 
the clash may have had consequences ot~er than those which meet 
the_ eye-good ones for the defeated society' bad ones for the vic­
:onous one, in terms of standards chosen by the observer, or acknowl-

dged by both parties to the discussion. This pomt of view is, o£ course, 
much more difficult to refute than the one presented in the above 

quotation. 

2. Methodological Differences. between Facts 
and Values Demed 

John D f . srna\l ewey and Felil< l(au mann are pr?tagomsts of a relatively 
number o£ scholars who deny that Scientific Method is unable 

11K N Urt von F · 1 d · d paper "R I · · A.nshen ntz in his otherwise sp e_n 1 e at1ve and Absolute Values" in Ruth 
also leo S (ed.) Moral Principles of Action, New York 1 95 2 , PP· 94-121 • On historicism sec 

trauss · , op.c1t. pp. 9 f{. 



2. 1'.·/LUES NEED NO DIFFERENT METHOD 

to establish. the .v.alidity of value judgments. They hold that physical 
and moral mqumcs can be successfully conducted accordina to identi­
cal principles. They do so, however, for different reasons. t:> 

. To understand Dewey's argument we must first turn to his rejec­
tiOn of the idea of "ultimate'.' values. He can see no valid reason for 
tl~e assumption that thcr.e necessarily m.ust be one highest good, or one 
hierarchy of values, wluch we must either divulge through scientific 
procedure or, if we cannot, must choose according to our individual 
preferences. There is neither a practical possibility nor a theoretical 
need for such abstract constructions, he insists (sec my own remarks 
on this question, Chapter III, Sections 2 and 3). Instead, he stresses 
the concrete situation in which we decide on values. This situation 
is always unique and it has, he claims, a "morally ultimate character." x 

In order to find our way in a concrete situation, all so-called principles 
standards, criteria, and generalizations are merely "procedurai 
means";!:! they are no more than "intellectual instruments" in our in­
quiry.3 We should abandon the presupposition of ?ne highest good 
or end in favor of the belief in a "plurality of changmg, moving, indi­
vidualized goods and ends." 4 He rejects the idea that in the event of 
a moral conflict there is any predetermined hierarchy. "Action is al­
ways specific, concrete, individualized, unique, and consequently judg­
ments ... must be similarly specific.":; 

Hence, according to Dewey, in value j~dg~ents j~st as in judgments 
on physical questions it is the specific s~tuatwn wluch. determines the 
general principles, not vice versa. In tlus .respect. P.hysi~al and ethical 
laws are alike. In both fields a selective activity lS required as 
to what general laws should be tentative~y adop.ted. There is no dual­
ism of methods here. This first analogy 1s ~uph:ated by a second, he 
says, namely, that moral factors rule physKal Judgmen~~ .as well as 
moral ones because the former presuppose at least the smcere aim 
to judge tr~ly." For this reason a11y scienti~c judgm~nt is, in ultimate 
analysis always a moral judgment.6 While concedmg that physical 
and m~ral judgments are otherwise different to some extent, he in-

. · P' '/ 1. nlarged ed. Boston 1948 6 1 John Dewey, Rt!comtmctrorl m tll osop 1y, e ' • p. I 3 (ch. vn). 
Logic, op.cit. pp. I 72 ff. 

• Logic, PP· I 73-74; italics in the original. 1 6 
~ Reconstmction, /oc.cit., and Problems of Men, New York 94 • pp. 211 ff. 
• Reconstruction, P· I 6z . 
• Ibid., p. I 67. bl ' . 
o Problems of !lfcn, p. 228. This point is debata e: as we sa\\ In the prcccllin . 

cause the exclusion o£ untruthful statements from. science c~~ be explained withgo:~Cllon, be-
l. b. reemcnt on the mcamng (ddimtwn) of SCience. Sec also Ch reference to mora 1ty } ag aptcr . 

X!, below. 
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sists that these differences are logical, not moral, in character. What is 
different is only the "conditions" of the judging activity, and these 
differences can be objectively determined.7 

On this basis Dewey sees no reason for relativistic abstinence from 
scientific judgments when the question is that of finding the most 
"valuable" action in the unique concrete situation. He thinks the 
decision can be put up to intelligence here quite as well as in any 
other question of science. Any other view would mean to surrender 
ethics to authority.8 Nor need we rely on subjective preferences, he 
holds. Preferences are only the "raw material" for value judgments, 
and not themselves such judgments. We can find out by experimenta­
tion the consequences of values and then follow those values which 
have been found superior on the basis of this examination. 

Much of this is entirely compatible with Scientific Value Relativism 
as described in this book. Indeed, it is fundamentally no more than a 
point~d statement of its basic ideas when ~ew:y emphasizes the great 
contnbution science can make by the cxammat10n of consequences: 

Th~ only way of ... resolving the do~bts t~at have arisen, is to 
review the existential consequences which Will probably occur if 
esteem, admiration, enjoyment are engaged in. · · · There is no 
way to estimate their probable. consequence~ save in terms of what 
has happened in similar cases m the past, either one's personal past 
or in the recorded experience of others. "11 • • We have to investigate 
connections-usually that of cause-effect. 

The difference begins wher: De:'ey argues tha.t the examination of 
consequences makes a scienttfic JUdgmen~ possible as to which of 
sev~ral competing values is higher. Here he Is defini:ely .wrong. Clarifi­
catlOn of consequences merely P.ostpones the ~o~sCienttfic choice, and 
sometimes makes it easier, but ~~ does. not ehmmate the need for it. 
If I have found out that a cert~m a~tlOn will impair my health, but 
add to my wealth or that it willtmpa~r both, but be useful to my child, 
~y friend, my c~untry, or to ~uman~ty, I have still to .choose accord-
ng to which v 1 I do constdcr htgher, andjor whtch I ought to 
con "d . a ue 1 . £ . . w~l er hlgher. When a genera at. war Is aced wtth a situation in 

ch an attack he contemplates wlll save the lives of a number of 
7 Ibid. 
eT .. p. 233. 

hts is y's The Qu t f tion of 1( one:: of the:: theme ~ongs of Dewc: . es or Certainty; a Study of the Rda· 
• Lo . now/edge t A . N w York 19 29, cspectally pp. 40 ff. 

gzc, p o ctwn, e C t inty . 
Its Prob[ · 173. See also The o11nt for era · pp. 1 29, 258, 265, 2rJB ami The Pub/i,· and 

ems N · 6 
' cw York 1927, Chicago 194 · 
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his soldiers hut drstrov ::1 vcncrabk monument like '·f . C · . I ' iv on It ~:!.~sino 
lll Ita y, hr must, ::tftcr ::til the consrqucnccs ·11-c clc:1r to 1 · 'II 
decide which is the higher nlue. Even if he, know~ ,,.J1.1t 

11
·
111

' stJ 
1 bl . · • IS more 

va ua e to !11m-he may not care for cuitur:1l values btJt 
d I . . • n1ay C::trc 

eep y about Ius sold1ers, or he may be a fanatic lover of 1 I 
I . . • cu tura 

va ucs but callous as to hves-the questiOn remains whether 11, ' 
t f 1 · l'ff c ougnt 
o pre -cr somet ung L 1 erent from what he docs !)refer a11 I 

f , . · , • L no argu-
ment o Dewey s rchcvcs him or his superiors of this reSJ)O 1 'b'l~ . 
WI . II 1 . f . . I Sl I It). 

1<.:11 a t 1e 111 ormatwn science can 1)roduce rcg·1rd1' 11 rr tl 
f . . • b 1c conse-

qurncrs o our acts IS 111, and let us assume that it is actu..,li f 
l . . • ·• Y per ect 

and camp ete, there still rem::tm those two different questions. Wl 
· · f 1 . . 1at, 
m v1e~ o tf1e consequences, do I des1re? and, How ought I to act ir-
respective o my own desires? Even when sure about what I desire I 
do not know on that account alone what is desirable from the ethi- 1 

f . l ca 
point o \'lew, un ess I choose to accept pbin hedonism as the onl, 
relevant guide _( ~ee Ch::tpter xu). No intellectu::tl sleight of h::tnd e;u~ 
eliminate the dlfiercnce, fundamentally acknowledged by Dcwey,tu in 
the meaning of "desired'' and (ethically) "desirable," i.e., between 
what is desired and what ought to be desired. The answer to the latter 
question, unless looked for in revealed commandments of the deity or 
in orders given by earthly authorities, depends on a human decision, a 

choice among competing ideas.11 

The argument that scientific abstinence means surrender to some 
authority is impressive, but does not make science .fit to do what it is 
unable to do qua science. It is a misplaced argument. It should be used 
in the debate on the form of government, not on the methods of 
science. It is indeed one of the strongest g~ounds in favor of d_emocracy, 
as a form of government where the ch01ce between competmg values 
is not surrendered irrevocably to some particular authority but ulti­
mately left to the people, at least in principle (see Chapters vrn, Section 

8, and x, Section 1). , 
Except for this methodological flaw, Dewey s total work presents 

strong support for the thesis of the present book that by clarifying the 
consequences of acts-and especially of any acts attempting to carry 

10 The Quest for Certainty, p. 260. . 

11 See my remarks on J. S. Mill, Chapter v, Sewon 7; further, Norton C \VI. 
Tlzottgllt in America: The Revolt agair1st Formalism, New ':ork .1949, p. 212 .• Si<.l~~t~, Social 
defense of Dewey in the paper, "The Desirable and Emotive m Dewey's Ethics .. }. Hook's 
Dewey p!Ji/osopl1y of Science and of Freedom, New York 1950, pp. 194 ff. f .1 · • In /o/11/ 
above ~riticism. J am indebted to Mr. Philip A. Slaner, who drew my 'atta1 5

. to meet the 
· I · h h k D v y' · cnt1un references in 3 graduate term paper m w HC e too· e\ e s VIew. to the~e 
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through value judgments-science can contribute so much to the 
making and to the criticism of value judgments that it would be absurd 
to speak of value judgments being taboo for science or of all values 
being equal to science. However, when value judgments remain dif­
ferent after full consideration of the consequmccs, Scientific Method 
leads to no decision; it only sharpens the antithesis. This must be fully 
understood before it is possible to continue with a fruitful discussion 
of the remaining problems. 

Another abortive attempt to deny the need for a methodological 
dualism has been made by Felix Kaufmann in his Mctlzodology of the 
Social Sciences. 12 Kaufmann rightly points out that whethn we dis­
cuss values or facts two questions must always be distinguished: first, 
whether our specific judgment in the case at hand accords with the 
general proposition from which it is derived, and second, whether that 
general proposition is accurate. He claims that the two questions re­
quire no difference in method when examined for facts or for values. 
Regarding the first question he is right. All specific value judgments 
must and can indeed be checked as to their compatibility with the 
general value judgments from which they are deduced, exactly as any 
specific application of a general factual law must and can be checked 
as to its accord with the latter. The contention that the particular action 
a is valuable because it is "moral" can and must be checked for its 
consistency with the underlyi_n~ general p~oposition regarding what 
is moral. To this extent there IS mdeed no difference in procedure. 

Kaufmann was wrong, however, when ~e denied any methodologi­
cal difference regarding the sec~n.d questiOn also, that of examining 
the validity of the general proposition. Here h~ _argued that in physical 
science too the validity of tJ:e general p~opos1t10n always rests on ac­
ceptance by the scientist. It IS true, as discussed in Chapters 1 and n, 
that in physics the question whethe.r an alleged general law of a factual 
character can be considered. vahd depends on its acceptance by 
scientists, since all generalizatiOn~ rest on hypotheses, and the process 
o£ checking, theoreticall~ speakmg, never end~. In the same way, 
~au£rnann says, the validity of a general value JUdgment depends on 
~~ rnore ~r less general ac~epta~ce and can always ~e c~a~lenged. This 

f alogy Ignores the decisive difference that the sCientists acceptance 
o. empirical laws of a factual character is based on factual observa-
tions wh·l f ltim t I · d to b' 1 e his acceptance o . u a e va ue JU gments would have 

u e based on a generalizatiOn, not of factual occurrences, but of 
Op.cit p 8 6. 

., p, 128-38, 199-:zu, and P· :Z3 ' no. 3 
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opini01:s, and in the typical case, of conflicting opinions (see Chapt 
v, ~e~tion 2). The difference will always appear, therefore, when tl~~ 
~altdity of the general proposition to which the scientist refers is ques­
tiOned. When the general proposition is factual, or a theory to explain 
facts, we can then turn to a discussion of its accordance with all known 
facts. When the general proposition is a value judgment, however we 
cannot proceed this way; we must apply some quite different rnetlwd 
be it reference to ever higher principles, such as utility, obedience t~ 
God's will, or equality, and if they too are questioned, to intuition or 
some other final criterion, or we must give up scientific decision. 

The problem is obscured by Kaufmann's peculiar use of the term 
value judgment. To him ~ value judgment is the analytic judgment 
on whetl1er or not a speofic case falls under a general value whose 
validity is accepted or assumed. But the scientific debate that has been 
going on for fifty years h~s. understood by value judgments pr~maril y 
the judgment on the vahdny of the general value from wh1ch the 
specific value judgment is deduced. 13 

The real problem is bypassed unless we recognize .the remaining dif­
ference between inquiries into physical facts and ~nto moral values. 
The particular case of universally accepted value JUdgments will be 

discussed in Chapters IX and x. 

3· Differences Not Denied, but the Concept of Science 
Broadened to bJclude Value Judgments 

Since we must ultimately choose our highest values according to 
nonscientific criteria, why not choose the Bible ~~ ~e va~ues there 
sanctified? Faith, supplemented but not replacea e Y science, can 
give us certainty of values. Do enter, then? St. Th_omas, and repeat 
in twentieth-century terms the consummatiOn ° .the greatest union 
ever effected in the history of thought: the o:-arrtliage between faith 

W . h · dest m 1e realm of v 1 and reason. It science now become mo . f . a ues, 
the door is wide open for faith, wider wan 1~ ~~r centunes. 

So it could be argued, and quite emphauc.aff Y evenbby scientific 
. . h . · t nt d1 erence etwe relativists. But t ere remams one 1mpor a . h en such 

ideas in the iliirteenth century and in the rwer;-ttet · . St. Thomas re-
garded what he offered as real science, for .sCle~ce .1n the Thomist 
sense included supra-empirical and supra-ranona kinds of wisdom 
Contemporary Scientific Method, grounded on an altered con · cept 

.., See, for example, Felix E. Oppenheim, "The Natural Law Theory," American p z· . 
Sci~nc~ R~vi~w, vol. 51 (1957) p. 42. 0 JtJcal 
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of science, cannot follow him there. The Neo-Thomists urge us to re­
turn to the scholastic concept of science. Leading among them has 
become the French philosopher, Jacques Maritain. We should realize, 
he demands, "what misery it is for the mind to reduce science to the 
type of empiro-logical science, i.e., the physico-mathematical sciences 
and the sciences of phenomena." There "must" be such a nonempirical 
science, he exclaims, some knowleJge in which the intellect is "on the 
inside." The intellect "sees." Metaphysics, wrongly ousted from science 
by Scientific Method, is science in this ampler sense, he insists. He 
speaks of the "mystery of abstract intuition," which he says makes 
the metaphysician and which Kant did not have, but St. Thomas did. 
Even between physics and metaphysics there is room for science; there 
is a "philosophy of nature" which, without entering into metaphysics, 
at least reaches Being itself, beyond the mere realm of phenomena. 1 

This call for a reinclusion of metaphysics, or at least of ontology 
(see above, Chapter I, Section s), in science has been echoed by all 
those who are generally grouped together under the name of Neo­
Thomists. It is raised also by non-Catholic scholars who would other­
wise disclaim affinity to Thomism. Thus, Eric Voegclin, not a Thomist, 
in his militant book The New Science. of Politics (Chicago 1952), 
combats the restriction of the term "sCience" to the application of 
Scientific Method. He calls for a "restoration" of political science, and 
for its "retheorization," through ~ revival ?f .the attempts made by the 
Greek philosophers and the medieval Chnstlan scholars to provide an 
ontological description of the order of values, "the theoretical orienta­
tion of man in his world, the great instrument for man's under­
standing of his own position in the universe." This aim, of course, 
cannot be reached by Scientific Method. But method should never be 
allowed to decide on relevance, V oegelin writes; whether a method 
is good or bad can be seen only from the results, retrospectively. There­
fore, we should free ourselve~ from the positivistic approach. He 
states almost jubilantly that this movement today is spreading "at a 
breat;hless speed," although it is "practically unknown to the general 
pubhc." 

S.irnilar objections have been raised within other branches of the 
SOCial . 1 1 h' 
Al£ sciences. In the field of cu tura Istory, Max Weber's brother 
0 red, sociologist in Heidelberg, became their forceful spokesman. 
~ Y four years younger than Max he survived him by thirty-eight, 

These: quotaf · · S h I · · 
Marita" h IOns arc: from Jacquc:s Mantam, c o astzciSm and Politzcs, Nc:w York 19 0 

Ill as rep · f h 4 · and Fr ch c:atc:d his views in an imprc:sstvc: array o at c:r books and articles in English 
Section eo • ~c:e C:Spc:cially, The Rights of Man and Natural Law, cited bc:low, Chapter vm 

4• an Man t~nd the State, Chicago 195 1• ' 
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con~nuing a~ a vigorously active member of the profession almost 
t~ his de~th m ~ay .1958, a few weeks before he would have been 
nmety. Hts contnbutwns to the concept and the history of h 
cult d" . S . uman ure a.rc tscussed m Chapter vm, ectwn 13, below; present re-
marks will be limited to the basic methodological issue. 

Alfred Weber considers it necessary, at least in cultural questi 
to ren t1 . . " . "fi d" . ons, . . ounce 1at mststence on sctenti c tgmty" ( wissenschaftl' ;, 
Dtgmtat) for which his brother had called. He refuses to strive i~c ~~ 
cases for a demonstrability which is "unconditionally compel I" a, 
(tmbcdingt aufzwingbar). In historical researcl1 and espec1• 11m? . . ' a y In 
overall mtcrpretatwns ( Gesamtdeuttmgen ), he would be satisfied with 
some "tolerable degree of evidence" (leidliche Evidenz), although f 
certain basic data, including the structure of society and the sta;r 
attained in the process of civilization, he too would insist on ex:ac~ 
demonstration. In this context, he explicitly ~roclaims that ( 1 ) "in­
tuition" is an ultimate soutce of reference (ern .Letztes) to him, al­
though its results must, of course, be checked and Improved by analysis 
and synopsis; and ( 2) that, at least in the cultu~al sphere, all scientific 
activity is "entirely tied to values" ( vollstandtge Wertgebundenheit 
wissemchaftliclzen Handelns).'2 Along these .r~o lines his criticism 
runs parallel to that raised by scholars like Mantam and Voegelin. 

In dealing with such objections four questions, ?enera~ly con­
founded, must be clearly distinguished: first, the termmologtcal pro-

. · f the term " · • test against the monopolistic appropnatton ° . S~Ience ' for 
one particular method; second, the protest agam~t the. disregard of 
metaphysical or otherwise nonempirical ~s?ects of h~e; third, the claim 
that truth can be found through intUition, and m many relevant 
questions can be found only in this man~er; .a?d fourth, the claim 
that the truth of propositions based on mtmtlo~l~a~ be intersub­
jectively demonstrated in some cases, or that mtersubjective 
demonstrability is irrelevant. I shall address myself to these four points 
successively. 

(a) TERMINOLOGICAL PROTEST 

To the extent that the criticism is merely a _Protest against the 
propriation of the term "science" for ?ne par~cular method the ap­
troversy may have a considerable practical bearrng on the ground cthon­

at 
1 For the foregoing see Alfred Weber, Prinzipien d~ Geschichts- und /( .. 11 · f t' I fi .. llrs · Miinchen 1951, PP· 107--9~ this pan being a repnnt rom an ar tc e rst published ~Zio/ogie, 

zur Staats- und KultursozJOiogze, Karlsruhe 1930. lQ ldeen 
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· with the term but little theoretical significance, 
gbreat prestige goes e words as we 'choose, provided we explain what ecause we may us . 

b th Should we choose to broaden the meamng of we mean y em. 
" · " to 1"nclude personal knowledge, alleged or real, that science so as . 
cannot be intersubjectively transmitted in conclusive forms to others, 
then, as discussed in Chapter II, Section 7, we need another term to 
distinguish intersubjectivcly transmissible knowledge from that which 
is not so transmissible (see below, at e). 

(b) NEGLECT OF METAPHYSICS 

As far as the objections are directed against the neglect of meta­
physical and otherwise nonempirical questions in present-day scientific 
research, they do indeed hit a weak spot. But this weakness is one in 
the personal attitude of social scientists rather than in the basic tenets 
of Scientific Method and Scientific Value Relativism, which in no way 
f?rbid a scientist to engage in speculations about metaphysical ques­
tions, least of all when carried through with the full use of all scientific 
data available, but only insist that he should make it clear that what 
he then offers are mere speculations or hypotheses. 

It is true that scientific relativists, including Max Weber, have gen­
erally abstained from this type of speculative writing. With few ex­
c_eptions,3 they chose to withdraw completely into fields that could be 
tilled with empirico-logical tools, and by such abstention gave food to 
~he absurd and quite unrelativi~tic idea that what cannot be proved 
In the exact sense is either not existent or not relevant. Their abstention 
is humanly explainable by the fac~ ~hat the_y were engaged in a bitter 
fight against the customary uncntlcal fusmn of empirico-logical re­
search and mere speculations. But actually it has led to the neglect of 
~ Very important field of ?ur~an concern. !here wa~ no necessity for 
It. Why should only nonscientists have the nght to sat1sfy the legitimate 
demand of the human mind for metaphysical reflections? It is, on the 
contr~ry, highly desirable, I hold, that great scholars occasionally en­
gage tn such work because they alone are able to use all scientific re-
sourc ' I" b t bl" h ~sand to draw the me e ween esta Is ed knowledge and mere surmise h 

The s or ypotheses. . . 
tion call of the Neo-Thomtsts_for a rev1val of metaphysical specula­

• ' or as Voegelin has styled It for a "new craftsmanship of meta-
See, for I . T' 

(no d~t example Radbruch's fine ana ys1s, neodor Fontane oder S'·epsis und Gla l L . · 
I q e, p b · ' ·k w If' '\ II 'e, e1pZ1g 
ntroduct" u hshed about 1946) and En ° s comment on Radbruch's religious "d · th ( ton 1 , "/ 11 · 1 cas m e 19s8) P to the 4th ed. of Recrztspm osop ue, pp. 65 ff., and in Natural Law Fo 1 

XI P. 1 fi fu h M I , The p . f rum, vo. 3 
11, below. .; rt ermore, ac ver s m·swt o Happiness, to be discussed in Chapter 
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physical speculation" (note that even he uses the term "sp 1 · , 
here t " · "4) l£r d ecu atwn ' no science and A e Weber's insistence that 1 I 
should attempt to achieve an overall interpretation of cultural s~ ~0 ars 
although that could not be done through empirico-logical ~to~y 
alon~-th~se and similar appeals 5 are, therefore, not necess~\ 10. s 
conflict wah Scientific Method and Scientific Value Relativism n h m 
understood. Whether we name such speculations and interp ats . ere 
" . " . 1 . II . re atwns sCience Is t 1eoretica y ummportant. 

(C) INTUITION, A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE 

When the revolters insist that their hypotheses and inter · pretatiOns 
are no mere hypotheses or propositions of faith or belief, but tr 
"knowledge," although based on "intuition" or "inward seeing" thue . . rncr 
than SCientific Method, we reach a third stage. To the contentio 
that. t!1ere i~ "intuitional knowledge" o~ fa~tors which are beyon~ 
em pmco-logiCal proof the answer of SCienufic Method is not th t 
there is no such knowledge, but merely that we cannot intersubjectivef 
prove it to be correct. Intuition, if understood as the sudden rise withi~ 
the human mind of an idea of plausible validity, or as the sudden 
grasping of interrelations and the like, far from being incompatible 
with Scientific Method, plays a tremendous role in preparing scientific 
research and giving it new direction in intermitte?t situations during 
its progress (see the remarks at the outset of this study, Chapter 1, 

Section I b). Nor can there be doubt that we do have knowledge of 
things we cannot prove. As I have said ( Chapt~r. n, Section 7), child­
hood remembrances no longer shared by any hvmg person constitute 
a melancholy illustration. "Study that house," says the Old Man in 
W. B. Yeats's Purgatory to his son: 

I think about its jokes and stories; 
I try to remember what the butler 
Said to a drunken gameskeeper 
In mid-October, but I cannot. 
If I cannot, none living call. . 
Where are the J. okes and the stones of a house, 

. ? 
Its threshold gone to patch a pig-sty· 

Many a defendant or witness in court has gone through the a 
of impotence to prove what he knew well. Should there be gony 
physical facts, then some or all of us may have obtained know~edta­

e ge 
'Voegelin, op.cit., p. 25. 
5 See Chapter vm, Section 5, on Northrop. 
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about them. People have at all times given testimony to their own 
conviction that they had such knowledge, and that they considered it 
as firmly established as any knowledge that had been verified in some 
intersubjectively conclusive manner. Reference to this type of knowl­
edge, however, is scientifically exposed to the old rejoinder that differ­
ent people confess to having difkrent intuitional knowledge and that it 
remains for us to say whether we can decide who is right. 

(d) INTERSUBJECTIVE TRANSMISSIBILITY OF I!'TCITIONAL KNOWLEDGE? 

Whenever such reference to intuition as the ultimate source of some 
particular knowledge is made, there arc two alternatives. There may be 
no claim that this know ledge is intcrsubjccti vel y transmissible qua 
knowledge to others or there may be such a claim. In the latter case 
this contention, if v~rified, would be an event of the utmost signifi~ 
can_ce; it would change the basis of twentieth-century theory in the 
soc1al sciences and deserve the name of a new revolution in science 
rather than that of a mere revolt. 

Unfortunately, the leaders of the revolt have been generally vague 
as to whether their challenge concerned only the other three points 
-terminology, neglect of metaphys~cal specula~ion, intuition as a 
so~:ce of true knowledge-or ~lso. thls fourth po~nt: a claim that in­
tunwnal knowledge is intersub)ecuvely transmissible qua knowledge. 

It is characteristic of the fluid limits the term "science" acquires when 
extended to intuitional know ledge . to see how Maritain begins his 
argument with attacks, always cert.ai~ to. be applauded, on positivism 
a_n? relativism (without a clear ?I.stmctiOn of Scientific Value Rela­
tiVIsm from other types of relatiVIsm); then_ graclually leads to the 
?en~ral concepts of natural la~ an? humamsm, which are at least 
1n hne with the prevailing feehng .111 t~e Western _worlcl; then pro­
ceeds to add Christianity, first a~ a ~Istoncal fact, wluch no one denies, 
but then also as part of our se1enufic_ knowleclge as to its revelations 
;~e.e next section); and finally ends, m _th: l~tter part of his Scholas­
:~zsm and Politics, by passing from C~ns_tlamty in general to the doc­
{~nes of the Catholic Church-all. this I~ the name not of religion 

t of science In th1·s process he falls to give an unambiguous answer 
to th . . .. 
It e question of intersubjecuve transmlsswn of intuitive knowledge. 

see f to " th · " the "Ills that he ultimately re ers , au onty, which he defines as 
auth a~th~ntic right to be _ob_eyed. But how_ can science tell which 
auth~r~ty Is authentic? Man tam a?s:vers that, .m. order to be authentic, 

tlty rnust be just. But what lS JUst? If tlus 1s to be determined by 
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"authority," we are faced with a circular argument. That justice and 
not numbers should govern is truly democratic, Maritain insists b 
cause the origin of the democratic sense is not the Rousseauist d' · e­" b estre 
. to o ey only oneself," but rather the desire to "obey only what 't · 

~us_t to obey." Granted; but then again, what, in a conflict of opin ·1 Is 
~s JUst? How can science decide among several claimants for au:~ns, 
tty? And with no scientific sanction available, what else but ~r~ 
~o~~acy, of so~e type or other, is the alternative to fighting it out ~r 
wvitmg despotism? Was it not this situation which led to th b 
1. 1 f d · e esta _ 
ts 1ment o emocrattc constitutions? 

As Maritain happens to be a friend of democracy, it does n t full 
. h' . . h 0 y appear m . 1~ wnttfngks w 1at vistas are opened P?litically if his concept 

of transmtsston o now edge through authonty is accepted. Th 
would be no limit ~hen t~ the reestablishment of .the. authoritarian r~~~ 
of any c~urch, wluch mtght become quite totahtanan as it has been 
at times m the past, dominating science and ~~ arts as well as the 
religious life; and all this with reference to "legtttmate authority'' ( se 
the quotation, Chapter vm, Section 8). Nor would non-religiou~ 
authoritarian rule be excluded.6 

Similar vagueness in point of transmissible knowledge is char-
acteristic of Voegelin's writings. That there is knowledge of meta­
physical truth he undoubtedly claims, as we have seen. But the ques­
tion to what extent this truth can be de~onstrate? to those who op­
pose it in good faith he treats rather cavalierly. Thts yro?lem does not 
interest him, it seems. As long as he does not claim mtersubjective 
transmissibility, so long, as shown above, is th~r~ no contradiction to 
Scientific Value Relativism. Any scientific ~elatlVISt may have convic­
tions about the existence of God based on hts own expenence, or about 
the superiority of some values over others, the same as ?as Voegelin; 
and will nevertheless confess that he sees n? way of mtersubjective 
demonstration to others who differ in good fatth. 

· · ld h · · td not abolish universal suff 
• Man tam, to be sure, wou ave httle of th1s. He wou . ties wh rage, whose 

"symbolic value" he recognizes. Nor would he suppress muluple p_ard ' d ose educational valu 
· 1 h ld d th rnment 1n epen ent of p r · e he appreciates. Sui , e wou render the state an e gave . d 0 lt.Jcal Part" 

h I f I d . dvisory capacity an to th "fi 1es. 
He would reduce t e ro e o e ecte assmbhes to an a . e rat.J catio f 
Proposals made "by higher authority," including proposals on appo~trnents. Final d..,..?-. 0 

· s concernm · ~~tst 
should lie with representative assemblies only "in certam case . g 10 a major on 
the life of the nation," which is likely to mean especially the question _of war (p. I I manner 
This scheme as such is a legitimate proposal, subject howeve~ 1~0 scu:ntific exami 5• .0 · I). 

all its consequences and risks. It lies open to criticism, especla Y on. b~half of d natton of 
tradition in the name of eternal vigilance. For, where would be the. hmtt of auth e:nocratic 
where would be the guarantee that men of Maritain's. st~ture wou~d. \~leld it? And w~nty, and 
authoritarian proposals stop at the relatively modest hm1ts of Man tam s proposals~ Y should 
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Most illuminating is the position taken by Alfred Weber. He refers 
to "consensus" on the significance of cultural factors and on the rever­
ence given to "the sublime, the beautiful, the holy, etc., no matter in 
what essence, content, or form they may appear." He speaks of the 
"miracle" that among the recipients of such things "consensus about 
their existence and quality is possible," which indicates, he suggests, 
that "underneath ( unterirdiscll) we arc all interconnected with one 
another." Sociological analysis here "hits upon facts of immanent tran­
scendence, which it has simply to take, leaving their interpretation to 
philosophical contemplation." 7 But he docs not claim that this con­
sensus is universal in character. The cultural historian, he says, "de­
mands recognition only from those who feel themselves to be tied to 
the same values" (die sich in gleiclzer Wertbezogenlzcit fiilzlcn).R He 
thinks that this is a far cry (liegt weit ab) from Max Weber's views, 
which led the latter to a "fully conscious attitude of everywhere pre­
ferring the rational in interpreting history." 

The two brothers have indeed pursued very different lines of ap­
proach. But while Alfred focused his attention on other aspects of his­
tory than Max had done, and re~used to _he neutral in his appraisal 
of cultural values as Max (sometimes) tned to be, Alfred's work is 
not in fundamental conflict with the theory of Scientific Value Rela­
tivism, which has room for both ncu~ral relativists and avowed parti­
sans. No verdict in that theory forbtds us to proclaim our belief in 
definite cultural values, and to examine _tl_1e role played by their recog­
nition in history. There would be a decisive methodological difference 
only if Alfred had insisted that his chosen values could be established 
as scientifically valid even in the face of contradictory opinions held 
by others in good faith. But that he does not seem to claim, since he 
demands recognition "only fro~ t~ose who feel themselves tied to 
the same values." No facet of Sctenttfic Value Relativism opposes him 
in this, nor in any attem~t to expl~re h?w ~ more g_eneral recognition 
of these values and thetr appro~tmat~on m practical life could be 
achieved. The whole methodologica~ dtfference between him and his 
brother might then boil down t? this':' that .~lfred is a "latent" and a 
"partisan" relativist, while Max IS an overt. and a "neutral" one (see 
on these differences above, Chapter III, Section 8). 

7 Op.cit., pp. 3 I, 32. This was first published in I 93 I ( G~schiclw- rmd Kulturso:::iologi~ 
als inner~ Struluurl~hr~ d~r G~sclzic!lu). 

8 Principl~s. p. Iog, reprinted from a I930 essay ("Idecn zur Staats- und Kultursoziologie"). 
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Certain remarks in Alfred Weber's writings, however, can be inter­
preted to mean that the superiority of cultural values, or of particular 
?ne~ among them, could be scientifically established in an intersub­
Jective manner. His reference to the miraculous character of the fact 
t~at a general consensus on the eminence of cultural values is pos­
SI~le and to the apparent "underneath" connection among all human 
bemgs points in this direction. Universal consensus would certain! y 
be a factor of great bearing on our problem, as we shall see in Chapter 
IX ff. But is there really a universal consensus as to the paramount valu: 
of cultural phe~om_ena in general and in particular ? Is the typical 
Euro~ean appr~Isal m cultural matter_s shared, for instance, by Ameri­
cans m the l! mted States_? ~s the typical Western appraisal shared by 
the commumsts, or by Asiatic peoples? Wherever there is a divergence 
of evaluations, are we there not scientifically thrown back from Alfred 
Weber to Max? Not that nothing would be left for science to do. The 
scientist can still examine the origins of contradictory evaluations and 
their consequences for the development of the human race, of an 
individual nation, or of the individual person. But. we. cannot simply 
point to our personal conviction as an adequate sctenttfic ground for 
our own evaluation, or to the consensus of our, alas not universal, 

friends. 
Contradictory evaluations, even concerning c~ltural elements, thus 

force the scientist to reconsider his own value Judgments on a truly 
scientific basis, or to confess frankly that he has no other basis than 
his own intuitional preference and that. of others he reveres, and that 
means, some type of religious faith. If ~t comes to that, I ~ladly con­
fess my consensus with Alfred Weber, without, however, seemg therein 
a methodological contradiction to Max. 

(e) CONCILIATION OF VIEWS 

A few words may be added here to my earlier recommendation 
that different names or symbols be used to deno~e the different mean­
ings which may be associated with the term sci_ence.9 ~dding Latin 
terms to the symbolic letters, I suggest the follo~mg baste distinctions 
which leave ample room for further subcategones: ' 

h · f r different kinds of k 
e The need for t e use of d1fferent names o . h £ 11 . now ledge ha 

times found direct or indirect expression, as, for example, m ~ .e 0 OWI?g remark by Ws some­
Hocking "If ethics and aesthetics founded on purpose and r' ol~e dare stll\ to be called ' . _Ernest 
they are of a different order from the sciences of nature o~n ~II on causality Which ~Ciences,' 
first right to the name" (Science and tlze Idea of God, Chape Hl 1 944, p. s). ave the 
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Knowledge, intersubjectively trans- S1 
missible qua knowledge 
Knowledge, considered such, but not S:.: 
intersubjectively transmissible qua 
knowledge 
Mere speculations, not claimecl to be S3 
knowledge 

Scic: ntia trans missibilis 

Scientia (sive vera sivc 
putativa) non transmis­
sibilis 
Scientia mere spt·crtla­
tiva 

In terms of this scheme, Scientific Methocl certainly supplies 
scientiam transmissibilem. This is true at least if one keeps in minJ 
(see Chapter I, Sections 5 and 7) that what is transferred arc only 
basic data (reports) and strictly analytical reasoning (as in mathe­
matics), not the "acceptance" of the correctness of the observations 
or of inductive inferences made from them. 

Should other methods evolve that are able to perform the same 
function, they too would have to be listed here; this line will be pur­
sued in Chapters IX and x, below. 

Private knowledge based on unverifiable observations-such as 
memories that have no confirming evidence in their favor, or philo­
sophical intuition whose certainty is claimed but cannot be intersub­
jectively passed on to others, or religious revelation considered certain 
-is scientia non transmissibilis. Without a good stock of it we could 
hardly live as human beings, because the stream of scientia trans­
missibilis runs dry in so many vita~ fields. We live by the individuality 
of our knowledge. It is quite poss1ble, as a rule, to communicate this 
private knowledge to others by ~arr~ti_ng it to them, and we are often 
driven to do so by an almost 1rreslst1ble urge. But this communica­
tion does not transmit ou~ ~wn (real or putative) knowledge as 
knowledge; transmission is hm1ted to the personal report, or "protocol," 
saying that we believe we have knowledge on such and such a basis 
(see Chapter I, Section 3)·10 

. Mere speculations, as for exa~ple ~bout the nature of GoJ or about 
hfe afte.r death, constitute no sCience m the sense of the two preceding 
categones, not even the second unless the author regards their results 

10 It . . . . h 
losoph' ~~ basically in line with this VICW w ~n Leo Strauss writes (op.cit., p. 12): "Phi· 
Whc:u::;n~ _rnc:ans .•• to ascend ~.rom ~.u~hc dog~a t~ c:ss~ntially private: knowledge." 
Wh h Is, however always an ascent IS a pctztzo prznnpu; this depends obv' I n c:t er the 1 . • 1 d · 1ous y o 
gr c a1rn to have correct know e ge 15 warranted. Shallow philosophers d <:at ones · . I h d , an even 
c:vc:rythin :n th~lr not infrequen~ dul er ours,_ ? . ~ot ascend, they descend. Moreover, not 
expand .g ? Philosophy is scicntta non transmzsszbzlzs. The efforts of modern philos h to 

Its I bo • 'bl 0 ( op y on H ntersu )ectivc:\y transmiSSI e portion see Introductory Section 5 and k 
Usserl Ch ld 0 • • remar s ' apter 1x, Section 8) shou not be Ignored, 
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~s revealed or intuitive. knowledge .. They supply "knowledge" only 
msofar as they (I) clanfy the meamng of the problems involved or 
(2) lead to greater clarity about potential alternatives of truth ~nd 
relative probabilities, as when a scholar speculates about the origin 
of the cosmos, about t~e structure of the atom, the nature of light etc. 
T~ey may influence the selection of problems and methods of in­
qmry in the pursuit of scientia trammissibilis, and may gain the stand­
ing of a scientific "working h_rpothesis" (.Chapter n, Section 6). They 
have, therefore, a tremendous Importance m the totality of the scientific 
process, although chiefly as auxiliary steps in our effort to gain knowl­
edge of the first grade. 

To speculate about things unknown is an activity so characteristic 
of human beings that it may be warranted to call it a necessity for 
them, as Kant rightly recognized (Chapter u, Section 5, above). yet 
it can hardly be denied that a distinction is necessary between scienti~ 
mere spemlativa and scientia pitts quam speculativa. 

4· Religious Truth Considered Scientifically 
Verifiable 

The writers mentioned in the preceding section did not base their 
objections to Scientific Method and Scientific Value R~l~tivism ex­
clusively or primarily on religious grounds. Although rehg10n played 
a considerable role in at least Maritain's argu~ents, the _protest of this 
group is a broader one; it is fund~mentally dire.cted_ ag_amst ';,~at they 
call the arbitrary restrictions of sCience by keepmg It tied to JUst one 

method." . · 1 · · 
Turning now to religious references m partlcu ar, It Is generally 

recognized that Scientific Method is unable to present proof for God's 
existence (see Chapters n, Section I, and x_m) · Those w~o continue 
to consider God's existence scientifically venfiable, a_s ~at Is generally 
done in official or approved pronouncements Withm. the Roman 
Catholic Church on this subject, can. do s_o only by usmg the term 
"science" in a broad sense, which a~mi~s evt~en.ce of a ~Ype that, how­
ever convincing it may appear subJectively, ts mter~ubJ.ectively inco -
elusive-that is to say, evidence of the Sz category, S~lentla sive ve .n 
putativa, sed non trammissibilis. But eve~, ~eol?gi:ns have mo;: szve 
more refrained from .atte~pts to offer . sctentific' proof for G~n? 
reality focusing attentiOn mstead on the mner expenences th d s 
men t~ choose God. On the Protestant side, Professor Paul Till_athcau~e 

lc bu1lt 
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his great and constructive Systematic T lzeology 1 on scientifically un­
assailable ground by explicitly "presupposing" or "assuming" the reality 
of God as the necessary basis of any theology, without attempting 
scientific verification. 

I am not going to continue this discussion here in general terms. 
Instead I shall review a recent proposal to include Christianity among 
the scientifically verified truths on the ground that it explains the facts 
of human nature and existence better than any other theory, and that 
its fruits, i.e., its consequences, testify to its truth. Professor John Hallo­
well of Duke University, reputed political scientist, argued in this way 
at a round table on the topic "Beyond Relativism in Political Theory," 
held at the 1946 annual meeting of the American Political Science 
Association? Before turning to the question of values, he said, one must 
answer one prior question, namely: What is the nature and destiny 
?f man? He related the answer given by Christianity in the follow­
Ing manner: 

Christianity regards man as a rational creature, but does not over­
l~ok the fact that his ability to reason is warped by sin (i.e., pride in 
~Is own self-sufficiency). Endowed by his Creator with reason, man 
I~ capable of distinguishing good from bad, justice from injus­
tice . . . . 

It is through reason as a supernatural faculty that truth is dis­
covered and reality revealed. By enabling us to distinguish good 
from · 1' bl 'd · evil, reason is the most re ta .e gm e to act10n. We must re-
capture our belief in man as a rational creature, and Christianity 
enables us to do so. 

B · · . t h h Ut at the same time Chnsttamty eac es us t at man (human 
natu ' h 

re) is warped by sin. It teac es us to approach the problems 
of P 1' · h f " · h ? ltical and social order, t ere ore, not Wlt a broken and dis-
c~edned intellect" but with a "broken and contrite heart." It recog-
nizes h ' h . f 

t e evil in the world as t e pervers10n o human will and 
Urges b · h · '11 · G , men to repent and to nng t etr Wl Into conformity with 

od sWill. 
Only· 1' h · f b In this way can men rea tze t e1r reedom. For freedom can 

e Prese d 1 b 1' k' alt rved and perpetuate on Y Y m mg our capacity to choose 
ernaf · · h th f 1 · · end I'Ve modes of behavwr wlt e acu ty wtth whtch we were 

1 Owed by our Creator, reason. · · . Freedom is rational choice. 
PauJ ...... 

~ s llllich s ch· 
~~ Illy ' Ystematic T hcology, vol. I, 1cago I 951, vol. 2, I 957. 

repo · · R · I 
rt In American Political Scu:nce evu:w, vo · 4I (1947) pp. 470-88. 
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Thus far there is no difference between Dr. Hallowell's ideas and 
what many scientific relativists would affirm as their personal belief 
But while ~he latt~r \~ould say that the truth of what they believ~ 
cannot be mtersubJect.Ively demonstrated, Hallowell claimed that it 
could. Said he: 

The ~roof o~ Christianity is its correspondence to reality, i.e., the fact 
that It explams more adequately than any rival religion or philoso­
phy all the ~acts o.f hu~an nature and experience. In a sense, its 
truth.fulness IS d~nved, m part at least, from the inadequacy of 
all nval explanat~ons of life. In another sense, its truthfulness is 
demonstrated by Its practical fruits, i.e., that it does enable men to 
live serene and happy lives. It enables us to live in the present with­
out either complacent optimism or helpless despair. 

Thoughts like these may well have played a decisive role in con­
verting or reconverting many men and women ~o religion in gen­
eral, and to the Judaeo-Christian religion in particular. But there is 
still a gulf that separates them from an intersuSjectively conclusive 
scientific proof. Religious belief always leaves room for scientific doubt 
though not for scientific refutation. It leaves room for such doubt als~ 
in the believer's own mind, who has constantly to sustain his faith 
against the lack of scientific proof (see Chapter XIII)· 

Intersubjective demonstrability seems to fail us even when we do 
not go so far as to seek it for Christianity, .or for the reality of God, 
but limit ourselves to some such contention as that presented by 
W. Ernest Hocking that every human bein~ feels~ "~osmic demand" 
reaching him.3 Suppose it were indeed possible scien.tlfic.ally to verify 
that some demand to be good is felt by everyone, this stil.l would not 
prove, in an intersubjectively conclusive manner, tl~at Its origin is 
"cosmic." It may be interpreted as coming from. socie~y rather than 
from heaven, in other words (if a pun b:, per~It~ed 1~ this serious 
question) that it is "cosmetic" rather than cosmic. Society demands 
of us that we put on some ethical rouge, or else-

No less a man than Oliver Wendell Holmes can be called upon as 
a witness for this ambivalence of the nature of the moral demand 
feel. He acknowledged that some rudimentary elements in our fam·;e 
institutions may be necessary in any civilized .society ("that 1 lar 
seem to us civilized"). But he hesitated to see m such awarenwould 
"Ought of natural law," finding in it rather the recognition of ess an 

. . a neces-
• W. E. Hocking, Se~ence and the Idea of God, Chapel Hill 1944• pp. 47, 49. 
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sary concession to others to be made by him who wishes to live with 
others. He could not even discover an a priori "duty" to live with 
others: 

I see no a priori duty to live with others ... but simply a statement 
of what I must do if I wish to remain alive. If I do live with others 
they tell me that I must do and abstain from doing various things 
or they will put the screws on me. I believe they will, and being of 
the same mind as to their conduct I not only accept the rules but 
come in time to accept them with sympathy and emotional affirma­
tion and begin to talk about duties and rights.4 

This amounts to saying that what by some is praised as a cosmic 
demand is felt by others as a mere cosmetic demand. 

My own personal convictions are of no scientific importance beyond 
their worth as one individual report. They are basically in line with 
those of Hocking and Hallowell. Yet if in a scientific discussion of 
th~se questions someone should raise Holmes' objections in good 
fai.th, and state that God's reality appears unlikely to him, I must ad­
~It t~at my opposite conviction is u~timate~~ based not. on transmis­
sible Items of knowledge alone, but m add1t10n ?n subJective experi­
ences, which I can relate but which can be plausible only to one who 
has ha? similar experi~nces, and conseque~tly generally plausible 
on.Iy With regard to elements that are expenen~ed by every human 
bemg. The quest;on whether there are such. umversally experienced 
elements and what they are will be taken up m Chapter xx and x. 

5. Objectivity of Values Co11tended 

Others emphasize what they call the ·:objective" character of values. 
They generally start with assailing the Idea that every moral value is 
the mere reflection of some duty, of some Ought, of some norm. Moral 
v~lues, the Germ h'losopher Max Scheler (1874-1928) said give 

1se t an P 1 Th d " · " 1 ' r . 0 moral duties not vice versa. .ey o extst, t 1ey can be "per-
ceived" h ' f 11 · 1 · ; t ey are "£ lt, 1 The o owmg typ1ca quotat10ns from an-
other G e · · 1 · H erxnan h'l her N1co a1 artmann (1882-1951) fore-
most re P 1 osop ' 1 f tl h b '11 ' 
V 1 Presentative £ this schoo o 1oug t, est 1 ustrate the point. 

a ues h o . " d b . ... d ' e Wrote "h e self-existence an su stst m ependently of 
• or ' av 
1 M~:c:rScWendel! Holmes "Natural Law,"' _Han•arr/ Law Rc_r•icw, vul. 32 (1918) p. 40· 

in "Jahrb hc:lc:r, Der F 't· in dcr Ethzk rmd dze mutcnrlle Wct"Utlllk, first published 
Uch fi.i orma zsm11s 1 · che F 1 1 

Jrd ed, in r Philosophic unu phano.nenoog~s . orscmng," vol. I am 2 (I9I3, Igt6); 
Form I" one Vol h d by Mana Scheler, Bern 195 4. Hereinafter · d as 

a 1Smzts. See ., 1926; 4t e ·• cue 
there, II, B, 2. 
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the consciousness of them." "Knowledge of values is genuine knowl­
edge of Being.":! "In this 'beholding' of them [values] the subject is 
purely receptive; he surrenders himself to them. He sees himself deter­
mined by the object, the self-existent value; but he himself, on his 
side, determines nothing." :I "There is a realm of values subsisting 
for itself ... capable of being grasped." "The sense of value is not 
less objective than mathematical insight." 4 If a person changes his 
preference and emphasis regarding values, it is the focus of his glance 
at values which is shifting; the values themselves do not change 
thereby. "When our look at values 'wanders' ( wemz der W ertblick 
'UJandert') then the look is the relative thing, not the values them­
selves. They arc the same, where and however they are grasped." 6 

Objectivity of values has been claimed by many others, and not only 
by those classified, as are Scheler and sometimes Hartmann, as 
phenomenologists. It was actually the older the_ory, held about the 
turn of the century by men such as Brentano, Wmdelband, Meinong, 
G. E. Moore, Rashdall and Bosanquet,11 and later ~spoused in various 
forms by Sheldon, Emge, Urban, Hocking, Lat.rd, Garnett, Ross, 
Felix Cohen, Fuller, Coing, von Fritz, in some pomts also by Perry,7 

• Nicolai Hartmann, Et!tik, 2 vols., Berlin I926; translated in 3 vols. by S. Coit, London, 
New York I932, under the: title: Ethics, vol. I, PP· ::7.1 8, 2I9·1 . B 1• d 

G dl g d~ Onto ogt~, c:r m an Lc:ipz" 'Ibid Sec: also, N. Hartmann, Z11r mn ~gun f th I 1&, I935, 
p 305." "The: fc:c:ling of value: possc:ssc:s no freedom in front. 0 c: v:;\on~c: grasped by it; 
si.ncc: i~ is actually less a grasping of the: value: ~han a b~l~g s::asd-sr g: d '\h · · And the: 
test [of this] is the: fact that the: will, if in makmg ~ dc:c[ 1hsl0n .'11 • ]1 c: r s de: value:, gets 

. . d "c:ncc:s 1ts t e WI s own con c:mnation · into conflict with the: valuc:-fc:c:hng, an expc:n m 
the: voice: of conscience:." 

• Ethics, vol. I, pp. 226, 227. 
• Grrmdl~grmg d~r Ontologi~, p. 308. . L · · 1559 . W"lh 1 w· 
• Franz Brentano, Vom Urspmng sittlich~r Erk~nntn61S, c:lpZl~~hrbtl~h ~ c: mG h'?dhc:lband, 

h I T ""b" ) 1 2 pp I I, 295, ~ ~sc tc t~ d~r 
Priil11di~n (5t c:< ·• u mgc:n I9I5 vo · ' · 8 . A Mc:inong "Fiir d" p . . 

· ( 8 h d T""b" I950) P· 5 °• · ' IC: S}chologlc: Philosoplu~ I 91; qt c: •• u mgen . \V tthc:oric:" Logos vol 
und gc:gc:n den Psychologismus in dc:r al.lgemc:lnc:n c:r 88· Ha,stings R;shd ii 3TtP· I, 9; 
George: E. Moore:, Principia Ethica, Cambndgc: I9°3• P1• I ' I 66 . Bernard aB' ~~ Th~ory 
' "I f d ( d d 924) vo · I, P· ' osanquc:t Tl of Good and Evz , Ox or , I907 2n e · I ff • ~~ 

Principl~ of Tndividttality and Va~~~.~. London. ~912, PPVa~~;, .. . Journal of Philoso h 
7 W. H. Shc:ldon, "The: Empmcal Dc:fimuon of d E . t cc:" and "K I pd y, vol. I I 

W M U b "Value an XIS en now c: ge and th 
(19I4) PP· II3, I 22' I 23; · · r an, 6 68 and "Onto) · 1 e 
Value: Judgment," ibid., vol. I3 (I9I6) PP· 449· c73A E%gc: Ob~r a::g~a Problems of 
Value" ibid., vol. 14 (I9I7) pp. 309, 3I7, 329i. ·. .I9I6· W. Ernest rttn~dogma dr:s 
r~clzts~hilosophisch~n R~lativismus, Berlin .and Lc:IP~'f . ; 4 ff., and "O H.ockmg, Pr~unt 
Statlls of th~ Philosophy of Law and of Rights (I~~ '~~cal Essays in M uthne Sketch of a 
System of Metaphysics" in Martin Farber (c:d.), p fl oVsol ~ Cambridge ~mory of Edmllnd 

) 6 . J h Laird Tlz~ Id~a o a 11 ' I929, pp 8 Hruurl (I940 PP· 25I- I, 0 n . ' N Haven I937 · I 2• 240 ff 
3I7 ff.; A. Campbell Garnett, R~alzt~ and Valu~. c:W . 83 ff., I6' pp. I 54 ff., 179, IS·: 
W David Ross, Fotmdations of Ethtcs, Oxford I939• P~. Lon L F 71~·· ISS; Felix C h o, 
Ethical Syst~ms and L~gal Id~als, New York I933• P· i~I 'Gmnd;ii ~ c:r, The Law in ~ en, 
of lts~lf, Chicago I940, pp. 7, II, 64; Hc:lmut Co g, g dN" R~chtsphiloso;~:.; 
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and by many others.8 Some of their fomulations may illustrate the 
trend: 

Windelband: "Relativism is abdication of philosophy and its death. 
Hence philosophy can live on only as the theory of the universally 
valid values (als die Lelzre von den allgemeingiiltigcn Wcrten)." u 

Rashdall: Moral judgments "possess an absolute truth or falsity, 
which is equally valid for all rational beings." 

Urban: Value does not come and go with the subject that feels it. 
Value is real, valid, objective, as distinct from existent and sub­
sistent. 

Laird: "Excellence is objective"; "timology is our insight into values; 
and we have this insight, often imperfectly, to be sure, but au­
thentically nevertheless." 

Garnett: Values are "objective," "objectively real," "arc there," "dis­
covered rather than established"; "as immediately given they have 
that final reality which belongs to everything else with which we 
have direct acquaintance." 

Coing: The ethical contents of emotions arc given man "irrespec­
tive of external experience." Values are "no mere phenomena of 
consciousness; they are independent of a consciousness that ap­
prehends them." 

Recasens: "Values are not created by man; rather, man has to 
recognize values. " 10 

Ross: There are no absolute, but there are prima facie obligations, 
e.g._, to fulfill promises. These w_e know by intuition. Any prima 
facte obligation may be over-ndden by another that is more 
stringent. yet even in such cases of confhct, objectivity may be at­
tained. 

Perry: Although a relativist regar~ing P_ref~rence 11 he feels able to 
state objectively that the "most mclu~t:e goods are best, and to 

__ d_e_rive from this proposition the defimtiOn of the supreme good as 

Berlin F "t "R !at" d A h 195o, esp. pp 104 106· Kurt von n z, c •ve an Absolute Values" in Ruth N. 
v:Iu:.\~ Ethical Pri~cipl~; of Action, NeW York 1952; Ralph B. Perry, G~n~ral Th~ory of 

• ew York 6 7 tf See, f . 192 ' pp. 27, 7 ~ d "S" I" h . 
buch fiiror ~~stance, Dietrich von H•ldebr~n ' Itt IC e und eth1schc Wc:rtcrkc:nntnis," Jahr· 
Christian :h~losuphie und phanom~nologuch~ Forsclmng' . vol. 4 ( 1921) pp. I 62 ff., and 
1935, PP thzcs, New York 1953; Hc:rbe;t Splegel~erg, Antz-Relativismus, Zurich and Leipzig 

• C · 48, 89. Sec: I 1. c: given 1n Appendix B. 
ornpare th a so lteratur d h h 

as a "giv _. c: rc:rnark by Roscoe Poun ~ at t c current value relativism must be: rejected 
10 Sec: ~_It-up:• Philosophy (Justice Accordzng to Law, 1951, pp. 21, 22). 
u Gener~ ~rhc\c: in Nawral Law Forum, vol. 3 (1958) p. 151, and Appendix n, below. 

heory of Valu~. P· 64o, ~nd above, Chapter VI, Section 5. 
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"the object which satisfies all individuals, when individuals are 
both integrated and harmoniously associated." I:! At other times he 
has attributed to "agreement" objective, even absolute value.13 

We must first separate what is controversial in these contentions 
~rom what is not. This compels me to repeat several points discussed 
m the systematic chapters ( 1 to IV). In the first pbce, it is of course 
accepted by Scientific Value Relativism that things we consider valua­
ble, such as food and money, or qualities we praise, such as fortitude 
or patience, or actions, like the display of generosity, are not neces­
sarily matters of our subjective imagination only (unless everything 
else be so too), but are often "objectively there," and verifiable as such. 
Likewise, the interrelations between things and between them and us 
that cause us to like or dislike them are frequently verifiable as beincr 
"objectively there." Musical harmonies, for example, are harmoni~ 
in an objective sense, which can be described and explained with 
physical exactness: they arc produced by periodically coinciding wave 
lengths, such as 2 a in the octave, 3 :2 in the fifth, and 4:3 in the fourth 
-old Pythagorean knowledge. All this is uncontroversial. It applies 
to things and relations; does it hold also for the "values" we attach 
to them? Are they too "objectively there"? 

Two different meanings of this question must be distinguished. Ob­
jectivity of values may simply mean the same thing w~ have ~ust under­
stood by objectivity of the things themselves and thetr relatiOns. Food 
is an objective value because it is objective~y v~luable fo~ the preserva­
tion of health, and harmony because we enJOY It. If that Is the meaning 
intended there is again no controversy. As W. ~· Sheldon has said, 
"Any tendency furthering an existent tendency ts a good f.or it." 14 

But the claim to objectivity of values may go beyo~d ~his by as­
serting that the value of the ulterior goal also can be ~bJeCtively estab­
lished, and that the rank of any value within the entire ra.nge of po­
tential values is something objective, not mere~y a reflection of our 
thoughts on it. This is what the scholars mentwned above obviously 
wanted to say. Even here, there is no controversy whenever the ul­
terior goal in its turn is measured in te~ms ~£ some more remote, sup­
posedly higher goal. However, such dxalecttc recourse to ever higher 

1.2 Ibid., p. 686. See also below, Chapter VIII, Section 14· . I P/; .1 
1a "The Moral Norm of Social Science," foumal of SoCia 11 osoplzy, val. 5 ( 1939) pp, 

16, 17, 20, 27· I p/; ., I 
""The Empirical Definition of Value," fournal 0 11 osop I)', vol. TI (T<)r 4) pp. 

I I 3, 
122, 123· 



VI/. THE REVOLT 

goals finally reaches some limit. Ultimate standards are used as yard­
sticks for the "in-between" goals. Only with respect to these ultimate 
standards does Scientific Value Relativism hold that their value cannot 
be objectively established; it cannot be verified scientifically that these 
ultimate values "are there," nor that they arc objectively valid in some 
absolute sense of the term. 

Here we reach the decisive point. If there be a benign Creator who 
has made world and man and has set the standards which determine 
the value of everything, then these standards and the values that under­
lie them or are in accord with them arc objectively there, or at least 
objectively valid. No scientific relativist would deny that. Y ct as long 
as science humbly accepts its inability to prove the reality of God with 
scientific means, this type of objectivity of values cannot be scicntificall y 
verified. Without assuming some suprahuman agent who sets up the 
standards it cannot be said that they are objectively there, independent 
of you and me; otherwise values would have to be considered like 
independent entities, or gods, organizing themselves on their own 
power in some definite pyramid. This is either polytheism, or absurd. 

One of the most frequent arguments in support of the objectivity 
of values-an old stock in trade, going back to Plato-is reference to 
the_ objective validity of mathematics.u; This reference is abortive as far 
as mt:rsubjective proof is concerned ~ecause, as we ~aw in Chapter 
I, Section 6, the validity of mathematiCs can b~ su~ciently explained 
by the _strictly analytical character of mathe~atical mferences. W c can 
deal wnh ethics likewise in a strictly analytical manner, in such forms 
as ({If we call the development o~ the ~nd~v~du~l the highest value, 
then ... ," and thus obtain scientific obJeCtivity m ethics too. But that 
v.:ould merely beg the question whether the development of the indi-
vidual etc · h h' h d ' ., zs t e Ig est goo · 
. More relevant than reference to mathem.atics is the argument that 
m certa~n fields, such as aesthetics, value Judgments quite obviously 
r:ach dtfferent levels according to the. competence of the evaluating 
p rson and that almost everyone expenences how his own faculty of 

fic:l~i:~ ~~ato, R.~Public, Bk. vn. Richard Price, A R~vi~w of th~ Principal Qtusrions and Dif· 
angle or .Morals, 2nd ed I767 PP· 63, 74 ff. made the same comparison: "Whatever a tri· 
and Wro~;.~~e is, that it is unchangeably and eternally . : . the same is to be said of right 
t~eoretical ob· A.. ~eprint, ed. by D. Ra~hael, was pubh~hed Oxford I 948. References to 
Rtcken s.. Jc:ctlvlty can al o be found In Brc:ntano, op.ctt., p. 17; Rashdall, op.cit. p 85· 

' Jst~rn d 5 H I "Ph'l ' . ' (sc:e below, ~r Philosophie, op.cit., P· 1 34; usscr • I osophic: als strengc:: Wissc:nschaft" 
Hartmann, G;haptc:r IX) pp. 324-25· Mor~ recently, most elaborate:: and emphatic, Nicolai 

Undl~gung d~ Ontologit:, as c1ted, pp. 242 ff. 
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evaluation improves under the influence of educa .. :0 d I unan tr .. " 
t appears to be evident too that some people have . :unmg. 
f 

" 1 · b · ' ' . d l · ) . a certam d 
0 

va umg hndness" ( WertblttJ ,Jezt -ev1dent 1 egree b · at east to th 
ut m retrospect frequently even to themselves. All th' 

0 
ers, 

th f 
1s seems t '£ 

to e act that values "are there," and need only to b 
0 

test! Y 
H 

. b d' . e grasped by 
. ere agam, several aspects must e lStmguished. Tl us. 

tamly many objective elements in aesthetic values. So >ere are cer-
ments are automatic in their aesthetic effect as for · me such ele-
1 

· 1 ' mstance · 1 
1armon1es, a ready mentioned and the progressing f d' muslca 

h 
· 1 · ' rom 1shar · 

to t e1r reso vmg in harmonies. (The final resolv' 'f Inonles 
d 

mg, 1 well 

pare , may even be left to the inner ear of the heare F pre­
lustrations are the phenomena of perspective and of : ·) lurther tl-
colors. The reasons for their automatic_ effect can be sc::'tlfi:~~ntary 
closed. Other factors have no auwmattc effect but can be Y dts-

l 
. recogmzed 

throug 1 some cooperattve effort of the observer. Our youth£ 1 f .1 . · · £ d h · u a1 ures 
10 art apprectatton, or example, ha t elf cause, as a rule · . '1' d' . . . 1 £ 1' ' ln our ln-
abt ttY to tStlngulSh between deep emouona ee mgs arous d b 

b
. f d d . . . 1' . e y the 

su Ject matter o an art pro uct an tts artlSttc qua tttes ap f 
N 

. . . 1 b art rom 

the story. or were we able to dtsnnguts' etween mere im't · . .1 d 1 at10ns 

and new creattons, between effects eaSI Y pro uced (as pers . . . 1 d 1 . pect1ve 

after the sctennfic discovery of the aws un er ymg this effect) d 
those which require more than routine, even the full abandon ~r 
creative personality. There are, therefore, many elements of "trans . a 
sible knowledge" in art appreciation. Once we have learned to d' mls-dd

. . 1scern 

them we feel "objective" progress. In. a ttton, our growing old 
supplies us with more and more expenence of .a type similar to ther 
expressed in the art products of others, and th1s again improves at b. . . our 

ability to understand art. All this is an ° Jecnve mcrease in transmis-

sible knowledge. There are more objective elements in art. One is the fact that 
share the feeling expressed in art with others; first of all with the ~e ?" b art1st 

himself ("How is it that you know me· we may _< tempted to ask 
him) but then also with many other people, somet1mes with 1 • · 1 a most 
all who are confronted with the work, 10 oner cases at least with 

"ThO "gumon< "" b< fouod in R,ubd•ll• ,p.dt .• PP· 
8

4 ff., Bo"nqu<t . d A I .. rw~ (1915 d ' op.ctt . S h 

Fu,mo/i<m"'• .. ,im, ,nd Abh.,J/ung<" •• •"- • >n <d. , 9 , " ' olo<, 
<id< Vom Umm= J"' W<rl<) p. 74' '"" Hild<b>"'"d' IV""'''""'"''· op.cit 

9 
unda d>< 

op<it., PP· ,u., Huuru>nn, Ethi«. pP· "' ff.' H•ld••'·v ~ h< R<igo of Rd P·. 486; Em go 
Chapter VI, above) pp. 357 ff,; Perry, G~n~ral Theory. of a 11~' P· 64o· Sp' atzvzty (op.cit' · t ' legelb ·· 

p. '" G•'"'"• opJit., pp. <54• 167-68; '"" Fn<><. op<> · «g, op.dt 

., 
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connoisseurs. This is as strikingly objective a fact as anything can be, 
and of deep scientific interest (see Chapter r, Section 2, on consub­
jectivity). 

Finally, the artist may have had and expressed a premonition or 
so~e objective knowledge that had not yet been secured by slow 
science, but was anticipated and communicatccl to the observer by 
~e artist. So it was originally with the laws of perspective, and so it 
still frequently happens with regard to psychological interrelations and 
o~er facts of human existence. Such discoveries ancl disclosures by 
artists may some day be verified by science, and the artist's suggestion 
may be regarded as an expression of intuitional knowleclge ( S:!) and 
~ven .a~ a scientific hypothesis, capable of becoming the basis of scientific 
mqmnes that follow Scientific Method. "Art begins where science 
leaves off,'' as Walther Rathenau put it in one of his striking aphorisms. 

Thus there are more objective elements in art than meet the eye. 
But deeper forms of art appreciation will go beyoncl all of them, 
transcending ascertainable objective factors. The enjoyment, at times 
~;en rapture, we then experience may cau~e ~s to assume t~1at i~ this 

age too we are being seized by great obJeCtive values whtch stmply 
demand our recognition. But this is not the o~ly possi~le ~xplanation. 
Our emotion may also be explained as an entu~ly. subJeCtive reaction, 
ful?llment of a subjective desire, paralleled by stmilar emotions of the 
artist that prompted him in his work, an~ of. other .observers. These 
factors may be called objective; for. my s~bJectlve fe~lmg is objectively 
there as a feeling, and the parallelism. WI.t~ ~he feehn~s of others too 
may be objectively there. But these ?bJeCtlVItles are enttrely depenclent 
on hu~an beings, and do not exist ~n~ependent of then:. If this inter­
pretatiOn ~ails to satisfy us, if w~ msist that we feel hke .being con­
frame~ W1th suprahuman objecuve values that are suc.h Irrespective 
of ~he1r relation to human enjoyment and other emotions, then we 
testify to the subjective feeling that there are suprahuman, divine 
forces. This feel" be right. Such forces may be there. But we 
c mg may . h" 
tnnot prove it conclusively to others m t. Is manner. Neither, there-
ore, can we p t s-human aesthetic values to be ob1· ectively 
there . rove ran f h 

, Independent f the observer, o uman senses, human experi-
ences hu o 

' man em . Like th ouons. . . . 
l·nd aes etic v 1 no ethical ones can extst as obJeCtlVe entities 

epend a ues, 1 
and h ent of hu beings, un ess some suprahuman mind exists 

as man 1· f d" · established th Ill If the rea tty o Ivme forces cannot be 
proved . e · ·th . 

W1th purely scientific means, nei er can the mdependent 
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objective existence of ethical values be so proved. To reason that the 
objective existence of aesthetic and ethical values is explained bv the 
reality of divine forces and that the reality of the latter is prov~d by 
the objectivity of the values is to reason in a circle. 

It has been said that the objective existence of ethical values is borne 
out by history, because history is credited with having shown that "the 
process of winning higher insights of a spiritual-moral character is 
irreversible. Once higher values have been discovered they can no 
longer be ignored." Man cannot with a good conscience ever back 
away from a stage of ethical insight once reached.17 But this argument 
too is scientifically inconclusive. As a matter of historical record, there 
have been many changes and reversals in ethical evaluations from 
the times of ancient Greek and Roman culture to those of the early 
Middle Ages, from the late Middle Ages to modern times, and within 
the latter, from nineteenth-century Liberalism to the various totali­
tarian ethics of the twentieth. The perseverance of those ethical evalua­
tions that have survived without reversals can be explained by im­
proved knowledge of objective factors in qualit~es and relations, and 
by tradition, without recourse to the idea of an mdependent existence 

of values. 
We only fool ourselves when we speak ?f ethical v~l~es as "being 

there," independent of men, while expres~m~ or admltti?g scientific 
doubt about divine forces. If values are obJectively there, Independent 
of men, then they are there by fiat of suprahu~an force_s .. If science 
cannot establish with scientific means, the reahty of divme forces 
neither can it ve;ify the objective reality of ethi~al, or any ?ther, values: 
independent of men. The objective interrelations of ~mgs may be 
independent of God and men, but human values can exist only in the 

minds of God or of men-or both. 

6. Quasi-Logical Arguments 

Max Scheler and Nicolai Hartmann, starting from their thesis that 
values "exist," can be "perceived" and "felt" (see preceding section) 
have offered ele~ents of an absolu~e hierarchy, or order ~~ rank, of 
values· they clatm that this order ts fully supported by lmmediat 
eviden~e." Values, wrote Scheler, are higher than others if they (I) la~ 

· E Ub~ das Grrmddog d 
11 Coing 0 p.czt., p. 109. See also C. A. mge, . ma es Philos . 

Relativism;IS, as cited, pp. 29, 30: "The history of cultur~ has _d,~closed plenty of ophzschen 
garding which error seems to be excluded," for ex_amp~e, that lt ls valuable to le values re-

d k " But this latter insight is hardly eth1cal tn character; the extrins' arn to Walk an to spea · 1 t IC adva 
the ability to walk and speak suffice to explain genera agreemen · ntages of 
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h · g of others in them, (3) depend less 
longer, (2) lose less by _the s ;nn r satisfaction, and (5) depend less 
on other values, ( 4) gtve a cepe n tried to refine Scheler's classifica-

'fi I 1 Hartman . 1. on a speC! C Va UC-S~n~e. h }' ited usefulness in scienttfic C lSCUS-
tion. It is charactenstlc 0~ t e .1dm nee" (Evidenz), to which both ap-
. f 11 d "' mediate evl e ' . l . l swns o so-ca e . 1m . that he reversed Scheler s htcrarc 11ca 

pealed as to their auth~nty,_ d t that values arc the higher the more 
order in No. 3, thinking 1t ev1 en the less.2 y ct, like Scheler, he did 
they depend on other val~es, not f gradation," it not being "in the 
insist on the "objective ex1stcncedot'on" 3 "The historical relativity ot 

h' gra a 1 · 
power of man to change t 1s f values but only on that of discern-
morality cannot rest upon that 0 

ment." 4 • d d to be self-evident truth in Scheler's 
At first sight, there seems tn ee that a value is greater than an other­

hierarchy. It seems logical to saY r or that of two values the one that 
wise equal value if it lasts longc ~aluablc. Likewise, it seems logically 
gives deeper satisfaction is m~cB. Perry (see preceding section) that 
self-evident to say with Ralp b t To the extent that such statements 
the "most inclusive" goods arc es ~f the meaning of terms, they have 

1 Phrases . h . \ \ . 1 d ~re hmerely analytica pa:a1 ce that goes wtt a stnct y ana yttca e-
m t eir favor all the cvtc en as they are meant to be synthetic, 
d · h wever' d · 1· d · l Uctlve logic. As soon, 0 . not alrea y tmp te m t 1c concepts 
that is, to add something that IS 

used, self-evidence disappears; ntention that the "most inclusive" 
Let us begin with PerrY s _cocntly logical. Y ct is it really so? On a 

values are best This sounds emlfl .. ,ere playing poker on the porch ot 
1 . boys vv 

ovely summer evening four h another member of the party began 
h w en c h h a c arming country house, m Then one ot t e card players, w o 

to play Bach in the adjace~t ro~th ·rapture: "Poker is wonderful, Bach 
:vas a musician himself, said w 1 zd poker!" And he raised his finger 
Is "· d Bach at . " . 1 . , . . vvon erful, and now- \us poker 1s more me ustve, quantlta-
11_1 delight. Certainly, Bach P l e higher than Bach without poker? 
~ely speaking. But is it a vaf u mula "more or less inclusive"; it de-

hat does not depend on the d~rn the value of listening to Bach with-
Pends . 1 de 1 1 · h h 
0 . on what can be we u ot some va ues so exactmg t at t ey 
ut dun: . h' _Are n 1 h d . are 1n1s mg its value. C rtainly the va ue we attac to Go 1s 

exclusive of other values? e 
1 Sch l 88 tf.). 
,._,eer,po z· ded.,PP·ff 89 

rtartrn rma 1Sm11s, n, 3 (3r ff 385 ·• 3 · 
• Ibid ann, Ethics vol 2 pP· 54 ·• · 
• lbia·· P. 6o. , . ' 

., p. 6s. 
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exclusive of many things we consider valuable on earth. As Francis 
Thompson wrote in his "Hound of Heaven": 

I pleaded, outlaw-wise, 
By many a hearted casement, curtained red, 

Trellised with intertwining charities; 
For, though I knew His love who followed 

Yet I was sore a dread 
Lest, having Him, I must lzave nauglzt beside. 

This leads us almost to a reversal of Perry's criterion. v 1 
1 h . 1 h l ' a ues n1ay 

grow t 1e 1g 1er t e more exc usive they are. 
Similar criticism must be raised against the validity of s 1 1 , 
· · "V 1 1 1 1 . c 1e er s cntena. a ues t 1at ast onger are higher than equal values th t 1 

1 " d 1 . 1 h . d a ast less ong soun s . ogiCa . But w at does logic o to values ? A rainbow 
that lasts forever IS no more valuable than one that stands in tile k" . s ·1es 
for only a few mmutes. Many joys are such only because they do not 
last. A symphony of three-quarters of an hour seems to be the opti 1 
length of symphonic values; to extend it through twenty-four h:a 
would give diminishing returns. A good .speech or lecture does ~~~ 
increase in value if extended. A:braha~ Lmc~ln's Getty~burg address 
was very short. The value of fnendsh1~ may ~ncrease with time, that 
of sexual relations does not. Patience IS considered by most of us 
high value; but if it lasts too long it may lose its value and become a 
disvalue. No value remains the same with time; it diminishes or in~ 
creases. 

Next Scheler says a value is higher than another if it loses less by tl ' ' d . . 1e 
sharing of others in it. He obviously. ha m mmd the love of God. 
However, is the fact that all can share It the re~l reason for its superior­
ity? Is not the love between two lovers, whtch no one can share 

h. I , a 
greater value than the love of a whore w IC 1 ~veryone can share? Is the 
love, shared by hundreds of million.s, of a big country more valuable 
than the love of a small one, like Switzerland or Iceland ? Logic cannot 

solve this riddle. 
Scheler's third step which places a value that depends less on h 

' d tl h ot er 
values higher than one that depen s more on ° lers, as alread b 
challenged by Hartmann, who thought it necessary to rev y ee? 
order completely, since he felt it self-evident that a value th e~se tlus 
more on other values is on a higher !~vel. One.the.ory is as litt~~ f:pends 
as the other. Such abstractions provtde no cntena of absol Unded 

That a value is the higher the deeper the satisfactionut.e v~lidity. 
It gtves 15 
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self-evident only when we define value as that which gives satisfac­
tion and equate highest with deepest. Then the statement is merely 
analytical, adding no synthetic information to either side of the equa­
tion; it does not say which value is highest or which satisfaction is 
deepest. It is by no means self-evident, for instance, that religion gives 
the deepest possible satisfaction· if it were, all people would be re-
ligious. ' 

Logic does not tell us what are values and what is their rank, and 
any attempt to make us believe that logic answers these questions is 
fall~cious. Scheler and Hartmann did not mean to rely on logic, but 
their arguments had a logical flavor. There may be immediate evi­
d:nce of the rank of values for us individually, that is, we may indi­
VIdually be certain that we know the truth about the rank of values, 
and we may even be right-but this is individual "intuitive knowledge" 
0~ the category S2 • We cannot transmit it conclusively to others who 
dis~gree in good faith. To what extent such intuitive knowledge is 
umversal we may try to find out empirically (see Chapters IX and x). 

7· Gestalt Psychology, a Supplier of 
Objective Values? 

Gestalt psychology has develoJ?ed .an original appro.ach. to the value 
probl~m. In its terms, that is obJecuvely valuable wluch ls objectively 
. required" in a definite situation or field as a response to some exist­
Ing or potential "lacuna" or gap, or as a release of forces directed to­
~ard the "correct" filling of that lacuna.l T.~is ~iew has taken an 
~nteresting psychophysical turn in Wolfgang Kohler s theory that phys­
Ic~! processes within the cortex rna~ account for, or correspond to, 
this urge (see Chapter xi, Section ~): 

No specific contribution to polmcal problems has yet come from 
Gestalt psychology. Kohler excluded all ethica_l, political, and legal 
problems from his study on the place of v~l~es m the w~rld of facts.3 
~ax Wertheimer modestly adrnltted that lt Is necessary to start with 
Re See especially M W th ·mer"s paper "Some Problems in the Theory of Ethics" Social 

search ax er el d W If ang Kohl r T' PI f ' of Fa • "Vol. 2 (I 3-67, an o g . e , ne ace o Value in a World 
toric,;t~, New Yorf3;~ ~-P·o!5 Gestalt psychology m general see also Gardner Murphy, His­
R.eading:t~oduction to "itod~n Psychology, rev. ed., 1949, pp. 284 ff. (reprinted in Wiener, 
the lW zn the Ph "I h f Science, PP· 207 ff.). Further, Kurt Koffka, The Growth of 
Psych 'td, trans! b' oMsopOy do NeW York I924 (2nd ed. 1928); and Principles of Gestalt 

0 ogy .,.. • Y • g en, ts of Ge talt th h d b Pendenu • •'lew Yo k Certain aspec . s eory a een developed inde-
PP. 'l.7 ,/ l:arlier e gr b I9B35· ard Bosanquet, op.clt., and by Moore, Principia Ethica op.cit. 

a ""·• 'l.t • · ., y ern , , 
RohJ 3 fi. 

8 lb" er, op · ff 
ld., Pp ·Clt., pp. 185, 233· 329 • 

· lox 
, 339, 4Il· 
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the s~.udy of the most co~crete, transpa~~nt examples," with "pure 
cases, and that most practiCal cases were much more complicated.""' 
One of the younger members of the Gestalt school, the late Karl 
Dunckcr, emphasized, on the basis of anthropological research, that 
t~ere arc invariant inner laws of eth_ical valuation and that only the 
different meanings of acts and situations becloud this invariant char­
a~ter; He pointed to the fact that justice has never been considered a 
vice:' Yet he made no attempt to tell us what inner laws of justice are 
invariant, a question to which we shall return later. 

Looking at ethical problems from the Gestalt viewpoint would not 
necessarily contradict the Gulf Doctrine according to which purel 
logical inferences must not pass from statements of Is to those oi 
Ought. Trans~ribcd into. formal logic, the approach of Gestalt psy­
chology to ctlucs can be mterpreted to operate on r_he basis of a major 
premise to the effect that what is objectively reqmred in order to re­
store or complete a defective Gestalt (configuration, whole) ought to 
be done. Wertheimer, originator of Gestalt psychology, seems to have 
gone further, however, by envisaging the possibil~ty ~at a revised code 
of logic would have to accept, as legitimate, logiCal u~ferences drawn 
from some Is to the "required" filling of a lacuna, without resorting 
to a major premise of the Ought form.o This, ~ike J .• ~· Mill's thesis 
that all inferences are "from particulars to p~rtlculars, confuses psy-
chology and logic (see above, Chapter v, Section 7) · . 

It seems to me obvious that Gestalt psychology as such Is unable to 
answer controversial ethical questions regarding what is objectively re­
quired in a situation. In order to kn0\'1' that, we .cannot rely exclusive! y 
on a study, however ingenious, of psychological expenence in the 
participants. We would need an additiona.l theory t~ explain why a 
certain urge is objectively required where .It act~ally Is not forthcom­
ing subjectively, or which states that certam etht~a~ urges are actually 
alike in all persons. That these additional propost~IOns cannot be sup­
plied with the methods of Gestalt psychology will appear from the 

following illustration. 
Suppose a man strolling through a park p~ssl\ty a. pond and ob­

serves how an infant, leaning over too far, IS a mg Into the Water 
. f Thr e Days" in Ruth An h 

'Wertheimer, op.c1t., p. 364; also "A Story 0 e 5 en (ed.) Fr~~d 
-lu M~aning, New York 1940, p. 555· . I 8 (1939 ) PP om 

5 Karl Duncker, "Ethical Relativity?" in Mznd, vo · 4 l · : 39, 50, SI. See . . 
remarks at Nicolai Hartmann, Zur Gmnd/(gung du Onft~~~j~' ;f"cu., p. 3II; Clyd ~~tlar 
hohn, "Ethical Relativity: Sic et Non," Th~ Journal 0 11 oso Jy, vol. 52 ( 1955 )e uck-

• Wertheimer in Social R~uarch, op.cit., p. 362, note 3· p. 666. 
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and is about to be drowned. Suppose that no one else is around and 
that the pond is so shallow that the man, not being in a hurry, need 
only stretch out his arms in order to save the child from certain death 
and that he is aware of all these facts. Then it is "objectively required,'~ 
so it seems, that he lift the child from the pond; this would be the 
correct filling of the lacuna, the action which he ought to perform. 

Now let us suppose that the man is one of the servants of Hcrat\, 
sent out to Bethlehem with orders to kill all children two years or 
under.7 Seeing that a child of less than two is about to be accidentally 
dro:vned in the pond, the man then would have within his psycho­
logiCal field not only the scene in the park but in addition the command 
of t~e king. Within his psychological field, therefore, there is no lacuna 
wh1eh requires action to save the child; rather the opposite. To say 
~hat in spite of the royal orders saving the child is "objectively required" 
m this situation is not warranted by Gestalt psychology; it could be 
justified only if we were able to introduce an ~dditional thesis-which 
does not follow from Gestalt psychology-:-sa~mg the king's order was 
so outrageous that disobedience was obJcCttvcly required. In other 
words, we would have to establish the validity of an ethical postulate 
that saving children is a deeper duty tha~ obedience to one's superior; 
and that is to say, we must establish_ a ~ter~rchy of values. 
" w~ n_eed only put Hitler o: s~.ahn tn ~lCU of_ H~rod, and J:ws or 
capltahst counterrevolutionanes, respecttvely, 10 heu of the mfants 

to be killed, to see that we are dealing he~e with a practical problem 
of the greatest importance. Without reEernng to the idea that there is 
a law higher than the law given by the government, or a duty deeper 
than that of obedience to governmental order_s, or at least that the in­
ward urge to disregard government_al or_ders m. such situations on the 
ground that they are flagrantlY unJust lS a umversal human feeling, 
we cannot resolve the problem in favor. of the persecuted group. These 
are questions to which we will return m another context (Chapters IX 

and x). 
S. Formal Standards 

tu~onceding the relativistic cont~ntion. that no substantive ethical pos­
fo\~~es.can be scientificallY estabhshed m absolute terms, some writers, 
be la~tng Kant's lead, have claimed th~t at least formal standards can 
rei t ~down as absolute postulates of JUStiCe. 'These efforts are closely 

• a e to the endeavor to find a correct definition of justice. They go 

Matthc:w 2a6. 
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beyond ordinary definitions, however, by claiming absolute validity 
for the formal standards. 

Thus Karl Bergbohm, who in his main work of 1892 1 administered 
what then was considered by many the knock-out blow to the old 
!"la~ural Law school, did not go so far as to deny any invariant elements 
tn,Justice.l!e held that the conce~t, or. notion, of law and right (de;· 
Rc clusbegnff) was unchangeable, mvanant and at all times the same.:.! 

Rudolf Stammler, too, originally intended to offer no more than 
forn:al standards. Even in his violent attacks on Max Weber's relativ­
ism 3 he pleaded merely for the recognition of a "formal method which 
as a method is absolutely valid," and a few pages later 4 praised the 
W eltamcharttm g of the individual as the ultimate source of unity in all 
his mcnt~~ en.~l~avors a~d. act~vities_. H~,s form~l s~anda:d, ~owever, say­
ing that JUSt IS what IS m hne With the obJeCtively JUstified interests 
of others," is chiefly mere tautology, because only those interests are 
"justified" which, all things considered, it is "just" to respect. How we 
can "objectively" state which interests it is just to respect, without a 
circular reference to the question of what is just, he does not say. Ac­
tually, Stammler transgressed his allegedly formal standards by de­
cidedly substantive statements (see above, Chapter v, Section 8). To 
that extent he abandoned the merely formal method. 

Most attempts to lay dO\vn formal stand_ards deal ~ith law rather 
than justice. This involves a fundamental dtfference, s!~ce the concept 
of law as distinct from "acts" on the one hand and JUdgments" on ' " l , ,, . , 
the other and as further distinct from mora s, convent10ns, "cus-
toms," a;d "general conditions"-all of which m~y be just or unjust­
includes several formal criteria that do not denve from the idea of 
justice and include no value judgments. Inv_estig~tio~s b:inging out 
these distinctions may be very elaborat~ a~d Illummatmg 111 other re­
spects and still of no use for the in~esttgatton of th~ nature o~. justice. 
This applies, in particular, to the VIenna school of pure law, which 
has endeavored to disclose universal form~! elements ~f _law, but has 
explicitly excluded from its work the questiOn of what Is JUst." 

· ' l '/ s pbi~ Leipzi~ I892. 
1 Karl Bergbohm, /unsprrul~nz t111d R~o/t;p ' 1 0 0 ' • 

"Ibid., vol. I, PP· 73, 74· . . , mu Dc-11rsclu Rabt 
• Rudolf Stammler, "Rechtsplulosophte, Das grsa ' vol. 1, Berlin 

llj 3 I, p. 20. 

'Ibid., P· 42 • . . 1_ F Jix Kaufmann. D1e K .· . 
• Sec: the literature cttcc.l 10 Chapter VI; a s~ c h b. 'ff" . 1 ltn,e 11 ""' 

Tubingcn 1924 anc.l "Juristischer und soziologtschcr R~c ts cgn In Gesel/schafr Ss Rechrs, 
' , taar 

R~c/11, Wien 1931, P· 15. 11 1ld 



Vll. THE REVOLT 

9· More, Not Less, Relativity Contended 

In contrast to the eight types of attack on Scientific Value Relativism 
so far discussed, a ninth insists that the error of value rebtivism is 
rather on the side of understating than of overstating relativity. /lll 
our scientific efforts, these critics say, not scientific value judgments 
al?ne, are necessarily marred by subjective prejudices. Within the social 
SCie.nces, at least, there is no such thing as a voraussctzungslosc ( un­
?r~Judiced, nonconditional) science at all. Every scientific investigation 
Is mfluenced, so it is argued, by at least four limitations of objectivity: 
first, by the historical, cultural, economic, social, or any other exis­
te-?ti~l type of situation (caste, class, professional group, generation, etc.) 
Withm which the scholar lives and works; second, by his individual 
Weltanschauung, including his accepted myths from which he can 
n~ver. fully disentangle himself; third, by the fact that he makes his 
~Cienttfic decision at a definite date; and fourth, by the limitations of his 
Indiv"d 1 · l 1 1 I ua capacity and matunty as a sc .10 ar. . 

The first point has been elaborated m the soctology of knowledge 
especially by Karl Mannheim; 2 it has been emphasized independentl; 
by others, such as the German philosopher Theodor Litt.J The second 
wa~ given particular weight by R. M. Maciver/ the third by the religious 
Philo~opher Paul Tillich; G the fo~r.th ~s self-evident .. 

. This growing awareness of cond1t10nmg factors which hamper every 
SCI "fi . · enti c research is relevant in many respects, yet It IS not apt to reduce 
the Particular significance of Scie~tific Value ~elativism. It is true that 
those general factors are not limited to va~ue Judgments but affect all 
our social knowledge, including the selection of. proble~s and factual 
resea.rch. But to argue on this ground that there ts n~ pomt in stressing 
relative elements in value judgments alone .means dtsregarding funda­
~ental differences. Factual research and stnctly logical inferences offer 
d Sc:c: the: b! . . b Eduard Spranger, Der Sinn der Vorawsetzmzgsl · k . · 

en Geiste a_ e rc:v 1ew g1ven. Y oszg ·ezt zn 
al<. I swzssensc/wftt:n Bcrhn I929· . d U . . 

w,.. far Mannh . , .' f k Idcologzc tm topze, was first pubhshcd I929 in B It 
~ all C:lm s chic wor , "W' . I . " . H d onn. Stu owc:d h' rticle 1ssenssoz10 ogle tn an wortcrbuc/z de S . I . 

tt&art • arnong others by IS a d Ch t . th r ozzo ogze, 
T.ltopia 1931. Th , tide is include ' as ap er v, m e English c:dition, Ideo/a and 
Land • an lntrod e ~atter ar, SociologY of Knowledge, tr. by Louis Wirth and EdwarJyshils 

on and uctzon to tnc . h s been enrich d 1 b · d ' ~rittc:n Nc:w York I 6 This ediuon a c a so y an mtro uctory chapter (1) 
Ul.clud by Mannh . ?3 .If nd by a good preface from the: pen of Wirth. Oth ks 
'Ph· c: li:s c1m h1mse a I d New York er wor 

zlosoph says in th S . I of KnoW c gc, 1 952; Essays on Sociology and Social 
l\i.c:rton l• c:d. by ep orzo;g\erneti, :New York 1953, espc:cially pp. 236 ff. See also R K 

•"th~odociall'heor au d Secs·az Strucmre, znd ed., 1957, pp. 439 ff. . . 
'It-.. or Litt .. 7 an ocfz B'idung Weltanschauung, 1928 p. 1a6. 
s • •VI.. M 1 • rvzssensclza t, I ' y k ' 

Paul "tit~ vc:r, The Web of Government, NeV.: or I947· Sc:e above, Chapter VI, Section 5, d. 
hch, ]( . G . t s/age 1md Gersteswendung Darm~tadt I926 p 74 azros, Zur ezs u ' ' · · 
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possibilities of intersubjective verification that are not available in the 
case of ultimate value judgments. Regarding the former, we can at least 
try with every conceivable effort to overcome our dependence on his­
torical and personal factors of the four types enumerated above in 
?rder ~o pre~ent the facts and the logical inferences objectively. In d'eal­
mg With ultimate value judgments, however, no scientific way is open 
to us when we wish to check upon their validity, beyond research on 
consequences, ag~eem.ent, and the like. The ~1?re we try to disentangle 
ourselves from histoncal and personal conditiOns and prejudices and 
the more we try to be objective, only the more will we reco<Tniz'e the 
particular obstacles which confront science in dealing with bultimate 
stand~rds of ':'~llu.es. Th:ir va.lidity seems to be outside the pale of pos­
sible mtersubJecuve venficauon. 

There is, in other words, more than a merely quantitative difference 
in the difficulty of verifying factual statements and value judgments. 
To argue that, because absolute validity cannot be guaranteed in fac­
tual statements, we may freely renounce our efforts toward objectivity 
everywhere, is like arguing with Valentin in Goethe's Faust, who says 
to Margarete, "Dtt bist doch tum eimnal eine Httr', so sci's auch eben 
recht" (You are a whore now anyway, so be o.ne fully a~d all right). 
In his 1929 essay 011 unprejudiced research m the social sciences,o 
Eduard Spranger rightly warned of the danger that w?uld threaten 
scientific research if, out of recognition of the many dtfficulties that 
hamper our efforts toward objectivity, we should begin to think of 
these endeavors lightly or even abandon them. He hoped that three 
impulses would carry science to eve~ n~w levels, namely~ first, the idea 
of truth which has remained the umfymg bond of .all sctences; second 
scientifi~ self-criticism, which enables science at all ttme~ to criticize and 
revise its own foundations ( V oraussetzrm ge n) ; and thtrd, when views 
remain different, the effort to lift the different syst.ems to higher levels 
of unity through the uniform intention of fo~lowmg truth. Although 
the reality of scientific work may always be mfluenc.ed or prejudiced 
by various conditions, the idea of science never permtts us to cultivate 
such partiality and peculiarity, he wrote; it rati:er demands "that from 
those starting points we proceed under no eth~cal law other than that 
of objectivity. Accordingly it is the duty of phtlosophy, as the basis £ 
science to raise this law of objectivity to ever pu:er consciousnes , 0 

Spra~ger seems to have hoped that science mtght finally aves. 
those obstacles which still block its direct approach to ultirnat rcornl e 

eva ue 
8 Op.cit. 



VII. THE REVOLT 

judgments by an ascent to a synthesis on a higher level (see Chapter 
VI, Section 3 c, above). Such a synthesis is, of course, always open tore­
ligion and philosophy. But science is unable to establish the absolute 
validity of any proposed synthesis of ultimate values. Spranger himself 
refers with approval to Rickert's statement, quoted in Chapter vi, that 
"only when we have come to sec all values as values can we successfully 
beware of onesidedly espousing specific values." 

Mannheim ostensibly rejected relativism (Ideology and Utopia, pp. 
1 45, 237, 254) as "sterile," but in so doing lumped historical, philosophi­
cal, and scientific relativism, and also relativism of general outlook and 
mere value relativism. This fusion is not conducive to clarity. Actually, 
he fully agreed that 110 absolute propositions regarding ultimate values 
can be proved valid with scientific means.7 He characteristically wavered 
between a neutral and a partisan approach (without using these names, 
of course), declaring the former sometimes impossible, sometimes 
sterile, sometimes the most advanced, reserving it for "unattached in­
tellectuals," or more especially, for "unattached sociologists." Then again 
he advised these free-floating glamor boys to attach themselves to some 
partial view on the basis of a free choice among. alternatives, because only 
In P~rticipation and action would they obta_m the deepest-although 
poss1?ly partial-insights. In the cours.e of his ar~um~nt he gradually 
modified his original extreme form~ latiOns ~,n. the ~nevaable "existential 
det_ermination" ( Seinsgebundenhezt) and situatiOnal determination" 
(Sztuationsgebundenheit) of all human knowledge. Thus, in questions 
of value judgments his views became more and more similar to those 
of Scientific Value Relativism (see e.g., PP· 42• 1 6_6, 169, 254,266 ff.; also 
~· K. Merton, op.cit.). In fact, he added many Important observations 

In support of this approach. 

10. Conclusion 

Summarizing the results of th_is c~apter, we are compelled to state, 
whether or not we like it, that SCle~ufic_Value Relativism, when under­
stood as it is here presented, that IS, mmus the misrepresentations dis­
cussed in the first section, has not been refuted by any of the method-

7 

sign~~~ ~.g., p. 254, where he claims. that his doctrine, which. he calls "rclationism," does not 
adds:Y .. that there are no criteria of ~~g~tne.ss and wrongness m ~ discus~ion, but immediately 
be for~t does insist, however' that It hes m the nature of. certam assertions that they cannot 
Val ulated absolut l b t only in terms of the perspective of a given situation " S . t'fi. ue R 1 . . e y, u . . h h d · c1en 1 c 
that abse atiVIs~ teaches no more rclaUVI~' t an t at, an eve~ less~ because it docs not doubt 
tifical\y, olute cnteria can be "formulated, but only that their \'ahdlty can be proved scicn-
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10. CONCLUSION 

ological attacks leveled against it: not by the contention that Scientific 
Method could deal with values precisely as with facts (Section 2 ), nor 
?Y the claim that other methods could solve value problems adequately 
m an intersubjectively verifiable manner (Section 3); not by the at­
tempts to prove scientifically the validity of religious Truth (Section 
4), or at least the "objectivity" of ultimate values beyond their relational 
aspects (Section 5); nor by quasi-logical arguments (Section 6), by 
Gestalt psychology (Section 7), or by the establishment of formal 
standards (Section 8); nor, finally, by the contention that all other 
scientific endeavors are as relative as the efforts to determine ultimate 
values (Section 9). 

This debate has, nevertheless, contributed to a deeper u.nderstanding 
of the issue. It has shown, in particular (I) the necessity of clearly 
distinguishing among at least three types of knowledge-intersubjec­
tively transmissible, not so transmissible, a?d .merely speculative; 
( 2 ) the considerable amount of objective contnbutwns to the e~a~ina­
tion of values that can be made in various ways; a.nd (3) the legitimacy 
of a frankly speculative discussion of meta~hysiC.al prob~em~ ~nd al­
ternatives by scientists who bring into these d1scusswns theu disciplined 
knowledge of the corpus of scientifically secured knowledge. 



CHAPTER VIII 

TWENTIETH-CENTURY ATTEMPTS TO IDENTIFY 

HIGHEST VALUES 

I. Survey 

T HE preceding chapter dealt with the methodologicd objec­
tions that have been raised against Scientific Value Relativism. 
It did not list the manifold attempts made by great scholars in 
this century actually to identify values, espccially the highest 

and ultimately controlling among them. If we now turn to these at­
tempts-concrete scientific propositions, that is, as distinct from the 
abstract scheme of theorcticall y possible differences of opinion on high­
est standards that was presented in Chapter VI, Section 6-the most 
striking feature is that the values served as supreme by contemporary 
scholars continue to vary greatly, almost as greatly as the systematic 
possibilities permit. And yet, self-evidence, _o: immediate evidence, has 
been claimed by all. Some have sought additiOnal support in revelation 
as transmitted through holy books. . . 

The accompanying schedule, ~hich ah_gn~ the chief proposals in 
s?mething resembling a systematic order, Is hkely to be more impres­
SIVe ~d telling than any comment coul_d be. What~ ':e must ask, is 
the sczentific weight of an alleged self-evidence that Is In conflict with 
What appears self-evident to so many other excellent men? 

It Was no relativist, but one of the ablest ~ghters for the absolute 
~Ustrian professor Johann Sauter, who wrote m_ 1932 : "Who is author~ 
IZed to behold ( schauen) the Ideas-. that, I admit, is the great question. 
Every one sees a different thing m the realm of Ideas, even among 
ph~losophers, nay much more among them than within any other vo­
cation." 1 Whether it is really true that e~eryone sees something dif­
;er<:nt in the realm of values, ~nd does so m every respect, will be ex-
~tllned in later chapters. Yet Insofar as top values are concerned the 

:_ffere?-~es are astounding indeed. Alas_, the d~cisive. ethical que~tion 
. Pohtical controversies is usually precisely thts: whtch of the values 
gl~n top rank by the different. apostles ought to b_e preferred? 
fi he classification of the indtvtdual proposals giVen in the table's 

rst c 1 " · d dl 
cussed o. urnn, "General Type, IS a mttte y rough. Details are dis-
the folin ~e following secti?ns. Before we move on to them, however, 

1 lowing should be plamly remembered. Personal conviction that Joha_lln 
Saut~, Die ph "losophischt:n Grund/agen des Natu"echts, Vienna I93:z 6 

' • p. 2 , n. 4· 
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I. SURVEY 

ToP VALUES 

in Twentieth-Century Political and Legal Philosophy 

General Type 

1. Equalitarian 

2. Individualist 
(Liberal) 

3. Revelationist 

4· Ethical n-at­
uralist 

5· Ethical evo­
lutionist 

6. Conservative 

7· Democratic 

Representative 
Writers 

Nelson 
G. Husser! 

Bosanquet 

Hocking 

Wild 
Coing 

Recasens 

Cathrein 
Rommen 
Maritain 
Hallowell 

Del Vecchio 

Geny 

Radbruch III 
Northrop 

Fuller 

J. Huxley 

de T ourtoulon 
Rommen 

Radbruch II 

Proposed Top Values 

Equality 

"Individuality within the 
whole" 

"The right of the individual to 
develop the powers in him" 

"Perfective tendencies" 
Liberty takes precedence over 

equality 
"Humanism," or "Personal-. , 

lSm 

God's will plus reason in its 
metaphysical reaches. The 
Decalogue. The basic prin­
ciples of Christianity 

Human nature with its rational 
elements 

The "given facts," including 
history, reason, common 
ideals, and intuition 

The "nature of things" 
~ature in cultural interpreta-

tion 
~ature in collaborative dis­

covery of purposes and prin-
ciples 

Evolution as a source of objec­
tive ethical standards 

Suum cuique in a status-quo 
interpretation of suum, mit­
igated by a progressive in­
terpretation of cuique 

Tolerance, no violent enfor f , ce-
~ent o on(e b own value 
JUdgments a solute prin­
ciples derived from Rela­
tivism) 

See 
Sec. 

2 

3 
and 
App. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 



!. HIGHEST VALUES PROPOSED 

ToP V,\LL:Es 

ntury Political and Legal Philosophy (continuer. 

Representativt· 
Writers Proposed Top Values 

------- -------------------

Felix Cohen 

G. E. Moore (in 
part) 

Stammler 

Duguit 

Binder 
Sauer 

E. Kaufmann 
L::~sswell 
Catlin 
H. Morgenthau 

Kohler 
Alfred Weber 
Northrop 

Stammler 
Perry 

Maciver 

Radbruch IV 

Happincss, as the.: surplus of 
plc.:asures over pains 

Personal ::~ffection, aesthetic 
cnjoyment 

The "so.cial ideal," i.e., the 
"community of men of free 
will" 

Soci::~l solidarity ::~nd social 
function 

The n::~tion 

Power, commonly striven after 
as a high value, though not 
necess::~rily by the author 

Kultur 

Cultural assumptions about na­
ture 

Harmony 
Harmonious happiness 

Do to others as you would 
have them do to you 

Human Rights, derived from 
the idea of justice 

in the weight of values, some ultimate goals to 
>eing better than others and some deserving a 
1ositive evaluation, is not in conflict with Scie 
ts adherents, as shown, have at times professed 
reeminence of certain values.2 What they ha1 
?ossibility for science in an intersubjectively 

'eber and Gust~v Ra_d?ruch (Chapter VI, Sections 2 and 3) sc 
Philosophie (c1ted tb1d., Section I) pp. ISO, ISS. and GreTl 
legriffsbildung (ibid.) PP· 559 ff.; also Kclsen, What Is 



2. EQUALITY 

missiblc manner to demonstrate the existence of an absolute order of 
values, or the validity of any proposed order, including the one accepted 
by themselves. Theref~re, if we now ~roceed to review individual pro­
posals made by twentieth-century phtlosophers, the question is not of 
o~r _own personal agreement or disagreement with their personal con­
VlCtlOn~, ?r even of our denial that they may be right, but only of the 
transmlSStble proof they have offered or failed to offer. 

Some uncontroversial points which, generally unexpressed but im­
plied, underlie all proposals will be examined later. These points are 
important, both for theory and practice, but do not yield standards of 
the type here discussed. 

Not infrequently, writers have presented observations of immaculate 
logic in order to show that their proposals follow strictly from some 
more general dogma accepted by them. But this does not spare us the 
trouble of asking for the scientific proof in support of the basic dogma 

itself. 
I am ruefully aware of boresome redundance in my repetitive use 

of arguments within several sections of the ~resent chapter. My only 
excuse is: that each of the specific values dtscussed hereafter has its 
own tremendous political and scientific significance and unsuppres­
sible vitality, and that those arguments, though often substantially 
identical, apply to a characteristically different co~plex of ideas and 
feelings in each case. Moreover, it has been my ~am_ purpose here to 
show from section to section what great contnbutlOns science can 
rend;r, and I could not do thi~ without specifically restating the neg-

ative limitations. 

2. Equality 

There has never been any doubt that equality has something to do 
with justice. Equal treatment of equal cases has always appeared to 
be the very core of justice (see below, Chapter x). B~t almost ~s old as 
this postulate is the recognition that it does not dectde what zs equal, 
i.e., what cases are equal, and in particular, whether all human beings 
are equal. In claiming human equality one adds a second postulate to 

the former. · · fi 
Can human equality be established in sctentt c ~erms? Aristotle 

stressed the inequalities of men at l~ast as much as their e~ualities. The 
Stoics shifted the emphasis to equahty as some of the Sophists had d 
before. Christianity proclaimed equality before God; but God's rea~~e 
being itself beyond scientific proof, cannot be made the basis for .I Y' scien-
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tine demonstrations of its implications. Hobbes argued that human 
equalities were far more numerous and important than human inequal­
ities, yet failed to offer a yardstick by which the relative weight could 
be measured. 1 Locke admitted that men were not, in fact, equal, but 
regarded nothing as more evident than that "creatures of the same 
species and rank ... should also be equal one amongth another". 

' and that, though not born in equality, they were born to it.!.! 
The Age of Enlightenment was dominated by the persuasion that 

human equality was "self-evident." This was most nobly expressed in 
the American Declaration of Independence: "We hold these truths to 
be self-evident, that all men arc created equal, that they arc endowed 
by their Creator with certain inalienable Rights, that among these arc 
Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness .... " But again, this as­
~.umption rested on the premise of a higher design ("Creator," 
. cre~ted:'). If that premise lac.ked. scientific proof, neither could the 
ImplicatiOn be sustained as a sczentzfic staten:ent; human equality then 
Was a religious and political creed, to be either espoused or rejected, 
but not capable of scientific verification in absolute terms . 

. Approaching the problem not religiously ?ut scientifically, we must 
~ISttnguish (I) the fact, (2) the .concept or Idea, (~) t~le value or dis-
alue, and (4) the ideal, of equality. The fir~t question Is: what are the 

fac_ts regarding the similarities and the differences between human 
?emgs in every sphere of their exi~tence? The second: what, in speak­
Ing of non-identical things or bemgs, do we mean by "equal," both 
When we say that they are or are not equal and that the treatment they 
receive from others is or is not equal? Then. the third question arises, 
whether equality of things or beings or of their treatment is not merely 
a neutral fact (actual or potential) bu~ a value or disvalue; and finally, 
the. fourth: whether equality is considered, or should be considered, 
~n tdeal, Worthy of the highest place or, at least, of a high place in the 
hst of val I ues. 
re ~ observing the facts we are still c_on~ron~ed with the most obvious 
f ality that human individuals are similar m many respects but dif­
~rent in many others. Whenever w~ claim that the features in which 

ey are similar the only "essential," the only "relevant" ones we 
rnust d are f 1 1' ~ 
\\' emonstrate more than the actua rea Ity of such Similarities; 

e must · " · ht " " 1 " " 1 reg establish their relative weig ' va ue, or re evance" with ard t th . . 
1 ° e problem under mquuy · 
l...eviat~ •s nan h 

econd • c · Xnt. . 
1'reatist: of Civil Government, Sections 4 and 55· 
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~nthropological research alone is unable to establish such relative 
we1~ht. Anthropology can render-and has rendered-invaluable 
serviCe by refuting the validity of the superficial appearance that ethni 
?r racial differences of external traits (such as color) mirror correspond~ 
~n~ qualitative differences. While the books of science may not be def­
mitcly closed on this issue, positive contentions that such a hereditary 
correspondence exists-as distinct from merely environmental effects­
ha~e ?een refuted as scientifically unjustified or, at least, inconclusive. 
Tim 1s the greatest contribution anthropology could possibly render 
to the problem of human equality. The importance of it cannot be 
ov_eremphasized. _But, w~~le racial differe_nces ~ay have nothing to do 
w1th the actual mequahues that otherwise ex1st between individuals 
such other differences do remain obvious realities, within all burna~ 
races, and anthropology can but confirm this fact. The ethical or po­
litical ideal that in spite of such individual differences all human be­
ings should be treated as "essentially equal" is necessarily beyond the 
scope of anthropological determination. 

Owing to this default in intersubjective demonstrability twentieth 
century scientific literature has, tacitly rather than overtly but never­
theless conspicuously, withdrawn from references t~ _the "self-evidence" 
of human equality, although state documents, polmcal ~ddresses, and 
popular speeches have continued to use that old assertion. One im­
portant twentieth-century philosopher, how_ever, b~avely ~etackling the 
issue has reverted to the claim of immediate evidence m favor of a 
broad equalitarian postulate. He is Leonard Nelson (r882-1927), pro­
fessor of philosophy in Gottingen and Berlin, rema_rkable for his clear 
and beautiful style-a rare virtue with German ph~losophers-and for 
the broad sweep of his books which include a maJOr work under the 

' · R 3 A hallowed Kantian title Critique of Practzcal easoll. ~ regards equal-
ity, he presented a profound analysis of ':"hat real equahty of _tre~tment 
would mean and involve, in particular w1th reference to ~ redt~tribution 
of property.4 But the important point for the present dtscusston is his 
derivation of the postulate of equality. 

Nelson reaches it not from any empirical study of fac~s regarding 
the actual equality of all human beings, but through a rat10nal deduc-

• Leonard Nelson, Kritik dn- praktisclz~n Vn-nt~nft, Giittingen 1916; Di~ Rec!zts . 
sclzaft ohn~ R~cht, Leipzig 1917; Syst~m dn- philoph~sclun Ruhtslehre rmd Politik ~~~se~-
1926; Syst~m dn- p/zilosophisch~n Ethik 11nd Pii~agogzl( (po_sthu~ously published), c·· ~1PZ1g 
1932, the latter r~ently published in an English translauon Y N. Guterman un~~ngen 
title Syst~m of Ethzcs, New York 1956. the 

'See below, Chapter xu, Section 3, and vol. 2. 
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tion from another empirical fact, which he considers sclf~evident 
namely, that men have ethical feelings which refer to some ethical 
norm. The "originally vague" meaning of this norm can be clarified, 
h~ holds, by "discursive argument" to t~1c :ffect. that it forbius any 
differentiations that are not due to quahtauve chffcrcnccs. Therefore 
the criterion of the ethical norm must be equality, he concludes.~' 

So far so good. There seems indeed to operate some universal pos~ 
tulate in all men which demands equal treatment of cases that arc 
qualitatively equal, as we shall go on to investigate in Chapter x bdow. 
Yet this fact, even if it could be verified scientifically, would not justify 
any conclusion as to what cases are qualitatively equal, and especially, 
:Vhether and how far men are. In this respect however, Nelson slips 
~nto misleading formulations. Precisely because his books arc written 
~n such an admirably clear and logical language, which fills even a crit~ 
teal reader with confidence and finally lulls his critical independence 
it is important 10 show exactly where the breach in Nelson's argumen; 

IS. 
At first he is on firm ground in stating that the human urge towaru 

e<:J.uality "by no means excludes preferences that .~r; warranted by a 
?tfference in the situation of the o~e and th~ other ; such a difference 
m the situation is rightly said to .Include differences in the quality of 
persons.7 In the sentence folloWing the first statement Nelson adds 
however, that "individuals as such are equal. : .' ," and he also speak; 
of the "equal claim of all persons :? the recogm tlon of their interests" ; " 

this he calls their "equal dignitY· 
These formulations are likelY to make us f~rget that according to 

Nelson's own point of departure there may b.e d~fferences in the quality 
of persons. In the absence of anY other hmltative argument these dif~ 
ferences might be considered so great as to war~ant any kind of differ~ 
ential treatment including such as has .prevailed during periods of 
slavery and raci~l and religious persecut~ons. ~elson's demonstration 
un_fortunately provides no argument agamst. this possibility' although 
thts short . . 1 uded by the formulatlOns quoted and N 1 , 
many adhcommgdts c o eern to be aware of it. e son s 

erents o not s 
~ Prak._tisch ff in particular PP· 503 and 51 8 s· ·1 I 

Grundzu e e Vernrmft, PP· 469 ., lin 1950, P· !88: "The arcls.t' lffil ar y ~~clmut Coing, 
(as of i:st" der RechtsphilosoPhtt: •. Be;, E uality "forbids unjus~fied lck of JUSfltJa distribr~tiva 
advanta Ice altogether) is equahtY· q 't " spee~al advantages or dis· 

• R ges of ind· 'd . h. the cornrnunl y. ech 1 lVI uals w1t 1n nds t th 1 cases. ts ehre rmd Politi!{, P· 85; this correspo o e postu ate of equal treatment of equal 

7 Prah · a '\llsche V Rechtslehre :nndunpftl, P.k· 119· 85 and praktisch~ V ~rllllll/t, p. 520, respectively 
0 Ill ' P· ' . 
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It is methodologically important to note that Nelson did not try to 
prove the postulate. of e~ual t~e~tment in justice on purely logical 
groun_ds. He recogmzed, m exphctt words, that a merely logical proof 
of etlucal norms is impossible. Instead, he referred to empirical evidence 
as. the indispensable basis of all his logical reasoning. This empirical 
evtden~e-not of human equality but of an ethical norm forbidding 
us to dtffcrentiate unless there are qualitative differences-he considered 
immediately given.0 But even if this be cot:ceded it does not bear out 
his conclusions regarding human equality, as we have seen.10 

Sometimes the eighteenth-century argument that all men ought to 
be treated as equal on the ground that they are "born equal" is still 
heard today in the somewhat more precise form that equal treatment 
is evidently required on the ground that all men are by birth in "the 
same plight," because they had no influence on whether they were 
born at all, into what conditions they were born, and from whom they 
descencled. 11 This way of arguing supplies a forceful emotional appeal 
but no scientific proof that only equal treatme~t of all_human being~ 
is just, unless we have previously accepted a m~JOr premtse to the effect 
that all those who are born into the same pltght ought to be treated 
equally. This premise, in turn, needs proof in order _to be ~cientifically 
acceptable. It is not self-evident. On the contrary, lt obvwusly needs 
correction or modification, for it would prove ~uch more than merely 
the equality of human beings: all animals are 111 the same plight from 
birth. In order to limit the postulate to man, one must add a rational 
ground on which men, and all of them, deserve such a distinction. If 
then reference is offered to the eminence of man because he alone is 
"endowed with reason," we are again up against the old objection that 
there are considerable differences in the breadth and depth of reason 

. .. · t of departure other than the fa t f . 0 Praktuc/1~ V~rnun/t, pp. 42, 504, 538. No potn . . I . f h' c s 0 mner 
· 1 f d cnpuve ana ysts o et teal fe 1· .. obsen·ation ... no basts other than the < ata o es e mg (pp. 

5°5-6). . . !though a declared anti-relat" · h' 
1° Coing, op.crt. (Chapter VII, Sccuon 5) p. 117, a . 1 . h lVtst tmse(f 

1 h · "The Jdlicu t question: w ere a h ' is more consistent than Ne son when e wntes: I J h re t e yard-
h h. b d as equa an w en as cliff sticks regarding w en somet mg must e treate . . . f .1 ercnt, . 

· · · 1 ne· here JUStKe at s us (I' · · cannot be answered from [the tdcal of] JUSttce a 0 • N I IJ~r liisst uns 
· · · s · ')" H h 1 h. If b}' a recourse to atura Law d . di~ Ga~cllflgk~It 1m tJctJ . e e ps tmse b k v· . an Intuit' 

· 6 C 1 · d · h · h' German oo , 1e Phlios I . ton (S·). see below, sect10n 1 • ar J. Fne nc , 1n IS k bl op lie des R I 
- ' · · d his remar ·a e h' · ec Its ;, historischer Perspekt1ve, Hetdelberg 1955, en s up h h . tstortcal revie\ . 

a more positive evaluation of Nelson's contribution than t at Eere I giVen, without h v Wtth 
· N 1 • ( 114-18). An ng tsh v · • owever mentioning the gap m e son s argument PP· . H. . erston of h. , 

appeared in 1958 under the title The Plu'/osopl~y o! LaJ~ "' .. Jstonca/ Perspective (~~~ book 
u So Herbert Spiegelberg, with modifications, m hts ar~tcle, _A Defense of Burnan tca~o). 

Plzilosophical Ret•iew, vol. 53 (1944) p. IOI. See also hts Antr-RdatwJstnrts, Zuri h Equahty,'' 
zig 1935 , and "Justice Presupposes Natural Law." Ethus, vol. 49 ( 1 939) p. 343 ~ Und Leip-
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in individuals and that these differences may justify any degree of 
differentiation, such as killing the least gifted people or enslaving 
them. 

Gerhart Husserl, Edmund's son, has attempted to achieve results 
from the phenomenological concept of "essence" as a "something" that 
can be observed in the process of phenomenological observation (sec 
?eiow, Chapter IX, Section 6). He distinguishes four degrees of equal­
Ity: first, equality of neutral qualities, such as length and width; second, 
"homogeneity," which involves some classification like bringing forth 
young alive; third, equality as to "essence," like that of dog and dog; 
and fourth, "similarity," like the correspondence between similar dogs. 
~e emphasizes that the common "essence" of inclividual human beings 
Is their common belonging to mankind, not their belonging to the 
same race or state.12 All of us who believe in the essential equality of 
human beings in a religious or politi~al sense _or all_ who, at least, re­
spect. the potentiality of such essential equahty, Will go far toward 
emotional consent with him. But he has not added a single clement 
of sc_ientific proof. He has merely s~ated ~is assertion as based on im­
mediate evidence-which evidence ts demed by others, even by other 
leadin h . g P enomenologtsts. . . 

Max Scheler, for instance, great phenom~~ologtst htmself, has pointed 
t~ the possibility, which to him is a ~robabthty~ that races have different 
bi?logtcal origins and respond dtfferently m the ~phere of inner 
e:lldence. He has, furthermore, ref~sed t.o make the biOlo~ical distinc­
?on between man and animal the dtscermng mark of what ts "essential" 
lll the hierarchy of animate nature, and has placed in its stead the 
recognition of the "value of the divine" ( ~ ~rt des Gottlichen). Those 
who have come to feel the value of the dtvme, he said, regardless of 
whether they believe in a personal God, are .essentially equal and dif­
ferent from the rest of animals and hum~n bemgs.Ia This view not only 
doubts, but explicitly denies, that there ts any essential equality of hu­
man b · . etngs as such. 
ofLtkewise, although for other reasons, Ma~ W ~rtheimer, founder 
,.,h Gestalt psychol y refused to accept the biOlogtcal distinction be-
.. vveen og ' d . . . t . f men and animals as the ectstve en enon o essential equality. 

u 
· Gerhart li l f E h · I 
lil ParticuJ Usserl "Ju . " Intffnational Journa o t tcs, vo . 47 ( 1937) pp. 271-307, 

u M ar Pp. 28 • suce, 
5 (3rda:_,scheler, n:.. 2F83· 3/0.4· ,·n dff Ethik (cited in the preceding chapter) III end· v 

1 --~ ., orma zsmt1I d w ' ' ' Vo. l, p .• Pp. 159-6 ff AI Vom Umsturz ~r "te (1915, 2nd ed. Leipzig 1923) 
u d P. 3o 1 • 3°1 .). so, · "II h · d · h" · d n d~ 1' 5 ff. Poly . f human races IS stl emp as1ze m 1s Dz~ I ~e du Friedens 

azi{i genesis o 
srnus, Berlin 1931, p. 21. 
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The criterion to him was the ability to see, and to respond to, what he 
called the ."objective requirements" of a situation (see Section 7 of 
the prccedmg chapter). He hoped that all men shared this quality. 
But he remarked that, if against his more optimistic hope part of man­
kind should be blind or inimical in its inner nature to objective re­
quirements, there would then be two races, the one to whom these 
requirements are alive, the other which is blind or inimical to them. H 

This view too questions, if only conditionally, essential equality of all 
human beings. 

One significant feature in which all human beings are alike may 
be their ability to choose to be good or evil in any moment of their lives. 
It makes sense to consider this feature so essential that all other differ­
ences, even those between high and low degrees of intelligence, are 
held negligible in comparison. This way of arguing (which is in line 
with my own convictions) would then lead logically to the proposition 
that all men are "essentially" equal. But in allotting such a high rank 
and even top rank, to this one feature we render a value judgmen~ 
which cannot be sanctioned by science. It may v:'e~l be_ possible to prove 
empirically that all human beings make some dtstmctlon between good 
and evil and that all feel they have-always or generally-a choice be­
tween being either good or evil in their thoughts, and often in their 
action as well, although the yardsticks th~y use may be very different. 
But there the scientific possibilities end. Sctence cannot prove, although 
religion may teach and ethical volition may accept, that o~ this ground 
all men are "essentially" equal. The absolute va~ue of thts one feature 
cannot be ascertained by Scientific M~thod,. a~d If asserted ~n the basis 
of intuition, or of any other source, tts vahdtty cannot be mtersubjec-
tively verified. . 

What possibly can be verified, among o~her umversal h~man features, 
is the fact that all men not only distingmsh good and evtl but also are 
subject to some inner urge toward the ideal .that equal cases ought to 
be treated equally. This line will be purs~ed m Chapte~ x. Apart from 
such, always tenuous, generalizatior:s, sctence ca.n continue to explore 
the interconnections, or the lack of mterconnec~ons~ between physical 
and mental or moral traits, and to re.fute unsctenttfic contentions as 
to racial differences in this res?ect. Sctence can, furthermore, do psy­
chological and phenomenolo~~cal rese~rch or: .the manner in which 
men become aware of equahues and mequahtles, real or ima . 

. .. glllary, 
u Max Wertheimer, "Some Problems in the Theory of Ethics, Social R eu:arch, 

(1935) pp. 353 ff., 367. vol. 2 

311 



VIII. !-//CHEST VALUES PROPOSED 

for instance in the relations between in-group or out-group individ­
uals.1" It can distinguish various, mutually incompatible.:, yardsticks 
of equal treatment (need, ability, etc., sec Chapter IV, Section 6), and 
point to the impossibility of establishing full equality (Chapttr x11 , 

Section 3). It can disclose ulterior motives in discriminations. Abo\'e 
all, science can predict the consequences and risks entailed by flagrant 
discriminations, from feelings hurt to violent uprisings. Hut when it 
comes to the question whether human beings arc "essentially" equal, 
and whether all ought to be treated equally, science cannot claim au­
thority to give a direct answer. 

The soundest extra-religious basis of the claim to equality for all 
men can be found in the postulate of truth, or of veracity, which ex­
cludes from the title of justice any judgment that is based on actual 
falsehoods or on faked assumptions not truly believed in (sec Chapter x1, 

below). But this argument docs not hit evaluations founded on differ­
ences either real or at least truly believed to be real. 

Insistence on truth and veracity can be <:ffic~ently supplcmmted by 
an appeal to volition, that is, free determmatiOn to treat all human 
beings as essentially equal in acknowledgment of the possibility, not 
to be rcfuteJ, that they may be so (argument from the absence of proof 
for the antithesis). In au clition, the argume~t that equality is the only 
standarJ that can be acceptecl by all (Kant s argument) has retained 
some merit, although the privileged classes ~ill ~)e h_csitant to accept it. 
But all such approaches fail to lead to a _rlam SCientif1c conclusion that 
men are essentially equal and that thci: equal treatment is required 
regardless of consequences. To rea~h. tillS de~ocratic proposition, ad­
ditional recourse must be had t_o religiOn_ or ethical volition. We merely 
confound the issues if we claim f_or sCI~nce what science cannot do. 
Science itself should make this plam, wlule continuing in its efforts to 
(I) disclose universal features of ~luman nature (Chapters IX ff.), 
( ) f .J about cltfferences th t . 1 2 re Ute erroneous 1 eas a arc on y apparent 
(racial issue)' and ( 3) reveal th_e co7~equences. of both unequal and 
o_f equal treatment of human bemgs the vanous spheres and situa­
tlOns of community life. 

rca'"IAlfrccJ Schutz, in. his J>Jpcr ··EqualiCty afnd thee McaSning Structure of tht• Social \Vorld," 
t at th fif f he on ercnc on ctence PI .1 h .. 

mad c tcenth symposium o 1 f H ' 11 osop y, and Rcltgton has 
e canst · k. d (Aspect! o uman Eq 1 · cJ b ' 

Ne y ructtvc studies of this 10 II ally • c · Y L. Bryson et a/ 
w ork 1 ·• 9 57, pp. 33-78). 
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3. LIBERTY 

3· Liberty 

His.torically speaking, the glorification of liberty preceded that of 
~qu~lny, and until recent times most philosophers continued to assign 
It higher rank and philosophical priority. Athenian ideals of liberty 
~ere not coupled with equality; not all men were free in Athens. When 
1deas of equality broke through, especially in the thought of the Stoics 
ther~ was only limited response. But ideals of freedom also faded. I~ 
melhcval times it ":'as consi?ered a ~rivilege rather than a natural thing 
to be free. Not until feudalism declmed, when free cities rose with fr 

. l . l . ee 
citizens Wit 1111 t 1e1r walls, when the Renaissance fashioned a new 
self-assertion of the individual and of his worth, when the Reformation 
insisted on freedom of conscience, and Locke planted Liberty as one 
of the three inalienable Rights (which did not include equality), was 
the ideal of freedom fully reestablished. Then its meaning \Vas even 
deepened. Successful fights for political freedom, first .in England, then 
in America and France, and the rise of a new economic doctrine which 
taught the superiority of economic freedom over government regula­
tion finally led to a general apotheosis of liberty in Western thought at 
the end of the eighteenth century. Not of equality. Equality entered 
the picture only as a latecomer in the French rev~lution; .it met with a 
great deal of suspicion and resistance, not merely 111 practiCe but also in 

philosophy. . . . . 
Freedom continued to outrank equality lll philosophical thought 

even when both were recognized as ideals. Freedom, not equality, stood 
out as the aboriginal right in Kant. Its ab~olute. value he deduced 
from that of the individual which he established 111 the hypothetical 
form that, if there should b~ any absolute valu.e at all, it could only be 
found in the individual (see Chapter VI, SectiOn 3c, ab~ve). Equality 
held only second place in his system of thought. He denved the claim 
to equality from that to freedom: si~ce. man as such had .a right to 
freedom, the individual's right was limited by the equal nght of all 

others. . 
In the twentieth century, with whic~ we are specifically concerned 

here, Leonard Nelson, following earher arguments by the Germ 
philosopher Jakob Friedrich Fries (r773-r843)~ attempted to reve:n 
the Kantian order between freedom and equahty. To Nelson se 
have seen (Section r), equali~y was the fundan:ent~l P?stulate' 0~s .we 
tice, even its only postulate. Ltberty was a mere tmphcatlon of J.Us-

equahty, 
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he argued, because, if everyone had a legitimate claim to equality, he 
could claim also an equal share in liberty. 1 This reversal was not 
generally accepted, however, for its equalitarian premise was highly 
controversial. Those philosophers who in this century continued to 
absolutize the value of liberty have, therefore, followed the line of 
Locke and Kant rather than of Fries and Nelson. 

Thus, the English philosopher Bernard Bosanquct ( I848-1923) de­
clared the ultimate criterion of value to be individuality, not in the 
transient states of consciousness but in all its potentialities; not isolated, 
but within the whole to which it belongs.2 In America, Hocking wrote 
_Cr926) that the "only natural right" to be acknmvlcdged is that "an 
mdividual should develop the powers that are in him" and "become 
wh_at he is capable of becoming." 3 In post-Hitler Germany, Professor 
Comg declared in his highly praised "Introduction to the Philosophy 
~~ Law ( rgso): "Wherever, in the individual case, freedom and social 
JUstice should be in conflict and a decision bet"::en thef se I two pos­
tulates of Right become necessary, there the declSlon must be made in 
favor of freedom. The dignity of man canna~ be surrendered in ex­
change for equality of material go~ds. Here IS _the absolute and im­
movable limit which the idea of Rtght (Reclztszdee) sets to the com-

. . . " 1 
mun~ty_ as a principle of orgamzat~on., . 

It Is Interesting to follow Hockmg s argu~ent more m detail. Like 
~ant he refuses to assign absolute value _to ~Iberty pure and simple, to 
liberty as such. he rather allots it to the digmty of the individual and to 
~is right to gr~w. From this basic absolut~ ~igh~, however, he derives 
~IX ?articular ones which, in clear contr~~hstmctiOn to Nelson's equal­
Itanan postulate, are apt to su~port polltlcal an? econ?mic liberalism 
(free enterprise) against socialism. They are: liberty m self-manage­
ment~ in seeking control of others, an,d of nature; and the right to the 
secunty of one's own person, to ones o:-rn agreements, and to one's 
own property.5 On the other hand, Hockmg does not flinch from pur-

th:trakti~ch~ V~rnunft, p. 528; R~c/ltsl~lzr~ ~~.nd .. Politik, pp .. 110 ff. Nelson acknowledged 
lc:ft t mans . "intc:rc:st in rational self-d~terr~unatlon mus~ be: malic:nablc: because:, if it were 
fc:rioro the: Individual to determine which ~~terests h~ thmks t~ be of equal, superior, or in· 
of the: v~l~c: as compared with others, he mighth?argam away his soul. The inalienable nature 
from t~lg. t to freedom, however, appeared to lffi as an_ "extra~juridical" ideal, not derivable 
postulat: ~;e.a o! iusticc:. This was the consequence of his doctnne that equality alone: was a 

2 B !Usttce 
crnard B · d' 'd I' d 

• W. E osanquet, Tlz~ Principl~ of In 1111 tta lly an Valu~. London 19I2, pp. 29I ff. 
71~ 74 ff.: ~~c~ing, Pr~unt Stattlf of th~ p/ulosoplzy of Law and Rights, New York 1926, PP· 

H. Coin 4· 
G Op.cit g, 0 P.cit. (Chapter vn, Section 5) PP· 197, 198 • 

. , Pp. 87, 91. 
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suing to tl1cir last consequences all the implications of his premise that 
the fundamental right is not to liberty per se, but to development. There 
is, he says, no absolute right, then, forbidding slavery. If it were proved 
that an individual would better develop his powers in slavery, his en­
~lave~e.nt ~auld be ju~tificd. "In the case of an Epictetus or an Aesop, 
If traditiOn IS to be credited, personal powers developed nobly in slavery. 
tl~e~ ~ight conceivably have developed less well under any less tryin~ 
discipline. If that was the case, slavery was right for Epictetus and 
Aesop." But only God could answer this question in the affirmative 
Hocking continued; the presumption is for liberty. 6 ' 

To say that only God knows whether a person would profit from 
slavery is to acknowledge that science is unable to state so. Therefore 
science cannot justify slavery on that ground. But science is likewis~ 
unable to establish the existence of a right to individual liberty, or free 
development. While dogmatic belief in such a right continues to under­
lie Western civilization, attempts to supply a scientific foundation for 
it in absolute terms have become rare in this century. Most writers 
including Harold Laski/ have taken it simply for granted withou~ 
caring for proof. Hocking himself argued ably agains~ other proposi­
tions.8 But, like Bosanquet, Coing, and everyone else m the field, he 
has been unable to produce for his own any ultimate proof other than 
intuition. This is meant to be a simple statement of fact rather than a 
reproach. Intuition, as has often been sai_d _in this bo?k, may well be 
right. Yet as a scientific argument it fails 1~ It ~eets ~1th contradictory 
intuition. Simply to proclaim that somethmg IS ~1e h~ghest good may, 
as Leon Duguit once said,0 "satisfy a believer, but 1s v01d of all scientific 

value." 
However, although unable to verify the existence of a natural right 

to individual liberty and development in abs~lute tern:s, Scientific 
Method can contribute a great deal to the issue. Fust of all, It can clarify 

8 Op.cit., P· 72. . k 1 
7 Harold J. Laski, Tht: Statt: in Tht:ory and Practtct:, N~w Yo~ _935. p. 138 (the end f 

the state is "satisfaction, at the highest possible !~vel, of !IS SU~J~Ct~ demands") and pass' 0 

See also Max Ascoli, "The Right to Work," Soctal R_esearch, \O · ( 1939) p. 2SS and lrn. 
"Discussions" thereafter; D. S. Robinson, Political ~t/IICS, ~ew ~ork 1935, pp. 6g 11.' a d the 
little "difliculty" with which he meets on p. 108, In dealing ~vlth Communism and' F~s . the 
b they do not recognize the absolute value of freedom, Gaston Gaver "I d. . Clsrn, 

ecause ,6 ff • n IV!d j' 
and Realism," Yalt: Law /ottrnal, val. 29 (1920) PP· 523• 5- ·. ua 1srn 

slbid., p. 75· ~tammler and Kohler, with whom h.c mam:y dca~s •. have Ceas 
typical representatives of the present status of legal philosophy • rclahvlstic, f . ed to be 
equalitarian, if not national and raci~l principles have come to the foreground. ~~tl~nal,. and 
views Hocking p. 70, and below, Sect1on 10. unctlonal 

• "The Law and the State," Harvard Latt' Rt:l'ietv, vol. 31 (1917) pp. 1 ff., 23 . 
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the difference in meaning of the two questions whether human beings 
are free to think, to desire, or to will, on the one hand, and whether 
they are free to act as they like, on the other. Next, it can supply an 
adequate description and analysis of all data concerning fren\om to 
act. Third, it can establish a number of important substantive points. 

As regards the freedom to think, Scientific Method presupposes in 
line with common sense that such freedom exists at least to some extent 
(Chapter 11, Section 1 ). If freedom of thought were a sheer i\\usion 
and all our thinking necessary, there could be no science, since any 
question, whether relevant or irrelevant, and any answer, whether true 
or false, would be equally necessary, and it woul(\ also be necessary 
that we consider true what is false whenever we think so, and false 

what is true (sec also Chapter xn, Section I) .1
'J 

As regards the freedom to act, the scientist can dar if y the numerous 
subcategories and subconcepts that arc confusingly coverel\ by the 
notion of freedom, such as religious, civil, political, economic, and 
social freedom, and the independence of nations from external inter­
ference; freedom from something and fre~dom for something, ant\ 
from or for what. freedom to follow passwn or freet\om to fo\\ow 
reason. Science ca~ point out tl:at each type of free.dom may be either 
merely negative or positive, eitl~er pa~sive or active, and that some 
types are compatible with cqual~ty while o~hers ar: not, as, e.g., eco­
nomic freedom is incompatible with economic equahty. Science can also 
examine whether there can be true freedom to be right unless there 

also is the freedom to err, and so forth:
1

•
1 

Beyond clarifying formal presu~positlons and cat~gories, Scientific 
~ethod can establish a number of ~mportant s~bsta~1t!V(.: points regard­
mg freedom, especially the followmg three. Ftrst, It can be stated un-

1
" Th I 1 1 is indi,pcn,ahle a' a presU!>!> ·t· f .. 

at t 1e a'sumpti
1 

n f fret:< " 11 · I . · "" 1"n or the cog muon 
of truth h ' 0 1 v Georg Sunme (f.w/ii/zm 11 u · 1 \I . as been stated, for in,pn..:c, >, . IV l b 

111 
tIC • oralwiSSCIISChll/1, 

vol. 2, pp. 304-(>) and Martin 1-I<:idcggcr (~om esc.n t cr IValzrllCit, Frankfurt l<J4 ~ vtl ctl. 
1954). The latter's formulation "The c,,ence of truth Jsl ~recdom:· (IJas Wcst:ll dcr Wafu:luit lSI 

die Freiheit, p. 12) distorts the matter, however, u~<~ ~ast by Its grammatical expression, he· 
c~~sc t?is way of stating it is a' illogical as It ~~ le to 'ay that the essence of beer is the 
~· uslt, mstead of saying that it is the essence£ o heebr t 1aft It Is apt lo quench thirst in a par· 
1cu ar m .. not 0 trut ut o 1ts recognn . · I . 

a ·' f anner. Freedom is the e"en<-c . . . h h wn' m on cr to rccogni1.C 
nu olio f t d1,ungUIS t c true answ r h. . oth w truth a man must be rec o . e to IS question from an)' 

,~r' ~n<l to prefer · • her. Sc1cntifi It to an> ot · • the truth of such statcm h . from C . c analysis can also c)(alnlnc f J 1 I 1 cnts as t e followmg, taken 
o1ng . ·J f ree om exc uc es ovc F 1 · render (H.' op.cu., p. 149 . "'The I ea 0 f I 1 .. · or, ove IS unconditional sur· 

mg b · 1 ) and reec om, unconc 1t10nal s ·If . · 
tung)" Th· a e, devotion aban< on • ' Wh I l I ' .c ·a\sert1on (Se/bstbelzartp· 

' I ' ' 1 . en ove mav h or n<>t I I s type of arguing is jnconc uslve. 1 ' ave no freedom as to whether 
includes t<ho love; but I still rnaY hl''e the free< om to act. On the other hand. frcctlom to act 

e freed . · om to sclf·limltauon· 
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conditionally that the presumptive human ability, within limits set 
by nature, to think and act in accordance with reason is valuable in an 
objective sense because it enables humanity to reach stages of life and of 
knowledge not attainable without that freedom. Second, it can be 
stated unconditionally that no human being is entirely free to do what 
he likes because everyone is subject at least to the constraints imposed 
by nature; and third, that everyone considers freedom to do what he 
:e~lly and ultimately ~vants a positive value. As to this latter point, it 
IS mdeed b_ut tautologiCal to say that someone who without any reser­
vations desires to do something wishes also to be free to do it and that 
therefore, to _be free to do what he wishes app~ars to h,~m as somethin~ 
valuable. Thi~ statement may, therefore, be _satd to be absolutely" true 
inasmuch as It merely expresses the meanmg of the proposition that 
someone wants to do a particular thing (see Chapter 1, Section 6). 

Whenever we proceed, however, to ask whether it is valuable from 
the standpoint of other people that some particular person be granted 
the freedom he might wish to have, or whether freedom of every hu­
man being is an "absolute" value, irrespective of desires, valid at all 
places and times, Scientific Method yields no ~nconditional answer. 
Scientists can list the conflicting interests of different persons, or of 
the same person at different times. They can gather ample data re­
garding the consequences of either grantin~ or denying freedom. They 
can establish that the denial of freedom IS bound, for psychological 
reasons, to stir up very deep feelings of resentmen~, feelings_ that tend 
to find an explosive outlet if they are not allayed m good time. They 
can point, on one hand, to the great achievements t? which men can 
rise under freedom and the dampening effect which the denial of 
freedom may have on creative forces, and on the other, to the dangers 
that threaten from the abuse of liberty and from anarchy. They may 
compare the achievements possible and the s:tbacks that threaten under 
various forms of freedom or of its absence. 1

- • • 

Scientific labors may go far toward estabhslung the superior po-
tentialities of freedom in the development of the human race as a 
whole in such and such directions under such and such condition 
Historical experiences can be used to illus~rate _the validity of sue~ 
tentative theorems, or to modify them b~ dtsclosmg conditions u d 
which they are not valid. In addition, sctence can examine the 1.n ~r 

lffilts 
· -' 1 f h · · f · urich Schiller's lecture "L k "'The classiC moue o sue a companson IS ne y urgu 

of 1789, in which he compared the short- and long-range res~lts of the laws givens bUnd Solon'' 
in Sparta (denial of freedom) and by Solon 1n Athens (granting of freedom). Y Lycurgus 
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beyond which suppression of freedom is impossible, as is the suppres­
sion of the freedom to think and to bdieve as long as persons are 
fully conscious, that is, neither asleep nor eloped; and it can reveal 
the interconnection between morals and freedom on the ground that 
a universal feeling seems to forbid us to bbmc someone for failing to 
do what he was not free to do (Chapters x and XII deal with these 
types of impossibility). 

But with all this science cannot arrive at the generalizing con-
clusion that the freedom of every individual is an absolute value, a 
value not alone, subjectively speaking, for himself, but also objectively, 
for all and under all circumstances. On the contrary, science must ad­
mit that sometimes one person's or group's lack of freedom may be 
rnore valuable for reaching another person's or group's aims than 
would be full freedom for both. For science to maintain, in view of 
this situation, that the other fellow ought to be granted freedom to 
the same extent, irrespective of consequences, would require the 
scientific demonstration that all individuals are equal and should be 
treated equally. This demonstration, as we have seen, is beyond science 
to supply. It can only be grounded on religious convictions or ethical 

volition. 
In particular, it is obvious that one person'.s f~eedom is rarely valuable 

for all others unless it is limited by some pnnctple _of regard for others, 
whether this limitation is effecte~ by self-restramt or by constraint 
imposed from outside. The quest~~n, the~ef?re, becomes important: 
what could or should be this limltlng pnnctple? It might be either 
equality, that is, the even division of fre~dom among all, or some prin­
ciple of order not fully based on equ~hty. In all historical examples, 
. eluding those of the most democratically governed countries order 
1n r d · ' )las never been based entirely on. equa 1.ty, an sctence is even able to 
state in advance that it would be tm~os~tble to do so (see Chapter xn). 
Ideas of how freedom should be h~tte~ under these circumstances 
varY greatly, both as to form ( authontanan rule, majority rule, etc.) 
and substance (see Chapter IV, above). . . 
So~e of these questions will be tak<:n up m spectal contexts. My only 

intentiOn here was to clarify two pomts. On the one hand, Scientific 
!'Jethod alone cannot lead to stateme.nts on the absolute value of free­
dom? ?r the existence of an absolu~e .nght to freedom, in general terms. 
Jntultlon (S2), especially in its rehgwus forms, may be able to provide 
stl~h stat~ments, and may be right, too; but ref:rence to intuition de­
prives sCience of the transmissible character of lts findings, unless all 
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agree, and may be erroneous even then. On the other hand science 
need not demonstrate an absolute right to liberty in order to c;ntribut 
a. great deal. t~ the .fight for it w.h.ere it is den~ed ?nd for its preserva~ 
~IOn where It IS enJoyed. In additiOn, every sCientist is free to encrag 
m h d h" d '"I· be researc un cr t e avowe assumptiOn t 1at m the particular ca 
~nder his investigation freedom is desirable or is actually being d~~ 
sired, and then concentrate on the methods by which it can be secu d 
broadened in substance, spread ~urther, and best be defended, defen~:cl 
also from the consequences of Its abuse. 

4· God's Will. Human Reason's 
Metaplzysical lnsiglzts 

It would be a grave mistake to assume that religious revelation ha 
been discarded today as a scientific basis in political and legal philoso~ 
phy. Roman Catholic thinking, in particular, has never abandoned th 
claim that God's existence can be scientific~lly_ verified.1 In order t~ 
sustain it, however, under the impact of SCientific Method, the latter 
had to be refused a position of exclusiveness; for. it could hardly be 
denied that it was not feasible to prove God's existence in this way 
It was necessary to refer to sources o_f knowledge. that ?id not yield 
intersubjectively transmissible results m the sense m which this term 
has here been used. 

Not only have all the representative Catholic philosophers of the 
twentieth century, from Victor Cathrein (r845-I~3r) to_Jacques Mari­
tain, Heinrich Rommen, and Jacques Leclerq,- contmued to base 
their scientific teaching on God's reality, but so have many others 

S L . 3 ' 
like John Hallowell, Eric Voegelin, and C. · ewis. As this book 
devotes a special chapter (xm) to the p:obl_em of whether God's 
reality can be established or refuted with sCientific means, I shall refer 
presently only to two particular points. . . . 

Belief in God has led many philosophers, m lme With St. Thomas to 
distinguish between two kinds of unjust laws: those that merely' go 

1 See especially the address by Pius XII to the Pontifical Acadhemy of Scidences of Novembe 
. h' h h p · . I · · view of t e recent a vane f r 22 1951, m w IC t e ope mamtamed the c aim m es, ully ac ' 

by him, of astronomy and nuclear physics. Extended excerpts were published by th cepted 
York Timt:s, November 23, 1951, p. 6. B r e Nt:w 

• Victor Cathrein, Rt:cht Naturrt:cllt rmd positivN Rt:cllt, er m I90I (2nd ed 19 
tain, see Chapter vn, abov~; Heinrich A. Rom men, see Chaptr '~; ~~cques Lect~rcq or); Mari­
mt:nt du droit t:t dt: la socii!~ 3rd ed., Namur 1947· See a so 1 mi Erich Baisch' t: Iandt:-

, d Rt:ctltspl ·1 er S · · Rt:chtslt:llrt: Munich 1928, and Karl Petrascheck, Sysft!m t:r 11 osop!Jit: Fr "b' zttltch~: 
' · Tht: Cau f Ch ' CI u • Hallowell and Voegelin, see Chapter vn. C. S. LeWIS, or ristianity N rg 1932, 

1943. ' ew York 
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beyond the authority of the lawgiver or fail to yield just results, and 
those that "order something that is sinful or wicked in itself." While 
one may obey the former, and as a rule should do so because their 
non-observance would involve greater damage than the opposite, one 
must never obey the latter. The reason given for this is "that one must 
obey God more than men and therefore rather die than sin."., Some­
times the reference to GoJ anJ sin is circumvented by speaking of 
actions that arc in themselves "immoral and unjust"; but what actions 
deserve this characterization is again cxplaincJ by references to re­
ligious concepts, such as sin.r. 

Lacking means to demonstrate God's reality, Scientific Method can­
not make use of this way of arguing. Other grounds must and can be 
found to deny juridic validity to "wicked" laws (sec above, Chapter 
1v, Section 8, and below, Section 16). It is noteworthy, however, that 
even a scholar like Gustav Radbruch, who had always been careful 
to separate scientific and religious thinking, at the end of his life came 
close to the old distinction when he wrote: "It seems that the conflict 
between justice and certainty in law is to be solveJ in this manner: 
that the positive law, secureJ by the orJer that sets it (Satzrmg) and 
by power, must be accordeJ priority even w~en it is unjust and un­
reasonable (unzweckmi:issig), unless the confltct between the positive 
JaW anJ justice reaches such an unbearable degree that the law set 
( Gesctz) on the ground of its I:ein,¥o'inc~rrect la~' ( tmri~lztigcs Recht, 
wrong law) must cede to jusucc. Thts. rcasonmg avmds any refer­
ence, direct or indirect, to God and t~ sm, putting in its stead a re­
course to the idea of justice; it wi~l be dtscuss:d below, Section I6. 

The second point to be mentwne~l here 1s that the old Scholastic 
attempts to distill an ethical and soCial law from Nature and Reason 
as sources distinct from God's Will have gained new strength within 
rhe_l~s.t one hundred years or so in Catholic thought, when Catholic 
pohttoans and representatives of the Ch~~ch have tried to find com­
mon ground with non-Catholic fellow ctttzens in matters of govern­
ment. Th_is movement, substantially. promoted by the writings of the 
authors already m t' d and earher by those of Theodor Mey · en 10ne , er m 

' Cathrcin op · Pr blem d N 
below, Chadtcr ~C!t .• Pp. 300 ff. Moc)r, "Das u es aturrechts" (1935), as quoted 

• R 11 • Scctio ommcn, op c"t n 4· 6 (an immoral Ia · 1 
action"). Pius X·II . (Engl. ed ) PP· zss-5 . w IS one t 1at "prescribes a sinful 

I i · h fir,t convcntwn of Cath I" c It I" 1 
J11ore strongly· "Th' n an address to t e f h" d . . 0 1 a tan awycrs, put it 

· · . · c · d "th any 0 IS ectstons ob!irre anv n t . whtch ts mtri · JU gc can never WI h I ,., • . 0 c 0 some action 
, , nstcal!y · . nuarv to t c aws of G d h Ch h" 

by d Entrcvcs N Hnrnoral-that IS, co · 0 or t e urc (quoted 
OJ h.' atr<ra[La 11 J<)5fi,p.51). 

n IS 1946 . tv Forllm, vo. ' I .. h I" h 
·t soph" arttclc "G I" h Unrecht unc u ergesctz tc cs Recht" reprinte-d "tn R ' r'J/ 0 It!, 4th ed. ' CSetz IC CS · {"("f1f,'• 

'Pp. 347. 356. 
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Germany ( 1821-1913),' became a powerful factor in the recent revival 
~f Natural-Law doctrines. Yet it preserved some characteristic peculiari­
ties. The old Scholastic treatises on Natural Law, which were leo-ion 
had been deeply entangled in the great mediaeval controversy wh;the ' 
will or intellect held the primacy in God, that is, whether or not Go~ 
could will something that was against reason, such as changing the 
Decalogue. Primacy of will was the doctrine of Duns Scotus (d. a b. 
I 308) and especially of William of Occam (d. a b. I 349), primacy of 
intellect that of the majority of the late Scholastics, in particular of the 
Spaniards, V_ittoria (d. 15_46), Vasquez ~d. 1~04). and Suarez_ (d. r6r7), 
and the Ita han, Bdlarmme (d. r62r). Tlus view gave pnnciples of 
reason an independent validity, permeating God's will and unchangea­
ble even for Him. Supported by it, the recent Catholic Natural-Law 
movement felt entitled to pursue the interpretation of reason inde-
pendently of ideas of Divine Law. . . 

y ct this has remained an enterprise fraught With great dtfficulties 
under modern scientific demands. Not only had some of the late 
Scholastics (Suarez and Bellarmine, against Vasquez~ en:pi~~asized that 
for a reasonable act to be right it must also be. God s wtll. More im­
portant, whenever a scholar recognizes the existence. of <?od and of 
Divine Law JS scientifically verifiable, elements olfdtl~Is po1l1t of view 

l l · · 1 1 e finds revea e 111 nature an 1 b arc apt to enter a so t 1e pnnc1p es 1 b l -1 1 <. Y 
reason Interpretations of the Law of Nature Y t 1I o~op 1ers of this 
group. consequently, have differed from thoselndot ase<. on1_the divine 

' 10 1 tl ey have e to a reautng und 
origin of nature. For examp e, 1 • t St 1 , er 

· · · d" I bl 11 • contrast e.g., o amm er s unJ which marnage Is 111 Isso u e, 111 'b · d ' er 
which divorce must be possible; 1:! or that ~ o:t~on an ~r~y-killing 
are always wrong. 1:1 Quite generally, the pnn~Ipl es ~veal e Y _reason 
have been identified with the second table 0 t 1e eca ogue, tn line 

. . . md des N.echts, a speci:>.l public t' 
; "J'Ile ,,),,r Mevcr Die Grt~~u/:;iige der S1ttilch/.:.elf 1 ·11t'" Staatslcxi1· 011 dcr G a ton nf 

' ' . ' . I r '"N;lturrcL • . "- oerres 
Stunmen aus Alana Laaeh, Ili(>g; the same aut 10 •. 9oo. Cathrcm, Moralphilos I. gcsc[[_ 

· · 1 · '" 1· Frc1burg 1 0 P 11c F . scl~c~ft 1 g94 ; and [nsttflll1011es w·1s htltur<liS, ,. I f ;\[1111 a11d ll.'ar 11 r11[ La , ' ret-
bur" ~ 893 ·tnd op.cit. !\britain, op.cit., and The [dg tiS o)·o Edgar Alexander . tit, translated 

,., ' • k p ·tt Sec .t s tn . N ~. 
b,. I> rl·. C Anson New Yor. 1943· Rommcn, o ·' . t7~n--rgso New Y k . •vtoouv 

J u s . ' /; . . l Gernuzny, ( =' • or . 1 '- - . ' 
E. Alexander, and others, C zurelt 1111d Soclel}' "d)· ·tnd E. Akxandcr, .rldcnauer ))3 (aho 
1· 11 G. n I-"1·1.,-lte 111ul Gcscllsdwft in Deursc!t/1111 • • and the N' cnna , n c ru 
Germany New York 1957, PP· 68 ff. 

"Sec R~mmcn, op.cit., PP· 42 ff. 
0 Rommen, op.cit., PP· 63· 64 · · ·, Recht, pp. 66, 67 
to S Cathrcin, Rec/11, Naturreeht tmd ponttt cs ) fi d . I ' 311. 

cc, e.g. · 1.k R ( 6 ,, 1 2 39 , n m tlc Natu I 
ulb'd 271 . Others, t·c ommen pp. 5· -- ' ld b' ra Law 

condc~~~tl~n of adultery and concubinage, but the): too wou o JCCt to the interpreta~n\y the 
according to nature and reason divorce must be posstble. lon that 

uSee above, Chapter v, Section 8. 
13 Rommen, op.eit., P· 222. 
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with St. Thomas. Maritain, for one, is more circumspect when he 
writes that in interpreting the Natural Law (which he too recognizes) 
man runs "the risk of error here as elsewhere," adding that the "only 
practical knowledge all men have naturally and infallibly in common 
is that we must do good and avoid evil." 11 But other Catholic writers 
have objected to this modest withdrawal £rom claims to absolute right-

ness.15 
If science is understood as intersubjectivcly transmissible knowl-

edge, all attempts to reach a scientific clarification of the essence of 
justice from metaphysical sources are necessarily doomed to failure. 
The matter gains an entirely different aspect, however, if what is 
sought for in religion is no scientific clarification but merely religious 
directives for the interpretation of an ideal whose clarification by 
means of science alone is seen to be impossible. Attempts of this kind 
have been made by Professor Erik W ol£ of Freiburg University in a 
small book entitled y he Idea of Right and Biblical Dircctivcs/6 in 
whic.h he carefully scrutinizes the implications o~ Biblic~l p.ointers, in­
cludmg of course the Decalogue, for the meanmg of }Usuce. This is 
e~~rely meaningful for those who .accept the reality. of God and the 
d1vme character of Biblical revelatwn. It may obtam even scientific 
~ignificance as a hypothetical basis fo.r the examin~tion. of consequences 
mvolved in the acceptance or refutauon of these d1rect1ves. 

5. Nature 

Natural Law has staged its return not only in the wake of religious 
crusaders but also under its own power. Unabashed by scientific criti­
cism leveled against the fusion of ~s and Oug?t, or unaware of it, 
ma~y s.ecular philosophers have co~unued to denve abso~u~e principles 
of JUstice from nature directly, with no reference to divme interces-

sion. 
T?e internationally best-known rep~esentative of this group is the 

ltahan philosopher Giorgio del VecchlO ~b. 1.878). His views, insofar 
as they concern us here, appea~ purest m hls earlier books, written 
before the fascist wave reached ItS crest and collapsed, but frequently 
republished and translated thereafter.l Some of the Natural-Law ideas 

"Th 
>& e Rights f d Romm o Man, pp. 62 n· 8 
10 E ·k en, op cit note 1 • · 
1 S n Wolf R. h., p. 227, d biblische Wezsung, Tiibingen 1948. 

ee, in • ec tsgedanke tm ·r p · · . . . 
translated P.articu\ar: ll concetto della natwah e I ;znczpto ~el dmtto (1908, 2nd cd., 1922, 
Modern With other papers of the same aut or un_ er. th~ title T h~ Formal Bases of Law in 
{tr. as G~gal Philosophy series, vol. 10, I9I4)i Sm prznctpt gen~rali del diritto, Modena 1921 

eneral Principles of LaUI bY F. Forte, Boston 1956; excerpts also inCh. G. Haines, The 
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there expressed are merely paraphrases of necessary causal relations 
enforced by nature (see Chapter xn, below). Others, like the postulat~ 
of equal treatment of equal cases, will receive special treatment (Chap­
ters IX ff.), because they seem to be supported by universal human feel­
ings and thus verifiably embedded in human nature. Many others 
however, trespass considerably on grounds where neither naturalisti~ 
necessity nor universality of support by human nature can be demon­
strated. They include: respect for the human being as a personality, 
and therefore for the essential equality of all human beings (see Sec­
tion 2, above) ; the Kantian maxim that one should act as if mankind 
was acting through oneself (see Chapter IX, below) ; the absence of 
any intention to subdue other people; prohibition of slavery on the 
ground that slavery violates the "ideal law inherent in every human 
breast"; evolution from status to contract; freedom of contract; the 
right of property; duties toward the nation up to sacrifice of one's 
own life for it; and even such specific rights as that to one's own por-
trait.2 

These certainly are substantive postulates, not merely ~ormal ones as 
might be derived from the logical form:s of law, to whlc~ the author 
refers at other places. Democratically mmded people are hkely to sub­
scribe to all or most of these principles. But. no reference .t~ human 
nature alone can supply scientific proof of .thel.r absolute vahduy with­
out the previous acceptance of other, sCienti~callX undemonstrable, 
principles, such as what it means to be "essenttally equal, or that all 
men are equal before God, and the like. , . . h , 

Del Vecchio speaks repeatedly of the ' a-pnor.1 c aracter of the 
. · h Th ir source 1s what he calls h most Important postulates of ng t. e . " t .e 

"natural ratio of right." Optimistically h~ asserts .. Thhe na~ural ratzo 
. . . · ss1ble and mex austible so 

of nght will reassert Itself as an msuppre f . d r . urce 
of law, however much the inevitable irnp:r ectl:~ 3a~ Imitations 
of positive norms may sometimes obstru:t ltSh?ah d 1 V ut ~0 insup­
pressible ratio of right in the broad sense m w 1cd t . ecchlo speaks 
of it can be found in nature ready-made. 1~ ~ee l~k or. lts :~cognition 
either some type of nontransmissible, rehgwn- 1 e mtmt1on, or a 

'd M ss 1930, P· 282); L~zioni d. til 
Revival of Natrtral Law Concepts, Cambn ge, a ., Rechtsphilosophie . I . osofia del 
diritto 3rd ed., Rome 1936 (German tr., Lehrbrtch der h of Law b T~lth an tntrodu . 
by C. 'A. Emge, Berlin 1~37~ •. 8th ed., 1952 (tr., Phi!os~:r.,yfrutice, by YLad. 0. Martin, ...;;~~n 
ington 1952) · and La gwsttzza, 4th ed., Rome 195 . . b C F Y Guthrie h­
A. H. Campb~ll, Edinburgh 1?52~ German tr., Gerechllgkett, Y · · Darmstadter, B~s~o~es by 
Sec: bc:low on his postwar pubhcauons. . . . . 9'5o). 

• Lezioni op.cit. (German c:d., pp. 460 ff.), and Srti prrnczpt generalt, op.cit. 
• Lezioni: 0 p.cit. Sc:c: also Tlte Formal Bases of Law, PP· x8, 258 ff., 328. 
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definite act of human volition, especially the determination to plan 
for peace and to build this plan on mutual respect. This volition, at 
least in its extension to all mankind, can hardly be proved to be or­
dained by human nature, and history has revealed profusely that it has 
not always been so considered. 

After giving some support to the Mussolini regime in Italy for a 
while, a matter which docs not interest us here, del Vecchio emerged 
after World War II as the leader of Italy's share in the.: general revival 
of Natural-Law thinking. His postwar publications,' although not en­
tirely abandoning his original Neo-Kantian approach, were more 
definitely based on religious arguments. From the purely logical angle, 
this shift in emphasis made the soundness of his reasoning less ques­
tionable; for, as we have seen, once the operation of divine forces is 
accepted or assumed there is nothing illogical in our looking for intima­
tions of moral laws in nature. At the same time, however, this turn 
has made his recent writings less representative of purely scientific 
attempts to extract moral laws solely from nature, without recourse to 

theology. 
Following del Vecchio's example, many other Italian scholars also 

seem to have veered toward a theological foundation of Natural-Law 
ideas, among them Francesco Carnelutti, one of the most distinguished 
Italian jurists, who is said to have drawn gradually ever closer to the 
official line of Thomism. On the other hand, a marked resistance to 
this trend can be noted on the part of Italian P?sitivists, who are wary 
of Catholic identifications of Natural Law With Divine Law in the 

Catholic interpretation of both.5 

In Germany, until Hitler's acc~ss to power Natural-Law thinking 
ha? been definitely on the defensive under the bl?~s of the scientific 
obJections raised by the emeq~ent group of bnlhant German and 
Austrian value relativists. But It never ~urrendered fully, as my rc­
~arks on Cathrein, Stammler, Nelson, Bmder, Sauer, etc., show (Sec­
tion~ 2, 4' II, and I3 of this chapter, ~nd 8 o.f Ch~pter v), and it even 
received fresh support from the philosophical side, especially from 

~ "Le concezione mod d I diritto naturale," fustitia, vol. I (I 948) pp 3 ff r . d 
under th · 1 erne e · 1 r ritto naturale " R · · · ., cpnnte 
dd D" . e tit e "Dispute e conclusion! su c 1 d I d" . ' wzsta lnternazionale di Filosofia 
(I9 ;rmo, val. 26 (1949) pp. Iss-62; "Essc~~a ~ Intto naturale," Rivista, op.cit., val. 29 

G 5 )_ Pp. I8-24; "Mutabilita cd eternita del dmtto, fus, val. 5 ( 1954) pp. I-q. 
Gu1do Fa ' "N . 1 ly in the Past Ten Y cars" N 1 

(I 9 s6) sso, atural Law 1n ta · • atura Law Forum, val. I 
pp, I 22 ff, 



5. :VATURE 

Scheler and Hartmann (Chapter VII, Sections 5 and 6). Hitler's cruel 
domination led to a general revival of Natural-Law ideas. deeply inter­
meshed with a religious renascence. Finally, Radbruch 's recourse to 
the "nature of things" (see Chapter IV, Section 3), however cruard--· 1 . f t:> ~(. 
1t may have been, became the signal or a general defection from value 
relativism. After the war, hardly any declared relativists were left in 
Germany. The former German theoretical interest in distinguishin<r 
science from religion, science from philosophy, scientific method~ 
from reliance on intuition, declined sharply. Most contributions like 
those of Coing (see Chapters VII, Section 5, and vm, Section 3), 'were 
frankly based on a nonpositivistic interpretation of the functions of 
"science," admitting references to religious or intuitional evidence with 
little inhibition. 

On the religious side, Neo-Thomist reasoning had to compete in 
Germany, more than in France and Italy, w~th Pr_otestant arguments 
which,t.: however, were more decided in basmg higher-law ideas ex­
clusively on religious foundations, that is, on God's wo:d rather than 
nature. On the secular side, which is at present our pomt of inte•:est. 
a few Neo-Hegeli:ms, seeking the source of Natural Law in historv 
and in the laws ruling history, are outnumbered by the _Neo-Kantian·:; 
of various persuasions, who start out £:om forn:al logical reasonin·~ 
but, more than in the past, are now tr~I~g to ar;!ve from this_ fonnd 
basis at substantive principles by expl01t:ng t~le. nature of tlungs" 1 0 

. · · · b li'ed ' Tlus mcreased empl1 · wluch logic:d rcasomng IS to e app · . as1s on 
the "nature of things" has been the mam result of the revival of 
Natural-Law thinking in the secular sector i see Chapter IV, Section 3. 

· 1 Order New York I9.J5, p 39 a d ""I 
0 Sec e.g. Emil Brunner, fwticc and tile SocuJ . ' R h I 956 · ' n "- aus 

' ' · · · \V1ttcn· u r · 
Ritter Zwiscllctl Nalttrrccht wul RcclltspoSIIIl'1S 111 tt!• "N tural L T I . 

' fi report, a • aw en< cnc1c · C 7 Frcihcrr von dcr Hcydtc in his short but nc 1 (I 956 ) s 10 on-
. 1 " • 1 L Fort/111 \'(>.I PP· II5-,I cnu temporary German Jun~prU< cncc, 1\atm·a aw £. v· Ern t . H' - ' Olcrates 

the following: (I) Nco-Thomists-Johanncs Messner 0 ICn~\,. n~a \tn f ·lppcl of Cologne 
Gi.inthcr Ki.ichcnhofi of Wi.irzburg, Alfred von Vcrdross 0 J ~c 1 ~t' "-r or~ner follower of 
Kclscn) Heinrich Kipp, Arthur Wegner, Adolf Siistcrhcnnf, ahn F ~:ralmS om erg; (2) within 

' . · k ff (P ·lent o t c ·c< uprcmc Co ) . 
the Protestant wmg-Hcrmann Wcm ·au rc.m . h S h r of B un ' Enk .. "b. Ulnc c cunc ann· also H 
Wolf of Frciburg, Walter Schonfeld of Tu 1ngcn, 1. Gcrlnr 1 D •1 k. • ans Licr-

d H D b · ( ) Nco-Hcgc wns- ' · ( u c ·hcit 1 
mann Ernst Wolf, an ans om ols; 3 . I howcv "h an( Karl 
Larcn~ of Kid and, possibly, Erich Kaufmann of Bon~ W.l~.th. 'd cr, f as not Written 0 
the problem of natural law since he courageously pro css~(h Mctt., ca £0 law in his H• n 

h J Hcmnc I CIS 0 Mu . h u~Uc 
lectures of 1935"; further, t ough one step remove • K. k' R d n1c and Th • 
Wi.irtcnbcrgcr of Frciburg; (4) Nco-Kantians-Jiirgcn von clln~'s' I, u olf von Laun of Homas 

. I I f T" bingen an< "crncr Ma·h f am burg Hans Wclzcl of Bonn, Enc 1 Fee 1ncr o u ' . (' A 1 o cr of W" · 
also 'wi;h doubtful justification, Carl August Emge of Mawz ~n u)cnccd by Nictz ~rzburg; 
Hcl:nut Coing of Frankfurt (wide off the Kantian hnc, !sec a Of\'C ·.This list g· sc c) and 

. . f h rcva cnce o rei · IVcs a 
impression of the hvchness of the debate and o t e P lgtous views. good 
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French jurisprudence during the Third Republic was distinguished 
by its concentration on the positivistic approach. But this positivism 
was legal only; it was not philosophical. It did not extend to the legis­
lative level. There was not much interest in philosophy of law. As a 
recent reviewer put it, "Studies of the philosophy of law have never 
known the same favor in France as in certain foreign countries. They 
are completely absent from the official curricula." 8 In particular, no 
overt system of thought in line with Scientific Value Relativism 
evolved. This may be surprising in view of the skeptical mood char­
acteristic of many French intellectuals during the Third Republic. 
But it is explained by the fact that those Frenchmen who refused to 
adhere to the Natural-Law teachings of the Catholic Church or to ab­
solutistic monarchic ideals, gave their loyalty to the "principles of 
178g." This was generally true even of apparent skeptics, such as 
Anatole France. There was little room, therefore, for overt Scientific 
~ a~ue Relativism.g When French lawyers left the area of legal posi­
tiVIsm and swerved toward transpositive meditations, their originality 
s~owed itself in the search for absolutes rather than in the formula-
non of relativistic doctrines. 

Characteristic of attempts made _in ~e first qu~rter of this century 
to establish absolute standards of JUstice at least m part on a secular 
basis Was the work of Franc;ois Geny (b. I86I). He referred to a variety 
of "given factors" (donnees).to His ~onnees ,reelle_s co_rrespond roughly 
to the necessities of nature, and his donnees hzstonques include the 
traditional institutions.11 If this were all, he could be classified as a 
naturalist and a traditionalist. But his donnees :ationales and ideales go 
muc~ further. The latter comprise all.~~ "~esl~~rata posited by public 
~.en':Iment of the present state of, civih:atlOn. They :u-e, therefore, 
neither universal nor immutable, but somewhat subJective " based 

on "intuition." t2 Geny, for instance,. would in~erp:et them i~ such a 
:~y .as to reject any extensio~ of divorce legisla~IOn, even if public 
J:.~?n demanded the extension. By thus. r~s.erv~ng ~o the lawgiver 

nght to interpret the present state of CIVlhzauon m contradiction 
8 Ren • f L · F " N (1956) e Thery, "Ten Years of PhilosophY o aw 1ll ranee, atllral Law Fomm, vol. I 

• S Pp. 1o4-14 
Sect· ee rny Corresp~nd "th Radbruch on this question in Appendix B. But sec also Chapter v 

ton 3 on th c:ncc w1 , 
:u. Fran . e French sociologists. d · · ~ · .1 •vail bl ~olS Geny Set" t technique en rolt pr~v posltz , 4 vols., Paris 1914-24" not 

a e 10 E 1. • t:nce t: , 
11 Ibid ng tsh. 
"".. ·• Vol. 2 

th One • pp. 371, 377· · · f p • · · • e ;,., InUst rath k h of an intutuon, o an ex t:rzt:nce zntt:grale which m-··ts ........,u c:r spea ere . b . ' ~ 1 • • • 
ence that the universal testimonY of bumaruty as amgned to it" (ibid., pp. 385, 387)· 
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to public opinion, without referring to any universal or immutable 
yardstick, Geny clearly abandoned scientific verification. 

His most important category, however, within our present context 
was that of the donnees rationales, that is, what is "rationally given." 
These are the discoveries made by objective reason, which is to reveal 
the "objectively just." To this end reason is authorized to search "for 
wl1at conforms to the nature of man as a social being, reasonable an.:I 
free, and for what is in line with the origin and destiny which we 
assign to him." 13 !his mixes togeth~r objective,, subjective, teleologi­
cal, and metaphysical elements. To Illustrate, Geny derives from ob­
jective reason such postulates as that of a stable and permanent union 
of the sexes, with a certain subordination of the wife to the husband 
and that of the "eminent value of the human personality," its inviolabil~ 
ity, and free development in essential equality. In a further degree of 
specification he reaches prohibition of slavery and, i? fact, a guarantee 
of all modern rights, civil and political, and of pnvate property and 
contract-all this by mere application of objective reason.14 "Is it not 
enough," he asks, "only to consider burna~ ~ature to d~scover in it, 
by reason alone (par la seule raison), the pnnciples of subJective rights 
to be acknowledged in order to permit man to develop his being and 

h. d ~" 15 to pursue IS en s. . . 
There would, of course, be no quarrel he:e. wtth his propositions 

if they were to be read as a religious or pohttcal creed or program. 
But they are presented as scientific truth. As such .they are offered 

· ·k · d 1 · 1 .. te But substantially they b With a stn ·mg metho o ogica natve · ' . ' are y 
no means startling. After setting out from the given facts it is, after 
all small wonder that Geny finds himsel~,. after a ~reat detour, back 
at 'the given facts, ennobled by the addttton of his own subjective 

ideals. 16 • • 

From the methodological standpoint It. IS ~oteworth~ that Geny 
avowedly adopts throughout a "metaph.ystcal mter~r.etatiOn" of jus-
. th · fi , 11 Behmd the positive law h tlce, because "no o er satls es. . . , hi h h e sees 

a Natural Law as a "superior type of JUstice, w c as an objective 
and independent existence.18 It is based, not on reason alone, but also 

u Ibid., pp. 383, 392. 
10 Ibid., pp. 383, 394• 396, 401, 403. 
111 Ibid., P· 4oo. k 1 of the donne" 
1e Neverthc:lc:ss he complains of the "meager ·erne . ( 1 ' as corn pared . 

r" h f what is construed by law or by human Wli~ vo · 3, p. 52o). To th" With the 
IC ness o I f hls work IS Proc 

legal construction he devotes the entire third vo ume 0 • ess of 
17 Ibid., val. 2, P· 358. 
18 [bid., val. 4• PP· 216, 241. 
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on faith. 10 Apart from this, it is a "necessity." The sup~eme end to 
which any other end is only a means, can be only God.-o These sec­
tions of his work can claim scientific character, if any, only in an 
intersubjectively not transmissible sense. 

During and after World War II, Natural-Law thinking was on 
the increase in France; but, as elsewhere, it was primarily religious 
thinking on rights and duties that gained from the anti-Fascist re­
action, although with the remarkable innovation that religious loyalties 
more readily intermingled with adherence to the "principles of 1789." 
In the purely secular sector of Natural-Law doctrine, no major original 
contribution seems to have come forward, notwithstanding the efforts 
invested in the Archives de philosophic du droit ct de sociologic juri­
dique (annually, 1933-40; intermittently, since 1952, dropping sociology 
in the title). There was, however, a growing emphasis on universal 
elements in human reactions, especially by Marc Rcglade,:-! 1 and on 
"objective social value." 

But not all the recent French writings support Natural-Law ideas. 
So_me are outspokenly opposed. Paul Roubi~r, for example, explicitly 
reJects the doctrine of Natural Law in all tts forms. He accepts the 
triad of top values among which men have to choose, as formulated 
by Radbruch (individual, group, transpcrsonal; see Chapters IV and 
VI, a?~ve), with a new emphasis on pro_gress ~nd security and some 
su~stchary reliance on the ideal of jusuce, thts la~~cr feature again 
quae close to Rad bruch (see Section I 6, ?elow) .-- There are also 
countervailing political forces, precisely as m Italy. Anti-clerical scc­
tio~s a~e afraid that the elevation of Natural-Law pri~ciples to a supra­
legtslattve level might be used someday for the stranglmg of reforms. 

No: has .the vogue for Existentialism in Continental Europe, and 
espectally m France, been favorable to Natural-Law ideas sine 
Existentialism joined Scientific Value Relativism in bringing th~ fact e f h . . . or 
0 _uman choice to the foreground .. Ext~tenttahsts arc indeed first 
cousms of Scientific Value Relativists 111 thts respect. Both teach three 
lessons: (x) Choose you can. (2) Choose you must. (3) Science alone 
cannot t 11 · · bl 

1 . e you what to choose, because lt 1s una e to aver by what 
u tlmate sta d d d · · Th' · h ' ,. n ar s to make your eCisiOn. 1s 1s t e human predica-

Thus, explicit! · I 
to Geny a f y, In vol. 2 p 2' vol. 3• p. 22j vo. 4, p. 220. The war of 191•-18 \vas 

war or the I' ' · ' L ( I 6 , ""Tb1d 1 rea IZation of Natural aw vo · 4• PP· 2 4-65) . 
. , vo. 2 p 36 

21 Marc Re I d' . I' note I. 
gae Valet · · 'd' p · '"'Paul R b' ' tr soCia/e et concePts JIITI tqut:s, ans 1950. 

d ou Ier' T lteori • • d H d d t · · · es t•alettrs sociales P . e generate du rmt-. tsto~re es oc rtnt:s }ttrtdtqttes et philosophit: 
J. Hac~crt; sec A ' ans 1946, 2nd ed. 1951· Likewise. opposed to Natural Law, G. Ripert and 

pp. B, Horvath, as there cl!c•l. and Thcry, op.ctt. 
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ment which faces all men, a predicament not of their own choosing. 
Both teachings, therefore, play up the responsibility of the individual 
and, through him, of society. Both are compatible with scientific at­
tempts to warn people of the risks and the consequences of th ,· 
choices. And both, although agreeing that science is unable to verier 
the existence of di\'ine forces, leave people free to choose religion y 
their guide, because they are also agreed that neither can science di:~ 
prove the existence of suprahuman forces. 

In the United States, to turn finally to this country, the absence f 
direct experience with totalitarian governments in domestic -.ff ·0 

. u airs 
and the reassunng presence of the due-process clauses in the Constitu-
tion made the problem of the validity of_ Natural Law less pressing 
than it had become on the European Contment. But reflections on tl 

. . l . le 
European events, accentuated by Amencan_ mvo veme~t In the Nurem-
berg trials, progressively stirred interest _m the Untted States. Most 
appeals to Natural Law remained emotiOnal, however, or referred 
to tradition or religion. Only ~ _few pe~e~~ated more deeply into the 
scientific problems on a nonrehgwus basts. In 1956, a new periodical 
Forum of Natural Law, began to appear (annually), to which frequen~ 
reference will be made here. 

A prominent example of secular Natural-Law thinking in the 
United States is Professor F. S. C. Northrop's book, Tlze Logic of tlze 

· , · · (New York 1947). Northrop Sczences and ttze Humamttes . 1 . d" 1 agrees 
(pp. 25)6 ff.) that it is not feasible to de~t~e l~t ucsd _Irecltl Y from nature 
in empirical or intellectual terms. "Ernpmca Y al~ mTtel ectually speak-
. . " 1 . h thing as et ucs. 1ere is on! 1 mg," he wntes, t 1ere IS no sue I . . , Th" Y t 1e 

. d , b · h ry of w 1at It Is. Is basi I nature of thmgs an one s asiC t eo . . , c t leery 
is determined "by one's philosophical presupposttibolns. The problem 

· · h' re than the pro em of gett" of a good society Is not mg mo . , If k Ing an 
. f I " t re of thmgs. one nows . adequate conceptiOn o t 1e na u f h" a given 

· h" 1 · f the nature o t mgs tl people's plulosop Ica conceptiOn ° d h ' len one 
h th d od In or er to ave a ·d also knows w at ey regar as go · n 1 ea of 

de of Jurisprudence in th 
""Sec Edgar Bodenheimer's report, "A Deca ( 957 ) pp. 4 _6 c United S . 

of America: I946-I95U," Natural Law Fo:um, vo,l. 3 w~ Thomas 6 7- He lists a ~~tcs 
Thomist~. or "touching" upon their doctnnes: Jo;n McKi,nnon, Robcrtavnt, Anton.B:r '"co-
Chroust George Constable, Edward Barrett, Harol .d . onlv N h W1lk1n, and tnann 

, . dh f N al Law I cas. ' ort ro M. . Rooney· as non-Thom1st a erents o atur - b 1 ) f P and F II 1r1a111 • S · n 2 e ow , apart rom u e 
text) and Edmond Cahn (see Chapter x, ecuo ' 1 . S . a few r (see 

( . 1 . . La of D~mocra zc ocz~ty 1 re01 k 
Jerome Hall's writings espec1al y, Lzvmg Ill • d . Bod h . ' , 949, p, S) ar s in 

P d All h uthors hste m en e1mer s a d later writings of Roscoe oun · ot er a report · n th 
. th · e1the e Natural Law or 1gnore e Issue. r rejeq 
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what is good for all people one must, therefore, have a "set of as­
sumptions which consistently, in t_erms of a theory of tl~e na~ure of 
things, gives meaning to all the dtverse cultural assumptiOns, msofar 
as this is possible." 

This far, Northrop does not request us to rely on the nature of things 
as such, but on the philosophical interpretation given it in the various 
cultures or in the latters' philosophical assumptions. In other places, 
however, he goes much further. Repeating that any given philosophy 
of culture is based on assumptions that make "certain assertions about 
the character of nature and man" (pp. 335fT., 340), he adds, with 
a big jump in his argument, that for this reason all philosophies can 
be empirically verified by an appeal-not, as it would have been logi­
cally consistent for him to continue, to the "philosophies of nature," 
but to the "facts of nature" and to those "characteristics of men" which 
are "independent of any particular ideology." This docs not follow 
from his premises. The facts of nature can supply empirical verifica­
tion of moral social theory only on the assu_mption that they permit 
of no more than one philosophical (moral) Interpretation, or that all 
men are led to the same interpretation. Where different interpretations 
are possible and are actually selected in good_ faith, with no undesired 
results, there the nature of things and men yields no "empirical verifi­
cation" of moral philosophies. To say th~ O~)posite means either 
smuggling into science a divine will as sctenttfically established or 
succumbing to the fallacy of deriving an Ought from an Is. 

This fallacy Northrop bitterly denounces elsewhere in his hook 
(see Appendix B, below, notes to Chap~er .1x). But here he himself 
slips into it when he offers his own cntenon of a true philosophy. 
A philosophy of culture is true, he says (pp. 338, 342), when the rela­
tion between its postulates and the post~lates of the philosophy of 
nature is that of "identity," and "fa~se or _mcomplete," when this rela­
tion is not that of identity. This IS logically. nonconclusive. To say 
that the results of natural science can ever Yield moral principles is 
scientifically untenable without a reference _to divine moral forces. A 
philosophy that offers moral principles, settmg limits to actions other 
th~n those set by the implacable Must of nature, is no longer a natural 
sCience; it is a philosophy of culture, not of ~ature. If it permits or 
even a~ks us to do violence to nature, f~r mstance, by destroying 
mosquitoes, using anesthetics or contraceptiOn, or even to the nature 
of ~an, fo~ example, by forcing men to suff:r and die for the nation 
agamst their own free will, it cannot be said on this ground alone 
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to be "false or incomplete." Northrop's claim that through his philoso­
phy "the gulf between the philosophy of value and the philosophy of 
science introduced by Immanuel Kant is resolved" (p. 344) is un­
founded. 

Among the few other twentieth-century writers in the United 
States who have contributed original ideas favorable to Natural Law 
in the nonreligious sector that concerns us here, Professor Lon L. 
Fuller of Harvard Law School merits special attention. He is a friend 
and well-wisher rather than a typical representative of Natural-Law 
thinking. For he explicitly states that he accepts no doctrine "which 
asserts that there is a 'higher law,' transcending the concerns of this 
life, against which human enactments must be measured and declared 
invalid in case of conflict,'' and, even in the secular sector, he rejects 
the doctrine that there is something called ((the natural law capable 
of concrete application like a written code." 24 Indeed, he insists that 
he is "not, in any usual sense, advancing a 'theory of natural law'" at 
all.2::; Still, there is something in Natural-Law think~ng ~ith which he 
wants social scientists to become "more sy~pathet:lc." -n What is it? 

Fuller raises two major points. The one Is that many human ac-
t. can only be understood-or can be understood more quickly-Ions , ' b' . " 1 , 
if the observer knows what purposes ( su JeCtive va ues ) the actor 
is pursuing. This is nothing new, of ~ou.rse.2r0d o~e-apart possibly 
from a small group of die-hard behavi~nsts - emes that ~acts and 
valuations are simultaneously involv~? m rna~~ h~ma~ actiOns; the 
facts of the action include the "fact that su Jectlve Ideas are held 
by the actor about the "value" of its purpose and about the usefulness 
("value") of the action and the tools used as m~ans towar~ attaining 
that purpose. Even the objective usefulness whichf ~e a~tlon has or 
fails to have as a means is a factual comp?nent 0 t e Situation (see 
Chapters 111 and vu, above). This does not Imply ~h~t facts and values 
really "merge," as Fuller suggests; they remam ~Istmct aspects of the 
state of affairs.2s But this is a minor mattedr o. cohntroversy in our 

b P f r Fuller a mits, t e fact th present context ecause, as ro esso l at most 
human actions serve some intelligible purpose revea 5 nothing about 

1 Law •• Natllral LAw F 
:><Lon L. Fuller, "Human Purpose and Natura ' 6 orum, Vol. 

PP 68_76 (reprinted from fournal of Pllilosoplly, vol. _J, ~9~ ' pp. 583 ff.) and ''A ~ ~ 1.958) 
· N 1" ibid pp 82-104 The above quotation IS rom p. 4· C:Jolnder 

to Professor age • ., · · 
z Ibid., p. 68. 

ll<l Ibid., p. 75· . d A endix B thereto . 
.., See above, Chapter 1, Sect10n 2, an PP lue· a Re 1 
.. See Ernest Nagel, "On the Fusion of Fact and V~ · t p ~ to Professor Full 

pp. n-Br. As to Fuller's views, sec also his Til~ Latll 111 Qu~s of tulf, Chicago 194~~·" ibid., 
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T V ALVES PROPOSED 
Vlll. H!GHES 

. d" 1 es no moral type o£ Natural 
the moral value of the purpose; lt 15c os 

Law. . . l nd its implications concern 
d . . re ongtna ' a l" l . Fuller's secon pomt 1s mo l 1 l that "men, by poo mg t 1c1r 
h 1 . He 10 ( s l . 

more directly t e mora 1ssue. l ·rstand better \Vhat t 1c1r pur-
e to un( c · ' 1 

intellectual resources, may com · ·c articulation of share<. pur-
. 11 1 " ollaboratl\ , . poses are." Thts he ca s t 1c. c . . . 1rcsscd must first be d1vcstcd 

"·•o h d twn here cXl \ . fi f poses. - T e recommen a . order to rem cr 1t t or 
f . b" b" . however, tn l l o a d1stur mg am 1gU1tY? . that men should try t uoug 1 

scientific debate. It may either mean which they want to set for 
collaboration to clarify those purlposes hould seck clarity on purposes 
h 1 . that t 1cy s . 

t emsc ves; or 1t may mean owers; or, finally, 1t may mean 
that are set for them by suprahuman phich of these possible interpreta-
b h bl find out w 1 ot . I have been una e to . 1 d I£ only self-chosen 1uman pur-
tions o£ his advice Fuller wter:t e ·thing controversial in his recom­
poses are to be clarified, there lS no ay surely serve the quasi-scientific 

d . 11 b . discourse rn ' . men at10n. Co a orauve gue points in ones own yearmngs, 
. f . . 1 ity on va 1 a1m o attammg greater c ar . l origin, and on t 1e consequences 

on their biological or psychol~glcabetween alternative possibilities of 
and risks implied in the cho{-~e This includes common exploration 
action or of attitudes toward 1 e. lis where a great deal can be dis-

£ h . natura ' h o t e w1de area of poena b tively (sec C apter xn, below). 
covered individually and colla bora tion is to discover purposes set for 

. f lla ora . If, however, the a1rn o co cess of the common enterpnse pre-
b rs sue 1 . . man y suprahurnan powe ' rs Whet 1er mammate nature in the 

h 0 we · 
supposes that there are sue P be thought of as a power that sets 
nondivine sense of the term ~an n logical grounds: nondivine nature 
purposes is highly questionab e 0 the achievement of human purposes, 
presents aids for, or obstacles,t~.' ee Chapter 11, Section 1). Yet if God 
but it does not "set purposes f s ture then a recommendation that we 

0 na , 
is thought of as the creator_ 1 urpose through collaboration involves 
try to discover man's terrn1Da p ble then is that the presupposition of 

l . ly trou k 
no og1cal fallacy. The on. . tention to spea to us through nature 
?od's existence and of hlS -~ ble scientifically, not even through col­
ln moral matters is not ven a ter XIII). In other words, collaboration 
laborati · ( chaP . · £ · 1 on, 1t seems see e inurnauons o term1na purposes set 
can help d" . natur h . l . , ( . f us 1scover 1n fold "hypot ettca assumpt10n sClen-
t~~c~~n by Go_d only on the ~wi~ there and that he has incorporated 

a Y speakmg) that Go 
29 Fuller op · 5 84; 

l'bid pp ' .czt., pp. 68, 74• 7 ' 
., . IOS-34-

al so the recapitulation by Joseph P. Witherspoon, 
see 
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moral purposes in n_ature. Sho~ld eithet of these two assumptions be 
wrong, the results ot collaboratiOn based on them could disnull y mis­
carry. Only if both are true may efforts in this sector be successful· 
~hen they may even be very wholesome. My main point here is that' 
tf Fuller's advice was meant to imply the second interpretation 1 ' 
has failed to point to its doubly hypothetic character.:10 ' le 

But I am not certain that he wanted to put emphasis on purposes 
set by suprahuman powers. For elsewhere he avers that he discern·· 
and shares one central aim common to all the schools of Natural Law" 
"that of discovering those principles of social order which will enabl~ 
men to attain a. satisf.actory life in common." 31 This is a very human 
purpose, proc~a~med m every democrati~ progr.am, not necessarily de­
pendent on dtvme orders. And Fuller htmself 1s not sanguine on sub­
suming it under the title of Natural Law; for he proposes to give the 
study of "good order under workable arrangements" the name of 
"Eunomic.s" rather than Natural Law.32 Scientific Method and Scien­
tific Value Relativism certainly have no obj~ctions to such study. As 
a matter of fact, applied political theory is chtefly engaged in this kind 

of work. 
In pleading that social scientists become "more sympathetic" with 

Natural-Law thinking Fuller refers only to the "essenti.al aims" of the 
Natural-Law schools, he says. But this begs the questwn as to what 
the essential aims are. If they are to mak~ ~s ~ccept th.e doctrine that 
a moral law issues from nature without dtvme m.terc~ssiO~, or that the 
existence of a divinely inspired Natural Law ts sCienttfically estab­
lished, they must be rejected. But if they are no mon~ than to find 
out what limitations on human achievements nature Imposes, what 
opportunities nature leaves open for man.' wha~ the natural conse­
quences of human actions are bound to be, 1~cludmg poenae naturales, 
and what features of human nature are untversal, then the scientific 
legitimacy of such inquiries is beyond doubt \see. Cha~t~rs IV, IX to 
xu of this book). And if the Natural-Law s~hoohs, m addnton, wish us 

· 1 'b'l1'ty that t ere may be d' . to pay more attentiOn to t 1e poss1 1 . a 1v1ne 
moral law permeating nature, then my symp~th_y ~s entirely with 
them, provided the collaborative efforts are dtsCiphned enough to 

. . d scientific aspects when ( 
30 Professor Witherspoon confuses rehgwus an h h op.cit p 

f f d . h stion w et er men can k · · . II 1 ) 
he puts the: burden o proo rc:gar mg t c: que Ch t now their G 
terminal end on the: shoulders of those who doubt it. See ap er XIII, below, on th bod-set 

c Urd 
of proof. en 

81 Op.cit., P· 84. . .. I of u al · 
82 "American Legal Philosophy at M1d-Cc:ntury, Journa g Education, Vol. 6 

p. 477- ( 1 954)' 
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VIII. HIGHEST VALUES PROPOSED 

keep scientific inquiries separated from religious dogma and that those 
who engage in these efforts are constantly aware that they conduct 
their inquiries under the two scientifically unproven religious hypoth­
eses mentioned above.33 

6. Ethical Evolution 

In a remarkable attempt to mak/.e _etl~icfai11thinking scientific, Julian 
S. Huxley ir: his Evolutionary Et ucs o. ows, _first, p~ycl_10analytic 
lea_ds by _tracmg the development. of c~nsCicnc_e m the_ mchvidual to 
gmlt feelings aroused through the mEant s expencnces wnh his motl . 

fi f h d' . . b 1er, with de nite consequences or t e Istmctton etween "healthy" d 
"unhealthy" (or "perverted") forms of development. He thcn .~m 
ines the biological and historical evolution of life from matter exam­
the highest forms of social life, with traceable consequences f up Ito 

I · f f · H · . · or t 1e evo ut10n o moral codes o society. e tnes to gam obJ'ectt'v, 1 d . e mora stan ards from these two approaches, assertmg that they te-. 1 
d d · uC 1 Us not 

merely facts but also by what stan ar s science must rate valu 
The weakness of Huxley's argument lies in this transition f es. f 

. . I I d . . rom acts to scientific standards of moral va ues. n envmg from the 1 f l 
. 1 5 o evo u-

twn not only the inescapable Must w 1enever nature leaves 
b · · · us no way 

fout,d ut also the moral Ought in sttua1ttons1 t~ which we have some 
ree om of action he elevates natura evo utwn to the . . f 

' · k' B posa10n o moral god. This is fallacious tlun mg. Y showing how 1 . 
f · 1 d evo utwn avors the type best fitted for survtva we o not show t}1 t l 

h · 1 b 1 a t 1e type best fitted for survival on eart IS t 1e est a so from a . 
) A d b h . moral pomt (Jesus chose to die on the cross · n Y s owmg how 1 . d' 

vidually and socially have come to consider things right or wnen, m I-
' . · h rong we 

do not show whether these dungs are ng t or wrong excel)t 1' · ' on t 1ose 
terms. In confounding these two questiOns Huxley tries t'n . 

h · · vam to 
escape from the problem whet .er science Is capable of setting ultimate 
standards of right and wrong m mo~al terms, to escape, that is over 
"Rout~ Eight" (see Introductory~ SectiOn 4), substituting psycl10l~gical 
and bwlogical questions for ethtcal ones. He actually injects his own 

ea Regardin oth . holars who have expressed views in favor f . 
of Natural L!w er Amenca~. sc and subsequent sections of the present h o cenam aspects 
(Strauss, Voegeltee the prece In/~ (Felix S. Cohen), and Appendix B (Nc /ptf, Chapter vn 
John Wild, Cat]' n), Chapter xn here further literature is listed. a ttra Law Fomm, 

1 J I' In, and others), w f d · 
:. ~~n S. Huxley, EvolutionarY Ethics, ~or NI943i ~~eluded also in TottciiStont! /or Ethics 

c~r; :mg essays by T. H. and Julian H~ eyf J e~ fr ' 194?· My own critical remarks ar~ 
n eant to detract f th great ments o . ux ey s article as a competen . f 
fac~ors. that contribute rom f~rmation of mo:al judgments, and of the functions ter analySIS o 
ethiCS In social life S to theh. "Conclusion" m Tor~cllston~:, pp. 193-257 p formed by 

· ee also IS · 
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7. SVVM CU/QUE 

value judgments. As many of us Western scholars would do, he clearly 
favors the individual over the group, "complexity within unity" be­
yond merely evolutionary needs, and, especially, equality of opportun­
Ity for all individuals irrespective of the fact that, if this question is 
treated merely from the viewpoint of evolution, situations could well 
be conceived in which inequality might produce better evolutionary 
result~ by creating better breeding conditions for the most promising 
types.· 

This is not to deny that the discoveries of psychoanalysis and of 
biological evolution provide us with important objective factors in the 
discussion of values. But they do so merely because they enable us to 
prove ( 1) what the natural origin and causes of certain human desires 
and inhibitions are, or may be; (2) what the consequences of certain 
actions are likely to be; and (3) what our chances to reach certain 
desired goals may be. This is what science can try to do. It is much 
indeed, and very important. But beyond it, science cannot derive direc~ 
tions as to what men ought to desire, to do, or to approve, from either 
psychoanalysis or biological evolution. 

7. Stmm Cuique 

This old definition of justice has often be~n branded _as ~are of sub­
stantial meaning, because the sttttm m~y be mterpreted 111 either a con­
servative or a revolutionary sense, or m any .other way, according to 
the individual creed. Therefore, it has .been sat~, t!~e ~ostulate contains 
no definite norm. As Simmel wrote m 1 89~, It ,nat:ely presupposes 
the determination of the suum as previously gtven. I~ Is merely analyti­
cal in character because "we cannot define what Is due [a personl 

' . h' " 1 otherwise than as that which we ought to gtve Im. 
But the formula has kept cropping up also in the twentieth century. 

Thus, the French philosopher, P. de Tourtoulon ( 18~7-:-1 9~2) insists 
that it expresses a substantive postulate of absol~te vahdny.- He does 
not hesitate to interpret the suttm in the cons~rvattve sense, but modifies 
this basic interpretation by stressing the _cmque: Th~s hC: d~rives the 
idea of liberty from the fact that he who IS restncted m lus hberty has 

. f H I ' b C D Broad in Mind, vol. 53 (H) ) • Sec the revu:w o ux ey s book Y • • . 6 ff 44 , reprint d . 
Fcigl and Sellars, R~adings in PIJilasopmcal AnalySIS, PP· 51. 4 8· I c In 

I E . 1 · · d" M 1 · s nscha/t Berm I 92, vo 1 1 Georg Simme , 111 ~11t111g 111 1~ ora uns ~ ' I L : • Pp. 51 5 , 
• Pierre de Tourtoulon, Philosophy in th~ D~t·aopm~nt 0 01~ m Modern' L. I 

losophy series, vol. 13 (New York 1922) PP· 478, 491. ~om~e~, ~P-~11j: p. 231 and Paeg~ Phi-
resorts to mum cuiqu~, as do in line with St. Thomas ambos )a 8a6t 

0 IC Writers but slszm, also 
others; for example, Emil Brunner, ap.cit. (Section 5, a ove P· · ' a so rnany 
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not "his" suum (p. 492), reaching the conclusion that slavery is never 
just (p. 481); nor are anti-alcoholic laws, "for they sanction restraint 
upon individual liberty and make all pay for the excesses of some" 
(p. 493). 
. This argument does not refute the old objections .. On the contrary, 
It serves to confirm their validity. Why should the hnc be drawn just 
where Tourtoulon cares to draw it? Why not allow a fully equalitarian 
interpretation? Or discriminations like those proclaimed and practiced 
by the National Socialists in Germany? In fact, Josef Gocbbcls ended 
an article of his with the postulate "Jed em das Seine," the German 
translation of suum cuique,3 and these words could be seen displayed 
on the gates of Nazi concentration camps.4 

Although empty of meaning in the_ negative_ sense that it fails to 
say what the suum is, the old formula 1s not entirely bare of a positive 
meaning, I submit, because it docs express to some degree that truth, 
ge~erality, and equal treatment o~ equal case~ arc required in justice. 
This may explain why its spell 1s so endunng. That indeed truth, 
ge~erality, and equal treatment of equal cases are universal postulates 
of JUstice will be discussed in Chapter x. 

8. Democracy 

When Hitler rose to power in ~ermany_ ~nd began to transcribe the 
National Socialist table of values mto pos~tivc l_aw, Gustav Radbruch 
driven from his university chair ~)Ut kee~mg his rc_sidence in Heidel~ 
berg, used a brief presence at an mternatwnal meetmg in Lyon to ex­
press his views not-as so many others who stayed within the reach 
of totalitarian ;ower-in order to placate the tyrant, but to bolster the 
defense of d 

emocracy. d bl" h d . 
H_is courageous paper, read an pu .Is e m French/ advanced the 

thesis that scientific relativism leads logically _to the demand that values 
should not be forced upon any people agamst their will, and there-

a Joseph G " . . und Eigcntum" in D~ AngriO, November . 
after I<. D oebbc:ls, Sozzahsmus d Weimarer Repttblik S 14, 1929, czted 

• E. • • Bracher Die Attf/osung er d d t I , tuttgart I 953, S. I I 3 n 64· 
ugen I<. • System er eu sc zen K · I • · 

~46, s. 42. ~:~· Der s~ -Staat dc~a~e title The T lzeory and Pr:c~;:ent;;'~::l a~er H Frankfurt 
ew "York g. translauon un probably an intentional . . y . Norden, 

sadistic 1.9so. This however, ~as 1 f P_er~c:rszon zn pursuit of the 
Pervc-rs· Practzce to mak fun of rnzsery. Sec: t le pro o~nd analysts zn Fritz von Hippc:l Die 

1 G zon von ~ h e "fi.ibingc:n 1955, c:spc:czally p. Io7. ' 
Ustav R d c tsordnungen, d Ia philosoph" d d . 

du droit a bruch, "Lc: rc:lativisrne ans ) ze c: rozt," Arc/lives de plzi/osopllie 
bruch, D~ de- sociologie juridique, vol. 4 (I934 pp. I05-I~o. Now also in German, G. Rad­
Pp. Bo-87. Mensclz zm Reclzt (selected papers, ed. by Fntz von Hippel, Gottingcn 1957) 



8. DEMOCRACY 

w~th to postul~t~s of li~erty (he enumerated freedom of thought, of 
scte.nc~, of rehg10us behef? and of the press), s~paration of powers, 
maJonty rule, and soveretgnty of the people; m brief, democracy. 
Relativism, he said, in producing such "absolute consequences" ( 11 ous 
avons tire dtt relativisme meme des consequences absolues), has at last 
su~ceeded in firmly vindicating the traditional natural rights, which 
philosophers had so often tried in vain to prove with other means 
Thus the head of the school of relativism seemed to transform him~ 
self into an aggressive absolutist. As he himself exclaimed: Un miracle 
logiqtte s' est effectue: le rien a produit le tout (a logical miracle ha 
been effected: the nothing has produced the all). s 

But the values which Radbruch, in his honorable attempt to come 
to the aid of democracy in its darkest hour, lifted to the top position 
were actually not proved by him to be absolute in the scientific sense' 
and a thinker who once had written, "No legal proposition could b~ 
excogitated that would necessarily and in all circumstances be right 
or wrong," 2 could hardly have meant t~e~ to be so. Actually, it 
does not follow from Scientific Value Relauvtsm that no values should 
be forced upon people: it follows only that this could not be done 
under the authority of science. True, science can warn against authori­
tarian revelationists or patriots who try to enforce. scientifically un­
warranted value systems, by pointing to the gr~at mistakes and abuses 
of which they may be guilty, to ulterior mauves, and ~o the impos­
sibility of controlling a despot once he has been ~,~rmlt.ted to seize 
power (see Chapter xn). Science may bare all the tmphed evils" of 
dictatorial regimes, and may try to dem~nstrate }h~~. better results 
may be produced through tolerance-meamn? by evt~ a~d :'better," 
what is so considered by the audience to whtch the sc1entlst 1s speak­
ing. But, with all this, science remains unable to prove that minorities, 
acting in good faith, are necessarily wrong when they apply intoler­
ance and force in order to "pull the people back fro~ an abyss,'' or 
when they reject majority systems as likely to be medwcre, immoral, 

or immature. . 
Radbruch, in the same paper, expressed the v~e~ that democracy 

presupposes relativism (la democratie, de son cote, suppose le rela­
tivism). This statement, too, is not warranted. Kel~en had made 
similar point before, adding: "W~oever ~no~s wnh a~solute cer~ 
tainty what the right socia~ order 1s.' must md1gnantly reJect the de­
mand to make the realizatwn of tlus order dependent upon tl1 f 

e act 
2 Radbruch, Gmndziig~ d~ R~c!ttsp!tiloso('!Ji~. 1st cd. 19 14• P· 4· 

337 



Vll/. HIGHEST VALVES PROPOSED 

that the majority ... recognizes his order to be the best one. " 
8 

There is, of course, a certain psychological interconnection between 
Scientific Value Relativism and democracy and between the belief 
~n absolute values and political absolutism. The latter alignment is 
t~lus.trated not alone by the totalit::~.rian r~gimcs of Coi?munism (be~ 
he£ m the scientific truth of Marxian doctnnes) and Nat1011:1l Socialism 
(beli~f .in racial superiority), but ::~.lso by the historical examples of 
assoc1at10n between religious intolerance and ::~.bsolute state power. 
Such fellowships are not merely a matter of the past, as the following 

contemporary statement shows: 
The ~oman Catholic Church, convinced, through its divine pre­
rogatives, of being the only true church, must demand the right to 
freedom for herself alone, because such a right can only be possessed 
by t~uth, never by error. As to other rcl~gions, .the Church will 
certamly never draw the sword, but she wtll reqmre that by legiti~ 
mate means they shall not be allowed to propagate false doctrine. 
Consequently, in a state whe:e the majority. of the people are 
Catholic, the Church will requtre th~t leg.al existence be denied to 
error ... In some countries, Cathohcs wtll be obliged to ask full 
religious freedom for all, resigned at being forced to cohahitate 
where they alone should rightlY be allowed to live .... The Church 
c~nnot blush for her own want ~f tolerance, as she asserts it in prin~ 
Ciples and applies it in practice. 
Bu: such views are not necessarily held by all people who have firm 

convictions, and certainly not today ~y all Catholics, many of whom 
are honest adh f the dernocrattc form of government . · erents o . . l . . • , urespec-
ttve of their b . . h' the rnaJonty or t 1e mmonty ·• It 1·s . l 
0 

f emg wtt m h · preCISe y 
ne ? . the greatest rnerits of democracy t at it does 120t presuppose 

relativistic wo ld . or anY other' but offers a haven to adh t r vtews, eren s 

. ·~ans Kdsen ''ert der vemok.ratie, Tubingcn, 2nc.l cd. I 2 
1dcnt

1
cal S • Vom Wese11 u11d h· ,... .. b·,ngcn 1933 Tl . . 9 9, and, almost • taatsf l ng • u · 1c quotatiOn 1s fr h" 

Staatslehre B ~rm und W eltati!C zatlll ' What Is Justice? p . .. . om IS Allgemeint." 
political abs crl_,n 1925, P· 370· Sec also, hilosophical abs~lu2?4·. For, JUSt as autocracy is rdativisrn-~~~lsm-which is paralleled. bY p~ilosophical rcla.t" . us";!' so democracy is political 

' Quot. lch has its counterpart 1n . IV Ism. J . cc.l by R. peeP Beaut~ of the Golden R l . .. · 
o ~lctton, ed . M. Maciver. ""fhc York 1952, p. 6 T u c: ~~ Mom/ Prit~cipln 
Cauolica .. by Ruth N b,nshcn, NeW J I 8 : . he quotation Is from La Civift,l 
below ' as rendcrc·' .· C ·, . 1 -011 centtt~"Y• u Y 194 · or further comment sec 5 · • S · u m 

1
zrzs 1 • ecuon 15, 

L 
ec, for · · I £ S b · ·1 • • aw," N example A U "'fhe pnnciP e o u Slulanty and Contempora N I 

ibid., ppatu8ral Law 'p rthur ltz3, (1958) pP· 170-83, and Alfred L. Scanlan (BookryR ~tura) 
· 1 

9 
ff. arum, vo . ev1cw , 



9. HAPPINESS 

of the most divergent absolute or relativist creeds. The founders of 
modern democracy-and, for that matter, of Athenian democracy 
too-were no relativists. It was the terrible experience of opposing 
views raging in mutual persecutions in the era of the religious wars 
which led the adherents of these absolute views, ((Jitlzout abandonin; 
t!Jem, to establish political tolerance. Democracies today embrace mil­
lions of people whose value judgments are entirely absolute, but who 
are agreed to live together under the rule of mutual political tolera-

• 0 uon. 
From the democratic viewpoint it must be hoped that the day will 

come when the adherents of secular absolute creeds, like Communism , 
will also submit to democratic principles in the processes of govern-
ment and community life. The historical experience that the adherents 
of the most intolerant religious views could finally be politically 
democratized shows that this is not a purely romantic speculation. 
But this much must be conceded to Radbruch and Kelsen: wherever 
adherents of absolute value judgments, religious or secular, dominate 
a nation's government, thinking that their judgments are scientifically 
warranted, there is a greater risk that they may try to enforce their 
judgments than where the government is run by adherents of Scientific 
Value Relativism. Let us not forget, however, th~t the latter too may 
become highly dogmatic in their privat~ value JUdgm~n.ts at times. 
Against the abuse of power there is ulumately no pohtical remedy 
other than eternal vigilance. 

9. Happiness 

Proclamations of happiness as an absolute value, _or even as the ulti­
mate value, reached their climax in John Stuart Mil~ (Chapter v, Sec­
tion 7, above). Then the anti-climax began. Georg Stmmel, at the end 
of the nineteenth century, presented one of the most pe~etrating 
analyses of this question.1 He acknowledged ~hat pl:asure Is always 
felt as something valuable by him who expe~ten~.s It, as long as it 
lasts and even called it an "absolute" value 111 Is context, a term 

' . 
. h xm Section I. Against th "d . 

• Regarding intolerant puntans see below, C apter · ' d f I .. ~ 1 entlf'ication 
h. d b . . f f government, an o rc attv1stlc h"l 

of absolutistic philosop Ies an a soluusuc orms o de Visme Williamso " p 1 osophies 
and democratic forms of government, see also Rene ff n, The Challen 
of Political Relativism," Journal of Politics, vol. 9 (I947)h PPR 14B7 p., and Lon L. Fu\\ge 

I 1 If Ch · 1 2o ff Furt er • · · erry R I er Tlu: Law in Quest o tse , •cago 1940, PP· · . . d I . • ea ms of V I ' 
p 219 . "The adherent of democracy rejects skeptical rclatl;•s~ an 8 c a1ms truth." a rte, 

• 1 Ge~rg Simmel, Einleittmg in die Moraltvissensc!laft, er 10 1 9 2 , Vol. I, Chapter IV p 

293 ff. ' p. 
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otherwise not used by him affirmativcly.2 But he declared that, i£ con~ 
ceived of as an ultimate value or goal, the concept of happiness lacked 

definite meaning: 
No unambiguously defined idea of happiness can be found whose 

content could be proved to form the end of all hum~n actions; and 
all [philosophy of] eudaimonism amounts to nothmg more than 
calling the actual ends of actions, which arc known from experience, 
happiness. Instead of a synthetic proposition, therefore, we get an 
analytic one, and instead of an explanation that penetrates below 
the surface, merely a collective name (Sammclname) for the totality 
of phenomena that had already been known before in some other 

way.3 

. Few would deny, even today, that hap?iness as they understand it 
lS valuable. But what makes them happy 1s very multiform, and what 
they consider worthy of the name is even m?re so. After listening to an 
enthusiastic paper in honor of the pursmt of happiness, at a mid~ 
century meeting in New York, a woman rose and asked, "Why with 
all our pleasures, are we so unhapPY?" She put the finger on th; right 
s~ot. Most post~Millian philosophers have questloned, just as Simmcl 
dld, whether the praise of happiness as su~h h_as any justification other 
than that people like to feel happ~, whlch lS merely a tautological, 
analytic truth, undeniable as far as lt goes, but no contribution to the 
?roblem of whether to feel happY has absolute value, and what feel~ 
mgs of happiness are worthY of our approval. Ev~n an overall feeling 
of _happiness would hardly be accepted}~ an ulttmate value by most 
philosophers today, unless it were _the nght type" of happiness. But 
V.:hat is the right type? 'fhis questwn can be answer~d only with the 
ald of religious or ethical references that are ~ot denved from happi~ 
n_ess or science, but rather are meant to estabhsh preconditions of the 

nght ty f h . 4 pe o appmess. 1 . f . ld M~tters would be different on y ~ lt cou be established that good~ 
ness ls always associated with happtness, o~ •:true" happiness, and bad~ 
~~~s with unhappiness. '(he theory that thiS IS indeed the case has been 

•te~ated in this century by fehx S. Cohen. He maintains that surplus 
lbzd., p .I an absolute:: value \ h' 1 ·.I und f.. · 317. "PI is inJec:u b ' v IC 1, cons1ucred scp·lratcly (an 

ur sich) · casure al to zero, ut may b · I l b ' said w· h , can nev b put as cqu d c outwetg lCl y others." Simmel 
but 'onllt dubious v le~. e that one coul lno(t even repent the feeling o[ pleasure as such 

y th a lutty, b ug 1t or 1t and tl ' 
• 1 bid. p e sacrifices of other "al ucs ro ' lC comcqucnccs . 

• s . . 31:2 Secti~~· sf).r exa:nple, R. M. J0,aclver, Tht: purmit of HappiTU!!, quoted above:: (Chaper VI, 
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of pleasures over pains is an "outstanding characteristic" and "neces­
sary concomitant" of the good. Put in another way, this amounts to 
saying that it is impossible to become unhappy by being good or just, 
or happy by being bad or unjust. This thesis will be discussed below 
Chapter. xu, in the pertinent context of th~ories based on impossibility~ 
Suffice It to say here that Cohen adm1ts he canot offer scientific 
evidence. 

10. Society. The Social Ideal 

The tendency to absolutize the value of the group is much older 
than the modern effort to secure top rank for the individual. Recent 
revivals of the older tendency have been supported on the one hand 
by Hegel's belief in the existence of a supra-individual "objective 
mind" and his glorification of the state, and on the other by the doc­
trines of the early French sociologists. Comte considered real only so­
ciety as a whole; the individual, regarded separately, was a mere 
abstraction to him.1 Franc;ois Maine de Biran ( 1766-1824) went so 
far as to state, "The individual, the human being, is nothing; society 

• ,, r, 

alone ex1sts. -
In the tremendous output of twentieth-century literature on the inter-

relations between the individual and society many writers have been 
concerned exclusively with the psychological or phenomenological in­
quiry into the manner in which the i~dividual actually experiences 
otherness and his own interconnection w1th others. The absolute valid­
ity of value judgments could then remain en~ir:ly unexa~nin_ed. Some, 
1 wever have gone beyond a merely descnptlve exammat10n in as­
s~~ning ~ltimate value either to the indi;idual alone-:-an alternative 
dealt with in Section 3, above 3-or to soCiety, at le~st m part. 

When Georg Simmel, in 1892, interpreted the feelmg_ 0~ duty (Solle11 , 

Ought) as a modified type of willing, namely, a wlllmg _that takes 
account of the interests of others, he could leave the questiOn of the 
value of the social whole out of consideration. But when Emil Lask, 

1 Cottrs d~ plzilosophi~ positiv~, 2nd edo, Paris 1864, '" 0 1. G, Po1590oKHayek, opocito (Chapter v 
8 C h d A F Bent ey, rzowwg and tlz K , 

above) ppo 1gB, 24 o ompare, Jo n Dewey an o · od 0 ° do 0 od I e nown " of 0 0 ts on con<t cnng tn ~~I ua and so 0 I • 
Boston I949• po 142 n. 20: ••. l one msts . h I ld 0 eta as dif-
ferent in character, then a derivation of the former fro~ 1t be• o:~~~n;v~~ ' tn ~ur judgment, 
be much simpler and more natural than to produce a socla h} l,o 1° 0 _, 1otherwtse organizo 

d I I f f h t lk about t e tn< t\"tuua s' is h 1ng 
Presumptive indivi ua s. n act, most o t e a • 0 _ t e very fi 

0 f 0 1 ° f f m of connection earned t nest 
kind of illustratiOn o 1so at10n rom every or 0 obi .. o an extrern 
absurdity that renders inquiry and intelligent statement tmpfos~t es I e of 

• Maine de Biran, o~rwres lncdites, I 859, vol. 3, PPo 207 ° ee a omon, opocit. (Ch · apter v) 
ppo 1 oo ff. - ~ ft 2nd edo, Leipzo1 a Sec also Thcodor Litt, ludil"idtttlm tmd GcmciiiSC za • g tg 24• 
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in 1905, pointed to the impossibility of understanding the idea of jus­
tice merely from the point 0 £ the individual without a reference to 
the social idea (Chapter v1, Section 3, above), this recognition neces-
sarily implied that the social group as such was valuable. 

Rudolf Stammler absolutizcd what he called the "social il\cal," llc-
fining it as the "community of men of free wilL" In this formula 
"free" was to mean free from subjective and selfish purposes. The social 
ideal was to imply that each makes the other's purposes his own "as 
far as they arc objectively justified."., He thought that this was a 
~crcl~ formal concept; but he drew certain substantive postulates from 
It, which he formulated in £our principles, two each concerned with 

"mutual respect" and with "co-operation."~. 
Leon Duguit stressed "social solil\arity." From the fact of mutual 

interdependence he derived the postulate that everyone ought to ful­
fill _his social function. This method of deduction we had to reject as 
logiCally defective. it could be allowed to pass only after interpolation 
o£ a number of pr~mises that were not made cxpl~cit (sec above, Chap­
te~ m!. These premises, in turn, _can_not be vcnfic~ ~~elusively with 
scientific means. But this is no ob}ccuon to the poSSibility that society 

may have an absolute value of its own. ~alph B. Perry came dose to Stammler's view ~hen ~le characterized 
as ~est" that community "each ~~~bcr of _which _wills only what is 
consistent with th .11 o£ the rest. He dcnvcd tlus proposition c. h e w1 d . S . ,rom 
t e value o£ harmony, to be discusse m ect1o~ 14. 
~hese and other rather tame attempts to assign independent value 

to 1deal form £ . t were crudely overtrumped by Commu . . S 0 sooe y \ . n1s111, 
Fasc1sm and N . l Soci"alism, all t 1ree of wh1ch were at 0 · . ' at10na ' ne 111 
their totalitarian allotment of paramount value to the group, although 
at va_riance in the description of the group tha: mattered. 

Sc1entific . . of the value o£ soc1ety are complicat d b 
h 

exam1nat10ns . ll . . . . e Y ~ e. ~uestion whether there IS a co ectlv~ ml~d dlstmct from the 
mdlvldual mind. The great French soc!Ologtst, Emile Durkheim 

'Rudo\£ Sta R(cht op.cit. (Chapter v, Section B) 
and 3So; Die mmler, Wirtschaft rmd cht Berlin, znd ed., 1926, pp. 208 JPT~52, 554· 572, 
has been tr Lehre vom richtig(rl R( '\ philosophy series under th . i e latter work 
lustice. ans\ated in the Modern Lega ' e tit e The Theory of 

&Th be ose regard" first the substance of what someone wi\\s h ld 
made 

5 
b" 10g respect were: • will· and sc: d s ou never 

co'_l'Patib\c: u~~~ to another person's arb~:\~ bou~d b/ it ~~~ ~t~~yr leg~l ~~mand must be 
neighbor" T the postulate that he w . fi emam IS own "nearest 
from th~ c he principles regarding coopera~onau~~~~~ty rst, nod ~c:mlber may be excluded 
only in th ommunity arbitrarily; and, secon ' . gran~e y aw may be exclusive 
nearest n _e sense that th e excluded from a share: m authonty can still remain thc:ir own 

• Ralphelghbors. os . 
B. Perry, General y!J(orY of Va/fit', op.e~t., p. 677. 
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(18s8-1917), seems to have held in some period of his work that there 
was. So did Wilhelm Wundt (1832-1920), German physiologist and 
psychologist, founder of the first laboratory for experimental psy­
chology; and later, Walther Rathenau (see above, Chapter m, Sec­
ti~n 2). No intersubjectively transmissible verification of this hypoth­
esis has been offered, however. All the phenomena of society can be 
reduced to such in the bodies and minds of the individuals that com­
pose it. But neither does Scientific Method warrant a negative state­
ment; the scientist can say no more than that the existence of a col­
lective or otherwise supra-individual mind cannot be verified and th t . . ' a 
to assume It IS not necessary, or not the only alternative, for the ex-
planation of societal phenomena. 

Society may have an independent value, and be more valuable than 
the individual, even if it has no independent mind. To the extent that 
its value is meant to rest on metaphysical grounds, it cannot be estab­
lished scientifically. Insofar as its grounds are sought for in the ad­
vantage which the individual, or the social group as a whole, draws 
from cooperation, scientific treatment is e~tir~ly poss_ible. But science 
fails us again when the lines between the mdividual mterest and that 
of others, or of society as a whole, are to be d_rawn. No more than 
the consequences of the different views, and m some degree their 
psychological and biographical origins~ can ~e exp~se_d by science. 
The choice among them is not the affair of science; It 1s up to those 
who compose society and to their governments. It cannot be made 
solely upon scientific grounds. 

11• Tlze Nation 

Some twentieth-century writers have re~ived atteii_lpts to present 
scientific arguments in favor of the ove~rulmg rank, 111 the pyramid 
of values, not of the individual or of soCiety as a wh~l~, or of mutual 
cooperation, but of the nation. Among them was ongmally the Ger­
man professor Julius Binder (187o-1939~, author of the most volumi­
nous works on legal philosophy in our time. He wen~ thr~ugh several 
periods. Starting from Kant, and later from f He?el ~ obJective idea 
he became one of the strongest ?pponen~s 0 hSaentlfl.c_ Value Rela~ 
tivism. Mid-time during the We1mar r~g1me1 . _e pr~cla1med the 

· 1 · m po 1t1cal n h na-tional state and a certam exc usivenes~ . g ts and in 
litical leadership as necessary and obJective p~stulates of justic P~­
though along with the postulate of personal reedom.1 After e, f a -
years of experience under Hitler, however, he had the honest a ew 

1 Julius Binder, p!Ji/osoplll"e des ReciJts, Berlin 1925, pp. 391' 4 I 5· y and 
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courage to modify his earlier views. In avowed contrast with them 
he then wrote that "the idea of right (Recht) docs not order men to 
anything, not even regarding the right way of organizing their com­
munity life." He refused to adopt any W eltansc/zauzmg as science, or as 
the basis of knowledge, and fought for objcctivit~ ag.ainst subjectivism 
and voluntarism.2 This led him close to the se1entdi.c type of value 
relativism which he had so strongly attackcd earlier in his life. 

Wilhelm Sauer (b. 1g79), in a book published at about the same 
time, upheld the paramount value of the nation as an absolute clc­
ment.3 While he combined it with the postulate of an incrcase in cul­
ture (sec Section 13) he stressed the ~rimacy o.f the national intcrcsts 
over the positive law.·1 The comm~mty of ~a:10ns could bc accepted 
only a~ a secondary and subsidiary atm, he satd:' . 

:While nationalists in the older Euro~ean nations have frequently 
ahgned themselves with anti-democratic forces, nationalists in dc­
pen~ent or recently liberated pc~plcs, e~pecially in Asia and Africa, 
but m part also it seems in Sovtet-dommated Europe, have been at­
tracted by dem~cratic id~als of liberty, self-government, and popular 
sovereignty. These democratic val~es, ho.wever, arc often thought of as 
subordinated to the value of nauonal mdependence, which is given 

top rank. Scientific Method warrants no such value judgments in absolute 
terms. It can examine the consequences and risks involved in their 
esp?usal or rejection. It can point to ~e vague~ess of their concepts, 
which. frequently lend thernselves_ to ~~com~at.tble interpretations. It 
c~n <.hsclose the psychological or btologtcal ongm and the ulterior mo­
tives of theories that enhance the value of the nation at the cost of 
the · d" · d n the other hand th \ . m 1v1 ual, and analyze, 0 . ' e a<. vantages whtch 
a strongly integrated, externallY mdependent nation offers for the 
d~~elopment of a country's culture a~d for the community life of its 
Citizens. But it cannot refute, in abso ute terms, either the contention 
that the nation's value is greater than t~at of the individual or the 
opposite. To render such ultiillate value JUdgments is not its business. 

• Julius B" I philosophit: (being the :~.nd d 
pp. 6, 7 an~nder, Systt:m dt:'f F,t:C JtS "ng der Rechtsphilosophit: ~ : of the former book) 
P· 163, r,.; .x. See also his Grt4ndthleg ~"iom of equality· th 'hTubmgen 1935, preface and 
co . -,eeung d e ov- • ere e wrot th · · ncetved ern .. natural laW an is of the positive law b . . e at JUStice can be 
Pres~n_t a "u~·lrlcall~ only on. the bas the universal and th~ ut _mSISted .t~~t the latter m~st 
rernmiSc lty (E~nheit union) of particular will -a last Hegelian 

a . ence. , Wilhelm S !Jilosophie, Berlin 1936 
practical a d auer, Rt:ehts- "nd StaatsP d warned ag . ' pp. 401, 403, 406. He stressed 
juristisch nG immediate tasks (P· 397) an amst vagueness (p. 397). See also Das 

• e ru d Rechts n geutz, Berlin I9Z3• 
11 Ibid. - und Staatsphilosophit:, P· 421 • 

' pp. 40, 400. 
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12. Power 

Power, and the urge toward power, were extolled in the nineteenth 
ce~tury by writers as different in character and intention as the his­
to:tan, Heinrich von Treitschke, and the philosopher, Friedrich 
Ntetz~che. This power-current of thought has not run dry in the 
twentieth. 

Prior to World War I, Erich Kaufmann, then a young Germ 
privatdozent_ of public law, of late a senior adviser of the German p:; 
eign Office m Bonn,. wrote in a book on international law that the 
essence of the state 1s Machtentfaltrmg (development, increase, and 
display of power) along with the will successfully to maintain and a _ 
sert itself (siclz ztt belzaupten rmd durclzzwctzen).1 In order to live us 
to these inherent postulates the state must develop also the ment~ 
and moral energies of the nation; but this, according to Kaufmann 
was a by-product, not the primary purpose of the state. The state is ' 
being "that wills power everywhere and precisely thereby produce~ 
what is highest" (p. 135). Kaufmann rejected the ideal of a world­
wide state on the ground that it would lack the need for Mac!ztentfal­
tung and hence the most essential element of a state (p. 136). He 
ridiculed Stammler' s version of the so~.i-al ideal ( ~ection I~, above) ; 
the real social ideal, Kaufmann wrote, 1s not the commumty of free 
willing men' [as Stammler had said], but vic~orious war;" I~ war, "the 
state reveals itself in its true essence; ~ar lS the sta~e s h1ghest per­
formance (Leistung), in which its speClal_nature (E_rg~~lart) reaches 
its fullest development" (p. 146). Vict~no~s :;ar lS the ultimate 
norm which decides which of the states lS nght (p. 153). 

This has been called the "Power Theory of the State and of Inter­
national Law." 2 As a historical fact, acquisition and ag~randizement 
of power were soon afterward to become the foremost a1ms of totali­
tarian governments, whereas neglect of th: P0 "':er factor played an 
undeniable role in the collapse of democratic regimes. Thus the high 
value of power came to be emphasized also by sc~wlars of unques­
tionably democratic leanings, such as Charles Mernam, George Cat­
lin, Harold Lasswell, Hans Morgenthau, and Bertrand Russell. O£ 

.. ' d die clausula rebru sic . 
1 Erich Kaufmann, Das Wesen des VolkerrecrJts un N . h stantJbtts T'·b· 

· h ld b d nt of the az1s w en th' ' u mgen 
1911 Kaufmann, 1t s ou e note , was an oppone H' . 1s moverne 
its a~pearance, and had to suff-:r persccutio_n a~ their hands. IS VIews of power Were ~t n:ade 
by his recognition of the value of law and JUstice. But he stro~gl\~dposed relativism f od1ficd 
See his Kritik dt:r kantischen Rechtsphilosophie, 192~, whcr~ .: c 1 cd Radbruch's .. ~~e c?urse. 
· 1 h' k. " and lack of "'understanding of soc1al reahty. ·chn1en-

Mona t tn mg . h · A · I · 1 
"Sec the scathing critique of Kaufmann's arguments, c IC } on og1ca grounds, b 

Nclwn, Die RechtstiJissemchaft olwe Recht, op.e~t., PP· 1 44 ff. Y Leonard 
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these, Morgenthau pursued his thoughts primarily in the field of inter­
national relations. He urged the United States to sh:1.pe its foreign 
policy in line with the country's national interests rather than have it 
determined by idealistic and sentimental goals, and to grant power 
policy priority over what he calk(\ "scientific" policy. Power politics, 
he said, was "rooted in this lust for power which is common to all 
men," and for this reason was "inscparahlc from soci:1\ life itself." He 
charged that "contemptuous of power politics and incap:1hlc of the 
statesmanship which alone is able to master it, the.: age has tried to 
make policy a science. By doing so, it has demonstrated its intellectual 
corruption, moral blindness, and political decay." 3 "International 
politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever the ultimate 
aims of international politics, power is always the immediate aim." ·I 

Merriam, Catlin, Lasswell, and Russell were interested also in the 
do~estic aspects of power politics.5 They pointed _to the dominant role 
which the lust for power and the actual poss~ss10~ of power play in 
~e game of politics. They would not necessanly gtve power top rank 
m their own scale of values; but they str:ssed that in the game of 
politics, power is commonly sought as a htgh value, if not the high­
est; that wielding power was necessary for good government too· and 
tha~ the proper problem of politics was to see to it that power should 
be m the hands of the right type of p~rson. For these reasons they 
even suggested that "power" or (Ca~lm) "control" constitutes the 
proper basic unit of political and soCial. theory· Catlin went so far 
as to consider whether power was not mdeed an ethically desirable 
goal, "far from ethically neutral a_s means, but actually valuable as a 
collective end and to be adrnired-tn som_e measure"; and he raised the 
"t;ice theological point whether the ommpotence of God is part of the 

vzrtue of God." o • 
. This . tendency to absolutize power 10 the ~~stract .~s a high value 
lS ambiguous on the ground t?at the term. power lends itself to 
th~ . most divergent interpretauons. True, lt. always designates the 
~blh~y to get one's own will done and opposmg wills frustrated. but 
tt fatls to express unequivocallY by what means and to what pur~oses 

:Hans Morgenth . "fi 'fv[an vs. p0 wer Politics, Chicago 1946. 
• Hans Morg h au, Scz~n.fllC Nations, New York 1948. 

See Ch ent au, Poltttcs among N w York 193 . H 
sonality N aries Merriam Political power' ~ Ab h K 4 'I arold Lass we\\, Power and Per-
19SO· G ew York 1948: Harold Lasswell an ra am "ap .an, Power and Society, New Haven 
Set' ' eorge Catlin '. (Chapter VI, Section 5), and Political Theory· What Is It?" p 1'. I 

ence Q , op.czt. B d R II · o tttca 
Y k 

llarterly I ( )· PP I-29; crtran usse ' Power· a Social A 1 . 0~ 19
34

. • vo. 27 1957 · · 
11

0 ysts, New 

In hi · · h · · 1 s article of . d 1 ta 1 jcs not m t e ongma • 
1957, JUSt quote · 
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this ability is desired and used. As regards its sources pow 
b d f d"ff ' er may be ase on, or accrue rom, facts as 1 erent as ( r) brut f 
threat of its use; ( 2) prestige or authority, legal or othe: , ?r~e, or 
P . 1 . 1 . 1 " \\ tse (.,) ecumary means t 1at gtve t 1e1r O\.,·ner t 1e power" to bt 1 ' .:l 

. 1 k ( 1 . f IY w lat he wants m t 1e mar ·et; or 4) persona attractiOn, ascination 1 . 
1 1 1 . 1 1 . , c lansma 
ove-p 1enomcna t 1at, m turn, may 1ave t 1e1r origin in 1 · 1 1 <.' 

vergent factors, such as external gifts, like beauty; mentalltg l r .cit­
like wit; popular actions, like heroic deeds or prominen ~ua lttes, 

1 . I . ce tn sport 
or arts; t 1at parttcu ar sometlung, called personal charm. .fi s 
as with Buddha, Jesus, or Gandhi, humility and altruisti or, dnally, 
l.f All 1 · · · " "- w c mo es of 1 e. t us Is, or gtves, power. ' e even speak of the " 
an idea," as when tl1e leader of the German Social Democra::owper of 

W 1 . cl . t} . uC arty Otto e s sat , m 1e courageous speech m which he de · d . ' 
party's consent to Hitler's Enabling Act of March 1933 : .. ~e hts 
know that mere protests cannot do away with facts that are b eel. · • 

1. . ( ' . . ) W d ase on power po ttlcs mac!ltpolttzsclze T atsaclzen . e o see that 1· 
1. . f n terms 

of power po ltlcs your rule is an actual act at present. Yet the 1 , 
f . . . . . d h 1 peop e s 

sense o JUSt1ce ts a pohttcal power, too, an we s a 1 never ce . . h ase to 
appeal to It. . .. No enabling act can gtve you t e power to d 

"bl , s Cl 1 estroy 
ide~s tl1at. are eternal and indestructid de. "T ~ar esd s1. P~irce, in a 
similar vem, once wrote that he regar e rut 1 an ustice as z· 

1 ld , o A d . zter-
ally the most powerful potuers in t 1e wor · . n , In again anothe 
sense, Whitehead wrote, "The power of God Is the worship He in~ 

• , 10 
spires. . . 

Likewise, the ends for tl1e sake of which power IS sought may vary 
all the way from enJ· oyment for its own sake and use for selfish 

fi h . pur-
poses, to the pursuit of the most unsel s aims. 

These twofold ambiguities of means and of purpose render the 
general concept of power as inept to supply an adequate basic unit in 
political theory as for similar reasons the general concept of happiness 
has been found to be (Section 9, above). It may be vaguely true that 
happiness and power are striven after by everyone everywhere in the 

• Fundamental is the distinction between the legal power to stet juridically valid norms ("P 
f h t !ega power o · '" " 

Power) and the factual power to influence the usc o t 3 • r to Interfere \ .· h -
· ("il" ) ld B ht "How Burc:aucractes Devc:l \tt the norms set by tt -power ; see Arno rc:c , . . op and F . 

Atmals of th~ American Acad~my of Political and S~czal Scz~nc~. vol. 292 (March 195 ~nctton," 
10 and "Biirokratie" in H~rd~rs Staatsl~xik..on, Frc:tburg 1 958. 4 pp, r­

~ See Arnold Brecht, Prdttd~ to Sil~na-Th~ End of th~ German R~public, New y 
ork 19 44, 

6. Italics f 
or "Powerful 

p. IOI. S . 
• In the letter quoted in Appendix B, Notes to Chapter v, c:ctton 

powers" here added. 
10 Sci~nc~ and th~ Mod~n World, p. 276. 
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world, but the sense in which this is true is exceedingly different from 
case to case, and often mutually incomp:J.tible. 

To sum up. If power is held up as an ultimate value, as an end de­
sirable for its own sake, science can do tluet: things. It can ( 1) criticize 
the lack of clarity in the concept of power, (2) qut:stion logical con­
sistency in a theory that tries to isolate power from sources and pur­
poses, and (3) point to the const:qut:nces which the enhancement of 
the value of power entails for othn idt:als, such as peace, harmony, 
freedom, equality. 

The role which power plays as a means in tht: pursuit of ulterior emls 
will be dealt with in its proper context, especially in Chaptn xu and in 
the planned second volume on special questions. 

13. Culture 

Some twentieth-century scholars have attached paramount value to 
~u~ture, or Kultur. In order to un~erstand this ~1igh appraisal correctly 
It Is necessary to be aware of the d1fferent meanmgs associated with the 
~ontinental European term "cul~u~~," ~r K~ltur, anJ the Anglo-Amer­
Ican concept of "civilization." ~1v!bzatwn Is generally used so as to in­
clude indiscriminately three dtstmct fact~rs, namely (I) intellectual 
and technical progress, (2) achiev~m:nts. 111 the development of com­
munity life and of governmental mstltutwns, especially those tending 
toward freedom, equality, and t~~eran~,e, an_d _(3) cultural expressions 
?f what is traditio nail y called the soul, _as dlstmct from the "intellect," 
111 religious phenomena, in the art:, or 111 any other manner. The Eu­
ropean term "culture" or Kultur IS no.w generally used in the third 
sense; it includes the other two categones only to the extt:nt that they 
are influenced by the third. . 

This usage it is true, has not always been stnctly adhered to and it 
has been cou~teracted by s~ecific ~ses mad.e ~£the .same word i~ special 
contexts. Thus, Heinrich Rtckert, m _estabhsh1l1g hts distinction between 
N aturwissenschaften and Kultur~zssenschaften (Chapter VI Section 
I, above), defined Kultur as '_'reahty related to value" (wertbezogen). 
A.ny chair or table then constitutes part of Kultur. 
r (~lt.ure in the narrower' soul-related, sense has often been listed by 
U~t~tlVtsts among those ideals that may .be chosen by individuals as their 
liketnate values (see Chapters IV, s:ctwn 6, and VI, Section 3). Some, 
clairn~adbru~~' have indicated t~et_r own preferenc~ for it, without 
0th ng abthty to prove the vahdny of such selectiOn scientifically. 

er authors, however, have gone further, assigning some sort of 
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absolute value to culture. Leading among these in the beginning of this 
century ':a~ th.e Germa~ ph~l?sopher of law, Joseph Kohler ( 1g49_ 
1919). R1chcuhng Kant s Crrtrques because of the substantive empti­
ness of their formal categories, and the sociological jurisprudence of 
Jhering because of its materialistic utility approach, Kohler glorified 
Hegel, with whom he believed in objective reason and its gradual his­
torical real~zation ("unf?,l~ing"~· He modifie~ He~;l: however, by 
the concessiOn that the dialectiC process of history IS interspersed 
with many unreasonable and accidental elements, varieties and detours 
in the way of evolution, so that not every stage can be called rational al­
though the general direction is toward "continuous perfection." 2 This 
belief in "objective reason" and the "objective Geist" led him to con­
sider Kultur as the preeminent value, objective and absolute.3 Ethics 
and "the good" have only subsidiary character, he maintained, not 
being themselves absolute values:' 

Kohler, however, defined Kttltur more broadly than was done above 
namely, as "the totality of human achievements in the conquest of th~ 
universe through knowledge, creative art, and technical domination" 
which keeps it closer to the Anglo-American notion of civilization. wit­
helm Windelband's earlier definition, describing Kultur as "the spiritual 
substance ·common to a given society" was more in line with present 
usage. But Windelband also held that the "ethical value of any society 
stands and falls with its Kultur system; to engender and preserve the 
latter, society must stake its last drop of sweat and blood." 5 This too 
seems to allot absolute value to culture. 

Gradually, the distinction between the spheres of the "soul" and those 
of the "intellect" came more to the foreground. Walter Rathenau, in 
his chief philosophical essay, in which he ana~yz~d the phenomena of 
the mind, or spirit (Geist), taking this term m Its broadest meaning, 
saw the decisive dichotomy in the presence or the .absence of a pur­
pose. Pursuit of a purpose is the pr?vince of ~h~ m~ellec~; ~he soul 
is purposeless in its characteristic stirrmgs, he said. His assigmng of a 

I h · hte" in En eye/ p ''d · 
• Joseph Kohler, "Rechtsgcschichte und Universa gesc IC/. •1 h. B 1. 0 a le der Reclus-

. h h d ( ) L ' b ' der Ruhtsp u osop ue, er m 1909 3rd d wissensc/laft, Mumc , 7t e . 1913 ; ellr uctl . Le al Philoso h . , e . 1923 
(translated by A. Al.brecht as Pl1ilosophy of Law, 1n Modern g P Y senes, vo\. l2). 

a Rechtsphi/osopllle, pp. 28 ff. . 
a Encyc/opiidie, pp. 1 ff., 62; Rechtsphi/osopl11e, P· 4· . b W E H . 
& Rechtspllilosop!Jie, pp. 4• 6. See also the careful analysis y . . ockmg, op.cit. (Section 

3, above) PP· 2 4 ff. I" ( 883) in Priiludi 
D Wilhelm Windelband, "Vom Prinzip der Mora 1 en, 5th ed., Tiib' 

1 p 162 191 •ngcn 
1915, vo · 2, P · ' . · . d J' Gebtlrt der Seele B I' 

e Walther Rathenau, Dze Mechanik des Gezstes 0 er /e R h h • er •n 1913 
1925. Sec Chapter 111, Section 3, above, and my article on at enau t ere quoted. ' l9th ed. 
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higher value to nonpurposive acts was not based on any attempt at scien­
tific demonstration, but solely on intuition; he frequently expn:sscl\ 
aversion to scientific research. 

The contemporary scholar most representative of the distinction be­
tween civilization and culture and the allotment of absolute value to the 
latter was Alfred Weber, whose opposition to Scientific Value Relativism 
I discussed in Section 3 of the preceding ch:-tpter. To him, Kultur is 
"soul-spirit as expressed either in the substance of life or in the human 
attitude taken toward it" (seelisch-gcistige A usdmcl(/orm in dcr 
Lebenssubstanz oder seelisclz-geistige Haltrmg ihr gcgcniibcr); in other 
words, "the form in which at any given time the soul-clements express 
themselves and find their salvation (Ausdrucks- tmd Erlosttngsform 
des Seelischen) within the given material and spiritual substance of 
existence." 7 This conception of culture derives, he explains, from 
phenomen-a, "whose roots ca~n?t ~e comprehended naturalistically, 
but whose interwovenness wtthm •1fe can be watched and contem­
plated." Like Rathenau he sees an essential difference between the realm 
of purposive, or useful, 'action-the "cosmos of civilization," which "car­
ries no further than [at l what is in line with purpose and uscful"-and 
f!.ultur, or the realm of the soul. "The cultural molding of human ex­
Istence has nothing to do with the r~asonable p~rsuit of some purpose 
(Zweckmassigkeit) and usefulness .. J-:Ie calls 1 ~ the "great guilt" of 
~he nineteenth century that, in exammt~g the lustorical process, it "as 
It :vere, buried ( verschuttete) the provm_ce~' .~f the ~llunan soul, the 
ulttmate and deepest sphere of human hfe ~ and Its basic mistake 
that, with Hegel, it "lumped the sp~eres of ~ntellcct and soul within 
the one collective concept of the mmd ( Gezst, spirit)," disposing of 
~he .entire process by treating movements of both civilization and Kultur 
Indtscriminately as phases of "mental development" (geistige Entwick­
lung).9 
. No naturalistic approach can do j~stice to the phenomena of the soul 
tn human history, Alfred Weber satd: 

~0 naturalistic approach is ~ble to cor~pre~end how the soul-elements 
tn man, in nationalities, or 1fl ot~er ~~s.toncal bodies ( Geschichtskor­
P~rn) have come to have the lrreslS~lble impulse to form the en­
VIronmental substance of life after ulttmate ideas that are not found 
• 

Th_A.lfred Weber p . . . d Geschichts- rmd Kultursoziologie M"" h 
IS Part Was fi , rm~rpren er "tie "Geschichts- unJ K I ' _unc _en 1~51, pp. 24, 74· 

lehre dcr rst published under the u . . . u tursoz10log1c als mnerc Struktur-
a lh. Geschichte, H d .. t·rbuch der Soz10logte. edned by Alfre·' v· k J 

1d. , an wor • u 1er ·an t, 1931. 
0 Ibid' Pp. 72 , 73· 

., p. 83, 
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within it-after notions and needs of the soul-spirit-and, inten­
tionally or not, to mold the entire form (Gestalttmg) of existence 
after them; or how, when this impulse fails in its effort or the effort 
see_ms not worth the tro_u?le.' man witl~draws, seeking corresponding 
attitudes of the soul-spmt 111 such withdrawal from life (hope of 
personal happiness being only a minor by-impulse in this, and often 
quite unessential); and how, finally, the soul-spirit can ever arrive at 
those creations ( Gestalttmgen) of the sublime, the beautiful, the holy 
etc.; in other words, at any cultural manifestation of a more or les; 
universal effect, whatever this manifestation may be. Nor is it pos­
sible to understand through a naturalistic approach why there is a 
consensus ~mong men about what is sublime, beautiful, holy, etc., 
no matter 1~ what essence, content, or form these qu~lities may ap­
pear. And mdeed, the essence, content, and form [m which they 
appeared] in the various historical bodies, in part even in various 
epochs, have been worlds apart. This consensus may have soft and 
elastic limits, but without it no historian can talk to us of the "great­
ness" of a man, a work, or a period, of the "sublimity" or the "dread­
fulness" of an historical area or era ... · 

As a matter of consequence, Alfred W ~ber insis~ed that there can 
be no cultural "progress" in the sense in wluch there IS progress in civil­
ization, from stage to stage, and that it may be ne.cess~ry to look upon 
our own time as on some historically perhaps qmte smgular epoch of 
immense "re-barbarization, some lapse into almost general naturalism," 
with the external re-barbarization constituting merely the correlate of the 
internal one. Kultur, he wrote, is always "spo.ntaneous," is "unfore­
seeable creation in a new stage of life." And tlus type of creation will 
appear ever again, in one form or the other, as long as the human soul 

is not destroyed.10 • • • 

He regrets that Max Weber, instead of eng~gmg .111 ,?v.erall ~nterpreta­
tions of cultural history, stopped at applymg h.Is dissectmg" (zer­
legende) methods to it, an approach that may. easily lead to a situation 
where one "finally holds on his hands a plemtud_e of valuable concep­
tual schemes and a like ample wealth of-con~eivable or real-causal 
interrelations among the parts of the whole of l~f:, but nothing mor , 
He thinks that Max Weber d~d not .. fully ~~p Olt the richness of ~i 
attention to "part-events" (Tetlvorgangen ). He complained al s 

10 Sec Prinzipien, op.cit., pp. 31-34. 
"Jbid.,pp. !08, 109· 

so of 
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Max's individualistic method, which regarded the structure of society 
only from the point of the individual. This is not suitable in matters 
of Kultur, Alfred insisted, not on the ground of philosophical objec­
tions to be raised-he did not mean to express any philosophical prefer­
ence for universalism as against individualism-but because the cultural 
historian desires to "illuminate a complex totality in its totality" and to 
achieve a "tolerable comprehension of indissolvable, fundamentally 
entire! y irrational, historical collectivities in their very unity." 

I have quoted Alfred Weber at length, because his eloquent and 
persuasive- description puts the question squarely before us whether, 
as scientists, we recognize the significance of the cultural factor in 
human history, and its particular character. Rut the conclusion that, if 
we do so, we abandon Scientific Value Relativism is not warranted. In 
drawing it, Alfred Weber unjustly identified the attitude of individual 
a_dherents with the basic methodological theory (sec Chapter VII, Sec­
tiOn 3). Scientific Value Relativism cannot but welcome any careful 
description of the role which the cultural factor and its appraisal has 
actually played in history and the quasi-universal esteem it has found. 
N d ' 1. . 1· or ocs it object to the scholar's proc aimmg us own preference for, 
and paramount interest in, cultural standards. On the other hand, 
when the value attributed to a definite cultural phenomenon is contro­
:er_sial, is contradicted by the value _jud~ments 0~ otl_1ers, then the mere 
Ins~stence on one's own appraisal_Is wtthout scient_dic merit. But any 
senous attempt to bolster evaluatwns by an _exammation of the con­
sequ_ences of positive or negative cultural_ a~tttudes has great scientific 
ments in the eyes of Scientific Value RelatiVIsts. 

As regards consensus, Professor W ebcr does not pretend that his 
own cultural judgments are universally shared (sec Chapter VII, Section 
3); he has been contented with the far more modest statement that he 
:~dres_ses his own writings to tho~e. w!10 d~ share l~i~ value judgments, 
. fitarting point that if made explicit, IS entirely lcgnunatc under Scien-

t! c Val R ' p ue elativism.12 • . 

C• • 1~r an excellent American contnbutiOn to the distinction between 
lVl lZ · f h .. 

ation and culture I may re er tot e wntmgs of R. M. Maclver.la 
u 

z· 1 A.~fred Web • . · 1 set forth in his article "P · · · 
10 ogte" in er s Vtews were prevtoUS Y . 1 /' . nnztptelles zur Kulturso-

k.lfltllrgcschj 1rchiv fur Sozialwissenscha/t und s~~la po ztzk. vol. 47 (1921) pp. I, 25 ff. His 
Der dritte "~~te als k.rt!tHrsoziologie ( xst eel., Let en 1935, 2nc~ ed. Munchcn 1950) and his 
explained ab der vierte Mensch Mi.inchen 1953· arc based on hts methodological principles as 

13 R ove. • , 
( . M. Maci . I Ch " I 
.1 936) p. 35 Ver, "The Historical Pattern of Socta ange, ournal of Social Plzilosoplzy, vol. 2 

tton and C I' and Society d d New York 1937• pp. 272 ff. Sc::e also R K Merton "Ct"v·l· u tur , • 2n e ., ~ I ( · · , 1 tza-
nor Merton h e, Sociology and Social Researc 1 ' vo · 21 I93G) pp. 105-13. Neither Mach-er 

' owever, absolutized the value of culture. 
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14· Harmony 

Praise of harmony in human affairs goes back to Pythagoras and 
Plato. In the search for absolute values it has been reiterated through 
the ages, up to the present time. Thus, at the end of the nineteenth 
century, Franz Brentano ( 1838-1917) thought it possible to state with 
absolute certainty the superior value of a harmonious personality, not 
onesidedly developing either intellect or emotions; while it was im­
possible to measure the relative weight of the values of knowledge 
(Eimicllt) and noble love, the sum of both was better than each in 
isolation; neither should be neglected at the cost of the other.1 Rudolf 
Stammler, in conflict with his contention that scientific statements re­
garding justice could merely be formal, treated harmony as an absolute 
aim of justice; this view appeared in his first major work in 1896, but 
came more to the foreground in his later writings.!! Perry, in his General 
Theory of Value (1926), too, gave harmony high rank; that will is 
best, he wrote, which is apt "to bring harmony through its universal 

. " 3 adoptwn. 
A strictly scientific discussion of these proposals is particularly difficult 

because the term harmony is taken from music and can be applied to 
human personalities and the state of society only ~n a figurative sense, 
which leaves the meaning very vague. If har.m?ny IS used as a synonym 
for what is worthy of being desired, then It I.s me.rely tautological to 
say that it designates a high-ranking value. Likewise, when used as a 
synonym of peace, rest, and balance, it is .merely tautological and an­
alytic to say that harmony implies these tlungs .. It may well be possible, 
furthermore, to prove scientifically that a .cert~m ~moun~ of harmony, 
both in a person's individuality and in so~wl hfe, IS a un.Iversal human 
need and desire, which generally grows 111 old age. This adds an im­
portant universal factor, which might be called absolute so far as human 
beings are concerned. It may also b.e.conceded to Br.entano that some­
times the combination of two qualltles, both of whiCh .are considered 
valuable like knowledge and love, is better than a onesided possession 
of eithe; to the exclusion of the other, at least as 1?ng as neither suffers 
by the "harmonious" addition. Fin~l.ly, harmo:y Is, ?f course, valuable 
as a m~ans, or indispensable condltlon, for th achievement of many 

other auns. 
· 1· 1. Erkenntnis Leipzig 1889 1 Franz Brcntano, Vom Ursprtmg st/IIC ter B 6 h • Pp. 2 9 3 

2 Rudolf Stammlcr, Wirtsclwft tmd Recht, Leipzig 1
1 ; ' 5t 1 ed. 1924, p. '56:: .. 

h'l 1 · " in Das gnamte Detitsche Recllt, 1931, vo · • PP· 7, 42. ' Rechts-
p 1 osop ue f l' 1 e New York 1926 

a Ralph Barton Perry, General Tlu·ory o · '1 11 ' • Pp. 659 ff 
., 682 , also 

pp. 102-D4. 
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All this can be said with assurance. As soon, however, as we general­
ize such statements, proclaiming harmony an absolute value that should 
be striven after by all and in every situation, we are leaving the area of 
scientia transmissibilis, leaning either on our own preferences or on in­
tuition-an intuition that, far from being shanxi by everyone, is certain to 
encounter strong objection. It must not be overlooked that harmony may 
exist on low intellectual or cultural levels; it may be found in households 
that include slaves and illiterates. Many will sec in strife, e\Tn when it up­
sets existing harmony, a necessary and valuable clement of human 
life and development (sec Chapter IV, Section 6). Most will feel, with 
Hocking, that harmony is just only if achieved "on the right terms."~ 

More recently, Perry has attempted to combine happiness and 
harmony, because either alone was a defective ideal. Thus he recom­
mends "harmonious happiness" as the highest standard. He docs not 
pretend that its absolute and universal validity can be scientifically 
proved; he explicitly admits that this cannot be done (sec above, Chap­
ter VI, Section 3). But he thinks that there are "paramount reasons" 
why this standard should be chosen. They are, first, that it is "capable 
of being agreed on-both theoretically and practically"; second that it 
is "impartial," because it "places itself i~ ~~1 points of view and n.'ts them 
to~ether"; and, third, that acceptance IS to some extent [italics in the 
anginal] to everybody's interest" and therefore obtains "a breadth of 

d" [j 

support exceeding that of any other goo : . 
?£ these reasons, the first, that harmomous happmess is "capable of 

bemg agreed upon," could conclusively support selection as the highest 
standard only if it were simultaneously assumed that there should be 
universal agreement on some one standard, and that no other would 
do, as Kant had believed respect for human dignity and freedom to 
be the only standard on which universal ag~eement :vas possible. Perry's 
second reason, that his standard fits all pomts of VIew together, leaves 
us Wondering how this could be done. H~w are we going to fit together 
~he points of view of an adherent 0~ ~htte supremacy and of a Negro 

r a?- Asiatic; or of a National SoCialist and ~ Jew; or of a man who 
~~[lfie_s violence and war and of a sw~et Chnstian, Gandhian, or anti­
of ~~nst; or of a communist and of a hb~ral or Catholic; of worshipers 

a d . d and of Satan? Perry's third assertiOn, that support for his stand-
r 1st b · · h' · • w 0 e expected by everyone 111 IS own mterest, is gravely limited 

& • E. Hockin . 
Ralph B p g, op.czt., p. 78· b 'd M 

statements · erry, Realms of Valae, Cam n ge, ass., 1 954, PP· 132 ff. Occasionally his 
and peace ~re couched in quite absolute terms; for example, "· · · in short, war is moral evil 

u moral good," ibid., P· 2 1 9· 
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by the addition "to some extent." Indeed, what common support can 
be expected from both the haves and the have-nots? Perry, in an aside, 
admits that his standard may not reward everyone who accepts it. Why 
then arc we entitled to suppose acceptance in the individual's own 
interest? 
. These c.ritical remarks are not meant to disparag~ tl~e ideals underly­
m~ Perry s. standard and share~ by many of us With_m democratically 
bmlt societies; but only to remmd the reader that lus explicit reasons 
rest on three implied premises, namely, that a universal common stand­
ard is desirable, that human equality shou~d _be its basis, and that people 
who lose under the standard should be willing to put up with the loss. 
To accept these premises is a quasi-religious resolve, or an act of ethical 
volition, and not a matter of science alone. Even so, the objection that 
harmony may exist on low cultural levels would stand. Walther 
Rathenau once remarked that, if we knew that worms were perfectly 
happy, we still would not desire to be worms. 

1 5· T lze Golden Rule 

Professor Mad ver agrees that no goal-value of absolute validity can 
be established by science (see the quotatio~s ~n Chap~er VI, Section 5, d). 
But, while "on the level of goals there IS Irrec?n~Ilable c?nflict" and 
"no possible arrreement" he holds that there IS one umversal rule 

b ' h' 1 d ' and one only, that can be laid down, on et Ica groun s-that is, apart 
from the creeds of particular religions an_d apart from t~e w_ays of the 
tribe that falsely and arrogantly universalize themselves. This, he says, 
is The Golden Rule: Do to others as yo~ would_ have o~hers do to you.i 
It is the only rule that "stands by itself m the hght of Its own reason." 
The universal laid down in it is one of procedure ?nly, he notes, since 
it describes a "mode of behaving, not a. goal ?f actiOn." It is "t_he only 
universal of ethics that does not take sides WI~~ or contend With con­
tending values." It permits everyone to folio~ 1us ofwn rule as it would 

f 1 'd f h' parucu ar ortunes" e . apply "apart rom t 1e acci ent o IS d h 1 .' specially 
apart from the accident that the one is up an. tl e ot ler Is down, the 
one is strong and the other is weak, the one IS arge and the other is 

small. appe 1 · 
These arguments are sure to have a str?ng a ' 1U particul 

Christian readers. For the Golden Rule IS the fundamental la~ ~~ 
f h Golden Rule" in R h 

1 Robert M. Maciver, "The Deep Beauty o t e ff S I h' Ut N. Anshen d 
f A . k PP 39 . ee a so IS Pr . 

Moral Pritlciples o ctJOn, New _Yor 1952, . Chapter XIII) trsuu of 11 ' e ., 
(discussed above, Chapter VI, Sectwn 5· and below, pp, 85 ff. appin~ss 
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Christian ethics and, if we define ethics by the Golden Rule, of all 
ethics. But docs it "stand by its own reason"? Can we derive it, with 
merely scientific means, from observation, logical reasoning, and the 
like, in an intersubjectivcly transmissible manner? When men notice 
that they arc up and others arc clown, that they arc strong and others at 
their mercy, they may sincerely believe-as they have done in history 
-that this is either the consequence of their being right and the others 
wrong, or that fate has given them a chance to destroy their enemies 
and that they would be fools unless they used it. 

We cannot refute such proud, wanton, callous views, whatever we 
may call them, merely with the means of science. Science can sound 
warnings as to the risks and consequences of recklessness, describe the 
benefits to be expected from kindness, and point to numerous nice 
things we can do if we want to be nice. But, unless science could estab­
lish with certainty either ( 1) that the_ Golden Rule is a command of 
divine origin or (2) that its violator will always suffer a kick-hack and 
that kindness always has superior rewards (whether this can he demon­
s~ratcd will be examined in Chapter XII)' science must abdicate pre­
Cisely where the ethical nature of the Golden Rule, as distinct from its 
utilitarian character begins.2 

That the Golden Rule cannot be derived_ from reason alone is shown 
by the simple reflection that few people will accept it in their behavior 
toward animals. We kill them in order to cat them or to avoid annoy­
ances, let flies die miserably on glued paper,_ lobsters lie alive on ice 
blocks with their claws fettered, ea_t oysters alive, and hook fish in that 
" f l" . I · 1 unfatrest of them all if 1 1 f pe::~cc u sport wh1c 1 IS t 1e . t 10ug 1t o under 
the Golden Rule. We do such dungs alth?u~h we would not want 

h d . . . to us In thus limning tl 1. 1. ot ers to o similar thmgs · 1e va 1e Ity of the 
Golden Rule to the behavior arnon~ ~enl only, but extending it to all 

. . two pnncip es, namely th . 1 . men, we Implicitly recogntze b I h' ' at m t 11s respect 
. · rn~ds ut a so t at all . men are different from ani ' . ' 1 ' men are esscntt::llly 

alike. This as we saw in SectiOn 2 .a1)ove, cannot be established by 
· ' f · Jent wit wut a ref sctence alone. It is not sci -eVI . ' . . erencc to moral qual-

ities of all men and to the essenttalll stgn~fificalncTe of these qualities, prop-
. · · fi a y ven el I R o_stttons that cannot be scicnti ~ . . · .1e omans did not con-

sider the Golden Rule a self-evtdent pnnc_lple ln their attitude toward 
conquered en . did the Greeks m theirs tow d b b . em1es, nor ar ar anans. 

2 Sec Scctio 8 bove and Maciver's own ref . 
,·iews the n (Democracy) a .1 ~ 1,r11 ,hr< ~<id~ "' l"ck· crcncc to ccrtam Catholic 

' rc ql I l'~ ' . . ·• ·• Jnn- r t" 1" I " · 1 n ·· 101C< , which he t'"' c. .... a •ona 1ty am mere child-
IS l CSS (p. 4 /). 
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Only after we have previously JefineJ ethics in line with the Golden 
Rule can we derive that rule from the concept of ethics. Then it be­
comes a merely analytical inference. 

16. Exmrsus on Radbmch vs. Radbmch 

Scientific Value Relativism originally meant to Radbruch much more 
than merely a necessary, though unpleasant, concession to be made to 
the requirements of logic and scientific honesty. Dedication to the 
deepest values which he himself recognized, but withdrawal from any 
attempts to assume commanding attitudes in matters of value judo­
ments toward others were views that blended harmoniously within 
his benign personali~y, ~umane and mi,ld-~annered, always willing 
to find the good pomts m other peoples v1ews, and unendingly en­
gaged in a dialectic struggle within his own delicate conscience. This 
balance was cruelly upset by the advent of totalitarianism, which led 
him to an agonizing reappraisal of scientific relativism. He searched 
desperately for lines that could be drawn against totalitarian value 
theories under the full authority of science. In this effort he came to 
pursue three different ideas, two of which have been discussed earlier 
in this volume. 

The first, publicly expressed in 1934 (here referred to as "Radbruch 
II") was the new emphasis he placed on the "aggressive:· potentialities 
of relativism. This, as shown in Section 8, above, wa~ entirely consistent 
with his former views insofar as he urged combatmg any arrogation 
of scientific authority for ultimate governmental value judgments; 
but it was inconsistent when he implied that such lack of scientific 
authority was a conclusive argument ag~inst the practical and political 
acceptance of value judgments and ti:elr enforcement. Ra?bruch has 
not to my knowledge in his later writmgs resumed the cl~1m that ag­
gressive relativism was apt to solve the problem .. I~stea~, 111 the quiet 
years of self-scrutiny which he spent in "in?er ex~le dunng the Hitler 
regime, he began to pursue two other l~nes 0 a~proach. !he one 
("Radbruch III") was the increased attentwn he pald to the mterrela-

h · · f tal measures and the " tion between t e JUstice o governmen h nature of 
things" discussed in Chapter IV, Section 3· As s own there, this idea 

' . h nature of h" · too fails to lead to a solutwn whenever t e b hu ~ mgs 1s suscep-
tible to being changed, bent, or suppr_essed 1~ b ~an Interference and 
the only que.stion is whether or not th1s shou " e one. 

Th third of Radbruch's new approaches ( Radbruch IV") 
treate~ here, started from the thesis that, while the "goals'' ol not Yet 

govern-
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c. • t" c itself is not. . 1 e rc uircment OL JUS tc 
mental measures are relauve, t 1 q 
To this proposition we no~ turn. . 1 t (Recht, or "right law") hac\ 

Radbruch's basic conceptiOn.~£ Rtg£ 1h· Rec/ztsplzilosoplzie, that the 
h fi t edttwn ° 15 " · \" f · \ 1 always b:en, from t : rs . but that it harbored a tnat o H ea s. 

idea of Rtght was no stmplc one, . the equal treatment of what 
. 1 f . . c mcanmg . . . f . , namely (r) the tdea o JUStlC ' r ·1·ssz.g/.(clt) that 1s, o .\ reason-. T (Zwcct(mc. ' . 

is equal, (2) the tdeal of uu tty 0 the purposes pursued \Vlth them, 
able relation between measures an_ 1 ossibilit\! to be grantet\ every-. . t that IS, t 1e p . . J • • c 
and (3) the 1deal of certalD y, c. 11is actions anLl omtsstons. Ot 

l qucnces OL · . . 
one to foresee the lega conse l 1 ccond the utihtanan one, was 

d on y t 1C s ' l \ . \ these three, he now stresse ' l uld not be establishel or l emel 
d " , hose va ue co . f l ) relate to purposes, w . d the third ( certamty o · aw were 

scientifically. The first (jusuce) an oses pursued. Some "tension" could 
h · ular purp · l · c. h independent of t e paruc . d. for example, a minor vto atlon ot t e 

arise between them, he admltteb 'regarded as rendering the law invalid 
principle of equality mus~ no~ir \he certainty of law. But, at any rate, 
because to do so would tmP d t of any particular purposes pursued 
h . . depen en . l l f t esc two tdcals were 111 1 tried to secure, vta t 1e postu ate o 

in legislative measures .. '!"hu~ 1ethe postulate of equality. 
justice, an absolute postuon . or this postulate in the modest sense of 

Had he stuck to interpreung 1 his position would have been very 
equal treatment of what is e':lua Chapter x, this interpretation of the 
strong. For, as we shall se~ 1n al and invariant support, as has also 

. . . h n1vers 1 c. meamng o£ JUSt1ce as ~ But Radbruch went muc 1 LUrther. He 
the exclusion o£ arbitranness. ent of equal cases the meaning that al\ 
now read into the equal treaLtmnard Nelson had done. Here his cmo-

l"k eo men are equal, not un 1 e 1 . vistic results carried him beyond what 
tional desire to get nonre at~cience, as shown in Section 2, can warn 
was scientifically warranted. on human differences or their causes, 
against erroneous statement{ zations, and against the risks and come­
against unwarranted genera. 1 can expose insincerities, ulterior motives, 
quences o£ discriminations; ~t 5 of scientific authority; but it is beyond 
inconsistencies, and false c~a~mdu"ls despite their many differences, are 

· · d V1 "' ' ~;tence. to say that all 111 1 be treated as such by legislation, and that, 
essentially" equal and m\l~~ . ons, they have any "rights" as distinct 
~part from historical coD ttl eds. Here is the end o£ science; here be, 

r_om natural impulses and ne thical, political, or legal convictions and 
gms the h 1. · us e · . f 1 · 1 
d . . sp ere o£ re 1gto 1' here begms the tmpact o ustory-cu -

ecisions M . . fi ant y' . . d l . b d l . 
1 h. · ost s1gm c nd of a JUrtspru ence t 1at 1s ase u u-

tura 1St . . lar-a 
l ory' m parucu science. 

mate y 0 h. h than n lstory rat er 
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Much as the moral motives that caused Radbruch to modify his 
former views are worthy of praise, from the purely scientific point 
"Radbruch I" was right, and "Radbruch IV" was in error, as had been 
"Radbruch II" and "III." This is not to say that we are left without 
scientific support in the protection of human rights. Precisely by keep­
ing within its own proper sphere science can render highly important 
contributions, as emphasized in this whole study time and again. But 
whether norms set by the government and capable of execution are 
juridically valid or invalid is ultimately a matter for jurisprudence to 
say, not for science. What science is unable to do-establish inalienable 
human rights-jurisprudence can do. Jurisprudence can establish the 
principle that acts of legislation which are in conflict with certain basic 
standards of civilization as they have developed in historical evolution 
are juridically not binding upon la\v-courts and ~itizens (see Chapter 
1v, Section 8). In other words, ultimate reference 111 the question of the 
validity of norms lies, not to abstract, universal sci.ence but to juris­
prudence as a concrete historical phenomenon. Sc1enc: can, in this 
context, play only the subsidiary role of the hand'?ai~en of juris­
prudence, supplying the lawyers with the relevant. hl.st~ncal material 
to bolster their theories about the limits set to the JUndiCal validity of 

legislation. , 
In view of the confusion wrought by Radbr~ch s retreat from his 

earlier views it is appropriate to add the follow1l1g remarks. It is not 
easy to point out exactly where and when Radbruch began to read into 
the postulate that equal cases must be trea~ed a~ equal the additional 
thesis or axiom that all men are equal. In }us d.ehghtful Fiinf Minuten 
Reclztsplzilosophie (Five Minutes of Legal Pl~Ilosop~y)' a brief state­
ment which he distributed among his stu?en~s 111 I94.S, he stated (Third 
Minute): "Right law (Recht) is will to JUstlcehJustlce means: to judge 
without regard of person, to measure all by t el sam~ measure." This 
could have been a mere paraphrase of the postu ate~. at what is equal 
should be treated as equal; but the word "all" streptl~lously introduced 
the idea that all men are equal. This trans orllmdatlOn became mo 

b h e he ca e on th · re obvious in the su sequent passage, w er f l e JUrists th 
they should refuse to grant the character 0 aw" to legal acts Wl . at 
consciously deny the will to justice, for example, ,~Y ar?itrarily g llch 
ing or denying human rights to humatl bemgs. Th1s Would rant­
been entirely in line with the views here taken, had Radbruch have 
intended to appeal to the jurists that they should deny the . rn.erely 

· h d £ his Rechtsphilos PI . Jz.t.rzdical 
' Published in an append1x to the 4th and 5t e 5 • 0 0 zze, Pp. 
'Italics not in the original. 33s-37 . 
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validity of certain acts, without presenting the existence of human 
rights as a finding of science. But the latter was what he meant. This 
appears from another section (Fifth Minute) of the same piece, where 
he referred to principles of law that cannot be validly disregarded. 
He said that they have been called Law of Nature or of Reason, and 
continued: "Certainly they arc subject to many doubts in detail; but 
centuries of labor have worked out a firm core and gathered It 111 so­
called Proclamations of the Rights of Men and of Citizens with such 
general consensus that, with regard to some of these rights, only an 
intentional ( bewusste) skepticism could maintain doubt." 

His new views came out more plainly in an article of 1946, entitled 
Gesetzliches Unreclzt und iibergesctzliclzes Recht, which might be ap­
proximately rendered in English as "Legal Wrong and Higher Law." 3 

Here he wrote that one line, at least, "can be drawn with all precision: 
where justice is not even intended (erstrebt, striven after), where the 
equality which forms the core of justice is intentionally denied in the 
proclamation of positive laws, there t~le law is not merely 'incorrect' 
(unrichtiges Recht), but entirely mtsses the nature of Right (die 
'f!.~chtsnatur). For, one cannot define Reclzt, or even positive law (pos­
ttw~s Recht) otherwise thar: as _ar: order, or a set ~orr:n (Satzrmg), 
whtch according to its meamng ts mtended to serve JUStiCe." Then he 
proceeded to enumerate several_ measures of the National Socialist 
regime which were in conflict Wtth these postulates and, therefore in­
valid, including the establishment of the_ one-party state and all de~rees 
that treated "men as undermen and dented_ them t_he Human Rights." ·I 

Once more, in Vorschule der ~echt~phzlosophze, a transcript of his 
lectures published by students with hts approval (Heidelberg 1948) 
Radbruch limited his-basically repeated-acceptance of scientifi~ 
relativism by absolute postulates. He declared that the Human Rights 
are of an "absolute nature," because, an~ to the_ extent that, they are 
necessary to make the fulfillment of etlucal duttes possible. Although 
he emphasized that details must be left to the p~sitive law, he summed 
~p that "the complete denial 0~ the Hurn~n Rtghts · · . is absolutely 
Incorrect law" ( b l t unrichttges Recht). T a sou . "th h 

• ~ repeat, this equation of jus~tce Wl . t e recognition of human 

Rec:;;~~ .fublis~ed in Siiddmtsche Juriste~zez;;~,~~~ r~;;~:ed d i~ the . 4th and 5th eds. of his 
1957 z osophz~. pp. 347 ff., and in Der en ' e . y Fntz von Hippe!, Giittingen 

, ' Pp. II I ff. 
• Rechtsphilosoph. r t in the original. 

Pp. 2 7 ze, p. 353· Ita tCS n~ 1 o· "The core of h 
Law is th' 28. Compare Coing, op.CJt., p:d ~ : h I t e modern theory of Natural 
the di . e human rights. They are groun c tn. t e rn_ora _postulate (Fordertmg) to res ect 

&nlty of man as a moral person; this postulate ts contamcd m the idea of Right (Reclztside~)." 
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rig!lts ~vas perfectly sound as. a l_1istorical interpretation of the meaning 
of JUStice and as an appeal to JUriSts that they should apply this interpre­
tation in granting or denying juridical validity to legal acts. But it was 
unwarranted insofar as it was me~mt to imply that science qua science 
can state, in absolute terms, that is, apart from historical conditions and 
from religious convictions, what rights men have or ought to have, 
that men are essentially equal, or even that there should be more than 
one party under every form of government. All this is not a matter 
for science to say in absolute terms. 

Hence there is clearly a conflict between the first and the later stages 
of Radbruch's philosophy. This impression increases when the various 
formulations he used are promiscuously blended, as was done in the 
posthumous editions of Radbruch's other chief work, Einfi.ilzrrmg in 
die Reclztswissensclzaft (Introduction to Legal Science).6 The result 
is a rather inconsistent, self-contradictory, text without the old pith in 
the respective sections. But the conflict can be resolved when Radbruch's 
former views, those of Scientific Value Relativism, are regarded as 
statements on the interrelation between justice and scie11ce, statements 
that are still valid; and those of his last stage, are viewed as the­
equally legitimate-statements of a great jurisprudent in which he 
appeals to his people, and all peopl:s, t.ha~ they should deny juridical 
validity to any laws that flagrantly dxscnmmate between human beings 
or violate other minimum standards of reg.ard.for .fellow-men that have 
developed in the evolution of human civihzatlOn m the Western world 
within the last two thousand years and more. . 

Radbruch, therefore, was well inspired when ~e decxded to have his 
Rechtsplzilosophie republished rmclzmzged despite the changes in his 
views. He believed this to be justified only on the ground that the 
book was a historical document. But here, once more, he Was too 

modest. 

17. Cotzclusiotz 

The list presented in this chapter of write.rs ~ho still in the twentieth 
century have offered absolute standa.rds of JUSUC~ and of the. standards 
offered, is meant to be representative rather t .an exh.a~stlVe. There 

many more writers and other standards, m addn1on Pe 
are ' 1 d · rsonal 
affection and aesthetic enjoyment were .de~ ~re g~eatest goods b n 
I man than George Moore in his Prmczpza Etluca o£ xg03 ( Y 0 
ess a p. x88). 

• Gustav Radbruch, Ein/uhrrmg in die Rechtswissrnsc/Jaft, gth ed., ed. by K.onr d . ' 
Stuttgart 1952. See also Appendix B (Eric Wolf). a Zwelgert, 
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truth, by Rickert and others (sec Chaptt:r vi, above); reliability, veracity, 
and faithfulness (Treue) by Helmuth Coing in his post-Hitler text 
(pp. 145-47); self-respect, by Lasswell (sec Appendix n). Social se­
curity, including the absence of anxieties over a person's adequate 
subsistence in times ahead, has advanced to a high position in the list 

of values. 
It is not necessary here to deal with these additional items or further 

to enlarge the list. The following more general remarks, however, 
should be added in concluding this chapter. 

As mentioned (Chapter 111, Section 8), it is often not easy to decide 
whether a scientist who explicitly or implicitly allots high, or even 
highest, rank to some particular good or value is an "absolutist," who 
believes he has scientific knowledge regarding the validity of his ap­
praisal, or a "partisan relativist," w~1o makes no such claims but simply 
uses Scientific Method in the service of the values which he and his 
friends prefer. There I spoke of "latent relativists," who did not call 
themselves, but actually were, adherents 0~ Scientific Value Relativism. 
Similarly, we might dub "latent dogmatics" those who, while osten­
sibly rejecting absolutism in the sphere ~f values, nonetheless adopt 
some value without question and even wnh unconcealed contempt of 
other scholars who confess othe~ cre~ds. Many who have written in 
this century in support of equality, h~erty, or other summary stanJ­
ards, should perhaps be classified as latent dogmatists" rather than 
"partisan relativists," I suppose. But these two categories arc difficult 
to sever. 

However that may be, certainly not all scientific dogmatists among 
twentieth-century scholars have been merely _lat~nt ones. Many have 
stood up to be counted. They hav_e oppose.d SCientific Value Relativism 
explicitly, although freque?tly mtsta;I~g Its meaning .. Unintentionally, 
however, the variety of thetr stan~ar s as offered a stnking illustration 
for the relativistic thesis that basiC values are chosen, not scientifically 
proved. 

The examination of more than a dozen pro~osed ultimate standards, 
one by one, in this chapter sho~ld have made .lt plain that none can be 
upheld by science, and by science alo~e, Without recourse to ideals 
based on religious scientifically unvenfiable sources, or to historical 
co d" . ' 1 1 .. th~ Itlons, or to not-universa pe~son~ opm_IOns and preferences. At 
thats~me time, however, o~r e~ammatlo~, pomt by point, has revealed 

lil each case strictly sctenufic analysis and research can contribute 
a great deal to the appraisal of certain aspects covered by the proposed 
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standard. In particular, risks and consequences of its acceptance or 
repudiation can be disclosed in each case in an entirely empirical man­
ner, with scientifically warranted results that, if fully presented, studied, 
and understood, in some cases may have a strong deterrent effect, not 
only on the respective victims of such a policy, but even on the masters 
themselves. 

Thus, at least indirectly, the search for absolutes has enriched the 
social sciences. In addition, it must be acknowledged that some of the 
modern scientific absolutists, while unable to prove their chief point 
have rightly objected to certain practices, indulged in by relativists' 
that were not necessitated by the theory of Scientific Value Relativism' 
especially the complete abstinence observed in the discussion of meta~ 
physical questions, even when conducted on a merely hypothetic and 
speculative basis, a negative attitude that was not compelled by scientific 
theory. We have also seen that, although none of the proposed absolute 
standards is supported in its entirety by universal consensus, some do 
contain elements that apparently are so supported,_ and _whose universal 
support may be capable of scientific, empirical venficat10n to a relevant 

degree. . . 
The next, and last, part of this volume wtll be dedtcated to these 

and related questions. 
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CHAPTER IX 

FACTUAL, NOT LOGICAL, LINKS BETWEEN 

IS AND OUGHT 

F
o~Mo.sT among the fa~t~rs that have contributed to the rise of 
Sc1~nufi.c Value RelatiVIsm has been the recognition that no 
log1cal mfere~ce can be drawn from statements in terms of Is 
to statements m terms of Ought-to-be. However not every 

. d" 1 1 . ' con-tentwn regar mg mora aws IS meant to be such a logical infere 
The intention may be that of establishing a factual rather th nee. 
logical link between Is and Ought. This alternative calls for sepan a 

d f f h 1 k . . 1. . arate 
treatment an or a res oo at Its Imp 1cauons, which have not 
been fully explored in terms of twentieth-century science. yet 

1. God and tlze Inner Voice as Factttal Links 

When Moses returned from Mount Sinai and reported he had h d 
the voice of God and God had given him then and there the Ten cear 
mandments, he did not derive the Ought-content of the indivi~ml 
commandments logically from observed facts. He did not say: "Th~:e 
are human beings, hence they ought to be, hence thou shalt not kill,, 
which would have involved a logical fallacy. Instead, he reported ' 
what he considered a fact, that these commandments had been giv on 
him by God, and from this fact he derived the conclusion that when 
ever the content of the commandments they ought to be obeyed. T~­
only logical premise of this inference was "If God says thou shale 
then thou shalt." Although we are not told that Moses stated th ~' 
premise explicitly, his actions clearly showed that he accepted it as 1: 
matter of course, as does every reader of the report. There Was, there­
fore no logical fallacy involved. The modern scholar who today ex 
ines' Moses' story naturally faces a numb.er of o~er difficult q~:~ 
tions, to which we shall revert in later sections .of this chapter. But he 
cannot dismiss the story on the ground of log1cal fallacy. 

Assertions of factual links between Is and Ought are not lirni. 
to divine references. It may be contended, and often h~s been, tha~e? 
we observe our inner processes closely we can ~scert.am Within lf 
selves some Is-an "inner voice" or "urge"-which d1rects us t our­
some ethical Ought. This inner voice ~r urge may ord.er us to beoward 
or reveal to us some hierarchy of ethical values, plac1ng, for . good, 
unselfish above selfish actions. In short, some ethical Ought ~nstance, 
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its announcer in some Is, although an announcer who operates with­
out station identification. This link between Is and Ought, too, would 
be factual rather than logical in character. 

When Kant formulated his "necessary regulative principles" and 
his "categorical imperative," 1 he did not mean to draw logical con­
clusions. He meant to state a fact that certain ideas arc necessary forms 
of human thinking, or that they arc conceived by the human mind as 
imperative orders or demands. As he wrote: 

Moreover, the moral law is given, as it w~r~, as a fact (Fal(tttm) of 
pure reason of which we arc a priori conscwus, anc.l which is apodicti­
cally certain even if no case in which it was strictly obeyed could be 
ferreted out in experience .... 2 The objective reality of a pure will 
or, what is one and the same thing, of pure practical reason, is give~ 
in the moral law a priori, as it were. by. a fact ( F aktum); for it is 
thus that we may designate a dctcrmmatl~~ of the will which is in­
evitable, although it docs not rest on cmpmcal principlcs.3 

Now, Kant's thesis is not quite as simple as the assertion that all hu­
man beings feel an inner urge. The "fa~t" (Faktum) to which he re­
ferred was not some merely passive h~anng ~f a voice or feeling of an 
urge. Rather, it was the active operatiOn of p~re reason" and its "in­
~vitable result." But pure reaso~~ as Kant. s~w It, dill ~ot draw logical 
mferences from observed empir.Ical fact~' It worke~ a priori," inde­
pendently of empirical observatwn. Lo?Ic~lly speakmg, therefore the 
situation appeared similar to him as 1~ Immcd.iate references t~ an 
inner urge. In either case, the onlY rna JOr premise Was: "If an inner 
urge--or, if pure reason--ordains Thou shalt, then Thou shalt." The 

· . · h t pure reason does ord · mmor premise, assertmg w a . am, was to Kant 
"as it were a fact," just as the contentiOn that all human beings feel 
an inner urge of a certain kind asserts a fact. 

It is not here the question whether Kant was right in stating that 
"th 1 · · 1"t were as a fact" H · . . e mora law 1s given, as ' · ere It Is merely m-
tended to make clear that we must carefully distinguish between 
statements meant to be of a factual character and propositions meant 

: ~c: Chapter VI, above: and Section 6, below. . A d 
Kant a;t, Kritik der Praktischen Vernunft, hop.~~i~cti~: ~:::i-t ed.,£ p. 47; Cassirer ed., p. 53· 
demonsotrc:s on here: as follows: "Hence, t e ff t of s I y o the moral law cannot be 

ated by d . bY any e or orne speculati 1 .. ported ty any educuon or . ht be re d vc Y or cmpmcally sup-
cannot b pc: of reasoning; and though we mblg a y to .renounce apodictic certainty it 

c: confir d b . d thus c: proven a postc:nori. d . . . . (und st h me: Y c:xpenc:ncc: an • an yet, 1t IS 1tsel£ certam 
•lbidt: t doc:h fur sic:h st:lbst fest)." 

., p. 55 (Cassirc:r c:d., p. 62). 
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to draw logical conclusions from facts. Once we accept his premises 
we cannot accuse Kant, any more than we could Moses, of having 
made unwarranted inferences from what is to what ought to be.4 

2. Ambiguous Theories 

It is often difficult to tell what the intention of an author is when 
he switches from Is to Ought. An illustration is offered by the fol­
lowing passage in Cohen and Nagel, Imrodttction to Logic and Scien­
tific Metlzod, one of the best texts in logic. In a chapter entitled "Logic 
of Moral and Practical Judgments," after introductory remarks on 
the necessity of distinguishing Is and Ought, the authors continue: 

What people ought to desire is what they would desire if they were 
enlightened and knew what they really wanted and what natural 
means would bring it about. Morality is thus wisdom applied to the 
conduct of life and yields rules which we would follow if we 
thought out all the implications of our choices and knew in ad­
vance their consequences.1 

Here the authors flatly derive some Ought fro~ some Is; for they 
say that a person ought to desire what he does desire when he knows 
all the consequences. Our desires and the consequences of our acts are 
both events in the realm of Is. Did the authors really mean a logical 
inference here ? If so, they have succumbed t~ the very fallacy against 
which they had just warned in the introductwn to the same chapter. 
However, the passage may be meant differently. It ~ay merely be a 
restatement of the old hedonistic theory that ~e good Is always identi­
cal with or concomitant to the pleasant. This would mean that there 

, , ) d"l " is a factual link between "good" (Ought an P ea~ant (Is). Such 
a statement, and the implied denial of moral laws outside ~hose natural 
laws which rule our pleasure or displeasure, our happmess or un­
happiness, cannot be dismissed as a log~cal _fallacy. Ot?er objections 
can be raised, of course. No demonstratiOn IS offered, m the passage 
quoted, that there is no other moral law and _that what the_ authors 
describe is a moral law at all. It may a_lso be obJected that the1r theory 
might morally sanction any mean a~ti~n of a scoundrel. ';ho can get 
away with it. We shall return to thts side of the. hedon1st1c theory . 
Chapter xn. Here our purpose is again only to ~omt to the irnpona ln 
of distinguishing between logical and factual hnks. nee 

• See also Appendix B on the major premise. . d S • . 
1 Morris Cohen and Ernest Nagel, lntrodtlction to Logtc an ctenttfic Method .... 

• ·~ew y 
1934· p. 366. ork 
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In passing, it may be mentioned that there is another ambiguity in 
Cohen's and Nagel's proposition, because it is not clear whether they 
refer to consequences in this world only or also in a potential life 
after death, if such life there be, .. vhich the authors neither claim nor 
deny and which either to claim or to deny they would probably­
and rightly-not consider to be within the reach of Scientific Method. 

3· Actuality and Authenticity of the Outer 
Voice as a Scientific Problem 

Whenever the argument used in support of a moral demand is based, 
not on the demand's content, but on its source-for example, an outer 
or an inner voice-there remain, of course, two questions to be an~ 
swered: whether the alleged announcement ,and its source can be 
verified, and whether the premise that w~ ought to obey it is justified. 
Regarding both, there arc noteworthy differences between the outer 

and the inner voice. When the contention is that God's voice has been heard from out~ 
side, then a scientific examination w.oul~ have to investigate whether 
the reported hearing was not an tllusto~ and whether, if anyone 
spoke at all, it was God and not some tmposter' human or supra~ 
human. As to illusions I maY refe: to the story of the chimney sweep 
who called down through the chtmney the name of his assistant to 
summon him up to the roof. It was the house of a clcrgyO:an 
who happened to have the same name. When he heard the hollo~ 
sound of his name from abov~ h~, fell. on l~ts .knees, a?swering "Speak, 

0 Lord, Thy servant is listentng. .If 111 thts ms~ance 1t was a chimney 
sweep who spoke, this does not dtsp~ov~ .tha.t lt was God who spoke 
to Moses, and even in the good pastors vtsttatton God may have caused 
th · · ·ment of what he b e lnCldent as an accompafil was a out to say with 

a rnore spiritual voice. Who knows?. . . . 
As regards imposters, there are stor.tes. m the Btble m which the voice 

Was that of Satan 1 or where Moloch tmtt~ted the voice of God.2 Luther 
~as once asked by some more radtcal religious reformers-the 
Z:v~ckauers"-whether he would all?w them to prove their divine 
Intsston by telling him what he was JUSt then thinking in his mind. 
~~~ when he gave permission, they s:ate~ correctly that he felt in: 
ho;d toward them in spite of th? obJecno~s he had raised. Luther, 

ever, at once exclaimed that thts was a stgn of Satan's and not one 

1 See ' I Chro . l Micah 6· ntc es 21 :I. uoted below. 
·7· See the article by Bube! q 
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coming from God.3 There is obviously no scientific proof possible 
that Luther's interpretation was correct or that there was a transcende t 
sign at all. If there was one, however, then it mattered, of coursn 
whether it came from God or from Satan. e, 

Science, like religion, cannot accept without further questioning tl 
· f h · d · th 1e equatiOn o a supra uman vmce an a voice at ought to be obeyed 

The early Gnostics taught that this imperfect world of ours had be · 
created not by God, the supreme source of being, but by some bung!" en 

. h d . . d mg demmrge, w o acte as a creator m Ignorance an passion. His rules 
dominated the cosmos and even our psyche; only a small inner . . . core 
of the latter, the pneuma, IS still connected with God, who does 
care for the rules governing the cosmos and allows them to take thn~t 

4 Wh th . eir course. en e maker of this demmrgean cosmos speaks to u 
or one of his associates or subordinates, ought we to obey? s, 

In this Gnostic version a God whose voice ought to be obeyed w 
still assumed to ~xist on a higher level. Suppose for tl~e I?atter of arg~~ 
ing that there Is no such God of goodness and JUStice-only that 
demiurge, or only Satan, or only some dragon god, but equipped with 
infinite. power. Ought his commands to be obeyed\, Of cou:se they 
ought m the sense of "You had better obey or else. But this is not 
the ultimate question. An inner voice seem~ to tell ~s that a god who 
is not identical with the good loses the ultu~ate claim to be obeyed.r; 
What is this inner voice? What is its authonty? 

4· Actuality and Autllenticity of the Inner Voice 

If the ultimate criterion for the authentic ,charact~r _of an external 
voice claiming to be that of God-of a "good . G~d-Is Its accord with 
the inner voice within us, then the inner VOI~e IS t~e deepest source 
of our knowledge about good and evil, the ultimate _Judge. The mere 
fact of its speaking seems to be a guarantee that, If there is an all­
powerful God at all he must be good, because no ?r~gon ~od would 
be likely to permit an inner voice tha~ was antagomstic to ~Im to rise; 
its very actuality then could be explamed only _by an oversight of the 
dragon god, or by deficiencies of his powers which enabled the human 

. . /; · Zeitalur der Reformation M" 
a Rank,es Meutertverk,e: Deutsclu: Gescl11c 1/t: zm • unchen und 

Leipzig, 1914, vol. 2• PP· 33, 34· .. · " Social Research v 1 
'See Hans Jonas, "Gnosticism an~ Mod~r~ N1hlhsm, 8 . 2 ff.' 0 • 1 9 (t9s 2 ), . 

See now also his book, Tile Gnostzc Relzgzon_, Boston 195 ' PP 4 P 430. 
~This footnote will be found on the followmg page. 

. f · by Eduard Spranger in h" 
1 This conclusion has been drawn, or mstanc~, ) 1s fine 

Magie der Seele, Tiibingen 1947 (2nd ed., amplified, 1 949 • essay Die 
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race to outgrow him, or as his sophisticated invention of how to tor­
ture human beings by contrition. Such explanations would be flagrantly 
inadequate. As the early Gnostics saw it, the pneuma section of the 
psyche, where the inner voice spoke, seemed to require the assump­
tion of an ultimate God far above their bungling demiurge. 

However, a few reflections will show that the inner voice cannot 
claim the role of ultimate judge with unquestionable assurance. When 
a religious person has no doubt that the speaker is God, the inner 
voice is dethroned as the ultimate judge. Thus Abraham, when God 
ordered him to immolate Isaac, having no doubt that the order came 
from God, gave no room to the natural.inner voice which might have 
rebelled against the human sacrifice as unethical.2 Nor need we look 
to this extreme example alone for illustrations of an imaginable dis­
cord between the external and the inner voice. The entire Bible is to 
th~ believer the external voice o~ <?od ~ th?sc who wrote it may have 
rehed on an inner voice for the1r msp1rat1~n, b~t their writings have 
come to us from without. Who firmly behevcs m the Bible as God's 
revealed word will tend to acknowledge the authority of the external 
voice over any opposition cropping up from within. There are numer-

• (At_ previous page) A mnemonic poem which.~. \~rot~ down in German may illu,tratc: the 
pomt; It describes, as poetry generally docs, subJcLII\C knowledge of S,, not o{ S, character: 

Gott ist das Gutc und das Gutc nur. 
Das Gutc ist das Wunder dcr Natur. 

D "II dass ich, bcgluckt und frci, as Gutc: WI • . 
Nur ihm bcdingungslos gchorsam sc1. 

. . d" m cinzig frc:icn Sinn, Es 1st m 1csc 1 
. I cincm Hcrrn gc 1orsam bin. Dass 1ch noc 1 

. 1 • nicht das Gutc war', verlore 
Em Gott, t cr I d . h "h . Anspruc 1, ass 1c 1 m gchorc 
So Macht WIC • 

h ··hncn bis zum lctzten Hauch 
Ich wolltc 0 d .· [' · 

l gott un scmc nester auch 
Saleh' Drac 1cn ' · 

.. d Gutc wollt' ich kiimpfen hier 
Und fur as 1 b · · ' 

d 5 Gutc: e tc nur 111 m1r .. 
Sclbst wcnn a . 

II eh' ich cs spnesscn, qucllen 
D h ""bcra s · · ' oc u , · h's w•e 111 warmcn \V 11 
Und splircn tu IC e en. 

. • "ch mich trotzig auf, verstockt und dumm, 
R1cht • 11 kommt und wirft · h 
Die nachste We c m•c urn. 

This mean . proximately, that God is th G 1 d 
t h G ad . s In English prose, ap h" d . c ooc, an only the Good· 

e o ( 1 h · somet mg goo ) 1s the · 1 · h. ' 
demand h .e., t c fact that there 1s d. · II b . ffilrac e wn m nature. The: Good 

s t at h I be uncon 1Uona y o ed1cnt t ·t 1 I . . 
the only f • appy and free, d. 0 1 a one. t IS m this sense, 

rce 5 ·11 obe 1ent to a master A G d l 
have neith ense, that I am su k th t I b h.' 0 w 1o was not good would 

er the: h "ght to as a e IS I would t t h such drag Power nor t e n d I ld · aun • to my last breat , 
should liv:? &ad, and his priests also. An. w?u wa_nt to fight for the good even if it 
-----.---=---5 ~~ In me alone. But everywhere I see It surgmg up, lime and again, and it overwhelms me. 

ee ~v•arf f E h" " · A 
ID Buber, "The Suspension o t ICS, lil nshen, op.cit., p. 22J. 



4. INNER VOICE 

ous stories in the Bible that challenge the "natural" human sense of 
justice, much as the sense of justice of the prodigal son's elder brother 
was gravely hurt when his father elaborately celebrated the home­
coming of the sinner though no similar thing had ever been done in 
the elder's honor. The story of Job's sufferings and the doctrines of 
predestination and of eternal condemnation to Hell, may serve as 
examples. To the orthodox believer it is the external voice of the 
Bible which he thinks he has to follow and not his rebellious inner 
voice, although it may cost him great effort to adjust his inner voice to 
the holy text.3 

Notwithstanding these reservations it is reasonable to assume that 
if God is real and not just a product of our imagination, the inne: 
voice and the external voice are meaningfully interrelated. Discords 
between them may be only seeming and temporary; we may learn 
to understand the outer voice's teaching, or may discard it as not 
authentic. We may also trust that God, if real, will forgive men who 
follow their inner voice to the best of their abilities when they rebel 
against his orders, as God forgave Job when he rev~lted. Since, fur­
thermore, the reported incidents of external revelatiOn are less ac­
cessible to scientific verification than are process.es within us, the study 
of the inner voice remains a matter of great Importance for science 
as well as for religion. It would be so even if there were no God, as 
we shall see presently. 

Suppose we could verify that within all human being~ some inner 
voice speaks which orders them to do or not to do somethmg. Whether 
its source is metaphysical or natural we are not ~ble to state scientifi­
cally. There are other alternatives, ~owever,. w~I~h we ~ay be able 
to explore. The voice may differ in di~erent ~ndividu~ls; lt. may differ 
even in the same person at different times~ 1t may differ m different 
groups; or it may not differ at all but be u~Iversa.L It may be. universal 
in the sense that it is active in all human bemgs either at all tl.mes or at 
some times-not while they are sleeping, not always even when awake 
but so that in a characteristic manner it often talks to all of them: 

. h Union of Catholic Jurists F b 
a Pope Pius XII, m a pronouncement sent to t e h 'd f ·' e ruary 195 

admitted that many people, including theologians, fou~d t ; I ea: _eterna) punishment h Sd 
to believe, but added that "the immutability and ~termty 0 .;ep;~ t~tton and of its fulfillm ar 
is beyond dispute." "The revelation_ and the teachtng auth~~~:d wit: Church ~\early estab\~nt 
that after the end of the earthly hfe those wh~ are bur 1. f gr~ve gu1)t will ~sh 
£ th most high God a judgment and cxccuuon of pena ttY rom Whtch there: . r~ceiVe 
rom e · · · · no way co 15 no I b 

tion or condonation .... Such Divine: disposmon IS. tn H' ntrary to any f 1 era-
attributes: neither to His justice nor His wisdom, netther to ts mercy nor liis 0 God's 
Cited from the N~w York Times, February 6, ICJ55· goodness." 
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IX. FACTUAL LINKS OF /S.OUG/1T? 

To the extent that the voice differs, some people may hear Truth 
announced where others hear falsehood, or some may hear a higher 
form of Truth than do others. Each one would be the sole witness 
of what he hears within him, and he I~ay not tell,_or not tell correctly; 
his report may be either sincere or insincere, and If the former, it may 
be adequate or fumbling in its expression. 

Even if we were able to ascertain scientifically what the inner voice 
tells people, so long as it tells different things to different people the 
basic problem of Scientific Value Rdativism would continue to be 
with us. Only if some of these characteristic announcements from 
within were alike in all persons would our problem acquire another 
aspect. Such universal and invariant factors would be relevant for 
political science, as well as for _the other social scien~e~, in many re­
spects. They would reduce the Impact of Value RelatiVIsm at least to 
some extent. For we would then have ~ human !nvariant which links 
Is and Ought in human terms and Imght be significant enough f 
many practical purposes. We might safely c~raw the conclusion th~~ 
-a strictly analytical inference-that an actt~n which all human be­
ings feel inescapably to be right ?~ wrong, JUst or unjust, will find 
in all some inner support or opposition on the ground of its be'1n f It 

b . . '1·' gc to e nght or wrong, just or unJUSt, rcs~cctive y. 
As a matter of historical fact, such tdcas formed one of · 

. . 1 . vanous 
bases underl~ing Natural-Law theones, tacit Y. If n~t always explicitly. 
They were discredited on the ground that their fruits were amb' 

. Iguous 
tautologies as a rule such as that JUSt means suum cuique (to 

. ' ' . . I . every-
one his due-but what is his due, that Is t le question, sec Chapte ) 

fl' · · r VIII 
or, when more concrete, were co~ ICtm~ m the variety of Oughts that 
were offered from inner observatiOn. Tim, however, is not fatal to the 
thesis that some factual nexus between Is . and Ought may exist in 
human nature. We may not have o~served It carefully enough as yet. 

To the task therefore, of ex_plonng whether this type of factual 
bridge betwee~ Is and Ought IS a g:neral human phenomenon we 
should apply ourselves with new energies, not in the manner of former 
centuries by mere speculations or by generalizing our own pet ideas 
or. experiences, but under the severe .controls of twentieth-century 
sCientlfi.c research. Where the ~actual lmk c~mes from, science may 
not be able to tell with scienti~C. means. Science may, however, be 
able to state empirically whether It IS there. 

• This Would b · · ] factor even if not all b t h . 
h e an important polluca u most uman be1ngs felt 

c at way, and inescapably so. 
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5. KANT'S READING 

5· Kant's Reading of the Inner Message 

Kant's statement, mentioned above, that a moral law could be found 
within us like a Faktum, was basically only a restatement of what had 
been held by theologians and Natural-Law philosophers before him 
for thousands of years. There was, however, this difference. They had 
focused attention on the source of the moral law-God or nature. Kant 
left the ultimate source out of focus, convinced as he was that it was 
beyond scientific knowledge. But while deliberately modest regarding 
the ultimate source he was bold enough to state in words what the 
moral law within us said. It said: "Act according to that maxim only 
by which thou canst will at the same time that it should become 
the universal law," or "So act as if the maxim of thy action should 
become, by thy will, the universal law of nature." 1 

This was not, of course, meant to be the literal text heard by every­
one; it was the meaning of the message as brou_ght into words by 
the philosopher. It did not establish any substantive directions as to 
what to do in any particular case. It has even often been said that it 
offered no more than formal standards for the decision. This is I 
think, an understatement, because Kant's formula clearly conde~ns 
any arbitrary, whimsical, or purely selfish way of action. But it does 
not positively say what the action should be. 

Does "conscience" tell us that in some other w~y? No, said Kant. 
He was sure that man had a conscience. But conscience does not give 
us any substantive directions, he held_. It tells us to be scrupulously 
particular about right and wrong, but 1t does not tell us that anything 
is wrong as long as we think it right, and conversely. It _merely urges 
us to test again and again whether we are really convmced beyond 

any doubt: 
Whether an action is right or wrong, m_ind ~nd not conscience 
judges .... Nor does conscience judge actions hk~ cases. u~der the 
Jaw; that is done by reason inasmuch a~ reason Is subJective and 
practical. But here [in the case of ~onsctence] reason. passes judg­
ment on itself, whether it actually dtd undertake t~at JUdgment on 
actions with all caution (as to wheth~r the~ are nght or wrong) 
and sets man as a witness for or agamst htmself that this has 0 ' 

d 2 r 
has not been one. 

. . · G sammelu Sclm'/ten A d 
1 Grundleg11ng der Metaphystk der Sttun, m e • ca c:rny d 

d I ) c: ., Vol. 4 
p. 421 (Cassirer e ., vo · 4, P· 279 • V ft ' 

• Die Religion innerhalb der Gunzen der b/ossen ernt~n ' 1 793. Academy 
ed I 6 6- c:d., vol. 6 

pp. xBs-86; eassirer ., vo. , pp. 33 37· , 
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IX. FACTUAL LINKS OF IS-OUGI-IT? 

If that is so, then we cannot hope to find any direct and substantive 
answer to our question of what is right or wrong, just or unjust, in 
our conscience. Whenever fanatics arc convinced beyond douht that 
they are right, their conscience maY even urge them to go ahead 
fanatically in the service of what they arc convinced is the truth, as 

has often happened in history. 
True, Kant himself has put forward propositions of a more sub-

stantive character elsewhere in his writings, such as his famous prin­
ciple that man ought never to be used. merely as a means-to-an-end 
but should always be respected as an end in himscle This is indeed a 
substantive principle. But his rckrencc to the fact-character of the moral 
law did not extend to his own interpretations of its message. The com­
mand so to choose our maxims that we could will them "to become the 
universal law" did not logically imply accepta~ce o~ human equality and 
e9-ual dignity. Other universal laws c?uld be tmagmed. Kant's proof for 
h1s own interpretation was hypotheuc. U~less. we considerel\ every rea­
~onable being of absolute value, i.e. an end 111 htmself, so he arguet\, noth­
mg of absolute value could be found at all. Therefore, if there was to be 
something of absolute value, thetl it could. only be beings endowed with 
reason. He himself pointed out that tlus was not "knowledge," but 

"belief." 4 
Kant's moral law conveyed the idea t~at .some Is in human nature 

announces some principles of ought, pnnctples felt to be mandatory 
because o£ their unconditional .form. T~ere w.er~ other pointers in 
Kant that led in the same direcuo~, e~peoally hts tdea that there were 
''necessary" elements in human t~m~mg, such as the assumption that 
so~e freedom was left us in th~nkmg and reasoning because other­
wise we would not £eel able to ~hmk,and reason at all. His illustrations 
of such "necessary regulative tdeas, as he called them, were chiefly 
related to "theoretical" knowledge (knowledge o£ what is) rather than 
"pr~ctical" knowledge (of w.hat ought to be)· But they might have 
thetr parallel in the ernouonal r;sphere. ~orne nineteenth-century 
scholars, like Franz von Brentano and W tlhelm Windelband,u sug­
ge.sted that such was indeed the case. But they failed to offer a de-

tailed analy . SIS. 

a Grundleg . d Sitten Academy cd., vol Kritik der p ung. der Metaphyszk.. _er I ' 86-8 · 4, PP· 427-29, 461-62, and 

• He ca\lc~al~t.schen V ernunft, zbz_d_., vo . ·~e~pin beh~i£ of k.nowledg It a "useful and jegltnnate 1 ) a reasonable belief, although all 

5 e ends . 1 p 262 · 
Franz B at Its border" (vo · 4• · . l' l E k · e Wilhelm r~~no, Vom Ursprr4ng dt:r_ ss(t~~ lt:tn vr e;nt~zs, Leipzig x88g, pp. 6, zo ff. 

tnd~lband, Priiludien, op.C11• ap cr 1' cctwn 1 • above). 

376 



6. PHENOMENOLOGY 

Before we pursue this line of thought further, we should note a 
significant point in Kant's way of arguing. When he proclaimed his 
moral law as a categorical imperative that could be found within us 

' "as it were as a fact," he did not adduce any empirical evidence in 
order to prove that not only he and some ot~e~ persons in Konigsberg, 
and not only those who had written about It m the course of history 
but that all human beings did find this call "as a fact" within them~ 
The problem of generalization does not seem to have caused him any 
qualms. !his was PC:rhaps uno_bjectionable where he spoke of assump­
tions whtch he considered logrcally necessary, such as that of freedom 
in the process of thinking. Regarding the moral law, however, there 
was no logical necessity that it be found as a fact within us. If he found 
it in himself, he could have meaningfully raised the question whether 
that was so with all people and what degree of maturity was required 
if any. He did not engage in that type of research, nor did he propos~ 
that others should. He was, after all, a son of the Age of Reason; not­
withstanding his radical demolition of the over-confidence in pure 
reason then current, he definitely and outspokenly argued in this ques­
tion from pure reason rather than from empirical research. 

6. A New Method: Husser/'s Phenomenology 

Hope for more precise findings than ~ose of ~e old Natural-Law 
schools and of Kant's categorical imperative and necessary regulative 
principles" has been aroused by twentie~-::entu:y pheno~enology. It 
· dvisable for social scientists to be famthar wtth the baste approach 
~f ~his school and with the general results of its labors. We shall outline 
both here to the extent appropriate to our context. 

U d the name of "transcendental phenomenology" Edmund n er d f . 
Husserl ( I859-1938) advocated a new m~tho ? mner observation.1 

He insisted that it was possible to recogmze, wtth absolute certainty, 
. k . h g~n Halle 1900 et seq. 3rd ed 

1 Husserl's mam wor s are: Logzsch~ Unt~mc 11n • . l Ph .1 h. H · 1922; 
ldun Zll ~in~ r~in~n Phiinom~nologi~ rmd phiinom~nol~giSc ~~~d 1• os;p 1~'z tile 1913, 3rd 
ed 1928 (uansl. by W. R. Boyce Gibson under the tttle .0 f ~as_-t d ~n~Ida ntroduction to 

• 1 N y k . d 52) herema ter ct e as ~~n· "Ph"l 
Pur~ Plt~nom~no ogy, ew or 1931, repnnte 19 . F 1 d • l osophie 
1 strenge Wissenschaft" in Logos, val. I (1910) PP· 289-}~ 1 ' or(":a ~Frm trans:und~ntal~ 

as . f . d . 'd" · Cartt:St~nnn tn rench) p . 
L "k 1929· herema ter Cite as Logtk; lift: ttattons ... h w· h f • ans 1931 

ogt M 'd. . . . . d E opatsc en tssensc a ten d . • 
hereinafter cited as ~ ttatzons; "Dte Knsts er ur ' _ 76 All un dte trans-
z ndcntale Phanomenologie" in Pl:ilosopl:ia, val. I (1936) PP: 77 ~ ·H of H:usserl's writ"t 
e h . d f h first ume, tn usserl" ngs 

are republished, or post umously publtshc or t e B d H: tana, ed. by Th 
Husscrl Archives in Louva~n under the direction of H .. L~ v~:ls. re a~d ague. This collect" e 
includes a second and a thtrd volume of Tdun (Hu.ss~ltan ' h 4 1 5), carefully a l 100 

by Alfred Schutz, Philosophy and Plzmom~nologzcal R~sf~arc • vho · 13 (1953) PP na YZed 
· d. . h rc Re crences ereafter · 394 ff 

5o6 ff. but with no tmme tate tmportance to us c · are to th . . ·• 
' · eel b e ongmal publications ctt a ave. 
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AL UNKS OF IS-OUGHT? 
!X. FACTU f 1· d "ll"tng In . bserving, ee mg, an Wl -
1 t tn our o . 1 . h 

Characteristic e em en s · ns to be exact basmg us researc k great pal · ' · 
singling them out he too I d :! All metaphysical speculation was 

d . t"ve met 10 . c 1 on a rigorously escnp 1 • 1 c general broad sense OL t 1e term, 
discarded. So was psychology w.Jt 1 world is not questioned and the 

f the outsl c . 1 . 3 H 1 where the existence o . taken into conSI( erat10n. usser 
h. r fc story arc . fi d l 1 f . entire person and IS 1 b discovered by rc ne met lO( s o tn' 

wanted to describe what can e t" manner to lie at the rock-bottom 
. ,,. mmanen , ' 1 1. . 

ncr observation, tn an 1 cccdcd, in the first p ace, to e tmmate 
of our ego. In this effort ~~ p~~ct") all external ("transcendent") de­
from direct attention (to ;;his was not to predica~e that these exter, 
ments, including the body. 1 flowers we arc lookmg at, or our own 

P\c t 1e } 1 J nal elements-for exam ' t there or were not w 1at t 1ey seeme . 
. were no 1 · 1 f f bodtes for that matter- .J" in the procedure, t 1at 1s, e t out o 

They were merely "bracketc ld not be absolutely certain that they 
we cou 

consideration, because h y seemed. 
were there or were what t ~ d "transcendental-phenomenological re, 

This first step Husserl c~·· c ornenologische Red uk_tion), obviously be, 
duction" (transzende12t~l,p a?l educe, our field of observation to the 

h 1. t or r " " cause t ereby we tml ' h. h reflect, or react to, some transcendent 
phenomena on the inside w tC ses or affects them but is itself supposed 
thing (e.g., a flower) that c;~ing thi.s met?od ~usser~ tra~~d the ulti, 
to be on the outside. IX: ap:e to certam active ( mtenuonal ) perform, 
mate elements 0~ ex_reneno. 'fhrough ~~ese perf?r~ances, ~e said, the 
ances of the sub3ecuve eg ,, onstitutes ) the obJeCtives o£ mner atten, 
ego first o£ all marks off <. cdividual "real" thing, taken as real or 
tion, for instance, some 111 are looking at; or some object o£ pure 

. n we 1 ~xlste.nt, such as a perso ch for e:xamp e, a ~entaur. The next thing 
tmagmation taken as su ' ·s that our ego 1s able to act upon these 

' · tY 1 
we can state with certatn · stic ways, such as perception, remember, 

bJ. ecf . 1 h racterl h. d" . . b . o 1ves m severa c a ied tm to a 1stmct10n etween the tiD' 
ing and fl · 4 'fhis carr ' re ectlon. Logische Untermclwngen, vol. 2, p. 4· 

2 Sc:c: ldeen 300 • Also henornenology from customary psychology is most em-
a The dist"tn' cPt?· I I 2f, 2go,cendental p d Meditations, pp. 26, 27, I 22 ff. 

. ton o trans ff an ff Th' d · · phattcally draw . Lo 'k p :7.:2.:2. ·• p :7.3 • IS rc: uctton could also be apphc:d to our 
~ Logik;,, pp n2 

106 gl 'Mp 'ditatioTI 1' p S.ee Logil{. P· 222, regarding God in the: light of the 
· · 2 244· e ·anS· · · d occupauon with ' h• . I quest! duction, we can mtc:nttonally fix our attention on Go 

phc:n mc:tap ys1ca re fl h" . . . . omc:nological d . . in that and rc: c:ct on tm; hkewtse, we: can fix attc:nuon on 
as etthe rc: ucuon. ·ng, h" . d . d th r a real or . ·ned bel d's existence or IS workmg; but Go h1msel£ an e 
events th an 1mag1 Go · "b k . · at seern to "ntirnate . cence remam rae c:ted" m our operatton; the one 
events that us to 1 • extS · · f h · · f · 
h. sc:c:m t · . te btS tiona! constitution o t e ob1ecuve o our attc:nuon 

t tng that re . o muma r jnten 
and our reAe ~atns certain is oU 

cttng on it, c:tc. 378 



6. PHENOMENOLOGY 

manent act of observing and the immanent "something" being ob­
served. 

Husserl frankly acknowledged that his method led ultimately to the 
"transcendental subjectivity" of the ego.5 It could not possibly lead to 
anything else, as he had "bracketed" everything that did not belong 
to the subjective ego. Yet Husserl thought it was important enough to 
state what we could thus describe with certainty. He called for a sys­
tematic investigation of the ego's structure and characteristics. 

In addition to the "phenomenological reduction" Husserl introduced 
a second step, which he called the "eidetic reduction." 0 He used the 
term "Wesen" (essence), or as an alternative the Greek "eidos," to de­
note objects of inner observation that are not individual things but 
characteristics, or essentials, common to a group of them, e.g., "sound" 
or "color." Wesen in this sense, he said, is no mere verbal notion, no 
mere conceptual universal. It can be the actual objective of our im­
manent attention, no less than can the individual things themselves. 
Inner attention may shift at will from a "something" that presents 
only essential characteristics (e.g., color)_ to a Pa:~icular. s~mething 
(e.g., red or blue) as an illustration, and vice versa. What IS Invariant 
in all examples is Wesen." 7 Occasionally_ he use~ also t~e term "type" 
as an explanation.8 This faculty of focusmg ones attentiOn on Wesen 
rather than on particular things had its ultima~e sour~e in the "pro­
ductive intentionality" of the ego, Husserl sa~d, callmg for an in­
vestigation of the manner in which the ego perceives Wesen}: w~s this 
transformation of particulars into Wesen that he called e1deuc re-
duction" or "ideation." · 

In using the suggestive but ambiguous term -u: esen for ~is legitimate 
purpose, this ardent advocate of precision gave nse to fanciful misinter-
pretations. The German meaning of W esen runs all the way from 

" " me phantom " "so h "some being," "some mystical being, _so . ' " me g ost-
like apparition" to the more philosophical mea~mg 0 .£ characteristic 
and essential features" or "essence," and fro~ meamng" to "signifi­
cance." Husserl was quite definite in excludmg any connotation of 
"mystical beings" or of "reality of ideas" in the Platomc sense.9 To him 

• · 6 ff d" cussing Husserl's progres ' 
"Logik, pp. 239, 240; Mt:dttations, I ff., I ·• IS 1 5 over Descartes 

who was not consistent enough in excluding the externa La .k p ' 
e For the following, see ldun, pp. 8 ff., I2, 40, and gt ' p · 219 • 222 • 226 ff. (also on 

the progress beyond Hume and Kant). 
1 Logik, P· 2 19· 
• MMitations, PP· 58 ff. 
• ldeen, P· 4°· 
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/X. FACTUAL UNKS OF JS.OLjG/IT? 

his presentation was fundament:tlly a mere description of the way in 
which we may be "conscious of something." But in speaking of W t'St'll 

and even using this term in th<.: plural, he coulo induce followers to 

hunt for objective truth through "eid<.:tic rcouction," where.: nothing 
more than some subj<.:ctivc combination coulo be expected if the 

method was applied strictly.10 

7· Husser/ in Plato's Cave. Limited Usefulness 
of His Phenome11ology for Political Theory 

It may well serve to hdp in.understanding Husserl's plaet: in philoso­
phy if we imagine him to be one of the men in Plato's cave, chained 
against the wall and awar<.: only of the_ shado~s cast on th~ opposite 
wall, through an opening above the pnsoners healls, by thmgs mov­
ing outside the cave. The cave-m<.:n stare at the moving shadows aml 
try to interpret them. What woukl Husserl do as one of them? In his 
ph~nomenological reduction he wo~lld "br~cket" ev<.:n the shadows~ 
Th1s would guard him against ~aktng _their r<.:al~ty for grant<.:d. In­
stead, he would find what alone IS ccrtam: t_hat_ lus ego was fixing its 
attention on them remembering others, thmkmg of them el'tl . , . 1 1<.:r as 

real things _or otherwise, and rcflcctmg. on t .1em. His rd1<.:ctions might 
have led hlm to free himself from the chams and to ascenJ throu(Th 
the entrance toward the light and tow.ard Plato's "real" things. But 
then agam, he would bracket both. the h?ht a~d the things and be 
fully certain only of the fact that h.ts ego l.ntentlOnally fixed its atten­
tion on such things as appeared to tt, ~hat. lt reflected on them, and so 
forth. Husserl's phenomenology, despite. tts great merits in the struc­
tural dcsc,ription of the ego, could not gwe us back even the certainty 
of Bemg? at least not of the ?uter world. CoulJ lt then help us over-

come SCientific Value Rclativtsm?. . 
True, Husserl insisted that evtdcnce, yielded by his method of 

guarded i · an be fully adequat d . nner observauon, c c an certam. But 
10 

I submit h . . , not entirely consi,tcnt in h .. I· 
U' cscn with t I at Hmserl hunself w.t. While in the technical . " .tnguage. He used 
the "sorncthi~~ .. cast a threefold rnc3ntni::: ego constitutes the i~vasrcns~ It was to him merelY 
ticulars, he at hthat to some ,ul>Jcctlvc the usual sense of th .' t.tn core of di!Tcrent par· 

ot er t' . 
1 

cJ 1t 111 . c term, where it d I • 

3
ggrcgatc of c . tmcs a so us bJ. ccnvc scn'e In tl . . enotes t tc . sscnttal . . more 0 • liS sense 1t d< . I 

plural m Gcrrn properttes 10 3 ly u,ed for IV <'SCII • 1 >es not a low of 3 
an h. I · free · as p nnt or other ill-defined w tic the plura IS .. tater writings, Hu,serl • . oms or mystical beings 

as something g· agents. Thirdly, tO ht> .k , 11 ) wh· h sometimes referred to J!'cscll 

f h 
IV en a · [.ogl '. P· - • 1' rather su ' t usc o t c tcr Prtori (sec e.g.. . II · . gges s a more restricted 
rn, b ' . 0 u 0 na y constitutes th IV f 

phenomena that it ccausc if mY ego tnte W cserl cannot be saicl cscn o se\'eral particular 
'Arnold Mct:l groups together, then th/e Metaphysik /)as /'< /t/o ha\'c been a priori given. 

seiner Ubcrwind.gcr, l'hiitw 111 owlogle onr. 1 'w If 
10

' em des l~clatil'ismtts und rmgH 1 ,Sec"'" ogangK .. hl Tl II 

1
11 a World of F • allc I<JH• pP· z!I- -· "ll . d PI . " er, 

1
<" 'ace of Value 

acts N. y k. 8 chapter CJOn tenomenolog' .. 
' cw or 19 3 ' · · 



7. HVSSERL IN PLATO'S CAVE 

it can lead to certainty only regarding the fact that something happens 
to my own ego, or with it. How can I know for certain that it also 
happens to all other human beings, and in the same manner? Just 
as with Kant, I have not found this point discussed by Husserl. It 
seems clear to me, though, that what he wanted to describe was not 
merely the way things happened just to him. For he did not brincr 
any of those specific phenomena into the picture which each of u~ 
has as his own private domain. He obviously wa~ted to describe only 
phenomena that were gen~rally human. B~t he d1d not engage in any 
effort to prove the generality of the expenences described. He did not 
delve into any specific empirical research on this count. At the most 
there is a tacit assumption of obviousness in this respect. When we d~ 
.find his illustrations of immediate evidence convincing, it is because 
they describe noncontroversial elements in our activities of thinking 
perception, remembering, imagination, and the like, and because i~ 
seems obvious that no human being functions differently. Should there 
appear differences in the experiences of different individuals, Husserl's 
method would not provide us with any means to decide between 
alternatives. Everyone would be right in referring to his own immediate 
evidence, but everyone would be right only for himself. 

Even subjectively, there remains a sphere of vagueness and uncer­
tainty as soon as we leave the sphere of wh~t is universall_y admitted. 
Husserl himself speaks of "degrees" of clanty of., perceptiOn, and of 
evidence "more or less" adequate or inadequate.- Dealing with the 
intuitive apprehension of immanent phe~?mena and t~eir :ssentials 
(Wesen) he wrote: ((Insofar as this intm_u:e app~eh~nston 1s a pure 
one, which does not include transitory opttztons Wlth It, so far the ap­
prehended W esen are something adequately apprehended and abso­
lutely given." 3 But how can we ascertain, and d~monstrate intersub­
jectively, that no transitory opinions have crc:pt. mto our ~wn inner 
observations, if others arrive at different descnptl~~s of t~e1rs? In his 
later works, Husserl admitted explicitly that ti:e ,1mmedtate evidence 
of experience implies the possibility of _de_ceptwn and that "even an 
experience which pretends to be apod1ct1c may be deceptive." 4 He 
ardently warned against the "usual, fundamentally wrong interpreta-

'Id IO 127 ff.; Logik, pp. I39 ff.; MEditations, PP· IO, I2 ff., Ig ff. 
een, PP· • . . h f " Logos val. I (191 ) 

a Husser!, "Philosophic: als strenge w.ssc:nsc a t, ' 0 p. 3 Is. It l" 
. . . a •cs not 
m the ongmal. · d f m the ster 

• Logz"k PP I39• J40, 245• 253-54· Here he deVIate: ro h hner conception f 
• · 0 91 (w ere t er • o E ·a 

in his Logische Untermchrmgen, Ist ed .. vol. I, PP· I9 - e Is no truth h 111 c:nz 
pe no Evidc:nz either) and val. 2, pp. 592 fl., 599· ' t ere can 
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tion," which regards such evidence as an "absolute guarantee against 
deception," and against playing with "immediate-evidence feelings." r. 

After what has been said we cannot hope to find clements of abso-
lute certainty in political questions, especially in questions o( justice, 
law, and government, through Husserl's phenomenological method 
alone. He once observed, quite consistently, that l~w and government 
are factors in the external, transcendent world, wh1ch must be "brack­
eted," i.e., excluded from direct attention, in phenomenological rc­
search.6 In his Ideen he failed to examine a single phenomenon of 
Ought, or to present us with a phenomenology of the sense o( justice. 
There is merely a short remark to the effect that "theoretic" evidence 
of a full and immediate nature (Evidcnz) may find its analogy in 
"axiological" and "practical" evidence. ~f such nature, that is, in the 
fields of emotion (evaluation) and voh~10n. But he added at once that 
these arc "utterly difficult and £ar-~eachm~ pr~ble:ns," all the clements 
of which are still in need 0 £ bas1c exammat10n.' He is said to have 
gone more into details of these problems in unpublished lectures on 
et~ics. However, what pupils li~e Theodor Lessing 8 have published 
wnh reference to such teachings 1S not regarded as a reliable reflection 
of Husserl's views. And indeed, how co~ld. he ever have arrived at 
statements on objective requirements of J';lst_tce, 0~ ev_en only on uni­
:ers_al postulates in these fields, thr~ugh ~1s mvestlgatlons of the "sub­
Je:tlvity of the ego"? His original lntentlOns had_ never been to ascer­
tam even the reality of Is; hoW could he have claimed ability to reveal 
the validity of Ought? What he ~anted t~ ~o, and succeeded in doing, 
was merely to lay bare the ulumate, ongmal experiences which lie 
at the bottom of human consciousness, regardless of what certainty 
these inner experiences maY giv~ us as to_ the_ external world.0 Here, 
he ~aid, the question is "of a sclence whtch ts as it were 'absolutely 
subJective' and whose object is independent of what we can decide re­
garding the existence or nonexistence ?f. U:e world." 10 On occasions, 
he explicitly confessed to his own relattv1stlc leanings.11 

co:~.id., pp. "140, "144 245 250· }lis investig~tion. ofdint~rsub\cctivity in Meditations, PP· 74 f{. 

d« :::: "'"hing <o d;~,_,· from d>~ '"'"' ""~? '· · " '~ Alf•«l S<hu<z, "D" P<obt~ 
5 ( 

nsz.endental 1 b" k. "ta""t bei }-lusser\, Phrlosoplusche Rrmdschar• T""b" \ 19
57

) en ntersu 1e tlVI •• u mgen, vo. 

a ld pp. St-107 
een • 

? ld 'p. toS. sittlicZ;;·E Pt" 290--<JI' acknowledging his indebtedness to Franz Brentano, Vom Ursprtmg 

e T r'\ennt · hc:odor L ~rs • Leipzig I 889. . ·k .. A 1 · 14 (I 90S) essmg, "Studien zur WertaJtiOrnatJ ' rc uv fiir systemarische Philosop!Jie' val. 

g s pp. 58-" c:e, e.g M, . ,3, 226-57. 
10 ., edrt · . Tbid., PP atzons, pp. 12, 25· 
11 Logik . 27, 52. 

' pp. 24 I' 245, 247• 



8. DEVIATING PUPILS 

8. Husser/'s Pupils Deviating from His Method 

. In spite of Husserl's many sober and cautioning remarks, the "play­
mg with immediate-evidence feelings" went ahead, supported by the 
vague connotations of the term Wesen. Max Scheler, greatest of his 
immediate pupils, contended in contrast to his teacher that full im­
mediate evidence of what is good or evil can never deceive us, but 
hastened to add that we may be deceived as to whether there is full 
evidence. This leaves the matter pretty much as inconclusive as before. 
He poured more water into the wine by stressing that immediate evi­
dence may differ among different individuals and races and may 
reveal only what is good "for me." 1 This, had he stuck to it, would 
have led him close to Scientific Value Relativism, except that the latter 
would not even concede that we can prove our subjective inner evi­
dence regarding what is good for ourselves to be objectively correct. 
Phenomenology in Husserl's sense, too, could never have warranted 
such a statement on the objective validity of the ego's subjective 
observations and reflections. 

Scheler, however, did not even stand by his cautious remark that in­
ner evidence may reveal only what is "good for me." Disregarding it 
completely he contended that elements of an abs?lute hierarchy, or 
order of rank, of values could be ascertaine~. In this h~ was followed 
by Nicolai Hartmann. Both claimed that their p~esent~tions of such an 
objective order were fully supported by "immedtate evidence." I exam­
ined this claim in Chapter vn, Section ~- At present my 0~~y purpose 
is to make it clear that their reference m this context to Immediate 
evidence"-a term which had played such _a _great role in Husserl's 
teaching-was in fact a fundamental de~Iati?n from ~he master's 
scientific endeavors, distinctly non-Husserhan, If not anu-Husserlian 
in character. Hartmann spoke of the "phenom;non of preference.'~ 
This he could certainly do in line with Husserl s I?ethod, because it 
is indeed obvious that our ego is able to observe feehngs of preference. 
this much we can state with full certainty, at least everyone for him~ 
self. But when Hartmann continued, "In the r:.nomen?n of prefer­
ence we have an accompanying knowle~ge 0 e relat~ve height of 
value," 2 he could no longer justify this. statemen: Wlth Busserl' s 
method which could at best have resulted m t_he ~ndmg that we ha 
the acc~mpanying phenomenon of a subjecttve eeling of a relat"ve 

· ) v 7 and Io ( lVe 
1 Max Scheler, Formalismru (cited Chapter vu, SectiOn 5 ' 3rd ed., PP 

6 ) S I A C Garnett R~alit" and Valu~. New Haven I937, p. 2 88. · 333-36 
3 9 . ee a so, · · • J • • k ' 

2 Hartmann Ethics, p. 63. He added that "thiS accoh~phanymg nowledge has 
' . . · d d rd by w 1c we can meas not th form of a critenon; 1t IS not an ever-rea Y stan a ure and e 

test ... " 
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height (or rank) of the respective value, and perhaps of a subjective 
feeling that presents itself as a feeling of certainty of knowledge. By 
no means could this method lead to the result that the feeling was 
objectively correct, objectively valid as to its content. Such a thesis, 
identifying subjective certainty with objective truth, adds a non­
phenomenological proposition to the phen_om_e~~logical observation. 

Scheler, in contrast to Husser!, felt no mlHbitions about entering 
the political field with phenomenological tools. He examined the 
fundamental political problem of the relation between the individual 
and the community. Every person, he stated, and quite correctly it 
seems, constantly finds himself to be not only an individual but also a 
member of various communities, wi_th the tw~ positions on an equal 
level of originality, neither appeanng supenor, or anterior, to the 
other.3 This conclusion, however, is too general to serve as a guide fo 
political decisions in conflicts between the individual and the com~ 
~unity. Its vagueness was augmented b_y tl~eological remarks Scheler 
Inserted regarding the common suborclmatiOn of the individu·1l 1 
h 1 I fi · t ., Tl · ' an( 

t e community to the Deity, or t 1e n n_1 e. lis went far beyond 
what could have been stated on the baSIS of phenomenological . H 1' , re-
search conducted strictly accordmg to usser s method. Nor was tl · 
the end. In numerous political writings, Scheler dealt with war a~~ 
peace, militarism, emancipation ~f women, the b?urgeois, capitalism 
and the like." These essays were •.n _fact psychol?gtcal analyses, ethical 
speculations, and the political optmons of a phtlosopher interested in 
problems of the day, rather than attempts at accurate phenomenologi­
~al demonstrations. They only tend to show how little the basic find­
Ings of phenomenology have as yet _been. able to narrow the bound 
of individual speculations i~ the soctal sctences, as for instance whe~ 
Scheler (in 1914) charactenzed a war for hegemony in Europe 
"' " 11 for Germa c1 as a JUst war for Russia as we as . . . 'ny, an perhaps also f 
Great Britain,6 or when he descnbed Bnttsh cant,' or advocated "i~~ 
strumental militarism." 8 

Whenever phenomenologists have taken a stand on controversial 

8 Schdc::r, Form 1. J ad4 ( 3rJ cd., pp. 540 ff.). 
•Ibid a zsrnus, VII, 4• ' 
• ., p, 546. 

Max Sch 1 K · ~s t~nd der Deutsch~ K · 
Lc::ipzig 19I;~r, J?cr Genius d~s rz~gtlnd der Pazifismrts B ~~rg (I9I4; ~th and 6th cd., 
A.tt/siitzc ( ) ' Dzc Idee drs Frz~d~ns J th t'tl V ' er m I 93 I; Ablzandlungcn rwd 
. 19Is· 2 d . . gig un cr c 1 c om Unt 1 .1 m the fi • n cd Leipzig I s llrz aer IV crtc) e · 11 

• . nal sections. . ' ' spccia y 
Gcnuu d K . ff 6 ff 

7 Ibid rs rzcgcs, op.cit., pp. 154 ·• 1 4 · 
a •• pp. 354 ff. 

Idee drs F . d 6 
·rzr ens, op.cit., PP· 33· 1 • 



9. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

political and juristic evaluations they have done so by abandoning 
Husserl's cautious methods.9 His phenomenology is quite incapable of 
establishing the objective, universal, or absolute validity of values, be­
cause it is inherently a subjective method. 

9· Summary and Conclusions Regarding Factual 
Links bettueen Is and Ougl1t 

In this chapter we have been compelled to follow many different 
and winding pathways. It is advisable to summarize our findings before 
drawing our conclusions. This is what we have found: 

Factual links between Is and Ought must be distinguished from 
logical links. Holy stories reporting that God's voice has spoken to 
some elected men from the oucside and has told them what they ought 
to do or not to do are contentions of factual, not logical, links con­
necting Is and Ought; so are contentions that some elements of what 
we ought to do or not to do are announced by some inner voice or 
urge, to some or all human beings (Section r). Sometimes it is l;ard 
to tell whether apostles of absolute yardsticks for values mean to claim 
a factual or a logical link between Is and Ought; this ambiguity must 
be cleared up for a fruitful scientific discussion (Section 2). The cor­
rectness of reports that an external voice issuing from a suprahuman 
source was heard, and that this source was a good and almighty God 
cannot be verified scientifically in an intersubjectively conclusiv~ 
manner (Section 3). The contention, however, tha~ some kind of inner 
voice making pronouncements about ri?ht ~nd J~st, or wrong and 
unjust, operates in some or all human bemgs .1s venfiable by empirical 
research at least to some extent. If such a vmce were found operative 
in all human beings, this would be relevant as proof for a factual link 
connecting Is and Ought in man; it w?uld be so, even tl~ough we 
may remain unable to ascertain the ulumate nature ~'~ th1s. link in 
scientific terms, because we could then rely on some ~nvanant fac­
tors" in human nature as a source of support for some JUdgments or 
actions and of opposition to others (Section 4~· Kant assumed the ac­
tivity of such an inner voice and rendered Its message in ordinary 
language without engaging in empirical research re?arding the uni­
versal and invariant occurrence of this phenome~on In all human be­
ings (Section 5). Husserl's phenomenol~gy co~ f arouse hope that 
more accurate description of the inner voice an ° the forms in Whic~ 

. h tternpt made by Gerhart H 
• See above, Chapter vm, Sectwn 2, on sue an a usscrJ Ed ' 111und's 

son. 
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it functions might be possible; but he did not examine this area him­
self, at least not in his published works, nor did he engage in em­
pirical research into the universal and invariant nature of any of his 
findings (Sections 6 and 7). His pupils, abandoning his strict method, 
made generous statements about the inner voice and its message, but 
continued to neglect research on the universal and invariant character 
of the phenomena they described (Section 8). 

The conclusions we may draw from these findings arc simple and 
imperative. It still remains for science to inquire into what has never 
yet been established in strictly scientific terms: whether there arc some 
elements in the human thinking or feeling about what is right and 
just, or what is wrong and unjust, that arc universal and invariant. 
Our own individual intuition, if any, that some elements of thinking 
and feeling on right and just or wrong and unjust, which we discern 
within ourselves, are universal and invariant constitutes no sufficient 
scientific proof in the inter-subjective sense that these clements arc ac­
tually universal and invariant. We must, therefore, add to our own 
phenomenological introspection emp_i~ical research about other people 
and even, within the limits of possib1hty, about so many of them nd 
~uch different types, that inductive g_enerali~ations of our factual 'n~d~ 
mgs appear warranted. In order t? d1~ect th1s research in a meaningful 
manner, however, we may pred1ct 1ts outcome by anticipation · 
tentative fashion on the basis of all available information. To 1~i~ 
task we shall turn in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER X 

UNIVERSAL POSTULATES OF JUSTICE 

I. T lze Scientific Search for Universal 
(Invariant) Elements Still Lagging 

E FFORTs to ascertain absolute ethical values and an absolute order 
of rank among them have so far always led into one of three 
impasses. Propositions have been derived from premises from 
which they did not follow; this was so especially when logical 

inferences were made from Is to Ought. Or they were deduced even if 
in a logically unimpeachable manner, from premises that c~uld not 
be verified scentifically; for example, from a divine order. Or they 
were based on intuitional evidence, with no verification offered other 
than obdurate insistence on the correctness of the intuition. All these 
attempts have failed to provide intersubjectively transmissible knowl­
edge. This is not tb say that the values presented were no values or 
that their rank was lower than claimed. It means only that inter~ub­
jective verification was either not offered or when offered was not 
conclusive. 

Some of the intuitionists have frankly acknowledged that their in­
tuitions were not shared by others. It is only natural, they have argued 
that some persons are farther advanced than others, especially the vul~ 
gar mass, in their ability to recognize absolute values. As Max Scheler 
said, the authority of the more advanced persons must be trusted by 
those who are less advanced and the latter must at first obey the rules 
given by the former, with~ut understanding. them, b~cause in such 
obedience they will gradually come to recogmze the nghtness of the 
rules.1 That some persons should proceed to ~ I?ore accur.ate intuition 
of the absolute order of values than others IS mdeed qUite plausible 
once the underlying premise that there is an absolute order is accepted: 

h · th' · · · ue then the reference to d'ff But w en JUSt 1s premise IS at ISS ' . . . 1 erent 
b.l. · f h · · b u've as an mtersubJeCtiVe proof . . a 1 tttes o appre ens10n Is a or ; lt 1s 

then a fallacious hysteron proteron, i.e., ~~ attempt. to prove proposi-
tion a (the absolute order) by propostttonf b ~hff~rent. ability to 
recognize it), which presupposes the t_ruth 0 a. . or IS thts the onl 
weakness of the argument. There remams ~e qu~stlOn whether scien y 
can find out-or can say how it could be ou~ .out-which of ce 
peting authorities whose intuitions are in confhct Is right. corn-

1 Max Scheler, Formalism, op.cit., v, 7 (3rd ed., PP· 339-4o). 
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Unfortunately, professional philosophers have frequently dismissed 
this second question too easily. They have stated what they consider 
self-evident, and then period. But reference to authority without say­
ing who is the authority or by what signs it ca_n be f~und cannot he 
considered a satisfactory solution, not even phdosophtcally, certainly 
not scientifically, and least of all, politically. 

It is in other words not one but two problems that remain unsolved 
' ' ' namely, how to verify that there is an absolute order of values, and 

if so, how to find out scientifically which of the conAicting human in­
tuitions regarding this order is correct. Individually we may fed cer­
tain regarding both and may be right, too. But if others feel differ­
ently, we are scientifically still confronted with the two problems. 

From this array of impasses there may be, as we have seen in th 
preceding chapters, one exit which still holds promise for a furthe~ 
advance of science in the field of values. Could we verify that tl . 1 . I 1ere 
a~~ kc:rtain universal and invanant ehements m t 1e human way of 
t m mg and feeling about values, t en we would have some firm 
ground on which to stand Not that we would then know for . 
th · . certam 

at there is a divine order. Strongly as such mference may 
. If . . . h . I 1 , suggest 
Itse to. believers, the ongm of t ~ umversa e emen~s might still be 
sought m other factors by nonbelievers. Yet the venficatio f h 
1 . . . n o sue 

e ements would provide us wtth an mternattonal and inte d . . r enomma-
tlonal yardstick in human terms. 

Many great thinkers from the religious prophets and 1 2 ' h"l h apost es 
and from the Greek and Roman P 1 osop ers to the mediev 1 s h 1 . l h . d a c o as-
tics, and ag- ·n to Kant and Husser' ave m eed assumed "th 

1. . '-- . , e1 er ex-
p Icttly or implicitly that there are umversal elements t"n h 
th" ' h h d "b uman 

mking and feeling, although. eac as . escn ed them in his own 
~erms. But the only basis for thts assumptiOn ":'as either revelation or 
Intuition ("self-evidence"). No systematic empirical research has been 
ur:dertaken. This omission has left a gap in scientific efforts up to 
this day. 

2. Prima Vista Evidence That There Are Such Elements 
w . . . . 1 

least e~e It our intention here to mqmre mto va ues in general, or at 
m dlnto ethical values in general,_ we would have to cover a tre­
w~~l ous field in our pursuit o~ thts course of arguing. Whether it 
eral ! lead us to results of suffictent concrete_ness to build on it a gen-

w . h eory of values we cannot here exam me. We are dealing not 
1t eth · · · 1· · 1 · ' Ics In general but wtth P0 Itlca sctence and oolitical ethics 
• See Paul' . ' 8 f • 

s Ep1stle to the Romans :~.:I4, 1 · 



2. PRIMA VISTA EVIDENCE 

in particular, and within this field we are justified in focusing atten­
tion on one particular topic, that of justice or injustice, because much 
~vould be ~~ined by the_search for universal element~ of ethical feelings 
m the political sphere If we found such elements m human ideas or 
feelings of justice. 

Justice depends very greatly, as we have seen (Chapter rv), on factors 
that have no universal character, such as traditional institutions or, in 
transtraditional justice, subjective ideas. But we must beware of the 
fallacy _which would ~ave us believe that for this reason necessarily 
everythmg depends either on such extraneous or subjective factors 
or on a scientific proof of metaphysical principles which is a priori· 

f "1 ' ' doomed to ai ure. 
There are a number of prima vista indications that all ideas of justice 

all varieties of thinking and feeling regarding justice, have somethin~ 
in common. First, such ideas exist everywhere. as a distinct category 
of ideas. Second, the term "justice" or its approximate equivalent exists 
everywhere. Third, human longing for justice is so universal a factor 
that no one in public life can neglect presenting his acts as just. And 
fourth, there is the negative indication that we can easily construe a~ 
action which appears not just, which is unjust from every point of 
view, for example, a parent's or teacher's punishing one child-know­
ingly and out of pure meanness-for what anot~er has do~e. 

A few observations may be added here regardi~g the third and the 
fourth of these points. Dictators of old and recent times have constantly 
appealed to the sense of justice, no less th~n have popular governments. 
True, in so doing they have often falsified th~ f~cts. But _that they 
took such great pains to persuade people of the JUStice 0~ th~Ir policies 
testifies to the tremendous importance of the sense ?f JUStiCe. Caesar 
tried to justify his crossing of the Ru~i~on by accusmg Pom~ey of a 
breach of the Roman constitution, Wilham the _Conqueror his cross­
ing of the Channel by reference to his feudal r~ghts .. To choose one 
of many examples from recent history, before mvad~ng Ethiopia in 

1935 Mussolini ended his radio speech of October 2 w~th these words: 
"It is the cry of Italy which goes beyon~ th_e mo~ntam~ and the seas 
out into the great world. It is the cry of JUstiC_e an. of Vlct?ry." It Was 
the same with Hitler's speeches in support of his ac~lOns aga1nst Austria 
Czechoslovakia, and Poland, or versus the Jehws. ~nd, of course -~ 
was the same with all governments on the ot er s1de. ' 1 

The fact that some imaginable actions would be considered u . 
nJust 

· · · 1 blications for references . 
1 A systematic content analys1s of d1ctatona pu to JUstice 

of some interest in this context. Would be 
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X· ld . e theological philosophy to specula-
by everyone used to lead 0 -urn t God's free will, since it seemed 

. . h re set even o . . I L 'b . ' tions on the hmtts t at a ld ke such act10ns JUSt. n e1 mz 
G d cou rna . f. 

obvious that not even ° should violate the bas1c norms o JUS-
view it is impossible that God. b rdaining, for instance, that some-

. t them Y 0 · f · E l · tice by ordaining agams ' 1 f r the mere satls act10n o us own 
. t peop e o I . . 

one should crucify mnoc~n l t tis sttae causa .. · wmmes zmw-
. . lzus vo up a . . G . 3 A 

Pleasure ( ut altquts so . .1 observatiOns 111 rotlUs. con-
z Th are s1m1 ar . . . , " 

centes cruciet). ere k of the "sense of 111JUSt1Ce. 
temporary writer has aJ?tlY sp.o e~ndicatiohs we have good cause for 

ma vzsta 1 . l 1 In view of these pr.t 1 m ·1ustice responds to a umversa m-
h versa ter · l · · 1 supposing that t e unl ly in acquiescence w1t 1 ex1stmg aws 

. not on l. . 1 man need of expression, f lack of justice, and that t 11s umversa 
but also in criticizing. the~ato~as at least some elements in common. 
need relates to a feehng sing, further, that these elements must 
We have good cause for :~:~ature, since they are tied up with such 
be very important for hu 
passionate feeling. 

Attempts To Find Them 
Inadequate 

3· very rash in formulating universal and 
Former periods have be.en under the heading of Natural Law. The 

. . 1 ofJ ·usuce h f . h' h mvanant postu ates h uld scare or common not10ns w 1c 

Stoi~s suggeste? that one ~~s came pretty ~lose to what w~ a.re after 
are Implanted m all men. h ve had the patience to keep w1thm these 
here. But no one seems ~0 a ammon to all men. The writers usually 

. ouons c . 'd 1 1 narrow boundanes-n . n ind1v1 ua postu ates or those prevalent 
set forth as universal thelr 0~n this way, philosophers of the first order, 
in their pe~iod or their clas~owas, incl~de.d slavery under Natural Law, 
such as Anstotle and St. ! 1 ded institutions of feudalism, or absolute 
as others excluded it or 1~c u lisrn, of equalitarianism, or of Christian­
kingship, of individual h era of these doctrines can be seriously con-
. t 0 1 f 1 wents f . 1 .Y · n y very ew e e looking or mescapable postulates that are 
s1dered here, since we are . aginable ideas of justice. The list of uni­
common to all known or 11:s in this sense is subject to the formidable 
versal and invariant postU a 

a D tens vol. 3, pt. 3, P· :173. 
8 Leibnitii Op~ra Omnia, ed. bY d~ N~turrechts," Archiv fur Reents- und Sozialphilosophie, 

See Julius Mo6r, "Das ProbleJll 
vo~ 28 (1935) pp. 325 , 543. 1 ·ustice, New York 1949. I am not guilty of plagiarism 

h Edmond N. Cahn Th~ Sense of nJ sented in this section, were first published ten years 
t ough · ' pre 
b f • smce my own remarks, as 1 tive and Absolute Justice" in Social Research, vol. 6 

e ore c h , ... "Re a 
( a n s book in my pap .... 

1939), pp. ss, 70 ff. 
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3. INADEQUATE ATTEMPTS 

challenge that any utterance to the contrary would overturn any item 
of the list, provided only that the utterance were sincere, and the con­
tradiction was not due merely to a conflicting use of terms. When, for 
example, Hobbes used the term "just" in a narrow positivistic sense 
this did not indicate that what we are calling here the idea or the 
sense of justice worked within him only in line with the positive law 
of the individual country. The opposite is clear from his writings. 

Often_ attempts h~:e been ma~e ~o _lay bare the_ ultimate principles 
underlymg the positive law of mdtvtdual countnes; this is a useful 
preparation for further research, but does not provide us with evi­
dence that we are hitting on universal and invariant principles, the 
opposite being frequently q~ite m~nifest. Early i? t~e pre_sent century 
a French professor, R. Saletlles, tned to find obJeCtive cnteria of jus­
tice through comparative studies from analogies in the positive law of 
various countries. This procedure he hoped might lead him to dis­
cover some "collective juridical conscience." But he himself did not 
attribute absolute universal or invariant character to the results of such 
endeavors; he only looked for a universal common ~a~ of "civilized 
humanity," derived from comparative law and substdtary to the na­
tional law.1 Starting from similar motives, Roscoe ~~und has ably 
crystallized a number of "jural postulates" as charactenstlc of "civilized 

. ,2 
soCiety. 

In the search for universal and invariant elements all these efforts 
can claim but a restricted significance. That mere comparis?n of exist­
ing laws or institutions does not lead to such eleme_nts Is obvious; 
otherwise slavery and torture might have b~en considered absolute 
standards in ancient times, torture in the Mtddle Ages an~ beyond, 
and exploitation of labor in the ninete~nth century. _\Vhen .u~vestiga­
tions are confined to the views of lawgtvers and pubhc admimstrators 
and fail to include the views of those to ~hom the la': is applied, as 
for example the slaves, they cannot poSSibly ~eveal umversal and in­
variant elements of human thinking and feelm~. Once We limit our_ 
selves to what we call civilized countri.es, as dtd Roscoe Pound, we 
cannot hope to find more than illustratwns of our own preconceived 

· · . 1 d'apres quelques ouvrages • 
1 R Saleilles, "Ecole h1stonque et dro1t nature d' d b recents " R 

· d · · 'I 1 ( ) So ff I I I; 1scusse y c G tJ • evru 
trimestrit:lle de rozt czvz , vo. I I902 PP· ·• · · naines Th 
Revival of Natuml Latll Concepts, Cambridge, Mass., I93°c' b .0 , 1 ' e 

d . · Latt' am n ge, 1v ass 
"Roscoe Pound, All Intra uctzo11 to Amencan . . ' h t I 1. ·· ·• ll)tq. In a I 

I" nne~ples t a um er 1e the . . ater 
Paper Pound dubbeJ those so-called "natura P f , t r· I PositiVe Ia\ f 

' · · I 1 , d' tinct rom na u a natural 1 , v o a 
number of countries "pos1t1ve natura aw, as IS b I . aw which . 

. · I 0 h l'd't cannot e ( emonstrated. 1s not 
incorporated in posmve aw an w ose va I I Y R . . I 6 • sec his "N 

· · N " L Q rteriY et•zew, \o · 8 ( 19 ) atural Natural Law and PositiVe atural Law, 0111 ua 52 pp . 330 ff. 



X UNIVERSAL POSTULATES OF JUSTICE . 
· 1 . issue is that of the rclauve . "1" • . whenever t 1e . . 3 

definition of c1v1 1zat10n' . 1 . ·thod leads to nothmg . 
. "1" ns t us me ' . h merits of different c1v1 1zauo ' 1 . mined the degree to w 11c 
h 1 . sts 1ave exa 

Contemporary ant ropo og1 d" ff cgarding ethical values. They 
d ltures 1 er r · 1 · 1 

Primitive and advance cu k f Jl)parent differences 1l ent1ca 
h f t that bac o l . . . d have pointed to t e ac f 1 to operate in bot 1 pnm1t1ve an 

ethical notions often could be. oulnc c of a North American lmlian 
1 tn t 1C cas 

advanced types. For examp. e, cl h duty of sons to kill their aging 
. . . h . nstdcrc t e 1 1 tnbe m whlC lt was co · before his weakness causec. too muc 1 

father in a ritualistic ccrcmonyl the idea that children have ethical 
1 h. d the tn Je, 0 . troub e to 1m an to ld still be recognized. r, to g1ve an-

duties toward their· pa.rcnts ~ou uragc have never been considered a 
other illustration, jusucc an coat merits of such anthropological sug-

• 4 • d" the grc 11 h . cnme. Notwlthstan 1ng it us to tell what actua y are t e um-
gestions, they do not as yet per:£ justice. What has been lacking is a 
versa\ and invariant postulates en anthropology, philosophy, and po-

. 1· · n betwe · · 1 f ·1 l f 1 sy~temat.1c co~rc m.auo r political sCientists 1ave a1 ec to ormu ate 
hucal science m this matte · 0 our problem that can be put to a test 
concrete questions relevant t ch 

. 1 esear · through anthropolog1ca r . . 
. H potheszs and Multzple Tests 

A W orkpzg y . 
4· racticable to go blmdly and haphazardly 

It is neither necessary nor ~ ng to disclose what elements of the sense 
about the exacting task of trY~hcre. A great deal of preparatory think-
of justice can be found every of the abundant material that is alreadY 
ing can be done on the basiS esearch on meaningful questions and to 
available in order to focus 1 r on the one hand, we must heed all en­
lead it along promisin~ P3 t ~~rnents on which field research may lead 
couraging signs regarding e her, we must avoid wasting efforts on at­
to positive results; on the 0~ invariant elements of which we can al­
tempts to find universal an ot there or that they are unlikely to be 
ready know that they ar: 11 derstanding of the requirements of scien­
found. It is a complete mlsundiatelY with indiscriminate field research. 
tific research to begin irnrne ld be well prepared by hard thinking on 
Such research can and shoU iences, including those of the thinker 
t~e basis o£ available eJ'Pe~rk rnay lead us to good guesses of what 
hlmsel£. Such preparatorY Wfind; in more technical terms, it may lead 
we can or cannot expect to 

• · I es Chapter vu, Section 4 , above. 
See th Bo rn ' s · 'S e quotation from Q. W. Chapter VII, CCtlon 7. 

ee the quotation from ouncker, 
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4. A WORKING HYPOTHESIS 

us to a working hypothesis which, if well supported by the available 
material, may even be accepted by science as a tentative law until re­
futed through further research (see Chapters 1, Section I, and n, Sec­
tion 6). 

It is, of course, practically impossible to ascertain everyone's ideas and 
feelings regarding those elements of justice we have reason to suspect 
of having universal character. Therefore we must look for supplemen­
tary controls. If we personally regard some element as indispensable 
for justice and can empirically ascertain that many oth~rs, too, ·do so 
and have done so in the past with no exception known, we may ask 
ourselves, in addition, whether we can even imagine that someone 
could take another view in earnest. And we may go one step further 
examining as far as our material permits whether anyone else ca~ 
seriously ima~ine such a thing. This would lead us to four tests, or 
criteria, of umversal and invariant elements: first, our own subjective 
experience regarding our feelings of immediate evidence; second 
general confession to the same subjective evidence by others who ar~ 
in earnest, without any exception; third, our own inability even to 
imagine a view that would not contain these elements; and fourth 
inability of others to imagine such a deviation. ' 

Although these four tests may not be fully. independent of one an­
other, in each one attention is focused on a dtff<;:rent as?ec.t. Our own 
idea of justice may be correct or incorrect.; at any .rate, m Itself it pre­
sents no transmissible proof for its objecuve vahdtty. The fact that it 
is shared by many others may help a bit, but. cannot document the 
validity of our ideas, as has been said bef~re wtth reference ~o slavery 
and exploitation of labor. Matters are dt~erent, how:v~r, tf certain 
elements in our idea of justice are found tm~e and agam m other per­
sons' thinking or feeling about justice wtthou~ any exception; if 

"d d obvtous b th ' furthermore, these elements are canst ere . Y . ose whose 
reactions we examine, and no deviation c~n ebvlen ~e tmagmed by us or 
them. This does not mean that no one ts a e a stractl Y to think of 

1. · t what we can " 1 · something else; there may be no tmtt 0 t llnk" ab-
1 " h"nk" that an event h stractly. We can say we are abe to t 1 • "k . as no cause 

but can we really imagine, grasp, believe tt? Lt e:wts~, we may be able t~ 
"think" abstractly that a false accusation knowmg Y made is just b 
it seems we cannot really believe it (see Chapter. XI)· ' Ut 

If inner evidence is contradicted by c.ontraryffmner evidence of oth 
human beings and no misunderstandmg, dt erent use of term er 

s, or 
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X. UNIVERSAL poSTULATES OF JUSTICE 

bad wm can explain away the contradiction, we must either b , · · a anuon 

the effort to prove that the clement 15 untvcrsal and invariant or 
divide mankind into tWO species wtth chflerent sets of inv'rl.' ~ub-.• ants 

The reader maY ask whY shoulcl we look only for Ecdin, · l
. . l gs comm.o 

to all hutnan beings. why not untt ourse ves to "reas011' \.\ " n . . ' . . I . ·" c pc 1 
Tins was mdced the old "Natural-Law " ca, winch for two tl op c. 
years tetnpted thinkers away (r01n the search for univ ... \ lousand 
Tl l 

. . . crs.t de 
1c trou )lc 1s that therewtth our ov-:n tnterpretation of ·l . mcnts. 

bl .I '.I f l · \\ 1at lS a c uectues the outcome o our rescarc t 111 advance. W . reason-
a! ways inclined to consider our own ideas about 1· ust1· c arc naturally I . . . ce rcaso bl 
t 10sc of others that conflcet wtth ours, unreasonable.' w\ na e and 
sonablcncss is the issue, we cannot ckoclc 1t 10 an inter b' . 1c~evcr rca-. b1 SU )cCtlV \ 
s
1

1 ~ manner by referring to o~rk~wn re~son. "!~ c may be 1. c .Yfiplau-
eavmg out of attention the tlun mg anu fcdmg of Ustt ed in 

d
. . . . - b . persons l 

cor mg to ohJecttvc rne(hcal tests, cannot e cons1dcr ·d w 10, ac-
b 

. b c norm l h 
ctngs on the ground that they arc a normally affected b a U!'_'an 

or mental 
1
llness provided we do not usc tins loophol Y phystcal 

abnormal all tho;c who 00 not share our own ideas L'kc to. exclude as 
. 1 d 1 . 1 . f 1' . 1 CWtse 
exc u c c uldren (although t ,ctr ec mgs may be particular 'we ~ay 
and people who are asleep or not fully awake, or arc in ly tclhng) 
ment, ancl we may even Jcciclc to concentrate our a state of excite-. . £ rcscar 1 
opm10ns hclcl by people when in a state o contemplatior c' only on 
B t b d · · · 1 

or m d' u eyon such ob). ective linntat!Ons we cannot mtrodu c ttation. " , . l ld bl" cc the c 
reason here without runntng up t ,e o mel allc onceptol 

finally left alone with our own statements about why where we are 
b

. . at we 
reasonable and with no intersu Jccuve means to pro consider 

h 
ve our · 

at ers who differ. . pomt to 
. Reason has, of course, a rreiilendous mtersubjcctivc field at. . 
1n analyzing th 

1
- ng irnphcattons, and conscq 1ts dtsposal e mean ' uence f 

that are espoused by ourselves or our opponents, and lik . s o values 
question is wh h l pursuit o£ the cherished val ewtse when the 

et er t 1e . ues · 
to the attainm £ epted ultertor goals. But we arc lS conducive 

. h ent o ace d . not he d . 
wtt such relations of Illeans to e': s, or wtth implicatio re ealing 
quences; we d 1. with ulumate standards Tl ns and conse-

' s are ea mg · 1ere referenc 
ee the . th · . . e to 

" A -..~- rcferen h . ....,er 10 e secuon on equality 10 Ch 
s •vu\\ ce to Max Wert et... £ d f . aptc:r why? b PUt it· "S . \ r rnode o con uct or c:ehng is affi vm above. 

ecause . · orne parucU a . l d l rmc:d t b no such tt is bh the untversa an natura sentiment f o c: rmnalllral 
. . sentirn a arrent to . th f . d h o m k' ; 1S pohte) th ent in y \f you quesuon e act, an t e answer · an md. Finding 
people of at You ar ourse ' . n a peculiar case. But neither (sa Is (if your antagon· 
b h some: e an c:X.cepuo , f Y you) d 1St 

ut t c:ir fe \" oili" oo ol '""'' "'"'" age, any •och fool" o I find in <h 
"Fall . c: tng unuy, or h \ h '" (Lo mg of bh e a<>eo o! Co ' W«e •ophi"''""'" and un ea I y. /0<, P· 541 a ""'"~' 'Ay 

nfu•ion"' •kipped in Nagel ed.)· ' Und" the h<>din~ 
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5. TENTATIVE LIST 

reason loses its intersubjective meaning whenever people, after all 
implications and consequences have been explored, still prefer different 
standards in good faith. Whether they are in good faith we may try 
to find out; but if they are, scientific verification ends. Therefore it is 
most important to stick to the identification of those elements in the 
sense of justice that are universal and invariant in all people, and not 
only in those whom we call reasonable. Examinations as to whether 
person_s are able to express themselves correctly, and whether they are 
not mistaken as to what they really mean, are of course in order, and 
must play a considerable role in our research.3 

Even he who thinks that reason can be used as an intersubjective 
tool_beyo~d w?at has been admitted here should s~e some advantage in 
the IdentificatiOn of elements that are actually umversal and invariant 
in all people, regardless of whether we ourselves think other elements 
to be reasonable too and consider people unreasonable who feel other­
wise. 

The procedure here recommended, then, implies a combination of 
inner obse:~a~ion and comparison, or of ~henomen~logy and compar­
ative empiriCism. We are starting not with _an arbitrary concept but 
with an immanent phenomenon of human existence as we find it given 
in ourselves, characteristic and distinct as are. the phenomena_ of hunger 
and love; we are starting, in other words, with a way of feehng, think­
ing, and judging which we denote by the general name o_f justice, or 
some other word applied to the same phenomenon, an~ which we wish 
to describe more exactly. Description rather than arbitr~ry definition 
is the starting point. The results are c~ec~ed by compa~Ison. Neither 
method alone-phenomenological descnp~IOn or companson-can lead 
to a conclusive result of intersubjective science. Together they may. 

5· Tentative List of Universal Postulates of Justice 

In spite of the extremely severe requirement~ h~re posited, a tenta­
tive list of universal and invariant po:tulates ~f J~Stic~ can ~e set down 
on the basis of the abundant matenal that IS a rea Y available, with 
considerable confidence that it will be ~onfirmeed_ by whatever field 
research may be undertaken. The followmg fi~ ' ~t s~ems, can be re­
garded as universal and invariant postulates of JUStice In the sense here 

explained. 

• See Socrates' treaUnent of Thrasymachus· erroneous statements regarding his own 
about justice in Plato's Republic, Bk. r. ideas 
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X. UNIVERSAL POSTULATES OF fUST!CE 

First, truth. In the objective sense (as when we speak of an objectively 
just action) justice demands an accordance with objective truth; that 
is, all relevant statements on facts and relations must he objectively 
true. In the subjective sense (as when we speak of a just person) it 
demands an accordance with what is thought to he true; that is, the 
acting or judging person must honestly think (believe). that the rel~ 
evant statements are true. The exact meaning and the Immense im~ 
portance of this postulate will be considered in the following chapter. 

Second, generality of the system of values which is applied. It is 
unjust to select arbitrarily different systems of values in considering 
one case and another. 

Third, treating as equal what is equal under the accepted system. 
It is unjust to discriminate arbitrarily among equal cases ("arbitrarily" 
signifying "in contradiction to the accepted system")· 

Fourth, no restriction of freedom beyond the requirements of the 
accepted system. It is unjust to restrict freedom arbitrarily ("arbitrarily" 
again meaning "in contradiction to the accepted system"). 

Fifth, respect for the necessities of nature in the strictest sense. It is 
unjust to inflict punishment or moral reproach for nonfulfillment of a 
law or command which is impossible of fulfillment. 

The first and fifth postulates-truth and possibility-are independent 
of any particular system of values. 

The second, third, and f?urth can be tr~ced to a r:nore general pos~ 
tulate, which excludes arbztrary laws, actions, and JUdgments in the 
specific sense that they discriminate against persons in contradiction to 
the accepted system of val~es. It is ad.visable, however, to list the three 
separately, in order to bnng them mto sharper focu.s. Although in 
contradistinction to the other two they refer to a particular system of 
values, the prohibition of arbitrariness is a universal and an invariant 
element of the sense of justice. 

The term "system of values" in the second, third, and fourth pos~ 
tulates is used not in the severest sense of the word "system" but in its 
more general ~nderstanding of a basic scheme or order of v'alues. 

In setting forth these five postulates I mean to say that justice de~ 
:nds a conformance with all of. the~. Any. law, ac.tion, or judgment 

YWhere can be branded as UnJust, m an mternattonal and interde~ 
norninational language if it violates any of the five. It can be branded 
as " b" ' ' 

. 0 )ectively" unjust if it actually violates them, and as "subjectively" 
uthnlUst if the lawmaker, acting agent, or judge knows that he violates 

ern. 
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6. TENTATIVE EVIDENCE 

By summing up these postulates we would obtain a minimum defini­
rio~ of justice. It would claim to be more than an arbitrary or a con­
vement, or conventional definition to be used for some arbitrary and 
conventional purposes, and more than a merely historical definition. It 
wou~d attempt to be the exact description of a human phenomenon of 
a umversal, invariant, inescapable form of human thinking and feeli~o-
based on universal characteristics of human existence. b' 

Whether the universal and invariant elements are transcendent in 
rhe sense that they are harbingers of a higher world, and if not that 
whether they are nevertheless innate, or whether they are merely ac~ 
quired, although universally and invariantly acquired, we cannot ascer­
tain with scientific means. Even if merely acquired, the disposition to 
acquire them would be part of the human hereditary outfit; but 
whether that has its origin in God or, if there be no God, in natural 
evolution alpne is beyond scientific verification in the sense in which 
rhat term is used in this book. However, we may be able to explore 
empirically whether these elements are actually umversal and invariant 
1 shall presently adduce the available evidence in favor of the tentativ~ 
hypothesis that they are. 

6. Tentative Evidence That These Postulates 
Are Universal and Invariant 

First of all, no statement can be found, as far as I can see, that is in 
substantial contradiction with any of the five postulates, unless the 
contradiction arises from a mere difference in th~ use_ of terms 1 or from 
lack of sincerity.2 Hence we can refer to th~ enure literature on justice 
as testimony. Positive confirmations from literature are, however, only 
implicit and casual in most cases. Most writer_s have gone mu~h further 
in some postulates at the same time neglectmg or overlookmg others 
without contradicting them. The attempt has ~ev~r been made to single 
out invariant elements in the literature on JUSttce bf ~ass-checking 
them in the way here recommended. Such an attempdt ea s to~ core of 

. . 1 · h has been rowned 111 h universal and mvanant elements w uc muc 
more sweeping controversies. d d. 

Only one of the postulates, the third one, ema~ mg equal treat-
ment of tqual cases and therefore in partic~lar e~p~a 1:Y before the law, 
has been explicitly included in the meam~g 0 Jr.shc~ by practically 
all writers in line with Aristotle.3 Often thts postu ate Is treated as the 

1 As in Hobbes' use of the term justice, see above. 
• Thrasymachus in Plato's Republic, see above. 
• Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. v, ch. nr. 
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X. UNIVERSAL POSTULATES OF JUSTICE 

very equivalent, synonym, translation, of the term justice. Thus to 
Radbruch, at least in his pre-Hitler writings, justice meant exactly this, 
equal treatment ot equal cases, uneqtpl treatment of unequal cases, and 
nothing else; he used other terms, like Recht, for some other require­
ments, such as expediency and certainty.·! Max Scheler came close to our 
view ot the inescapable nature of this postulate when he rightly de­
clared that no one is able to deny (!1c said; i1_1cxactly, to disobey) it; 
everyone will immediately draw dtffercnttatwns to justify unequal 
treatment, although he may act in bad fait~1.r. _In the latter case, 1 may 
add, he would violate the postulate of ~UbJeCttve truth (veracity). 

Most writers have also proclaimed the second postulate, demanding 
generality, in explicit words, although as a requirement of law rather 
than of the evaluations underlying law.6 This limitation to law is not 
warranted. The postulate of generality is not restricted to law. It be­
longs higher up where it includes the scheme ot values expressed in 
law or in actions or in critical judgments. To be just, actions and judg­
ments too must be based on a general scheme of values as distinct from 
o~e. ~pplied arbitrarily only to_ the case at hand .. Moreover, under the 
cntictsm of the Vienna school' and of the Amencan realists it has be­
come doubtful whether all law i~, or must and can be, general, while 
there is no doubt that every spect~C law, as well as acts and opinions 
outside the sphere of law, must tn. order to be just be directed by a 
general scheme of values not arbitranly selected from case to case, if they 
hurt others.8 

!he fourth postulate-that freedom be not restricted unless in line 
~tth _the accepted system of values-ha_s h~rdly ever been mentioned 
m th~s form as an invariant element of JUStice. Either much more sub­
stantial postulates for freedom have been formulated (religious phi-

• Rt:chtsph"l 4th ed., P· I68; Wilk t 
later ta, 1 osophit:, 3rd ed., P· 7°; r., P· 107· About Radbruch's 

s ges, see Ch 
G Form r apter VIII. d d P· 82). • a rsrn,s op . d (3r e ., . 

For exa , .ell., II, I' en . R von Jhcnng, T. E H II 
(see Cha rnplc, Kant, John Ausu~, . ("Sources et nor . o anti,. L. Duguit, L. Ndson 
dt: l'insti::t;r. Vut above), Mirca DJU~~~a du droit t:t dt: so:7 ~u dr~lt. positif" in Antmaire 
pp. 82 8 ) International de philosoP II ogrt: Jttrtdtqtte, val. I' 1934-35• 

7 ' 4 and h . See w Eb rnany ot ers. . /; e sclmle der rt:mt:n R !. 1 
English ed. un~nstein, Die phi/osophll~;leory of Law, Madison t:: Its t:hre (Prague 1938) p. I20. 

8 Which Was er the title The pure N Llewellyn, Tl1t: Br 945· 
Ill (2nd d first, law or justice? 1(. . for law as d"d Ramblt: Bush, New York I9JO, P• 

e · 19 ) b)e case ' 1 von Jher· b h" k th 
case for iusti~ . St rnakes an a actions to be just . . mg, ut I t m e 
of no law or e. IS better. Children feel for example when c~r u.nJu~t ~ven when they know 
thern, or pu :W~thout reference to it, a~ k Allgenuint: St ~ells distnbuted unevenly among 
352. Only if Ols rnent. See also G. Jell!~e 'make it a I aats t: Ire (3rd. ed .. , Berlin I9I4) P· 
even wh We stretch the term ")aW to b I b p~ y to any accepted hierarchy of values, 
be alway~n tJ:e acceptance is not ordained y aw ut IS only factual in character, would law 

Pnor to · . JUStice. 
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6. TENTATIVE EVIDENCE 

losophy, natural rights, Kant, Hegel, Stammler, Geny, Del Vecchio 
~o~king, et~) or freedom has b~en com~letely _omitted (legal pas~ 
ItiVIsts, relativists). The former attitude collides wtth contrary ideas of 
justice, and, however firmly we may adopt it as a matter of personal 
conviction and confession, there is no way of intersubjectively demon­
strating its ethical superiority over contrary convictions defended in 
good faith, except indirectly by analysis of consequences, etc. (Chapter 
vm). All .those, however, who approve of actions designed to suppress 
freedom m favor of other values-for example, the national interest 
peace and order, or equality-will still admit that such actions in orde; 
to be just must pursue valu.es con~ider~d ~igh~r under the accepted 
scheme, and that when apphed arbitranly, I.e., m contradiction to the 
accepted s~ste~, they are not just. This is one of the i~escapable pos­
tulates of JUStice, and although it has not been proclaimed explicitly 
as su~h in the literature on justice, it has never been contradicted either. 
It has simply been overlooked. Leonard Nelson came closest to ex­
pressing it when he stressed that justice forbids restricting liberty be­
yond equality; equality being his accepted standard, the injunction 
conforms to the postulate as here formulated. 

Universal and invariant recognition of th7se .three postulates-the 
second, the third, and the fourth-follows .mdirectly a~so from the 
general ackno.wledgment that arbitrar.y actions of a dtscri~inating 
effect are not JUSt. At first sight one nught b~ tempted. to beheve that 
this is merely a question of definition: arbitra:y actior:s ~re unjust 
because we define justice so as to exclude arbitrary disc:Imination. 
But in this definition we are not free, any more th~n we are m the defi­
nition of the feeling of hunger or of love. Irre~pecttve .of ~0':" we define 
justice, or whether we define it at all, ar: arbitrary discnmmation will 
inescapably hurt that type of feeling w~tch w_e call the sense of justice 
and will arouse a feeling of an injustice bemg done, at least in the 
person against whom the discrimination ~orks. But th:n, what is 
arbitrary? The minimal criterion to be ap~hed .for an act10n to avoid 
arbitrariness is that it should not be in confltct wtth t_he ac~epted system 
of values. What happens if the system of values tt~elf ls considered 
arbitrary we shall see in the following cha~ter. Its a~~ttrary application 
at any rate, is always felt to be unjust, and mesca~a Y s?, even by thos~ 
who believe in the system, although they may htde thet~ feelings. 

Until the 193o's the United States Supreme Court Interpreted h 
clauses of the Constitution that no person sh~ll be deprived of ~ e 
liberty or property without due process of law m such a Way as t e, 

0 per-
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mit the court to fix substantiv<.: limitations on what legislatures can 
do. When thereafter the Court withdrew from this practice in the area 
of economic and social legislation it stopped at the point :Vhere a legisla­
ture had acted "arbitrarily." Whether the legislative act10n can be "re­
garded as arbitrary or capricious . . . that is all we have to cleciJe," the 
Supreme Court said. "Even if the wisdom of the policy be regarded 
as debatable and its effects uncertain, still the legislature is entitled 
to its judgment." 11 The guarantee of due process "?:mands only that 
the law shall not be unreasonable, arbitrary or caprKI?us, and that the 
means selected shall have a real and substantial relation to the object 
sought to be attained." "Price control, like any other form of regulation, 
is unconstitutional only if arbitrary, discriminatory, or demonstrably 
irrelevant to the policy the legislature is free to adopt, and hence an 
un~ecessary and unwarranted interference with i~d.ividual liberty." 10 

It 1s characteristic that in these and many other opimons what remains 
of the more ambitious former theories of the court is the condemnation 
~f arbitrary, capricious, or as it is sometimes called :·whimsical," ac­
tions as flagrantly unjust. About the additional requirement that the 
means selected must have a real and substantial relation to the end 
sought we shall speak in the next chapter; it falls under the category 
of the postulate of truth, objective or subjective. 

The fifth postulate-demandi~g respect for the necessities of nature­
has ?ften been explicitly recogmze.d, and never b~en s~bstantially con­
tradicted, as we shall see in the special chapter dealing wnh Impossibility 
(Chapter xu). . 

The most important po_stu~ate of all five, ~owever, Is the first, that 
of truth-subjective or o~Ject_Ive truth, accordmg to :Vhether we speak 
of subjective or objective JUstice. I_t has never been gamsaid in the liter­
a~r.e. In many specific con~ex~s It has been accepted explicitly or im­
?hcn~y. In particular, the sigmficance of factual truth for the adrnin­
lstratton of justice has always been noted. Yet, strange as it may seem, 
~e postulate has hardly ever been stated as an invariant postulate of 
JUstice. Relativists although none of them has ever contradicted it, 
have neglected fo;mulating it as a limitation to relativism. One reason 
Why_ they have failed to do so is the fact that in the old Natural-Law 
traduion truth played a bigger role than here attributed to it on the 
ground that right law was being held identical with right reason. 'fhis 
sweep· · h d · · b th 1ng way of combinmg trut an JUStice was a andoned with e 

• 
10 ~~st Coast Hotel Co. v. Ernest ~arrish and Elise Parrish, 300 U.S. 379 ( 1937). 

th quotations are from Nebbta v. New York, 291 U.S. 502 (1934). 
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decline of Natural-Law ideas. In giving up the postulate of truth co _ 
pletely, however, positivists and relativists threw out the child with tf: 
ba.th: They brought truth back into the picture only indirectly by ad~ 
rruttmg scientific, and that means truthful, examinations about the co _ 
~equences of proposed values ar:d ~eir meaning. B.ut these attemp~, 
lO:portant .as they are, approach JUStice ~rom the outside, with the yard­
snck of science, and pass by the questiOn of the intrinsic relationshi 
bet~~en. justice and truth. It is one thing to give science some field dt 
actiVIty m the clarification of values, another to state that the phen _ 
enon o_f t~e human urge for. jus?ce is inseparable from the requirer:e:t 
of (obJective or, at least, subJective) truth as the basis of justice. I would 
therefore challenge Radbruch's statement that justice has direct rela­
tions only with the good and not with truth, which he says is the field 
of sc.ience.11 I subi?it. that the phenome~al. feeling of justice directly 
reqmres truth--obJective or at least subJective truth-as an indispen­
sable element. It does so in its own right. Here is another factual bridge 
between Is and Ought in universal and invariant human thinking and 
feeling, which we shall explore in the next chapter. 

7· Summary and Conclusions 

What we have found in this chapter can be summarized as follows. 
With two problems unsolved and unsolvable-namely, how to verify 
·ntersubJ. ectively that there is an absolute order of values, and if so 
1 d" h" ' which of the conflicting human intuitions regar mg t Is order is cor-
rect-there is one more intersubjective channel left for u~ to pursue: we 
can engage in empirical research whether there are umve~sal. and in­
variant "inescapable" elements in the human way 0 .f thmkmg and 
feeling about ethical values, and especially about JUStice (~ection 1 ). 

Strong prima vista evidence indicates that th~re are ( Se~tton 2). Al­
though this has often been contended, systematic research m twentieth­
century terms regarding both the existence of. such elemen~s and their 
identification has been lagging, and most clau~s hav.e obviOusly gone 
too far (Section 3). There is little use in startmg dwtth field research 
blindly as it were from scratch; research can .an mhu~t be carefully 

' 1 · f · nt questtons w tch e 1 · prepared by the formu atwn o pertme . . xp Ott the 
very considerable amount of positive and ?e~tlve evidence already 
available. Four tests suggest themselves both 1~ •. e ana~ysis of the avail­
able material and for further research, c~m mmg dp en?menological 

· · f · d" · d 1 expenences an their descnptwn o our own m IVI ua . categorical 
. h J 147" W1lk tr., p. 91. 11 Ruluspllilosopllle, 3rJ cd., p. 51; 4t c ·• P· ' 
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character with research regarding the experiences of others (Section 
4). On this basis a tentative list of five universal and invari:mt clements 
has been here proposed (Section 5). There is strong evidence available 
~specially in the entire literature, old and modern, that these five ar~ 
mdeed considered indispensable or unescapablc by cvcryone (Sec­
tion 6). 

One question that requires a clarifying answer may have arisen in 
the reader's mind at this point. He may be inclined to add other pos­
tulates; to declare, for example, that the accepted system of values must 
not only be applied to all cases without arbitrary discrimination, but 
that it must be acceptable to everyone. However, not everyone considers 
onl.y tho~e standards just which can be accepted by all. H~ who sincerely 
beheves 111 some system of values as absolutely true Will consider its 
standards just, whether or not th~y .arc acccpta?,lc to ~thcrs. Many 
group worshippers, many revclatwmsts, .many pyramid builders," 
do not care whether their scheme of val.ucs Is general.ly acceptable; til(}' 
accept it, and that suffices to m.ak.e actwns confor~mg with it appear 
to them as just. Even in so deviatmg from other views, however, they 
would not be able to deny that the five elements enumerated above are 
indispensable elements of justice~ in oth~r wo.rds~ that their own system 
must not be applied arbitrarily ~ m ~onAIC:t With Itself), that the distinc­
tions must be carried through m lme with. ~ruthfulness, etc. In going 
beyond this by demanding general acceptability of the system of values, 
we would switch from universal elements of the sense of justice to a 
postulate that certainly dominates m~ny of.us and has much to recom­
mend it, but is obviously far from ?emg. umvcrsal. 

Our list of five universal and .mv~nant postulates of justice is, of 
course, tentative only, as are all sCientific hypotheses. It is not meant to 
preclude the possibility that one or the other 0~ the five must be mod­
ified or stricken from the list, nor that other umversal clements may be 
found Th fi however are so well supported by the available ev-. e ve, ' h 1 I . . 
idence even now that the question w et _ler t us evidence can be accepted 
as sufficient for elevating the ~ypothests tha_t th_ey are universal to the 
rank of a scientific law-tentative as are all sCientific laws but sufficiently 
founded to be called a law-is a matter of conventional agreement 
arn?t;g scholars. Any attempt made by anthropologists, jurisprudents, 
pohtical scientists, or others, further to test the hypothesis or law is 
:elco~e, and systematic research should _he done thereupon as much 
s feastble. Contrary results, unless questionable as to their accuracy, 
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would naturally have to lead to corrections of the postulates as here 
formulated, as always in Scientific Method. 

In the following two chapters we shall discuss the meaning and the 
implications of two of the postulates at greater length-truth and im­
possibility. 



CHAPTER XI 

TRUTH AND JUSTICE 

1. The Postulate of Factual Truth 

A discriminatory statement, sue~ ?s that someone has stolen, 
can be entirely just only when It Is true. To say that a person 
has stolen who has not is "objectively unjust" in every case; 
it is so even when he who makes the statement acts in the best 

of faith and after the most carcfloll investigation. In the latter case, to be 
sure, the statement although objectively unjust may be called "subjec­
tively just"; in a broader sense we may speak of a subjectively just state­
ment even when the speaker or writer has not engaged in a careful 
investigation, provided only t~at_ he believed what he said to be true. 
Yet when he himself thinks It IS contrary to fact, then the discrim­
inatory statement is "subjectively unjust" in every case; it is so even 
when it happens to be objectively t_rue.~ . . . 

The postulate of factu~l _truth. m _ch~cnr~:unaung statements applies 
not only to moral or jundical discn~mati?ns but to any other kind 
?~ discriminatory judgments as well, mcludmg those. referring to abil­
Ities and achievements. Whatever may be the_ ments or failures of 
Alexander, Caesar, or Napoleon, of L~nm or Stalm, Mussolini or Hitler, 
of the Germans the Jews, the Russians, or the Chinese, they I ave a 
claim to truth i~ the final judgment concerning them. This cl . 1 can-
not be denied even to a Nero or_ a Judas Iscariot. aim 

Factual truth in other words, IS a necessary conclition of J. Ust" So.,e f ' 11" . } ICC. ••• 
o us may go further than ca mg It mere y one condition among others. 
To correct a falsification of facts, to get the facts statecl and acknowl­
ed~ed as they really are, may appear to us the most important aspect 
of J~stice, even more important than the redress of grievances and the 
P~nlshment of the evil-doer. In th~ Last Juclgment, as it is envisaged 
~~~h deepest awe by religious feehng, when "the trumpet sounds," a 
a~Ice Will tell us all the facts about ourselv~s _as they_ real_ly Were and n~t 

We Wish them to have been. For the rehgious this VOICe in itself, this 
state..... d · hope and fear co · · · One ~··~nt, anticipate ID . . ' . nstltutes JUStice. Not to every-
t Will truth have such dommatmg Weight. But even if one thinks of 
ruth very lightly and laughs at the idea of a Last Judgment, even if 

l 

· A.s re h discriminate lC:Ctivet gards its factual uut a b. . ry statement, therefore, may be ( 1 ) both ob-
but ob·y ~nd subjectively just, (2) ~oth 0 J:Ctlvely and subjectively unjust, (3) subjectivelY just 

lC:Chvely unjust, or ( 4) subjecuvc:ly UnJust but obc:ctively just. 



I. FACTUAL TRUTH 

o~e thinks that lying is natural and valuable, one's inner vocab 1 
will not call true what is a lie nor just what is contrary to truth N u ary 
will be able to deny that his sense of justice this ideal or f · 1. 0 one£ 
· · d d ' ee 1ng o JUStlc~, em~n s truth as the basis and as part of justice. 

This remams true even though human nature builds eve h 
1. d ·ll · ryw ere on 
Ies an 1 usions. Man, as has often been said, has a desire to conceal 

the truth not only from others but also from himself be 1·t fo 
' r mean-

ness or for shame or out of his limited capacity for looking truth in the 
face. We are seldom aware to what extent we lie to ourselves eve d 

"f b d d f If · · ry ay, as 1 oun to o so or se -preservatiOn; consciOusness of the wh 1 
truth would threaten to destroy us. In practice this passionate impu~ e 
toward falsehood (illusion) penetrates deeply into the realm of justic:~ 
The greatest crimes against truth and justice are generally committed in 
the name of truth and justice, and very often are really believed to be 
committed at the command of truth and justice. People lie to others and 
to themselves that they believe something to be true and, therefore 
some cruel action to be just. But this does not affect the close connec~ 
tion between justice and truth. On the contrary, the very fact that the 
proclamation of the justice of a cause even when the facts are con­
sciously distorted is always associated with the contention that the 
factual allegations are true, or at least that they are thought to be true 
merely testifies to the inseparable connection between the ideas of jus~ 
tice and truth. 

That truth is a necessary condition of justice appears so self-evident 
that it is difficult to enforce attention for an inquiry into the reasons 
why this is so. It may seem to be simply a matt~r of logic. No doubt it 
would be, once we had defined justice so as to mclude the postulate of 
truth. But why do we have to define it so? "Oth~rwise it would not be 
justice." Why not? This is not a question of logic. 

We might, of course, refer to popular ~sa~e. lnclu~ion of the pos­
tulate of truth in the meaning of the term JUStice. certa~nly .corresponds 
to usage. Yet usage does not guarantee that the mclus10n Is necessary, 
or with other words that it is more than m_ere~y a usage. Should some­
one challenge the usage and contend that JUStice does not require fac­
tual truth of the judgment, then our reference to usage alone would 
prove nothing. 

Nor would it help us if we pointed to the fact th.at to examine som 
thing scientifically means to exami~e it :Wit~ the mtention of seekine­
the truth. Surely, in examining just1~e sCienti~cally we are after truth~ 
but this does not imply that truth ts a reqmred element not only ~~ 
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science but also in its objects. Such transfer of a postulate from method 
to object would be logically untenable. This will become clearer when, 
for a moment, we consider Beauty rather than Justice. In a scientific 
investigation of what is beautiful we would be foolish to derive from 
the postulate of truth, which dominates our scientific effort, a pas~ 
tulate of truth in art, saying that a painting, or a piece of fiction, or a 
drama, such as Shakespeare's Julius Caesar, can be beautiful only when 
and insofar as it is true to the facts. It may well be that for other rca~ 
sons the postulate of truth may play a role even in art. Indeed, if that 
Were our topic, I would be prepared to submit that a piece of art to be 
great must be the true expression of something. Yet this, if it is so must 
rest on grounds other than the fact that science requires veracit~. Art 
need not be true to fact, while science must. That justice too must 
respect the facts, then, cannot be derived from the standards of science. 
It must have other gro.unds. 

Most of the people who fed_ strongly about. justice will derive their 
absolute certainty as to its essential postulates neither from logic n from 
science but from the strength of their feeling that there is somethi or tran~ 

· h · f I "J ng scendent from higher spheres 111 t e maJesty o t 1e 1 ea of iusti They . b . ce. 
may be right. yet at this pomt we must e consistent. Once l ave 

h . ·r . we 1• 
reac ed the conclusion that sctence cannot ven ·y mtersubjectivcly that 
there are divine forces, not even by reference to such str?ng feelings as 
love, sense of J·ustice and of beauty-much as such feehngs h ve 
d . h f d. . I may a rtven us individually to t e acceptance o a tvme ore. er-the st 
b . · f d" . f n we mu . e consistent enough to d1smt~s re. erences to tvme orces and meta hys~ 
teal transcendency in the sctenttfic treatment of the phen P f 
· · · . omenon o 
JUstice. This is hard to do; but, agam, sctence is no child's pl 

D h . 1 ay. 
. .nder these circumstan~es lt :re refmahms on y one ground which can 
J~sttfy our unconditional me. u.swn o t e postulate of truth in a scien~ 
ttfic definition of J. ustice. Thts ts the fact that we are dealing 1 with 
a u · f h · f 1ere ntversal phenomenon o uman expenence, o human 1 . king 
and feeling, which would not be correctly desc_ribed if We om~t~;d the 
~ostulate. Whether or not we a:e faced here with such a Universal he-

0rnenon has nothing to do wtth postulates of logic, of sc. P of 
religion It . 1 t"vely a question of fact tence, or 

S · 1s exc us · . . 
in t~eral indications that the phenomenon Is umversal Were given 
can be Preceding chapt~r. ~o statement. to ~he contrary, We have said, 
it e found in the enure hter~ture on JUstice through the ag None 

seem d . h m an h es. ' 
lllad . s, can be faun elt er Y ot er recorded human utterance 

e tn earnest, with only some apparent exceptions that are not really 
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1. FACTUAL TRUTH 

in co~flict with the principle; with them we are going to deal below 
(SectiOn 4). If we asked, a minute ago, what could we say if someone 
should in ?ood faith challenge the postulate of truth in justice our 
reply now IS that no one will challenge it. No one has ever done ~0 in 
earnest, ahnd no one will as long as men remain structured as they are, 
because e cannot do so. We cannot even imagine that anyone could 
nor can anyone else imagine such a thing, it seems. ' 

Whether there is a specific human "sense" of justice, or only a specific 
kind of "feeling and thinking" about justice, and whether this is "in­
nate" or merely a product of experience may remain a matter for con­
troversy.:!. I sh_all not under_take to an~we: these questions beyond say­
ing that, If tlus way of feehng and tlunkm~ should not be innate, if it 
was merely a matter of response to expenence, then this experience 
and the response to it must be of a universal character, grounded in 
the human situation as such and quite inescapable, just a:s memory of 
the truth is not escapable at will. 

Why this is so I do not dare to state. It may be that psychophysical 
processes in our cortex provide some clue. This would mean that, once 
we have known the truth, its record in our cortex may make it impos­
sible for us to ignore it at will, and that psychophysical forces beyond 
our control proceed to restore the record whenever it is being violated 
by lies, or to correct any untrue fiction which we ourselves may try to 
superimpose.3 Hypothetically, one might take ~1e star:d that such psy­
chophysical factors plus universal human e~penen~es ~n group life are 
the only reasons for the inescapable equauon. of Justice ar:d truth in 
human feeling and thinking. Another explanatiOn I~ that, wah or with­
out psychophysical intermediary, some _metaphysic~l for~e, or God, 
operates. Yet whether this is positively so IS beyond SCienc_e m the mean­
. f ti1e term as accepted here At any rate, selfish mterests alone 
wg 0 · 1 f h · cannot explain the inescapability of the pos_tu ate o trut m human 
f 1. d thinking of J. ustice Our selfish tnterest often seems to re-
ee mg an . bl 

quire that we forget or ignore the truth, but we are una e to do that at 

wiTH. t that the postulate of truth is universally felt is not the same 
o sta e . h ld . f . 

as saying that it ought to be obeyed. Of course, Its ou 1 Its source is 

2 See on this, Erwin Riezler, Das R~chtsg~fiilz/; r~clzupsyclzologisclz~ B~traclzttmg~n. Mi.inchen 

1921, 2nd ed., 1946. .. ·1 (Chapter vm S t" 
a See on this field of research Wolfgang Kohler, op.ct th. sent pr bl ec ton 7)' Chapters 6 

· 6 N ither refers to e pre 0 ern, howev 1 • 
7• 9; also, Wertheimer, op.ctt., p. 3 5· e h h . 1 processes play a role: w c:r. t should 
br- noted that to the extent that such psyc op ystca c: would indeed be: 

r:trontc:d with "innate" factors. 
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God. But if it has a different .source, such as psychophysical processes, 
or environmental influences, then it is not feasible for science to infer 
from the fact of universality any moral c..luty of submission to the pos­
tulate; to do so would be a logically unwarranted inference from Is to 
Ought. There is, however, something else that Scientific Method c:lO 

well do without violating its own rules. It can state that the very univer­
sality of the feeling will expose violations of the postulate to the charge 
not only of untruth but of injustice as \veil, and this reaction \vill be 
produced not only in the minds of opponents but even in that of fol­
!owers, and ultimately also within some .layer of the violator's own feel­
Ing and thinking. 

To state this is no more than to spell out ~he l~gical implications 
o~ t~e universality of the po~tulate. Bey~ncl tim pomt, still other pre­
dtctiOns are possible. The umversal r~actiOn _can be predicted to entail 
further consequences, at kast potentially (nsks), such as an overt or 
clandestine OI)position to the government that uses factu ... I 1. 
b · . · " Ies as a 

asis for cruel discriminatiOns. SCience, therefore, may be abi, 
h .d h e to warn 

t at he who wants to avoi t esc consequences or risks " l , . 1 Tl . . " . , oug 1t to 
~Void violating the postu _ate .. ll _us IS. no cat_egonlcal (unconditional) 
Imperative it is true. but It stl IS an Imperattve, t wugh a •. 11 I . , ' ' · · ·1 · Ypot 1et1c one, hitched to a condmon: t you want to avmd the con 
h h · 1 t' sequences, 

t en you must avoid t e vtO a wn. 
Science qua science, may not be able to go further, but tl1 . f . 

' I k c.1 Is ar It can 
go, and this should not be over oo e . 

2 . Implications of the Postulate of Factual Trttt/z 

An enormous field is covered by the postulate of factu l . 
· I · h · · · a truth m JUstice. In most cases in w uc JUStice Is questioned the real . . h 

A ·u · f Issue 1s t e truth of a factual statement. n 1 ustratiOn rom the pol· . 
is the Dreyfus case in France. When this Jewish officer Itt cal sphe:e r T ' arret d m r8g4 on the charge of seliDg mt ltary secrets to Germany 1 s e 
dernned publicly degraded, and deported to Devil's Island ' t len colnl-
a ' d t · 1 · ' Was fina y cquitted · 6 at the secon re na , It was the factual 
th . 111 I90 ' · · h d b b statement-
h at ts, that the first convtctwn a een ased on forgery d h 

ad f · h" an that e not sold secrets to a oretgn power-w Kh settled the . . 
most irnportant aspects. That Dreyfus was restored to offic casedm tts 
tnoted f d · e an pro­h. Was a matter o secon ary Importance. What later b f lm d'd 1 . 1 f .11 ecame o 
as a 11 not matter very mucl 1' odnd~ ad ~w Wl remember that he served 
p co one} in world War an te m the nineteen-thirti Th · 

ortant thing was the statement and acknowledgment fes. h ef liD­
o t e acts. 



3. TRUTHFUL EVALUATIONS 

After that the appeal to the idea of justice had a firm basis, at least 
as far as the ne.w statement of the facts was accepted to be true. 1 

That a questiOn of justice can thus be reduced to a factual question 
is the rule rather than the exception. In most cases it is only a factual 
controversy, a falsehood, that makes possible a difference in judgments 

The postulate of factual truth entails several procedural implication~ 
that have. figured greatly in t~e. history of justice. Here belong all those 
rules whtch are meant to facdttate an ascertainment of the true facts 
such as the provisions designed to safeguard the evidence, and the de~ 
mand that the litigants be granted a fair he?ring ("fair" meaning that 
they should be granted an adequate share m the ascertainment of all 
relevant facts), that they be allowed to prove their contentions, that the 
judge be unbiased. These requirements are not based on separate ideas. 
they are but applications of the one J?ostulate of truth. Their gradual 
refinement in the course of legal htstory reflects the progress from 
rough thinking to less superficial thin~ing, from ready credulity to 
watchfulness in regard to rash conclusiOns, the transition from the 
ideal of order and authority as highest values to that of respect for 
individual liberty. But throughout this development the idea that a 
judgment is objectively just only when it is based on truth has always 
been the same; it was so even when the procedure was rough and in-

adequate. 
3· Truthfulness of Evaluations 

The postulate of factual truth in justice, if taken alone, might be 
b littled on the ground that science is unable to prove or disprove the 

elt. mate values, or standards, that underlie discriminations. Value 
u 1 • • "f 
t ndards accepted within a particular soctety may JUStl y, and even re-

s a. discriminations includino- such of the most brutal kind. The 
qutre, ' o . h l"b 1 

r the Negro or the Jew the commumst, t e 1 era , or the 
strange ' ' . '. . · 1· d · · · 

tl·ve against whom dtscnmtnatlOns are app te m hne wtth 
conserva ' · h 1 d b ountry's accepted system of values, ts not e pe Y the postulate 
al c h must be no factual distortion in the statement that he is a 
t 1at t ere · 1 · 

N egro a Jew a communist, a hbera ' a conservattve. Should 
stranger, a ' ' "b · · · the standards accepted in a cannibal tn e permtt eatmg tts enemies, 
then the member of an enemy tribe caught and led to the fire for roast­
ing is not comforted by the postulate of factual truth; alas, he is a mem-

ber of that tribe. · 
1 A recent book on the affaire is Guy Chapman, The Dreyfus Case, A Reassessment, New 

York 1956. 
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This would indeed be the deplorable situation if the human sense 
(feeling, idea) of justice were satisfied \Vith truth or truthfulness re~ 
garding the facts of the individual case. Yet the inescapable association 
between justice and truth goes further. Evaluations, too, must be truth~ 
ful; that is, they must be truly in line with convictions as to what is 
valuable, in order to support the sense of justice in discriminatory 
statements or actions. Alleged evaluations that actually arc in conflict 
with what is truly felt to be valuable will necessarily lead into inner 
trouble if made the basis of action, because an inescapable postulate of 
the human sense (feeling, idea) of justice is violated. 

That this is so was indirectly confirmed by the early advocates of 
neutral relativism when-in an apparent contradiction to their professed 
abstinence from value judgments-they insisted that the individual 
is not free to choose his ultimate values as he listeth, but th:1t he must 
follow his "conscience" or his "feeling of right and wrong" (Chapt~r 
VI, Section 6, above). This implies that he must choose those nlucs 10 

which he truly believes. 
The postulate of truthfulness penetrates into the selection of values 

in various ways. Many discriminating evaluations arc based on assuillP' 
tions concerning facts, such as that the stranger or the person of anotlle~ 
race, nationality, or class is a bad character of evil intentions or 0 

minor qualities. These underlying assumptions may be proved untrtl~ 
by personal experience or by scientific investigation. Once a person :o~j:­
to see, one way or the other, that there was no factual basis for h.ts dis­
criminative evaluation, his sense of justice ceases to support Ills or; 
crimination to the extent that it had been based on this factual err.0g 

· 1 · h d' · · · on actl more, 1t now revo ts agamst t e 1scnmmat10n. He cannot go . ' 0w 
the old way with a "good conscience," in "good faith"; there 15 11 

some inescapable cross~current in his feeling. . dons 
A priest who wants witches burned alive may consider Ius a~3}(e 

entirely just as long as he believes that there arc witches wh~ttroed, 
a contract with the devil, that God has ordained them to be be 3t' 

and that this is the only way to save their souls. But it .rn~Y 50 tbdt 
tempted, first, to prove that the indicted woman is not a Wl~ 'bttr!l~ ~ 
evedn under the priest's system of values she ought not tod :n iP t 1r-
an second t h h . l the e ! o m d' 1 ' 0 prove t at t ere are no contracts w1t 1 d 11eve J1' 

e 1eva con . . I Go . co 
dain d th b cr~te meanmg of the transactton or t 1at d if 1t :Jifl 
vinc~s th~ u:mng of witches. If this attempt is successful.'~ of ce!t 

Pnest, or at least the bystanders, the valuauo 
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actions as evidence of witchcraft and deserving the death penalty will 
necessarily change. 

By s~ch de~ds science has often altered the people's sense of justice, 
and will contmue to do so. Although it has been unable to prove or 
disprove the existence of God and of revelation, science was neverthe­
less able to prove that no Zeus, Hermes, Dionysus, or Aphrodite lived 
on the top of Olympus, behaving in the way people thought they did· 
and gradually justice could not continue to regard offenses against thes~ 
gods as criminal. It was not the Jews or Christians, it was science which 
emptied Olympus of the old gods, preparing the way for the belief in 
one invisible God. Although science has not been able to prove how the 
world was created, it was nevertheless able to prove that sun and stars 
do not move at a distance of a few miles around a disk-like earth, that 
eclipses of sun and moon are not brought about by monsters swallow­
ing them for a while; consequently it was no longer possible to maintain 
that burning those who denied these beliefs was objectively just. In the 
same way, a belief that another race consists of murderers and knaves 
may be proved wrong. To the belief that intermarriages produce in­
ferior progeny science may contribute its statements. 

If science is not able to contribute any conclusive statements or if the 
"believer" is not capable of understanding them or if his belief is not 
affected by them, he will continue to orient his sense of justice toward 
what he thinks to be the truth; we cannot, for that matter, even dis­
parage his righteousness. But those who do modify their beliefs, their 
convictions, under the impact of science, change the responses of their 
sense of justice (although often they have several lines of defense 

against science)· . . . . 
This magic influence of truth on the ideas of JUStice 1s not restncted 

to the correction of the factual assumptions underlying evaluations. 
The latter may also be influenced by poor thinking, such as the con­
fusion of several meanings of the same word, and other logical fallacies. 
Poor thinking may be corrected, and inevitably the ideas of justice 
will be affected apace. Here once more science comes into a broad 
field which is entirely open to its activities and assaults. 

To illustrate, the fanatic equalitarian, valuing everything in terms of 
equality is often deeply confused in his thinking. He has not yet under­
stood ( J10ugh he may be made to un~erst~nd) that in his demand for 
equal distribution he must make up h1s mmd whether he means equal 
distribution per capita or according to need or work, distribution of 
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XI. TRUTH AND JUSTICE 

substance, happiness, or "opportunity'' (and what that is to mean), 
equal distribution all over the world or only in his country. Further 
in each case the feasibility, the sacrifice of other goods (also of othe; 
yardsticks of equality), and the consequences of every proposal must 
be considered. If the equalitarian, in trying to find answers to this de­
mand for specification and articulation, finds himself hesitating and his 
b~lic;f turning uncertain, he will ~o1~1<.: to m~>dif.y if ~wt to change 
h1s Ideas on highest values, and h1s Hlcas of JUStJet: wdl be changed 
corresponding I y. 

Again, the libertarian may be ltd to thi.nk over \~hat he really means 
by ~iberty. Many an individ~al, ~e~ause 111 a certa111 case he uefinitcly 
desires liberty, thinks he uesires 1t 111 all cases, ~hereas better thinkin 
would convince him that actually he would Wtsh to restrict Iibert i~ 
many situations which he has not yet thoroughly considered B y 
ticulate thinking the majority worshipper may mouify his iueas 0. y lar-

1 . < n w 1at 
he really worships. Not only may t le group worshipper who di. . 1 . f 1 . . sparages 
another group be corrected 111 us actua conviCtiOns but ·llso 1 · . l . · 'f ' < us t unk-
111g about the separation of groups, I any, may be made more articul . 
and considerate in regard to the means to be employed and tl . ate . . 1 · . T le conse-
quences of the apphcatwn of t 1e vanous means. hese few ill . Ustrat10ns 
may stand for a thousand others. . 

After going through all the tur.JJII1gs anu readjustments of . l 
· · · · · ·11 1 · ·des on h · · articu ate thmkmg the Imhvtdual stl t_co . Is own evaluations. , 

more he thinks the less sweqnng and utsastrous his choices ; yel\tlie 
to be. This is not to say that old ami hab_itual evaluations ~:~~ ~ e Y 
down as soon as erroneous factual assumptions or faulty rca I. reak 

· f ha e th fl < sonmgs are 
corrected. Inveterate habitS o ten v e e <.:ct that we co · 

· luations Ion f ntmue to 
entertain positive or ncgauve eva . g a ter the reason f I 
have gone Yet our conviction as to the nghteousness of our s olr t 1~m 

. . f I eva uatlOn 
Will be weakened and our onner assurance t lat We act . l ' 1· · · t. < ng lteously 
using the old standards in c tscnmma mg statements and . . . actions Will 
fa1l us accordingly. . 

Here is another link between truth and JUstice. It has oft b 
t d though ulti en een 

s ate by relativists that, even mate values cannot t · 1 
be proveu th . certain field left for science in tl t· s. net y , ere IS a . l . 1e l Iscuss1on of 
values because science can clanfy t lC mcanmg and the impl' · 
of values. But the link between truth and justice is still l lcatllons 
thi s · 1 · c oser t 1an 

s. Clence and truth throug 1 sCience, can do more than . 
such 1 . .' . f 'd enter mto 

c anfymg discusswns rom outsl e, can do more th the . h . an prepare 
ground for a more considerate c mce from the list of potential 
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values. If this were all, the individual, in his ideas of justice would 
still be completely free to follow or not to follow the signpost; put up 
by ~rut_h. But _in this he is not free, at least not completely. The feeling 
of JUStice, as 1t seems_ to operate in all human beings, inescapably de­
mands truthfulness; 1t demands, and enforces its demand at least in­
wardly, that we direct our choice according to our convictions or be­
liefs. ':"he?eve: we ha~e been convinc~d. by t:uth we cannot escape 
followmg 1ts signposts m our transtradltlonal Ideas of justice. When 
we come to see that our convictions or beliefs were based on erroneous 
assumptions concerning facts, or on poor thinking, they may grad­
ually break. down and chan?~; and. when they d? so, even if we try 
to conceal It, our transtrad1t10nal Ideas and feehngs of justice will 
change apace. We cannot help it. Science, in fighting for truth, simul­
taneously remodels evaluations, and along with them the ideas and 
feelings of justice. 

4· Apparent Exceptiom. T lze W lzite Lie 

There are some apparent exceptions to the rule that everyone's sense 
of justice requires truth as the basis of justice, but they are only ap­
parent. One may think of the white lie told a dying person to spare 
him the agonies of anxiety or adorning an obituary in honor of a de­
ceased friend, meant to console his family, or-as a political lie-used 
in the interest of one's country or party. Such behavior may at times 
be accepted by those present, without their experiencing the slightest 
revolt of their sense of justice even where some harm to other persons 
is involved. If this be so, don't we have then an example here of a 
separation between truth and justice? 

If we look a little closer we see however, that truth and justice re­
main interlocked even in such cas~s. Falsehood is resorted to, not just 
for the purpose of doing harm to anyone but in the service of some 
overriding value-mercy, respect for grief, the ~ountry, a common 
cause or the like. It is only because of this ultenor purpose that the 
discri~inatory lie may lose its automatic repulsiveness. It will do so 
only when the action is thought of as bei?g truly committed in the 
service of what is truly believed to be the h1gher ~ause. Thus the close 
association between justice and truth comes back mto t~e picture; it is 
confirmed rather than refuted by these appare~t exceptions. 

The case of the doctor's white lie at the bedside of a dying person . 
typical of all others. Our sense of justice may not be hurt by the d ls 
tor's behavior should he even go so far as to denounce as a ch l oc­ar atan 
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another physician who had told the truth. Yet it must at lc:ast have been 
true that the liar acted for what he tmly hdicved to be the higher 
value, i.e., to help the dying person. Even so the derogatory denuncia­
tion may be felt to be "objectively unjust" towanJ the other doctor. In 
this respect our example may not he entirely conclusive because the 
interest of the other doctor may be so slight, comparatively, that the 
injustice committed against him can be r~gan~nl as negligible; per­
haps he would agree. Other illustrations will lmn~ out the objectively 
unjust character of a discriminatory type of wlute lie more clearly. 
Suppose a country's government conceals its own aggressive intentions 
and actions under the cover of a public lie that the troops of the enemy 
had begun the fighting. This will be inescapably felt by those who 
know the truth as objectively unjust toward the soldiers of the other 
country, no matter how much tl~c lying officials had been motivated 
by love of their own. Likewise, tf some government agency · l lt'ng 

.1 f . . yte t 
to mob pressure declares a man gut ty o a cnme 1t knows h . 1 not 
committed, this will be generally held objectively unjust l(l\~ar1t~shim 
however strongly it may have been pro~pted by a true desire for the 
preservation of peace and orde~ on the stde of the government. Pilate 
at least washed his hands pubbcly when he surrendered J. tl 

d . d . 1 1 . esus to 1e 
mob, thus signifying that he 1 _not const( er m prisoner g .1 . . . I d . I. . UI ty. Yet the "objective" lOJUStlCe mvo ve m < tscnminatory 1 · 1" 
. Tl d . . 1 . . I w 11te 1es 
Is. not the chief point here. 1e ~clSl~e t Hng Is t lat such a lie and the 
discriminatory actions based on It Will not be considered " b­
jectively" J·ust unless it is at least true that the liar acte·l 1·n tclvc~ su t 

· ' 1 h' 1 u 1e mteres 
of what he truly believed to be t 1e tg 1er value. As soon as bystanders 
come to doubt the higher value of. the_ ulterior purpose, the action 
automatically loses the appearance of JUstice for them Thus . . nd 

. d . JUStiCe a truth always remain assoctate . 

5· Summary and Conclusions 

The postulate of "truth in justice" is so obvious that e have 

~een, the necessity of stating it explicitly and inquiring in;o ~:s ~rounds 
15 easily overlooked and actually has been overlooked b 1 early 
rel · · .' . d · . y t 1e tak~lVtsts. If attentton ~s rawn to It, the Interrelation is often mis-

. n for a logical reqmrement, a mere matter of definit" other-
Wise a ,, , Tl h IOn, or 
has k matter of course. ms t e ~ery obviousness of the postulate 

ept even great scholars from seemg that we are f d h e with sorneth · h. b ace er 
deed tng pe:uliar, some~ mg to e wondered at-nothing less, in-

, than a lmk, and as It seems even an unbreakable link between 
' 
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Is and Ought. Such a link, as we know, is never a logical necess"t . . . . 1 y, nor 
Is Its acceptance JUStified by operations of a merely logical nature. 
Breakable or not, any link between Is and Ought can be onl f 1 

t I . I Th . y actua ' 
no og1ca.. e Intertwining fact in this case is that apparently all 
human. bemgs do ~eel and think that way, that they are unable to feel 
and tlunk otherwise, even if they want to, or to imagine cone t 1 

l l. . II h ' re e y 
anc rca Istlca y, t at they could feel and think otherwise. 

We have seen that this wondrous fact, as all the wondrous thincrs 
of the world, can be theoretically explained in several ways eith~ 
divine or not, but that in trying to find the ultimate explana;ion w~ 
have to resort to mere speculations, scientifically speaking. In this re­
spect I need not repeat what was said at the end of Section r above 
nor anticipate the further reflections to be found in Chapter xm. Th~ 
important point here is that, while we may explain the fact in various 
ways, we cannot explain it away. The fact seems to remain. 

Our contention that this is so has been supported by a great deal of 
observational evidence. Nevertheless it remains, in scientific terms 
nothing better than an "inductive gener~liz~tion from o~served facts,'; 
that is, a hypothesis gained from mult1fanous observatiOns and, like 
any other scientific hypothesis, open to chall~nge 0~ the basis of con­
trary observations if any. What we are dealmg WI~h here is a ques­
tion of general factual anthropology.1 Put on a ~arttcularly significant 
track by the specific character of the hypothesis ~s . h~re developed, 
anthropologists may subject it to fur~her t~sts: This IS o-mdeed highly 
desirable. Yet the material already available IS ncb e-':out>h for us tenta­
tively to assume that the hypothesis will be essentially confirmed by 
whatever further tests may be applied. 

To conclude this chapter a few words may be added on the mean-
ing of the term truth as here used, lest I be acc~~ed of l evading that 
quasi-philosophical stand-by question asked byh a . w~u d-be philoso­
phers in such discussions: Pilate's question, W ~this ~uth? The an­
swer is that I have not used the concept of tr:.t 1 ~r~ m any abstract 
or metaphysical sense in which such philosod 1f.a e _a~e ml _ight be in 
order (Chapter I, Section s), but have been ea mg Wit t_lmgs much 
. 1 h 1 "th th common-sense meanmg f simpler t 1an t at, name y, WI e h 1 k h o truth 

and falsehood, of truthfulness and lying. W en now t at I spent my 
hilosophical anthropology Ou 

1 1 am speaking advisedly of factual rather than ~ I k"ng for an expl · . r psychologists 
. th I . d h . art Ul oo I anahon d , philosophers, and eo og1ans may o t e!r P d tuff here to put th . ' an the psy 

chologists and the theologians especially have goo . 5 of the factual h e~rh fingers on y -
f • fi · refut~t1on YPot es · · et the decisive concern or us IS con rm~t1on or IS, not its I . 
· h · 1 t"ve anyway. u tl-mate explanation, wh1c must remam specu a 1 



XI. TRUTH AND JUSTICE 

money on a spree and then say that it was stolen at home by the maid, 
this is untruthful (and therefore unjust), and it is inappropriate and 
irrelevant to interject the philosophical question here of what is Truth. 
The positive evidence for the validity of the factual hypothesis that 
all human beings feel the requiredncss of truth in justice may be in­
validated by tests with contradictory results; but it cannot be invali­
dated by the philosophical question of what is Truth. 

Nor is it likely that it will be invalidated by contradictory tests. The 
~act seems to prevail. There is that link between justice and truth, so 
It seems. Even if some exceptions should turn up, this would not neces­
sar~ly affect the sociological and political importance of the rule, much 
as It. would affect its anthropological character (sec above, Chapter x, 
Section 4). For, should there be no more than a few isolated exceptions, 
we could still rely in political theory on th.e presence of the link be­
~;een truth and justic.e in the. deepest f.eclm?s ~f the great majorit_Y 

~eople everywhere, IrrespectiVe of nauonahty, Ideology, or denomi­
nation. Yet it does not seem that there are any exceptions. The more 
assuredly can we base our scientific work in politics and jurisprudence 
on the existence of that link. 

Here then in the ocean of relativity, is an island where we c t ke 
fo T . . , k I h b an a ?t. his Island is no barren roc . t as een shown to have a fertile 
sod. Let us go to work and cultivate it, knowing what we d . 
and h h . 1 d arc omg 

. ow blessed we are to own t at IS an · A precious wre tl · sci . . . c h · . . a 1 awaitS 
ence If It will wage a candtd ng t agamst superstition against f t al 

erro d . 11 . 1' , ac u 
tru rs a~d poor thinking, an e~pe~ta y-agamst tcs. The triumph of 

th Wzll carry the triumph of JUSttce. 



CHAPTER XII 

IMPOSSIBILITY (LIMITED POSSIBILITY) 

I. Positive and Negative Necessity. 
Necessity and Freedom 

IN Plat_o·~ R~public, at a c~ucial po,i,nt _o_f t,l_1e argument about justice 
and lllJUStice, Socrates discusses utihty and "possibility" as two 
important aspects of any proposed reform of society. He speaks 
ironically of daydreamers who neglect to think about possibility 

when they advance what today \Ve would call "utopian" proposals. 
"Before they have discovered," Socrates says, "any means of ef­
fecting their wishes-. that is a matter wh_ich_ never troubles them-they 
would rather not tire themselves by tlunkmg about possibilities. but 
assuming that what they desire is already granted to them, they' pro­
ceed with their plan, and delight in detailing what they mean to do 
when their wish has come true .... " 1 

Nevertheless, Socrates postpones discussion of possibility when on 
the ground of obvious political utility, he voices the most utopia~ of 
his own proposals: eugenically selected women should be held in com­
mon by the guardians in his ideal state, and their children be reared 
in common without knowing their parents. Toward the end, Glaucon, 
who agrees on the utility of such an arr~n?~ment, reminds Socrates 
of the postponed examination of its possibihty. But Socrates refuses 
to take that up. We were searching after justice ~nd injustice, he says. 
Once we have discovered them, are we "to reqmre that the just man 
should in nothing fail of absolute justice;_ or . may we be satisfied 
with an approxi~ation, and the _attainment 1ll ~~Im of a higher degree 
of justice than IS to be found 11~ ~ther ~en· They agree _th~t ap-

OXI.1nation will be enoucrh. Their mtenuon was only to obtam Ideals 
pr · b I · d 1 " · 1 (paradeigmata). They did not look at t le I ea s WI~ 1 any view of 
showing that they could exist in fact," exactly as the patn_ter 1s not any 

b h e is unable to show that the perfectly Ideal man h worse ecause 1 e 
delineated could ever have existed. The a~tua must alw~ys fall short 

f tl truth. "Then," Socrates concludes, you must not Insist on my 
;rov~~g that the actual state will in every_ respect coincide with the 
ideal. If we are only able to discover how a cttyd~ay be governed nearly 
as we proposed you will admit that we have Iscovered the possibility 

I · T<JnR) Rk. 5, P· 458. 
1 Plato, R~:public (Jowett trans auon. 
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which you demand; and will be contented." 2 Agreeing on this, too, 
they promptly turn to the question of what slightest change would 
be necessary to bring the perfect constitution they have in mind into 
existence. There follows the famous section wherein Socrates recom~ 
mends, as such minimal amendment, vesting the philosopher with 
power by making him king. 

This story sets the theme for an inquiry into more than one prob~ 
lem. At first glance it might seem as if Socrates at the end denied what 
he had so strongly stressed in the beginning, that impossibility is a 
relevant objection to proposals of.action. But he did not disavow that. 
True, he emphasized that an "ideal" may be useful even when it cannot 
be fully attained. He still postulated, however, that some "approxi~ 
mation" at least must be possible. If it is impossible even to approxim:J.te 
the goal, or if approximation is not enough, then the objection of im~ 
possibility remains relevant. This obviously was the meaning of 
Socrates' words. What he said, therefore, was not inconsistent. But it 
W~s not enough. There is far more involved here than is tackled in 
this story. To bring out the significance of impossibility more fully is 
the purpose of the present c?apter.. . .. 

To begin with the obJ"ectwn of Impossibility may be raised · t 0 d"ff ' . . In w 
I erent contexts either as an obJeCtiOn to proposals or proJ· ect . PI , ' . s, as In 
ato s dialogue or as a defense agamst a moral reproach an I 

. , ' • a terna~ 
tive not mentioned there. These contexts are ess~ntially different as 
We shall sec. it is advisable, therefore, to deal wtth them sep ' 1 B f ' . · · aratc y. e ore we do so however, It IS appropnatc to cope with a m 
e 1 ' "bl ? ore gen~ ra question. What is impossi e ·. 
. Impossibility is negative neceSSity. If all events were necessar -be 
It on grounds of the flawless operatiOn of causality or because f y 

h . f 1. o meta~ 
P Ystcal predetermination-then our ee mg that we have som f 
d "II · e ree~ om of choice would be a sheer I uston. However strenuously 
P d d we may on er what to do and what not to o, and the value of alt . 
goals, our very pondering and its outcome would be mere linker?attlve 
ch . 1" h SIn t lC 
b atn of necessity. Even our fee mg t at we are able to chaos ld 
il~ua .necessity, for otherwise we waul~ .not have it; but it Wou~d ~~uan 
b Sion just the same. That I am wntmg this at this moment ld 
it\~a~ecessity in every detail, and also that you re~d it and what~~~ct 
S.bl Upon you if any In other words, everythmg would b . 
I e ' · I . e Impos~ 

hap except that which actual Y dtd happen, does happen .11 ~ ,mM 
1 lhid 

·• Pp. 4?l-?J. Italics added. 



1. NECESSITY AND FREEDOM 

If we reject this deterministic view then there lurks the · 
f I ' opposite 

extreme. I t 1ere be no complete necessity, is there any at all~ c 
"th · "fi · an we say, WI sc1ent1 c assurance, that anything is impossible except 

may?e, that which is logically inconsistent? Much that app;ared im~ 
posstble only yesterday no longer appears so today. Theoretical physics 
as we sa\v, has reached a stage where it is no longer declared i~pos~ 
sible that an unsupported stone will fly up rather than fall down b 
only h~gl_1ly improbable, _since the normal behavior is but the r~su~~ 
of stattsttcal laws regardmg the probable outcome of a tremendou 
number of infinitesimally small movements of huge numbers of small~ 
est bodies or waves. In macrocosmic history, too, events that had 
seemed impossible, such as the Nazi regime in Germany, became a 
formidable reality. Not/zing, then, may be impossible; anything may 
happen. 

Confronted with the first of these two extreme views-that necessity 
reigns absolute-Scientific Method answers that, although many event 
may be necessary and inevitable, it cannot be verified that all are. I~ 
the absence of such proof, as we saw in Chapters n, Section 1, and v 
Section 2, the scientist is permitted tentatively to accept the common: 
sense interpretation of reality that between positive and negative neces­
sities some freedom of choice is left human beings in what they think 
and do. 

As regards the other extreme-that nothing is impossible 3-the an­
swer of science is that even if that were true actual possibilities would 
still be more or less limited, and the limit~tion ~~Y. be so severe that 
for the purpose at hand it amounts to tmposs.tb~lity. I~ particular, 
scientific inquiry can often state that somethmg IS Imposstble "accord­
ing to the present state of our knowledge,". or, that it ~~nnot be 
achieved "with the type or the amount of exertl~:m th_e participants of 
the discussion have in mind, or that it is "~ogiCally tmpo_ssible." We 
shall meet with many illustrations of practically unquestiOnable im-

possibilities in the following sections. . . 1 d . 
The doctrine that impossibility sets a li_mtt to mora Utles as well 

. 1 onstltuted a sound kern 1 · h as to proposals of actiOn has a ways c U f 1 e 1n t e 
. . f N ture n ortunate y the old tdeas that there IS a Law o a · . summary 

rejection of the classical Natural-Law doctr~es coverehd up this solid 
cornerstone with everything else. It mu~t. t uneart ed and relaid 
Today we are only at the beginning. A fne dre~tatthement of the ide~ 

"b"l"t can be oun tn e w "t· that duty presupposes poss1 11 Y . . . n 1ngs of L. 
• J h S ~ lil1 11 d f II ·es "all propositions that assert unposstbt1ity" (Log. o n tuart .M ca e a act zc, p. Sis). 
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Nelson;' M. Schelcr,r.; and N. Hartmann.11 More recently. Felix S. 
Cohen in the United States 7 and W. D. Ross in Englaml s have em­
phasized this point. The Hungarian professor J. Moc)r devoted an il­
luminating article to natural limitations.ro But the v>holc significance 

of impossibility for the social sciences is far from being plumbed. 

2. Impossibility as an Objt:ction to Moral Rc·proachcs 

No one has a moral duty to do what he cannot do; or. to express 
the same thing in slightly diflerent terms, we cannot justly reproach 
someone for not doing what it is impossible for him to do. 

This seems self-evident. But v.:hy is it so? At first sight one might 
be inclined to answer it is "illogical" to say that someone ought to 
have done what he could not d_o. l~ut why shouhl it be illogical? 
Whether or not 1 can do somethulg 1s a question in the realm of Is. 
there is, as we have seen, no logical way of inferring from h 10 Ough; 
Wtt~out recourse to some broader prem1se 111 the Ought-form. A logi­
cal mference would, of course, he warrantn~ afte_r we hatl previously 
~efined the meaning of Ought so as to put mto tt some tlefinite rela­
tton to what Is. We may, for example, d:fine Ought, or Duty, so as to 
presuppose a choice between two alternatives of conduct that were both 
actually possible. Once we have done that, we can logically infer that 
where no such choice was open there was no duty. Rut why do 
have to define duty this way? We all feel a strong impulse to clefi w_e . . 1 f ne 1t 

so, I suppose. Where docs this 1mpu sc come rom? 
Plato's story reminds us that we often per_mit ourselves to use the 

n:odes of ought-to-be, or ought-to-do, regardmg the obviously impos­
stble also. There ought to _be eter~al youth. We ought never to sin. 
Plato, however, wisely restnctecl thts manner of speech to "itlcals." Un­
attainable ideals maY be valuable as goals towanl which to exert our-

' L~onard N I K . '!. d~r prak.tisch~n v~~rwn/t. Giitting~n I<Jio, p. 27" 
• M ~son, rtfl < · d~r Etluk. 1111d d' M · 1 · ax Schel~r, D~r Formalismrl! rn : d d ~~ ataza ~ IV att:thik.. op.cit (Ch 

VIJ, S~ction 5 b 1. end· n, z; JV, z, 3r ~ ·• pp. 24, 83, n. I, and 244) . aptcr 
• Nicolai H a ovc) J, E 'ccs (as cited chapter vu. Section '), ahovco} vol 1. • 
, F~lix S artmann, :t u sums and L~gal !deals (as cited Chapter .VI, p. 3_4· 

Pp. 
1 

• Coh~n, Etlucal S~ f ·g!zt 111rong. and d t . I • Section s. above:) 
" ~o fi.: ". c:v~r assertion o rt • . II y mvo vcs an assertion f ~~~n·a~~ cpal\i~b~l·a giv~n ~ct right,w;h;:~f::~,~~fi~::~~n~ ,:~ :u~~stsibl~d a1ct w::ich 

0

;s c;;; ;v~r;; 
lton °111 e alternatiV~· · · · ,., 1 an < utv rcq · h . 
of P:s:.b~\.non~thica\ concept which docs not seem to be purely formal, .namciUylrt~ t e add!-

• • 11ty." S 
1 

. . 26 2. e concept 
W D . ~~ a so rb1d .• P· h" 0 f I in th~ p avid Ross, Foundation of Et ICS, x on 1939· See also John Macmur " 

and c:rsonal Nexus" ·In R Anshen (ed.). Frudom, lts M~ani11g N y k ray, Freedom 
513 h . d d . . . ' ew or 19 

Which a ~n t c: relation b~tween free 0~ an pomlnlny (loss of freedom_., 4?• P~· 507 
sibility") ~al possibility is actually irnross1ble to realize ... th~ pres~nce of - _A Sltu_auon in • J M ·. an Impossible pos-

. oar "D 1 •• (r
935

) ' as Problem des Naturrec 1 ~'· Arrh11· fizr l<c< hts- tmd Sozialplt .1 . 
pp. 325 fl., 54J fl. Sec below, SectiOn 4· 

1 
osopluc, ,•ol. 28 
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2. OBJECTION 1·0 REPROACHES 

selves in an ~ffort to "approximate" them as far as is possible. But our 
mor~l duty m such cases only can be the striving, the exertion the 
posstbl~ approximation. Saying that it is our duty to do or acl;ieve 
sometlung while simultaneously stating that it cannot be done 

I · d . or 
ac ueve see1ns to Involve a strong contradiction. As we have just seen 
this is not a· contradiction in terms, unless we define the terms so a; 
to make it one. It is primarily a contradiction to a fact, namely, uni­
versal human experience of the difference that exists between freedom 
and necessity, between a situation where we can do or achieve a thing 
if we want to, and one where we cannot. It seems to be an invariant 
element in human thinking an? feeling, due to this universal experi­
ence, that a person cannot be JUstly reproached for failing to do or 
to achieve what is impossible. The very universality of this experience 
and of the reaction to it has caused a profound need for a term to 
describe an obligation that relates to a situation where ~ choice is open, 
or is thought to be so. If we had not the terms J?uty, or Thou Shalt, or 
You Ought To, for pointing to what a person IS expected to do when 
faced with a choice-situation, we would have to invent such terms. But 
we do have, and use, these words predominantly for such situations. 
When in vague speech we apply them to impossible achievements we 
either think of the duty toward the closest possible approximation, as 
in Plato's case; or we present a postulate to Go~,. to whom realization 
would be possible; or we merely state our opimon that the achieve­
ment, if it were possible, ought to be performed. If we. go beyond this 

d insist on its beincr our duty to reach an unattamable goal, we 
an o . f d"ff 
change the meaning of the term, using, m act, a I e:ent vocabulary. 
We cannot meaningfully conceive o~ ~ mora.l duty m the first and 
narrower sense to do or achieve what IS I~po~sible. . 

S 1 writers have hesitated to admit this. They have pomted to evera · · d 
the deep sense which may lie in the submis~I~~ to uty-c~nceptions 
independent of rational purposes and th~ possibility of reachmg them. 

Th M ax Weber referred to the moralimporta~ce that may be found 
us, bl T 

in the action of a soldier who, without any conceiva e mi Itary utility' 
blows himself up with his untenable redo.ubt rather than become a 

risoner or flee. Or of the extreme Buddhist who ~o~demns all pur­
posive acts.~ Professor W. M. Urban has ~ade a Similar point.2 But 
~uch illustrations do not establish a conclusive counterargument. If all 

. "JV t:rtfrt:ilu:it" dt:r soziologisc!Jt:n rmd okonomis 
1 Max Weber, D~ Sum der lmdte Aufsiitzt: zur WissensciJaftslt:hrt: T··cl~t:n Wissen-

scha/tt:n (I9I7), now Weber, Gt:san • ubmgen 1922, 

PP· 451, 467, 477• 49 2· . Problems of Value," fourna/ of Philosophy 1 • W. M. Urban, "Ontological • Vo • 14 (I 9 I 7) 
PP· 309, 3 I 5· 
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XII. /AII'OSS!BILITY 

purposes are condemned, as in the c1sc of the Buddhi:-t, the question 
of whether purposes can be achieved docs not arise. Even if they arc 
achievable, they arc deemed unworthy of pursuit. The only end ac­
cepted as worthwhile is that of abandoning all purposes. This end, 
which may be said to be in itself a purpose, can be approximated to 

a certain degree and even reached. The moral duty then, in this case 
as any other, is to reach or approximate an end which can be reached 
or approximated, or at least is conceived in these terms. No impos­
sibility is involved. Likewise, if the soldier thinks it his duty to die and 
"not to reason why," it is not imp~s:iblc for him to do so. His gov­
ernment, educating him in such a sp~nt, may well pur~uc a meaningful 
purpose, such as establishing a formidable force of resistance. Whether 
a~d t? what extent this goal may be attained by such means is open to 
scientific discussion. 

I Weber raised another objection. The c_ffo1 rt to r
1
cach the impossible, 

1e said, may have by-products of the I_ug_Icst cu tural value. This is 
undoubtedly true The effort may even m Itself attract our aliin· . 

· , Iratwn 
an_d love. In the second part ?f Go~the s Faust, the centaur Chiron 
bnngs Faust who wants a umon with Helena, long since 1 1 , l cceasn , to Manto daughter of Aesculapius, that she may cure him of l · 1 ' d U .. 1. , lis rna<. -ness. She answers {(Den lieb' ich, er 11mog rcnes begefzrt" . 1 . d , . d . ' I.e., un1 o I love who asks (demands, yearns, aspires, csires-the G. 

. . ) f th . "bl 3 erman term Includes all these meamngs or c Impossi c. Y ct tl1 t 1 · 1 
d a W HC 1, W~en. what is wanted cannot ?e ha ' may ?roducc cultu:ai values, ad-

miratiOn or love is the longmg, the stnvmg, the exertion d 1 ' ' h . . ' an t 1ey are not impossible One may hope to wrest t e Impossible t11· f 
· f h' k . . Ing rom God or from Destiny and there ore t m It meanmgful d 

, . , an even one's duty to carry on But that IS to say that he still believ . 1 . ' · . . . d fi . l . es m t 1e possibility. Once impossibility IS e nlte y established and ac d . 
h . . h. . cepte as sue by the parties to the argument, attammg t zs Impossibl d 

doing this impossible deed can no longer be conceived of ase en orl 
dUJ: a mora y. 

lmpossibilium nulla obligatio est is the classical Roman for I a· 
of th' . h h R mu a on Is 1dea.4 It is important to see t at t e oman doctrine d 
a ne f 1. . I 1 I expresse 

cessary, inevitable element o po ItiCa ' ega ' and ethical th' k" rather th f . . 1 m mg 
an an arbitrary statement o positive aw. Just as w expect d e cannot 

fo someone to do what he cannot o, we cannot seriously b" d 
rce hi f l d m or 
• Ill to do it. We may, o course, p e ge and eventually force 

Faust s 
• • c:cond p 

Justinian's n· art, Act 2, Scene 4· 
lg~st so.t7.t8s. 



3. OBJECTION TO PROPOSALS 

him to pay us damages, if he fails to achieve the desired effect. We 
may compel him to suffer a term in jail. Such impositions are not im­
~ossible for him to undertake or bear .. But moral duty, in the last analy­
sis, can never go ultra posse. For this reason, in fact, one's duty can 
never be, accurately speaking, to perform any act, or to effect any re­
sult, because impossibility may always intervene, but only to exert one­
self to perform an act or effect a result eventually, and to exert oneself 
to pay dam?ges and the li_ke.11 In _Richard Wagner's opera Rheingold 
Wotan remmds Loge of his promise to free Freia, only to receive this 
answer: 

With the greatest of care to consider how to attain it, 
That is what I have pledged. , 

Yet to find what never will happen nor ever succeed 
' How could that ever be pledged? 6 

This interpretation of an obligation's meaning is unassailable insofar 
as moral duty is concerned. Expectation may have been unduly aroused 
or fostered, however, or a guarantee of success given. Where this was 
the case, liability for damage or a penalty may be justly incurred, and 
no impossibility may interfere with their enfo~c~ment. 

Naturally, there may be differences of opmwn about what is and 
what is not possible. Then a reproach rna Y appear just to one person, 
and unjust to the other. For example, the command in a national 
emergency to work exceedingly long hour~ or with exc~edin~ly little 
food may be considered possible of exec~tlo_n. by the dicta tonal gov-

ment in power, but impossible by the mdividual worker. This may 
ern . . h th h. ke him a rebel for the cause of justice m cases w ere e Ierarchy 
rna . th t 
of values is not an issue, as both parties agree a extreme efforts 
should be made but also that the lives of the workers should be spared. 

3. Impossibility as an ObjectiotJ. to Political Proposals 

Impossibility does not limit onl~ moral duties. It ~urni~hes a re~evant 
objection to any proposal, intentiOn, plan or proJect, Irrespective of 

moral values. · f 
To start out with a fictitious illustratlon even more antastic than 

. f earliest papers, "System der Venr h f 
"I discussed this at length m one o my I und Verzug" (S ags a tung-

. 't" Vertragsver etzung Ystem of Co 
Unmi:iglichkeit der LeJstung, posl J:'e '" her vol. 53 (1908) pp. 21 - ntractual 
Liability-lmp?ssibi.l_ity, e~c.), f!.humn~; (T;:~~;~nstr~ngungsl~hr~). Y"· D. R~s:,o~o where. I ad­
vanced a detailed ExertiOn T eory d th same point wnh great f tmdatrons of 

· d h m r recently rna e e orce. Ethzcs, Oxfor 1939, as 0 e I . N w York 1904, pp. 82-83) 
0 My translation (see Jameson trans auon, c · 
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Plato's story but more graphic: a proposal to harness the moon to the 
earth in such a position that the United States would always have 
the benefit of a full moon can be countered with the relevant objection 
that it is impossible of execution. This involves no other value judg­
ment. We need not examine whether it is at all "desirable" always 
to have full moon since that might help an enemy in air attacks, or 
whether it would not be "unethical" to deprive other countries of their 
fair share in moonlight. Impossibility is relevant irrespective of such 
value questions. 

Why is this so? This time we need not search the human way of 
thinking and feeling for universal and invariant clements. The matter 
is far simpler here. The meani11g of any proposal, if seriously made, 
implies the meaning that the proposed action is possible. On the face 
of it, a proposal seems to be no proposition that can be true or false. 
Its meaning, however, implies one or several such propositions. For 
~~ample, the proposal that we ~lo a t~, achie~.e b implies the meaning 
zf we do a, then we shall achteve b, and we can do a"; either of 

these two propositions can be true_ or false. It would be self-contradic­
tory, therefore, to propose an acu?n and at the same time to admit 
that it cannot be done. This inconSIStency could be resolved only if the 
proposal was meant to reach some other end which actually could be 
reached through its pursuit, such as some possible ~pproximation of the 
goal, or some attainable by-products of the excrtwn, or some ulterior 
end, as when a traitor makes th<: proposal only in order to weaken 
the country through useless exertwn, or some Eulenspiegcl is merely 
out for fun. 

Glaucon therefore was quite in order when he reminded S t 
f ' ' f "bT ocraes 

o the postponed examination o posst 1 tty regarding the philosopher's 
~roposal that women and children should be held in common in the 
td~al state. Glaucon might well ha':'e gone further. He might have 
ratsed the question whether, even tf the proposal could be . d 
thr h S , . carne 

ough, it was possible to reac aerates ultenor purposes-th ·u t 
and a: . . A . 1 . e J s 
P . ~luctent state-in thls manner. nstot e, m the second bo k f h" 

O[zt S , . 0 0 IS 
angl~c;, severely criticized .aerates commumsm precisely from this 

. It Was impossible Anstotle wrote, to reach the most t" t good . ' If ffi . m portan 
w ' Whtch was to him the se -su Ciency of the state if all 

ere e . d h"ld , persons 
it qual. Moreover 1f women an c I ren were held in c 

Would b ' · d , . ammon, 
be th . e "impossible to aVOl mens supposmg certain persons to 

1 • etr real brothers and sons and fathers and mothers. f they 
Artstotle . . . . , or 

' Po[uzcs (Rackham translauon tn Loeb cd.) Bk. 2, p. 79· Italics add d f h . c: or c:mp asts. 



3. OBJECTION TO PROPOSALS 

would be found to form their belief about each other by the re­
semblances which occur between children and parents." Were that not 
the c~se, so mu~h the worse; co~r:nunity.of children then would imply 
the rzsk-that Is, would make It tmposstble. to exclude the eventuality 
(see belo'":')-of assaults on parents and of mcest. Even if communism 
were restricted to the economic sphere, it would be impossible to avoid 
a number of undesired psychological consequences. In raisino- the issue 
of possibility regarding the final goal, Aristotle spoke the legitimate 
language of science. 

The authority of. science to i~teq~ose its verdict "impossible" may 
not seem at first stght to promtse Important results. It is, alas, not 
impossible to arrest and detain innocent people, and to flog, torture, 
and execute them for no cause, or even to cook one's enemies and eat 
them. Proposals to do such things, therefore, cannot be combatted 
with the objection that they are impossible. Yet many other things of 
practical importance are impossible and cannot be made possible by 
either persuasion or force. There are, in fact, an infinite number of 
logical, physical, biological, psychological, and legal impossibilities.:! 
Science, in pointing them up, can objectively contribute to the selec­
tion of plans in which governments can properly engage. A few gen­
eral illustrations will be given hereafter, merely to illustrate the sur­
prisingly wide field of application. More con~re.te examples are exam­
ined in Sections 5 and 6. In going over these h.stmgs, the reader should 
keep in mind that their scientific significan~e.I~ to be f?und, not in an 
irrelevant play with the concept of imposstbthty, _but m the fact that 

h impossibilities can be stated without value Judgments and that 
sue · th f · they are relevant whether or not one destres e per ormance In ques-

tion. · 1 f 
It is impossible for people to work contmuous Y or twen~y-four 

h day or to work without food, or to work hard when Ill and 
ours a ' · · h" · 

d f d Many a slaveowner has chafed m vam at t IS Impossibility un er e . . d . d. d . . 
which no flogging could amend. There 1t was, an It 1 set hmns to 

human arbitrariness. . d d f . 
It is impossible to make all human bet~~s. goo an nendly all of 

the time, and to eradicate human corrupttbthty. On the other hand, it 

. I d legal impossibilities, but dd . 
~See Mo6r, op.cit., who omits psycholo~lca .a~l im ossibility would alwa a s so~IO!ogical 

and ethical ones. It. seems to me that a so~:o::c•cconve;scly. Legal impossibil~:ie~ave blolo~i~al, 
psychological, physical, or legal causes, b whenever the debate is dare exphcltly 
included here because of their practical importancell d "ethical" impossibil" . con ucted on the 

· 1 1 R arding so-ca e 1tles see s · basis of a parucular ega system. eg ' ectlon 4 , 
below. 



I MPOSSIRILITY 
Xll- · 

l . ical longings o£ all human be-
. . 11 xnctap lp £ 

is impossible to elunmate a h. k when fully awake, or to en orce a 
"bl t to t tn ings. It is imposst .e no . . . 

command not to thmk. . full equality. Even if cconomt_c con<.htlons 
It is impossible to cstabhs? l cannot (sec bclow)-1t would re-

I h1Ch t 1ey 1· . £ \1 . d. could be made equa -w. h · 1 and mental qua 1t1cs o a m 1-
. . hze P yslca £ h · 1· th · main 1mposstble to equa f h lth the length o t ctr tvcs, e1r 

h · t te o ea ' · · 1 th tl vidual persons, t etr s a f f ·1y life 111 whtc 1 cy grow up, 1e 
character, ilie atmosphe.re 0 ~rot umber, length of life, health, and 
happiness of meir maungs, t de_J:nl. ends the satisfaction they find in 

. h"ld en an WJ.r ' h . behavior of their c 1 r d"tions of personal appmess. 
ther con 1 · h f 11 · l 1· weir work, and many 0 . "ble to estabhs u racta equa tty, 

b . ly tm possl d. . . d" It may not e enure le make no tstmctlons accor mg to 
ff · here peop ·a: 1 b 1 · i.e., a state of a atrs w . . ly very duucu t; ut t 1ere Is no war-
h. 1 IS certain 1 b . "bl l d race To reach t ts goa . · and wil e 1mposs1 e, a ways an 

. . that It lS . 1 
rant for se1ence to say . . ot imposstble-at cast not everywhere 

. ular tt IS n 1 . b . everywhere. In parnc ' . b fore the aw courts, 111 usmess, em-
. 1 uahty e · -to establish rae1a eq d t. on including nonsegregauon. On the 

. d e uca 1 ' . 1 1" . h 1 ploymcnt, housmg an . stablish full raCia equa tty, wtt pcop e 
other hand, it is impossibl.e ltod~ tinctions in any respect, by legislation 

. aCia ts 
generally makmg n~ r "bl to dominate by laws the way human 

. . mpossi e "d 1 . l alone, because It IS I h . preferences, 1 ea s, Images, 1opes, and 
beings think and feel,. t eirble to do, education and example may be 

1 . 1 . IS una . fears. What egts auo~ h l ng run under favorable Circumstances; 
able to bring about m t \ 0ed equally impossible in scientific terms. 
this, at least, cannot b: dec ~~nee is able to pronounce with absolute 

As regards economtcs, ~~~ to establish full economic equality be­
certainty that it is impos~I el e world or even within a large nation, 

b . smtl 
tween all human en~g 5 that cannot be equalized-health, qual-
because the personal differe)~entail ever-changing differences in eco­
ity, family, etc. (see above.1 defeating any attempt to set up a valid 
nomic conditions, n:cessar~~ty even theoretically, and even more, to 
standard of economiC equ length of time. 

. . . . · over anY · · 1 mamtam 1t m pracuce f miracle-so to distnbute five oaves of 
It is impossible-short 0 a ch one receives an entire loaf. Stated 

bread among ten people thalt . ea1· mpossibility is at tl1e bottom of the . r h l d. t 115 m. s Ig t Y Ifferent ter~s. . ossible to supply goods to everyone 
sctence of e · . 1t 15 unp d · conomtcs · fewer goo s than wanted. But 1t may 
who want th h there are . s em w en th demand so as to correspond to the 
not be 1mpo "bl educe e 1 . · sst e to r . the goods on y at a pnce htgh enough 
supply, for example, by offenng 
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that all who want them at that price can get them, and low enough 
that all goods available will be wanted at that price; or by threatening 
those who purchase or own more than a certain amount with punish­
ment. 

It is impossible to have any two of the following at the same time 
within a large population: equality per capita, equality according to 
need, equality according to quantity of work, equality according to 
quality of work, equality of opportunity (see Chapters rv, Section 5, 
and vm, Section 2). 

While it is certainly not impossible to make economic conditions 
far more equal than they now are, it is impossible to do so without 
interfering in liberty. In other words, to the extent that economic 
equality can be established and maintained at all, it is impossible to 
have full economic liberty at the same time. 

It may not be impossible to have the United States Constitution 
amended in a desired direction within a number of years even where 
public opinion at the present moment is strongly opposed to the 
change; yet it is certainly impossible to effect the change within a few 
weeks, since the rules require a longer time for the procedure alone. 

Impossibility is the issue also whenever goals can be reached only 
in combination with some "undesired by-product," or means can be 
used only on condition of some sacrifice. If someone proposes that 
we pursue the goal A, it may be that ~~cording. to logical, physical, 
biological, psychological, or legal condttwns A Is necessarily linked 
with Band that, therefore, only A+ B, that is C, can be attained, not 
A alone, or at least, that the means, m, proposed for. attaining A, will 
never attain A alone, but only A + B. If th: pa~tles t? 0e conflict 
agree that B is undesired, we may speak of a~ tmplte~ evzl m the sense 
of an evil which it is impossible to evade m purs.mng an otherwise 
desired end. One cannot eat one's cake and have It too. One cannot 
live licentiously and remain young and fres?· . 

If the undesired by-product is not cer~am b~t h~ely t? occur one 
may speak of an implied risk as a subspeCies of tmphed _evtls. Here too 
impossibility is the issue, because whenever so~e ~ndes1red effect may 
materialize in the pursuit of a goal the quest.IOn 1s whether it is pos­
sible or impossible to preclude this concatenatiO~. 

The risk can be called a calculated risk _when lt has. been taken full 
into account in the choice between p~ss~ble alter~auves of action I~ 
the risk cannot be reduced to zero, tt 1s often Important to k · 
whether the remaining possibility cannot at least be limited. !h· now 

15 ques-
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tion turns research on probability into one on impossibility; for the 
problem then is whether it is possible or impossible to change, say, a 
fifty-fifty chance into one of sixty, ninety, or ninety-nine percent, or 
respectively the risk into one of only forty, ten, or one percent. 

In all such studies one must bear in mind that he who prefers A + B 
to non-A cannot be deterred from pursuing his goal by being reminded 
that B is certain or likely to enter. He will say: that is the price we 
pay. The fact that in war, even if victorious, many will be killed and 
mutilated, and great treasures of industry and art destroyed, may not 
disparage war for him who is prepared to accept these implied evils, 
and so in any other case. Science can, however, bring out the cost more 
exactly in advance and thereby inf1uence preferences and reactions. 

That implied evils offer a wide field for scientific research has al­
ways been recognized from antiquity to our time, as Aristotle's ob­
jection to the community of wives an~l childre~ sh~ws. I.n our century, 
Max Weber's papers have been p~rttcularly ~tch tn tim respect (see 
Chapter vr, above). Many other wnters, both tn Europe and America, 
have made statements to the same effect during the bst fifty ycars.s It 
has hardly become clear, however, that impossibility is a relevant ob­
jection to social actions and purposes irrespective of value judgments 
a.b~~t e~ds or means, and tha~ this fact. give~ the category of impos-
sibiltt~ Its unique significance m t~c soc~al sctcnccs. . 
.w~Ile abstaining from interpost~g ht~ own value JUdgments, the 

scientist may well find that evaluatiOns nghtly or wrongly applied b 
the people, or groups of people, may make it impossible to reach som~ 
goal pursued, or to reach it with. t~e mea.ns at hand, as illustrated by 
the resistance of the French nobihty agamst encroachments on their 
privileges before the Revolution,. or of Ar:nericans against the ban of 
alcoholic drinks, or against raoal equaltty in the South. In other 
words, value judgments may pl~y a causal role in making achieve­
~ents impossible (see next sectiOn, below, regarding ethical value 
JUdgments). 

That government should not attempt to achieve what cannot be 
d~n: (or to approximate what cannot be a~proximated) seems so 
0 .vt~us that these elaborate statements may appear more boring than 

Fc:hx Coh · c hen op cit p Theory of V en, op.cit., p. 121 ; Morns 0 • · ·• p. 421,.424; Ralph B. Perry, General 
in den Geir alru •. op.cit., pp. 6II • 638 ff.; Eduard Spran~c:r, Der Smn der Voratusetzungrlosigk,eit 
Valuatio .. terwzrsenrchaften (op.cit. chapter ~II, Sec~Jon 9) p. 18; John Dewey, "Theory of 
. n, Intern · l l d' of Umfied Sczence v 1 ff mson, "Th atzona Encyc opt: za . . • 0 • 2 • PP· 33 ·• 42; John Dick-
22: Max We La":' Behind the: Law," C~lumbza Law Revzew.' v~l. 29 (1929) pp. 285, 295, n. 
p. 353. crtheuner, "Some: Problems Jn the Theory of Ethics, Social Reu:arch, vol. 2 ( 1935) 
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important. Will not even the \Vorst government in ·its own interest 
avoid such stupid action? To be sure, it will try. Yet he would be 
~i~t.aken w.h.o on _that ground would overlook the import of impos­
stbthty. Polrtrcal lustory is a vast cemetery of plans and projects that 
were foredoomed to failure. Their success was impossible, at least with 
the means :rpplied in the effort. 

In two later sections (5 and 6) illustrations will be given for the 
importance of the category of impossibility in the debate on present-day 
political problems of the first magnitude. But as these details would 
interrupt the general course of our present argument I shall first pro­
ceed with the latter. 

4· Impossibility o1z the Borderli11e of Metaphysics 

The preceding section referred to impossibility in strictly scientific 
terms, stripped of any metaphysica~ e~ements. !t _i~, how~ver, rewarding 
and darifymg to pursue ideas of hmtted posstbthty a f1ttle further, up 
to the borderline of metaphysics, and even to venture some speculative 
glances beyond that line. 

(a) "ETHICAL IMPOSSIBILITY" 

As a matter of fact, almost every writer who has cared at all to deal 
with impossibilities in the hope of some gain for the social sciences 
has ended with metaphysical value judgments. The fine paper by 
Professor Mo6r, quoted at the end of Section 1, serves well to illustrate 
this point. 

Mo6r starts out from the fundamental difference between the 
Natural-Law conceptions of the old Aristotelian-Scholastic school and 
those entertained by the Continental school of .the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, the former resulting only m a few very broad 
principles, the latter deriving detailed ~odes ~r~m ~ature. He calls for 
a reversion to the earlier school, whtch _dts~~ngmshed b.etween the 
"flagrantly immoral" and the "merely unJUSt _law, denymg validity 
to the former only, while holding other laws latd dowr: ~y proper au­
thority to be valid even if unjust. Moor urges th~t. thts tdea, "which 
indeed means the denial of boundlessness to law-gtvmg power," ought 
to be salvaged and utilized for legal theory.1 

• 

This introduction, in itself competent_ly wntten and designating 
great legal problem, is entirely mislea~mg .as a pre~ace to what th a 
author actually did in his subsequent mqmry. For lt intimated tha~ 

1 Moor, op.cit., PP· 543. 545· See on this view above, Chapter vm, Section 4· 
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he intended to search for ba~ic <.:thical standards. Instead, however, 
he turned to the exposition of naturali~tic impossibilities such as dis­
cussed above, which do not yield ethical standards. But as though .he 
wished to make good on the expectation he had arou~ed, he finally In­

cluded among the various types of impossibility-physical, logical, etc. 
-:-a special category of "ethical" impossibility, which he tlt:fined as the 
vwiation of "those ethical laws the disregard of which makes the 
~~istcnce of society causally impossible." Therewith, however, the.tams 
Impossible" and "causal" arc made dependent on nonnaturalisuc fac­

tors, namely, the ethical type of society the observer has in mind. vVh~t 
the liberal may regard as destruction of society, the equalitarian w11l 
not so regard, and so from type to type. 

Moor tries to evade this relativistic complication. He thinks merely 
of that "ethical minimum," he assures us, without which human so­
ciety Would "commit suicide." With such restrictions, however, he 
~educes ethical impossibility to trifling importance, far from identify­
Ing the "flagrantly immoral" law of the Scholastics from which he 
had started. Indeed, he is led to question in an odd footnote whether 
that ethical minimum was violated even in Sodom and Gomorrha and 
to answer this question in the negative, because social life there was 
cap.able of sheer continuance.2 His illustration of an act amounting to 
~OCial suicide, and therefore invalid for ethical reasons, is a law order­
I~g the invariable extermination of all newborn children, a law not 
likely ever to be enacted. Even so, he is forced to spoil his naturalistic 
argurnent by interposing surreptitiously a metaphysical value judg­
rnent, narnely, that human society is a ?ositive value that ought to be 
Preserved in however rotten a state, an Idea Schopcnhauer would con­
tradict and somewhat at variance also with the cclibatarian laws of 
the Catholic Church and the doctrine of the Last Judgment. Einstein, 
for exarnple, would not have agreed that this opinion could be sup­
Ported by scientific reasons; for he wrote, as quoted in the Introduc­
~ry above, that "if someone approves, as a goal, the extirpation of the 
u~an race from the earth, one cannot refute such a viewpoint on ration 1 

a grounds." 
co Instead of intermingling metaphysical judgments that are either 
be~troversial or so narrow as. to h~ve ?o practical significance we had 
ad ~r keep the scientific basts (sczentza transmissibilis) pure and un­
tu ~Iterated here, concentrating strictly on the question of what ac-

.a Y can or cannot be done or achieved. This will lead us further 
Op·cit , 

·• p. 563, note 57· 
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not less far. For, as we saw in Section 3, in estimating actual possibilities 
science must take into account value judgments held by the people 
which frequent~y place serious obstacles in the path of governmental 
measures. In this context ethical ideas can play a significant role. For 
it may well be that it is impossible to achieve political goals--either 
at al~ or ~ith the means propo_sed-. on the ground that they are in 
confhct With deeply founded etlucalideas of the people. This may lead 
to genuine impossibility far earlier than at the point of Moor's "social 
suicid:." Bu~ then ~h~ _scientifically_ efle_cti_ve ~rgument against the pro­
posal IS the Impossibility of enforcmg It m view of ethical convictions 
actually held-whether rightly or wrongly-by the people, rather than 
the plan's unethical character as such.3 

The great question originally raised but not answered by Moor 
whether and when "validity" should be denied to governmental or: 
ders on the ground that they violate basic standards, is-as I tried to 
show in Chapter IV, Section 8-not really a scientific questio~, but a 
juridical one, and is solvable as such. 

The term "ethical impossibility" could be used with better scientific 
justification in another sense. We might call it ethically impossible 
to reproach a person for failing to do what he could not do, or to re­
gard a lie as a just basis for discriminatio_ns, or to call arbitrary shifts 
in standards "just," because these are actiOns that are universally felt 
to be unjust. But the ethical impossibility of justifying them is, of 
course, no guarantee that they will not be committed. 

(b) SELF-AVENGING LAWS OF CONDUCT 

Whenever science can point out that it is imp?ssib_le to reach a 
goal we are pursuing-to reach it at all, to re~ch It With ~e means 
and the knowledge at our disposal, or _to. reach .1t by the P_articular ac­
tion we are contemplating--or that it IS unpossible to avoid undesired 
consequences or risks, then science assumes th~ role of a grea~ warner. 
Its warnings may obtain an apparen~l~. ethical asJ?~ct at times, es-

. lly when they point to the poss1b1hty, probability, or certainty 
peCia · t hurt other "11 1 that the intended action, which is gomg 0 . s, WI a so hurt 
the actor himself. In such cases science seems to divulge "ethical laws," 

. . . . . f t because of a conflict of l . 
a Studies on impossibilities m law en orcemen F I" S Coh . eglslation w"th 

. b d See e g e IX • en, op Cit (Ch I 
public opinion have sometimes een ma e. York ·;931, pp. 422, 423; Kari apter VI) p. 
252" Morris Cohen, Reason and Nawre, New . Economt"c R . Llewellyn "Th • . . · " Amencan evu~w I • e 
Effect of Legal lnsutuuons o~. Econ~m~cs, f Effective Legal Action," In; vo ·. I 5 ( I9:zs) 
PP· 66s, 673; Roscoe Pound, The Limits ~ ernattonal lor~rnal 
of Ethics, vol. 27 (1917) PP· 150, 153, 163, 1 7· 
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and it may well be that it actually docs so. This has been contemplated 
from the beginnings of philosophy. Thus, Socrates is reported to have 
said, "But surely transgressors of the.: laws ordained by the gods pay 
a penalty that a man can in no \';isc escape, as some when they trans­
gress the laws ordained by man escape.: punishment, either by conceal­
ment or by violence.'' 1 The two illustrations here used by Socrates 
were ingratitude and incest, and in both c1ses he described the conse­
quences not by reference to the gods but in terms of physiological or 
psychological laws that make such transgressions unpleasant in their 
consequences. Likewise, in Plato's Republic, Socrates discoursed on 
the inevitable unhappiness that awaits a tyrant, whose relative un­
happiness he calculated as 729 times greatcr than that of a ruler who 
governs under the ideal constitution, applying a queer mysticism of 
numbers but a vcry plausible psychological analysis.~· 

As late as the end of the ninteenth century, the Scottish professor 
~an:es Lorimer (d~I8-IHCJo) published,~ _book_ on the principles of 
)Unspruc.lcnce "as uctermined by nature, 111 which he defined Natural 
Law as meaning just such sclf-avengi~g _law~, alt_hough he amply tres­
passed on grounc.ls far beyond this pnnCI~le 111 Ius actual performance. 

What science actually does, however, 111 all such cases is no more 
than to ascertain inevitable consequences of an act. To characterize an 
action as "unethical" because of the bad consequences it has for our­
selves is not justified scientifically unless we either define ethics merely 
as the art of avoiding unpleasant consequences for ourselves or see in 
the fact that the act has such consequences the operation of meta­
physical forces. The latter, of course, many of us do; but it is beyond 
science_ to ascertain the e:xisten_ce_ and operation of divine forces by 
some mtersubjectively transmissible manner of proof. Therefore 
science can do no more than point to th~ consequences. ' 

That we cannot safely infer from evils resulting for the actor that 
the act is ethically wrong is illustrated by the nurse who catches a 
de~dly disease in ministering to lep_ers, or by the martyr who incurs 
pa~n <_:>f death as a consequence of his refusal to do what is against his 
conscience 
1 Fo,~ ~es~ several reasons we will do well to avoid the term "ethical 
aws 1n this context and rather speak only of "implied evils," or even 

more d" . r f , neutrally of "undesire 1mp 1ca 1ons or consequences. Even 
G ~:~ophon, Memorabilia (Marchant translation, Loeb ed., I 923) 13k. IV, 4. 2I • 

e Jam~ Rep~blic, Bk. 9 (Jowett, P· 587). . . . 
Deterrnin Lonm~, The Institutes of Law: A TreatJu of t~e Prme~ples of Jurisprudence tu 

ed by Nature, Edinburgh, x87:z (:znd ed. x88o, especially pp. 4• 237). 
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so it is obvious that scientific research on "self-avenging laws of con­
duct" is apt to salvage some significant portion of the old Natural­
La"': id~~s; the unpleasant consequences are held up as a warning to 
the mdividual not to commit a self-destructive act.7 

An ex~reme form . of the idea that there are self-avenging laws of 
conduct IS the doctrme that every wrong action leads to unpleasant 
results for the author. This is what Goethe expressed in the "Song of 
the Old. One," D~nn alle BSc~u~d raclzt s_iclz auf Erden (all guilt 
aven~es Itself onuthis ea~th). Similarly, Lon~:r :vrot~ in his book just 
mentwned that every sm or folly we commit Is, m pnnciple, an act of 
self-destruction." 0 

In recent times, preachers and poets rather than philosophers and 
scientists have pursued this view. A great part of the literary work of 
the Swedish poet August Strindberg was impressively dedicated to its 
illustration. Taken literally, the proposition that all guilt is an act of 
self-destruction would yield a definition of guilt to the effect that 
"guilt is what avenges itself on earth," or at least in the negative 
(since some self-destructive actions, as those of t~e martyr, do not in­
volve guilt) that there is no guilt where there IS no self-destruction. 
This, however, would hardly do justice to the essential meaning of the 
thesis, which obviously is not intended to present a naturalistic defini­
tion of guilt but is based, rather, on the assumption that guilt is pri­
marily determined by metaphysical laws and that the bad conse­
quences for the author are merely an additional facto:. In other words, 
the proposition is meant to be synthetic, not analytic (see Chapter 1, 

Section 6). 
It is entirely legitimate for scientific research to regard such a proposi-

tion as a "working hypothesis." There are many indications of its 
validity, both in the lives of individuals (at least when thes~ lives are 
not accidentally shortened), and of groups. B~t any s~stema~Ic research 
through observation is confronted with formi~able difficulties, because 
the finer forms of self-avengement-such as mner restles~ness, physi­
cal or mental consequences concealed for shame, loss of hor~zon, vision­
less materialism-are not readily verifiable .frof!l the outstde. On the 
other hand, although there is certainly no sctenttfic proof yet and none 

d . . h . I f N rural Law ideas. See e g 0 
T This is the soun est pomt m t e rev1va o a Th . , , A '. · ·• oarry Jaff • 

"Comment on Oppenheimer in Defense of the 'Natural Law edsis, rnher~can Political Sc. a s 
. · 11 varrante metap ys1c 1 1ence 

Review, vol. 57 (1957) pp. 54 ff. But sc•enttf'ica Y un\ 3 premises sho ld 
be introduced, if at all, only hypothetically. u 

8 Wilhelm Meisurs Lt:hrjahre, Bk. 3, Ch. 13. 
8 Op.cit., p. 238. Italics added. 
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to be expected no conclusive counterevidence has been adl\uced either. 
Science, therefore, must kecp in mind the.: possibility th:n such a bw 
operates and should add any results of scicntifically controllcd observa­
tions to the intuitions of prcachers and poets. 

(C) NATURALISTIC HEDONIS:-.1 

I. · 1 N tent Hedonists have gone farther along natura 1sttc roal s. ot con 
to associate the morally evil with ensuing pain they have cqu::ttcd also 
the morally good with a surplus of plca~ure. Insofar as they have _re­
ferred to pleasure and pain of the acting s_u_bjcct aJH_I ~10~ of th_trd 
Parties, their doctrine amounts to the propositiOn that 1t ts 11nposS1bl~ 
to be good and yet (preponderantly) unhappy, or to be bad and yet 
(preponderantly) happy. . 

Socrates is reported to have voiced such hedonism-or r::tthcr eudat­
monism (this term allows bctter for joys more profound than ordinary 
pleasures)-as well as his belief in self-avenging laws of conduct. In 
t?is broader theory, too, he has had many followers down to modern 
times, not including Goethe here, however, who required Heaven to 
do justice to Margarete in his Faust. Jeremy Bentham gave the doctrine 
a new social meaning: it was not the happiness of the individual, it 
Was that of the greatest number that counted. John Stuart Mill, too, 
declared that happiness was the proper standard for political action 
(see above, Chapter v, Section 7). At the end of the nineteenth cen­
tury, however, under the impact of the idealistic objections from Kant 
to _Hegel, hedonism seemed_ to peter out, except in some branches of 
rehgious philosophy where It was carried on in an ill-defined relation 
to rewards and punishment in another world. 

In our own century, as ~entioned in Chapter vm, Section 9, Felix 
S. Cohen has tried to revtve secularized hedonism in a new form. 10 

True, he does not want to define "good" directly in terms of pleasure; 11 

that would make it impossible even to ask whether the good is always 
Pleasant. He prefers to hold good to be indefinable. But he adopts 
the view that nevertheless there can be identified naturalistic criteria 
"Which always attend "the good." In this sense he holds that a surplus 
~~~~easur.es over pains, _each taken i~ i_ts finest connotations and rami-

ttons, 1s an outstandmg charactenstic and necessary concomitant of 
lo 

11i~\\~ S. C?hen, Ethical S_yst~"!s and_L~galldea_ls, New York I933, pp. I6I, I72, I74· 
defin· . lne W1th Moore, Prtnc1p1a Etluca, Cambndgc I 903, p. I 6. Cohen rejects also Perry's 

ltlon · 
In terms of preferences. 
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the good. He offers this "absolutistic hedonism"-as he himself calls 
it-as an alternative to relativism. It is, he says, a doctrine "consistent 
with the writer's value judgments" and, although he admits that this 
"does not prove the truth of the theory," he thinks that "it is a sufficient 
ground for belief .... " 1 :.:! Lack of proof does not bother him becau 

1 · · · 1 , se 
to urn It IS t 1e very characteristic of science that its results are always 
uncertain and subject to empirical refutation, and because "the ultimate 
appeal of an ethical system is to the immediate obviousness of its in­
telligible conclusions." 13 

These are rather loose and ambiguous passages in an otherwise care­
fully written book. Personal "belief" of an intelligent scholar may at 
times prompt the discovery of a useful "working hypothesis." If meant 
as such, a refined form of eudaimonism must be admitted, and even 
welcomed, to science. Thus far, there can be no quarrel with Felix 
Cohen's views. But personal belief is no scientific proof. Cohen ex­
plicitly states that the alternative between relativism and absolutistic 
hedonism is scientifically insoluble.u This equation is misleading. We 
must keep in mind that Scientific Value Relativism does not contend 
that all values are relative-there is surely no scientific proof for that 
-but merely that the absolute validity of values is beyond scientific 
proof. This is admitted by Cohen, so. that v:e ~ere able to state in 
Chapter VI that he himself actually IS a SCientific Value Relativist, 
though malgre lui. But he is wrong when _he equates th~ l.ack of scien­
tific proof for value judgments, such as his ow.n ~edomst_I~ ones, with 
the lack of full proof that is the general calamity I.n empincal science. 
These defects are, as discussed in Chapters ~u, Secti~ns 4 an? 7, and v, 
Section 2 , on quite different levels regardmg ~he .mtersu~Jective ele-

t Transmissible proof can be presented With mtersubJective ade-
men. · · 1 

for example in support of the propositiOn t lat men cannot live quacy, ' · . 
d k Without eating and sleeping But there IS no such mtersub-an war · . f h . 

· t. e proof or immediate obviousness m support 0 t e thests that 
JeC IV 1 If h 
the good ones enjoy a naturalistic surplus of P easure. t ere were, 

everyone would b~ good. . . . 11 r " 
The most plausible form of "eudaimomsttc para e Ism -as we may 

12 Ibid., P· I 88. 
Ja Ibid., PP· II7, 125, _I86.' 214. . " I sion is not a pleasant one B 
"Ibid., p. 227· He shps mto saymg: The con~ us " This, according to h. ut_ the stories 

philosophy tells do ?ot always have ha?PY ending tiy good, as it is a criter~donlsrn, Would 
be identical with saymg that the theory IS not mora lon of the good 

to be pleasant. 
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call it, in the sense of a necessary coincidence between being good and 
happy-seems to me Max Scheler's version, foreshadowed by Plato.111 

Scheler assumes that there arc several layers or levels of feeling, each of 
a different "depth." At the most superficial level there arc sensual feel­
ings of a local character. Then there follow general feelings of the 
body (static) and of life (functionaL active). Next, there arc what he 
calls "soul" feelings, i.e., feelings of the Ego, the I. And, finally, at the 
deepest layer, there arc thc "purdy spiritual fcelings," or personality 
feelings. Only fcclings of the first layer, and to a lesser extent, those of 
the second, can be rcachcd intcntionally. Feelings of the fourth, the 
deepest, layer arc ncvcr thc product of intentional endeavors di­
rected toward their acquisition; they present themselves as the by­
product, accompaniment, or aftermath, of worthy acts, and in their 
turn are the source of moral acts. 

The decisive point in Scheler's theory is that different layers may 
be affected differently by the samc cvcnt at the same time; for exam­
ple, a person may fcd a scnsual pain and at the same time a positive 
happiness at the deepcst b.ycr of feeling, such as a mother feels who 
succeeds in saving hcr child from a fire whilc she suffers burns and 
bruises. 

I, for one, "hope" and, to a ccrtain cxtent, even "believe" that there is 
~orne endaimonistic parallelism. B~t docs it go so far as to make it 
tmpossible for the good ones ~o fall I~t? deepest grief? History has wit­
ne~s~d many atrocious cruclucs maliciously ~pplicd to or accidentally 
stnkmg individuals who finally bro~c down 111 utter torment although, 
to all outward appcaranccs,. they chd n_ot dcscrve such a fate on the 
ground of any particular failure_ of _theirs. Confronted with these ob­
servations it would be rash for sCientific conviction to take the universal 
and automatic rule of eudaimonistic justice for: granted. One may think 
it obvious with Kant that there ought to be such compensatory justice. 
But_ one can hardly contend that the fact~ o~viously conform to this 
des1re. Close observation rnay offer many mdtcations-as my personal 
observation indeed tends to confirm-that, with an almost faultless 
regularity, not only does guilt avenge itself on this earth in some way 
~r other in the long run, if there be a long run, but as well that inner 
al~nce at the deepest layer helps a person in overcoming even very 

senou · "11 f 1 1 b s tnals. But one rnay stl ee t 1at, eyond these two important 
115 

pare~~t!cheler, op.cit. (Chapter VII, s~ction s) ':· 8 and 9 b (Jrd ed., PP· 344· 36I ff.). Com­
that should R~public, Bk. 9· Scheler reJects the Idea that happiness as such is a worthy goal 

be striven for and could be reached by such direct efforts. 
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elements, eudaimonistic parallelism is far from obvious, nay that, if 
not the wish but the facts are observed obviousness can be said to be 
rather on the opposite side. This hostile 'evidence may be only apparent 
-1 do "hope" it is. At any rate it need not constitute a final barrier 
for the believer. But the scholar has to take stock of it. 

Moreover, there is no intersubjective standard of measurement where­
with to verify a perfect eudaimonistic parallelism. The obvious psy­
chological relation which can be easily stated to exist between subjective 
self-contentedness and subjective happiness proves nothing for our case, 
because self-contentedness may rest on self-complacency as well as on 
real goodness, just as its opposite, contrition, may not necessarily rest 
on real badness, but be caused by oversensitiveness of conscience. 

Thus we find ourselves moving toward the borderline of metaphysics 
with only limited possibilities of scientific verification. But all potential­
ities for more intensive research have hardly been exhausted yet. What­
ever contributions have been forthcoming are scattered and sporadic, 
with no attempt at anything resembling unified effort and systematic 
reporting. Political science should watch such attempts and contribute 
to them wherever possible. The results may rarely provide a direct an­
swer for political issues. But the disclosure of interrelations between 
goodness and happiness, and between badness and u_nhappiness, has 
a great educational bearing; it may influence ~~e way m which people 
learn to pursue happiness-an eminently pohtlcal factor. 

5· Impossibility in the Argumetzt betweetl 
Democracy and Totalitarianism 

A. Genuine Impossibilities in Totalitarian Regimes 

In the Great Debate between democracy ~nd totalitarianism refer­
ences to alleged impossibilities have been widely used by both sides 

· h t much ado about theory. Just as it is the task of science to refute Wit OU • h . . 
hon allegations of this kind, and therewit to po~nt ~o htdden pos-

~biliJes (see next section), so it is to d~sclo~e gen';11?~ _Impo~sibilities. 
In the present section several such gen~me I~possibihttes Wtll be dis­
cussed regarding transition to a dictatonal regtme from freer forms of 
government. It is not yet the issue here "":he~her a cha~g~-over from one 

· th f m capitalism to soctahsm · . soCial system to ano er, e.g., ro . . , Is posstble 
without dictatorship-that will be exa~med m ~he next section-b 
merely what kind of impossibilitie~ are mv?lved m any grant of diet~~ 
torial powers, especially total ones, trrespectlve of whether the intended 
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policy be communist, fascist, or of any other type. Thc only aspect ~~re 
considered, it should be kept in mind, is the impact of impossib!ltty. 
Other questions might be raised, but this one is basic. 

Let it be first understood in its full gravity that it is not impossible, 
regrettable as that may be, for a democracy to break down. Democra~ic 
Athens, democratic Germany, democratic Italy, democratic Austna, 
democratic Spain did break down. Likewise, it is not impossible, re­
pugnant though it be to admit it, that authoritarian methods at critical 
junctures may be able to tide a nation over a period of trouble while 
insistence on democratic procedures would result in catastrophe. 1 Next, 
if a country is about to surrender all power to one man, it is not impos­
sible-unlikely though it may be-that the man who obtains all the 
power has high moral and intdlectual qualities, or as we shall call it 
here more briefly, is both "good" and "wise." 

Yet several other things are impossible in such a change of regime, 
~n? these impossibilities go to the core of the political problem. While 
It _Is, as we have just stated, not entirely impossible that a man who 
Wields total power is both good and wise, it is impossiblc-

(i) To ensure that the particular person emerging in the dictatorial 
role actually will be a man both good and wise. 

(ii) To ensure that, if he is so in the beginning, he will continue 
to be so later on-he may turn ~nsane, senile, or corrupt, or 
become the puppet of corr~pt Wirepullers; for even if power 
should not always corrupt~ It ~ften does, and it is certainly im­
possible to guarantee that It Will not do so. 

(iii) To ensure that his successors also will be good and wise· be­
nevolent dictators, from Pisistratus onward, and long bdfore 
him, often had particularly cruel or stupid successors. 

!f this were all it would be bad enough in view of the tremendous 
~Ischief which a dictator who is either immoral or unintelligent or 
yoth can cause for country ~nd _reople, and for other nations as well. 
clet ~he Worst impossibility.~~ still to com_e. Once all legal powers, in-

udmg command of the rothtary and pohce forces, of the bureaucracy 
1 See th · M · · · " · 

'fh e section on "UndemocratiC aJonttes Ill my article "Democ h II 
eory" s . 6) h . racy-c a enge to 

during' th octal R~search, vol. 13 (194 p. 195; t e discussion of the situation in Germany 
Brach c Year of 1932 in my Pr.dttd~ to Stl~nc~. New York 1944 d . n· . 

er, Di~ A fl.. · R p bl"!. s • an m Karl 1etnch tny rc . 1< osung dcr W~1mara ~ tt 1 \, tuttgart 1955, especially . 
schaft ~:ewz of the latter book, "Die Auflosung der Wcimarcr Republik und d" PP·I.5.29h-73w4'. and 

' ~lise/; ·1 1 ·· . · N F 1 1 ( le po 1t1sc e ISsc:n. Went t h trt t ur Polmk, eue o ge, vo . 2 1955) pp. 292-JoB 'fh h 
the sp ~ t e publisher before the birth of de Gaulle's (non-total) dicta to · "1 ~ present c apt:r 

flng of 8 h d h na reg1me in France: 10 195 ; it has not been c angc t crcaftcr, as there was no re f . 
ason or alterauons. 
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and of law~ivin~, I:a~e been surrendered to a totalitarian dictator with­
out reservatiOns, It zs zmpossible-

(iv) To get rid of him without his own consent short of a viol t 
revolt or revolution which, as the entire machine of the te~ 
and all legal powers are_ in his hands, has to be fought ag:i~s~ 
tremendous odd~, exposmg the rebels and their families to the 
cruelest suppressive measures. 

The decisive point in our present context is that these four sc· "fi 
b . . f . "b"l" l"d . Ienu c o JeCti~ns o Impossi I tty are va ~ Irrespective of the scientist's own 

value JUdgments. For the value JUdgments here employed-such as 
unwise, mean, dreadful, cruel-are meant not as those of the scient" t 
but of the people, including persons who originally had approved t~e 
investment of total power in the dictator, or ':ho theoretically recom­
mend such a change in government. The question here, in other words 
is not whether the effects are undesirable, but wh_eth~r they are actuall; 
undesired; this is a question of fact, not of the scientist's personal value 
judgment. 

Unwise and mean persons may wield power.und~r democratic gov­
ernments also. But there the power they hold IS neither total in char­
acter nor unlimited in time. It is legally and actually limited in scope 
in intensity, and in duration. There is division of powers. There ar~ 
checks and balances. Periodic free elections give the people a chance 
to get rid of "unwise" and "mean" legislators and executives; they 
need not resort to violent revolution for that purpose. 

It is incredible how often the elemental importance of the impossibil­
ities inherent in the grant of total powers is overlooked in political as 
well as in scientific discussions. The argument always tends to swerve 
toward other points of greater emotional_ b_earing, points that may in­
deed be very important too, but whose vah~Ity_depends on controversial 
value judgments. Ever again, in the worlds history, have people called 

· f e one who was good and · · for a strong man-meantng, o cours ' . . Wtse 1n 
. ·th ut constdenng those fou · thetr own sense of the terms-W1 ° . r lmpos-

"b"l" . I "f h . d" "dual nation has to go through th h ll s1 1 1t1es. t seems as 1 eac tn 1v1 B .. h d"d . h e e 
. 1 s the nus 1 m t e se of personal expenence separate y, a d . h h venteenth 

nth an e1g teent and th G 
century, the French in the seventee 1 f th t' . e ermans 
in the twentieth, before they learn the esson ° e our Impossibilities 
-if they ever do learn them. d . 

Nine years after World War II, there ~pP~:re . 1~ Germany an el 
oquently and intelligently written book, 1g Y cnttcal of democracy~ 
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by an author whose record had bccn ncither fascist nor communist.:! 
Widely read and acclaimcd, thc book's main point of attack was th_e 
lack of stability to which thc foreign policy of democratic nations ts 
exposed because of its dcpendcnce on the vacillating moods of tl_1e 
people. This criticism is certainly not quite without foundation; it wtll 
be discussed along with other dil1icultie.~ of long-range planning in 
democracies at its proper place (Part Five). But the remarkable fa~t 
Was that the author devotnl no more than a few pages :tt the end of Ius 
book to the crucial question of an appropriatt: altcrnati\·e to democracy 
and there briefly suggested a form of govnnment like that of present­
day Portugal with a man of thc character and tht: abilities of Dr. fAn­
t~nio de Oliveiro J Salazar as a dictator, generously adding that Dr. Hcin­
nch Bruning, ex-chancellor of the \Veimar Republic, would be a similar 
type of man. Not a single word was devoted to the four impossibilities, 
not even to the first one: how could it be ensured that the dictatorial 
powers would fall into the hamls of a Salazar or a Briining, and not of a 
Bitler, Mussolini, or Stalin? The fact that Socratcs, too, in Plato's Re­
Pu~lic, failed to put this question whcn he recommcnded making "the'' 
Philosopher the king, is no excuse for prescnt-day writcrs when they 
continue to ignore or evade it aftcr more than two thousand ycars of his­
torical experience. 

If the improbable but not entirely impossibk thing should actually 
happen that a dictator proves to be that rare bird, a man with total 
P0 Wers who is both good and wise, and that he remains such, and his 
s~ccessors too, then there is a fifth impossibility of tremendous sig-
11lficance. It is impossible for one man, or a few of them, at the head 
of a large country, however good and wise he or they may be-

(v) To watch personally over the welfare of many millions of in-
dividuals . 

. \\}'his is a physical imposs~bility t_hat can be stated by social scientists 
rntth the same exactness ~I~h. whiCh natu:al scientists proclaim their 
th ost certain laws. In fact, It IS Itself but a biOlogical, i.e., natural law in 

e strictest sense of that term. Not even the strongest man can work 
:ore than a limited number of hours every day and every week watch 
otre than a limited number of persons individually, check the' doings 
lirn~~e than a limited num?:r of subordinates, have more than a 
With e number of personal vlSlt~rs and of penetrating conversations 

• w· ~ch of them, read and wnte more than a limited number of 
lllfrted M · l S · h h · · artmi Das Ende a1 er 1c er ezt, eme Kritik des Westens S 

' ' tuttgart I9S4• 
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lette~s, reports, or decrees. Even Caesar, who won fame for his ability 
to dtctate a great. n~mber of letters simultaneously, could not dictate 
a hundred or a mtllton, or read them, at the same time. 

Every_ e~ecu~;e, in other words, as a human being necessarily has 
only a limited span of control" A dictator who is to rule a d · f . . · mo ern 
natiOn o a hundred mtllton people or more, therefore needs th d 

·1r f · ' ousan s or m1 tons o captams and lieutenants who cannot all be supposed t b 
good and wise even if he is. These underlings-unless controlledo b; 
freedom of speech and of the press, and by independent courts or th · 

· 1 · · th · etr eqmva ent-may commit m etr own areas (which may be concentr _ 
tion camps) barbaric acts, which the potentially good and wise maa 
at the top might condemn if lze learns of them. but which may neve~ 
come to his knowledge. This fact has led to disastrous consequences 
even under well-intentioned dictators, as can be amply documented 
from the times of the Egyptian phara_ohs and Roman emperors down 
to the present. In this respect it hardly makes a difference whether or 
not the dictator himself is a morally decent man. 

Under Hitler, so it is reported, a woman came to the prison where her 
husband, having served his judicially fixed term, was about to be released 
only to witness that he was being taken over by the Secret Police, wh~ 
took him to an unidentified concentration camp. She wrote a letter of 
complaint to Hitler, whereupon she received a warning from the Secret 
Police, which had intercepted the letter, that s~e too _would be taken 
to a concentration camp if she should dare to w~Ite aga~n to the Fuhrer. 

In the Soviet Union, according to the officzal version ~£ the story 
revealed in the purge trials of 1938, Henrich Yagoda, ~hie£ of Police 
and one of the highest Soviet officers, confessed to havmg committed, 
behind Stalin's back, the most abominable acts o~ murder, including 
the assassination of the great poet, Maxim Gorki. Y ~goda ~onfessed 
that, in order to kill Gorki, he had summoned the la~ter s physician and 
ordered him to prescribe to the poet, who _was suffenng of tuberculosis, 

" " that was sure to lead to his qmck death. Y agoda terrorized 
a cure d h" · 
the unwilling doctor into submission and threatene Im With reprisals 
against himself and his family if he should try to appeal to Stalin.3 It 
has been suggested that the official story was untrue and .that actually 
Yagoda's confessions had been extorted by ~e pros:cuuon. yet this 
alternative would make no better c~se for dtct~~rshtp. . 

Again in January 1953 it was oflictally statedh the Sovtet press that 
' h t cut s ort th li a terrorist group of doctors had soug t 0 e ves of several 

8 New York Times, March 6, 9, and ro, 1938 
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leading personages through "sabotage medical treatment." Three 
months later, on April 4, the Soviet press announced that the accusa­
tion had been false and that the physicians were being rdeased. The 
case against them was said to have been fabricated in the Ministry of 
State Security. Like Yagoda, his successor Lavrenti Bcria was cxecut~d. 

The new Stalin biography in the fortieth volume of the offic~al 
Great Soviet Encyclopedia (r95R) blames Yezhov, Yagoda, and Bena, 
the three leaders of the secret police under Stalin, for many other crimes 
against innocent people. It describes them as "sworn enemies of tl~e 
people and the party," and says that they "wormed their way into his 
[Stalin's) confidence" and "slandered and executed many honest people 
who were faithful to the party" (New Yor!( Times, February 23, 1958, 
P· 9). The biography bitterly attacks those who contmd that such events 
ar~ an inevitable part of the Soviet system. But this is not the decisive 
P0 Int. Events like these may not be entirely "inevitable," even under a 
government of the Soviet type; it is not "impossible" that for a while 
they will not be repeated. Hut it is impossible to ensure that they will 
~ot happen again, or to provide remedies against this danger, without 
Introducing constitutional guarantees that arc alien to the Soviet system. 

The difficulty of keeping top leaders informed merely "through chan­
~els" of arbitrary cruelties committed by their subordinates exists even 
111 democracies whenever freedom of speech and control by independent 
~0Urts arc curtailed, as for exam~le during military service, especially 
111 Wartime or in occupied countnes. Complaints through channels are 
not sure to reach the leaders when the underlings themselves are in­
volved. Instances have been reported where letters of complaint written 
by American soldiers in the Far East to the War Department and ad­
dressed as legally required through official channels "were never for­
w~rded and the senders were threatened with punitive measures." 4 If 
this c~n happen in the world'~ most liberal army-though only for the 
duration of the military service, and even there occasionally exposed 
to PUblic criticism by free press, as the report shows-what are the 
chances that complaints will reach the potential saint at the head of a 
totalitarian regime? What are the chances that people in conquered 
and o · · b · h · · n 1 ccupted countnes can nng t etr complamts up through chan-
des.? Stalin knew what the Germans had done in the Soviet Union 
r;Ing the war, but did he kn~w equally well what wholesale plunder, 
eve~' t and murder Soviet ~oldters later committed in Germany? Did 

, he commanding Sovtet generals know the full story? Even in the 
lianson W y· 

. Baldwin, New York 1mcs, January 20, 1946. 
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Western zones of occupation, could the commanding generals and their 
civil governments at home know what was done by members of their 
occupation armies? Occupation is supposed to be a transient state of 
affairs. In t~tal~tarian governments, however, such situations last as long 
as the totahtanan system is preserved. 

No other remedy has ever been invented for these implied evils and 
risks of dictatorships than those which historically developed under the 
impact of bitter experiences and untold sufferings: constitutional limita­
tions of autocratic power; the institution of law courts that are inde­
pendent of the executive power; f~eedom of speech and of complaint; 
freedom of the press; and the wnt of habeas corpus or its equivalent 
in cases of detention. 

The interrelation between totalitarianism and persecution pomts 
to another impossibility. It is impossible-

(vi) To carry through a totalitarian regime without persecution. 

Totalitarianism tolerates no opposition, and without persecution 
people cannot be kept from expressing opposition. It is dubious whether 
totalitarian dictators, after a long reign of terror, can liberalize their 
regime, even if they should like to, without destroying themselves and 
their most resolute supporters. As Professor Schumpeter put it: "For 
the really terrible point about the Stalin regime is not what it did to 
millions of victims but the fact that it had to do it~~ it wis~ed to survive. 
In other words, those principles and that p~ac_uce _are mseparable." u 

Two questions, however, must here _be d1stmgm~hed. The one is 
hether it is possible for a totalitarian d1ctator and h1s henchmen per­

:nally to survive the regime's liberalization; th~ other, whether the 
· as such can survive. The first type of survival may be possible. 

regime ·n· f 1 "f . 
To be sure, the pent-up resentment of nu 10~s 0 peop _e, 1 g1ven any 

h to express itself is likely to turn agamst the dictator and his 
c ance ' . · h · "fi · 

d . 1 upporters But it cannot be sa1d w1t sclentl c certatnty that 
ra lCa S • }" h lution of 1688 h b 
personal survival is impossible. The Eng 1s re~o bl as een 
rightly considered the more glorious becau_se lt wasr~nl oody; the ty-

t nd his faithful survived. It may be highly ~n 1. e Y that such an 
ran a d f totahtanan p · 
unbloody change-over may be rna e rom . ~act1ces that 
were many times harsher than those of the Stuart kmgs. Httler and his 

. . . 1. and Democracy, London 1943 6 
"Joseph Schumpeter, Capaalzsm, Socza z~m,. d z K Brzezinski T 'l. p .. 3 2., n. Io 

· · 1 s 1 c 1 J F 1ednch an · · ' ota ltarza D · · Italics in the ongma . ee a so, ar . r . lly PP 2.88 ff and n zctator-b "d M 956 especla . ., my rev· 
ship and At~tocracy, Cam n ge, ass., .1 b 'k is particularly good on changes · lew, _Social 
Research, vol. 24 (I 957) PP· 482.-86. This 00 In totahtarian 

ideologies. 
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chief executioners could hardly ha\'C..: escaped their fate had a popular 
upsurge succeeded. But it cannot be definitely said in general terms that 
a peaceful change is quite impossible. 

The second question, however, can be answered in the negative with­
out any reservations. For it is logically impossible that totalitarianism 
survives when it is being abolished. \Vhat then survives is no longer 
totalitarianism. Dictators endowed with total powers have, of course, 
always the theoretical possibility of introducing constitutional guaran­
tees of freedom; but when they do so and survive personally, their re­
gime ceases to be totalitarian, moving toward constitutionally limited, 
democratic government . 
. In concluding, it should be made clear that this list of impossibilities 
1s not meant to be exhaustive, not even with regard to Jictatorial re­
gimes. Certain impossibilities arc inherent also in nontotalitarian types 
of_ government, including democracies.~: They will be discusseJ system­
atically in the chapters devoted specifically to the various forms of gov­
ernment (val. 2 ). It will appear that they arc o( a diilerent kind and 
magnitude. Nor arc all thosc alleged impossibilities that have been 
ascribed to democracy really such, as we shall sec presently. 

G. Democracy and Totalitarianism (Continued) 

B. Alleged, But Quest~onabl~ Impossibilities in 
Dcroocrauc Reg1mes 

~o_ntentions of impossibility sor:neti.mes co~s~itute the v_ery core of a 
~ol~t1_cal theory, whose entire se1~nttfic. v~~101~y then h1_nges. on the 

ahdny of that allegation. If the unpossll)lhty ls mcn:ly unagmary or 
at least questionable that overthrows the theory, or puts its conclusive­
ness in doubt. The' more important it is for science to cxamme such 
contentions . 

. In the fight of communism against democracy imaginary and ques­
t~onable impossibilities have played a particularly great role and con-
hnu h" · e ~o do so. The extent to which t 1s 1s true is so remarkable that 
~xt~~SlVe documentation is in orde~. In _the following quotations the 

0 eclslV: Words expressing impossibihty w1ll be freely italicized to show 
ur POlfit. 

•s 
sibi\i~; ~~soDFrancis Coker, Recent Po/IIlcal Thought, New York I'J34. pp. 328 ff., on "lmpos· 

crnocr Wl'tll pareto, M1chcls, and Spengler. 
acy," dealing 



6. IN DEMOCRACIES 

(a) I:MPOSSIBILITY OF HALTING THE WORKERS' IMPOVERISHMENT WITHOUT 

VIOLENT REVOLUTION 

It began with the beginning-the Communist Manifesto by Marx 
and Engels of February r848. There it was argued that "the proletariat, 
the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself 
up, wit~out the whole superincumbent strata of official society being 
sprung mto the air." This was followed by the contention that the 
modern laborer "instead of rising with the progress of industry, sinks 
deeper and deeper below the conditions of existence of his own class. 
He becomes a pauper .... "This thesis was strongly accentuated by the 
final statement that in a revolution "the proletarians have nothino- to b 

lose but their chains." 
This amounted to saying that it was impossible for the workers to 

avoid further deterioration of their lot without a violent revolution. 
History has produced plenty of evidence meantime that the conditions 
of laborers have not deteriorated but improved in capitalistic countries. 
The ~ll:g~tion ~f impossibility was wrong. It. was also wrong to say 
that It IS Impossible for workers to lose anythmg by a revolution but 
their chains. It is obvious that they have many precious rights to lose 
economic and other, and above all their freedo~ of opinion, of speech: 
of assembly and association of the press, of science, art, and religion 
and the guarantees of these' freedoms through independent law court~ 
and through institutions such as habeas corpus. 

(b) IMPOSSIBILITY OF IMPROVING WORKERS' CONDITIONS BY MEASURES 

OF THE BOURGEOISIE 

The first thesis of impossibility was dovetailed with a second, which 
said that it was impossible for the bourgeoisie, even should it so desire 
to avert or arrest the workers' doom by intelligent countermeasures~ 
The bourgeoisie, so the Manifesto said, "is ur~fit. to ~ule, because it is 
incompetent to assure an existence to its slave withm ~Is slavery, because 
it cannot help letting him sink into such a state that It h~s to feed him, 
instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer hve under this 

bourgeoisie .... " . . 
This contention, too, has been refuted by history; mmimum wages 

· · ld age and ' maximum hours, collective bargammg, 0 • unemployment 
insurance public health insurance in many countnes, control (at le 

' · d ther measures ha ast 
to some extent) of monopolies, an ° ve proved effec-

445 



X/1. IMPOSSIBILITY 

tive in the planned effort not to let the \'.:orker "sink" but to lift him up. 
This also has taken the original meaning out of the subsequent con­
clusion that "what the bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, arc its 
own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat arc equally 
inevitable." Whatever correct clements might be found in this latter 
prediction-such as that nineteenth-century society was fated to be 
superseded by other forms of society, as in bet it has already been super­
seded by modified types of liberal society deeply permeated hy measures 
of social control 1-thcs<.: chang<.:s wer<.: not th<.: conscqucnc<.: of the 
"inevitable" progressive doom of the workers. 

(c) IMPOSSIBILITY OF A CHANGE-OVER TO SOCIALIST RULE THROUGH 

DEMOCRATIC PROCEDURES 

. Another questionable contention is the alleged "impossibility of So­
ct_al-Democracy," that is, the impossibility of combining democracy 
(In the sense of freedom of t:kctions, majority rule, and guarantee of 
hurnan rights) with socialism (in the sense of socialization of the means 
of production and central control). Two stages of this argument must 
be distinguished: first, that it is impossible to attain a change-over to a 
socialist regime through democratic procedur<.:s, and, second, that after 
a c~ange-over it is impossible with democratic procedures to implement 
socialism, to carry it through and ~aintain it .. 

These contentions refined the thesis that the unpoverishment of the 
Workers cannot be halted, in two ways; they said, more in particular, 
that at any rate socialism could not be peacefully attained, and secondly, 
that democratic majorities were no substitute for a violent revolution. 
This thesis, too was adumbrated in the Communist Manifesto whose 
last ' h C · cJ · d · ' . paragraph stated that "t e ommumsts Is am to conceal their 
Vtews and aims. They openly declare that their ends ca11 be attained 
on[ b f 11 · · · 1 Y Y the forcible overthrow o a existmg SOCia conditions." 
of As. a ~atter of fact, Marx did not enti:ely insist on the impossibility 

Wtnnmg socialism through democratic procedures. In a public ad­
~ress he delivered after the adjournment of the Hague Congress of the 
l~~r~ational in I872 he said, ''we ?o not deny that there arc countries, 
b ngland and America, and tf I understood your arrangements 

etter, I might even add Holland-where the worker may attain his 
's 

ee Edua d f C · I" d S · 1· orny" S . r Heimann "'The Interplay o apna tsm an octa tsm in the A . Ec s .' oc,a[ R ' 8 . 1 . G mencan on-
oztalis~ t:search vol 24 ( 1957) pp. 7-111, a so tn erman, "Was A "k d m "•Us • · , .. . • men a aus e 

2 (1 957) gernacht hat" Hambrrrger Jallrbuctl /ttr W1rtscllafts- rmd Gesel/sc/; I 1. "k I 
• ' Ia tspo 111 , vo · 
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object by peaceful means. But not in all countries is this the case." 2 

By ~e~tioning Holland, in addition to England and America, this 
admtsslOn went further than a previous passage in a letter of 1871 where 
Marx wrote that to smash the bureaucratic and military machine was 
the precondition of any real revolution "on the Continent." 3 

Some .thirty years l~ter,. however, L~nin restored the original theory 
that a v10lent revolution ts necessary In all cases, even in democracies. 
In his State and Revolution ( 1917) 4 he wrote, "The liberation of the 
oppressed class is impossible not only without a violent revolution but 
also without the destruction of the apparatus of state power, which was 
created by the ruling class" (p. 9). He called this a "theoretically self­
evident conclusion" (p. 10). "The bourgeois state can only be put an 
end to by a revolution" (p. 17). Then, quoting from Marx, "Class 
struggle necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat," and 
"the working class camzot simply lay hold of the ready-made state ma­
chinery and wield it for its own purposes" (p. 31). He explicitly re­
pudiated Marx's letter of 1871: "Today, in 1917 · ·: this exception 
made by Marx is no longer valid .... Today, both m England and 
America, the 'precondition of any real people's revolution' is the smash­
ing, the destruction of the 'ready-made stat~ m~,chi_ne~y.' · · .. " (p.34). 
Similarly Lenin had written two years earher, It IS Impossible to an­
nihilate classes without a dictatorship of the oppressed class, the prole-

• " G tanat. . . 
Another forty years later, however, Niktta. S. Khrushchev, First 

Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party, i? hts great speech of Feb-
14 1956 at the opening of the Twentieth Congress of the Com-

ruary , ' · d L · ' d · 
rnunist Party in Moscow, in his turn repudwte . enm s octrme. The 
importance of t~is change-back m~y be underlined by the following 
extensive quotatiOn. Khrushchev said: 

In view of the fundamental changes that have ta~en place in the 
world arena, new prospects have also op~n~d up ~Ith ~eg~rd to the 

·t· n of countries and nations to socialism. It IS qmte hkely that 
transt 10 . . ·11 b 
the forms of the transition to soCiahsm WI ecome more and more 

. l" I th~ Prol~tariat, 2nd ed., Manche t 

2 Quoted by Karl Kautsk~/J;h;o/~;;~~~~~;':,./ of Bolshevism, Unive~sity of Calif~r~~a 1~ 2~· 
pp. 9 ff. See Hans Ke~sen, ( S) . 41 for a clear discussion of th" u · 
lications in Political Science, Berkel~y, v~l. 2 1;4(19~1-02) P· 709; Kelsen, op cit IS matter. 

a Letter to Kugelmann, N~tl~ z~zt. vo .. 2~-; bl"shers Marxist Library, vol 8 N ., p. 40. 
• Stat~ and Revolution ( 19 17) • Intc;nauo~a So~ia~-Det1;ok_rat, August 23, ~ 9 ~ 5 (%York 1 932. 
"The United States of Europe ~ oginw ld Communism (8oth Congress, 2nd o. 44), re-

printed in Til~ Straugy and TactiCS ~ W ~~ Communism, 1848-1948," p. 39. Sess., H.D. 
619 ), Suppl. 1 , "One Hundred Years o or 
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variegated. Moreover, it is not obligatory for the implementation 
of these forms to be connected with civil war in all circumstances 

The enemies are fond of depicting us, Leninists, as supporters of 
violence always and in all circumstances. It is true that we recognize 
the necessity for the revolutionary transformation of capitalist society 
into Socialist society. This is what distinguishes revolutionary Marx­
ists from reformists and opportunists. There is not a shadow of doubt 
that for a number of capitalist countries the overthrow of the bour­
geoisie dictatorship by force and the connected sharp aggravation of 
the class struggle is inevitable. 

But there are different forms of social revolutio11 anJ the allegatio1l 
that we recognize force and civil war as the only way of transforming 
society does not correspond to reality. 

Leninism teaches us that the ruling classes will not relinquish 
power of their own free will. However, the greater or lesser Jegree 
of acuteness in the struggle, the usc or not of force in the transition 
to socialism, depend not so much on. the proletariat as on the extent 
o~ the resistance put up by the e.xplmtcrs and on the employment of 
VIOlence by the exploiting class Itsel~ . 
. In this connection the question anses of_ t!lc possibility of employ­
zng the parliamentary form for the transztzon to socialism. For the 
Russian Bolsheviks ... this way was excluded. However, since then 
radical changes have taken place in the historical situation that allows 
an approach to this question from another angle. Socialism has be­
c?me a great magnetizing force for the. w?rkers, peasants and intel­
ligentsia of all lands. The id:as of soClahsm arc really conquering 
the minds of all toiling mankmd. At the same time, in a member of 
c~pitalist countries, the working cl.ass possesses in the present situa­
tion realistic opportunities of weldmg und~r its leadership the over­
whel~ing majority of the peo~lc ~nd of Insuring the transition of 
the przncipal means of productzon tn~o the hands of the people . ... 

In these conditions .. · th~ work~ng class has the possibility of 
· · · gaining a firm majority tn Parlzament,. and converting it from 
an o.rgan of bourgeois democracy and ~nto an instrument of 
f~~Ulne\y popular will. In sue~ ar: event, t?ls institution, traditional 
of ~any highly developed capttahst countnes, may become an organ 

ih nuu~e democracy, of de~ocracy for t~e _working people. 
abo e wznning of a stable parltamentary maJorzty . . . would bring 

Ut for the working class of a number of capitalist and former 
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colonial countries conditions insuring the implementation of funda­
mental social transformations. 

Of course, in countries where capitalism is still strong and where 
it controls an enormous military and police machine, the serious re­
sistance of the reactionary forces is inevitable. There the transition to 
socialism will proceed amid conditions of an acute class revolutionary 
struggle. 

He ended by resuming the old warning of the Communist Manifesto 
that the necessary changes in society cannot be brought about by the 
bourgeoisie itself but only by the working class: 

The political leadership of the working class, headed by its advance 
detachment, is the indispensable and decisive factor for all the forms 
of the transition to socialism. Without this the transition is impossible. 

As a result of this speech and of its endorsement in the subsequent 
speeches by other communist leaders and in the concluding resolution 
of the twentieth Congress, communist theory now admits, if with a 
number of reservations, that it is not impossible for the workers to 
achieve a change-over to a socialist regime, at least t_o its initial stage, 
through democratic means-thus in part abandomng a thesis that 
since the begining of this century had distinguished European Social 
Democrats from Soviet Communists.6 

(d) IMPOSSIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTING SOCIALISM THROUGH DEMOCRATIC 

PROCEDURES 

To say that it is possible to achieve a change-over to socialist rule with 
democratic means does not necessarily imply, h~wever, that it is pos­
sible also to implement and maintain socialis~ Wl~h su_ch ~eans. Com-

. t theory has persistently alleged-and m tlus pomt zt has not yet mums . r 
changed-that it is impossible to carry through _so~1a 1sm under a system 
of free elections, freedom of speech, free association, and free rna jority 
decisions. On two grounds Soviet theorists have held that a strictly 
dictatorial regime by a communist "vanguard of the proletariat" is 
necessary over an indefinite period of time? first, bec_ause the capitalist 
opponents will put up a violent resistance tf not agamst the transition 

, It New York 1934· '"It · h" 
• See Francis W. Coker, R~c~nt Political Ttzollg 1 ' . . 1. . · IS c 1eA.y in th. 

· ·b·1· f d d ocratlc soc1a 1st1c govcrnn IS 
emphasis upon the 1mposs1 1 1ty o a free an c:m d M . . lent .•. that th 

· b "d d"ff £ the ortho ox arx1ans tn th W e Russian CommuniSts may e sa1 to 1 er rom e estern states" 
(p. 183). 
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XII. IMPOSSIBILITY 

then at least against the subsequent implementation of socialism; and 
second, because the inertia of the victorious socialist majorities will 
induce them to vote for immediate benefits during a period where more 
rather than less work and less rather than more consumption arc re­
quired. 

Soviet theorists do not stand alone in their contention that the imple­
mentation and maintenance of socialism arc impossible with dem­
ocratic means. Right-wing liberals, like Friedrich Hayek, agree with 
them on that count. Their interest is, of course, the opposite; if de­
mocracy and socialism arc incomp:uiblc, they hope to sec democracy 
maintained and socialism abandoned. But on the chief point here under 
discussion-whether it is possible to have both, democracy and social­
ism-the two opponents are agreed. It is impossible, they say. 

In his Road to Serfdom 7 Hayek predicts that socialism will inevita­
bly lead to the abolition of democratic liberties, in other words that it 
will be impossible to avoid this, however much one may try. He pays no 
attention to the violent resistance to be expected from the vested inter­
ests-the first obsession of all Soviet theorists. But he goes more into 
detail than the latter have done to show why, irrespective of such a 
resistance, a democratic parliament must fail if it tries to carry through 
socialism with democratic procedures.. . 

One of his chief points is that soC1ahs_m _requires centralized plan­
ning and that, even if there is a large maJonty for socialism, there fre­
quently will be no majority able to agr~e on ~he particular ends and 
means. In this case, he says, a dei?o~ratic parliament ((cannot direct." 
"In a society which for its functwnmg depends _on_ c:ntral planning 
· · · control cannot be made dependent on ~ maJonty s being able to 
agree; it will often be necessary that ~he ~Ill of a small minority be 
imposed upon the people, because this mmority. will be the largest 
group able to agree among themselve~ ?n the questiOn at issue" (p. 6g). 
"If 'capitalism' means ... a con:petltiVe system b~sed on free disposal 
ov~r private property, it is .. : Important. to realize that only within 
thls system is democracy posstble. :w-h~n 1t becomes dominated by a 
c~llectivist creed democracy will wevztably destroy itself .... Plan­
nmg leads to di~tatorship, because dictato~ship is ... essential if cen­
~:al:lanning on a large scale is to b~ possz~le'' ( p. 7_0 ~. "For mal equal­
~en~for~ the laws is ... incomp.attble wah an. actiVIty of the govern-

dehberately aiming at matenal or substantive equality of different 
p~op_le .... To produce the same result for different people, it is neces-

Fncdrich A Ch · . Hayek, The Road to Serfdom, tcago 1944· 
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sary to treat them differently" (p. 79). And again:" ... socialism 
b . . ca12 

e put mto practice only by methods [i.e., dictatorship] which 
· 1· d' , most socia Ists Isapprove (p. 137).8 

In appraising the Lenin-Hayek theory of incompatibility bet 
d d · 1· ween emocracy an socia Ism we must not underestimate the stren th f 
h . b' d 1 . g 0 t eir com me arguments. They competent y pomt to grave difficult' 

and dangers. But they fail t? prove impossibility. Their allegations :;~ 
half-true at best. Let me bnefl.y show why. 

It is a st:on? ar~ment t?at those who are t? lose their privileges are 
likely to nse m vwle~t .resista~ce. wl~en a radically. socialist legislation 
issues from a prosociahst maJOnty m a democratic legislature. Th · 
was strikingly illustrated after the Spanish revolution of 1931, whets 
the democratic rna jority in the new 1 y elected parliament engaged . n 
frontal legislative attacks simultaneously against all vested interests: 
monarchists, ar.my, church, big landowners, and big industrialists-be­
fore it had bmlt up sufficiently strong armed forces of its own for 
the support of the republican government. Although the reform m 
ures then enacted could hardly be called socialist in ~haracter-r:~:~ 
of them were no more than liberal reforms of a feudahst system-th 
led to a rally of all opponent groups in a violent revolt and eventual~y 
to the establishment of the Franco regime .. Howe~er, there is no justi£ 
cation for a scientific verdict that it was I_mposst.ble to avoid this his­
torical sequence, and that it will always be Impossible to avoid a similar 
outcome when an attempt is made to carry through socialism with 
democratic procedures. Once the danger has .been fully understood it 
is conceivable that better results will be attai?:d, for example, if the 
majority first builds up sufficiently strong mthtary and. police forces 
for the support of the democratic governmen~, before It engages in 
measures that are likely to meet with violent resistance, and ~f it adapts 
its legislative program at every step to the actual power re~at10ns, never 
trying to do more than at that time can be enforce~. Thts may imply 
gradualism, to be sure, and even perma?ent ~bstentton. from unneces­
sarily irritating and reckless measures, m w~chth th: history of Soviet 
communism has been so rich. But it may rna e e Implementation o£ 
a truly democratic socialism possible. . ... 

It is another strong argument of the ~~~~ssibihty-theorists th 
h 1. t ry maJorities m b . at workers who ave won par tamen a ay e Impat' 

. "Both competition and lent 
s See also the least tenable of his statem~nts. 1 • they are It . central direq· 

come poor and inefficient tools if they are mcomp etc. that ne't~ ernatlve principle lon be-
bl d . f th two means 1 ner wzl/ r ll s Used t 

solve the same pro em, an a m1xture o e b s'lstently 1. d ea Y work 0 
. h 'f . had een con re 1e upo ., ( and th the result w1ll be worse t an 1 e1ther system n p. 42). at 
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in their desire to secure tangible benefits quickly beyond re:1son:lblc 
limits. In order to cope with this danger it will be nen:ss:1ry to educate 
people in advance so as to prepare them for the meaningful exercise of 
majority powers. That m;Jy not he easy, hut it is not necessarily im-
possible. · 

Finally, it is a weighty argument when Hayek w:1rns that the ma­
jority is likely to split whenever major decisions on planning become 
necessary-such as the decision whether to give priority to investment 
in heavy industry or to the production of consumer goods, of which 
goods and in which order, or how much productive strength to allot 
to armament and how much to peaceful usc. But once this danger has 
been well understood in advance, it may not be impossible to meet it 
by proper devices, such as a careful preparation of mastn plans and 
delegation of the power to make current economic decisions under such 
plans to some board or commission, even to one with powers so inde­
pendent of the other branches of government as to raise its standing to 

that of a fourth branch. It may not become necessary for that matter­
and this is the decisive point-to abolish noneconomic guarantees of 
personal freedom of speech, of elections, of the press, of art, science 
and religion, independent courts, habeas .c?rpus, or equality before the 
law irrespective of religion, race, or pohttcal opinion. 
. The question of compatibility of democracy and socialism, therefore, 
Is still an open one. There is good rea~on .to believe that it is not neces­
sary to go all the way along the. to~ahtanan road if a majority should 
?e bent on carrying through ~oci~hsm, althou?h. certain modifications 
In the process of economic legislatiOn and admmistration will be neces­
sary. 

If it Were correct that democratic socialism is impossible then those 
many people in many countries who ardently want sociaiism would 
have no choice but to abandon .democrac~. This is another reason why 
?olitical science should give senous attenti~n to the problem. To evade 
It because one hates socialism is very sh?rtsighted. There is real danger 
that in a critical situation the masses will a~andon democracy in favor 
of socialist dictatorship unless they are satisfied that it is possible to 
~sta?lish and maintain socialism through democratic means and unless 
Instttut· k d t. · 1· ' o Ional devices apt to rna e emocra tc socia Ism workable with-
bUt the Wholesale abolition of the guarantees of human rights have 

een prepared in advance.o To be sure, the danger of a socialist majority 
•li~rrnan p· (N Y k ) · 

the ta k b tn~r's Road to Reaction ew or . 1 945 contnbut~ to th . . I part of 
s Y showing that Hayek's arguments agatnst the possibility of d ~ cntJ.ca I • 

~mocratJC p annmg 
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making its appearance in the United States Congress seems re t . . G B. . h . moe, 
even m re~t ntam, w ere Labour tw1ce won majorities in Parliament 
and may wm them again, the will to democracy among the m · ·11 asses 1s 
stl b-~~rongfedr than that to socialism. But there are countries with less 
~ta 1 tty o emocratic experience and a more acute urge toward social­
tsm. Unless the workers there are convinced that socialism can b . . . e car-
ned through wtth democratic means they may turn communist · 

d . h 1n 
theory an pracuce-as many ave already done in their votes. 

Establishment of a penetrating and reassuring political theory re­
garding the compatibility of socialism and democracy also could offe 
encouragement to whatever tendencies there may develop in the Sovie: 
Union or some of its satellites toward introduction of more demo­
cratic institu~ons. It :vould m~~e pos~ible ~ stronger and more precise 
language in mternauonal pohucal dtscussions about both democracy 
and socialism, and their coexistence. 

(e) IMPOSSIBILITY OF COEXISTENCE OF CAPITALIST AND SOCIALIST 

COUNTRIES 

Up to the Second World War communist leaders often proclaimed 
the impossibility of peaceful coexistence between capitalist and social­
ist countries. It began, relatively mildly, with Lenin's statement in his 
brief paper, "The United States of Europe S~o~an" o~ 1915, that it is 
"impossible freely to unite the nations in SoCiah~m. wtthout _a more or 
less prolonged and stubborn struggle of the Soctahst repubhcs against 
the other states." 10 More poignantly, Lenin wrot~ later: "We live not 
in a State, but in a system of States, and the existence of ~e Soviet 
Republic next to a number of imperialist States for ~ long time is un-

h · k ble In the end either the one or the other Will have the better 
t m a · "bl a· 

f · U tt"l that end comes a series of most tern e con lets between 
o It. n ' . . . . bl . 
the Soviet Republic and the bourgeois ~tates 1s mevzta e: Th1s proves 
that the ruling class, the proletariat, ~f It. wa.~ts to_ an~ Wl~l ~~le, must 

rove this also by its military orgamzatton. Stalm, 1n. h1s Letter to 
~omrade Ivanov" of 1938 11 quoted these words of_ ~emn approvingly. 
He also quoted himself, from his Problems of Lenmzsm, where he had 

. . hich they were presented. y ct h 
are not conclusive in th7 generalized form m t lemics (which Hayek did noe weakened his 
own arguments by a highly personal form o po . Hayek's warnings A t deserve) and 

I. 1 . r"ng the true elements m . ssuming th 
by somewhat cava. let y lgno I rehensive in the Soviet manner . at demo-
cratic planning will never .tr~ ~o ble al~-comP uld be done democratically; th", Fmer failed to 
discuss whether all-out soclahstlc p annmg cok ( d Lenin). IS remains ther 

· b h" d Haye an • e-
fore an open quesnon etween lm an . .. ( cit above) p 2 1 · 

,o' .. one-hundred Years of World Commumsm op. ., . 9· tahcs added. 

u Ibid., p. 151. 
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said that "the support of our revolution on the part of the workers in 
at least some countries, is an indispensable condition of th<: final victory 
of Socialism." To these quotations from former \vritings St:tlin added 
the remark that this probkm of making the victory of Socialism in 
the Soviet Union compkt<.: "cannot bt: solvt:d ... by the unaided ef­
forts of our country alone," but that it "can be: solvt:d only by combin­
ing a serious effort of the int<:rnational proletariat with a still more 
serious effort of the whok of the Soviet ptople." I:! 

Later, Stalin tried to make the world forget these views. He then 
proclaimed, on several occasions, the possibility of peaceful coexist­
ence. This new theory was forcefully taken ·up by Khrushchev in his 
speech of February 14, 1956, referred to above. There ht: said: 

It is alleged that the Soviet Union advocates the principle of peace­
ful coexistence exclusively from tactical considerations of the mo­
ment. However, it is well known that we have advocated peaceful 
coexistence just as perseveringly ~rom the very inception of Soviet 
power. Hence, this is not a tactiCal stratagem but a fundamental 
principle of Soviet foreign policy. 

Be disclaimed any intention of the Soviet Union to interfere in the 
internal affairs of countries where a capitalist system exists. 

It is ridiculous to think that revolutions arc made to order. When 
We say that in the com.pe~ition ~etw~cn the two systems of capi­
talism and socialism, soc1ahsm will tnumph, this by no means im­
plies that the victory will be reached by armed intervention on the 
part of the Socialist countries in the internal affairs of the capitalist 
countries. 

We believe that after seeing ~or themselves the advantages that 
communism holds out, all workmg men and women on earth will 
sooner or later take to the road of the struggle to build a Socialist 
society. [But] we have alwa~s asserted_ and continue to assert that the 
establishment of a new soctal order m any country is the internal 
affair of its people. 
S~c~ are our positi~ms, based on the gr~at teachings of Marxism-

Lenm1sm The princtple of peaceful coextstence is . . . 
. . · . . . . . gammg mcreas-~gly Wtder internatwnal recognttiOn. And thts ts log' I . th 
ts h . . tea , smce ere 

no other way out in t e present sttuatton. Indeed h I 
tw f 1 · , t ere are on y o ways· either peace u coexistence, or the most d . 
in history: There is no third alternative. evastatmg war 
~Ibid. 
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He added that just to coexist peacefully is not enough. "There must 
be progress to better relations, to stronger confidence among them, to 
cooperation." He blamed imperialism rather than the differences in the 
eco~o~ic syst~ms as su~h for the dan_ger threatening peace, accusing 
capitalism of mherent Imperialism without of course even mention­
ing the imperialism inherent in communist theory and practice: 

As wi~l b: recal_le~, ther~ is a Marxist-~eni?ist premise which says 
that wlzzle zmperzaltsm exzsts wars are mevztable. While capitalism 
remains on earth the reactionary forces representing the interests of 
the capitalist monopolies will continue to strive for war gambles 
and aggression, and may try to let loose war. 

But again, he no longer considered coexistence impossible: 

There is no fatal inevitability o£ war. Now there are powerful so­
cial and political forces, commanding. serim:s ~eans capable of pre­
venting the unleashing of war by the Impenabsts .... 

From the scientific point of view it can only be frankly admitted 
that the coexistence o£ unmitigated totalitaria_n communism in one 
part of the world and of democratic freedom m oth~r a~eas, and the 
rivalry of the two power groups in their efforts to mamt_am or expand 
their present influence, are likely sooner or later to end m war. But to 
say that it is impossible to avoid a global war throug~ ar:y method is 

t W arranted· in this admission Khrushchev was sCientifically more 
no ' 1· 
correct than were Lenin and the earlier Sta m. 
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CHAPTER XIII 

TWENTIETH-CENTURY POLITICAL SCIENCE 

AND THE BELIEF IN GOD 

1. Dual Objective of Inquiries into RcligioTl 

(a) RELIGIO~ AS A RELEVANT POLITICAL FACTOR 

ESTER:-4 political sci~:ntists arc in agreement that religion 
has been a historical factor of great fore~: in the genesis 
of modern society. It has given our society much of its 
character and coherence, permcating hum::m behavior 

in various ways, either directly ?r_, th~ough codes of morals and 
through customs shaped under rehg10us mf1uences, indirectly. Despite 
the great secularizing process that h~s taken place during the last 
four centuries bdid in God has contmued to play a relevant role in 
political ideas' motivations, and institutions up to tlH: present, illustrated 
by religious :esistancc to totalita.ria~ism, the rise of separate govern­
~ents in India. and Pakistan, the birth of the state of Israel, and the 

hngering conflict about the status of Jer~s~km. 
As regards, more in particul~r, ~eltg10n's interrelation with de-

mocracy, it is undeniable that,_ histoncally speaking, the rise of mod­
c_r~ democracy was stronglY wfluenced_ by the Jewish-Christian re­
~Igt~us heritage. Even Karl 1Vfa.rx, no fncnd ~f religious dogmas and 
mclmed to trace historical c;;cnts to eco~omtc rather than religious 
reasons, acknowledged that d_e~ocracy I~ h:t~ed on the principle of 
the sovereign worth of the individual, :Which, m turn, is based on the 
dream f Cl . . . l ,., n has an Immortal soul " 1 Tl · · · 1. . o Histlantty t 1a.t Ill•' . . :. · . ns ISm me 
wnh the general findings of _hts_ton_ans and po~tttcal scientists on the 
ro\e actually played by Christlantt_y 1~ the geneSIS of democracy. 

Not only was this influence an wdtsp~tab~e historical fact. It may be 
d~ubted whether modern democracy, With lt_s emphasis on the dignity 
o the individual person, could e;er have ~~lsen without religious im­
~~~ses, and it is a legitimate quesuon of poht~cal science to ask whether, 
hol~ tod~y, the formal devices of democratic government alone could 

l soclety together without the cement of a common religious belief. 

tute~i; quotation t k f m the y...tarJt-Enge\5 Historical-Critical Edition Karl M rx I . 
rna' ~vtoscow, v 1' a en ro aptly referred to . h ' a. . nstl-n Issued o. I, no. I, P· 59o, was f h . m t e statement on the: dtgmty of 
York Tim by the Roman Catholic Bishops o t c: Umtcd Statc:s, November :u, 1953 (N(W 

es, N ) ovcrnber 22, p. 84 · 



1. DUAL OBJECTIVE OF INQUIRY 

The view that democracy depends for its successful operation on a 
religious basis was restated by Ernest S. Griffith in a symposium, pub­
lished in 1956, on the "Cultural Prerequisites to a Successfully Func­
tioning Democracy." 2 He enumerated seven "attitudes" which he 
held were necessary to sustain democratic institutions. They are: love 
for ~nd b_elief in freedom; partic!pa~on in commu~ity life; integrity 
of d1scusswn; freely assumed obligation of economic groups to serve 
society; leadership and officeholdi~g regarded as public trusts; pas­
sions to be channeled to constructive ends; and friendliness and co­
operation among nations. Each of these seven "necessary attitudes," he 
wrote, were "best based" upon the fundamental elements of religion 
in the Jewish-Christian tradition. He did not precisely say that these 
attitudes could o12ly be based on religion, but merely that they were 
best based on it. His emphasis, however, was in the direction that 
democracy would be doomed if belief in God and reverence for God's 
will ceased to animate the great majority of the people.3 

The two other discussants, Professors John Plamenatz of Oxford 
University and J. Roland Pennock of Swathr~:w.re ~ol~ege, while fully 
recognizing the role actually played by Chnstiamty m the historical 
evolution and as a stimulating force, doubted that religion was indis­
pensable for the functioning of democ~acy. ~hey stressed the im­
portance of institutions, which may survive their ~.oral and cultural 
conditions for a considerable time (Plamenatz), the mterplay between 
attitudinal and institutional factors," and the relevance of social and 
economic conditions (Pennock). They enumerated many attitudes in 
addition to those mentioned by Griffith that were prerequisites to the 
proper functioning of modern democracy, such as: th~ desire to be 
self-governing; respect for the rights of others, for pnvacy, and for 

• Anurican Political Sci~nc~ R~t·i~tv, vol. so (March xgsG) .P11P· t 10t1 fft.h b 
. f "fli , k ay serve to 1 us ra e e a ove .. 1 . a A few quotations rom Gn 1th s remar ·s m . f 1 • • t 1s my 

. . f · h constitute a power u matnx a c 
hypothesis that the Chnsuan and Hebrew a1t s II . h" democracv M ' ommon de-

£ h . -' . I to a ouns lng . . arcover it ld nominator, o t ose atutuues most essenua h . .. faith that perh 1 • wou 
. . th f . h d . II the C muan , , aps a one can I k 

appear that 1t 1s esc alt s, an espcc1a Y , h cter which is not 1 • d . c oa · 
such attitudes with the character of 'absolu~es -:-a/ arxaoJ)· "A dcmocrac;",~ho:slrable, but 
perhaps even necessary to democratic surv1val . P·. weak at its very h e economic 

d I h f d b t lack altrUJsm lS cart and mav II groups an peop es ave ree om u . . e no adequate substitutes. "Th ' We 
be doomed" (p. uo). Reason and pa~no~•s~ ar n adequate and sa£ ere really re­
mains then only a conditioned humamtanamsm ask a this on a suffici ~ out~et for passion 
and only religion has historically been able to c~~ _en] suffice as a c e~t Y Wide scale to b~ 
effective" (p. III). "Will anything less [than rc 'fo which religions u tural prerequisite fo 
sustaini~g a democratic ~ocio-political order? If nl ot~b ~ctiv~ qu~stions. L:ay We claim adcquac r 
to sustam the democratic way? These: arc cold Y If th bl" t" those who res1· ·t y 

. . · at least ace c: o 1ga •on to s the author's hnc: of reasomng and conclus1ons, . answer them" 
115, italics not in the original). (p. 
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personal independence; lack of servility; less subservience to authority 
than to public opinion; tendency to "prefer the system to the leaders 
produced by ic" (Plamenatz); a sense of justice; a certain consensus 
and community of values, plus respect for rules and procedures (Pen­
nock); and above all a willingness to peaceful settlement.·• They em­
phasized the independence of all these attitudinal postulates, including 
Griffith's, from the motivating forces back of them, and voiced doubt 
whether religion was even the major motivating factor. In addition, 
they eloquently referred to the fact that authoritarian societies too have 
profited from Christianity, and that "liberty has been more often sup­
pressed than defended in the name of religion" (Pennock). "A good 
Christian need not be a democrat, nor a good democrat a Christian," 
said Plamenatz. 

To deal with the latter objection first, it is obvious that Christianity 
~as been a firm buttress of many an authoritarian government, includ­
Ing that of the late Roman emperors, who would hardly have espoused 
the Christian creed had not its teachings, especially of submission to 

earthly authorities, made government easier for them. But whether 
other regimes have benefited from Christianity and whether tlzey 
could have functioned without a trulY religious basis-modern to­
talitarianism seems able to do so, ~t least for some time-is quite ir­
relevant for an inquiry into th~ ~pect~c problem of whether democracy 
can get along without the ~ehgwus tm~ulse .. 

To answer this question 111 the negattve Without reservations would 
am?unt to setting up another of those claims of "impossibility" with 
which the preceding chapt~r dealt. Tha~ wou~d be hard to prove be­
yond question. But if what ts contende~l ts not Impossibility but merely 
the presence of a definite danger or rzsk-the danger or risk that the 
decay of religious loyalties may go hand_ in haml with a decadence of 
those ethical attitudes which ar~ essenttal for the functioning of de. 
I?ocracy-then it must be admttted that the evidence is substantial 
~~~ce it can be shown first, that democracy is in need of a constan~ 
l~Jection of ethical im~ulses, and second~ t~1at these impulses-within 
t e frarnework of the typically democratic Institutions and attitudes-
Were . d ·u b · · li io supphed in the past, an are stt emg_ supphed, chiefly by re-

g Us feelings.r; Griffith's opponents hardly did more than state-and 
• Wheth · 1 · d 

absence ofe~ tolerance, too, was cssent•a rem a me controversial; Plamcnatz referred to the 
ChaPter v nn~ tolerance in many democrats, as for example the typical puritan. Sec: above 

• See alur, Section 8. ' 
Reinhold~- W. E. Hocking The Coming World Civilization, New York 6 _ d 

•cbuhr, The Chiidren oj Ligllt and tile Children oj Darkness Nl95 y' ppk. I 20, an 
• cw or 1944· 

458 



1. DUAL OBJECTIVE OF INQUIRY 

correctly ~<>--that a genuine "impossibility" of adequate ethical support 
forthcor~ung from other than religious sources has not been shown. 
But until those other sources are proved ready to t k d 
b . a e over, an to 

e as umversal and potent in character as the reli·g· · h . . wus motive t e 
warnmg cannot be dismissed as unjustified. ' 

Publication of the symposium in the official J·ournal of th A · 
1. · 1 s · A · . e mencan 

Po ttica Cience ssociatiOn shows professional recognition th t h 
· · h" h a sue questiOns are Wit m t e scope of political science. In view of th · _ 

1 1 d b 1· · · e Im portan_t roe p aye y re 1g10~ m m~ny public affairs, political science 
must mdeed be concerned With rehgwn. To disregard the rel· · . . IgiOUS 
factor would often mean to dtstort reality and to base analysis d 
conclusions on defective data. Whenever religion enters political m~~i­
vations it becomes part of the subject matter of political science. 

(b) RELIGION AS A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE 

But to say that religion as a social phenomenon is a relevant facto 
for political science is not the same as sayi~g that religion is a pre~ 
requisite for the scientist's own understandmg of reality. However 
absurd a primitive tribe's religious ideas may be, the political scientist 
must take stock of the fact that the tribesmen entertain such belief 
and must study the influence this has on their political actions. Bu~ 
in doing so he must keep clear of their superstitions in his own scientific 
judgments and predictions if he wants to fulfill his_ s:ientific function 
well. Is it any different with the higher form~ of_rehgiOus belief? 

It cannot be said that belief in God is "sc.tentl?~ally untenable"; to 
this point we shall revert in the next section smce It_ Is controversial. But 
neither can God's existence be scientifically e~tabh~hed. Scholars who 
follow Scientific Method have, therefore, fe_lt It their duty as scientists 
to take no stand in this matter. When speCla~ aspects of their political 
topics of inquiry have forced them to descnbe an? analyze religious 
ideas and emotions, they have often tried to d? so ~n a manner which 
did not reveal whether they themselves beheve m God .. Not only 
have many done so individually; they ~ave elm~ tol constder it the 
professional duty of all scholars in the_Ir pro essi~n~ Work to keep 
free from religious motivations, denouncmg as unsc .0 arly the attitude 
of any scientist who mixes religious arguments Into his scholarly 

presentations. . 1· · 
This prevailing attitude of twentteth-c_entury . po Itica1 science 

· With which a b ·11· Was epitomized by the impatient stncture n Iant you 
social scientist not many years ago interrupted a colleague who had ng 

re-
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ferred to God. "God, in a scientific discussion," exclaimed the listener, 
"is a superstition." We shall come hack to this challenge below. 

(C) RECENCY OF THE OIST! NCTION 

Let it first be noted, however, that our present radical distinction 
between religion as a subject matter of scientific inquiry and religion 
as a source of knowledge is a relatively recent development. Through 
the greatest part of recorded history the interconnection between 
knowledge (science) and religion was as close in method as it was in 
subject matter. At a time when the gods were thought of as entering 
the struggle between nations, or when the people of Israel were or­
ganizing their political and legal systems in accord with the law given 
them by the Lord, or when the early Roman emperors claimed to be 
gods and were being worshipped as such, God or the gods had their 
oven place in social theory. Again, when the medieval church claimed 
superiority in secular matters, God was placed right in the center of 
political thought, and when emperors and kings had themselves 
crowned and anointed by priests, when they assumed the attribute "by 
t~e grace of God" and strut.ted in the glo~y of the divine rights of 
ktngs, God remained a Icadmg ar~ument m the underlying theory. 

Even when it had become fashwn~ble to avoid direct quotations 
~rom the Bible as scientific proof, Gods finger was hardly questioned 
m references to the Law of Nature, to a-priori principles or to the 
World Spirit, the Volk Spirit, an~l the like. Most of the f~ndamental 
principles referred to in academiC works on state and government 
until the end of the nineteenth century can easily be traced to the 
religious heritage. It was customary to reject as "Machiavellian" any 
frankly amoral scientific approach, to. leave insistence on facts to the 
natural sciences, and to ignore as ?utsl~ers :my author, such as Comte 
and Marx, who rejected meta~hysical lmes of t~ought. Actually, even 
C~n:te and Marx had remamed under the mAuence of religious 
ch•hastic ideas. 

Of course, university professors cou~d not equally ignore Immanuel 
~ant, this great insider of the academiC world, who in his Critiqtte of 
ti~eaReaso:z laid the found~ti_o_ns for wh~t later ~arne to be called scien­

. gnosticism the imposslbthty of provmg or disproving God with sci-
entific ' . d b h rneans.0 But in academic e ates t ere emerged two Kants rather 

"s 
1. c:c: the: fa h d d" · 
'"i.nOtvledg . rnous passage in the preface to t c ~~con e ltlon: "Thus I had to remove (deny) 
Gla«ben :.11n order to obtain room for belie/" ("lch musste also das Wiuen aufh b m 

t· atz b • e en, u zurn 
zu ekommcn'"). 
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tha_n_ only Kant I_, the author of the theoretical Critique. Kant II in his 
Cnttque of Practtcal Reason and elsewhere haJ establislled 1 · " ' · 

1 · · , 1 ' • • us categon-ca Imperative, 1ad formulated the moral law that W'"'s" · · · f , • " as certain as 1f 
It were a actum, and had elaborated his doctrine of the " 

1 t o • • 1 , ( necessary 
regu a Ive pnnctp es see above, Chapters v, Section 7 d . S 
. d ) Th f ' an IX, ec-twns I an 5 . ere ore, religious absolutists as well · "fi . . • as scientt c 

relatiVIsts could refer to the sage of Konigsberg and botl · 
do so to the present day. 

' 1 continue to 

It is true that legal positivism, which banned acceptance of . 1· · 
• < 1 e tgwus 

dogmas as vabd laws, spread among Western lawyers Ionrr b f 
· 1 th d · 1 t. e ore 

1900, conquenng a so e aca ernie ecture halls. But it did not · 
. h I" . I . h 1 f Inter-fere wit re Igwus e ements m t e t 1eory o the state. It dealt · 1 

the pow_er to make ~aws, not w~th the moti~e~ for making them,':~~ 
hence dtd not questiOn the pertmence of rebgwus motivations · 1 . . In aw-
makmg. John Austin, one of the fathers of modern legal posit" ,. 
explicitly accepted the law of God as a standard for legislation 1' Ism, 

. d"ff h S . ' as we have seen m a I erent context (C apter v, ecuon 3). Characte · t"-
11 th . 1" . . 1 d ns I ca. y~ Is re Igwus statement of his was re egate t? a mere footnote 

witlun the two volumes of his famo~s work. But If only in a small 
footnote, God was still there in poliucal theory a hun~red years ago. 

Only when, around the turn of the century, the .r~dical dichotomy 
was evolving in the social sciences between pr~posiUons of Is and of 
Ought and between facts and value; only then d~d ~e methodic purifi­
cation of the social sciences from all nonsCientific elements gain 
momentum. And only thereafter did it become a I?r?fessional con­
vention that all direct and indirect references to rebgwus revelation 
or religious intuition as evidence in scientific discussions must be 
avoided. 

? (d) HAS THE PENDULUM SWUNG TOO FAR. 

Thus the pendulum swung to the other ~xtreme,_ complete abstinence 
from any discussion of metaphysical questwn_s. T_his went beyond what 
was required by Scientific Method an~ s:Ienttfic Value ~elativism. 
For these would not have prevented scienttsts. from engagmg in "re­
flections" and "speculations" about the concetvable al~ernatives back 
of the sensually observable world, so long as such reflections and specu­
lations were clearly marked as hypothetic (Chapter :'II, Section 3) B 

h 1 d d to avmd • · ut 
typical twentieth-century sc o ars te_n e. all un b. an~ discussions 
about the Beyond, even those of. a sCienu~c Y 0 . )ecttonable char­
acter, at least to avoid them in therr professwnal teachmgs and Writin 

gs. 
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It is merely a graphic illustration of this carefully maintained absti­
nence that the symposium mentioned above, which came so close to 
metaphysical issues, strictly limited itself to the prublc.:m whether popu­
lar belid in God was a prerequisite for the.: functioning of democracy 
without inquiring whether or not such belief was tenable in view of 
modern scientific dc.:vc.:lopments. It rather exposed the audience to the 
fallacy that, if rc.:ligious faith was necessary for true democracy, this 
fact alone would vindicate.: such faith, since democracy was the most 
desirable.: form of government. Scientifically speaking, of course, this 
would not follow, any more than it should have followed at Cicero's 
time that the traditional bclid of republican Rome.: in the old gods and 
rituals was scientifically tenabk on the.: ground that its maintenance 
had become a prc.:rc.:quisitc.: for the.: coherence of Roman society. If de­
mocracy cannot function without a subs_tantial dose of popular belief 
in God, then this proves neither the scientific tenability of religious 
faith nor the eminence of democracy. Other approaches arc required 
for an answer to either question. 

The following sections will dc.:.al m~re closely with some aspects of 
the scientific abstinence from (l!s~uss!Ons of God's reality, a certain 
weakness of present-(lay social s.c1ence re~ulting therefrom, and the 
scientific dignity of_ su~h disc;,'ss!Ons. As 111 tl.~c t~tl_c o~, t!lis chapter, 
I shall speak of "belief tn God rather than of religiOn, smce the lat­
ter term has come to be stretched to the extent that it docs not pre-
suppose belief in God. 

2. The Scientific Convention of Bracketing 
the Divine Alternative 

(a) METHODOLOGICAL GROUNDS 

The twentieth-century c~nven.tion of condemnin.g a~ unscientific any 
contribution to scientific d1scuss~o~s that ~lends SCientific and religious 
~rguments is rooted in the conviCtiOn, ~rnved at by some philosophers 
In the eighteenth century or .even earlu~r ~n~ now ?enerally accepted 
by. professional social scientists,. t~at It Is Im~ossible to prove the 
existence of God in an intersubJectlvely conclusive manner. 

Dealing with this subject one has to be particularly careful in th 
Use of words ("G d , ''existence") and other symbols of communi e 
f o ' b . I ca­
~on (intonation, style). There are o vwus. Y a number of sub-alterna-
tives on the side of God's existence accordmg to the kind of God 0 ha . k. t . "Th ne s 1n mind. As Ernest Hoc mg pu It: e question, Do you he-
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lieve in God?. will seldom get a direct answer from a thoughtful con­
temporary Without the preliminary counter-question, What do you 
mean by God? And many a man, including many a scientist, ... is 
ready to use the word God or Deity if you allow him to define it in his 
own way." 1 In our present context (denial of intersubjective demon­
strability) the ter~ "God" is meant to refer to any kind of a supreme 
(supra-human) bemg equipped with the power to think, to plan, and 
to act, and thought of as the creator either of the entire universe or at 
least, of the moral world ("the good") .2 ' 

If someone calls the universe itself, or the laws governing it, "God " 
but denies that this God can think, plan, and act spontaneously, he 
uses the term in a meaning different from that attached to it here. He 
too, of course, denies the intersubjective demonstrability of God in the 
sense in which this chapter speaks of God. But the significant question 
in our present context is whether there is a Deit~ able, according to 
its own spontaneous decisions, to exercise some kmd of influence on 
the happenings in the world, and that has actual~y used this power, 
should 1t even have done so only in the past and m advance. It is in 
particular the existence of such a Deity which it has been considered 
impossible to prove, and whose potential workings ~we~tieth-century 
scientific convention therefore has excluded from sc1ent1fi.c argument. 

The term "existen~e" has so~etimes been given the limited meaning 
of a finite and temporary phenomenon and can then, of course, not 
properly be applied to the infinite .a~,d et.er~al. ~~stead~ o~e would 
have to speak of God's "being" of his reahty or actuality. For our 
present purpose, however, all cltese terms may be used inter~hangeably 
in distinction from the alternative that what we c~ll God 1s merely a 
product of our imagination and that there actually lS no God. 

Another, though minor, point may be ment:I.oned about symbols. 
It has become customary to capitalize words that refer to God, such 
as "He" and "Him." This I shall not do here, ,becau~e the present 
chapter deals with the scientific question of G?d s reality and, there­
fore, should not give the answer surr~p~tio~sly 1~ the style of_p:inting. 
Even so, capitalizing the noun God 1s JUs~fiedf m 0~rder to d1stmguish 
the idea of one God from that of a plurality 0 g s. 

In line with the widely accepted impotence 0~ science to prov 
God's reality, all deductive arguments U:at star~bwuh the recognitio~ 
of God and with the allotment of defimte attn utes to hirn, such as 

1 W. E. Hocking, Science and the Idea of God, Chapel Hill 1944• pp, 14, x5. 
• For further discussion, see Appendix 11. 
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absolute goodness, absolute knowledge, and absolute power, have 
come to be considered "not scientific." This negative predicate, as we 
have seen, was extended in due course to any absolutt: value judgments 
about good and evil, because they either referred in ultimate analysis 
to some metaphysical order whose ontological reality could not be 
demonstrated intcrsubjectivcly in a conclusive manner, or were un­
warranted logical inferences from Is to Ought. 

Twentieth-century science has equally n:cognized, however, that it 
is impossible to prove that there is no God and, consequently, to dis­
prove the absolute validity of ethical postulates founded in God's 
reality. Our scientific thinking, in other words, still faces two basic 
alternatives-that God is or that he is not-both beyond scientific 
demonstrability. In deciding to limit our scientific work to the nega­
tive alternative alone, and to keep the other "bracketed," we have not 
eliminated the latter. This is the fundamental situation. 

The use of the term "bracket" in this context is not customary, but 
seems most appropriate. As discussed in Chapter IX, Section 6, the 
Word was introduced into philosophical language by Edmund Husser! 
in the pursuit of his "phenomenological reduction"-the attempt to 
decribe what remains when we leave the external world out in the 
description of our reaction to it. Similarly, the term is here used for the 
intentional disregard of something (the divine alternative) the reality 
of which is neither affirmed nor denied but merely excluded from 
consideration. 

Within the last sixty years political science has to such an extent 
assumed the habit of bracketing the divine alternative that it now seems 
to many students as if science is taking God's nonbeing for granted, 
and as if doing so was the only respectable scholarly attitude. But this 
amounts to a shallow fallacy, doubly objectionable when it is suc­
cumb:d to by scholars wh? are proud of their logical severity. If 
there Is a God to bracket htm out of our field of attention is not tht' 
shame as to eli~nate him from reality, however long we continue the 

rack · etmg technique. 

(b) MATERIAL GROUNDS 

th. 'this simple methodological situation is, however, complicated by 
see f~ct that the ascendancy of demands for greater methodological 
'~erny · h · h d · the v· I~ t e social sciences appen~ to comcide historically with 

tctonous expansion of astrononuc, physical, chemical, and bia-
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lo?ical kno~ledge. The .e~suing gro~~ of confidence in science, along 
With the nse of Darwmtsm, matenalism-Marxian or non-M · 

d · · · b · arxtan 
-. an a~. optimistic. elief in automatic progress, gravely shook tradi-
tiOnal na1ve conceptiOns of God. 

This historical coincid.ence led to a fusion of purely methodological 
grounds for th~ bracke~mg o~ the divine altern~tive with substantive 
arguments a!?"amst Gods reahty. Many people, mcluding scholars of 
great reputatiOn, have come to think that the disregard of the d" · . . d . 1 th IVIne 
alternative m rna ern soc1a eory is justified, not merely for methodo-
logical reasons, but also on the ground that, if the question is investi­
gated with scientific honesty, the reality of a personal God, who thinks 
plans, and acts independently, though it may not be completely dis~ 
provable, is highly unlikely.3 

"Can anyone suppose," writes Maciver, "that the prophets and 
preachers of earlier days would have maintained their now sanctified 
doctrines of God and the universe had they known anything about 
the amazing cosmos revealed to us by modern science?" Obviously 
their religious teachings would have bee~ diffe~ent, he argues. The; 
would not have conceived of God as a tnbal deity. But Maciver goes 
farther. "They would not in a more audacious and magnificent feat 
of imagination, have conc~ived that the Universal God sent 'His only 
begotten Son' on earth in the form of a man, to be hung on a cross 
in order that, through some magical principle of compensation, the 
race of men might be 'saved.'" The author ack~owle?ges that man­
kind has a "natural hunger for relig~o~," ~a~ sCience ~s ,r;o substitute 
for religion, and that, therefore, rehgton Will not ?te. But, so he 
asks "Can anyone believe that the creeds of today Will be the creeds 

' ~, H h · of men a thousand a million years from now· e rat er Watts for 
· · ' 1· · h · "lie in the contempl +-: f a new rehgwn, a re tgwn w ose JOYS . au.on o 

the style of the universe, searching out the helg~t_s _an~ depths that 
everywhere within it may be found," and whoseh~lvlhmty ls '_'immanent 

1 " T 1s t ough t "11 in the allness to which we humbly be ong. ' . ~ stt may 
be called religion in a broader sense, is no longer belief In God, in 
the sense of a God who can think, plan, a~d ac~ spontaneously and 
independently. Belief in a personal God is bemg discarded, not merely 

. I Social Science-An Essay in th 
8 So, e.g., Barbara Wootton m her Testament or h aks "of the tw e Application 

of Scientific Method, New York 1951, p. 87 •. wh.~rel s e 5~~ 5 . and R. M ~ great superstitions 
of the Western world--Christianity and Marx1sm, a soP· k ' 55 See 1· aclver, The Pttrs . 

· ,.1 h I d L" · New Yor 19 · a so Alb E" r11t of Happmess-A Pm osop y or Mo ern zvmg. en mstein 0 
of My Later Years, New York 1950, p. 28. ' 141 
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for methodological reasons, but because it is consiJcrcd unlikely that 
there is such a God.'' 

Maciver's explicit statement on this matter is one of the f~w ~hat 
have been forthcoming from typical twentieth-century soci:tl se~c_nusts. 
Characteristically, he included it in a literary by-product from Ius pen 
rather than in one of his major scientific works. It seems, however, _to 
express what is at the bottom of the thought of many other soCial 
scientists. 

There can be no doubt that such thinking has tendcJ to strengthen 
the inclination to interpret the bracketed GoJ as a nonexistent God. 
We must be aware of this confusing mixture of methodological and 
material arguments and must try to disentangle them. This task we 
cannot leave to the theologians and philosophers, because we are deal­
~ng here, not primarily with the meaning of God, but with the mean­
Ing and scope of science, and of political science in particular. 

It should first be noted, however, that there arc today not only 
social scientists who consider it more likely that there is no God. Many 
hold the opposite view. Some of these, like Jacques Maritain, Eric 
Voegelin, and John Hallowell, arc not "typical" representatives of 
twentieth-century social science, it is true; they oppose Scientific 
Method because of its exclusion of metaphysics from science (Chapter 
vn, Sections 3 and 4). But adherents of Scientific Method and Scientific 
V ~lue Relativism, too, not infrequently confess to their belief in God in 
Pn:'~te conversations. One of t~e most amazing facts about personal 
rehg1ous convictions, however, lS. the following. Only a minority of 
people in present-day Western soclety,. scientists as well as others, seem 
always to consider it certain or more hkely that there is a God or that 
there is none. Most people, so it seems, are sometimes certai~ while 
at other times they doubt; or they are sometimes certain of the one 
answer and sometimes of the other; or they are in doubt all the time. 
Not a few shift aimlessly between the two extremes. 

Doubt has overcome not only many believers, but many atheists 
as Well. While it has often been noted that modern science has led 
~ l~onfessions of doubt by people who classify themselves basically as 

e tever · h aped n t · h Pro s, 1t seems to ave esc 0 lCe t at modern science has also 

Pl duced a large class of what may be called "doubting atheists"-peo-
e Who . d . • once were athetsts pure an s1mple, and who still today would 

See~t: quotations are from Til~ Pttrmit of Happin~ss (cited above) pp 15J- 6 16 
in ""Maciver' h !'kelihood th ' · 54, 15 • 0 • tervel\tion s remarks on t e un 1 at prayers can change events by causing God's 

' pp. 1 49-so. 
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classify themselves basically as such, but who now admit to some de­
gree of doubt because they have come to see the limt"ta .. :ons f · 

h . d b . . u o sctence. 
T IS . ou t of athe~sts Is as much a result of modern science as is that 
of believers, and science should receive as much credi"t for th . e one as 
It has attracted blame for the other. 

To find ?utthappro~imately how many people in a given society or 
group are In e vanous categories-those who always believe th 
is a God or always that there is none, or sometimes the one and so;:~ 
times the other, or sometimes believe and sometimes merely doubt 
or do not care-could well be made the objective of a research project 
based on a partic~larly careful type of intervie:ning and sampling. But 
not only would It be hard to get representative cross sections of the 
people to be honest in such matters, even with anonymity entirely 
guaranteed, there is the additional great obstacle that people them­
selves often do not know what they really believe or hold to be likely. 
Many have an indirect form of belief: they trust the Church, and the 
Church believes in God, so they indirectly believe in God without 
questioning. 

If, in view of these difficulties, estimates are at all permissible, 1 
would think that Mad ver goes too far when he w~ites, "Men do not 
believe, but often dare not really disbelieve. They. hve and think in a 
twilight zone between belief and unbelief." 5 It Is my own tentative 
estimate that in a big modern city like New York out of a hundred 
people an average of about twenty always bel~eve in the existence of 
God, another ten to twenty always in his noneXIste~ce, and the balance, 
i.e., about sixty to seventy, sometimes do and sometim~s do. not believe, 
or doubt always. In sections where people are not use to mdependent 
thinking in religious matters figures differ. I have. ofte~ asked adult 
groups, graduate and others, whether they agreed With this ~stimate on 
the basis of their own impressions, and have never met wnh a deter-

mined challenge. . 1 
Whatever estimate may be correct, we obvious Y cannot count heads 

in order to determine the degree of likelihoo~i. Can ~e speak of the 
greater likelihood of God's existence or of his nonexistence in some 
scientifically more meaningful sense? 

(C) CRITIQUE OF ARGUMENTS FROM LIKELIHOOD 

When we call some nonrecurrent fact or event "likely" we mean 
that there are stronger reasons for than against acceptance of a proposi­

s Op.cit., p. 156. 
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tion asserting the truth of the alleged fact or the actual occurrence of 
the event. "It is likely that I shall travel to Europe next summer" 
means that the reasons according to which it em he expected that I 
shall travel outweigh those according to which the opposite must be 
expected. We often say "probable" instead of "likely" in such cases. 
This makes little difference; but as the for mer t<:rm has been used 
predominantly for statistical propositions regarding recurrent or re­
peatable events I prder "likely" whenev<:r reference to only one fact 
or event is intended. 

Even in reference to a singular fact or event we m::ty usc figures to 
~<:scribe the respective weight of the r~asom _or c::tus::tl factors, speak­
I~g of a fifty-fifty likelihood when tne wc1ght seems equal, or of 
nmcty-ten where the likelihood is very strong. Wc may, in minor mat­
ters, emphasize our estimate by betting dollar against dolbr, or nine 
dollars against one, that our assumption or prcdiction is correct. But 
~e generally do not, when we arc c::tlling an individual fact or event 
hkely, mean thereby that in a "series" of simibr cases there will be 
fifty-one, sixty, or ninety, out of a hundred in which our assumption 
or prediction will prove correct. Wc gen<.:rally do not think of such 
~ series. At times we may be willing to sec our estimate translated 
~nt~ ~tatistical language for recurrent e:ents, hut in spea~ing of one 
mdividual event we generally do not mtend that meamng, and in 
some cases such translation is hardly at all possible. So it is when we 
speak of the likelihood that there is a God, or that there is none. Here 
we. do not even indirectly mean, ~nd scarcely could mean, that in a 
senes of similar problems there will be such and such an average of 
our .being right. Nevertheless, even here .we may speak of the degree 
of hklihood in the sense of the comparative weight of the reasons pro 
and con. 

This distinction between the likelihood of individual factors or 
events and the p b blc distribution of factors in a series is not how-
ev ro a Tl . ' 
we:, our chief problem here. 1e maJor. ~ro?.le~ i~ the sense in 
~h We can call any likelih?o~, o~ pr?bability sCientific." 

th h~n we speak of "scientifi.c hkehhood we can only mean that 
in e f sczentific reasons in favor of one answer are stronger than those 
scie~~_or o£ the other. We are then compelled to distinguish between 
S . tfic and no ·entific reasons. In what sense can we do so? 

Cienf fi nso . 
lih d c Method certainly does not entirely bar considerations of like-
Wo~~ A. scientific problem is often c~osen, an assumption made, a 

g hypothesis formed, on the basis of a mere hunch. Even the 
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acceptance as "facts" of the results of careful observations, and the 
(final) acceptance as "law" of a hypothesis after observations and 
tests have confirmed it, is based in ultimate analysis on likelihood or 
~robability in many if not all cases (Chapters r, Section 5, and n, Sec­
tiOn 6). There can be no demurrer, therefore, to reflections on likeli­
hood_ ~ ge~eral on gr?unds of scientific principle. But it is necessary 
to distmgmsh the vanous stages of the scientific process in which 
estimates of likelihood are used, and to separate what in each stage 
can or cannot serve as a legitimate base for such estimates. 

In the initial, or preparatory, stages of scientific inquiry-those of 
choosing a problem, making an avowed assumption, forming a work­
ing hypothesis-the scholar's freedom to follow any hunches he enter­
tains i.s almost u~limited. As soon, howeve~, as he en~er~ the specifically 
scientific operatiOns of controlled observation, descnption, testing, and 
so on, and presents the results of his labors as science, he is-if he fol­
lows Scientific Method-constrained to limit the selection of factors 
which he uses for drawing his conclusions. J:Ie can ~en refer only 
to "intersubjectively transmissible data." As discussed m Chapters 11 

Section 7, and vn, Section 3, there are good reasons for this technicai 
use of the term "science," although we cannot compel every scholar 
to submit to this terminology. I do not prop~se to repeat the argu­
ment here. I only wish to point to the nec~ssity ti:at, _once we have 
decided to use the term "science" only for mtersubJectively transmis­
sible knowledge, we must be consistent and keep to this use in discuss­
ing scientific likelihood. That is to say that we .must exclude from the 
argument regarding what is or what is not_li~ely any data. as non­
scientific that are not intersubjectively transr~ussi~le, and espectally any 
me rei y personal inclination to believe or disbelieve. If we do so, we 
shall find that Scientific Method fails not only to ~ffer full proof for 
God's reality or for its opposite, but even to establish any higher de-

gree of likelihood in either direction. . 
When we refer to our personal subjective estimate, based on our 

personal external and internal experiences, or choose ~0 .speak in terms 
of a science that admits intersubjectively nontransrms~tb~e. ~rguments 
( S2 = scientia sive vera sive putativa sed non transmzsszhzlzs), things 
may look very different. Then we may f~el ~at. we. have reached, if 
not full certainty, at least an overwhel111lng mdicatiOn of likelihood 
regarding the truth of either th~ one or the o_ther alternative. yet 
whenever it comes to intersubjec~ve demonstra~IOn we cannot mak 
our individual inferences of likelihood conclusive for someone he w 0 
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disagrees in good faith. However far we have penetrated into the ex­
panding universe and into the inner life of atoms, the ultimate ques­
tion of how all this came about cannot be answered by science except 
in alternatives. Forces were set going either by a creator, or by events 
that do not presuppose a creator and still were miraculously creative. 
If you reject the one alternative, you claim the other to be true, without 
offering any scientific proof for it. Any intcrsubjectivdy transmissible 
argument in favor of the one alternative can be matched by one for 
the other. Both arc equally likely, or equally unlikely, in scientific 
terms. In other words, the question of God or no God is scientifically 
(in an intersubjcctivc sense) still in the same fifty-fifty balance in 
which it has been as long as we have been able to examine the evidence 

with scientific means. 
This is by no means necessarily so: If God is a reality and not merely 

a product of our imagination, he might make his reality known to us 
not only individually, as rcligio~s persons claim he often does, bu~ 
also in signs and acts that arc mtersubjcctivcly unmistakable. Most 
creeds tell us that God once did so, and that he will do so again on the 
day of Last Judgment. Then there was, or then there will be, no fifty­
fifty balance of the scientific scales. 

"Then, if any one says to you, 'Lo, _here is the Christ!' or 'There he 
is!' do not believe it. For false Chnsts and false prophets will arise 
and show great signs and won?ers, so as to lead astray .... Lo, I 
have told you beforehand. So tf they say to you, 'Lo, he is in the 

"ld · f they say 'L h · · 1 · w1 erness,' do not go out; 1. . ' o, e 1s 1n t 1e Inner rooms,' 
do not believe it. For as the hghtmng. comes from the east and shines 
as far as the west, so will be the commg of the Son of Man." o 

But within the span of o~r moder~ scientific age, the .fifty-fifty 
balance has prevailed. To pu_t It othe:wtse, we are c?nfr_onted with the 
near-paradox that God's rcahtY may orne day be sCientifically evident, 
but that if there be no God we shall never know that for certain. No 
discovery is even imaginable that would exclude the alternative ex­
planation that there is a God back of all things and of all laws of 
nature. In popular parlance, we IJ?ay some day know God's existence, 
but we can k his noneXIstence. 

1 never noW 1 · 
shall not here go more deep Y mto the efforts of believers to offer 

• 1vtatthew kc: I 7::22-24, where h 
lightning flash24:23-27. SimilarlY• Lu kY from one side tot le last passage .reads, "For as the 
be in h" cs and r hts up the s t lc: other • so Will the: son of Man 

IS day." lg 
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conclusi.ve ontological evidence for the greater likelihood of the positive 
alternative. These arguments always cease to be scientific in the inter­
subjec~ve meaning of the term at some relevant point. (See Chapters 
n, Sect10n 7, and xn, Section 4.) In our present context-motivations 
for the professional habit of bracketing the divine alternative-it is not 
necessary to go more deeply into the positive arguments. But it is ap­
propriate to discuss two pseudoscientific arguments that have been 
advanced for the greater likelihood of the 11egative, because they have 
been particularly influential. 

In the first place, many students think that he who proposes to open 
the brackets must first prove the existence of God. He who contends 
that something is there, so it is argued, has the "burden of proof" for 
its being there. He is not permitted to shift the burden to those who 
deny that it is there. This is assumed to be a scientific principle but 
wrongly so. It is a legal principle, not a scientific one. -A defe~dant 
whose guilt is not proved ought not to be punis~ed. Even if there be 
full evidence that one of two persons has committed ~orne particular 
murder, but it cannot be proved which of the. two, neither should be 
sentenced. This is not to say, however, that neither has co~mitted the 
crime, and if only a few criminals can be condemned,. this does not 
aver that there are only a few criminals. It says nothmg about the 
factual truth. 

Scientifically, we cannot speak of any parti~ular burden of proof 
for one of two alternatives if both are mystenous. And this is pre­
cisely the situation with regard to the question of G.od ?r no God. If 
one could speak at all of a burden of proof-an obhgat10n to present 
an intersubjectively conclusive scientific proof~for the How and Why 
of first things, we could only state that both, believers and nonbelievers, 
are in default. That burden would then rest on the shoulders of both, 

not merely of one. . f d' 
Another pseudoscientific reason, often . given or Is:eg~rding the 

divine alternative in scientific discussions, lS the al~eged hkehhood that 
God would show himself more distinctly if. ~e existed. Th.e very fifty­
fifty balance of scientific knowledge in rehg!OU~ ~a~ers 15 here used 
as an argument in favor of the greater lik~li~oo fk t e negative alter­
native, because if there should be a Go? It·~ un \ely. that he would 
leave it at that. He would tip the sctentl c d sea fes. 1ll favor of h' 
existence. It would be, so to speak, unfair 0~ Go to 011 all our scient' ~s 
efforts, all our searching for conclusive evtdence. 1 c 

But this argument leads us no further. It may be effective . 
agamst 
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the assumption of an "impatient" God, hut has no force against the 
belief in a "patient" one, who operates from within. It is not difficult 
to conceive of an explanation why God, if real, docs not allow the 
fifty-fifty balance of scientific (intersubjcctivcly verifiable) research to 
be disturbed. Could his reality be proved scientifically, there would be 
no moral significance in our individually recognizing him from the 
bottom of our individual experience, or in our individually wrestling 
with the problem. If Heaven and Hdl stood visibly before our scien­
tific eyes, there would be little.: merit in our being good and avoiding 
evil. "It would be an unbearable sight,". wrote Jakob Burckhardt at 
the end of his reflections on world history, "if owing to a consistent 
historical record of all good people always being rewarded and all 
bad ones always being punished down here below, all the bad people 
would begin to behave well on grou~1ds of expediency .... One might 
well get into the mood then of askmg Heaven to let some of the bad 
ones go unpunished on earth, so that at least the others might show 
their true character. ... There is anyway enough make-believe in the 
world." 7 

Again, if only the advanced scholar could. rea~h GoJ with scientific 
methods, there would be a blatantly unfatr dtffcrencc between the 
fortunate few who arc able to study toward the higher degrees and the 
masses who cannot understand the advanced ways of science. Hence, 
:Vhen we think of God as the creat~r who ~ants to test us individually, 
lt seems almost necessary to co~ce1ve of htm as leaving the fifty-fifty 
balance of scientific efforts undisturbed. It would be appropriate here 
to .refer to Kierkegaard, who expressed son:e of his finest thoughts on 
th1s. very question, and also to a pa,~sage 111 ~t. Paul's Epistle to the 
C?nnthians ( 1 :21 ), where he wr?te: I~ the w~sdom of God, the world 
did not know God through wisdom, t~at ls, through science. But 
we have elected to concentrate on twentieth-century political science 
and it may, therefore, suffice .to s~ate that .Scientific Method holds n~ 
Warrant which could authonze lt to . attn?ute more scientific likeli­
hood to God's nonexistence than to his existence, or vice versa. 
is The foregoing is not mear:t. t? say that every type of religious belief 

exempt from . entific cntlclsm. If someone should infer from the 
fact th sci . d d in at the same people someume.s o an sometimes do not believe 

. God the conclusion that someumes there is a God and at other 
tunes d " · t b . none, a sort of "quantum-go ' as I were, now being, now not 
~~g; or that what there is is half-a-God-half-not-a-God; then science 

akob Burckhardt, Weltgeschichtliche Betrachtungen, Bern 1905, p. ::~.66, 
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would be entitled to reject such inference as illogical and the conclusion 
as in confli.ct with likelihood. It is scientifically likely, to say the least, 
that there IS a God either always or never. This is in itself quite im­
portant to realize, for a political scientist as much as for anyone else. 
It shows the radical type of alternative before us. But science cannot 
relieve us of the personal choice. 

Likewise, we may reject as "scientifically unlikely" some low type of 
superstition whose human origin and primitive absurdity can be inter­
subjectively exposed, such as the belief that an eclipse of the moon is 
a sign of God's wrath, or that the future depends on our touching 
wood. We can reject as scientifically untenable the belief that the 
world is only four thousand years old. But we cannot summarily 
speak of any greater likelihood that there is a suprasensual Creator-God 
or that there is none, as long as we base our arguments exclusively 
on intersubjectively transmissible points. 

It follows that scholars who fail to keep the two alternatives in their 
own mind as well as in the awareness of their students distort the 
basis of all our scientific work. If God is a superstition in science, n~ 
God is as much of a superstition. Either alternative is. inde~onstrable; 
neither is scientifically more likely than the other;. either Is, scientifi­
cally speaking, a mere assumption, a mere hypothesis. 

3· Scientific Uses of UTJbrack_eting the Divine 
Alternativ~ 

Since the assumption of God's reality is, scientifically speaking, no 
worse than that of an entirely nondivine origin of world and man, the 
latter being as much a mere hypothesis as the f?r~er, we may un­
hracket the alternative of God's reality in our sCien~Ific work at any 
time. To do that does not in itself imply a?an~omng the merits of 
modern Scientific Method. It is scientifically JUStified to b~se reflection 
and research on some avowed assumption. or typ~~hesis .. We may, 
therefore, give the assumption, the hypothesis,~ ~0 s reahty a scien­
tifically legitimate place in our scholarly wor · e expose ourselves 
to justified criticism unless we do so in p~op~r measure in our cor_ 
norate work as political scientists. But what IS t e use of such exercise? 
What difference does it make? . 

First of all, it helps us to correct the confus~n ~a~sed b~ the methoda­
logical fallacy of equating the bracketed Go Wit an ehminated G d 
It helps us to restore a sense of scientific honesty, of balance and 0 of 
depth. 
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But this is not all. Many a scientific hypothesis th:lt could never 
he completely verified ha!= done great service in the development of 
science by drawing our attention to aspects that had been overlooked. 
Darwin's hypothesis drew our attention to the laws of heredity and 
to the significance of mutations; Hegel's, to the historical sequence 
of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis: Marx's to the influence of economic 
conditions on ideologies; Freud's to the subcomcious; and others to 
other factors. Just so, and no less efTcctivcly, docs the assumption of 
God's reality draw our attention to phenomena, to implications and 
consequences of actions or omissions, and to alternatives of action, that 
otherwise arc easily overlooked. 

The hypothetic assumption that there is a God may, for example, 
cause us to center attention on such factors or problems as these: the 
apparently irrepressible nature of metaphysical longings (see Kant's 
remarks, above, Chapter II, Section S); the finest concatenations be­
tween evil and unhappiness (sec Chapter XII, Section 6), between re­
pentance and inward growth; the limits of psychoanalysis; 1 the in­
ncr moral logic of historical events; the long-range good effects versus 
the more obvious short-term failures of what we call goodness; the 
ultimate frustrations of many human ambitions; the lack of any sus­
tained historical attcm pt to build political behavior on principles of 
goodness, love, and sympathy rather than on cleverness, selfishness, 
antipathy, and lust for domination; the over-evaluation of technical 
progress as a source of happiness; the possibility that the fate of na­
tions and even of entire civilizations may he relatively insignificant 
before God-if God is real-as compared with the tests to which his­
t~rical events constantly put each individual; the understanding of 
~tgh-strung nationalism as an out~e~ of the yearning for uncondi­
tiOnal devotion, as a poor ersa~z-rc~tgton, and many more such vistas. 

Speculative reflections of tlus kmd-somc perhaps more plausible 
than others, but scientifically all merely tentative as is every scientific 
~po_thesis-may in turn ~cad to concrete resea~ch projects that are 

Ithtn the reach of scientific attack. They may msptre, for example, 
:~~ternatic efforts to disclose through_ co~petent empirical research in­
b arable elements in our human thmkmg and feeling, elements that 
I y .their omnipresence establish a factual bridge between Ought and 
s In tn.an (Chapters 1x and x) · Or they may stimulate research on 

1 See 
Scit:nct:' a:g., the Profound chapter "Psychology and _th~ Cure of Souls" in W. E. Hocking, 
ana Po[" . d tht: ldt:a of God 0 p.cit., PP· 2 7 ff., and s•m•lar remarks in Maritain, Scholasticism 

I tics • OP.cit ' 
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the influence of humility, of truthfulness, and of genuine fr" dl" 
· h 1 · · . . . ten mess m uman re atwns, mcludmg mternational relations· or 0 h 1 . ' n t e co-
lapse of vamty and wantonness in short-term and long te 
· Tl 1 d . - rm perspec-

tive~. 1ey m~y ea ~o the d.i~tinction of spheres of success and of fail-
ure m revolutiOns or m ambttwus five-year plans and the l"k . d 

·d · f I e, an to the cons1 eratwn o hundred-year plans, more modestly · d 
d. . . . . conceiVe 

that do not tsregard etther human corruptibthty or human m t h . ' . e ap yst-
cal yearmngs. 

Hence scientific reflections on the divine alternative and its · 1. 
b f d d . f .1. tmp tca-

tions are y no means ore oome to m ertt tty. They may t . ac as a 
stimulus toward more subtle observations than those made befor 

f . f 1 . "fi . d e, as a 
Prompter o meamng u sctenti c questions, an above all as . . . ' a pro-
tection from pseudoscientific lopsidedness. 

The liberation of the social sciences from religious tutelage was a 
tremendous achievement, attained only after a long and heavy stru l 
against deeply entrenched forces, with innumerable and grave sgg .e . . acn-
fi.ces. It IS not difficult, therefore, to understand why the social scien 

. f th . l"b ces are watchmg over the preservation o etr I erty from religio 
dogma with a jealous and suspicious zeal, always fearful lest they ~~ 
reduced once more to a state of bondage under dogma. By now 
however, this liberation has been secured to such an extent, and it ha~ 
been so firmly guaranteed by constitutional and procedural devices 
in democratic countries, that we need_ no longer be afraid that every 
discussion of the divine alternative wtll tend _to entangle us in some 
new dependence on religious dogma. There 1~ ~reater danger today 
that science might become subservient to a~hetsttc dogmas-they are 
dogmas too-or to some nationalistic substitute-dogma, than to any 
theistic doctrine. 

It is, I submit, an absurd academic sit~ati~r: that students have to 
go today to professors of theology, to umver~ltles run by churches, to 
some Union Theological Seminary, or to hohday sermons, in order to 
engage in a discussion-sometimes s~allow, but, at ot~er times pro­
found and absorbing-of the alternative of. God s reahty and of the 
light it might shed on political events, whlle ?ur secular schools of 
social sciences deal only with the other a~ter~atl~e. The great natural 
scientists of our time are more readily ~clme h to take account of 
the divine alternative than are social sCientists, w 0 seem to be du d 
by their own methodological conventions and thereby bereave th pe 
selves and their students of some of the great~st adventures of .dem-

f h t 1· · 1 eas This is no plea for a surrender o t e nega lVe re tgtous alte . · 
rnat1Ve 
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to the positive one; it is a pka only for due rccognition of both. After 
fifty years of bracketing God we should by nnw be mature enough 
sometimes to remove the brackets, or to shift them occasionally from 
the positive to the negative alternative, thercwith acknowledging God's 
latent place in twentieth-century political theory. 

Yet whenever we do so we must continue to discharge our scientific 
function well-the function of the scientist to distinguish severely be­
tween mere speculations, hypotheses, assumptions, and personal be­
liefs on the one side, and scientifically cstahlishcd data, capable of inter­
subjective transmission, on the other. 

4· Doubt and Faith in the: Scholar 

Science is a stern mistress. Yet it might be said of her what Words­
worth said of Duty: "Nor know we anything so fair as is the smile 
upon thy face." 

To give equal scientific weight to both alternatives, God's reality 
and his nonreality, is easy for the great number of doubting Thomases 
-both doubting theists and doubting atheists-but difficult for men 
With strong convictions, theists as well as atheists. Is it asking too much 
of them? The interrelation of doubt and f~ith in the twentieth-century 
scholar shoulJ be subjected to closer scrutmy than has been generally 
devoted to this problem. A few. word.s may be aLhkd here under the 
assumption that the scholar belteves 111 God. 

Most believers would admit that their faith has different· strength 
at different times. But the scholar seems to be compelled to doubt by 
the clock. When the class signal sounds, doubt time is there; when it 
sounds again, faith may return. Or docs the believer, when in class, 
merely pretend to doubt in order_ to :cmain a scholar of acceptable 
standing in a twentieth-century umversny? 

I would like to present a different ph~no.menological description. It 
seems that certainty and doubt .can exist In the same person at the 
same time. This experience ap~hes to m~ny spheres of life, including 
the. religious sphere. It soun.ds l~ke a dental of the first axiom of logic, 
:'h1ch states that if somethwg lS true-for example, that I am doubt­
Ing-the opposite cannot be true at .the same time-namely, that I am 
~~t 0doubting. Yet, axiom or no ax.wm, phenomenologically both can 

bserved to occur at the same time. 
~t seems to happen in the following manner which I may be per 

ffiltted t d . · t" 1 ' -th 0 escnbe at first 1n poe lC anguage. Two layers seem to feed 
e fount of subjective know ledge; knowledge surges up from two 
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layers. In the one Doubt lives, the lad, in the other, Certainty (or 
Confidence), the dame. Certainty in her layer remains quite unaf­
fected by the soliloquies of Doubt. Conversely, Doubt, in his, is not 
moved by the sound of the organ he hears in the heart down below. 
However much she beams and smiles, Certainty does not fully succeed 
in driving the other fellow out. He goes on doubting, in his layer, as­
tonished that Certainty in hers remains undisturbed. After this has 
gone on for many years, both have abandoned all attempts at mutual 
conversion. They live like uninterested, but tolerant, neighbors in 
their separate layers. Doubt likes to muse that sometime soon there 
will be the great day when the long contest will be decided; after 
death either he or Certainty will be the victor. But then it occurs 
to him that, if he was right in doubting, he will not know his triumph. 
To realize this sad fact can make Doubt doubt doubt. Certainty is bet­
ter off in this respect. "I shall not feel it, should I draw defeat. But 
winning, bliss awaits me infinite," she might say.1 

' 

Methodologically speaking, what I have been doing in these figura­
tive musings, as distinct from the preceding sections of this chapter 
is to present the results of phenomenological self-o~s~rvation r~gardin~ 
the interrelation between scholarly doubt and rehg10us certamty. To 

1 The foregoing is a free translation from German ver.se which I wrot? ?own as the shortest 
form of phenomenological description for documentatiOn and memonzmg rather than for 

· f · h . · b dded here for those who have a r d' poetiC per ectwn. T e German ongmal may e a ea mg 
knowledge of the language. . . 

E .11 , vei Schichten: eme Sch1cht 
mpor qu.1 t s aus ~\ uversicht. 

Hegt Zwe1fel und d1e andre z 
Die Zuversicht bleibt vollig unberii~frtl £" h t 

d. d r Zwc1 e u r · 
Von Selbstgesprachen, 1e e 

. . . · d nicht betort 
Der Zwe1fel scmerse1ts w1r h" 

d · Herzen ort. Vom Orgelton, en er 1m 
hi t die Zuvcrsicht, 

Wie sie auch lachdnd stra ' 'h · ht 
Ihn ganzlich zu verjagen gliickt 1 r me · 

. Schicht und staunt, 
Er zweifelt fort in semer 1 t 
Dass drunten Zuversicht bleibt gut ge aun · 

"h chon zu verzichtcn, 
So sind sie !angst gewo ~t s etre~nten Schichten. 
Und wohnen, Nachbarn, m g 

.. . k mmt der grosse Tag, 
Der Zweifel sinnt: Emst 0 . ma 
W . h d I Streit entschelden g. o SIC er ange 

. . n oder Zuversicht. 
Dann werd' ~ch s~ege ' rfahr' ich's nicht." 
Doch wenn 1ch s1ege, ach, e 

. 'f 1 , 1 er dies bedachtc, 
Der Zwe1fel zwe1 e t • as . ht 'c lachtc· 
Am Zwcifcln sclbst. Doch ZuversiC ' 51 · 

"I h .. d' . ht fijhlen miisst' ich unterliegen. 
c wur s me ' . s· .. 

Unendlich Gluck erwartel mich 1m 1egcn. 
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1" that extent I have produced no more than a "report" or a "protoco 
on observations in one specimen (sec above, Chapter 1, Section 3). 
There is no a-priori evidence th:lt this is a general experience. Some 
people seem to observe nothing but doubts within them, and no cer­
tainty. Arc they merely more accurate in their observations and more 
exacting in their demands on certainty, or do they overlook or sup­
press the fount of certainty that surges up from that other layer? My 
own self-observation cannot give the answer. Conversely, saints are 
said to be so certain as to have no doubts. I lave they lost the faculty of 
doubting in that second layer, or don't they usc it? My own observa­
tions cannot contribute to this question, as I am capable of doubt almost 
at will-but I can doubt many things only in one of the two layers, 
and some, such as that truth or veracity is required in justice, in neither 
of them. 

Without generalizing my own experience I merely want to warn 
here against the axiomatic fallacy that doubt and certainty must be 
mutually exclusive. It has often been said, from Plato to Max Scheler, 
that we can feel pleasure and pain at the same time on various levels 
(see Chapter xn, Section 4, above). We also can feel doubt and no­
doubt at the same time on various levels, I submit. 

5· Summary and Conclwion 

li I have been using many words to say very litt.lc in this chapter. !his 
. ttle seems to me so important, however, that Jt must not be omitted 
10 an essay that deals with the foundations of political theory today. 
~or did I know how to say it in fewer words without courting the 
~Jsaster of grave misunderstandings. But now that thc.:sc things have 

ccn ~o. broadly displayed, my summ~~y m~y be short. 
Rehg1on is still today, in many pohtJCal situations, a relevant factor 

an~ a. strong motivating force, and as. such must be studied closely. 
This Is generally recognized by twentieth-century political scientists. 
But · f · 'fi k ' ls religion also a source 0 scJentJ c now ledge? Separation of 
these two aspects of religion is a relatively recent achievement. For­
rnherly, they were freely fused; now, the pendulum has swung to the 
ot er 1 b · f r . extreme that of comp ete a stmence rom any reference to re-
lglon ' f · 'fi k 

Th as .a potential source o sclentl c . nowledge. (Section r.) 
e SCl 'fi f "b k t " h a.ris ent1 c convention ° rae e mg t e divine alternative has 

con en on two grounds. In the first place, it was the methodological 
be ~equence of general acknowledgment that God's reality could not 

ernon t f S · · fi M h d s rated in terms o CJentl c et o . But, secondly, it seems 
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to have be~n strongly supported by a widespread tendency to consider 
the. nonextstence of C?od scientifically more likely than his existence. 
Thts ar,?Ument from likelihood has been subjected to intensive scrutin 
here wtth the result that nonscientific and scientific estimates of Iik 1~ 
hood must be distinguished. Once we have decided to use the tee 1 

"science" in the sense of intersubjectively transmissible knowledge r~ 
those intersubjectively not transmissible factors that motivate pe~ al 
individually to consider the one or the other alternative more Iikel~~ 
with clashing results-must be eliminated from the argument. If that 
is done it appears that there is no greater scientific likelihood for either 
alternative. (Section 2.) 

Under these circumstances, total abstinence from mention of the 
divine alternative in scientific discussions is not justified. Both alterna­
tives should be given equal weight scientifically, since neither is capable 
of scientific proof and neither can even be awarded a higher deo-ree 
of scientific likelihood. We should, therefore, occasionally unbra~ket 
the divine alternative in order to maintain scholarly honesty and 
scientific depth of perspective. Reflections that start out from God's 
reality as a hypothesis are by no means u~eless fo: our scientific work. 
They are apt to lead scholars to direct thetr attent10X: t? facts and inter­
relations that are otherwise easily overlooked: T~ts m turn may in­
spire concrete research projects of a strictly sCI:ntt.fic character, which 
-while holding no promise of affecting the .scte~ttfic balance between 
the two alternatives-may enlarge our sCienttfi~ knowl~dge about 
many socially and politically relevant factors an?. mterrelat10ns. 

In other words, the lack of proof for the positive h~pothesis should 
d f . . · as an eye-opener 1n our sct·ent"fi 

not eter us rom using It at umes . . . 1 c 
f · 1 · d tentwhues. We must only bew study o facts, mterre at10ns, an po . . are 

f b . · hf 1 h. k"ng as tf such expenments could give 
0 succum 1ng to wts u t tn I h h · f . · "fi f f h itive ypot ests or or 1ts gr t us greater sCient! c proo or t e pos . ea er 
likelihood. In this respect, matters are ~0 di:.e~en~ from wh1at they 
arc when we use the negative hypothesis£, .w tc ta sol.nkevl:hr eads us 

f f . or 0 ItS grea er 1 e 1 ood Th 
nearer to a proo o Its correctness 1 d d · h. · e 
negative alternative is even more definite Y o~m~. fi 1~lt ~ respect than 
is the positive; and yet we use it, and have unJUS 1 a Y one so to the 

exclusion of the other. (Section 3·) b · th h l 
The relationship between faith and do~ t I~ de 5~ 0 ar can be better 

understood when we realize that fa~t an l 0~ t can be present 
simultaneously in the same person at dtfferent eves. (Section 4.) 
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RESULTS 

T HE fascinating horizons and perspectives that have opened 
before us in the last several chapters-reflecting on those 
ultimate questions of political theory that touch on meta­
physics and, in particular, the single metaphysical problem 

that surpasses all others in human concern, und<.:rlying them all, that 
of the existence of divine forces acting according to some plan and 
toward some goal-must not be permitted to mislead us into over­
rating the imm<:diate practical bearing these reflections can have on 
the progress of science in general and of political science in particular. 
~or one thing remains certain: the ultimate significance of these ques­
tions, great as it is, docs not alter the grave fact that they cannot be 
answered in the language of intersubje.ctivcly transmis~ible knowledge. 

All excursions into th<: bonier regwn between science and meta­
physical speculation kad up to a point where the roads part, one branch 
drawing us back toward ever greater efforts to refine our observation 
of facts and of their interrdations, to clarify the consequences man's 
attitudes and actions have for himsdf and for others in the short run 
or the long; the other, enticing us to follow an orientation that relies 
on metaphysical intuition, on premises in which we may believe but 
wh~se correspond<:nce to a surmised ulterior reality is beyond inter­
subJective verification, and which may lead our scientific work astray. 
~~e two branches may run ~arallcl. f?~ a while. Our chapters on 

po~ltical ideals ( vm) and on Impossibility (xu) have shown that 
st~Ictly scientific inquiries about the consequences of ideals and in­
~tltutions can get us surprising! y far' now c?rr?~)orating, now modify­
Ing our intuitional orientations. But the VIablltty of the public road 
?f science ends far sooner than that of the private road of esoteric 
Intuition; when the going turns rough on the former, we can speed 
~lon~ the latter with seven-league steps toward something that may 

e enher Truth or Error-science cannot tell which. 

re!~ concluding this volume, t?e fo~low.ing paragraphs sum up the 
th lts o~ our entire course of w~esugatwns; they make free use of 
bu~ r:rtial summaries presented 111 some of the individual chapters, 

It . llow an independent arrange~ent. . 
theo:s a fundamental requirern~nt ~n the pursUit of scientific political 
disti: t~at scientific and nonsCientific. types. of theory be consistently 

gu1shed. There are several ways m whtch the distinction can be 
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made. But there is one that cannot be ignored even by those who are 
~nwilli~g t_o stop ther~: the distinction between knowledge that is 
I~tersubJCCtively _transmissible qua knowledge, and knowledge, puta­
tive or real, that I.s not.. (Introductory, Section 5; Chapter II, Section 7.) 

Knowledge gamed m adhering to the rules of Scientific Method is 
intersubjectively transmissible. This is not to say that it is entirely free 
from assumptions. Scientific Method permits us to accept some com­
monsense principles whose truth cannot, through its services alone 
be demonstrated to someone who might care to deny them. Such 
"immanent methodological aprioris" include the assumptions, amona 
others, that there is human consubjectivity regarding many types of 
experience, though not all; that there are interrelations between many 
successive events, but that human beings nonetheless enjoy some sphere 
of freedom in their decisions (Chapters r, Sections 2, 3, 7; u, Sec­
tions I, s; XII, Section I). These assumption~-o~, more precisely, 
the discretion which Scientific Method grants scientists to work under 
them-do not, however, impair intersubjective transmissibility. 

Adherence to Scientific Method, as here understood, implies no 
denying the great significance of imagination and of genius in scien­
tific research (Chapters 1, Section I, b a?d ~1, 2, end)· Nor does it 
prevent us from using metaphysical inspiratiOns and speculations as 
pointers toward potentially relevant themes (Chapter.s vr~ Section 3, 
and xm). All attempts to disparage su.ch nonsCient.Ific Impulses to 
scientific activities keeping science limited to a stnctly positivistic 

' . h ' physicalistic, behavioristic approach even m t e preparatory stage, have 
proved beside the point. They have led to some sort of negative meta­
physics and to self-contradictory statements ( Chapt~r v, Section 3, b). 

Nor is there need to disbar from the bench of science scholars who 
prefer to use the term "scientific" in some. broade~ sense, including 
metaphysical speculations, provided they avOid escapism regarding the 
fundamental difference between knowledge that, qua knowledge 
· · 11 · 'bl 'f t · n its results at least in · ' IS umversa y transmisSI e-1 no 1 . ' Its con-
stituent factors-and knowledge that is not umversally transmissible 
(Chapter vn, Section 3). . 

. h b d d · ng the twentieth ce . Great stndes ave een rna e un . b. . ntury 1n aug-
menting objective knowledge of a? mt~su J~tiVely transmissibl 
character in the social sciences, espectally t roug the systematic e 
duction and collection of statistically useful data, de~eloping and ~re-
proving the techniques of tapping samples, conductmg expe . 1m­

. th " d " nment 1 tests, constructing useful "workmg hypo eses an models," and th~ 
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like (Chapters 1 and II, with many details). Rut the novel techniques 
must not be overrated in comparison '\Vith the continuing great rele­
vance of historical and anthropological research regarding the causes, 
purposes, and effects of political institutions and actions, and of psycho­
logical research regarding motives and their possible manipulation. 

It is through the judicious usc of a variety of techniques, not just 
one or two, that the political scientist is able to make relevant state­
ments about the interconnection of events, past, present, and future. 

The categories of cause and effect, motives and purposes, continue 
to play an eminent role in the social sciences, irrespective of the con­
troversial place of causality in modern physics (Chapter II, Section 1). 
So does the category of "limited possibility," developed in this book in 
a more elaborate manner than usual. Scientific Method is frequently 
able to lead to definite statements regarding the extent to which the 
range of possible events has been narrowed or widened by events in 
the past, or will be by possible events in the future, especially by human 
actions. Moreover, the scientist can often show the impossibility of 
~caching some desired effect by the proposed means, or of reaching 
It at all, while in other cases he is able to. refute alleged impossibility 
(Chapter XII· also vm Section 2, and passtm) · 

' ' Above all, it is always the legitimate function of the political scientist 
to inquire into the imaginable alternatives of political behavior and 
their respective implications and co1_1~equence~. 

Such are, among others, the postttve contnbutions that are within 
the reach of political science. More on the negative side, legitimate 
appro.aches lie open to the political theorist in his fight against logical 
~allac1es, such as unguarded inferences ~f what ought to be from what 
zs (Chapter m, Sections 4 to 7) ; ~r agamst tendencies to overtax logic 
by elevating it to the rank of an wdependent master of nature or his­
tory. Logic deals with "meaning" and, ~erefore, can be applied only 
where there is a meaning. If nature or history sometimes appear "logi­
cal," it is because their course seems. to agree with the "meaning" of 
what we either interpret as divine w~sdom or formulate as "laws" in­
tended to describe regularities in the wterconnection of events. (Chap-
ters 1 S . ) 

' echon 6 · u Section I, e. . . 
S\J.~u.r "agreeO::en~" with a proposmon, or our "acceptance" of it, is no 
Sh st1tute for science not even when the agreement or acceptance is 

ared b ' d S · 
th. Y many others (lntro uctory, . ectiOn 4, fourth argument)· 

15 doe · · " t. fi " T ' 
1. f s not make the propos1t1on scien 1 c. entative acceptance 
s, 0 cou h . "fi rse a prerequisite of furt er scient! c work based on a prop-
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osition (Chapter I, Sections 2, 3, 5). But acceptance alone, however 
unconditionally or enthusiastically given, is insufficient. It must be 
above all, acceptance of a proposition that, under the rules of the scien~ 
tific method applie?, is scientifically acceptable (Chapter I, Section 7). 
If the method apphed is "Scientific Method" in the strict sense of this 
term (Chapter I,. ~ection 1), then substantive a-priori statements, con­
tradictory propositions, and logically inconclusive deductions are barred 
from scientific acceptance. If a person reports that he saw a ghost while 
fully awake, we may accept his report as "subjectively honest"; but this 
does not justify scientific acceptance of the inference that what he 
thought he saw was a ghost, and that there are ghosts. To accept these 
propositions, additional evidence would be required: ghosts form no 
part of the "immanent methodological aprioris" of Scientific Method 
(Chapter II, Sections). 

The scientist must always be on the alert against the tendency to 
smuggle into scientific theory, through some back door, the unavowed 
assumption, ceremoniously ushered out through the front door as scien­
tifically unv~rifiable, that divine forces do op~rate in the universe (Chap­
ters m, Sectwn 7; vm, Section 2; and passzm) · .our acknowledgment 
that science is unable qua science, that is, in an mtersubjectively trans­
missible manner to establish the operation of s~ch forc:s a~, an actuality 
should be frank, honest and consistent. No smugghng can be tol­
erated in this matter. If~ scholar refuses to concede this limitation he 
should say so explicitly and establish hi~ .conclusive inte:subje;tive 
proof, if he can. Otherwise, references to dtvme forc:s,are scientifically 
admissible only as an avowed "working hypothests (Chapter XIII, 

Section 3). 
But equally frank, honest and consistent should be. our acknowledg-

ment that science is unabl~ to preclude the alternative that there are 
d. · f It · f h t ·gnt"ficant effects of scientific tht" k tvme orces. Is one o t e mos s1 . . n -
ing in the twentieth century that today not only ~eh;~er~~n a personal 
God are exposed to inner doubts on the groun ° h ~c mg scientific 
proof-that has often been so before-but s~ an~ at etsts as well. An-

. d at thts mneteenth-ce t 
other Nietzsche, who would to ay repe. d" (Ch n ury phi-
losopher's apodictic declaration "God ts. dea apter v, Section 
6, a), without distinguishing between hts own per~onal opinions or 
convictions and his scentific justification f?r :xpressmg thern in su h 
apodictic form, could not qualify as a twenuet -century scientist ( Ch~ 
ter xm, Section 2) . . . p-

Distinction between transmissible and nontransmtsstble knowl d 
e ge 
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leads necessarily to a distinction, not simply between "facts" and "val­
ues," but between scientific statements regarding facts (events), in­
cluding the fact that evaluations of a definite kind h:we occurred, or 
may or will occur, at dcfinite timcs and placcs, and statements regard­
ing the validity of the ultimate standards that underlie evaluations, or 
ought to underlie.: them. This ncccssary distinction docs not imply that 
science is unable to contribute to a meaningful ex:unination of evalua­
tions. Our discussion of the many meanings of the term "valuable" has 
resulted in an extensive.: tabu !at ion of :-.ignificant steps which under Scien­
tific Method can he.: legitimately and successfully taken regarding alleged 
values, even those.: in the moral sphere (Chapter 111, Section 2). Yet there 
remains a gap which Scic.:ntific Method is indeed unable to close: the ab­
solute validity of ultimate.: standards that underlie human value judg­
ments cannot be c.:~tablishc.:d through this mcthod (ibid., Section 7). All 
attcmpts to overcome.: this calamity by other methods have failed, and 
n:u~t fail, unless the.: opc.:ration of divine forces is scientifically established 
(zbzd., and Chapter vu, Sections 3 and 4). 

This limitation of what scic.:nc~ can do, and can hope ever to achieve, 
does not hinder a scientist from orienting his own scientific research 
toward the question of how some.: particular end, considerc<.l valuable 
by him or by his country or hy some other group whose ideals he shares, 
can best be reached or approximated ("partisan relativism," Chapter 
Ill, .section 8), nor on the.: other hand from pointing to actually rm­
destred effects or side-effc.:cts of any particular decision either made or 
contemplated (Chapter XII, Scctions 3· s). 

Stateme t b · · · · f · d rk n s a out the just1cc or InJUStice o acts, JU gments, and the 
~ e are statements about values-moral values, that is. Consequently, 

t ?d~re subject to all the limitations of scientific efforts regarding the 
va 1 tty of ultimate standards by which values are, or ought to be 
measured I h h 11 h · ' · t seems, however, as t aug a uman bemgs harbor some 
sense, or f t· . h . . fl 
Th ee 111g, of justice, wh1c at times 111 uences their judgments. 

ere are f I . . 
Sorne r several conceivable sources o t us umversal sense or feeling. 
state~ tke God or an immortal soul, are not accessible to scientific 
as a pen~s as to their reality. What science :s able to study however 

osstbl 1 l . h ' ' ing of · .e source of universa e ements 111 t e human sense or feel-
these tLUsttce, is the "nature of things" and the "nature of man." Of 

) ll~ ,, 1 d 
regardin ,~ature of things" does not ea to conclusive prescriptions 
pressin g JUst'' behavior of man, unless nature is thought of as ex-

gad. · b d · · lVtne will, a thesis eyon SCientific verification (Chapters 
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IV, Section 3, vn, Section 7, and vm, Sections 4, 5, r6). The "nature of 
man," however, might conceivably include moral tendencies common 
to a~l ~en. This is ob~iously not the case regarding the great contro­
verstaltssues of the soctal and political sphere; the most divergent ideas 
and feelings of j~stice abound here as to the value of ultimate goals 
(Chapters IV, Sectton 6, and vm). To that extent, therefore, these ideas 
and feelings have certainly a "relative" character, not only on the 
ground that they refer to man rather than the universe, but because they 
are present only in particular individuals and groups. They are even 
relative twice over, namely, always to some potential "state of affairs" 
that is considered just (or "more" just), and secondly, to the particular 
ideas or feelings as to what state of affairs would be just. Different 
ideas or feelings of justice may prevail within the same person at dif­
fere?t ~imes, an?. even si?;ulta~e~~sl_y, a~~ordin¥ to whether existing 
institutions are accepted or cnttCized, and tf the latter, whether 
the critique follows group opinions or is original. (Chapter IV, Sections 
4 and 6). Ideas of "traditional" justice are rela_ti~e to. something that 
can be objectively ascertained, namely, the existing mstitutions, like 
family, property, inheritance, freedom of contract, where these are 
the existing institutions. But ideas of "transtraditional" justice, by con­
trast, reflect a great variety of preferences as to desirable conditions, 
with no possibility of an authentic choice am~ng then~ t~ be effected by 
science, nor even of an exhaustive classificatiOn a pnon (Chapters rv, 
Sections 5 and 6; and VIII). 

The calamity caused by this impotence of science to establish ultimate 
principles of justice is, however, more appare~t tha~ real; for it is 
greatly mitigated by four significant factors. First, science has an al­
most unlimited possibility of exploring the c01~sequence~ of ~he different 
ideas of justice, after clarifying their rneamngs-:-ti:eir historical, in­
dividual, actual, or potential meanings. ~eco?d, Jtmsprud~nce, as dis­
tinct from science (although aided by sctent~fic methods m exploring 
historical facts), may be able to declare rnax~ms and o~her basic prin­
ciples legally binding at a definite pla~e and _time, even m conflict with 
dictatorial decrees, although pure sCience IS u~ab~e to establish the 
universal and invariant validity of the sa~e pnnctples (Chapters IV 

Section 8, and vm, Section r6). Third, SCientific Metho_d cannot, and 
does not, deny that there may be absolute ~tandards of JUstice; it onl 
insists that they cannot be scientifically venfie~. And fourth, empiric~ 
research seems to reveal a number of elements m human ideas and £ 1 ee-
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ing of justice that arc indeed univnsal and invariant characteristics 
of the "nature of man," and on thi~ grr>tmd can he: rc:ckonnl with as 
constant factors (Chapter VIII). 

Recognizing certain clemente; of moral value: judgments as univer­
sally present in human nature: m:1y he the clo<;nt science will ever 
come to verifying the absolute validity of moral values. Y ct science 
must be conscientious enough to di..,mi'>'> overambitious schemes that 
have been presented in this category in the cour'>e of more than tWO 

~housand years. This book has tried to identify some universal dcmc.nts 
In the human sense of justice, that is, an inescapable interconnectiOn 
between the feeling of ju'>tice and certain postulates, such as the po~­
tulate of truth or veracity, the pmtulate of equal treatment of what IS 
equal under the scheme of values in question, and the postulate of 
respect for the necessities of nature in our moral demands on others. 
Even these clements can he classified as absolute only in the sense of 
~hei~ being "universally .human." As such, however, they. have ~ gre~t 
. eanng on the social sCiences, and may be used as startmg pomts m 
International and interdenominational policy. (Chapter x.) 

Modern Scientific Value Relativism-as here prescntc.:d it is no older 
than this century-is fundamcntall y distinct from earlier forms of 
relativism, of which there have been plenty in the history of human 
thought. It no longer refers to the current "stage of evolution," as did 
t~~ relativism of the early French sociologists; nor to "historical con­
~Itions,'' as did (and docs) the relativism of modc.:rn historicism; or to 
I economic conditions," as did (and docs) the relativism of the Marxists. 
ns~e~d, it refers to value judgments. It is no longer limited to the 
??s~tive law, as was the relativism of nineteenth-century legal pos­
lltiVIsts; it is, rather "transpositive" (legislative) in its essence. It is no 
ong "I ' · · I · · f of t er . atent," as was the t_ra~spostti,;e re a;,Ivis~ o many philos~phers 

he nmeteenth century; It IS now overt. It IS not merely passtve, as 
w~f. (and is) the relativism of many skeptics, but rather "active" and 
rn~ Ita.nt in its attacks on political ideologies that try to present non-
SCient fi · 'fi 11 fi. 1 c value judgments as scienti ca y established or verified. And 

nan y 1 h 1 t b " . , . . f d to h ' a t ough it may c 1oose 0 e parttsan In lts selection o en s 
t e att · h · · h I thi . atntnent of whic It WIS es to app y itself (admitting that 
s chotc . . fi . h . ) . . 

strict ''n e ts .nonscientl c m c ara~te.r , It may nse to the level of 
scien 'fi eutrality," and must do so If It wants to contribute through 
dict0~1 c analysis and research to the scientific comparison of contra-

y value systems. (Chapters III, Section 8, and VI.) 
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The injunctions of Scientific Value R ·I . . " . 'fi " ' C atiVISm are }" 't d th 
sctentt c approach as distinct from the " I' . , tmt e to e . I , I ". . rc tgtous th , " 1 'I 1 tea , or t 1e JUndical" approach N I ' c p 11 osop 1-
h ld b · o postu ate that r ·I t" · f 

s ou e accepted as the ultimate limit f I , c ~ 1\'_Ity o values 
l S . t'fi M I d o 1Uman tlunktncr . . . . l )y Cicn I c ct 10 as here understoo l . b IS r.llscl . f 1 ' c' rcgardtno- h ... 
m any o t 1cse other spheres provided the . I b un1an actiVIties . l ' n.:su ts arc not 1 i I I 
as bemg pure y scientific. (Chapters II Secti . ~anc Cl c own · ' on 7' IV Sectto d 
vii, SectiOns 3 and 4; vm, XII, xm.) ' ns 7 an 8; 

As to the genesis of modern Scientific Method · . . . 
Scientific Value Relativism was reached in Europe 'nIts cuii~runatwn tn 

. . f 1 . d 1 ot ear ter than t1 
begmnmg o t 11s century, an on t 1e American sc · le 

I TI · · 1 · ' ene son1e fiftee 
years ater. 1e Amencan ume ag IS explained by t\ , f 11 

1 1 1 · · 1 'o actors· first 
that some, t 10ug 1 not all, of t 1c pnncip es of Scientific v 1 R' . ' 
. h d b . . d b A 1 A . a ue dativ 
1sm a een anticipate y ng o- mencan empiricis d -
matism (Chapters v, Section 6, and VI, Section 5, a), and ms an d prag-

. bl I . f b . 1' . I econ ' that an envta e 10mogcncity o asiC po Itlca creeds at home l ' 
f . 'fi . I . 1 f 1 mace the 

need or soenti c neutrality ess pressmg Y e t (Chapter VI S . 
WI . . I . . fi ll ' ecttons 

4 and s)- len SCientific Value Rc atiVISffi na y came to thes 1 . . I 1 . e s 1ores 
It remamed more casual and more atent t ran Its more syste111 .... t· ' . " Ic and 
overt European counterpart, and It was mor_e often used in an avo d 
"partisan" manner than on the level of stnct neutrality (Chapte;"~1 
Section 5, e). ' 

The European founding fathers ~f Sci~ntific ~alue Relativism had 
from the outset, put strong emphasiS on It~ postti_ve aspects, especiall ' 
on the services science can render in analyzmg l_?gtcal implications an~ 
factual consequences of the espousal of any ~artlc~lar set of values and 
therefore, on the practical usefulness ?f _sctence m helping people t~ 
make reasonable choices among confhctmg value standards. But tl . 1 d . re 
founders neglected (I) the search for umversa an mvariant elem 

f . . (Cl ents 
in the human sense, feeling, or ideas o JUstice . lapters ~x to xu), and 
(2) the difference between jurisprude_nce and sctence,_~hich may make 
it possi_ble for juri~prudence to est_abhsh the legal val~dtty ~f principles 
of J·usttce at defimte places and umes when pure sctence Is unabl 

· b I I'd· e to 
establish their universal invariant, or a so ute va I Ity (Chapte ' rs IV 
Section 8, and vm, Section 16). . ' 

Although the earlier founders (Sim~el, Rickert, Max Weber) d' 
not use the term "relativism" for their methodology, this n ld 
gradually come to be connected with it (Radbr_uch, Kantorow~~e has 
sen and thereafter in general). In order to avOid confusion 'thz, Kel-

' WI other 
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types of relativism, the compound term "Scientific Value Relativism" 
or "Scientific Value Alternativism" has been used here. (Chapters m, 
Section r, and VI, Section 7.) 

When understood as here presented, that is, minus the misrepresenta­
tions discussed in Chapter vu, Section I, Scientific Value Relativism 
has not been refuted by any of the ardent methodological attacks 
leveled against it during the Great Revolt: not by the contention that 
Scientific Method is apt to deal with values precisely as with facts; 
nor by the claim that other methods could solve value problems ad­
equately in an intersubjective manner; nor by renewed attempts to 
prove scientifically the validity of religious truth, or at least the "objec­
tivity" of ultimate values beyond their relational aspects (while many 
objective statements arc possible, they do not Jecicle on the ultimate 
standard to be applied) ; nor by quasi-logical arguments, or Gestalt 
psychology, or the establisl:ment_ of _formal standards; nor, finally, by 
the contention that all other sClentdic endeavors are as relative and 
subjective as are the efforts to determine ultimate values, which is not 
true. (Chapter vii.) . 

The lively debate kindled by the revolt,_ wh1le leaving the revolters 
unsuccessful in their primary go_al of refutmg or overcoming Scientific 
Value Relativism, has yet contnbute~ a great deal to a deeper under­
standing of the issues. It has, in particular, revealed (I) the necessity 
of clearly distinguishing at least three typ_es of alleged knowledge: 
intersubjectivcly transmissible, not_ tra_nsmissib~e, ~r merely speculative; 
(2) the considerable amount of obJective contnbutions that can be made 
by scient:e in the examination. of ~ropos_ed value standards; (3) the 
legitimacy of a frankly speculauv~ discussiOn ~f metaphysical problems 
by scientists who bring to these discussons their disciplined knowledge 
of the body of scientifically secured knowledge; and (4) the legitimacy 
of a scientific attitude which makes use of religious inspiration as a 
pointer directing attention to neglecte~ areas of factual research and 
causal regularities, provided t~e. ensm~g. scientific research itself is 
kept free from extrascientific rehgwus opmiOns and convictions. (Chap-
ters VII, VIII, XIII.) . 

The contention, always falla~l~us, ~hat there are logical links be­
~ween Is and Ought must be distmgmshed from the-possibly mean­
mgful-contention ;hat there are factual links between them. Such 
factual links are envisaged in the idea of a perfectly good and powerful 
God, and also in the contention that some elements of what we ought 
to do or ought not to do are announced by some inner voice, or urge, 
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to some or all human beings Frequently d t . 1 . · , oc nnes t 1at teach · 
connectiOn between Is and Oug1lt a b' · an tntcr-re am tguous as to wh ·tl I 
mean the link is logical or factual (Chapter . S . c ler t 1ey 

Tl · , rx, ecttons 1 and .., ) 
le correctness of reports that an extertl"'l vo· . . -· 
1 • · •• ICC lSSl!lll O" fro 

supra mman source had been heard cannot b 'fi, i 5" . _Ill a . . b' . • C Vert Cl SCIC!ltth 11 
m an mtersu Jecttve1y conclusive manner. The , . ca Y 
1 . . . contention, howe\'cr 

t 1at some mner vmce, makmg announcements abo t · 1 . ' 
d . . u ng 1t and JUst 

or wrong an unJust, operates m human beings is verifi 1 1 b · ' 
· · 1 1 1 a) e Y em pmca researc 1 at east to some extent. If such a voice w f -. I . as ound to b 

announcmg t 1e same norm m all human beings this \\'o 1 :l d' e 
f · ' u L Isclo 

the presence o a umversal factual link connecting Is and 0 1 .se 
man. Should we even remain unable to ascertain in scientific t ug 1t In 
ultimate source of this link, our empirically established kner~ls ~he 
1 . . th . f . :l 0\\ eu O"e 

t 1at 1t IS ere, supportmg some types o JUL gment and action d o 

posing others, would be relevant to the social sciences. (Ch., ant, op­.. p cr IX 
Sections 3 to 8.) · ' 

In the pursuit of this research it is necessary to recognize at the 
1 . d' 'd 1 . . . 1 . . Outset t 1at our own m IVl ua mtmtwn, 10wever Imperative, to the effe t 1 
I f 1 · k' d f 1' · I d · t' 1 · c t lat e ements o tun mg an ee mg on ng 1t an JUS Ice w uch we d · . . . Iscern 

within ourselves are universal and mvanant, constitutes no suffi . 
. 'fi f . . h ( t1 . . Cient scient! c proo m twenttet -century terms on us pomt very cliff 

. ll . erent 
from the etghteenth century) that they actua Y are umversal and . 

1 1 · l Ill-
variant. We must, therefore, add to our P 1enomeno ogica introspecti 
empirical research about other people-and even about so many odn 

1. · f an 
such different types that inductive genera tzatwns 0 our factu 1 fi 

. d d' a nd-
ings appear warranted. However, Ill or er to trect such research in 
a meaningful manner, we may formulate hypotheses predicti 1 · · · · ng t 1e 
outcome of further research by way of anttctpatwn m a tentativ f 
ion on the basis of all available information. (Chapter x Sect~ ash-

' IOns I 
to 4·) 

Among the potential (and likely) universal ele.ments in the h 
sense of justice, one, the postulate of truth or veraCity, plays a dom~man 
role. The interrelation between justice and_ tru~h is .so obvious th Inant 
necessity of stating it explicitly and inquinng mto lts grounds · at t~e 

1 1 · · Is eastl 
overlooked; it was overlooked by the ear Y re atiVIsts, and is Y 
still today. When attention is drawn to it, the interrelation is gfenerally 

. . f d fi . o ten '""'. taken for a logtcal reqmrement a mere matter o e nnio " 1ls-
' b . n, or th 

wise a "matter of course." Thus the very o vwusness of the 0 er-
has kept even great scholars from seeing that we are faced hpostulate 
something peculiar, something to be wondered at-noth' ere With 

lllg less · 
' In-
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deed, than a link, and, as it seems, even an unbreakable link between 
Is and Ought. Whether bn:akablc or not, such a link can only be fac­
tual, it cannot be logical. ( Cha ptcr x.) 

Put on a particularly significant track hy the specific character of 
hypotheses regarding precisely defined universal clements of human 
thinking and feeling in matters of justice, anthropologists may subject 
them to further tests. It is highly desirable that they do so. But the 
material already available is rich and strong enough for political scien­
tists tentatively to assume that these hypotheses will eventually be con­
firmed by whatever further tests will he applied. Too long has the 
philosophical discussion of univer~al clements in human moral feelings 
dabbled in generalities. We must finally come down to putting our 
fingers on such elements, singling them out and trying to verify them 
by empirical research. 

Harking back, at the end of this volume, to the description of the 
contemporary scene in political theory given in the Introductory, we are 
now able, in a final effort to relieve the tension and suspense there 
aroused or registered, to sum up our r~s~lts as follows. 

It is undeniable that scientific political theory has been passing 
through an era of crises in our century. There has actually been not only 
one major crisis but two. The first was caused by the stricter demands 
made on scientific research as di_sti~ct from nonscientific pronounce­
me~ts ?f personal opinions, convictiOns, speculations. Maturing at the 
be_gmnmg of this century, these demands _led to the withdrawal of 
SCientific political theory from all su?s~antive a-priori statements, in­
cluding those which concerned the vahdny of ultimate standards under­
lying_ moral value judgments. ~he _second~ fanned if not kindled by 
the nse of nonscientific totalitanan Ideologies, evolved from the revolt 
against the contracting effect w hi~h the stricter demands had on the 
area accessible to scientific operatiOns .. 

!he transition from the various nm~teenth-century schools to a 
SCientific method that was based on a s~n~ter distinction between per­
sonal opinions and objectively transmissible know ledge was funda­
mentally sound and has brought immense benefits to twentieth-cen-
tury l" . ' 1 . t h" un po _1t1cal science. The revo t agams t ls ~evelopment has been 

~Uestlonably inspired by the most noble motives. However insofar 
~s lts. goal Was to refute Scientific Method and Scientific Value' Relativ-
Ism, lt h . . d d . f . 

as fa1led or miscarne ' an mso ar as lt was to preserve the art 
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and the glory of meta h · 1 1 . . . 

I . P ysica specu at10n, It was misdirected and un 
necessary t wa "fi • -. · f s JUsti ed only to the extent tl1at it opposed tl1e eccen 
tnc type o ncop · · · -
d . d " . ~~ItlVIsts who, in an ambiguous mannerism of speech 

eme meanmg to any . . 1 b . ' . 1. . b 1 . . • proposition t 1at cannot e venfied in a phys 
Ica 1st1c, e laVIonsttc manner and spread a so t f " · " -

I · (CI ' r o negative met-
ap 1ystcs lapter v, Section 3) Scientific Value R 1 · · 
1 l · d . · • e atlvism as such 
1as not ung to o With these positivistic eccentrics if th 1 · · 1 . ' ere are any eft 

Recognition t 1at ult1mate standards of moral value 1·udgm t · 
b "fi d b . en s can-not e set or ven e y scientific theory has been shown not t · 1 

such devastating effects as had been feared. In particular Po 11r:n.P Y1 · f • , o Itica 
science can o ten demonstrate that some type of political acti"on · 

1 b . . s gtve 
the peop e a ette.r guaranty than do alternative actions for getting what 
they actually desire and avoiding results that they actually do not d _ 
sire; and also, that many ideological catchwords, if translated into p e 
tical policy, are bound to lead to results, or to include the grave ~~~ 
of leading to results, which those who listen to these slogans with 

bl a~ 
Proval actually do not desire but rather, a 10r (see especially c11 ' ' ap-
ters VIII and xn) . 

A more systematic concentration of political scientists on this le · 
1 . "fi git-

imate type of work would have show? t ~at scien~I ~ theory is by no 
means without weapons against nonscientific totaht~nan theories. Nor 
does it impose its restrictive rules on those who Wish to follow the· . . . l Ir 
own individual intuitions or religious. mspirattons, so .ong as they re-
frain from offering their theories as scientifically established, that is 
universally transmissible qua established kn?wledge. ~he scientist hi~~ 
self may join the intuitionists in their gropmgs, provided he keeps his 
speculative ideas or religious revelations clearly separated from tho 

"fi k se contributions for which he claims scient! c ran · 
Exploration of possible alternatives of acti?n and of the foreseeable 

consequences and risks incurred by our chOlces-these are the b d . . roa 
areas where political science can render ItS greate~t services. What co 
crete alternatives of possible action men actually did consider in defi .n-

. f Ulte 
situations of the past and what their reasons were or choosing 

, . · h h one 
rather than the other alternative, the histonan rat er t an the politic l 
scientist must say. But regarding the prese1lt and the future, the h.a 
torian cannot do the job, and even for the past he must rely on pol" . Is­
theory (he may produce such theory hi~sel~) if he tries to i ~~leal 
the causal relations between political insututiOns or actions a~ lCate 
sequent events or the course history would have taken had h sub-

' ot er de-
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cisions been made (sec Chapter II, Section I, c), and to examine possible 
alternatives of action other than those actually consiJcrcd by the actors 

on the scene. 
If political scientists apply scientific standards throughout, and do 

so not only with the requireJ rigidity but with the utmost power and 
ingenuity they can muster, they will find a tremendous field for use­
ful efforts before them. That this holds true for inquiries about political 
means and their factual adequacy in the pursuit of chosen ends, no 
one doubts. But it applies also to a critical_ inquiry of political ends and 
values. This has been brought out, I hope, m many sections of this book, 
especially those which deal with political ideals like equality, liberty, 
happiness, harmony, culture, po:'er, or the nation (Chapter vm), and 
others that refer to the various nval. systems of government (Introduc­
tory, Section 6; Chapters viii, Sc~txon 8, and ~II, Sections 5 and 6). 

Inescapable, universal clements m human fcclmg and thinking, such 
as the_intcrrelation between justic~ a~d truth or veracity, arc important 
accretions to the area of intersub)ccnvcly transmissible knowledge. 
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APPENDIX A 

NOTE REGARDING A PLANNED SECOND 
VOLUME 

THE following of the author's publications ref th . 
be treated in the scheduled second volume. Th:r to 1. e particular subjects to 

I . d . S y are Isted here . . II as exp ame m ection 7 of the Introductory. provxs10na y, 

PART FIVE: RIVAL FORMS OF GOVERNMENT 

"Constitutio~s and Leadership," Social Researc!J, vol. 1 ( 19 2 
Prelude to Stlence-The End of the German Republic N 34) ypp. k6S-2 86 

G V . l • ' C\V or . 1944. a I 
in crman: orsptel zum Scmuezgen, Wien 1948. xxx d ' so 

"Die Auflosung der Weimarer Republik und die politischanW~56 pp. 
Zeitsc!Jrift fur Politik, vol. 2 (1955) pp. 29I-3o8 e xssenschaft," 

"The New German Constitution," Social Research, vol. r6 ( 1949) _ 
also published separately as on Occasional Paper of the Institu~P· 4f2W)-473; 
Aff · eo orld 

~urs 

"The New Russian Constitution," Social Research, vol. 4 ( I 937) p 
. f C J F . d . d K B . k" T z· · p. rs7-r9o Revxew o . . ne nch an z. . rzezms ·x, ota ttartan Dictato . I . 

• • ( ) 1StlliJ and 
Autocracy, m Soczal Research, vol. 24 1957 pp. 482-86 · 

"Democracy-Challenge to Theory," ibid., vol. 13 (I946) pp. 195_2~ 
fth Co . . -4 

Pretusen contra Reich proceedings o e nstxtutxonal Court occa · d . , sxone 
by the smt of the Prussian versus the German Government afte h 
Papen putsch, 1932; with an introduction by A. B. and his speeche; t de 

B 1. an 
pleas, er m 1932 

PART SIX: POWER, RIGHTS, GOALS, TECHNIQUES 

(in addition to incidental sections in the above publications and in 
the present volume, especially in its Chapters VIII and xu) 

"The Concentration Camp," Columbia Latu Revietu, vol. ~o (I950) pp. 761-82 
Reviews of F. A. Hermens, Democracy or Anarchy? m Social Resear I. 

vol. 9 (~942~ ?P· 411-14, and of James D. Hogan, Elections and R~;~ 
resentatton, tbtd., vol. 15 ( 1948), PP· 123-24 . 

"Bureaucratic Sabotage" Tile Annals of tile Amertcan Academy of p 1 . . 
' ) SL... o tttcal 

and Social Science, vol. 189 (January ~937, ~~· 4v--:>7 
"How Bureaucracies Develop and Function, tbtd., vol. 282 (March 1954) 

PP· 1-10 . 
"Biirokratie," in Herders Staatslexikon, Frexburg 1958 
"Walther Rathenau and the German People," Journal of Politi 

(1948) pp. 2o-48· also in German: Walther Rathenau und d cs, vol. ro 
' as deutsch 

Volk, Miinchen 1950 . e 
"The German Army in Retrospect," Soctal Research, vol. 20 (1953) 

pp. 3s8-65 
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"United States Defense in Europe," Social Research, vul. 19 ( 1952) PP· x-~2 
Commentary on the laws concerning freedom of association and pubhc 

meetings, the protection of the Republic, and pre~idcntial emergency 
decrees in the Weimar Repuhlic, in Brauchitsch, Varualtrwgsgesetz~, 

val. 2 (22nd eel. 1932) pp. 25<)-42(j, Berlin 1932 (in German) 

PART SEVE!':: GO\'ER!\'ME!\'T ORGANIZ ... TION 

"Federalism and Business Regulation," Social Research, vol. 2 (1935) PP· 
337-362 

Federalism and Regionalism in Germany-The Division of fJrttssia, Mono-
graph Series of the lnstitut of World Affairs, with a preface by Adolph 
Lowe, New York 1945, 202 pp. Also in German: Fodert~lismtts rwd Re­
gionalismus-Die Teiltmg Preussens, Bonn 1949 

"Civil Service," Social Research, vol. 3 (1936) pp. 202-221 
"Democracy and Administration," in M. Ascoli and F. Lehmann, ed., Po­

litical and Economic Democracy, New York 1937, pp. 217-228 
The Art and Technique of Administration in German Ministrit·s, with Com­

stock Glaser, Cambridge, Mass., 1940, I9I pp. 
"The Relevance 0 £ Foreign Experience," in Fritz M. Marx (ed.), Public 
" Management in the Net~ Democr~?· N~w York 1940, pp. 107-29 
Three Topics in Comparauve Admlmstrat!On-Organization 0 £ Govern­

ment Departments, Governm~nt Corporations, Expenditures in Rcla-
" tion to Population," Publi~ Polzcy,.v~J. 2 ~I941) pp. 28<)-318 
Smaller Departments," Publtc Admmzstratzon Review, vol. 1 ( I 94 I) pp. 

363-375 
"Organization for Overhead Government," correspondence with Paul Ap-

pleby, ibid., vol. 2 (I942) PP· 6I-66 
Regional Coordination, Memora~dum .by the Special Committee on Com­

parative Administration, Socwl Science Research Council, March 1943 

.. (mimeogr.) . 
Personnel Management" in E. H. Litchfield, ed., Governing Postwar Ger-

" many, Ithaca 1953• PP· 263-293 . 
Government Departments" in Encyclopaedza Britannica 

PART EIGHT: SOVEREIGNTY AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION 

"S K"hl W · overeignty" in H. Speier and A. a er, ar tn Our Time, New York 1939, 

"E Pp. s8-n . 
Uropean Federation-The Democratlc Alternative," Harvard Law Review, 

"L· v~l._ss (1942) pp. 56r-594 . 
"I~i~~~ed-~urpose Federations," Soczal Rese~rch, vol. Io ( 1943) pp. 135-151 

lbutton of Powers between an International Government and the Gov­
ernments of National States," American Political Science Review, vol. 
37 ( 1943) pp. 862-872 
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Review of R. M. Maciver, Towards an Abiding Peace, in Social Reuarch, 
vol. 10 (1943) P· 495 

"Regionalism Within World Organization," in Regionalism and U/orld Or­
ganization, American Council on Public Affairs, Washington, D.C., 1944, 
PP· 11-26 . . 

"The Idea of a 'Safety Belt,'" Amerzcan .Po!ttical Science Review, vol. 43 
(r 949) pp. roo1-<J9; German transl. m Gegemuart (Frankfurt), June 

1955 . 
"Struggling for Peace," World Alltarzce News Letter, vol. 25 (December 1949) 

PP· 3 ff. · 
"U nitcd States Defense in Europe," ~p_.czt. . . 
"Gangbare und Ungangbare Wege, m Aussenpoltttk (Stuttgart 1955) pp. 

685-694 G · fi · 
. . . ng three lectures on erman reum catiOn, delivered at the Wtederveretmgtt ' .. 6 

University of Heidelberg, Munchen 1957, 4 pp. 
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MISCELLANEOUS NOTES 
ON SPECIAL QUESTIONS 

AND ON 
LITERATURE 

THESE notes serve three purposes. They fill g tl 
essay has induced me to pass over in the maatynst 1at the structure of the 

' ext· the d. 
select number of Writings, chosen for the particular }" 'h tly . lS~OUrse On a 
defects, or their special approach~s are apt to throw 1~ t letr VIrtues, their 
they add simple bibliographical reterences to other publt" n ~ur problems; and 

cations 
Many of the latter would have merited specific treatm · b 

h Th f h b ent, Ut I had stop somew ere. e re erences ave een added as a servic h ' to 
For listings in this group I am greatly indebted to the b.~1 .to t e reader. 

d b J M · 1 1 10graphy pr, sente y can . Dnscoll and Char es S. Hyncman in their "M l c-
f P 1. · 1 S · · p · f s d , A · et 10dolog)' 
~r o ltlta CI(entists: erspect1 ves ord tu ~ merzcan Political Science Re 

vrew, vo. 49 1955) pp. 192-217, an to t e report on "World T d . -
Political Science Research" by C. B. Macpherson, ibid., vol. 48 ( 1 r~n) s •n 
427-49· 9)4 pp. 

Books and articles cited in the main text are, as a rule, not listed h . 
bibliographical inquiries should, therefore, always refer to the t . fiere' 

. . I d h ext rst General reference books and arucles me u e t e following: · 

UNESCO, Corltemporary Political Science, _Paris 1.950 
UNESCO, The Teaching of tlze Social Sczenccs w tlze United States b d 

b M D · h · H Eh E ' ase on reports y . unock, A. E renzwetg, · rmann, . Furniss J r J h 
Hazard, ]. Manis, B. Meltzer, W. Ray, H. Taylor, and Erminie' Vo.e' 01. n 
P . ge tn 
a~1~4 ' 

UNESCO, The Teaclzing of tlze Social Sciences in tlze United Kingdo b 
d · R H G m' a sed on reports by A. H. Campbell, G. L. Goo wm, · · raveson, C. W. Guille 

baud, H. C. Guttcridge, C. J. Hamson, A. H. Hanson, W. J. M MacKe . -
D. L. MacRae, J. L. Montrose, and D. R. ~tanfo.rd, Paris 1953 · nzte, 

UNESCO The University Teaclzirzg of Soczal Sczences: Political s · 
' ~ro~ by 

William A. Robson, Paris 1954 ' 
UNESCO Political Science in the United States, a T1·end Report p · 

' l" . l S . ' ans 19-6 UNESCO, International Bibliography of Po ztzca crence (Bibliograph · ;:> 
ternationale de science politique), prepared by ~he International p 1[ • In­

Science Association in cooperation with the InternatiOnal Committee for 0S Itt~al 
Sciences Documentation and with the support of the International S odc~al 

f bl . ' · ff tu tes Con erence, pu tshed annually, Pans 1953 · . . . 
International Political Science Abstracts (DocumentatiOn Polztzque lnte. . 

·1 d b · · 1 S · S d · 7 natrona/ ) compt e y the International Pohttca ctence tu tes Confere e , 
lished quarterly, with the assistance of UNESCO and the Co n~e, pub­
Social Sciences Documentation Oxford 1953 ff. mmtttee for 

American Political Science Association: Committee for the Adv 
Teaching, Goals For Political Science, New York 1951; and thncement of 
thereon by J. W. Fesler L. Hartz, J. H. Hallowell, V. G eRcomments 

' · osenblurn 
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b I Rogers A mcric,m Polinc.ll Science Rc-
W. H. C. Laves, "}· A. Ro s:;o;~, and by M. E. Dimock, C. Rossiter, 
view, vol. 45 (r9:>r) PP· 99b·d vol. 46 (19:;2) PP· ·i'H-5°3 

h J C Donovan, 1 1 ·• . . . . _1 · \ · J. P. Roc e, · · .. 1, .. \t Pohucal Sucnce IZnclrL 1 111 : n1cncan 
d L A Dexter "ecei ) 8 C. E. Hawley an · ·. P 1• · l )ocncc /?.ct'icw, vol. .;(J ( 1~).:!. PP· 47o- 5 . . . , Amencan o :tlca . 

U n1 versltlcs, . · · 1 l · · c 11 rescntcd ( 111 addn 1011 to t 1e n1orc \IS-
II · of rcpnnts ar · I \\7 Y Ell" Helpful co cct!O~S . ·d I Francis Coker, :".brgarct Spa H, . • • 1ott 

. . d admgs ed1te 1 Y 1 . toncally oncntc rc W"ll. Eben~tein, and ot \crs) II\ 
d N A McDonald, 1 1am · . 

an · · . . Sellars Readings ir1 Philosoph:cal Analysi.r, New 
Herbert Feigl and William ' 

York 1949 lbc k Readings in the Philosophy of Sciolcc, New 
Herbert Fcigl and May Brot c ' 

York 1953 . . Philosophy of Science; Introduction to the Formda-
Philip P. Wiener, Read:ngs 111 of the Sciences, New York I953 

tions and Cultural Aspects 

T HE INTRODUCTORY CHAPTER 
NOTES TO . . . 

I , ·s To sever lcg1t1mate from fallac_1ous uses of 
. · J ~scapt · . . 

Sectzon 4· Professzona. f . ttuite difficult ano even pamful. 1 akc, for ex-
h . · 1 ·nts IS 0 ten · · £ V l " l · l l 1stonca argume · .. , . J Trad1uon o a ues, w 11c \ lave occurred 

l l the (1r,tn l" . . ( . 
amp e, appca s to fi ,j t against tota aanamsm as, or mstance, in the 
frequently in the recen~ 11~ 1 ("Political Theory: What Is It?" Political 

. . f (' rgc (,at 111 f E J> k .I £ L wntmgs o .~co p 2 (J), o · rnest Jar ·er, anu o co Strauss 

. l l 72 1957• . h .I ( . . • Sczence Quarter y, vo · . '·l legitimate w en useu 1) as dcscrzptwe of the 
h f enure y . l . . . Sue rc ercnccs arc · a histonca conunu1ty 111 commitments to 

l . there IS . . .I rcmarkabl<.: fact t 1at s poltttcal anu cultural arguments, with the 
certain moral values; ( 2 )_ a what bas a grand tradition should, as a matter 

d"ng that " ·-1 " b 1· 1 l Burkcan understan I , cultural pnue, not e 1g 1t y abandoned; 1 

of political "prudence or _ . 1 support of the bdid that moral values are 
. z· . rgurncnt II . f ._I h . 

(~). as a re zgtottS a _ U rh this rnece 0 .eVIuence, .OWCVCr 1mportan~ We 
d 1vmcly rev<.:alcd, altho g rr:ce to establish the reahty of God and d1vine 

d ot suu1 . .d. l . 
may consider it, _o<.:S 11 , • or ( 4) as a JUrt tea. ar~un:e.nt 111 support of the 
revelations ''scienufically ' . should he demcd )Und1cal validity if they 

. . ·, 1 decrees ( Ch . thcs1s that d 1ctatof1,l . . nciplcs sec aptcr xv, Scct10n 8). But, when 
violate basic hurnanitanan pn 0 £ the traditionally honored values if chal-

. · h- h r some d h h · ' the qucst10n 1s w ct _e all confirme , t _en t e content10n that what has 
lengcd, can be scientzfic Y pposed to be true amounts to an escape from 

· · t be sU · " 1 h" · l f 11 a grand trad1uon rnus "Route S1X -t 1e tstonca a acy. The question 
h · ·c. · 0 ver t e SCICI1tlrlC lSSUC . tes the corner5tonc of conservatism, also of the "N 

consutu . d ew 
1.1 th" th argurncnt . the last peoo , rcprc~entcd, fur example, by the writing 

n 1s sense, e Junng . f L I S h" "R · 1. s 
Conservatism" th t has arisen h University o om on. ee IS atlona Ism in Politics" 

a of t e "R . I C I " ·1 .d I ' of Professor Michael Qakeshott 8 pP· 145:-57; atiOna om uct, 1 " ·• vo · 4 (1950) pp. 
Cambridge Journal vol. 1 (194.) l f,ducatwn, Cambndge 1951; and the comments by Thomas 
3-27; his inaugurai address Po~:tJCO temporary English Political Theory," Anurican Political 
P. Peardon, "Two Currents 1n eon 487 fl. Further, Samuel Huntington, "Conservatism as 
Science Review, vol. 49 (1955) pP~. 454-83. Francis G. Wilson, The Case for Conservatism, 
an Ideology," ibid., vol. 51 (1957) p 
Seattle 195 1. 
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INTRODUCTORY 

whether a traditional evaluation is right cannot 
by reference to tradition. be answered · sctentifically 

Section 5· What Is a Theory? The term "th , h h 
I · 1 f eory as ere be d c ust ve y or propositions that tr}' to "e . 1 . , . en use ex-. xp am somethmg 0 h 

employ It more broadly. Thus William J Good d P I · t er writers . · e an au K KI · 
praiseworthy textbook on J..1et!Jods in Social Res l (N · att, In their 

11 " h , . dl earcll ew York ) ca a t cary vane y a proposition that serves as ( ) . . 1952 , 
1. . ( ) I 'fi . I onentatton (") ceptua tzatwn, 3 c asst catiOn, (4) summarizing ob . ' - con-

I. . ('-) . . servat10ns (s) 
c tctwn, or u pomtmg to gaps (pp. 8, 9) · or the)' equ· , I ' . pre-
" . ' ,ltc t 1eo ry \\' tl ( 

fact_s ass~mbled, ordered ~.nd seen m relationship," or with (8) .. 1 1 . 7) 
relatwnslup between facts (p. 56). I think this is rath f a . logtcal er con us 
theory as I understand the term is never "facts," although the t~g. A 
d . . . . . f f h operatton of evlSlng or proposmg It IS a act, o course. A t eory is not ev f en acts " 
sembled and ordered," although it may be very useful for as-

d d . I N . . "l . l 1 . assemblino-an or cnng t 1em. or ts It ever a ogtca re attonship " 1 .:-. 
"b f " Th I · 1 1 · b ' east of all one ctwccn acts. ere arc no ogtca re atwns etwcen fa ' 

between meanings (see Chapter r, Section 6), and a theory is 110 ,;tsl ~nly 
ship," although it always must point to one. This relationship can ~e ~~101:­
cal" only where the theory deals with meaning, as in logic and mat he e ~gt­
ot~erwise the th~~ry points to _factual (causal or. otherwis~ existent~~)tt~s; 
latiOns or regulanttes, not to logical ones. The speCific operatiOns enum e-
b 1 1 ( . . 1. . 1 .11 . crated 

y t 1e aut 1ors onentatwn, conceptua tzatwn, c ass1 cat10n, etc.) a 
I I. re pur 

poses to which a theory may be advantageous Y app ted; but they d -
define the meaning of the term. 0 not 

The word "theory" is sometimes so used that it designates an entire 
svstem 

of thought on a certain subject, for example when we speak of the p ·1 .. 
theory of Plato, Locke, or Rousseau, or generally of the history of p 01 ~t~cal 
theory in the sense in which this topic is usually dealt with in Ao tttcal 

h d . dd' . nglo 
American colleges. The term then com pre en s, 111 a ttton to the the . -
cal "explanation" of facts or proposals, the presentation of the facts ~rett­
selves, as seen by the respective writer, and of his proposals, includin t lern­
and moral principlcs.2 Thus, David Easton (The Political System g goals 
quiry Into tl1e State of Political Science, New York 19?3• pp. 309 ff~n ~n­
that every political theory consists of "factual, moral, apphed and the _says 

d bl f orettc 1" 
propositions. This broad use is not recommen a e or technical 1 a 
It is inconsistent to say that a theory includes other things in ad~?~uage. 
h · 1 · · d h "th · ltton t t eoreuca proposxuons. Of what then, o t ese eorettcal" p o ' . ropos· . 

consist, we ask; and we can only answer by usmg a narrower defi 1 ~ 1?ns 
~ . .. . d b I T nttion 

Sec Gear?: H. Sabme, "What Is a Political Theory, Cite. . cow .. hornas P. . 
Study of Poht1ca/ Thcory,_Garden City, N.Y., 1955, P· so; thmks a maJority of th Je~k1n (T'hc 
agree that at bottom politiCal theory is an ethical stud}· See also H. Eckst . eonsts \V l 
"Political Theory and the Study of Politics: a report of a Conference" "eln (rapport ou d 
S . • £Jtncr· t'llr) 

Clt'nce Rcvicw, val. 50 (1956) pp. 475-ll;-. Ica11 Political 
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of theory, preferably one that refers to the: "explaining" function of theory. 
In particular we should not, in strict language, call a "theory" what 
actually is a "proposal of policy," especially of goals and moral principles; 
proposals of policy are theories only to the extent that they offer explana­
tions in their own support, as the classical writings on Natural Law and 
!'latural Rights generally did. Whether the explanations arc "scientific" 
m the modern sense is a separate question. 

The reader who remembers Burke's ire in contrasting "theory'' and 
"practice," his almost contcmptuous indictmcnt of theory and his glorification 
of practical wisdom (sec the precise references in Leo Strauss, N,ltttral Right 
and History, Chicago 1955, last chapter) should realize that the type of theory 
Burke rejected was not the modest cffort now called "scientific political 
t~eory," always tentative and open to corrections. Rather, his objections wc:rc: 
directed against (I) nonscientific theories, especially nonscientific speculations 
a?out desirable ends (Plato's Republic, the French Revolution) and (2) d~fu­
tzve scientific theories that did not take due account of all the relevant facts, 
~~nsequcnces, etc. Scientific political tl~c.ory tod~y neither ~ets goals nor con-

h nes speculations that overlook facts, Jt supplies premeditated thought for 
t e exe . . d rc1se of practical wrs om. 

Sorne contcmporary writers usc the term "theory" only when the explana­
tory_ Proposition is true. This is not recommendable, because it makes it im­
~~srble even to ask whether some thcory is true. Others call every "law" a 
t eory," therewith ignoring the difference between (I) laws as factual 

r~gularitics of nature (sec below), and (2) explanatory theories that refer to 
~ ese fac~ual regularities. For both dcvi_atio,~s, sc_c Carl G. Hempel and Paul 

PPenhean, "The Logic of Explanatwn, Phzlosophy of Science, val. 15 
( 1948), reprinted in Fcigl and Brodbeck, Readings, pp. 3,9-52 • 

W.~at Is a Law? As discussed in the text, the term "law" means either 
~i ~orrn" set by someone (or by custom), or the actual ways things go on 
£ t tnore or less regularity. In the latter sense, laws arc descriptions of 

tacts (events) in general terms (if · · · then)· Whenever we mean by the 
errn "1 b h t h" h · f aw" not the description ut t a w Ic ts described, then laws ar~ a:ct\ To this extent therefore, Charles S. Peirce was not wrong when he 
T~~l ed "being" to iaws (Collected P~pers, vol. I, No. 27, val. 2, No. 249). 
is c s ne~d not imply philosophical reahsm beyond the type of realism which 

ontatn d . . .. m L e tn pure emptncts . 
are ::s need not be causal. Quite .a~art from the question whether there 
re~>ul ~ causal laws or merely stattsucal laws (see Chapter II Section I) 

e ant" · h · · ' hair an tes can also be found tn t e associatiOn of attributes (e.g., blond 
regul _d blue eyes) regardless of whether we are able to explain the 
naturartf by causal 'taws. Thirdly, there are laws of a merely analytical 

e, or instance the law that the square of the hypotenuse of a right-
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angled triangle equals the sum of the squares of its sicl· 
of even numbers arc always even numbers too and cs, or that the squares 
numbers, uneven. ' the squares of uneven 

Sc:ction 6. Importance of Tlzeory. Driscoll d H 
· h · an yneman ( p · summanzc t eir impressions of the orient . f a . . czt., p. 207) 

. . d atiOn o Amenca I .. 
socnusts towar political theory as follows. "F" th . n po ltical 

h . . . Irst, ere ts a t d 
look to t e great wntmgs as the main rcpositor f h . en ency to 

d h d f h . . . Y 0 t eorettc effort A d 
sccon , t e stu y o t eory IS mamly directed to critt" · d · n ' 

·b · ctsrn an evalu f f the contn utlons of other people; there is little effort t k a ton o 
theory an exercise in theory construction." These are tho rna. e th~ study of 

. d e rnatn pOints d also by Davi Easton and by Andrew Hacker, as cited. rna e 

Additional Literature to the Introductory Chapter: 

W. W. Willoughby, "Value of Political Philosophy," Political Science Q 
vol. I 5 (I 900) pp. 75-95 uarterly, 

Norman Campbell, What Is Science? I92I (Dover Publications N 
I952) pp. 52 ff ' ew York 

George H. S6abine, "What Is a Political Theory?" Journal of Politics, vol. 1 ( 1939) 
PP· I-I 

---,History of Political Theory, 2nd ed., New York 1950 p. ix 
Mulford Sibley, "Apology for Utopia," Journal of Politics, vol. 2 ( 19 o) 

57-74• 165-88 4 pp. 
Leo Strauss, "On Classical Political Philosophy," Social Research, vol. 

pp. 98-I I7 12 ( 1945) 
Benjamin E. Lippincott, "Political Theory in the United States," in UNEsco 

Contemporary Political Science (cited a~?ve) · . ' 
J. R. Pennock, "Political Science and Pohucal Ph1losophy, American p r . 

Science Review, vol. 45 ( 1951) pp. 1081-85 ° ztzcal 
Andrew Hacker, op.cit. (Section 4) 
Alfred Cobban, "The Decline of Political Theory," Political Science Quar~l 

vol. 68 ( 1953) pp. 321-37 . . y, 
William A. Glaser, "The Types and Uses of Pohucal Theory," Social R h esearc 

vol. 22 ( 1955) pp. 275-96 . . . ' 
Max Weber, On Law in Economy and Soczety, ed. with Introduction and 

tions by Max Rheinstein, translated by E. Shils and M. R. · 2oth Cannata-
. · b "d M ' entury Legal Phtlosophy Senes, vol. 6, Cam n ge, ass., 1954 

NOTES TO CHAPTER I 

(Theory of Scientific Method: Facts and Logic) 

Section 2. Immediate and Inferential Knowledge. F. S. C. North 
Logic of the Sciences and the Humanities, New York 1947, p. 4s a ~op ('!he 
calls the direct type of observation which relies exclusively 0 ~ Passtm) 
"aesthetic," as distinct from the indirect type, .which is based 0~ . ~ senses, 
this he calls "theoretic." "Aesthetic" observation, almost entirel tn erences; 

y neglected 
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by the West in favor of "theoretic" observation, has remained the basis 0 £ 
philosophy in the East, at least until recently, he says. The access of a 
purely "aesthetic" ohservatifJn tn facts is best represented hy the art of the 
early Western impressionists and of the Chinese (p. _:pf•). However, Pro­
fessor Northrop concedes that no sharp line of clio;tinction can he drawn 
between the two types; there is, rather, a broad "twdigln zone," e.g., com­
mon-sense observations, which rest on inferences; for it is only by in­
ference that we recognize what \Ve sec aesthetically as colors and lines to be 
a chair, and assume that it is the same chair we saw yesterday and will 
remain the same when we do not look at it ( p. en). I think we must go 
further. Whenever the observer breaks through what Northrop calls the 
"aesthetic continuum" by some act of "difTcrentiatinn" ( p. ()S) he neces­
sarily interrupts the purely immediate aesthetic impression. 

There is still no established tcr.~inolog~cal, usage to disti~1guish what in 
observation is "a!Tectcd by cogmuvc action from what Is "immediate" 
C. I. Lewis (Analysis of Kn?wledge and Valuation, ~a Salle, Ill. 1946, 
p. 3o) includes all directly g1vcn data of sense, even 1f noncognitivc 0 

illusory, in his usc of the concept "apprehension"; this concept, howevcrr 
is to cover also those data whicl~, although not. given by the senses, ar~ 
empirically verifiable, i.e., infcrenual data, and, thmlly, the apprehension of 
"meaning." A. N. Whitehead, o~ t~c other hand, us_cs fo_r noncognitive ap­
prehension the term "prehensiOn ; then, perception IS "cognitive pre­
hension" (Science and the Modern World, New York 1925, pp. IOI, 104). 

Common Sense. For the interrelation between common sense and scien 
sec William James, Pragmatism (Perry cc..l.) PP· 105fT. and 379 ff.; a~~ 
John Dewey in his and Arthur F. Bc~tlcy:~ Knowing and the Known 
(Boston 1949) pp. 27o-8G, where he wntes: ... the expression 'common 
sense' is a usable and useful name fo~ a. bod: of facts t~at arc so basic that 
without systematic attention to them science cannot exist, while philosophy 
is idly speculative apart from them" ~P· 272). Also, William K. Clifford, 
The Common Sense of the Exact ~czences, prefaced hy Bertrand Russell 
(Dover publ.); James B. Conant, Scz~nce. and Common Sense, New Haven, 
1951; Carl J. Friedrich, The New Belzef tn the Common Man, Boston, 1941 ; 
2nd ed. (titled The New ]mage of the Common Man) 1951. 

Modifications of Behaviorism. In t.he. course of time Behaviorism has lost 
much o£ its original rigidity. Bchavl?nsts ha~e generally admitted that what 
people say they think is part of thelr bchavlOr. Sample surveys about what 
~ople say they think have, therefore, ~ot met with Behaviorist opposition. 

n the contrary the growing populanty of such surveys has contributed 
to d"£ ' h rno 1 ying the controversy between t e opposed schools, since these sur-
veys Inade "subjective data objectively observable, recordable, measurable, 
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analyzable" (Bernard Berclson "The Stud f p bl" 0 . . ' Y o u Ic pmton " · L d D. White, ed., Tlze State of the SocialS . Cl . • In eonar 
B I . . f h czences, ucago 19,-6 p .,09) M 

e 1av1onsts, urt ermorc admit that b ' · ~ · ost . . . ' a person can o serve th · 
m whtch he finds htmself e g that of d h e mner state • · ., anger, an t at at lea t 
tent although never completely others can ft fi ' h. ~ to some ex-

d f . , o en con rm Is Inner sta 
the groun o Its external characteristics So B h . . ' te on · me e a vtonsts are · 
dined to go further. Thus Rudolf Carnap writes in h" .. even. tn-

1 M · , ( · d · Is paper Testabdit 
anc camng as ctte m Chapter v, Section .,) th t " h . '. Y 
I ·1 I · I d. ~ ' a t e maJonty f p 11 osop 1ers, me u mg some members of our [Vienna] c· 1 . 0 

· I Id h I · · Ire e In form umcs, 10 t at t 1cre IS a certam field of events called the . cr 
h. I . b I I . , consciOusness f 

a person, w IC 1 IS a so ute y Inaccessible to any other person B 0 

· h b · f I · 1· · ut we now bchcvc, on t e as1s o p 1ys1ca 1sm, that the difference, although 
and very important for practical life, is only a matter of degree and ~clry glrcat 

d. f h" I h d" f fi · 1at t 1erc arc pre tcates or w Ic 1 t e trectness o con rmauon by other p . . ersons has 
mtcrmedtate degrees .... We may formulate the fact mentioned b . 
that the psychological predicates in a physicalistic language are i~tsayt~g 
jcctivcly confirmable but only subjective/)' observable" (No. 16) ers~ -
Chapter v, Section 3, on Neopositivism. · ee 

That it is often more important to know what things mean to peopl h 
d . 11 e t an what they really are (see text) has been stresse espec1a y by Schutz (op . 

Chapter n, Section 6, above), Howard Becker (Tizrottgh Values to S .cz.t.l, 
. ff) R b ocza InterpretatiOn, Durham, N.C., 1950, pp. 188 . , o ert K. Merton (S . 1 . d ocza 

Theory and Sacral Structure, Glencoe, Ill., 1957 ~ ., PP· 421, 22) and F. A 
Hayek (The Counter-Revolution of Science, Studzes on tlze Abuse of Reason. 
Glencoe, Ill., 1952, p. 44) · ' 

Section 3· Limited Usefulness of Formalize~ !echniques. of Opinion Re­
search. A certain healthy retreat from the ongmal enthustasm with wh· • 
sociologists have sought to reform the social sci~nces by capturing attitu~cn 
and opinions through questionnaires and interviews can be noticed in es . sorne 
recent writings, e.g., Goode and Hatt (op.ctt., PP· 33° ff.), Speier a d 
especially, Berelson. Hans Speier (German Rearmament and Atomic W n 
Evanston, Ill., 1957, p. 10) pleads for the advantages which. the old-fashio a~ 
art of conversation between equals holds over formal mterviews · ne .. · h In ap 
propriate cases. Berelson ( op.cit., pp. 317, 318) cnuctzes t e latter-day vo -
of novel techniques in opinion research on three grounds: first, their ab gue 
?reac~ with the intelle~t~al_rast in .the stu~y of public opinion; second, tr:~t 
tsolatwn from other dtsctplmes; thtrd, the1r neglect of the question f ... e1r 
portance." Regarding his first complaint, he says: "The new stud· 0 un-

h . tes h 
driven out the old-too fully, too quickly. T ere IS a. go~d deal in h ave 
earlier writers said and the way they went about saymg It, and thew at the 
public opinion today is poorer for the absence of such rnacroc st.udy of 
siderations .•. here may be an instance of what happens wheosrntc con 

n research 
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crowds out reflection." As to the second point he holds that historians and 
political theorists and social philosophers "have more to ofTer to the: student 
of public opinion than they have been willing or prepared in recent years 
to say or he to hear." He relates that he and some colleagues of his, when 
they included some "big" considerations of political theory in their remar~s, 
Were criticized for engaging in "high thinking"-"not that we could do lt, 

but as though it were bad in itself." And finally, to the third complaint, he 
suggests that in some parts of the behavioral sciences now "there seems to 
be an inverse correlation between the importance of the problem and the 
technical proficiency with which it is, or can be, attacked." Too often, he 
!~cis,_ people in the public opinion field have "forgotten that the word 
significance' has more than a statistical meaning." All this tends to support 
my own remarks in Sections 3 and 6. 

Additional Literature. The following arc listed by Berclson (op.cit.) as the 
ten 11· · · most important books on pu > 1c opm10n research published since 
1935: 1 

~sswel! and Blumenstock, World Revolutionary Propagarl{/a, 1939 
Nosnell, Grass Roots Politics, 1942 
c:wc?mb, Personality and Social_ (;_hange, 1943 

ntnl ~t.al., Gauging Public Opznzon, 1944 
~azarsfcld ~t.a/., Th~ P~ople's Choia, 1945; Voting, '954 

osteller et.a/. The Pre-election Polls of HJ48, 1948 
Stauff ' /d" A er ~t.al., Th~ American So zer, 1949 
dor~o ~t.al., The Authoritarian Personality, 1950 

~antn) and Strunk, Public Opinion, 1 935-4?· 195' 
ovland et.al., Communication and Persuaszon, 1953 

:e~arch Techniques: General Book_s, in .additi.on t~ those mentioned in the text: 
p~ t_uan Chapin, Experimental Deszgns tn Soczologzca/ Research, New York 194i 
W~lme Young, Scientific Social Surveys and Research, New York, 2nd, 1949 
M 1 ~on Gee, Social Science Research Methods, New York I950 

anR Jahoda, Morton Deutsch, Stuart W. Cook, Research Metlwds in Social 
Ru elations, New York I95 I . 
A. sell L. Ackoff The Design of Soczal R_esearch, Chicago 1953 

rnold M. Rose', Theory and Method tn the Social Sciences, Minneapolis, 1954 
See f h Fra u_rt er:: . . 

n~~s (G. Wilson, "Public Opi?,10n ~t t~e !~eory of Democracy," Tlwught, vol. 
p l' 1.945) pp. 235-52; and Pu8 

1(c P')0100 and the Intellectuals," American 
o ztzcal Science Review, vol. 4 I954 pp. 321-39 

1lie Co k h T 
Bryce, 'I'hnb:asts them with older wor s, sue as ocqueville, Democracy in America (1935)• 
nzent (1g e AnzC'Tican Commonwealth (I 8~9); Lowell, Public Opinion and Popular Govrrn: 
Nin 1 3) · })' the Relatron of Law and p hi" · · . z· C'teenth c' lcey, Lectures on p hi' 0 . . II IC Oprmon In ErlglaTJd in the 
•chen .,. enzury ( ) L' pmann, u rc pzmon (I 922). T · K .. 
( '"'einu 1914 ; IP hi' M. d ( ' oenmes, rrtzk der oeOent· 
wX:27); Bau:: (1?25); Angell, The. Ptl rc.n m 1926); D~wey, The Public and lts Problems 

reWritten b Dre oeOentliche Mer.nu~g_ ' der Weltgeschrchte (I930). Only three of these 
Y Americans all hac! 1nd•v•clual authors, and none dealt with t h • , ec mques. 

so6 



CH. I. FACTS AND LOGIC 

Alfred ~~ Grazia, "The Process of Theory-Research . 
_Poltttcs, vol.} 3 ( I95 I) PP· 88 ff. Interaction," Journal of 

David Truman, The Implications of p l"t" l B l . 
R h C o I Ica c 1aVIor Res l " S esearc ~unci!, Items, vol. 5 ( I95 I) pp. 37- care 1, ocial Science 

M. Brewster Smith, ] . S. Brunner, and R \V \Vh. 39 . . 
New York I956 · · Ite, Opm10ns and Persona/it 

!vL B. Smith, "Opinions, Personality and Political B h · y, 
S · R · ' • e av1or " A · ctence . cz:zew, vol. 52 ( 1958) pp. I-I7, and "Com , " merzcan Political 
George, tbtd., pp. I8-2 6 ment by Alexander L. 

Herbert McClosky, "Conservatism and Personality " "b ·d 
) I I ., pp. 27--H 

Section 4· Measurement and Classification, Addition z L · 
a tterature: 

Stuart A. Rice, Quantitative l..Jethods in Politics, New York 8 
Emory S. Bogardus, "Social Distance and Its Practical Inlpl~ 92 . 

Ication " s · and Social Research, vol. 17 ( I933) pp. 265-71 s, 0 ctology 
Paul Lazarsfcld, B. Berelson, and H. Gaudet, The People's Choice N 

1945 ' ew York 
Helen Hall Jen~in~s, Sociometr~ i~. Gro_up Rel~tions, Washington, D 
Lyman Bryson, Circles of Presuge, Pollttcal Sctence Quarterly vol 6 .C. 1948 

pp. 481-501 ' · 9 ( 1954) 
James G. March, "An Introduction to the Theory and Measurement of 1 B 

American Political Science Review, vol. 49 (1955) pp. 43I-sx n uence, 

Section 5· Correspondence Tlzeory of Truth. William James too wa f d 
" ' ' s un a-mentally an adherent of the correspondence theory. An experience 

I. . d , percep-
tual or conceptual, must conform to rea tty m or er to be true" he \V • ' rote 10 
"Humanism and Truth," Pragmatism (Perry ed._) P· 148. But he modified th" 
concession considerably, by adding that by reahty he meant "nothing Is 

h . h h" h . rnore than the ot er conceptual experiences wtt w tc a gtven present experie 
may find itself in point of fact mixed up," which was again quite subjectivn~e 
formulated. Also, "conforming" was to mean "taken account-of in su he Y 

• 11 "f c a way as to gain any intellectually and pracuca Y saus actory results , d 
. f" d , an to 

"take account-of" was called a term that permits 0 no efinition, so rn 
are the ways in which [it] can practically be worked out." any 

True Statements vs. Stated Truth. Arthur F. Bentley analyzes the differe 
, " , ( ) . nee 

between Carnap's "truth" and Kaufm_a?n s true . see t~xt 1n a paper in-
cluded in Bentley, Inquiry Into lnqmrzes, Essays tn, Soczal Theory ( ed. b 
Sidney Rattner, Boston 1954, pp. 325 ff.). Kaufmann_ s goal, says Bend _Y 
"the true; Carnap's the (semantical) truth." He obviOusly sides with {<'• ls 
mann. But if truth is defined with reference to assertions and their a~f­
ability, as it is with Kaufmann, Dewey, and with Bentley himself th ~enfi_ 
the disadvantage that truth is never a matter of the past or th, ls ha~ 
but always of the future. See my remarks in the text, and William ~ present 
T'fze Philosophy of fohn Dewey (R. A. Schilpp, ed., New York avery in 

1939 anc! 
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1951) p. 501. Once the dual meaning of the term truth is clearly recognized, 
the two approaches arc not irreconcilable, I believe. 

Coherence Theory of Truth. There is a third theory of truth, which defines 
truth as coherent scientific prtJpcJ~iticJ!Js. If Ltken in i\oLttion, this is the 
weakest of the three, because it is equally unsatisfactory with regard to the 
criterion of truth which is to apply to previously estahli~hed coherent knowl­
edge and that according to which a wnflict between the established body and 
?ew additions must be judged. If, howt:vt:r, conct:i vt:d not in isolation but 
In combination with either of the otht:r tht:orit:s, tht: coherence theory es­
tablishes a useful postulate, in accord with 1'-:o. 9 of the basic scheme of 
Scientific Method given in Chapter 1, Section 1. 

Reality. Modern science can bt: said historically to rest on the stubborn faith 
that facts arc facts. It dot:s so although this faith cannot be accounted for by 
Scientific Method; it is an "immanent methodological a priori" of this 
method (sec Chapters 11, Section 5, and v, Section 2). If, in conflict with 
common sense, one means by "fact" only the statement about a phenomenon, 
not the phenomenon itself (thus, Talcott Parsons, The Structure of Social 
Action, New York 1937, p. 41, note), or some bdicf or state of mind, then 
one arrives ultimatdy at artifical definitions, like the one that a fact is 
an "empirically verifiable statement. about phenomena in terms of a con­
ceptual scheme" (Parsons) or "a logrcal construct of concepts" (Goode and 
~att, op.cit., p. 42 ). I doubt that the fact that there were several big wars 
In this century can be adequately disposed of as a "statement" or as a "logical 
construct of concepts" I admit, of course, that "war," "this century" and 
"b" , . ' 

1g' arc logical constructs. But the fact that the wars took place is, un-
fortunately, more than a "logical construct." 

Add"· ztzonal Literature 

Alfred N. Whitehead Process and Reality, an Essay in Cosmology, New York 
1929 1 ' 

Kun Riezler, Physics and Reality,_ Lecture of Aristotle on Modern Physics at 
an International Congress of Scze~ce, New ~Iaven 1940 (a critique of modern 

Ka concepts of reality fictionally ascnbed t~. Anstotle) 
Marl .Jaspers, Von der Wahrheit, val. I, Munc~cn 1947 (xxo3 pages) 
w·rlbt.J.n Bcidcgger Vom Wesen der l~ahrhhczt, Frankfurt 1943; 3rd ed. I954 

1 ur 1."" U ' nd Rea zty · t e Ph ·1 r I La ' p . •vt. rban, Language a ' 1 osoptJy o 11guage and the 
l..oui/znciples of Symbolism, London 1939, ~cw York 195 I 
1." Katsoff L . d the Nature of Realzty, New York 19-6 •vtauri , ogzc an . f J p ) 

ce Natanson A Critzque o ean- aul Sartre's Ontology L" 1 N b 1951 , , tnco n, e ., 

1~ 0 

Wo,.za :e Purposes of this book I have: _considered refc:rcnces to Science and tlze Modern 
head"s Ph~rc: appropriate: than to the: tc:chmcal details and speculative: c:laborations of White:· 

osophy of organism in Process and Reality. 

soB 
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Charles N. R. McCoy "The L . I d h 
A . I 1Lf ' ogica an t e Real . P I" . nstot e, !V arx" Amt:rica p r . I s . . In 0 lt!cal 
1058-66 ' n o ztzca czence Ret'ierv, vol. Theory: Plato 

48 ( 1 954) pp~ 

Section 6. Logic or Logics? The h b . re ave een several 
from An static and the Aristotelians ( I . types of logic offered r d . . onto oglcal) 
Hegc •ans ( ynam•c), and several others mo to Hegel and the 
. I . k d . , re reccntlv d 
111 t 1e m.u et _to ay. The logics of Russell and G. E pro uccd, compete 
Cohen and Fchx Kaufmann, of Charles Morris and C · Moore, of Morris 
J. R. Kantor follow four divergent lines of thouo-ht arnap, _of Dewey and 
differences appear within each of these rather loos~I on log1c, and further 

I . . Y grouped p · A I Bentley 1as g1ven useful skcleton-outhnes of most of h . a1rs. rt 1ur 
· I d "L · · A f S · ' d ' t em 1n two cha tit c og1c m an gc o Cience' an 'A confused S . . • pters, 

, . em10t1c" i h" 
Dewey s book, Knowmg and the Known (Boston 1949 ' n 1s and 

d · h "d · · · H h · h ' pp. 205-69) int spcrse wtt act cnt1c1sms. e c aractenzes t e logics of Ru II ' er-
" · I · d d · · k bl h h sse and Moo as so s1mp c-mm e It ts remar ·a e t ey ave survived at II . re 

ld " h f · a 1n a mod war , t ose o Morns and Carnap as hopelessly confused a d h ern 
Cohen and Kaufmann as "heroic efforts to escape from the ~ld n t f os_e of 
yet f~nilc because they fail to pick. up the adequate weapons.:~~~s1ons, 
prom1sc for the future only in the logtcs of Dewey and, to a lesser d sees 
Kantor. They consider man in action, and his use of logic in the eg~ee, of 
· · · b f · h act1on of mqmry, as msepara Ie parts o nature m t e process of mutu 1 " 

. , b . d h . . (K a trans actiOn etween orgamsms an t etr envtr~nment antor speaks of ... -
teraction," which fails to point out the totality of what Dewey calls " 1n-

. , b 1 ) trans-actiOn, sec e ow . 
This plurality of logics may look very discouraging for students of . 

h B . f h I . . d soc1al t cary. ut mso ar as s eer og1c IS concerne , matters are not so bad 
they appear at first sight. For the greatest part of the embittered contr as 
is not primarily about logic in the sense in which this term has been usedohversy 

d o • ere· 
rather, it reflects deeper differences regar mg conceptiOns the authors ' 

· b f h 1· k I d (" h · enter-tam a out acts, trut , rea tty, or ·now e ge 1.e., t e1r ontolocrical . 
temological, or procedural views); or, and this seems to hall for' ep!s­
of it, the controversy is about the use of terms (i.e., terminological) D most 

· 1 · ewey and Bentley have in fact turned their parucu ar scorn on any termin 1 . · 
I h d 0 0 g1ca1 

vagueness and inconsistency they could ay an s on, and there were 
indeed that deserved criticism. In order to clean~e scientific langua e 7any 
impurities the two reformers eliminated from the1r own use many g rorn 

. . " d " . , currentl employed terms, such as "defimt!On an meamng, substitutin Y 
terms for them (see below), or invented new terms for new con g other 

. 1 . cepts s h 
as "transaction" (see below). Their own termmo og1es at times li ' Uc 
criticism. All this, however, should not be permitted to veil th e f open to 
the basic elements of logical reasoning as described in the text 0 ; h~ct that 
are, ap{lrt from questions of terminology, hardly controversial. W~ lS book 
are, due mention has been made of the controversial points ( ere thev 

see remark.s 
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on Dewey, Kaufmann, Carnap, Morris, and others, in Chapters r, Sections 
5, 6, and 7; rr, Section 7; v, Section ~; \'JII, Section 2; and in the notes he.re­
after). To do more cannot he the function of the present chapter, wluch 
is to describe and demarcate Scientific Method-hut not to apply it im­
mediately to every unsolved prohlem. 

Larger and Smaller Logic. Occasionally, writers have taken the view that, 
alt~ough the generally recognized rules of deductive and inductive logic are 
vahd, there is another area of logic which is governed by additional rules. 
Thus, John Stuart Mill ht:ld that the "Smaller Logic" which is concerned 
With the conditions of consistency constitutes hut a part of a "Larger Logic," 
which embraces all the general conditions of the ascertainment of .truth. This 
"L arger Logic" of his was-chiefly or entirely-identical with methodology 
(see Mill, An Examination of Sir William Hamilton's Philosopl1y, London 
~867, p. 461; Nagel eel., p. xxxi). This view is similar to the one later taken 

Y Dewey (see our text). More recent! y, Professor Rccasens-Siches an­
;ounced that he has begun to explore a "logic of the. reasonable" as dif-
erent from the pure "logic of the rational" (Natural Law Fomm, vol. 3· 
?5~, p. 156). Like Mill, he docs not seem to question the validity of rational 
. 0g1c; but unlike Mill's "larger logic," Rccascns' "logic of the reasonable" 
15 to justify intuitional acceptance of "given ends," religious values, and 
mor.al taboos (sec notes on Recascns to Chapters vu and vm). If his plan is 
carried h · h · I I · 0 h b · f t rough in line w1t rauona ogtc, no ug t can e tnferred rom 
~; Is Without a major premise of ~ught form. Such a major premise­
(Ma example that harmonious h~pptness (Perry) or the Golden Rule 

.1 elver) or the evolution of soctety (Comtc, Huxley) or God's revealed 
WI l ought to be pursued or, as Recasens himself tr.aches, that the value of 
ever . . ' h h 
v Y lndlVidual person is greater t an t at of any group (see at Chapter 
~~~-:nay of course be proposed, and r:nay be "supported" by reasoning. 
tive} thts type of reasoning leads .necessanly beyond the area of intersubjec­
cha y transmissible knowledge; 10 other words, it is of S .. and not ot S 

racter (see Chapter 11, Section 7); it is not intersubjectivcly conclusive: 

Defi · · 1 · b nztz0 A . 1 ana ys1s can e f d · c 1 L . · Pp. n. particularly c ear , " . , ~un 10 • • ewts ( op.ett., 
ti003,? ff.) ·Be distinguishes a terrz:t s dcnotton, comprehension," "significa-

' and cc· • t 'on 1s the slass of all t II · . 'Wh' h Intenswn." Deno 1 , . ac ua Y CX!Stent thmgs to 
lc th h term ' untcorn " th f h since e terrn applies; t e . . ' ere ore, as zero denotion, 

thin sno Unicorns exist. Comprehenszon mcludes all consistently thinkable 
''unf to Which the term would .be correctly applicable; thus the term 

corn" h henswn though d · · a term as a definite comp!e . ' no enouon. Szgnification of 
~he term:means that property 1D thmgs t.he presence of which indicates that 
ln the correctly applies, as the P?ssesswn of one horn, and one horn only 
f cas f · th · · ' o 'Which e o unicorns. lntenszon 1S . e conJunc~on of all other terms each 

must be applicable to anythtng to wh1ch the term would be cor-
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CH. l. FACTS AND LOG!C 

reedy applicable; for example h 1 .. "Th . ' ot er qua !ties of an a . I . 
corns. e Intension of a te • . mma m the case of un· rm represents our 1 . . . 1-
stract terms are those whi"ch h ntention 1n us1no- it , Ab name w at some oth b • -

abstract term "roundness" na h h" h er term signifies. th mes t at \V 1c the t " .... ' e 
"The sole function of a real definition is to evpl· hen-x: round" signifies 
f h . .., Icate t c t · .... · 

o t e expressiOn which is defined." I put th . m enslOnal n1canino-
d "11 . ese specificat" d b 

a goo I ustratlOn of analytic thinking. Wheth th Ions O\Vn here as 
. h b . d er e names II m1g t e quest10ne ; but the distinctions are valid. are we chosen 
Dewey and Bentley ( op.cit.) wish to avoid th " . . e term defi t" , 

vague, except m mathematics, where it has a precise . 01 Ion as too 
• • t . . f h b d meaning The d" "d It up Into cnaractertzatzon or t e roa er type of d fi . . . · Y lVI e 

f 1 e llltiOn I e th " 
part o t 1e eve_ryday use of words," and specification for ;h~ ;: e gr_eater 
perfected nammg behavior, as best exhibited in mod ~ore highly 

d . h h f . . ern SCience, P 
ce mg t e p ase o charactenzatton there may be an earlier h · re-
by them. Designatio1z they keep for the "naming phase,, ,,:h _ahse, called cue 

"k . . " h 1 . 1 d" b Ic to then . a · nowwg-nammg p ase, a ways me u mg oth know in d _1 Is 
and always to be viewed as a (mutual) "transaction" betwee; an ?ammg, 
environment (see below). Use of the word "name" they reluc~:ga~tsm an~I 
wherever one can "safely expect to hold it to behavioral understan~i~g~;rmtt 

Additional Literature. N. S. Timasheff, "Definitions in the Social S . 
. ( ) • c1ences , 

Amencan Journal of Sociology, vol. 53 1947 PP· 201-o9. ' 

Meaning. In their iconoclastic fury Dewey and Bentley proposed to el" . 
the term "meaning" altogether, as too confused, from scientific I lrntnate 

d . anguag 
( op.cit., p. 297). They hold that more 1rect expressions can al e . ways b 
found, recommending that we speak, whenever poss1ble, in terms of ... , e 
"involves." This is not always feasible, however. I have general! IS or 
" · " · h f h · d · t d b d Y used meamng m t e sense o w at IS esigna e Y a wor or other s · 
. 1 d . 1· d · · · · s· A d ( · ) 1gn, or Invo ve , or Imp Ie In Its use, I.e., Its znn. s wor s s1gns are used . 
different intentions as to what they designate, involve, or imply dWith 
interpreted differently it seems to me artificial to avoid saying ,than are 

· ' · · h 1 b at the can have different "meamngs." Dewey ng t ~ com ats the tende Y 
think of meaning as separate from the word (sign); he "wants to d ncy to 
with that split between disembodied meanings an~ meaningless 0 b a~_ay 
[i.e., signs without meaning]." But even though a Sign without m 0 . les 
and a meaning without sign are senseless, this does not alter the f eanlng 
some particular sign can have different meanings according to 5 .act ~hat 
intention, or interpretation. This cannot be expressed fluently witho ltuatt?n, 
th " . " . . 1 Ut Us1n e term meanmg or Its eqmva ent. g 

Concept. The term "concept" found mercy in the eyes of Dewey d 
They use it as a "current phrasing for subject matters designe~n Bentley. 
under steady inspection in inquiry" (op.cit.), which seems to me a to be held 

Very good 
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definitiOJ: whether "characterization" or "specification" must be left to 
more le6 nimate students of Dewey to decide. 

Northrop (op.cit., p. 59 and passim) distinguishes concepts by "intuition" 
and concepts by "postulation." This distinction is valid, Inn the terminology 
is confu~ing because, ignoring the divinatory connotation generally as­
sociated with this term, he uses "intuition" exclusively for concepts that 
rely solely on immediate ("aesthetic") perception, such as "red" (sec above, 
Section 2), with no inkling of "hunch, wild guc~s. axiom" (p. II_)). He calls 
concepts like "electrons," which rdy on theoretical hypc,thcscs, concepts "by 
postulation." This is more in line with accepted usage. N"orthrop's main 
point in emphasizing his substantially valid distinction is that it is illogical 
~0 _switch from concepts of immediate perception to concepts by postulation; 
It IS "nonsense" to say "electrons arc pink" (p. 128). In order to interrelate 
the two types of concepts (e.g., a ddinite wave length with a definite color) 
an intermediate process is required, which he calls "cpisternic correlation" 
(p. I 14). 

!ransaction. This term, placed hy Dewey and Bentley in tht: center of their 
Inquiry into Knowing and tlu· Known (op.cit., especially pp. 1o3-43), seems 
to me one of the most unfortunate, least suggestive, and most misleading 
names ever given a necdt:d concept. The prefix "trans" is here understood 
~ot in the sense of "beyond" hut of "across, from side to sidt:." Transaction 
Is. to refer to organisms and their environ~ncnts as observed in integration 
With, and within, their integrated fields (1.e., in "transaction," which term 
D. and n. prefer to field), not in separation or isolation, not as things acting 
~mder their own power ("self-acting"), ~or as balanct:d against other things 
111. causal relations ("inter-action"), but 11_1 such a way tk1t none of the con­
Stituents of a fact can be adequately speCified apart from the specification of 
other constituents of the full subject-matter. The authors' emphasis on the 
transactional aspects is the logical consequence of their philosophy which, 
m?re radically than others, discards the traditional basic dit1crentiation of 
mm.~ vs. matter, subject vs. objt:ct, s~lf ~~: non-st:lf, and, of course, "toler­
ates no entities or realities of any kJnd Intruding as if from behind and 
beyond the knowing-known events, with power to interfere," no "ultimate" 
truth or "absolute" knowledge (p. 120)·:! They do not, however entirely 
ob· l""f I ' w~~ct _to the use of "mind" or "m~n~.~ 1 emp oyed merc_ly ~s a "preliminary 

d 10 casual phrasing." Then It 15 a sound word to md1catc a region or 

~This ... · " b I t " . "t If 
tc:nabtc: lntolc:rance'' appears quite . a so u e . m I s~ ~s expressed by the authors. It is 
sc:nion rnerely if rnc:ant as a postulatron for s:u:ntl{ic mq~uy, not as a negative scientific as­
(and ~ft~ec: n~te 25 on p. 145: "'Man.Y a man Is .confident In saying that he knows for certain 
Wc: arc: w:lwnh a very peculiar certaintY) what Is bchmd a.nd beyond his person:~! knowledge. 
dc:Pc:nd bi 1 aware: of this. Nevertheless, we. do not regard. It as good practice in inquiry when 
Also, C~a~t rc:sults arc sought"-intcrsull)CCIIVcly transrnl~'lblc knowkdgc. a, I would call it. 

c:r Xtu of this book. 
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at least a general locality in d f . . . . bl " B nee o lnvesugatlOn" uona e. ut mind or facult h l"k ; as such it is "unob· ... 
h 

. . Y or t e ' ·e as an .. . Jev 
av10r lS a charlatan and 'br · , b . actor 1n charge of b . • a1n as a su sutute f , e-

Such wo_rds mscrt a name in place of a problem or such .• mind' is worse. 
As a denvauve from the old immortal l . '.and let lt go at that " . . . sou n1lnd lS " h 1 .•.• 
hv1ng, behavmg, knowing organism is w 0 ly redundant. The · d bl · present. To add ' · , 
" to try to ou e lum up. It is double-talk. d a mmd to him 
facts" (p. 132). But to come back to transacti; a?.T doubl~-talk doubles no 

cnt cy say, " t e knowing-known taken as n, ewcy and B 1 
. " h n. ransactlo , D 

l d 
one process tl 

and t >C name ... taken as phases of a commo . • • • >< knowns . h 1 n process ln c . 
othcrw"e t ey .ave been viewed as separated com ases m which 

f 
. d ponents allott d . 

degrees o 111 epcndcnce, and examined in tl1e form of · ' . e Irregular 
f 

. 1nteract1on , ( 
In all ,,mess I feel it must be said that concentration h s P· 3°4). 
as distinct from inter-actional (causal) aspects of eventso~ t e ~ran~actional 10 SOCial 1 f . 

yet a vague program rather than an achievement. ' e " as 

Fallacy of Reification. The mere fact that we use a concept w·th . 
"comprehension" and "intension" (Lewis' terms) does not ' a defimte 
existence of the thing so defined; it is fallacious to follow fr~~rahntee the 
" · " d " " 1 h h t e terms umcorn an centaur t 1at t ere are sue creatures. This type of f 1 
occurs frequently in handling abstract concepts such as "society" .. a_ lacy 
" . 1. , " 11 . . d " ""A" • • " • • ' natlon , 

cap1ta 1sm, co ect1ve n1111 . .1nany a se1enusl uncnt1cally assu ' h 
mes that 

when there arc commonly used concepts t ere must also be definite ' . , 
things which they dcsc ribc," as F. A. Hayek puts it (The Counter-R g< vel 

0 

· f S · ff H 11 h" · d " eva tt-tzon o czcnce, PP· 54 .) . e ca s tf lS _attlltU de conceptual realism"· 
Whitehead spoke of it as the "fallacy o m1sp ace concreteness." s l ' b. · ee a so 

or more usual 
Goode and Hatt, op.cit., p. A?., for the same o Jecuon under the 

name of "reification." 

The Search for Basic Concepts; Additional Literature 

General: Vilfredo Pareto, The Mind and Society, 4 v~ls., New York 1935 
Talcott Parsons, The Strucwre of Social ActtOTI, New York 1937 
---, Essays i11 Sociological Theory, Glen~oe, Ill., 1949 
Robert K. Merton, Social Theory a11d Soczal Strucwre, Glencoe, Ill., 1949; 2 nd 

ed., revised and enlarged, 1957 
"Signs" and "Language": see notes to Chapter V, Section 3 

"Power," '"Control," and "Influence": see Chapter vnx, Section 

article cited above, notes to Section 4 

12, and March's 

"Groups" and "Equilibrium": A. F. Bentley, The Process of Government, a Study of Social p1·ess 
d 1 

· d ures Ch" 

19o8; 3rd e ., B oommgton, In ., 1949 . ' <eago 
Harold Lasswell, passim; e.g., Power and Personalzty, New York 19 8 4 'pp. 123, 1 6 
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David Truman, Th~ Governm~mal Process, :-.:ew York 'IJ5' . 
David Easton, The Political System, An Inquiry into the ,1}tate of Political Sczozc~, 

. New York 1951 
Oliver Garceau, "Hese:uch in the Political Process," .·lmcric,m l'olltical Science 

R~view, vol. 45 ( '95 r) pp. G~-H5 
Earl Latham, "The Group Basis of Politics: ).'otcs for a Theory,"' ibid., vol. 46 

( 1952) pp. 376-sl7; also, The Croup /Jaszs of l'olztzcs: A Swdy ITJ Basing 
Point Legislation, Ithaca 1952 (chapter on method~) 

Murray S. Stedman, "A Group Interpretation of Politic~," Pt~hllc Opinion Quar· 
. ter/y, vol. , 7 ( , 953 ) pp. 2rH-2~ . 

Rrchard W. Taylor, "Arthur Bentley's Political Science," Wntcrrz Political Set· 
. :nu Quarterly, vol. 5 ( 1952) · 

Phillip Monypenny, "Political Science and the Study ,,f Croups: Notes to Gmdc 
~ Research Project," ibid., vol. 7 ( r ~54) pp. r8 3-20 r 

Gabn_e~ A. Almond, "Comparative Study of Interest Groups," Amaican Po­
lztzcal Science Review, vol. 52 ( 1958) PP· 270-82 

"Elites"· 

~ilfred~ Pareto, Mind and Society, as cite~ above • . 
arold Lasswell, Daniel Lerner, and C. ]~aston Rothwell, The· Comparatzvc Study 

of Elites; Introduction and Bibliography, Stanford 1952 
Harold Lasswell "The Political Science of Science" /J merznm Political Sci~na 

. Review, vo!.'so (r 9s6) pp. 961-79 . 
Mtlovan Djilas, The New Class, an Ana/yszs of tlze Communist System, New York 

1957 

"Action". 

ialeott Parsons The Structure of Social Action, op.cit. 
alcott Parson;, Edward A. Shils (eds.), Toward a General Theory of Action, 

Cambridge, Mass., 195 r 

~Anticipated Reaction" and "Game": 
ar) ]. Friedrich, Constitutional C~v~mment an~ Democracy, 2nd cd., Boston, 

1941, pp. 589-91 , also 462 (anLiclpated reactron) 
]. v~n ~eurnann and 0. Morgenstern, Tllcory of Games and Economic Be­
Ma . avzor, Princeton, 3rd ed., 1953 T' 

rtrn Shubik, Readings in Game rzcory and Political Behavior, New York 
1954 

"Field'' ., . , 
Ku and Transactzon : . 
Johrt Lewin, Field Theory in Social_Sczence, Ne~ York 195I 

n Dewey and A. F. Bentley, as Cited above ( transaction'') 
"D ecision M k. , 
Ward E a mg : . . M . 

St· dwards, "The Theory of DecrsiOn ak,ng," Psyclzological Bulletin, vol .. 
Jacob ~1954) Pp. 380-417 

in Shrsh_ak, "Toward a p~eference Scale for Decision Making," reprinted 
Felix 0 ~b,k,, Readings ( op.cst) PP,· 22-32 

Pp.PP nhetrn, "Rational Ch01ce, The Journal of Plzilosoplzy, val. 50 (xgs3) 
R. c S 34t-so 

; 0 ~Y~er, Ii. W. Bruck, and Bl!~ton S~pin, Decision-Making as an Approach 
udy of International Polttscs, Pnnceton 1954 
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Functton, either "manifest" or "I " . 

function perf d · h a tent ( 10 the sense f th . orme , e1t er purposively or · h 0 e function 0 d 
soc!ety or some part of it by any social o Wit out purpose, for or a r a. ys-
behef, behavior pattern or . . . ) r cultural factor h g mst R b K M , InStitutiOn · , sue as us 

o ert : erton, Social Theory and Social St age, 
I and literature there ~iven, pp. 47• n. so, andr~';';;re, op.cit., esp., pp. 

Ta cott Parsons, The Soczal System, Glencoe Ill . 19-1.2o, 
M. J. Levy, Jr., The Structure of Society Prince·; 1951 
Ralf Dahrendorf, "Struktur und Funktion , K·~ 1953 

tmd Sozialpsychologie vol. 7 ( 1955) pp' 0 ner Zeitschrzft fi'ir s _ · l . 
Georges Gurvitch, "Le co~cept de structure. s4o9~-sl ~~ o-zo ogte 

S · 1 · Cia e c h · 
OctO ogte, vol. 19 ( I955) PP· 3-44 t ' a ters lnternationaux de 

Tl1e Postulates of Arithmetic. Credit for first form I . 
must go to the Italian mathematician G. Peano (x8-~ a~)g the postulates 
terms as given without definition ("o," "number.? .. 19.)2 • He used three 

. ' successor") d 
postulates, butlt from these primitives, namely ( 1 ) "o . ' an five 
" h f b . b ts a numbe " ( ) t e successor o a num er 1s a num er," (3) "no two n b r, 2 

, ( ) " . h f urn ers hav h same successor, 4 o 1s not t e successor o any numbe , d e t e 
b h h . . r, an (s) .. 

num er as t e property P 1f o has 1t and the property is such th every 
ever any number has it then its successor has it too." The m· . at when­tssmg defi . . 
of the three primitive terms was provided by the German loa-· . nttton b1c1an G p 
(1848-1925), whose work was completed by Russell and Wh" h · rege 
text). They describe a "number" as a characteristic of a certain1~ ead (see 
· " " · h · · f th I f h ass of ob Jects, as, e.g., two Is c aractenstic o e egs o ealthy men " h , -
certain geometric figures, and "five" of the fingers of a hand. Th t ree of 
characteristic of the "class of all those classes" which share that ch e com~o.n 
(e.g., man's legs, husband and wife, day and night, return trip eara)ct:nsttc 

· " b " F h h d fi · · ' tc. Is the respective num er. rom t ere, one can ~eac a e n1t10n also of .. , 
of "successor." I cannot go into further details. For a good presentat" 0 and 
from Russell's Introduction and from Tarski's book (both cited in I~n, apart 
see Carl G. Hempel "On the Nature of Mathematical Truth" (At e te:Ct), 

. . d . R ' tnerzca 
ll1athemattc Monthly, val. 52, 1945, repnnte tn eadings by p . l n 
Sellars, p. 222, also by F eigl and Brodbeck, P· 148). These defi.nit~tg and 

h . . f h tons and 
postulates I old to be not qmte sa us actory; t ey seem to me unn . 
artificial and still deficient. It may be right to describe the number :~essanly 

· t\vo'' 
the class of all those classes that are umted by the characteristic of as 
but with regard to high numbers, say, 1,257,812, this approach is tw~n~ss; 
A number's meaning, especially beyond the first ten, twelve antfi.Clal. 
refers to the process of counting, and to relations, not to the ant '1 °~ twenty, 
erty ~f. a class ~f things that have this number in c?mm~n. Fur~h~~lcal prop­
~lefi_n~uons om1t the essential posr:ul~te that t~e un_lts Within the cl rnore, the 
mdtvidual legs, fingers sides of a tnangle, obJects m a roorn) asses (the 

' are c . 
equal among themselves for tlze purpose at lzand. My own d fi . _onstdered 
· h · · h h h d b e nttton · m t e text, IS overs1mplified, on t e ot er an , ecause it 0 . ' gtven 

rntts Peano's 
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postulates Nrs. 4 and 5, and the proper definition of o. I3ut for our present 
purpose, which is merely to show that arithmetic is analytic and not syn­
thetic, the indications given in the text and in these notes may suffice. 

Induction. Usc of this term has sometimes been restricted to reasoning that 
infers the composition of a whole class from s:1mplcs (thus, e.g .. by Peirce, 
Collected Papers, vol. 1 , No. GH, vol. 2, No. f)-to), while diiTcrent names arc 
used for reasoning that infers a IJypotlu:sis from observed L1cts; this latter 
type has then been called variously "presumptive" (Peirce), "abductive," or 
"retroductive" reasoning. Sec Ernest Nagel, Sovereign R.c·,l.fon (Glencoe, 
Ill., r954) p. 82. In a broader s~nse, the term "inductive" inference may, 
however, well be used for both types. They can hardly he distinguished in a 
strict manner, since the conjunction of events in clusters of so-called causal 
relations constitutes them as members of a class, e.g., the "class of things 
subject to gravitation." This seems to be Nagel's view too. 

Probability. Empirical and analytical factors in prob:Ihility judgments are 
frequently confused. The proposition, "The probability that a 'four' will 
~urn up in the throw of a die is one-sixth," may have ont: of st:vcral mcan­
;ngs.J.n making explicit the part.icul.ar sense in which I am using these words 
n a giVen case and all the impltcatwns of this sense I do not enter into any 

synthetic, empirical reasoning, but keep strictly within analytical deductive 
reasoning. The meaning may be, and often is, that 

( 1 ) "As seen at present there arc six possibilities, neither more nor less," and 
( 2 ) "As seen at present: there is no ground on which to presume that any one 

of them will materialize rather than any other." 

This dual meaning implies the further contention that 

( ~) "Then~ is no ground at present for pr~suming that, if the same process 
(throwing a die) is n:pea.red several tlllws, the four will appear more 
~lftcn than in exactly onc-stx~!1 of the throws, nor that it will come out 
•n less than exactly one-sixth. 

t There rnay of ·ourse be good reasons for assuming that the four will not 
Urn · ' - ' h h · 

or Up In exactly one-sixth of t. e t rows; If the number of tries is 7• 13, 
P 3S, that would even be impossible. But there must be no good ground for 

resun-.. "11 . 
c ·<~Ing that the four WI turn up m more than exactly one-sixth of the 
ases n · I th th 0 · · th ' or that it will appear m ess an at. therw1se It could not be said 
eq~ ~here is at present no ground for presuming that the chance is exactly 

A.~l ~0 .th~t of any of the ~ve other possibilities. 
Prop .~1s 1s merely analyuc. It states the meaning of a proposition. The 
logic~~~~~n itself, however, is n?t merely analytic, unless it deals with purely 
Inulti l . mathematical operatwns (as, for example, when it states that in 

p Ying any number by five the probability of the last digit being five 

sr6 
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is one-half). Whenever the p . . d I 
h . d. roposnwn ea s with . . 

t rowmg Icc (and even drawing the nu b . empincal events, such as 
· · 1 m er With \ h" 1 It 1s not mere y analytic· then it . . . v Ic 1 to multiply five) . . I ' contains empincal I , 
pnnCipa statements ( 1 ) and (..,) Th e ements in both of its 
h I f - . esc statements rna b . 

t c actua acts. There may be more than . . . . . . y e m conflict with 
f "11. . SIX possibilities· th d" . out o a m1 Ion cases, end Its motion b d" ' e 1c may, 1n one 

I b y stan mg on f . 
t 1Crc may c grounds for expecting that on f h one o Its edges. Or 
f I I e 0 t e faces \ ·II b o ten t 1an ot 1ers, e.g., because the die is load d Th VI e up n1orc 
· U f · e · ese are · · 1 uons. n onunately, m most practical cases of th . 1 . empinca qucs-

-' h . I f h c SOcia Sciences th b anu t c wctg 1t o t c possibilities are much hard e num er 
f l · er to check th · h case o t uowmg dice (see below). an In t e 

Be that as it may, we are free to continue in our p I . 
b · l ure Y analytical p durc y argumg on t 1e assumption that the two princ· I roce-

( . Ipa statements ( ) 
and 2) arc correct. Then the meamng of (I), (2) and (..,) · I" I 

. I ' :> Imp Ies anoth contention, name y, that er 

(4) "There is good reason to presume that the 'four' will t 
proximately, or close to, one-sixth of a large number of thrurn ~p. m ap­ows. 

This follows from the meaning of the other three statements on 
that arc merely analytic. Vv c may list all possibilities of what gdrounds 

. . un er th 
postulates (z), (2), and (3) may happen m a sencs of, say, twelve throw f e 
die, beginning with the possibility that the "one" will appear in ev s 0 a 

l fi . erv one 
of the twelve; next, that it will appear t 1e rst ttme, followed by the ;, ,, 

d h . h " " 11 two at the sccon t row, but a gam by t e one at a other ten thro\vs. d 
h b"ll· ' an so on. There are actually more t an two I Ion-precisely speaki 

2,176,782,336-such possibilities in the case of twelve throws. Hence we hn~ 
better not count them, but use a simple mathematical formula ( 6 ~~) a 
cal~ulate them-a good illu~tration o~ th_e value of analytical procedur~ 
W 1th the number of all possible combmauons thus stated and likewis h 
number of those combinations counted or calculated in which the fou e t e 

. . l ( I r ap-
pears 111 near to one-sixth of twelve t uows s~y, at ~as~ once), it will be 
seen that the four does so in the overwhelmmg ma}onty of all possible 
combinations; in fact, it occurs at least once _in about Sg percent a of th 
possible sequences, if there are twelve successive ~rows. This is why w~ 
have good grounds for predicting that the four rmll turn up in " . · 1 . approxi-
mately" one-sixth of the throws. But there IS, ana yttcally speakin 
certainty that it will do so. Nor is it certain that even the queerest ~f ~0 
~any possible combinations, e.g., an ~nbroken sequence of four turnin tu e 
m every one of the twelve throws, wdl not happen. Analytically th" g P 
bination has the same chance as any other of the two billion 'dd 15 co~-

-o speczfi 
sequences that are equally possible. c 

3 Precisely speaking, in 
minus 512 • 

I.e., 6'" 
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It is hard to realize that, although you c.u1 thr()\\" a dte t\\"dve times 
and write down the results within five minutes, the p;nticubr result you 
got had only one chance in more than two billion of materi.dizing. \Vhat 
you have brought about, therefore, is something ncar a miracle: the mate­
rialization of this particular sequence. Try to get it again, tossing a die from 
morning to night to the end of your life-ancl you will in all probability 
not succeed. 

I have chosen the small number of twelve throws as an illustration, al­
though a larger number of, say, sixty or six hundn.:cl would have shown 
the significance of this analytical procedure more strikingly; hut in that case 
the number of possibilities is beyond the human power of imagination. 
With sixty throws the number of possible sequences is over six million 
multiplied by one trillion multiplied by another trillion and by a third 
trillion, i.e., more than a six followed by forty-two zeros, or 6 times IO~:!. 
~ne of these possibilities is that the four will turn up at every one of the 
SI~ty throws; but this possibility is infinitesimally low, and there is no ccr­
tai?ty t~at it or any other particular sequence will ever occur, even if try-outs 
~e mfinncly prolonged. The opposite docs not kllow from analytical reason­
In~. It can be distilled only from some synthetic hypothesis, such as "Any­
thm~ that can happen (in the sense that there arc no grounds for assuming 
that It will not happen) will happen in the long run." But whether this 
hy_pothcsis is true or false depends on empirical confirmation. That some­
thmg will happen docs not follow logically from the fact that there is no 
?round for assuming that it will not happen. W c may decide upon postulat­
m!S t~c validity of the "what-can-happ~n-will-happen" hypothesis for some 
Scicntd1c purpose; there is nothing illogical or self-contradictory in it. But it 
?oes not, like our statements (3) and (4), follow logically from the mcan-
mg of the propositions (I) and ( 2) · . 
"T~ll the fo~cgoing is predic~ted on the_ assumption that t~1e. proposition, 

c probabtlity that a four w1ll turn up In the throw of a d1e Is one-sixth" 
:~s to h~vc the meaning (I) and ( 2) · Somcti~es the sa~c sentence is us:d 
a~~h a dtfferent meaning, namely, that ~ccordtng to ~revzous tests it is prob-

e that a four will turn up in approximately one-sixth of a long range of 
throws (see Rudolf Carnap, "The Two Concepts of Probability," Philosophy 
:nd ~henornenological Research, v_ol. 5• 1945, r~printed in Fcigl and Sellars, 
b~~ cbt., pp. 330 ff.). This meaning ~s _extcrnall_y Identical with No. (4) above, 

ased on cliff ely empmcal and mductive grounds. In erent, pur . d h 
th . most practical cases as J. ust menuone • t e number of possibilities and 

etr rei · ' · d h · die T attve Weight are far less evi e~t t an In throwing up a coin or a 
which ~~n statistical frequency obs~r:auons. a~one can provide the data on 
rate ?ase contentions of probablhty. So lt ls, for example, with mortality 
years, ~?I~h are to answer questions such as, h?w many children born this 

Wt hve less than one year, or more than thlrty, or sixty, or eighty. Here 
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we have no base other than frequenc t bl d . . Y a es groun ed on st t" · 1 b 
twns, subJeCt to corrections suggest d b . 1 f a IStlca o serva-. e y part1cu ar actors wh · 1 
to mfluence the results, as e g war I h tl IC 1 we assume ' · ., . n sue cases 1er f 1 
quency Theory" of probability can serve '. b e ore, on Y the "Fre-
' . as a suua le sta ti · 
' Analytical '!"heory". alone would not be useful. r ng pmnt; the 

C. I. Lewis ( op.ctt., p. 305) says that a full 
. d h ld b . statement of a p b b"l· 
JU gment s au e m the following form. "Th t I . ro a I lty · a c, 1avmg the 
will also have the property r/J, is credible on the d t D . property t/1, 

d 1. b"l" R " a a wuh exp · a/ b an re 1a 1 1ty . In other words: that a thro d" ' h . · ectat10n . b wn Ie, aving tl 
erty of s1x num ered faces, will also have the propert th h le prop-
bered four will be on the upside, is credible on the data ~0 at t. e face num-

f h d. . h ncernmg the a t 1 
structure o t e 1e Wit expectation one-sixth and reliabilit R L . c ua 

l h h " 1· b"l" " b y " ew1s sa correct y t at t e re 1a 1 uy can e stated only empirically H" ys · IS tcnde · 
to play down the analytical elements. It follows from my pres . ncy Is 

. . . "fi d l h entation ab 
that this IS not JUSt! e , a t ough his formulation is faultless. ave 

The. ~rinciples .here discus~ed have often been mixed up even b o­

authonues, especwlly regardmg the difference between the im 1Y b_reat 
d . . . ( ) k" f " l , . h p !Cations state m propositiOns 3 spea ·mg o exact y one-s1xt , and (4) k" 

of "approximately" one-sixth of the throws of a die. I cannot her spca .•ng 
further details of probability, or tht: far-flung literature, except th:tg~ Into 
refer to Chapter XIII for a discussion of likelihood of single events. may 

Additional Literature on Sampling: M. J. Hagood, Statistics for Soc· 1 . . ll to ogzsts 
New York 1941; M1ldred Parten, Surveys, Po s, and Samples- p. . ' · tacttcal 
Procedures, New York, 1950. 

Section 7· Acceptance. How cautious we must be not to overrate as a . . 
cation of truth the fact that an observation or a theoretical explan n_ llld~­
widely accepted is illustrated by the entire history of science. All a~tlon ls 
therefore, to limit the individual scholar in his freedom to accept 0 e~pts, 
to accept an observation or inference are futile; he is free to decid r r: ~se 
way as long as he stays within the rules of Scientific Method and it e et~ er 
lying postulates of veracity and good faith. As Whitehead put it .~~n er-

. b ' .&.-:~.eaven 
knows what seemmg nonsense may not tomorrow e recognized 

. d" · truth" 
( op.cit., p. r66). Whereas in formal log1c a contra 1ct1on cannot b 
ated, he added, "in the evolution of real knowledge it marks the fie toler­
in progress towards a victory," and "A clash of doctrines is not a d" rst step 
it is an opportunity" (pp. 266, 267). Campbell goes too far when h lsaster­
science as "the study of those judgments concerning which univ e 1defines 
ment can be obtained" (op.cit., p. 27), and in~is~s that, althou ~sa agree­
may be doubted for some time, "in the end 1t IS always eith g a theory 
accepted or definitely rejected" (p. r65). This is more than w er definitely 
But, of course, it might be called the ideal aim. e can Promise 
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(Scientific Method, Continued: Cau~ation, Tests, Prediction) 

Introductory Remari(S on Explanation. Literature: sec Emile Meyerson, 
De /'explication dans /cs sciences, Paris 1<)21, 2 vols.; Hayek. op.cit., p. 19s; 
John Hospcrs, "On Expbn,ltion," Jo~a·n,zl of l'hz/r~so(d1y: v()L ·\3 (194(>) pp. 
337-5(); David L. Milkr, "E~:planauon vs. Dcscnpuon,' Plnlosophical Re­
view, vol. 5r, ( 1947 ) pp. )r/,-12; E. \V. Strong, "Criteria of Expbnation in 
History," Journal of !'hilrn-ophy, vol. ·\'} ( ICJ52.~ PP· s;-f•;: C1rl G. Hempel 
and P. Oppenhcim. "Thc Logic of L~:pLtnatHJll, op.crt. (notes to Introductory 
above). Al~o, A. N. \Vhitehc;ld, l'roccss and Reality, op.cit., pp. 33 ff.; R. ~{~ 

'!'OTES TO CH:\PTER II 

Mad vc.:r, Social Causation, Boston l 942. 

Section 1 . Causality. The.: fallacious i~ference that quantum physics has re­
futed causality, to which I objected 111. the text, has also been rejected bv 
one of the mfJst brilliant stars in the sk1cs ~£ quantum mechanics, Louis d~ 
Broglie, in his paper La physique qtumttstc rcstcra-~-dk indc:terministe? 

(Paris I<))), PP· 21 fT., cited by Kclsen, _What Is Justtcc? p .. )'1·!), anti by the 
Nco-Kantian phil()sophcr Ernst Cassl:er (op.crt ... YP· 135fT.). Northrop 
~op.clt., pp. 212, 21 r;, 223 ) (onnubtc.:s powtcdly that 1f there arc certain laws 
111 ~cience which arc stati~tical then there must also be laws in that science 
whrch arc J1(Jt statistical." Max planck rem_~rkecl sobe~ly that causality can 
he neither demonstrated nor refuted (Vortragc ttnd Ennncrtwgcn, Stutt "1 . . " . . 1 . ga rt 
1 ~J4C), pp. 2r18 fT.). He called it a 1t:unsuc pnnC!p c .. 1.c., a principle that 
serves w··ll 1.11 r l Sl·lnl·hrlv, Kclscn calls causa\ttv a "us··ftll" . ... c.: sea rc 1. • , . . . . 1 ·'" ep!ste-
~ological postulate; this, he s:lys. l_s_enough to JUstify ll (op.cit., p. 342). An 
Intermediate view is taken by Pl11hPP Frank, B.cttl'c.cn. Ph_Ysics and Philos­
ophy (op.cit., PP· 08 , C)C)). He holds that .no dd1mtc cl1stlnctton can be drawn 
between probability and causalit~· PhysiCS loo~s for symbols ."among which 
there exist rigorously valid re\::luons, and which can he a~slgned uniquely 
to CJ~lr experiences." If these symbols confor_rr: to our expenenccs "in a very 
detaded manner" we speak of ca~sa1 laws, If the cor~espondence is "of a 
broader sort" 11 thcin statisucal. The fact that w1th the help of P . . we ca bl OS!-
tlons and velCJcities we arc today un~ _e. to set up any causal laws for single 
electrons does not exclude the posstbtl.lty, however, t~at w_e shall perhaps 
someday be able "to describe the _behavwr o£ th~;.e. parucles 111 greater detail 
than by means of the wave funcuon, the probabt,ltlcs." 

H' · d' d or~st.ory of the Idea of Causality. As In 1Cate , the ancient Greeks thought 
lgmally that all l f nature were norms set by the gods. Thus Hera l' 

tus 'd aws o h' . , c 1-

E 
. sal that the '11 not overstep ts prescnbed course· otherwise "tl 

nn sun w1 . (D'k ) .11 c. , 1e 
Leu Y.es, the handmaidens of Jusuce I e , WI nn? him out." Only after 

ktppos and Democritus had replaced these older tdeas with their atomis-
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tic theory did Greek thinkers cease to see natural laws merel 
The Greek word for "cause " aitla . . ll h d h . Y as norms. 
1 f . ' , ongma Y a t e meanmg of " ·1 " 

t 1e change o · Its meaning from "gu'lt" t .. , . • gut t ; 
. . . 1 o cause mtrrors the ch f 

tlunkmg m terms of norms to those f . S £ ange rom 
r . o causauon. ee or the f · 

Kdscn, op.czt., pp. 2o;, 309 ff. oregomg 

Additional Literature: 

Alber~ Einstein, Relativity, The Special arzd General Tlzeor, a p . 
tzon, London I 920, 3rd ed. >' 0 pular E~:posz-

P. W. Bridgm~n, The Lo~ic of !f.odern Physics, New York 1927 
Max Planck, H here Is Sczence vomg? New York 1933 
---,The Philosophy of Physics, New York 1936 
A. S. Eddington, Tlze Philosophy of Plzysical Science, Cambridge En 1 
James B. Conant, Understanding Science, New Haven 1947 g., 1939 
---, Case History in Experimental Science, Cambridge, Mass., 194s 
W. H. \Verkmeister, The Basis and Structure of Krzow/edge, New York 1 

(also has a good chapter on Hans Driesch) 948 
Henry Margenau, Tlze Nature of Physical Reality, New York 1950 
Hans Reichenbach, From Copemicus to Einstein (popular), New York Wisdo 

Library, no date rn 
John Dewey, The Influence of Darwin on Philosophy, and Other Essays on C 

temporary Thought, New York 1910 (new ed., 1957) on-
Julian Huxley, "The Vindication of Darwinism," Touchstone for Etlzics XT , !~e\v 

York 1947, pp. 167-92 
Samuel Alexander, Space, Time, and Deity, 2 vols., 1920 
Arthur 0. ~ovejoy, "Th~ Meanings of 'Eme~gence' and Its Modes/' paper read 

at the Stxth InternatiOnal Congress of Phtlosophy, Harvard Umversity 19.., 6 
reprinted in Philip P. Wiener, Readings, PP· 585-96 ' - ' 

C. G. Hempel and P. Oppenheim, "On the Idea of Emergence," op.cit. (notes to 
Introductory, above) pp. 331-37 

E. Nordenskiold. The History of Biology, New york 1928 
Emanuel Radl, The History of Biological Tlzeones, London 1930 . 
Ludwig Bcrtalanffy, Modern Tlu·ories of Development: an lntroductzon to Theo­

retical Biology, New York 1933 
---, The Problems of Life, New York 1943 . 
Kurt Goldstein, The Organism, a Holistic Approach to Bzology, New York 

(German ed., 1934) . 1939 
Mary S. McDougall, Biology: The Science of Lzfe, New York 1943 
R. G. Coolingwood, The Idea of Nature, Oxford 1945 (pp. 158-77 

in Wiener, Readings, pp. 570 ff.) 
---,The Idea of History, Oxford 1946 . . 
Henri In!nee Marrou, De Ia connaissance historzque, Pans 1954 
Jacques Maritain, On the Philosoplzy of History, New York 1957 
R. M. Maciver, Social Causation, Boston 1942 

reprinted 

Section 3· Fallacies in Testing Hypotheses. The fact that the expect d 
quences actually occur does not logically warrant the conclusio e cause­
hypothesis is correct. This has often been rightly stressed, e.g., by ~that the 
op.cit., pp. xo8, 148-49· orthrop, 
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Section 4· Prediction. Kclscn (op.cit., p. 2il) expresses doubt whether pre­
diction is an essential task of science. It certainlv is one of its most important 
tools, because the process of forming hypothes~c; would be pointless but for 
the prediction of the results f unher ob~ervations and experiments (future 
events, that is) will have; such prediction is essential for checking the cor­
r~ctncss of hypotheses. But prediction is essential, also, for clarifying the 
Significance of alternative actions before they arc taken, and the influence 
wh~c? the potential reaction of other perscm; may have. In political scie~ce 
antiCipation of developments and prediction of consequences of alternative 
courses of action arc among the most important functions of science. One 
cannot analyze democracv dictator~hip, or even an dc.:ction system ade­
quately without dcscribin~ 'predictable consequences (sec espc.:cially Chapter 
xu)· An extreme illustration is ofiered by 1-Iaroltl La5swc.:ll's presidential 
address of 1956 at the annual meeting of the Americ:m Political Science 
~ss~cation ("The Political Science of Science," A mcricarz Political Sci~nce 
d ~vzew, vol. so, 195r.;, PP· 9(,1-79); predicting a great number of technical 
. cvelopments he exhorted his colleagues to anticipate the political problems 
Involved, so as to be prepared and not caught as unaware as when the first 
nuclear b b d om s were droppe · 

Section A . fi h . . . 1 d b w· .5· Priori. The Amcncan .1g t ag~u_ns~ arguments a pnon was c 
Y Ilham James. "The whole fabnc of a pnon sciences can thus be treated 

as a rn ("l-1 · " · · 
P an-made product" he wrote uman1sm and Truth repnnted m 

rag · ' S ' bo rnatzsrn, Perry ed., pp. 401-~) · ec .also Chapter v, Section 6, of this 

fi ok. Recent Literature sec: Montz Schlick, "Is There a Factual A Priori~" 
rst b. ' · . · p. 

2 
P~ hshed in German, 1~32-33·, translatiOn In Fcigl and Sellars, op.cit., 

KaJ/• Ernest Nagel, Sovert.·tgn .Rtaso.n, New York 1954, pp. 211 ff.; Felix 
..... mann, Methods of the Soctal Sctences, op.cit.; Bertrand Russell Htt-
"•an ]( · · N ' now/edge: Its Scope and Lzmtts, ew York 1948. 

Section 6 . A "th , 
to do s ·.Theory and Hypo~heszs. eo.~y ~~plains something. In order 
or of 0 It may make use either of some. law already firmly established, 
it has some "hypothesis," e.g., the .hypothesis that such a law exists although 
eff not yet been firmly cstabhshed, or of some other hypothesis to the 

ect th ·1 A " h "hyp hat. certain regularities prevafi · t cory," therefore, is not itself a 
0 t es1s". b . k use o one or pr · h · own , ut It may rna e . ' opose one m t e course of 1ts 

itself e~?eavour to "explain" sornethmg. Con.trarywise, a "hypothesis" is not 
. a theor , b . and generally will c · · . Within a Y ; ut 1t may, • onstltute an Important 1tem 

tion of a theory. ~oode a~d. J-lat~ (p. ?6) define a hypothesis as the "formula-
solll.e deductiOn." Th1s 1s rnisleadmg. As a rule, a hypothesis formulates 
f tent · · h d b · d · rolll. ative generalizauon reac e Y zn uctzon, or analytically derived 
by in~~~:her hypothesis (or established t?eory) which in turn was gained 

tton. If specific events are explamed by deducing them from an 
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h h · h' ESES 
. ypot esis, t Is deduction is logically onl the se 
lS alread_y we_ll established and the hyp~thesis cond step. If the general law 
the r~la~IOnship between the problematic situatio~ercly meant to point out 
permls_si~le to say that the hypothesis is just the forand th_e general law, it is 
But this IS the exception rather than the rule mulatiOn of a deduction. 

It would be useless to look to an . . l .. . 1 Cient aut 1onti f 
termmo ogy, because Aristotle, Euclid, Archim d es or a good modern 
used the terms "hypothesis," "axiom," and tl e es, ~nd other ancient writers 

d " 1 " . I . 1e equivalents f " an postu ate wn 1 a great vanety of meanin f 0 assumption" 
. . S K gs, o ten even . I . 

wntmgs. ec un von Fritz, "Die APXAI in dcr . . Wit lin their own 
A ' . f .. B "If . gncchischcn M I rct11tJ ur egn sgesc/11cllte, vol. 1 ( 1954) pp .. 13_103_ at lcmatik," 

Analogy. Analogies are frequently instrumental for th b' h 
h. I . . e Irt of h h In watc mg mec 1amcal operattons, for example, the biola . ypot eses. 

" h. "I h . , I . h . gist may by " I ogy 1t upon a 1ypot esis, w 1IC m turn enables hi f ana -
"theory," which tries to "explain" biological phenomena~ to . ormulatc a 
embryonic stages, he may by analogy find a useful hypoth~sis r, ~~ Watching 
him to explain the evolution of higher from lower forms ot' ~~~ Ich enables 

I I d · 1 "h h · " · · I e. But \V} ana ogy ea s to IS mere y a ypot esis ; It IS no proof for the I , 1at 
( D · • · k d · atter s co rectness see arwm s cautious remar ·s quote m Chapter II S . r-

The hypothesis must first be submitted to tests regarding all its i e~_tiO~ 1 ) · 

Herbert Simon and Allen Newell, "Models: Their Uses and Ln:p .1ca~IOns. 
. . l S . ImitatiOn , (L. White, ed., Tlze State of the Socta etences, Chicago 1956 6 s 

oversimplify the interrelation when they say that "all theories a:e ~P· I 6 ~-) 
and all analogies are theories." Analogies are theories only to the ex na ogies, 
I d f " I · · " h" Th 1 · • tent that t 1ey arc use or cxp ammg somet mg. e ana og1es, e.g. that . 

f h d f 1. · ' CXISt be 
tween the game o c ess an the game o po Itics are not in th 1 -

h · " I · f d " 1 · " 1· · 1 h emse Ves "t cones ; on y 1 use to exp am po Itlca P enomena do they b 
"theories," and then they serve as no more than one item, a "hy 0 ~co~1~ 

· h · h " h " p t es1s Wit m t e t eory. ' 

Usefulness of Unrealistic Hypotheses. A good illustration can be f d . 
. " (G"1b R oun tn G. J. Warnock, "Analysis and ImaginatiOn I ert yle ed., TheRe l 

tion in P!zilosoplzy, London 1957, p. 119). He asks us to suppose th vo tt­

senses of sight and touch are very much less acute than they are 1 .
3
1t our 

1 h d ' w 11 e ou senses of hearing and smell are immense y s arpene , and then to . . r 
how such changes might modify our concepts. Other illustrations Imagine 
fered in essays dealing with the logical structure and meaning of " are of­
to-fact conditional statements"; see, e.g., Roderick ~- Chishol con~~ary­
Contrary-to-Fact Conditional" (Feigl and Sellars, Readtngs in Pl. .1

01• The 
Analysis, pp. 482 ff., reprinted with slight alterations frorn Mi~~ osophica/ 
1946) · ' Vol. 55, 
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M d l I " · " " " " k " "ca(Jital-o e s. Abstract wholes, sue 1 as society, economy, mar ·cts, . 
ism," the "nation," the "collective mind," arc "never given to nur observatiOn 
but ... constructions of our mind." They exist only if. and to the ext~nt 
to which "the theory is correct which \VC have formed :d11Jlll the con_nectton 
of the parts which they imply and which we can explicitly ~t.lle only 111 form 
of a model built from those rclatiomhips." The soci;d sciences, in such cases, 
do not deal with "given wlwlcs"; rather, their task is to "con.•titult' the.se 
wholes by constructing models from the familiar clements." Hayek. op.c1_1., 
pp. 54-stl. Simon and !'ewell go t()o hr, however, when they .1sscrt (op.clt., 
pp. GG ff.) that in contemporary usage the t<.:rm "model'' is simply a "syn­
fmym for the(Jry." There arc theories that make no u~c of "modds," unless 
we call every generalization a model. 

Additional Literature: 

Theodore Newcomb, "An Approach to the Study of Communicative Acts,'' 
Psychological Review, vol. 6o ( 1953) PP· )'J)-.JO.J 

Karl Deutsch, "On Communication .\fodcls in the Social Sciences," Public Opinion 
p Quarterly, vol. r6 ( 1952) PP· 356-Ho . . 

au] Kecskemcti, Meaning, Commtmrcatwn and Vallie', Clucago 195 2 

Section 7· Knowledge. The term "knowledge" is used here hroadly, so as to 
be applicable to both "verified" and "putative-but-not-verified" claims to 
~OfJW!edge. However, if the claim tn ~n(Jwlcdgc ~s not scientifically warran~ed 
. Ut merely putative, I have always expressed th1s through an added guahfy­
lng adjective. Some writers like Perry (Realms of Value, p. ~oo) and C. I. 
Lewi_s. (op.cit., pp. 9, 1o, 29, 30? usc the term "knowledge'; only when a 
cognrtton is correct, i.e., when lt corresponds to or accords with what is 
tneant. Lewis calls an apprehension which is in error a "cognition." Knowl-
ed h " I · ge, e says, "claims correctness. t certam!y docs. But the claim may be 
Wrong. It seems to me more useful, rather, to start from the claim to knowl­
edge and then to distinguish whether this claim can he verified, refuted, or 
tnust be left standing neither verified nor refuted. There is another differ­
e~ce between my use and that chosen by Lewis, because he docs not extend 
t e te.rtn "knowledge" to cover awareness of the sensuously given. Know}. 
edge ts to him "inferential" knowledge only. This leads him to some tor­
~~ou~ definitions, such as, "Only that with respect to which some misappre­
to nston could occur, is here classed as knowledge. And whatever is subject 
ed su~h Possible mistake, will here be classified as cognition, and as !(nOtu/-

ge 1£ · · ·d· I " E D d enf lt ls correct or ven 1ca · vcn ewey an Bentley cannot get along 
lrely · h "k I d " Th I · sen Wu out the word now e ge. ey app y tt only in a "loose" 

strese, considering it convenient and not objectionable "where there is no 
ss l..!po . I' . I 

":'ill assu n lts acc~rate app 'catiOn anc not great p.rohability that a reader 
I1st it me there 1s; at any rate we shall thus occasiOnally risk it. We shall 

as No I' f , d • " (K . 
• 1 on a 1st o vague wor s nowzng and the Known, p. 48). 



LITERATURE ON SC. METHOD 

Literature on Scientific Metlwd. In add't· h 
. I I Ion to t c essay . d . 

text or In t 1ese Notes. to the Encyclop ·d. f . s cne lll the ll1ain 
I ' c ra o tlze Soczal S . 

R. Co 1Cn and Ernest Nagel An I t d . crences; to lvforris 
' n ro uctron to L · 

A1ctlzod, New York I 9 .... 1· and to D D R d ogre and Scic·ntific 
.),., · · unes e TA D · · 

oplzy, New York I942: ' ., ze zctwTZary of Plzilos-

A. D. Ritchie, The Scientific Method, New York 19 
\V. F. Ogburn and A. Goldcnweiser, The Social Scr~~c d Th 

New York I927 es an eir Interrelations, 
Abrah.am \Volf~ T~te Essentials of Scientific Method, London .,nd 
Brookmgs Insututwn, Essays on Research in the Soci I S' .- ed., 1 9.28 

D.C., I 93 I a crences, \Vashington, 
Ivforris R. Cohen, Reason and Nature, an Essay in the M . 

~Method, New York, 193I; 2nd ed., 1953 eanzng of Scientific 
---, American Thought, A Critical Swdy, ed. by Felix Coh Gl 

1954; sec review by Barna Horvath, American Journal of c~n, e~coe, Ill., 
vol. 5 ( I956) pp. I 57 ff. mparatwe Law, 

R. l'vf. Maciver, Social Causation, Boston 1942 
George H. Sabine, Democracy and Preconceived Ideas, Columbus Oh' · 
George Lundberg, Carz Science Save Us? New York 1947 ' 10' 1945 
Bertrand Russell, Human Knowledge, Its Scope and Limits, New York 1948 
Stuart Chase, The Proper Study of Mankind, New York 1948 
C. West Churchman and R. L. Ackoff, Methods of Inquiry, an I t d 

Philosoplzy and Scientific j\Jethod, St. Louis I949 n ro uction to 

Bernhard Bendix, Social Science an_d t~e Dis~mst of Reason, Berkeley 1951 
Hans Reichenbach, The Rise of Screntrfic. Pl11losophy, Berkeley 1951 
Paul Kccskemeti, Meaning, Commrmicatr?n, and Value, Chicago 1952 
Ernst Cassirer, Tlze Philosoplty of Symbolrc Forms, translated by Ralph Manheim 

New Haven I953-57 ' 

Articles: 
Joseph Mayer, "Social Science Methodology," Journal of Social Plzilosopf1y v 1 

( I936) PP· 364-81 ' 0 . I 

Alexander Goldenweiser, "Nature and Tasks of the Social Sciences, 
vol. 2 ( 1936) pp. s-34 ' ibid., 

Peter A. Carmichael, "Limits of Method," ibid.: vol. 15 (r948) pp. r41 _52 
Marion Levy, "Some Basic Methodological Difficulties m the Social Scien ,, 

Philosophy of Science, vol. 17 ( I950) pp. 287-301. . ces, 
Louis W. Beck, "The Distinctive Traits of an Empmcal Method," Journ l f 

Philosophy, vol. 43 ( I946) pp. 337-56 . . a 0 

---, "The Natural Science Ideal in the Social Sciences," Scientific Month/ 
vol. 68 ( 1949) PP· 386-94 . y, 

Robert Redfield, "The Art of Social Science," Amencan Journal of Sociolo 
54 ( 1948) pp. r8r ff. gy, Vol. 

Jessie Bernard, "The Art of Social Science: A Reply to Redfield,'' ibid 
(1949) pp. 1-9 ., Vol. 55 

Felix Kaufmann, "Cassirer's Theory of Scientific Knowledge," in Th PI: .1 
of Ernst Cassirer, ed., by P. A. Schilpp, Evansto_n, Ill., 1949, pp. 1~ ll osophy 

David Riesman, "Some Observations on Social Sctence Research " J-2_ 13 
view, vol. I I ( 195 I) pp. 259-78 ' ntzoch Re-
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Har~ld D. Lasswell, "Impact of P~ychc~:tnalyt!c Thinking on the Socft Icnces, 
m L. D. White The Swtc of the .\oc ral Socmcs, op.nt., PP· 8.t ·, S . I . 

David Riesman "S;JJIIC (Jb~cn·ation~ on the 'Older' :llld the ·:-.:ewer ocia Sc1· 
ences," ibid., pp. 319 fl. . . , . 

Albert Salomon, "Symbols and Images Ill the Constitution of Soc•ety, 10 L. Bry-
son ct.al., eeL, Symbols and Society, t-:ew York 1~55, pp. 1_o3-3z, . 

Mauncc t-:atanson, "A Study in Philosophy and the Soci:~l Sciences, Socwl Re-
smrch, vol. 25 ( 1958) pp. 158-72 

Especially: Political Sciena 
Robert N. Gilchrist, fJrinciples of Political Science, London 1 ~)I 6; 6th ed., 1938 
H.]. Laski, A Grammar of Politics, t-:cw I Iaven 1925 
John Dc.:wey, The J'ub/Jc and Its Problems, New York 1<p.;, Chicago 1946 
W. Y. Elliott, The Pragmatic Revolt in Politics, t-:ew York 1<p8 
James W. Garner, Political Science and Government, t-:cw York 1928 
Raymond G. Gettell Political Science, 1'-:ew York 1933; rev. eeL, 1946 
Francis Coker, Recc~t Political Thought, 0ew York I93·l 
Hermann Heller, Staatslchre, ed. by Gerlurd Niemeyer, Leidcn 1934 
Max Ascoli, Intelligence in Politics, 1'-:ew York 1936 
Karl Mannhcim "The Prospects of Scientific Politics," in his !tlc-ology and 
F lJ_top_Ja, Lon~lon, New York, 1936, ch. iii (pp._ 97-171) . 

ranc1s CJ. Wilson, The Elements of Modem Po/Jtrcs; ar1 /ntroductron to Political 

E Scie~~e, New York 1936 . . . ~ . 
Trnest Gnflith, Research in PoiJtrcal SCle~lcc, Chapel I I dl 1948 

·D. Weldon, The Vocabulary of Po/J~1cs, An Enquiry into tlze Usc and Abuse 
w· ?I Language in the Mal(ing of Poltt1cal Theories, Penguin Books, 1953 
T dbam Ebcnstein, Modern Political T_houfJIJt, New _York 1~?4• pp. 1-124 
W~o~as P. Jenkin, The Study of Po~rt1cal T~eory, Garden C•ty, N.Y. 1955 

llbam Esslinger, Politics and Scrence, wnh a foreword by Alfred Einstein, 
R New York 1955 . 

obcrt A. Dahl, A Preface to Democratu: _Theory, Chicago 1956 
--. "A Rejoinder," American Pobtrca/ Science Revictll, vol. 5 I ( 1957) 

pp. I053-6I 

Woodrow Wilson, "The Law and the Facts," American Political Science Rcvietv, 

R vol.5(x9n)pp.x-1I . 
eports of two National Conferences on the Sc1ence of Politics, ibid., vol. 18 

Ch (x924) pp. 11 ~6, and vol. 19 ( 1925) PP· 101-62 
aries Beard "T1"me Technology, and the Creative Spirit in Political Science" 

ib" ' ' ' W zd., vol. 21 ( 1927) PP· x-II .. 
· B. Munro, "Physics and Pohucs, An Old Analogy Revised," ibid., vol. 2:1 

J2. (1928) pp. I-II . 
. s .. b <;orwin, "The Dernocrauc Dogma and the Future of Political Science," 

l-Iar~lzd., Vol. 23 ( I929) PP: ?69"'92 .. 
d p. Gosnell, "Statisticians and Political Scientists," ibid., vol. 27 ( 1933) 

w·uPP· x 19-66 
Jo:e~h1 Anderson, "The Role of Political Scien~;.'.' ~bid., vol. 37 ( 1943) PP· 1-17 
Pendlet . McLean, "Areas for P~stwar_Research, zbzd., vol. 39 ( 1945) PP· 741-s6 

P on Herring "Political Science m the Next Decade" ibid vol 39 (1945) 
John: p. 757-66 ' ' ., · 

Gaus "J b · £ p l't' al S · " "b 'd ' o AnalysiS o o I tc ctence, I I ., vol. 40 ( 1946) PP· 217-30 
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Paul Appleby, "Political Science: The Next 25 Year " "b ·d 
92 4"") 2 . s, I I ., Vol. 44 (I 950) pp. 

Inter-Umverstty Seminars, "Research in Political Beh · , · . 
PP· 6roo3-45, and "Research in Comparative Po~~tor:, .tf;.z;j·· vol. 46 ( 1952) 
_PP· 41-57 cs, I I ., vol. 47 ( 1953) 

David G. Smith, "Political Science and Political Theor , ·b "d 
PP·734-1,6 y, 11 ., vol. 51 (1957) 

D. E. Afte~, Theory and the Study of Politics" ibid 
on Smith and After by A. A. Rogow, ibid.: pp. 7(5' :P· 747-62• and comment 

E. E. Schattschneider, "Intensity, Visibility, Direction 3 a~~ Sco , .b. 
(I 957) pp. 933-42 pe, 1 zd., Vol. 5 I 

J. A. Fairlie, "Po},itics and Science," Scientific Monthly, vol. I8 (I .., ) 
Arnold Brecht, Democracy, Challenge to Theory" Social R 9-4 fP· I8-37 

( I946) PP· 195-224 , esearc vol. I3 
---, "A New Science of Politics," ibid., vol. 20 ( 1953) pp. 23o-
W. A. Glaser, "The Types and Uses of Political Theory" ibid ~~I ( 

pp.273-96 , ~ . 22 I955) 
Carl J. Friedrich, "Policy-a Science?" Public Policy, vol. 4 ( 1953) 
Alfred Cobban, "The Decline of Political Theory," Political Science pg 269-8 I 

vol. .68 ( 1953) pp. 321-37 - uarterly, 
Avery Leiserson, "Problems of Methodology in Political Research " ibid l 

( 1953) pp. 558-84 ' ., Vo . 68 
Hans Morgenthau, Scientific Man vs. Power Politics, Chicago 1946 (see Chapter 

vm, Section I 2 of this book) . . . 
---, "The Dilemma of Freedom," Amerzcan Polztzcal Science Review l 

( 1957) pp. 714-23; and comme~~ by .Howar? B. White, ~·bid., pp. ;~ "_5 I 
Thomas I. Cook and Malcolm Moos, Foreign Pohcy: The Reahsm of IdealiZ~~ 

ibid., vol. 46 ( 1952) pp. 343-56 . . . , ' 
Kenneth Thompson, "The Study of Internauonal Pohttcs, Journal of Politics, 

vol. 14 (1952) pp. 433-67 . . , . 
---, "Toward a Theory of International Pohttcs, Amerzcan Political Science 

Revietll, vol. 49 ( 1955) PP· 733-46 

Individual Countries 
Th .. 1. Cook, "The Methods of Politi~~l Scie~ce, Chiefly in the United States , 

m UNESCO, Contemporary Po/zt1cal Scsence, as cited at the beginnin 'f 
this Appendix . , . . g 0 

B. E. Lippincott, "Polirical Science in the Un~ted States,, ~b~d., pp. 208-24 
Ch. E. Merriam, "Political Science in the Untted States, tbld., P~·. 233-48 
P. Odegard, "Factors in the Study of Pressure Groups and Pohtlcal Pani 

the United States," ibid., pp. 5I5-26 . es ll1 
H. D. Lasswell, "Psychology and Political Science m the U.S.A.," ibid., pp. S2.6-

Wiltfa8m Anderson, "Political Science North and South," Journal of p l" . 
vol. I I ( I949) pp. 298-3I7 ° ztzcs, 

Robert G. McCloskey, "American Political Thought and the Study of p 1" . 
American Political Science Revietv, vol. 5 I ( 1957) PP· II 5-29. c 0 ltlcs,'' 
by Martin Diamond, ibid., pp. I3o-34, and. by John P. Roche,' P ornrnents 

Lewis Rockow, Contemporary Political Thought tn England, London 1 p. 484-88 
George Catlin, "Contemporary British Political Thought," A rnerica 9fi 

Science Review, vol. 46 ( I952) pp. 64I-59 n oliticaz 
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Thomas P. Peardon, "Two Currents in Conternpor;uy Engli~h Political Theory," 

ibid., vol. 49 ( 1955) PP· 487-95 . . · .., - 1 
W. A. Robson "Political Science in c;rcat Bntam,'' U0:ESCO, op.ot., PP· -94 3 3 
and the other' contributions on indJVuiual cotmtncs, zbui:·. I 
A. R. L. GurlanJ Political Serena m Wcstan German}', 1 houghts aru Writings 

195D-1952, Washington, Library of Congress, 1953 

For Literature 011 Values and on Natural Law, sec note~ to Chapters VI, VII, and 
VIII. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER III 

(Scientific Value Relativism) 
will be found in Chapters v to VIII and the notes thereto. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER IV 

(The Theory of Justice) 

Section 1. Law and Political Science, Additional Literature 

"(· W. Willoughby, The Fundamental Concepts of Public Law, 1924 
Rrome Frank, Law and the Modern Min~, i':cw York 1930 . . . 

anyard West, Conscience and Soczety; a Study of the Psychologzcal PrereqzmzUs 
Edwof Law and Orda, )\;ew York 1945 . . 
Ge ard H. Levi, An fntroductz_on to Legal Reas?n~ng, Ch1cago _194~. . 

orge H. Sabine "Political SCience and the Jur1st1c Po1nt of V1ew, Amcnnm 
M Po~itical Scien~e Review, vol. 22 ( 1 9 2 ~) PJ.l· 5~3-7_'5 _ 
Gy Phziosophy of Law, Northwestern _Umver~•~y Stud1cs, 1:-vanston, Ill., 1941 

· ~owell Field, "Law as an Objective Political Concept," Amaican Political 

Kar czence Review, vol. 43 ( 1949) PP: 22?":"49 
I N. Llewellyn, "Law and the SoCial Sciences, especially Sociology," Harvard 

Dav·Law Review, vol. 62 ( 1949) PP· 1286-_13°5 
•d R_iesman, "Toward an Anthropolog•cal Science of Law and the Legal Pro-

W /ession," American Journal of Soe~ology, val. 57 (1951) PP· 121-35 
Ed:~gang Friedman, Legal Theory, London, 3rd eel., 1953 
J •n Patterson, Jurisprudence: t:f.en and Ideas of the Law, New York 1953 
eromc Ball, "Unification of Pohucal and Legal Theory," Political Science Ottar-

kl ff -
John r ~· val. 69 (I 954) PP· 15 . · · 
B Ch,ng-hsiung Wu Fountazns ofJustzce: New York 1955 

a rna u ' d L F ld " · · .. qorvath "Field Law an aw •e , Ostrreichische Zeitsclzrift fiir 
offentliches'Recht, vol. 8 ( 1957) PP· 44-8 1 

Secti 
tor on 2 · History of Natural-Law Ideas. No detailed, comprehensive his-

y of N · · . 
Publishe atural-Law ideas from antiquity to the present time has yet been 
sor p1 .. d. It would fill several volumes (see the project of the Swiss Profes-

Uckg b b rk · E 1· h subjeq . 1 er elow). The est wo 10 ng Is on the entire history of the 
the te){:s Rornrnen's one-volume book The Natural Law, o£ 1947 (cited in 

), translated from the German original. There are a number of 
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older publications that cover relatively long h · 
tail. They include Istorical periods in more de-

Charles H. Mcilwain, The Growth of Political Thor · 
Greeks to the End of the !1/iddle Ages ..,. l tght zn the JVest, from tlze 
general history of thought this prese~:;t~-, a tho_ughh embedded within the 

b I d . '. · 10n, ennc ed by 1. a so ute an particular justice in Plato and \ · I . . an appenl IX on 
b~~lish introductions to the earlier periods; .t nstot e, IS still one of the best 

Otto C1erke, Das deutsclze Gcnossenschaftsrcclzt ( 4 vol B 1. · 1 h 1 d · s., er m 1868 , 9 1 ) · p:ut1cu ar t e parts trans ate mto English and d. d l - 3 ' 111 

(Political Theories of the Middle Age, Cambri~ ~te JY) F. \V. l\hitland 
(Natural Law and the Thc·ory of Society, , 500 tog , 8 I go~ a~d· E. Barker 
and, Johannes Althusius zmd die Entwickelung der noot, a 1~1 1~ 1hdge 1 934); 

. ( ) a urrc·cn t zc en St t the01·zen Breslau 188o , tr. by B. Freyd (The Devel P aa _,._ 
T t N y k ) h k 0 ment of Political neory, ew or· 1939 ; t ese wor ·s present a detailed · -
bearing which Natural-Law ideas had on medieval thou.ght a Pdlc~ure_ ot_ the 

d h I b d · h n Institutions 
an _t c_c1angc oth ~n erwent m t c early modern age; ' 

D. C. Rnch1e, Natural Rzghts, London 1894 (3rd reprint 19..,4 ). CO\' I 
· h h · h Th I · · · - ' ers t lc de velopment ot t oug t on ng ts. e 11story of 1deas on Natural L -

Natural Rights ( esp., Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Hobbes, Locke Raw and 
Burke) has been illuminated recently by ·Leo Strauss in his b;ok oNusseau, 
R . h d H. . d . h b atural zg tan zstory, as cite m t e text a ove. 

See further: 
]. W. Salmond, "The Law of Nature," Law Quarterly Revic·w, vol. 11 ( I8gs) 

pp. 121 ff. 
Frederick Pollock, "History of the Law of Nature," Columbia Law Rc·view . 1 

1 (1901) pp. 11 ff.; vol. 2 (1902) pp. 131 ff.; also, Essays in the Law (;9~~) 
]. Dickinson, Administrative Justice and the Sut:remacY_ of Law ( 1927 ) -
E. S. Corwin, "The Higher Law Background of Amencan Constitutional Law, 

Harvard Law Review, val. 42 ( 1928) pp. 149 ff., 365ff. ' 
Anton-Hermann Chroust, "On the Nature of Natural Law," as cited below in 

the notes to Chapter VIII . 

A. Passerin d'Entrcves, Natural Law, an IntroductiOn to Legal Philosophy, Lon­
don 1951 (126 pp.) 

C. J. Friedrich, The Philosophy of Law in J-!istorical Perspecti~e, Chicago 19_8_ 
this being a revised English version of h1s German book, Dze Philosophic ~ ~ 
Rechts in historischer Perspektive, Heidelberg, 1955 e~ 

and the discussion of Natural-Law ideas in the standard works on the h' 
. lS-

tory of political ideas, especially those wntten by W. A. Dunning ( 3 vols 
1902-20), R. Gettell (1924), and G. H. Sabine (1937). ., 

Three books in German should be me~tioned because of their particul 
merits (in addition to Friedrich, see prevwus paragraph): ar 

Johann Sauter, Die philosophischen Grundlagen des Naturrechts w 1· k Th . , en 1 9 covers the history from the early Gree. s to omasiUs and Wolff . 32 ; 

preference for Platonian philosophy; ' Wtth a 
Felix Fliickiger, Geschichte des Naturrechts, fi~st vol., Altertum und F .. . 

telalter, Ziirich 1954, reviewed in great detail by Anton-Hermann Chruhm~t­
Natural Law Forum, vol. 1 ( 1956) pp. 135-146; roust 1n 
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Erik Wolf, Das Problem da Naturrcchtslchrc, Vcrmch cincr Oricnticrung, 
Karlsruhe I955· 

Wolf's book, althotJgh only a little over a hundred p:1ges long, deals with 
the entire history of N:•tural-Ll\v ideas. He grr,,lps the many interp.reta­
tions of Natural Law within twice nine categories, according to nine dtffer­
cnt interpretations given the concept of Nature and another nine given ~he 
concept of Law. This ingenious arrangement, with its many subcategones, 
reveals most strikingly the multiplicity of revelations philosophers have 
thought to obtain from the study of nature. My review in Natural Law 
Forum, vol. 3 ( 1958), pp. 192---¢, includes an English translation of Wolf's 
categories (sec also below, notes to Chapter vm). . 

For recent literature on the revival of Natural-Law ideas in the twcnueth 
century, see notes to Chapter VIII. 

The Role of the Sophists. The Grec~ _Sophists arc often rderred to as ancient 
precursors of modern value relauvtsm. But this is only half true. The 
Sophists believed in some sort of Natural Law and wne even the creators 
of the theory of Natural Law and gave it its name (physci dikaion). They 
referred, first, to a god-given sh~re_ of all Greeks in justice (Protagoras), 
later to a natural way of life (Ht~ptas), next, to the natural equality of all 
tnen (Antiphon, Lykophron, Alktda~as), and finally, to the natural right 
of ~he strong (Thrasymachus and Calhclcs). Relative clements entered their 
vaned theories because, in the first two stages, they distinguished the nature 
of the Greeks from that of the barbarians, and in the fourth, because of the 
relative nature of strength. But the ~asic reference, if not to the gods, was 
t~ nature and to its law. For the vanous teachings of the Sophists, see espe­
Cially Erik Wolf, Griechisches Rechtsdenken, val. 2 (1952) pp. I8-I7I, and 
tnore briefly, Das Problem der Naturrechtslehre, op.cit.; George H. Sabine, 
A. History of Political Theory, New York 1938, pp. 25 ff.; A. H. Chroust, 
op.cit. Only Skepticism (Carneades) went so far as to teach that there was 
no Natural Law at all, at least none that we could perceive (Rommen, 
0 P.cit.). 

St. Augustine. 1 have said advisedly in the text that St. Augustine pushed 
~:e N~tural Law into the ba.ckg~ound, not tha~, h~ :ejected it .. For he did not 

ny lts existence. But to hlm lt was merely divme law wuh reference to 
~an''. l-Ie projected Plato's "ideas," i.e., ~eality proper, into the thoughts of 

od, and the universal reason of the Stoles into his wisdom. Thus supreme 
rneason, eternal truth and eternal law became identical. This comp' lete one-

ess £ ' d · u . o God, supreme reason, an ommpotent will, sustains and governs the 
i:~:rse. While in nature the eternall.aw operates as necessity, it is inscribed 
di'lest heart of man as norm. !~erewlth, the impersonal part of nature was 

ed of any share in the ongm of moral Natural Law. (See for the fore-
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go_i~g, Rommcn, op.cit., pp. 37, 38; Chroust, 0 .cit) .. 
ongm of all laws of nature, both physical and !:orai Ideas about the d1vtne 
of Greek thought also, but the reference t I, had ~een at the bot-tom 

d o nature lad gatned . d 
pen ent status with them than was conceded b ' S ' . a more 1n e-

} t. Augustmc. 

Scholasticism. Scholasticism in contrast to A · · 
. h d . , ugust1man doctri h 

s1zed t c uahsm of God and created nature. It th b ne, emp a-
1. . d . d PI . I" us a andoned the 11111tc momsm an atomc rca 1sm (according to \ h" I I un­

. . v 1c 1 on y th "· d , 
are real) that were charactensuc of Augustine. This m d . . e 1 eas 

1 · . a e 1t posstble fo h Scho asttcs to ascnbe at least part of Natural Law to th 1 . r t e 
d N . c aws operattn · 

create ature rather than to dtrcct commands of God Th S 1 1• . ~ In 
. · us c 10 asttc could eventually become, at least m part, what a contemp A, .•sm 

' orary mcnca 
scholar has called 'common-sense knowledge critically cxamin d d . n 

h . 11 . d. d" (C I . N B" 1 R · c an ph1l osop tea y vm ICatc c cstmc . Itt e, ealtty and tlze 111· d M"l -
6 6 d b R · zn ' 1 \vau kee 193 , p. 14 , quote y om men, op.ctt., p. 39 n. 3). -

Sections 3 ff. Sec the notes to Chapters v ff.; for additional literature on Na 
ural Law, to Chapter VIII. t-

NOTES TO CHAPTER V 

(Precursors and Cousins) 

Section r. Genesis of Scientific Method. Students not familiar with tll h" 
b h · e IS-tory of philosophy are often misled y t e vanous meanings with wh· h 

the term "rational" is used. In ordinary language today a man's attitud •c. 
called "rational" if he pursues attainable goals with reliance on facts e tsl . I . ... , causa 
relations, and logical reasoning. The oppostte t 1cn Is Irrational" actio I 
h f h .l h h "R · 1· " f n. n t e history o p 1 osop y, owever, atwna tsm re ers to the belief h 

reason is capable of finding ultimate truth withot~t experimental tests. tR:~ 
tionalism, hence, was the typical method of medzeval scholars, with 

"I" h l h son1e residues of reliance on pure reason prevai mg t roug 1 t e Age of Enl" h 
ment. This rationalism was progressiv~ly undermined by Galileo's ~" te~­
mental and Newton's mathematicophysical methods, by Locke's emp· . ~en-

h ) K , tnctsm 
Hume's skepticism (see below, notes to C apter VI ' ants Critique of p ' 

d 1 b p · · · llre Reason (see Chapter II Section 5), an atcr, Y OSltiVIsm, Pragm . 
. . , . h" 1 f h atism and SCientific Method. In the phtlosop tea sense 0 t e term th f ' 

. . II h h , ere ore Galilee acted not rationally but anu-rauona Y w en e relied 0 ' 
n ex 1er· 

ments; he was one of the first great opponents and destroyers of ~ l-

R . . . d ( .t ) medteval 
ationahsm. Consequently, Whttehea . dop.cht ., .. P· ?4 ~auld correctly 

that, after Newton, physicists emphasize t e anti-rationalism" th say 
made its appearance in· the historical revolt of the Renaissan at had . k ce and h Reformation; and (p. 12) that it is a great m1sta e to conce· t e 
Renaissance and Reformation as an "appeal to reason"; on the c lVe of the 

ontrary, this 
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double-pronged historical revolt was "through and through 3 ~ anti­
intellectual movement,'' a return to the "contemplation of brut<.: fact, and a 
"recoil from the infkxihk rationality of medieval thought," and (p. 23) 
"science" to this day has remained an "anti·ratir>nalistic" movcl~lcnt. Li~e­
wisc, William James called "Rati(Jnalim1" that approach a.g;u.nst wluch 
~ragmatism was principally directed; sec the first chapters ol hts Pragm~­
trsm and his letter to Munstcrht:rg, quoted hclow (Section (>). In thts 
philosophical usc, thercfort:, the opposite of rationalism is not irrational be­
havior, hut reliance on science and experiments. In again another, a third, 
sense "rationalism" is used to dt:nounct: unhistorical, utopian. or ideological 
political theories grounded in the •nnfidcnce that reason all by itself is 
~apablc of determining salutary ends of politics. The opposite of rationalism 
In this third sense is neither irrational action nor reliance on science and ex­
periments, hut prudential reliance on traditional values and institutions 
.(Burke). Sec the writings by Michael Oakeshott, cited in the notes to the 
Introductory chapter for this third approach. 

Additional Literature on the History of Science 

William Cecil Dampier, History of Scit·nce, New York ICJ.lC) 

~~r~ert ButtcrllclJ, The o;igins of Modern Snwa, I iOo-J8nn, New York '951 
tlltarn P. D. Wightman, The Growth 0 [ Snent1{ic ldnu, New llaven 1951 

~~~es R. Conant, Science and Common Sens~, New Haven I C)') 1 

E red N. Whitehead, Advt·ntures of Ideas, l';cw York '933 ( :\Icntor Book '955) 
rnst ro . • p bl of Know/edge ['h ·1 h S · · . '--ass1rer, The ro em W., • I osop y, oenn·, and HIStory 

szncc Hegd, translated by W. H. cglonc and Ch. W. l-lcndcl, New Haven 

El 19So . . 
rner Barnes (eel.), The !-/1story and Plospects of the Social Sciences, New York 

1925 
Floyd N H R of Social T heor A S f 1 · ouse The ange F d y, urvey o tnc Development 

L · ' · d un ament 1 p ' Nterature, Tendenc1es, an a rob/ems of the Social Sciences, 

L . ew York 1929 s· AD 
FIOUt.s Wirth (eel.), [:'Ieven T wen1tyS- IX: Tuade of Social Science, Chicago 19 t6 

onan z . . C ltura clences h . 0 . . d , " b -nanteckJ, The u ' Clr rtglfl an Development, Vr-
ana, III., I952 

History of p 1. . l S . ce in particular: Fred . o 1t1ca CJen • . 
Lnck Pollock, An IntroductiOn to the History of the Science of Politics, 

A. ondon 189 
nna l-I I 3 · e in Americ c 

19 
a dow, Political Setenc an alleges and Universities, 16]6-

l..JNE.s 00• New York 1939 . . 
CO surveys cited at the begmnmg of this Appendix 

Se · Ctzo · · · of th F tivis ~. 3 (a). The Posrttvzsm . e re~ch Sociologists. The term "posi-
~y ~ ":'a~ first us~d in Doctr~ne de Saznt ~imon, Exposition, published 

ind· . disciples, Pans rR3 1• whi~h also contains fhe first use of the term 
foun~i~ualism" (see Hayek, op.~zt., ~P· 147, 152). Comte's belief in Progress 
Work ~ts ~ost absolute expressiOn 111 two letters, originally included in a 

0 Sa1nt Simon (whose secretary Comte was in the last se f ven years o 
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S. S.'s life) but later republished over Comt • ~ 
h . S • ~ d e s O\vn name d. IS ys=me e politique positive (1854) Th h . In an appen IX to 

. ere e said th " h 1 man progress guides and dominates all· at t e aw of hu-
ll d ' men are only its · 

a we can o is consciously to obey the I , Th· Instruments ... 
d . a\V. IS \V f present- ay Scientific Method and Value R I . . . as a ar cry from 

C e atlVlsm It Is tr h 
times omte spoke the language of extreme r I . . . ue t at at other 

. . . · e at1V1sm Thu · h 
h1s contnbut10ns to Saint Simon's works lle · s, ln anot er of . , even wrote. "Th . . 
good and notlung bad, absolutely speaking. Ever th. . · _ere IS nothmg 
only absolute thing" (tout est relatif, voila Ia se~/ 10? Is relative, that is the 

d I . e cnose absolue) B h" 
passage ea t With the best methods of government . h · ut t 1s 

d l . . ' not Wit values · 
era!, an t 1e relatiVIty was, here as always with Comte t f • In gen-

d · h · ' 0 re er to the rcache 10 t c evoluuon of progress. The absolutistic fou d . stage 
. l . . f . . n atlDns of Comt , 

phdosop 1y appear clearly 10 h1s requent IOSistence that p · . h" e s 
h . " OSitlVe p Iloso h 

is always c aractenzed by the necessary and rational subordi . P Y 
I ld , "L', d . . ' d nation of n1an 

to t 1e wor . cttl c posmve n a pas e caractere plus t 1 , 
d , . . bl , b 1', ranc le que s ten ance spontanee et 10vana e a aser etude rcelle de l'ho a 

· ' I bl d d ' · " (C mme sur Ia conna1ssance prea a c u mon e exteneur ours de philosopl." .. 
. I d P . d P . 8 zte po.nttve pubhs 1c ans 183o-42, 2nd e ., ans I 64, vol. 3, pp. 188-89) It . . . ' 

· h I · b I · · f h C · Is In hne wit us a so ut1z10g o progress t at omte was not primaril · 
. h . . 1" . d f d y Interested 10 t e preservation of liberty; un 1m1te ree om of conscience h d 

d d . f . . . h a to be 
ab~n one wah the es~ablishment o posltlVIsm, e thought. For the fore-
goiOg, sec Hayek, op.czt., pp. 130, 133, 147, 152, 183, 242 n., 347. Ther . 
condensed English translation of Comte's Cours de p!Jilosophie positi~ lsb a 
H. Martineau, The Positive Philosophy of A. Comte, 2 vols., 2nd ed Le Y 

., on-
don, 1875· 

Additional Literature: J. B. Bury, Tl1e Idea of Progress, New York 
1932. 

Section 3 (b) Neoposit~·vism, ~oderate Type~. Herbert ~eigl, one of the 
early members of the V1enna Circle, now a Umted States cnizen r 

. . . 1 b • epresents 
the moderate type of those NeoposlUVlSts w 10 a andon physicalis 
admit introspection. Although he preserves the postulate that sente rn and 

. · 1 . fi b nces to be meaningful must be reducible to empmca ven a ility he r . 
h " . d . f h '. ecognlzes t at the danger of a fallac10usly re ucuve use o t e meanmg-crit . . 

· 11 d · 1 I · enon ts great, espeCia y in the han s of young 1conoc asts. t 1s only too t . 
d b · · . ernpt1ng to push a very difficult problem aside an y sugmat1zmg it as me . 

d . f h · · · " · t"o f · · anmgless to tscourage urt er mvesugauon, as 10 ques 1 ns o mstmcts th 
scious, and the like. ("Logical Empiricism," in D. D. Runes, ed: T e unc_on­
Century Philosophy, New York 1943, reprinted in Feigl and S~ll Wentzeth 
~·ngs pp. 3 .. ~-) H~ describes the di_fferent a~proaches within the ~;~· R:~d­
lsts: . . . 10 their choice of a basiS for logical reconstruction w· P0 Slttv-
followed by Schlick, Waisman, and others, remained exper1·' • tt~genstein 

enttal · ' 
they admitted any type of experience], whereas Neurath, Carna lSttc [i.e., 
and others became physicalistic." p, l-Iernpel, 

533 



APPENDIX B. M!SCELLAi'.,'EOUS NOTF.S 

Nortl1rop and Dewey Opp(}(cr/. Northrop ( op.r:it., pp. 99· 11 ~) criticizes ~he 
Logical Positivists on the ground that they recognize only concepts by lffi· 

mediate apprehension. This criticism is not CJllite fair I think, bec:lUSe most 
Neopositivists admit, and even encourage, the forming of tentative hypothe­
ses based on instances of immediate perception hut not yet fully confirmed. 
More to the point is Northrop's second objection tint Neopositivists by bas­
ing science on "atomic concepts by inspection" ignore what he calls the 
"aesthetic continuum." John Dewey is usually counted as a positivist. But 
actually he expressed severe objections. Like Northrop he ch.,rged that the 
logic of positivism has no recognized place for hypotheses which "at a given 
time outrun the scope of already determined 'facts'" and, indeed, "may not 
be capable of verification at the time or of dtrcct factual verification at any 
time" (Logic, p. 519). He went on to point out that many hypotheses have 
played a great role in the advancement of science which were "at the time 
of their origin merely speculative." Consistent positivism would have con­
demned such hypotheses as metaphysical, he wrote, and this objection would 
have applied to such trail-blazing hypotheses as the conservation of energy 
and evolution. No important scientific hypothesis has ever heen verified "in 
the form in which it was originally presented." Whether this is a correct 
description of positivism may be douhte? (sec above); but at any rate, it is 
a significant admission from Dewey's side. William Savery, op.cit., p. 509, 
sees in these remarks even a hint of a "realistic" view, i.e., a view that pre­
sumes a reality beyond appearances. 

Oxford Ordinary Language Philosophas. The flash of insight that moti· 
vated Intuitionists, such as G. E. Moore, and Ncopositivists or Scientific 
Empiricists, such as Carnap, Aycr, .or Morris, alike to pay attention to 
ordinary language as the ultimate basis to which all scientific concepts, even 
the most abstract and technical ones, mus~ refer as primitive building stones, 
culminated in the work of a group sometimes referred to as Oxford Philoso­
phers of Ordinary Language. They s~e in ~he actual use of words within 
th~ living language the necessa~y s.~a~ung pOint for every philosophical anal­
ysts. "Use," rather than "meamng IS thctr key concept. For instance, they 
remark that the evaluative use of the word "good" is to commend or to 
prescribe; no philosophical analysis, therefore, is worthwhile that ignores 
this. use of the word (see below, notes to Ch~ptcr VI, on C. I. Lewis). For 
an mtroduction to the differences between thts group and other positivists 
see George Nakhnikian, "Contemporary Ethical Theories and Jurispru­
dence," Natural Law Forum, vol. 1 (r~56) pp. 4-40. But the Oxford group 
agrees with. the Neopositivists that ulumate values cannot be scientifically 
~own or proven, only selected by an act of decision, and that there is no 

atural Law. 
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Additional Literature on Neopositivism and 0 f d P . 
x or lulosophers 

A. J. Ayer, Languag~, Truth and Logic, London I 6· .., 
Rudolf Carnap, The Logical Syntax of La 93 • -nd ed., 1946 

. . . , nguage, Londo - I 
195 1 • ongmally m German, Logische Syntax d S n1 

1 93;, a so New York 
"R . . er practJe \V. ---, eJeCtiOn of tvletaphysics," in Morton \Vhite d ' rcn 1934 

New York 1955 ' e ., The Age of Analysis, 
Charles \V. ~'!orris, "Logical ~ositivis~, Pragmatism, and S · . . .. 

International Encyc/opedw of Umfied Science Ch" crentlfic EmptnC!sm," 
---, "~oundation of the Theory of Signs," ibid. v~tgo, I93S, vol. I, pp. 63-75 
---, S1gns, Language, and Behaviorism, New York·~~· ~P· I-59 
Charles L. Stevenson, Ethics and Language, New Haven 19 4 ( , 

op.cit., on the differences between Stevenson and the 4~h se) G. Nakhnikian, 
S. S. Stevens, "Psychology and the Science of Science " ~ -/~s 1 . 

vol. 36 ( 1939) pp. 221-62, reprinted in \Viener, Re:zditJ~sc 0 ogle~/ Bulletin, 
David . L. Miller, "The Unity of Science :l\Iovement," Sot;t~~W:;t ff. 

Sc1ence Quarterly, vol. 26 ( 1945) pp. 252-59 ern Social 
H_ans Reichenb~ch, The _RJs.e of Scienti(ic Philosophy, Berkeley 1951 
Rrchardhvo,n ·KM1rs_es, PLos~tiVblsnhJ, dCampbn_d~~ 1951 (esse)ntially a transl~tion f 

aut or s emes erzr uc es osJtJVIsmus, 1939 ° the 
T. D. Weldon, The Vocabulary of Politics, Penguin Books 1953 . it se . 

"meaningless to say that the world was created" (p. 8 1 ) ' ems to hrm 
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosoplzicallnvestigations, London, New York 
Paul Feyerabend, "Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations," Philoso;~;:al 

view, vol. 64 ( 1955) PP· 449 ff. Re-
A. J. Ayer et al., The Revolution in Philosoplzy, with an introduction by G"lb 

Ryle, London, New York 1957 (contains analyses of Frege, Russell w· 1 en 
stein, Moore, and the Vienna Circle) ' rttgen-

Oxford Philosopl1y of Larzguage, see further . 
S. Toulmin, An Examination of Reason in Eth1cs, Cambridge 1950 

R. M. Hare, The Language of Morals, Oxford 1952 
H. P. Nowell-Smith, Ethics, Pelican ed., 1954 
H. L. A. Hart, "The Ascription of Responsibility and Rights," in Essays in L . 

and Language, ed. by A. Flew, New York 1?51 og1c 
---,, "Definition and Theory in Juris prudence, ' Law Quarterly Review 1 

( 1954) p. 37 'vo. 7° 

Section 3 (c). Legal Positivism. The fact that Kelsen is a transpositi .. 
value relativist, whereas Austin was not (see text), is not the only d"ff Vtsttc 

I I · · · 1 erence 
between the two standard bearers of ega posttlvtsm. Austin was . 
terested in an analysis of the concept of the state; he took state a dnot ln­
eignty for granted. Kelsen teaches that what is usually called hn ~.over-

, . h . t e le l order of the state" or "set up by the state, lS t e state Itself. l-Ie ga 
. h" h A propos abandon the concept of state sovereignty, on w 1c Ustin b .1 es to 

accept instead the concept of global sovereignty. Furthermore ~\and to 
made it a point that legal rules are not, as Austin taught id ~ sen has 
"commands," since legal rules continue to be valid after the e~ttcal With 
mand has ceased to be there· the true character of law as a san ~1 1 of com-

, ctton b 
ecom~"" 
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apparent precisely when the command fails. Kclsen defines a legal norm as a 
norm by which a sanction is decreed for illq . .;:d conduct. If 'lut Is fustic~? 
pp. 272 ff. 

The Basic Norm. Kdsen's fin:d te:tching on the "l>:tsic norm" can be sum­
marized as f(JIIows: ( 1) There i\ no scientific nccnsity to presuppose a 
basic norm. (2) But with(Ju! pr,sttd:tting it, thc v.didJty of a country's con­
stitution and of the lcg:d rule<. dcnvcd thcrcfrr,rn c.tJlJl()t he l()gic.dly estab­
lished. (3) As regard<. 1 hi'> logica I nccd r ,f sr Jllll' b:t sic nor Ill, 1 here is no di f­
fcrenct: betwet:n Nawral Law, Divine Ll\\•, :tnd J>mitivc Ln\'. Sec espe­
cially, Wlwtls Justice:? pp. 22r,, 2fHJ, 2r,:i, and my critic:d cr>rnmcnt regarding 
the crmtent of the basic rwrm as po,.,tulatcd by Kcl<.en (C:h:tptn I\', Section 
H, of this book). 

Section 4. Historicism. Muc.h e~phasis within the deh;tte on the unique 
character fJf every hist(Jric;~) srtuatron has been pl:•ccd on the fact that history 
rare)~ fJr never moves as rntcndcd. hy me~1 hut Is thc rcsu_h.' unintcnded by 
any Individual or group, of myn:Id IIHlivHiu:d actions. I hcsc arguments 
have not dcterrcd a number uf phdosoph:rs from luoking to history for 
general laws of development. Not only Comtc, Hcgcl, and Marx in the 
nineteenth century, but also Schnwll.cr, Somban, Spcnglcr, Toynhcc in the 
twentieth believed it possible to der.Jve general laws of development from 
the study of history, altlwugh they dJd not go so far as did Hegel, who held 
that mere empirical research in the sense of description and Jiscovcry, useful 
as it might he at times, did not deserve the name of scicncc hccausc it was 
u~ahle to explain and w construct the laws of the universal history of man­
kind.' the cmly subject whose m~st.cry .\:_as real sci~ncc to Hegel (sec Hayek, 
op .. czt., pp. (,4 ff., 194 ff., 199). 111ls rebance on history for the discovery of 
~mvcrsal laws of human development: too, has been callcd "historicism" at 

~.'ll_1cs. Then again, there arc ot.hcr~, Ilk~ Da.vid EaslOn, (op.cit.), who call 
historicism" the hahit of subsututlng histonca) research for theoretical in­

~uiry .. Modern historians have .pointed to t~c inevitable usc of generaliza­
tiOns In the work of the hiswnan ~sec Lou_,•s Gottschalk, "The Historian's 
Us~ of Generalization" in L. D. :Vh't:, ed., The State of the Social Sciences, 
Chicago 1956, pp. 430 ff.). This iS qu~tc c~Jrrect. It should lead, I submit, to 
the recognition that insofar as the histonan docs usc generalizations he is 
actually a social scientist and should be as careful in generalizing as any 
other scientist is expected to be, or should plainly avow that he relies on 
guesses or specul . 

at10n. 

Additional L. 
zterature 

Charles B . . H . . 
rna card, Theory and Practzce zn zstor~cal Study, a report delivered as chair-

n of a Social Science Research Councll Committee, New York 1946 
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--., "Neg1lectcd Aspects of Political Science,'' American Politic.ll Science Rc 
Vlelll, \'0 · 42 (1948) pp. 211-22 -

Howard Becker, TlzrougiJ Values to Social Intaprctation D J. N C 8 ff · h ' ur 1.1m, · r 9-o 
pp. r2 '.' wr~. c~mmcnts on ;\fa~ and ;\!fret! ~Veber, Toynbcc, ~nJ S~en"Ic; 

Charles Frankel, Philosophy and Hrstory,' Polrtrca/ Science Orwrterl , . "'_ 
(r957) PP· 35o-6g - .L \ol. 1 2 

Section 6. Pragmatism: Precursors Origin and Name As h"s f b . ' • · " o ten een 
remarked, even by Peirce and James themselves some type of 11 r · 

' r agn1at1c 
method ~ad been frequ~ntly applied by others long before the full-Aeclgcd 
formulation o~ Pragm.atism at .the en~ o~ the nineteenth century. The first 
articles by Peirce whrch descnbed lm vrews appeared in r868 1o- 1 d , o; , an 
Jl·l~;-rSil, .but in none of the~ was t~e name "pragmatism". used, although 
Peirce, \Vnght, James, and their associates referred to these views informall 
under that name among themselves, especially in their so-called MetaphysiG~ 
Club, from about r8;6 on. Philip P. \Viener's Evolution and the Founders 
of P~·agmatism .(Cambridge, Mass., 1949), now the best work in the field, 
considers the existence of the club a myth (pp. rS ff.). At any rate it is c . ' er-
tain that the name "pragmatism" was not introduced mto the philosophi 1 
literature until 1898, in James's paper, "Philosophical Conceptions and Pr~a . de-
tical Results," read before the Philosophical Umon at Berkeley, Californ · 
Peirce did not usc it in any of his own publi~ati~ns un~il 1902. In the f~~~ 
lowing year, John Dewey took it up in Struires tn Logzcal T l1eory. Peir . " ce 
said that both the term and the idea of pragmatism or pragmaticism '' 
he called it later, had been suggested to him by Kant's Critique of Pu~; 
Reason. He explained that he had not called it "practicism" or "practical­
ism" on the ground that Kant preempted the term "practic~l" for moral 
questions, using for counsels of prudence and welfare, whrch today 

· " (D "Th we would rather call practical, the term "pragmat~c ewey, e Pragmatism 
of Peirce" in Morris R. Cohen, ed., C/z. S. Pezrce, Clzance, Love, and Logic 

New York 1923, 1949, pp. 301 ff.). . . ' 
While Peirce thus maintained some connection wrth Kantian thou h 

J · · · · "A S h'll D g t, ames sweepmgly reJected any such assocratl~~- s c 1 er, ewey and I 
mean pragmatism," he wrote to Professor Munsterber~ on March I6, 190_ 
"it is toto coe/o opposed to either the original or the r~vrved Kantism. Wh ), 
similarity can there possibly be between human l~ws. Imposed a priori on a~ 
experience as 'legislative,' and human ways of thmkmg that grow up . a 
meal among the details of experience because on ~he "':'hole they Work ~ece­
lt is the rationalistic part of Kant that Pragmatism IS expressly """ est? 

" . f W I . ...eant t 
overthrow (Perry, Tlwuglrt and Clzaractet o · ., op.czt., vol. 2 ° 
Here James did less than justice to the liberating role which Kant, s' ~ · .4?9) . 
of Pure Reason had played in the fight against the tradition 1 rztzque 

. ) B a swe . 
forms of Rationalism (see Chapter 1, Secuon 6 · ut certainly th eptng 

'b'd d ' ere remnants of belief in pure reason in Kant (see t t ., an Chapte Were 
r IX). 
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Pragmatism and Meaning. Peirce confined the significance of Pr:lgrnatism, 
as he understood it, to the determination of the "meaning" of terms or 
propositions. His theory was nnt yet a thc.:()ry c,f the.: "truth" .of propositions, 
or of their "tc.:sting." Sec IJc.:wc.:y, op.ut. Ernnt ~.,gel, Sot·ac·i~n R~ason 
(New York lfJ)4, p. cp), CJb~crvn nnrc(tly th;1t m.Iny of the views propa­
gated by the Vienna Circle "have been taken for granted for some time by 
American colleagues, largely became the latter have come to intellectual 
maturity under the in flucnce of Peirce." 

Peirce as Metaphysician. The.: ~ixth volume of Peirce's Collated Pclp~rs deals 
with "scienti!Jc metaphysics." He considered it the.: task of metaphysics to 
inquire how the universe had come into exi~tcnce. Once he complained in a 
letter that modern psych()l()gists arc "sr, \r,akc.:d with scns.nionalism" that 
they "cannot understand anything that d()es not mc;m that." Such sensa­
tionalism was alien to his own views. "1-ICJw can I, to whom nothing seems 
so thoroughly real as generals [universals], and who n:gards Truth and 
Justice as literally [P.'s emphasis] the most powerful powers in the world, 
expect to be understood by a thoroughgoing Wundtian ?" (Letter to Mrs. 
Ladd-Franklin, quoted in Chance, Love, and Logic, citeJ above.) Thus 
he expressed (I) his bt:lid in the reality of universals, (2) his own high 
evaluation of truth and justice (he capitalized both terms), and (3) his 
belief that justice and truth were actual powers, and even the most powerful 
ones. Since Peirce failed to separate such metaphysical convictions and 
value judgments from his strictly scientific contributions, he was certainly 
not a Scientific Value Rclati vist. 

Pragmatism and Valuations. James gave a graphic illustration of the differ­
ent value the same fact may have for d.ifferent people in his story of the 
cut-down forest which looks fine to the piOneer in his log cabin but offensive 
to the visiting ~estheticist ("On a Certain Blindness in Human Beings" in 
Talks to Teachers on Psychology, and to Students on Some of Life's Ideals, 
~ew York 1 g99, PP· 23 r ff.): See also the_following passage (ibid., p. 265): 
The first thing to learn in 111tercourse With others is non-interference with 

the.ir own peculiar ways of being happy, provided those ways do not assume 
to Interfere by violence with ours. No one has insight into all the ideals. No 
one should presume to judge them off-hand. The pretension to dogmatize 
about them in each other is the root of most huma,n injustices and cruelties 
and the trait in human character most likely to make the angels weep.': 
1'h~se like other utterances of James have a distinctly relativistic note; but 
~aln it could not be said that they established a clear type of Scientific 
ju~ue Relativism. For the conclusion James drew from the varieties of value 

&tnents, the need of tolerance, does not follow unless a basic value judg-
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ment is previously accepted namely that 
h I I , , our own personal h . . 

t e on y va ue which counts but that th h . appmess IS not 
ought to be valued and that at least in t~. appmess of other people also 
. 1 1 . J , IS respect equalit , . I b 
tc ea or aim. ames did not care to state "tl h , • } IS a va ua le 
l . I . , el ler ere or elsc\vh I . 
X!SIC mora standard, msofar as it intends t b ere, t lat this 

. I o e more than the d" . socta pressures and other consequences has . . pre lctwn of 
I f f , no scientific status b . I 

rcsu t o a undamcntal religious or democrat· d . . · ut IS t 1c 
' IC eCISion of · · fi 

character (sec Chapter vm, Section 2 and 15 of this book). nonsclenti c 

Pragmatism and Progress. There is a good deal of f · h · 
· P · h"l · · · · au m progress · Amencan ragmatism. W 1 e It IS distmguished by its " . 1 In 
h, d . . . f h b I tna -and-error a proac an Its reJection o t e a so ute belief in pr f P-

h ( h ogress rom oth 
ninctcent -century movements Frenc sociologists Heg r . er 
. ) · · · 1 . h . . ' e tantsm Marx tsm , 1t IS not enure y Wit out 1ts own tamt of unbounded · . ' · -
· S (T . /; opttmtsm Wil ham avery lze Plzzlosop zy of John Dewey, op.cit., p. S~""') · . -

Buddha's "So the world is affiicted with death and decay, theref~r' (uott~g 
do not grieve, knowing the terms of the world," observes that D e t le w_tse 
h . " · f · 1 1 d · ewev, Wtth 1s passiOn or SOCia c 1ange an rmprovement, seems strangely s"l · b 

. 1 I ent a out that feature of the world whtch finally sweeps a 1 values away." 

Additional Literature: Horace M. Kallen (ed.), Tlze Pllilosoplzy of w-11 . 
S l F . . W k . h . r tanz James, e ected rom H_zs Gille/ or s, Wit an mtroduction by B. M 

Kallen, The Modern Ltbrary, New York (no date), very useful · 
initiation to the fascinating personality of \V. J. Also Kallen's article .. ~ an 
matism," in Encyclopedia of tlze Social Science.•, vol. xii. ' rag-

Section 7· "Desired" and "Desirable." Surprisingly, T. D. Weldon see 
reiterate Mill's fallacy in a passage of his own Vocabulary of Politics ( ms _to 

I . . f op.cu 
pp. 176-77) where he says that the on y cnteno~ or something bein "d ., 
sirable" is that it is actually "desired." The meamng of the word "de _g ll e-. . . . Slra)e" 
can perhaps be satd to presuppose that the destrable thmg 1s either l 

I actua lv 
desired by someone (e.g., the observer) or can at east be conceived f · 

f th · · d · d 0 as being actually desired. But the mere act at It 1s estre (e.g., by th 
ing person) offers no criterion for its being desirable in the moral e act-
the word. sense of 

NOTES TO CHAPTER VI 

(Rise of Scientific Value Relativism) 

Section 1. Harne. Whether Hume should be enumerated amon h 
established the modern doctrine of the logical gulf between Isg t ose who 
and of the scientific relativity of all value judgments is debatabl alnd Ought 

. h H e. ha done so for the following reasons. It 1s true t at ume expr ve not 
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jection to the switching from Is to Ought in dcductit·c reasoning in no un­

certain terms. Said he 1 

In every system of morality which I have hitherto met with, I have always_ re­
marked, that the author proceech for some time in the ordinary way of rcasoni!lg, 
and establishes the bc:ing of God, or rnakn ob\ervations ronct·rning human aff:urs: 
when of a sudden I am surpri~cd to find, that imteacl of the mual copulations of 
propositions, is, and is TlOt, I meet with no propmition that i~ not connt·rtcd with an 
ought, or an ought not. Thi~ change is impcrcepriblc; but it i,, hmn·\-cr, of thc.,last 
consequence. For as this ought, or oug/11 not, expre"t'\ 'ome new relation- or 
affirmation, it is necc,sary that it should be oh~crvcd and t·xplained; and at the: 
same time that a reason should be given, for what seems :~!together unconceivable:, 
how this new relation can be a dcduct.ion from others, which arc entirely different 
from it. 

But there he stopped. He dicl not go beyond asking for reasons why the 
authors felt entitled, after establishing to their own satisfaction, for instance, 
the Is r1f Gocl, deductively to derive therefrom any proposition in terms of 
Ought. H<: clicl not build hio; own theory of morals on this distinction. On 
the contrary, changing the ~uhject immccliatcly. he turned to his elaborately 
presented doctrin<: of the "moral sense" in men and the source of this 
sense in passions and con vent ions. 

_Now, the question whether ~;od's being, if established, automatically im­
pltcs that we ought to ohey h1s commanc~s is of a somewhat special char­
actt:r (sec below, notes to C:hapt~r IX)· ~t IS not the clccisivc point either in 
the Gulf Doctrine or in Hurne s teachl!lg, because hoth agree that God's 
b~ing cannot be proved scienti0cally. _The decisive point of the Gulf Doc­
tnne, as explainc.:J in the tc.:xt. IS th:u ll e~tended the ban on switches from 
Is to Ought heyoncl clecluctivc to mdz_tcttvc reasoning. i.e., deriving major 
premises of Ought-form from observations of facts. This side of the matter, 
~owcver, was no particular concern of 1-Iumc's because his attack on reason­
Ing about external facts went much further. He limited the possibility of 
knowledge to facts observed or remembered. His auack, therefore, was 
concentrated, not on fusions of Is ancl Ought, hut on the belief that we 
even know much about the Is of external facts, especially that we could 
know ( r) the matters of fact that were neither now observed, nor earlier 
observed and now remembered, ( 2 ) causality (sec Chapter 11 Section 1, 

~h-ove) and, especially, (3) the tru.th of religious ~octrines, mira~les and the 
. ke. He denied that we could even know the cxtstt·nct• of any external ob­
Je~ts apart from what we observe when we observe; or that other people have 
ll1Inds or feelings. Only "custom" makes us think we know these things. 

1 D "tl N last ~: 1 l-Iurne, Treatise o/ [-{um~n • utu~e (London 1739) Book 111, titled "Of Morals," 
'Exa~·. agraph of Section r. A.l'. d'l·.ntrcvc~ m hi~ line paper "The Case for Natural Law Re-

Ined" N I 1 (19~6) p 29 ·-• · the C If ' atttrul [.cuv Forum • vo · . · • sees ev10cnce 111 the above passage that 
u Do · Humc But It docs 1 · acteri~t" ctnnc goc\ back to : . · so on Y m a very general sense, not char-

"liu~eo~ the doctrine's. particu_lar 5,1,gnlli~ance .for the distinction bet\~'cen facts and values. 
Peaks of "rclauon of 1deas where we would ~peak of mcamng and logic. 
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In effect, therefore Hume taught th t 'f . . ' a 1 \VC sa\v a th. d 
sec It agam today we could not know \ h h . • . mg t\\'O ays ago and 

V Ct er It CX!St d d 
no reason to raise the question wheth h ... e yester ay. He had 

h b h er w at Is In th 1 aug t to e; c questioned even the Is (R d. e externa world . . egar 1ng sam · . . 
changes In Humc's views see G E Moor , h e Inconsistencies and 
. . . ' · · e s c apter on "Hu , . 
1n Pllllosophzca/ Studies, London, 1922, reprinted in F . me s philosophy" 
pp. _)51 ff.). eigl and Sellars, op.cit., 

Hume's skepticism, therefore, went beyond present-d S . . 
and Value Relativism, both built on faith in the ord fay Cientd1c Method 

. er o nature a f · h h' 
alone, as Whllehead said (op.cit., pp. 23, 27), has made .b'l an \V 1ch 

f · f "d f · I " h possi e the o-ro\vth o sc1ence; a type o · eeper an 1 t at cannot be j ustifi d b . o . 

generalization and has "remained blandly indifferent :a . y anfy In~uctive 
H " S Cl S . d . Its re utatiOn b umc. ee 1apters II, ecuon 7, an \", Sect10n 2, of this b k f Y 
that belief in external objects, in other persons too having mi~od ordt~e fact 

I . . f . 1 . . . s, an 1n the 
regu anues o mterre atlons 111 nature constitute an "imn1anent 1 d . 

1 . . " f S . . fi M I I 1 h h b' met 1o ologt ca a pnon o C1ent1 c et we, a t oug su Ject to further · . -
. . InqUiry· th 

reasons therefor, and whv th1s methodological a IJriori C"nnot b ' e 
, r " e exte d d 

to value judgments.3 · n e 

fulitH H. von Kirchmann. This remarkable outsider, self-made ma 
1 "1 I l f . . d . n amono-Gcrman p 11 osop 1ers, was w pro esswn a JU ge, appomted vice p .d o 

. I d h rest ent 
in a court of appeal in Jl-)47• and also e ecte to t e second Prussian ·h b 

. bl' c am er and, later, to the German Reichstag. H1s pu tc speeches brouo-ht h 1· . 
. . . D. . d f . o m mto 

co_nA1ct w1th tl_1e ~russ1an gov~rnment. IS.miss: rom his juridical office 
without a_ pens1o1~ 111 1SC>; l_1e wnhd~ew to_ h1s ~nvate country seat and there 
engaged In fanmng and 1n pursUing l11s chief hobby, philosophy L 
he moved to Berlin. He translated Bacon, Descartes, Spinoza ·L :lkter 

. . . . . ', oc ·e 
Berkeley, and Humc 111to German, 1n addll1on to portiOns of A · I ' 

.. b f PI '1 . nstot e Plato, and C1cero. 1 From 1872 on a mcm er 0 . 11 osoph1sche Gesells l f' 
. . . 8 8 h, -c 1a t 

Berl111, he gamed so much respect that 111 I< 7 c was elected its pres'd ' 
· . . · b d 1 ent 

the first non-Hegelian to preside over th1s o Y· At a memorial me . ' 
0 0 0 • • I 'I I p etll1g held after h1s death 111 1884- the Ideahsuc P 11 osop 1er rof. Adolf La 

1 d "M d. . sson-
who had once addressed him with t 1e wor s, Y Istmguished opp 
believes he is surrounded by a world of things; I know myself surrouonr;;~ 
by a world of ideaJ· and I know of no other world than that"-d 1· 

. K. ·h , e tvered 
the mam speech; subsequently, an abstract on Irl: manns philos h . 

. d "K' op teal 
thinking was read to the audience. Lasson sat : t_rchmann called h. 
point of view realism, and rightly so: for he stressed this above all th ls 
sensory perceptions show us the things as they really (an sich) are yat the 

· et h 
3 It should be noted, however that Hume's skepticism regarding continuity f . e 

' h 0 extste obtained new significance lately in microcosmic quantum t eory. · nee has 
. • P!Jilosoplu"sch~ Bib/iotl1~k. Berlin 1868 ff., graduall_y gr_owing to ~4 vols. As a s 
mcidence it may be noted that Arnold Kitz (see text) hkewtse was a Vtce president i trange Co­
court of appeal. n a German 
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explicitly rejected empiricism and sensationalism, because they were only 
crude beginnings of realism, and likewise materi;dism, which he called a 
mere aberration (Auswuchs)." Indeed, Kirchrnann's phil"sophy cannot 
easily be classified. He preserved some formal a-priori concepts of the type 
of the Kantian catcg(Jrics (sec Chapter 11, Section 5 of this hook), and he 
wanted the humanistic sciences to take account d the fact that men were 
motivated by feelings of re.~pect (Achtungsgl·juhlc), distinct from those of 
pleasure and pain. Feelings of respect he traced to the hunun capacity of 
marveling (Starmen), which entailed forgetting one's own self. Funda­
mentally he was what would now he called an empirical realist or a scientific 
positivist.· He believed in God; hut this was to him not a matter of scientific 
thought. "To realism," he said, "religion is not a source of knowledge 
(Erl(enntnis) hut merely an object of knowledge," and (;oJ was "merely 
a matter of faith." In the field of non-religious ethics he was a "full skeptic," 
the printed report tells us, noting with ill-concealed concern that he sym­
pathized with the ethics of the Greek skeptics and published a translation 
of Sextus Empiricus. One of the minor speakers regretted that Kirchmann 
had never fully understood idealism. 

Literature: Philosophische Vortriige, edited by Philosopllische Gesel/sclzaft, 
Berlin, vol. 9 (report on the memorial meetmg of December 27, 1884), Halle 
I88s, pp. 141 ff. Also, E. von Hartmann, f. H. von Kirchmanns erkenntnis­
theoretischer Realismus, Berlin x875· 

Section 2. The Term "Value." Until the last quarter of the nineteenth 
century "value" was rarely used ~bstractly in the general sense that has be­
come characteristic of the twentieth, s_o as to refer to anything that men 
~onsider valuable for whatever reaso~s, Including ideal goods, such as beauty, 
JUstice, liberty, equality, and es~eCially. ethical aims and attitudes. While 
the adjective "valuable" was readdy applsed to all of these, the noun "goods" 
rather than "values" was used for non:conomic objects. One impulse for a 
br~ader usc in philosophy and the soCial sciences came from the German 
philosopher Hermann Lotze (x8I7-Sr), who placed the notion "value" in 
the center of his ethics (sec especiall~ his Kleine Sclmften, 3 vols., ed. by 
~avid Peipers and the references gtvcn there in an elaborate analytical 
~ndex, vol. 3, ~p. 906 ff., at _the w_ord "~crt"). Lotze's philosophy was bas­
tcally conservative. His mam phtlosophtcal work, System der Plzilosophie, 
~~ded with the author's confession (2nd ed., :Lei~zig 1886, vol. 2 , p. 6o4) 

at he had looked "for the ground of that whtch 1s, to that which ought to 
be ( · · h sezn soli)". that this was meant 10 a t eistic sense was shown by the 
Work's last w;rds. "God knows better" ( Gott weiss es besser) The lin-
gui · · · 

sttc influence he had on a broader and deeper usc of the term "value" 
Was soon duplicated, and gradually outranked, by the debates over Nietz-
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sche's revolutionary and atheistic call £o U 
I · f ll r tntvertung ll W va uauon o a values) Nietzsch ' k a er ert (re-. · e s attac · on t d" · I . 

were chiefly voiced in four of h" k r~ Ittona ethtcal "values" 
. G Is \Vor s \Vntten . h 

(Dre enealogie der Moral 1ss7 . Got- d·· In t e late 188o's 
~ H , , --en amnzerun D A . . 

Lcce omo, 1888) apart from a fifth D 1z 7 ·ll g, er ntrclzrrst, and 
. ' ' er ·v r e zur 111 /; h. 

hshed only after his death in 1900 Thus · h ac zt, w tch was pub-
. , m t e 189o's it h d b 

customary to speak of moral and aesthetic ide I ( a ecome quite 
· 1 a s as controv · I) " Sun me seems to have been the first social sc· . h ersta values." ' terutst w 0 · h. I 

tion (I 892), applied the noun "value" throughout . } . '. 10 IS ntroduc­
tn t liS Wider sense. 

Section 2(c). Max Weber. A second edition of Web • G 
W . er s esanz tnelt A I 

siitze zur rssensclzaftslelzre, carefully edited by Joha w· e 11 -

b , nnes mck I 
has been rough_t out recently by the old publisher (J. C. B. Mohr T: ~ann, 
1951). A synoptic table of page numbers makes it easy to look ' f bingen 
to the original publication in this new edition. The story of~ r~ e~enc::es 
is beautifully presented in Marianne Weber, Max Weber, Ein {;r s l~fe 
(Tiibingen 1926). A leading German monograph on Weber's meth d ~nsbr~d 
Alexander von Schclting, /o.Jax Weber's Wissensclzaftslehre Tu""b· 0 0 ogy IS , tngen 1 
See also Talcott Parsons' introduction to Max Weber, Tlze Tlzeor IS 9~4· 
and Economic Organization, tr. by A. M. Henderson and T p NY 0 yocra/ 

. ., ew ork 
1947· 

Section 3 (d). Kelsen. His relativistic formulations occasionally go b 
what is scientifically warranted, as wh:~ he_ w~ites (What is /usticec;ond 
357-58) that science must destroy the Illuswn that there are imm pp. 
values in reality. Actually, science is unable to _state with certainty thata~e~ 
did not set values, or that there is no God. Science can only assert th 0 

. I b d d d "1 . II " f 1· at ul-umate va ues cannot e e uce ogtca Y rom rea tty, or othenv· b 
. b' . I tse e revealed with the tools of science in an mtersu JCCtive y transmissibl 

ncr. Conversely, as if to compensate for this negative slip in form~l ~an-
. d . h f . I d' . . ation Kelsen at other times presents the rea er Wit air Y apo ICtic Interpret t' ' 

d · · " a Ions 
as when he writes: To say that a social or er IS JUSt means" that th" d ' 

" . f IS or er 
regulates the behavior of men in a way saus actory to all men s h 

. . . I h ' o t at all 
men find their happiness in it .... JustiCe IS SOCia appiness" c· p 

l P l ·1 l • In aul 
Sayre, ed., Interpretations of Modern Lega m o~opmes, New York 
pp. 390-91). The term "social justice" may mean JUSt that in an ind' .1d947, 

· · I IVI ual case· but whether it always does-for mstance, IS a ways meant to · I 
, d' . II Inc ud 

all people-cannot be established thus apo Ictlca Y (see Chapt e 
er vr Section 2). II, 

Summarizing his teaching on relativity of justi~e in his farewell le 
the University of California in 1952, Kelsen said that, as a rel .c~ure at 
~annat. answe~ the q~estion, What is Justice? H.: ~an on~y say w~:~Vlst, ?e 
IS to htm. This questiOn he answers as follows: Smce Science is J Usttce 

111Y profes-
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sion, and hence the most important thing in my life, justice, to me, is that 
social order under whose protection the search for truth can prosper. 'My' 
justice, then, is the just icc of freed om, the just icc (Jf peace. the justice of 
democracy-the justice of tokrance" (What Is Justice? p. :q). 

Section 4· Einstein. Although the rdativity theories in physics :111d in the 
scientific handling of values in the social sciences have little more in com­
mon than insist<.:ncc on chrity, accuracy, :md l()gic.d precision, the father 
of the physical Rcbtivity The()ry ILls varicnl'.ly confessed his adherence, 
also, to Scicntific Value Rcbtivi'>m. The bteq c,f these testimonies can he 
found in his Out of My Lata Years (l'.:ew York lfJ)o). It is dear, he wrote 
therc, "that knowkdgc of what 'is' docs not open the door directly to 
what 'should be.' One can have the clclrcst and mo<.,t compkte knowledge 
of what 'is,' and yet nCJt be :ll>k to deduct from that what 'shou,ld 
be' the goal of our human aspirations" (p. 22). "Intelligence makes clear to 
us the interrclation of mcans and ends. But mere thinking cannot give us 
a sense of the ultimatc and fund:uncntal ends." :\grceing with the limitation 
of value rclativism to thc scrcntrfic as di'>tinct f rcnn the religious or philo­
sophical approach he added : "TCJ m:l kc c ka r these f liiH.Ia n1l'n ta I ends and 
valuations, and to sct thcm fast in the cm()tional life of the individual, 
seems to me prcciscly thc most importafl! function which religion has to 
perfrJrm in thc social life of man" (rhrd.). Religion, \'l'S, or if the reader 
prefers, philosophy; Inn not scici~cc (S,) .. ~cicncc may. help in the process, 
tl~ough. Logical thinking is not "Irrelevant for ethics, Einstein said. Ethical 
directives, although thcy cannot he produced by scientific statements of facts 
and .rc:Iations, can be made "rational and cohcn:nt by logical thinking and 
em pineal knowkdgc" ( p. 1 '4) · 

Sccti~n 5 (a). European Theories and American Practice. Bernard lkrclson 
(op.czt., p. 317) writcs that in the field of puhlic opinion 'Turopc:m :>cholars 
supply the basic theoretical ideas and Amnican scholars the technical ap­
p~ratus and knowhow. Certainly some of the major theorists in the social 
scicnc~s in the modern period have. been~ Europcan, and it is dillicult for 
As·mcnca to match thcn1." He mcnuons I· rcud, Pareto, Durkheim, Weber, 

Immel. 

~e~tion 5· (b). Catlin. His article "Political Theory: What Is It?" (Political 

s;~;e~e Q_uarterly, vol. 72, 1957, pl_J· I-29~ repeats in the beginning what he 
h . th 1rty years earlier: polltlcal science deals with means, political 

P IlrJsoph · B I · h 
s · Y. wnh ends ( p. 9). ut ater on, 111 t e same paper, turning from 
Ciencc t h' . . d "M 

needs 0 P Ilosophy, he confesse , Y personal position is that this age 
· desperately a revival of Natural Law." He even adds, "Properly stated 
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th~ ~heory of Natural Law is not only defensible but essential" (italics in the 
ongmal). However, he immediately reduces th' · 

f S . ·r, V I IS app:~rent concesswn to the 
~p~onents o CJ~ntl. 1~ :1 ue Rebtivism to scientific proportions bv 1 · 

s1stmg th:~t subJectiVIsm, wishful ide:1lism and tl · f · .. ( ) In-
. I " b "d. . " le notion o natur:~l ng 1ts must e ISmisscd, and (2) expbinin(T th:~t th · · ' 
f " · bl 1 b • e questwn 1s onlv on 

o rccogmz:~ c ru es of behavior ... not to be co f d d . h · e 
" ( I · h I I d · n oun c wn n:1tunl law w 11c 1c 1a JUSt dccbrcd to be desperately ne d d d ,f .1 ' 

· I) Tl I c e ' c cns1 )lc :~nd csscnt1:1 . lese ru cs, he finally admits, lc:~d only to "p ud · 1 ' ' 
b b . r enti:J con1n1ands 

... they can c roken :~t will. But the pcn:~lty will be p·tid " N · . 
· · d · 1 ( ' • 1 o sclenttfic rclauv1st cmcs t ut sec notes to Chapter xu). 

Lasswell. An analysis of the development of Lasswell's thinking h l 
d b D .d E . h. . I "H ld as )Cen at-temptc y av1 aston 10 IS art1c e, aro Lasswell: Polic S ·. . 
D · S · " (J 1 I p 1· · Y CICnt1st For a cmocrat1c ocicty, ottrna o o tttcs, val. 12, 1950, pp .. _ __ 

partly incorporated in Easton's later book, The Political Svstem N 4)~ II• 
· ' cw 1 ark 

19,-,-). He describes correct!)' that Lasswell first passed throu<Th "n "· 
b " ·'moral" 

phase, when he was "reluctant to st:~tc th:.1t he prefers one political svst, 
f l I " b 1 . b l . , qn or set o ru cs to anot 1er, ut ater, smce a out 1939, t uough a seco1 d 

"moral" phase, when he began to hold that the special sciences were ''d 1 ' a 
. . I II oomed to stenllty unless they accept the contemporary c 1a engc and s:.1y som. 1 . 

b I · · 1 b. · " Tl · I ·r I ld et 11 n,.,. a out our u umate soc1a o Ject1ves. us s 11 t, wou sav. was th, . ~ 
tircly legitimate chan~e from a "neutral" to a "partisan" scien~ific rel·tt. c_ en-

. . ' . . • IVIsn1, 
as explamcd m Ch:.1ptcr 111, SectiOn 8, of tillS book. As far as I 3111 . ll 

d I b . d . ' .l ) c 
to judge, Lasswell has always uphel t 1e as1c octnne of Sci . fi 

. . h h . . . Clltl C 
Value RelatiVISm that go:~ls and ends arc c osen y md1v1duals or n 

b 'fi d . ·c II . 1 . ( ~roups and cannot e ven e sCJentlnct y 111 nonrc :1t1ve terms sec m)' qu t . · 
. ) E d . o at1ons 

in the text from Ius 1951 book with Lerner ·. aston a mns that Lasswell a 
yet offers no answer to the question how science can establish corn~c 's 
and goals, but he sees "evidence that if in the future Lasswell was to d~\~nds 
his thinking along one path already visible, an ~ffirmative answer mio-J clop 
be ruled out" (p. 452). What he refers to here IS Lasswell's various.::' 1t. not 
. ( . I. 7'' A I · 1 p 1· . l B ·'1 v· · d p 111 t 1ma-twns e.g., 111 liS ne na ysts o o t!Lca t ''a 101 an ower and 

sonality, p. II8, both New York 1948) that a fundame.ntal "craving for P~,;· 
respect" may be part of human nature true for al~ tunes and places ~ -
pursuit of this suggestion, I submit, may well contnbute to the list f... h.e 

· h. k. d f 1· 0 un versa! elements" Ill human ways of t 111 ·mg an ee 1ng di·s 1-. , cussed . 
Chapter x of this book. But unless this umversal craving for lf 111 

. I f se -res can be shown to be paralleled by an equally umversa eeling that , · Pcct 
to respect this feeling in otl1ers, it would prove no ~ore than th~~ e. ought 
regard will lead to resentment and, perhaps, to resistance and ' Its dis­
It is true that Lasswell, in his later writings, defined j usticc as "revoluti()n 
the dignity of man" (Easton cites Democracy Throug/1 p 1 bt· respect for 

I lC Q .. 
Ptnron, 

545 



APPENDIX B. MISCELLANEOUS NOTES 

1941, p. 7; Power and P~rsonality, p. 107; Analysis of Fnlitical B(havior, 
P· 2).6 This however, may mean no more than that Lasswell accepted the 
Western de~ocratic interpretation of justice and basic values as ,u•ntv(d. basis 
of his own scientific labors. He was entitled tn do that. I do not read lum as 
claiming that he was now able to furnish "scientific" proof for the absolute 
validity of Western basic values beyond analysis of the consequences and 
risks, etc., implied in the acceptance of other icleologit:s, for example, those 
confessing the superiority of the "group" or of "achievemt:nt" as ultimate 
values. Another issue raised by Easton (p. 459)-shifts in Lasswell's at­
tention to "elites" and to psychoanalysis-is outside our present concern. 
Easton points out that LassweJI pursuocl the concept of elite until the begin­
ning of World War II, and only thereafter took a decided interest in the 
people, veiling this shift by associating the concept of elite with the masses 
from which the leaders arc drawn. This turn is noticeable also in Pou'er and 
Personality, where Lasswell wrote (p. 108): "The elite of democracy ('the 
ru~ing class') is society-wide." But Lasswell's presidential address of 1956 
(cited in the notes to Chapter I, Section 6) was still replete with "elites,'' 
with no mention of the people. Nor did he hint there at the possibility of 
scientific value J"udgments; when he used the word "value" he spoke of ,, ,, 
our values. 

Section 5 (c). Clarence I. Lewis. The term "good," as everyone agrees, can 
be _used two ways; sometimes it serves to _indicate conduciveness to personal 
~atisfaction (Is), sometimes to moral praiseworthiness (Ought). The apple 
Is. "good"; to give one's life for one_'s friends, is "good." These meanings 
differ, of course, unless it is held, as It was by Felix Cohen, that everything 
con_ducive to satisfaction is mo~ally _praiseworthy, or everything morally 
praiseworthy is conducive to sausfactwn and nothing else is (sec Chapter 
VIII, Section 9, and XII, Section 4, 0~ naturalistic hedonism). If a writer con­
ce~trates solely on satisfaction, rulmg out all ethical questions from his in­
quiry, then analysis of goodness becomes comparatively simple. This is 
the trick, if I may call it so, which C. I. Lewis uses in his voluminous work, 
~n Analysis of Knowledge a~d Valuation (La Salle, Ill., 1946). Through 

Il"le five hundred pages he gives the appearance of a scholar who is able 
to Il"lake highly authoritative, and even absolute, empirical statements on 
Values, until at the end it turns out that he has meant to exclude the etllical 
llleaning of values from his study. There he warns against the "fatuity" of 
~onfusing facts about what gratifies human beings, with an "ultimate and 
:;nsce?dental standard of values which is fixed by the metaphysical nature 

reahty" (p. 531); there he concedes that he has failed to resolve tbe 
• 

See a! . ( - h . . 
a 'Vast so. Pow~ and Soctety, 195° co ~ut or, A. Kaplan): "'There IS m our [sic] culture 
hurnan and Increasingly intense concern With resput (both from self and others) as a major 

'Value--the Kantian treatment of human beings as ends, never merely as means." 
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crucial problems of the relation between the so . I d 
(~. 553); and, after inserting one single paragra ~a ban _the_ personal interest 
wtth these words: "Valuation is alw p a out JUStice, ends his book 

I . . ays a matter of · · l 
But w 1at IS nght and what is J·ust c b emptnca knowledge , , an never e d t . · 
facts alone ' (p. 554). e ermmed by empirical 

\Vith ethical and juridical questions thus h d . 
. d I' . I . s ove aside e h. sal car ter m us book on the identification of . f . ' veryt mg Lewis 
. ff sa tis action a d I 

a d1 ercnt aspect, less baffling than before. All th f II n. va ue obtains 
ose u -sound b I statements, such as the following: "the only th · . . . mg, a so utistic 

d · · mg Intnnstcall 1 bl . a goo Immedtatcly found or findable and unm· k bi ' Y va ua e 1s 
Ista a e wl d' 1 

(pp. 397, 400, and passim); a good's esse is percipi (to b . ~en tsc_ osed" 
there can be "no illusion of present enjoyment or pr e Is to .e percetved); 

. esent pain" ( 
notlung has really intrinsic and ultimate value except such d "p. 4°7); 
characterize a life found good in the living of it" (ibid.)-~~0 h ness as might 
would be highly questionable if they were to apply to ethical t else statements 

I . va ues. If h 
ever, t 1cy are meant to apply to evaluation only apart from th . ' ~w-
justification, then there is little to quarrel about. etr ethical 

Lewis docs not mind if his view is called "subjectivism" ( 
explicitly admits that he preserves at least one relativity, namelyp. ~1 31~ · !"Ie 
· f I · h " h · " ' t e 1ffiita uon o our eva uatwns to t e ant ropocentnc, and ignoring of h . -

good or bad "for other animals" or, as I may add, for other plan w at IS 

God and the angels if such there are. But this means admittingetts, 01~ for 
d . I 1 1 oo Ittle Not only oes Lewis refer to human va ues so e y; he excludes as h · 

. . h d ' we ave just seen, all ethzcal human values of ng tan wrong, just and unJ·u f 
· · 1 · 'fi 'fi · d h d st, rom emptnca scienti c ven cation, an e regar s nonethical good 

I . I . f . . h b' ness as rc auve to persona saus action m t e most unam tguous language. 
This would leave us in the case of Professor Lewis with one more s . . 
1 . . I . . f . . d h' A b ctentific re atiVIst, at east m questions o JUStice an et I~s. su sequent littl b . 

of his (originally Woodbridge lectures at Columbia University) The Ge ook 
· ( ) k round and Nature of Rtglzt, New York 1955 97 PP· eeps me doubting h 

whether this characterization would be correct. There he gave to 1-~st~\Vever, . ) h . h' Ice and to ethical values a httle more space (13 PP· t an m Is major work St . 
· · arting from the necessarily social nature of human existence and its evol . 

history as a "basic datum for ethics"-an entirely legitimate appro~~~~ry 
jumped to the conclusion (p. 91) that the Golden Rule is the "bas· . he 
perative for individuals in their relations to one another." This ba ~c ~Ill-

. h h d' 'd d · h "1 f comp · " Sic llU-perattve e t en IVI e mto two-t e aw o ass10n and the "l 
moral equality." This way of arguing is, of course, fully in line With' Ch ~w. of 
ethics and demo~ratic id~als. But the_ uni~e~sal extension o~ the Golde~IStian 
and of the two Imperatives underlymg 1t 1s based on rehgiou Rule 
voluntary ethical decisions; science alone is unable to establish t~ gro~n?s or 
these principles in their universal extension, as shown in Chapter e vahdny of 

VIII S · 
2, 6, 9, and 15. ' ect1ons 
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Section 5 (c). Pauliaritit·s of A mcrrcan 11olltic,d Scicno·. According. to the 
UNESCO surv<:y of ICJ)O ( cit<:d :It th<: beginning of this A!_)p.enchx.), as 
ahly summariz<:d bv Macphers()n (rhrd.), there w:ts in the Unued States 
during th<: s<:c()nd ciuart<:r of this century incre:1\ing emph:1~is on quantita­
tiv<: r<:s<:arch, incn::1~ing inter<:~t in p\ychr,J()glc:tl mcthc)(ls, :111d .1 vast amount 
rJf collection and ckar:lllC<: of cbta (\tatist ic:d, ohscrv;ltion.d. and experi­
mental) by public and priv:tt<: agenci<:s. Thcr<: \LIS :111 dTort to collect 
Sp<:cializ<:d data which would ~crve fc,r the tc\ling of hypoth<:ses about 
particular rdations within th<: process of att<:rnpts ·,o dclin<: concepts and 
hypoth<:s<:s, and construct th<:ori<:s c,f politiul .\lructurc p.1ttnn. and action; 
th<:r<: Was a growing conc<:nl with th<: lll.IJI.tgemcnt and m:1nipulation of 
th<: p<:ople, and a hop<: uf contributing tr, p()licy form;ltion. But :\merican 
political science \ ... ·as so "intent on empirical :1nalvsis that ior the most part 
it <:sch<:ws any inquiry into adequacy, since that ~vcndd involve 'value judg­
ment.'" Its focus CJf att<:ntion was "th<: mechanics rather than the purposes 
or POtentialities of the political procc:ss." :\lth()ugh int<:rest in political philo­
sr,phy S<:<:m<:d to be growing, "political theory was almost <:ntircly empirical 
a~d int<:nt on avoiding value judgment." Work in the direction of system­
atic political theory "is so far r:1thn limited, hut ... there is increasing 
awaren<:ss of the n<:ed for it." (M:1cpherson, op.cit., especially pp. 43~. 435; 
~nd the pap<:rs by Thomas I. Cook, lknjamin Lippinwtt, Charles M~rriam, 
and Harc,)d Lasswdl in the UNESCO report.) 

Additional Literature on U.S.A. Benjamin Lippincott, "The Bias of Ameri-
can p 1· · 11 1· · CJ It I cal Scienc<:," Journal of o lites, vol. 2 ( H)40) pp. 125-39. 

British Political Science showed "much less anxiety and perturbation about 
research · 1 .I kss empl · · ) · · h aims and met wus . · · · 1,1s1s on pure y emp1ncal rcscarc 
and tn · · I" t · I · · . ore Inclination to exam111e P0 1 IGl Institutions and processes from the 
~:~~ of view of purpose-the purposes they serve, and the purposes they 
tr·~ t. tc1 serve" (Macpherson, P· 43(J) · W. A. Robson notes in his con-

t 
1 Ut)(m to the UNESCO report that there Was in Great Britain in contrast 

0 the U · k · ' nJted States, little wor 011 parties and the party system, the electoral 
Proces f bl. · · 

s, or the formation o pu IC 0 P11110n. Englishmen have been ac-
~~storned to thinking in terms rather of the sovereignty of parliament than 

the sovereignty of the people or the general will. • 

F'ran 
With cP~o Shortly before the outb.re.ak ~f World War II, I corresponded 
had fo fessor Radbruch on relatiVIsm Ill France, expressing surprise that I 
1os0 PheUnd no typical scientific value relativists among the French phi­
tive of rs ~f .law. He answered (July 2, 1939): "I too know of no representa­
though) re ativism in French literature (which I do not know very well, 

' although one should really expect to find relativism there in vieW 
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of the skepsis characteristic of French me 1t l" 
du Tasquin (University of Ncuchatcl) gii.vca Ity (Ainatolc France!). Cbude 

· 1· s an c cn1 'nt vanous Incs pursued in the philosoph f 1 . c ary survcv of the 
I d . , Y o aw, espccwll · F · 
ntro uctroTz a la tluforie generale et ' l ' ., . y In ranee, in hi. 

· . . a a pm osoplue du d. · ( s 
mentions as a relativist only me. One should . d d fi .'ort 1937) but . I 111 ec nd rclau . . 
also, 111 t lC theory of Democracy, since K 1 1 VISn1 In France 
I . k I . . . c sen las sho\vn . . , 

t 11n ·, t lat relatiVIsm 1s presupposed in dem u conv111cmgly I 
. . . ocracy. But I I . , . ~ , 

nothmg to confirm tl11s expectation. (Rousseau int d . 1·1\<.: learned 
. ' ro uces Into 1 · 1 

democracy an absolute factor 1n the form of his v 1 , , , 1is t leory of 
d , b I. . , . . o OIHc general,) Tl 

who on t c Icvc 111 Catholicism believe in the 'Ideas f ... ~ , ' c. lose 
I I . 0 17°9-cvcn k · sue 1 as An:.no e France mcluded." At the end Radbr 1 . s ·eptics 

b . • uc 1 rencr·n , 1 . 
would e Interesting to explore "what general character t . . . f ' es t 1at It 

. . . . · r.uts o · the F , 
nauon cxplam the absence of a pnnciplcd relativism (·lltl I . rcnch . lOUo- 1 111 
principled instinctive sense it seems to be deeply inherent . ,:, 1 a non-

. 111 t 1e Fr l 
character). But I can only jJaraphrase m)' Ignorance with n1.1 cnc 1 

• 11y word th~reforc prefer leaving that topic." 7 s, and 

Section 7· The Term "Relativism." What in this book has bee 
Scientific Value Relativism is sometimes referred to as "noncoo- 1~ .11~mcd 

. . .. .:-.11Itiv1sn " 
thus by Felix E. Oppenheim ( The Natural Law Thesis: Aflirma . · 1• 
D · I " 1 · P 1· · l S · R · I tion or cma , ..1. nu:ncan o rtlca crence evtew, vo . 51, 1957, pp. 41 __ 
'- ) B 1 . f ·1 I · · . f · d )3 and us . ut t 11s term :us, at cast 111 Its negative arm, to 111 icate that it 'f 

I 1 d I . . . I . re ers 
to va ues on y, an even on y to wtnns1c or u umate values. Its 0 .. 

f " I 0 
• • " • d f I dl p Sit! vc orm, va uc cogmtlVISm, sometimes usc or t 1e a 1erence to N·1 l 

L D . . bl b . . · tura _ aw octnnes, IS more usca e, ut agam nonexpress1ve of the imp 
f I ol 0 1 "b"l" f " I 0 0 • Ortant act t 1at no one ucn1cs t 1e poss1 1 tty o va ue cogmtivtsm" with re d 

f d f 1 I gar to 
extrinsic values, such as the value of oo or 1ea th, and of heal I f 

. f fl... ·t1 or work or longevity or or the profits o ttc msurancc companies. A 
h I I . h h . 1 . . . h I ll1ono-t ose w 10 get a ong Wit t ctr rc auvtsuc approac to va ucs without . o 

. f . ( . I · · M Us1nn any parttcular name or 1t and also wtt 1out ment10nmg ax Web s· b 

( . 'I er, un 
mel, Radbruch, etc.) arc Barbara vVootton op.crt., C1apter Iv, above) -
T. D. Weldon (Vocabulary of Politics, op.cit.). and 

NOTES TO CHAPTER VII 

(The Revolt) 

Section 2. Misunderstandings. Leo Strauss resumed his objections in I . 
"Social Science and Humanism" (in L. White, ed., Tlze State of 11

11 s paper 
h I . . h I le So . l Sciences, Chicago 1956, pp. 415 ff.). T e re atiVtsts o d, he ass cza 

"civilization is not intrinsically superior to cannibalism" (p. 2 e~ts, that 
speech for the cause of civilization will be to the relativist "not 4 2 ~' hence, 
course but mere 'propaganda,' a propaganda confronted b rahtional dis-

. y t e equal! 
0 See, however, my comments on this point in Chapter vm, SectiOn 8, of th. Y 
7 Quoted by permission of Frau Ly11ia R:albruch, Heidelberg. IS book. A.B. 
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·b r " legitimate and perhaps more effective 'pr()p.I,:._::md.I' in LI\"or oi C:\11111 a tsm 
(p. 423). Relativists teach, he further contends, tlut "the absolute uuth of 
value systems, such as Plato's, has been refuted unqu:dilicdly, with finality, 
absolutely" (p. 42H), and he contrasts the "apparent humility" of relativists 
with their "hidden arrogance," comidering all people "provincial and nar­
row" except themselves (p. 425). 

This squarely put challenge is particularly helpful if it is neither ignored 
nor ridiculed but met in equally forthright language. And it can be met. 
For each of Strauss' statements is in conflict with the facts, insofar as 
Scientific Value Relativism is concerned. First of all, where and when has 
a scientific relativist ever asserted as a fact that ci-vilization is not superior to 
cannibalism? Such apodictic negative statcmcnts would he quite contrary 
to the principles (Jf Scientific Method. The only question that could be raised 
by some pedantic rclati vist or for the matter of methodological argument is, 
What is the scientific evidence for the superiority of non-cannibalistic civili­
zation? How about civilizations that abhor the eating of cattle or hogs? 
But here too Dr. Strauss would have no valid point. Scicntific Value Rela­
tivism, although not satisfied with ~asy_ rc.:ferences to intuition, is at no loss 
~o show the superiority of noncanmbahsm, once "superiority" is defined, as 
It generally is, in terms other than scl~sh satisfaction of pcrsonal or tribal 
passions and with references to humani~Y (sce Chapter 111, Section 7; also, 
Paul Edwards, The Logic of Moral_ Dzscourse, Glencoe, Ill., 1955, pp. 62, 
2r4, regarding bull-fighting). Even If the term "superior" were used in a 
strictly selfish sense (which Strauss_ certainly would not do) Scientific 
Method would not be at the end of tts resources; the long-run superiority 
of one pattern of behavior over another can often be demonstrated even when 
the question is solely that of pcrso~al _satisfaction (Chapter xu, Section 4• 
self-avenging conduct). Nor docs SCicnttfic Value Relativism deny that there 
may be absolutely valid, divine ~tan~ards of moral values; it merely negates 
that this can be shown with sCientific mc~ns _in a serious controversy con­
ducted in good faith. In other words, Sctenttfic Value Relativism teaches 
none of the things Strauss s~ys it does. . . . 

On the other hand, Scienufic Value ~elatt.vtsm may mdccd be too humble 
to offer a scientific decision on a questwn_ hke this: whether the captain of 
a marooned crew ought to be condemned tf he permitted his men to eat the 
flesh of other men killed in battle o~ by accident, when this was the only 
alternative to starving. Religious feehng a_n~ traditional education may tell 
us they should rather have starved, but thts 1s no scientific decision 
h There may still be some "philosophical" relativists abroad, although I 

ave never met one among scholars, who make apodictic negative state­
~e~s about cosmos, God, and values. It should not be difficult for a man 
~ : : ~reat scholarly faculties of Dr. Strauss to distinguish Scientific Value 

e attvtsrn from such self-contradictory philosophical aberrations, and even 
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to resist th~ pleasure of exploiting occasional sli s i . 
ments agamst the essence of Scientific Value p n f~~mulatwns as argu­
Chapter vr, Section 3 for such a slip on th Relativism (see notes to 

R h e part of Kel ) eproac es of arrogance are mutual W If . sen . 
. . f . o gang Fnedm f m a rev1ew o Del Vecchio's philosophy (N l ann, or example 

. atura Law p ' 
PP· 208-10) Wntes that the claim of the Nat 1 L orum, vol. 3, 1958 

ura - aw phil h " ' in the name of absolute truth, although mill" f osop ers to speak 
[h. IOns o peopl d"ff 

pears to 1m] as an example of human arroga I th e_ I er · · . ap-
. d , nee c o ed In su WlS om. pernatural 

Section 3· Special Metlzods Available for Value I d 
h ( . u gments? p f 

Nort rap op.crt., pp. 273 ff.) agrees that the method . d ro essor 
research are incapable of leading to scientific results in si~Uit_e. for factual 
validity of ultimate standards of value. But, like Maritain qVuines1.about the 

d . , oege 10 AI£ d 
Weber, an Strauss, he ch1des the value relativists for overlook· h' re 
methods are available. The method he recommends is the fo;lng ~ ar other 

I · "b d · " h owmg Each cu ture IS ase on assumptiOns, e says. He admits that these · . 
h I . . h . f d"ff assumptions as t e rc atlvists cmp as1ze, are o ten 1 erent fom culture to cui ' 

says Northrop, if the different assumptions are not contradictory ture: But, 
"d I ·ff b ' as onental and occ1 enta cultures are d1 erent ut not contradictory, they sh ld 

combined. But what if they are contradictory? This, of course, is theou .be 
· N I ' d · · h · h cruc1al questiOn. ort uop s a VlCC IS t at m sue a case we ought to "pas 

new set of assumptions which takes care of leading to the two trad·s. to a 
h . . h d" . , ("b"d l d Itlonal t eones wlt out contra lCtiOn z 1 ., a so p. 325, an passim). But wl . 

no such synthesis is possible? And even if theoretically possible, why 0
1at 11f 

we to accept it on principle? Why ought we to come to a synthesis bet u~ lt 
good and bad, between God and Satan, National Socialism and Dem ween 

. . . ocracy;;, 
Northrop fails to answer these questions. Granted that 1f two sets of I · 

· "bl b h b "I b va ue judgments are mcompau e ot may e ev1 ; ut not always and 
. l neccs-

sanly are both wrong. Is harmony and agreement a ways the highest a- d 
"' h" . S . cOO regardless of the costs r See on t IS question ectwn 14 of Chapt ' 

er VIII. 

Intuition. The fact that if Scientific Method is followed the nat 
b. I ure of 

things and of man alone yields but am 1guous c ues regarding uit· 
S · lmate 

moral questions or none at all (see Chapters IV, ectwn 3, and VIII S . 
h .1 h h , ect1on 

5) has caused some contemporary legal p 1 osop ers w o are aware of h 
epistemological situation frankly to refer, for a correct interpreta . t e 

... · · " L · .s· h f th U · · tlon of nature, to mtmtwn. ms Recasens 1c es o e mverslty of M . 
formerly of the New School for Social Research, is one of those h exlco, 
done so (see his writings cited in my notes to Chapter VIII b lw 0 have 
claim that there are "ideal objective values," although gained f~o~ 0:) • Bis 
of nature, is explicitly based on intuition. Juridical values, Professo tR e study 
says, are "objective ideas," whose objectivity is founded "in the ~- ecasens 

existence of 
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man." But intuition is needed to discover them; thev cannot he derived from 
nature logically ("Ideas and Historical CAmditioning." p<~JJim. an~! "Hu~an 
Life," p. 21). The world of pure.: phcnomena, "without adding to It anythmg 
that is not natural phenomcna, can ncvcr furni~h a critcri()n of prc~erence 
or valuation"; \Vhat we c..dl hcalth is as natural as what we call sickness 
(Natural Law Forum, op.clt., p. 150). But the~<.: relkctions do not lead 
him to rcbtivism. Rathcr, hc infers from thcm that the "root or primary 
foundaticm of an axiology IS an a priori," not a subjective.: hut an objective 
one. "A pri(Jri valucs," he insi~ts. arc "not only form;d" (Sumrnlcr) but 
include "many with cCJntent." These bttcr rcm;trks ;Ire close to the phi­
losophy of Dcl Vecchio; sec my commcnts in Chaptcr \'III, Section 5· As 
regards "intuition" I can only repeat that intuitive interpretation of nature 
may bc right, especially if divine forces operate.: within or hack of nature. 
Even irrcspcctive of divine.: powers, intuitive feelings may at times prove 
correct as prc-scientific, or scientifically inarticulate, anticipations of con­
sequences involved in human conduct. But like all intuitionists, Recasens has 
been unable to uffcr any mcthCJd through which we can decide scientifically 
which (Jf two or mure contradictory intuitions about ultimate.: values is cor­
rect, lx:yond the possibility of clarifying factual conditions and facLual con­
se<]Uences. Sce below, notes to Chapter VIII, on his own LOp values. For an 
able recent criti<JUC uf intuitionism sec Paul Edwards, The Logic of Moral 
Dzscourse (cited below) PP· H5 fT. 

Section 5· Objective Values. C. I. Lewis recngnizcs as I have done in the 
te~t that often objective factors. can be found which explain why certain 
~hrngs satisfy and hence arc cun.~rdcred .valuable. Therefore, he feels justified 
rn applying the term "valuable to obJects; hut he docs so solely with the 
meaning that these objects arc capable of conducing to satisfaction in some 
"possible" experience (Analyst/· P· 4'4) and remarks that it would even be "a 
lntle difficult" to find any objeCt which has "no potentialities whatever for 
conducing to satisfaction and .is abs.olutcly without value of any kind" (p. 
5.2 5): Not quite in keeping w•t.h t~11 s,hroad interpretation, he makes a dis­
trnctron elsewhere between "ohJccu~e and "subjective" data in such a way 
that he calls objective only those. which have the character of a "normal and 
cornrnon human apprehension 11_1 tl~.c presence of the object in question," 
and subjective those which "dcvrate from this by something that is "per­
~onal or a temporary characteristic. of the individual object" (pp. 420, 528). 
n the framework of his essay thrs amounts to saying that, although the 

good· · · d' I d 15 not good unless it IS tmme •ate Y an unmistakably felt (see above 
note · b' h ' c 5 to Chapter vr), certam 0 Jects ave qualities that by "normal and 

0 tllrn · " d · 
looks :n human apprehensiOn ° convey th1s go~d. fee.ling. This almost 
rna)'' 5 though Lewis wanted to use the popular drsunctron between "nor­

and "abnormal" valuations as a yardstick for an objective distinction 
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~etw~en good and bad. But he states explicit! th . . 
In mmd: he rightly warns against ide t'f ,· y at th_ts Is not what he has 
with that in which "satisfaction is- ,n I )ling what Is genuinely valuable 
I . . . " or oug-1t to be' . . 

t us VIew Is one philosophiGd root f ~1. . . -universally tound," as 
o tota Itanantsm" ( -) . p. 52; . 

Aesthetic Valuc·s. Northrop (op.cit., passim) I· d . . 
West adopt from the East some measure f pea s tmprcsstvcly that the 

b · 0 greater dcvoti 
o scrvatlon and usc this approach, as docs the E . on to aesthetic 

I . . I . d ast, even In r)hil I . . T us mtg H 1n ecd be all to the good if seen r- osop 11Ztng. 1 

·u d as a countcrwcio-1 . ones1 c overcvaluation of technical progress But . b 1t against 
· any particular 1, l 

ical results from this aesthetic and contemplative af1P I P 11 osop/1-
1 . . . . ' roac 1 would k 

of t 1e nonsczcnttfic charactenst1cs of putative knowled b d pana ·c 
. . I . d I f ge ase 111erelv intUitiOn or specu auon an , t 1erc ore, not be intersubJ'ect· I . · on 
k I d t d . I b . tve y transmtssibl qua now c gc ncyon Its pure y o servatwnal and strictly I · I . e 

· I I N I d f ogtca mfere ua c emcnts. on uop oes not, o course, recommend th h n-
. I I d " I · " d. H at t e West enure y a )an on t 1coreuc stu tes. e wants a syntl1esis betwee ur 

E "W . h I . . f I . n vv est and ast. ere science t e mere c escnptwn o w 1at IS immediately b 
I I . . o servabl 

poetry, rat 1er t 1an phys1cs, would be the better science of the brook, h e, 
(p. I/O). , e says 

Additional Literature 

John Dewey, Art as Experience, New York 1934 
Horace M. Kallen, Art and Freedom, a historical and biographical interp . 

of the relation between the ideas of Beauty, Use and Freedom in ;tation 
Civilization, New York 1942 (2 vols.) estern 

Barbara Wootton, Testament for Social Science, op.cit., pp. I6o ff. 
Julie Braun-Vogclstcin, Art-Image of the West, New York 1955 

Section 6. Qua.•i-logical Arguments. C. I. Lewis (op.cit., p. 491) rightly 
· t · d · f states that the pleasure we find 111 the commnc expenence o two factors " 

not accord with the res~lt~ of sumn~ing them.". He ~iv~s another goo;~r­
lustration of faulty logic 111 value Judgments m pomtmg to the f .1 I I a1 lire 
threatening the attempt to get a better symp wny t 1an any Beethoven 

. f II . ever wrote by putting together the three movements rom a hts svmph . 
h J" · • 0111es 

tha~ arc rat:~ hig~est ~P· 4?1). But the.n . e sIps mto a fallacy himself b 
saymg that an obJeCt 1s twice as good 1f 1t affords the same satisfactio Y 

· I " ( ) d f · 11 to tw1ce as many pcop c p. 546 -a goo excuse or a prostitute. 

Section 10 ( Conclw-ion). Does Recent Ontology Hold Promise for tlze 
nition of Ultimate Values? Presenting a good sketch of incompatib! Cog­
judgments ( p. 500) in a paper called "Das Problem des Relativism e ~al~e 
Systematische Plu'losopme, ed. by N. Hartmann, Stuttgart 1942, us (tn 
559) Hermann Wein admits that all attempts to base ethics 011 I p~. 43I­
even on cosmic laws have completely failed (p. 464) J.nd that r0~1o- 1 c.al. or 

e ~ltivlsrn 
1 See also his Tht: Mt:aning of Ea.rt and West, ~ew York 1946. 
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cannot he overcome by absolutism, which, he says, is merely the "formal 
logical counterpart" of relativism and offers no philosophical solution of the 
problems put by it ( p. 493). Bm he sees hope in the "recently developed 
typc of ontology" (sec Chapter 1, Sectif'n 5 of this book). which he con­
siders the "first major CfJmplcx of newly W(Jn land tlut is emerging from the 
relativistic high tide (p. 525) ." Relativism, he sums up, "was perhaps a nec­
essary transitional stage between the sequence of great philosophical systems 
-the alchemist stage of philosophizing-and a more sober and more prof­
itable style of philosophy" (p. 552). It is certainly true that the relativistic 
critique of absolutizing philosophic systems has led to a more sober style of 
philosophy and that this greater sobriety in turn has produced some new 
and useful results. But this docs not imply that the final outcome will be 
abolition of Scientific Value Relativism. The scientific usefulness of the 
new style was brought about precisely by the growing eagerness of con­
te~porary philosophers to exploi~ t_h_e n:~our~es_ of ~cic_ntific Method and by 
the1r growing sense of respons1bdny 111 d1st1ngu1sh1ng the functions of 
scientia transmissibilis, non transmissibilis, and mere specttlativa. This seems 
to indicate that the methods of Scientific Value Relativism, as understood 
in this book, far from being on the way of becoming obsolete, have rather 
~orne to be applied more and mor~ wi~~ly ~~ m.:)(lcrn !~hilosophy, even by 
Its opponents. As regards ontological IntUition and speculation," let it 
he remembered that Scientific Method a~d Scientific Value Relativism refer 
to scientia transmissibilis only; they claim no control of scieTJtia sive vaa 
sive putativa non transmissibilis_ o_r _mere speculativa, except in rejecting false 
pretenses of scientific transmisslhdity · 

The Scholar as a Teacher. The f_uncti~ns 0,~ education and of scholarly work 
overlap. In the round-table dtscuss_JOn Beyond Relativism in Political 
!heory" (pp. 486-87 of the report cited bdow ~ I sugg~s~ed that pupils in 

pre-scholarly age groups" should be_ c~uc~tecl In the spmt of fundamental 
democratic ideals regardless of the h~mt~.ttons of scientific demonstrability, 
hut that work clone with students 10 . scholarly age groups" should be 
marked by a decisive difference in th.'s respect. It should be based on 
scholarly methods, and the limitations mherent in scholarly work should, 
th_erefore, constitute an ever-present factor. All students in democratic coun­
tnes should be taught how to support cl~mocratic ideals with scientifically im­
f~ccable arguments in discussions Wlth_ opponents who believe in other 

heals, and to beware of fallacious platitudes that can be turned against 
t ern. p d . or cta1ls sec the report. 

Addition z L· V 1 p bl a tterature on the a ue ro em 
Louis T M · N y L T B. ore, The Limitations of Sctence, ew ark 1915 

· · obhouse, Morals in Evolution, New York 1919 
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--, T~e Elements of Socz:az justice, New York I922 
W. W. W11loughby, The Ethzcal Basis of Political A th 0 N 
M · R C h R u onty, ew Y k orr~s . o en, eason and Nature, New York I93I or I930 
Henn Bergson, Les dertr sources de Ia morale et del 1° o p 0 

R A And d C B a re zgzon, ans I 
• 0 ra ~n . reveton, Doubleday Anchor Books I 932, tr. by 

sources aore soc1al pre~sll:re and creative aspiration) ' 954 {the two 
]. W. N. Sulhvan, The Lrmrtations of Science, New York I 
Charles A. Beard, The N atttre of the Social Sciences in Rei~~ 0 

l~stmcti~on, New York I934 a ron to ObJectives of 
FranCIS q. \\ llson, Tl1e Ele'!1e~ts of Modern Politics, New York I 6 
Walter Ltppmann, An lnqmry mto theoPrinciples of the Good Socz//3 B 
Charles Hartshorne, Beyond Humanrsm; Essays in the Philosop%' oston I937 

Chicago I937 Y of Nature, 
RobertS. Lynd, Knowledge For What? Princeton I939 
Arthur Compton, The Ht~man Meaning of Science, Chapel Hill I9 
Ernest Barker, RePections on Government, Oxford I942 40 
Arthur Murphy, The Uses of Reason, New York I<)4~ 
Emil Brunner, Justice aTJd the Social Orda, New York 1945 (especially 
Karl R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, London I945 p/P· S, 39. 6o) 
E. F. Carritt, Etlrical and Political Tlrinking, Oxford 1947 ' mceton 195o 
T. D. Weldon, States and Morals, New York 1947 
---, The Vocabulary of Politics, Penguin Books, I953 
George A. Lundberg, Can Science Save Us? New York 1947 (especially p 
N. 0. Lossky, The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, London I949 p. 97 ff.) 
Max Otto, Science and the Moral Life, New York I949 
Jerome Hall, Living Law of Democratic Society, Indianapolis 1949 
Ray Lepley, cd., Valt~e, a Cooperative Inquiry, New ~or~ I949 
Aloys Wenzl, Wissenschaft und WcltanschariUng, LelpZlg, 2nd ed., 1949 
G. D. H. Cole, Essays in Social Theory, London 

0
1950 . 

Eliseo Vivas, The Moral Life and the Etlrical Lrfe, C~1cago 1950 
Howard Becker, Through Va/rus to Social Interpretatron, Durham, N C 

h. · ., 195o 
Kurt Riezler, Man Mtttab/e and Immutable, C tcago I950 
John H. Hallowell, The Moral Foundations of Democracy and Main Cu,.,. 0 

Modern Political Thought, New York 1950 ents m 
Ernest Barker, Principles of Social and Political Theory, Oxford I9SI ( . 

) espec1ally 
p. 117 

Hans Reichenbach, The Rise of Scientific Philosophy, Berkeley, Calif., 19 1. 
cially pp. 287 tf. 5 , espe. 

James B. Conant, Modern Science and Modern Man, New York 1952 

F. Finding Kruse (Professor of Jurisprudence, Copenhagen), The Commu 0 

the Future, New York 1952 . nzty of 
A. H. Hobbs, Social Problems and Scientism, Harnsburg 1953 
Dietrich von Hildebrand, Christian Ethics, New York 1953 
Ernest Nagel, Sovereign Reason and Other Smdies in the Philosophy of S . 

Glencoe, Ill., 1954 czence 
Paul Edwards, The Logic of Moral Discourse, with an introduction b ' 

Hook, Glencoe, Ill., 1955 (excels in good illustrations) Y Sidney 
C. I. Lewis, The Ground and Nature of the Right, New ~ork 195 
Edmond N. Cahn, The Moral Decision, Right and Wrong m the Li 5 h 

can Law, Bloomington, Ind., 1955 g t of A.meri-
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Articles 

John Dewey, "Theory of Valuation," lnrcrnarional f:'ncyclopc-di<I of Unified Science 
(Chicago 1939), vol. 2, No. 4 .. 

George H. Sabine, "\Vhat Is a Political Theory?" journal of PolitiCS, val. I (1939) 
pp. 1-1fJ (agaimt the fusion of fact\ and values in Ilcgel and Dewey) 

Arnold Brecht, "Relative and :\b\olute Justice," Social Roc-arch, vol. 6 (I939) 
PP· sH-87 .. 

-,"The Rise of Relativism in Political and Leg:d Philosophy,'' dJJd., PP· 392-

414 . . . · I " 'b'd I ---,"The Search for 1\b\olutes 10 Political and Legal Pllllosop 1y, I I ., vo. 7 
( 1940) pp. 201-28; erratum, p. 385 

---, "The Myth of b and Ought," llan·ard Lall' N.ait'ftl, vol. 54 ( I941) 
pp. 811-31 . . . . 

---, "The Impossible in Political and Le~al Philosophy,'' Ca!Jforma Law Re­
view, val. 29 ( 1941) PP· 321-_31_ 

Morris D. Forkosch, ed., The Pohtical Pl11losophy of .-lmoltl Brecht, New York 
I<J54 (includes reprints of the aforemernioned live articles, and "The L1tem 
Place of Cod in Twentieth-Century Political Theory," extract of :1 p:tper read 
at the general seminar of the c;radu:tte F:tculty, Kew School for Social Re­
search, March 1, 1950, and at the American Political Science Association, 
September 11, 1<)53) .. , . 

Brand Blanchard, "Fact, Value, :wd SCience Ill R. ~. Amhen, ed., Science and 
Man, New York 1<)42, PP· r8s-::: 0 3. . 

Fr~nk I-I. Knight, "Fact and ";',a!\~e rn Socral. Science," ibid., PP· 325-45 
Wdbur M. Urban, "Axiology, I tt•c·ntlcth-Century Philosophy, Living Schools of 

Thought, ed. by D. 0. Ru~e~, ~.ew York 1943, pp. ')1-74 
John 1-Iallowell, "Politics and l~thrcs, Amencan Political Science· Ret,iew, vol. 38 

( 1<J44) PP· 639-5(1 • 

J. Roland Pennock, "Reason, Value fheory, and the Theory of Democracy," ibid., 
vol. 38 ( 1944) pp. 855-75 . . . 

-,"Political Science and Po!Jucal Philosophy,'' ibid., val. 45 ( 1951) pp. I08I-

Gabr~~l Almond Lewis Dexter, William Whyte, John 1-lallowcll "Politics and 
Ethics-a s;mposium," ib_i~ .• v~l. 4~ < 1_946) pp. 283-312 ' 

Arnol_d Brecht, "Beyond RelatiVIsm rn 1 ohtical Theory," Report on Panel Discus­
. 51Dn, ibid., vol. 4 1 (I 94 7) PP· 4 7<>-:88 

Fehx Oppenheim, "Relativism, Absolutism, and Democracy," ibid., vol. 44 ( 1950) 
pp. 958 ff. 

Howard B. White, "Commentary on Prothro's Content Analysis," ibid., vol. 50 
( 1956) pp. 74D-50 

Kun Riezlcr, "Some Critical Remarks on Man's Science of Man," Social Research, 
. vol. 15 ( 1948) PP· 462-93 . 

Fchx Kaufmann, "The Issue of Ethical Neutrality in Political Science," ibid., 
Bo val. 16 (1949) PP· 344-:52 . . , . 

raceS. Fncss, "Methods Ill SoCial Philosophy, /oumal of SoCJa/ Philosophy, vol. 
RaJ h ( 1938) pp. 325-41 . 

P Barton Perry, "The Moral Norm of Soc1al Sciences," ibid., vol. 5 ( 1939) 
Th pp. 16-28 

R.[~ I. Cook, "Politics, Sociology, and. Values," ibid., val. 6 (194o) pp. 35_46 
~9 arren, "The Place of Values rn Social Theory," ibid., vol. 7 ( 1942) PP· 223_ 
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D. \V. Gottschalk, "Value Sciences" ibid · J ( 
Hornell Hart, "A Reliable Scale of' Value.,]\ od. 19 19,?2) pp .. 183-92 

· I u gn1ents Ame S · 1 tllCW, vo. 10 ( 1945) pp. 473_g 1 ' ncan aero ogica/ Re-
Stuart C. Dodd, "On Clarifying Human Valu " ·b ·d 
Cl P , "R I . es, r r .,vol z6 (z9-1) 6 1arner erq, e atwn Between Ethics and Politi 1 S ·. ., ' .PP· 45-53 

( I937) pp. I63-78 ca Clence, Etlucs, vol. 47 
Hans J. Morgenthau, "The Evil of Politics and the Ethics of .· , . . 

( I945) pp. I-I8 (best discussion of the problematic d' . E'.11• rbrd., vol. 56 
sonal and political morals) IStlnCtlon between per-

and marry other articles published in Ethics 
Luigi Sturzo, "The Influence of Social Facts on E h · 1 

I ( ) ff t lea Concepts," Thottg trt, \"0. 20 1945 pp. 101 . " 
Frank E. Hartung, "The Social Function of Positivism " Ph"/ . /; 

vol. I 2 (I 945) pp. I 20-33 ' 1 owp ~ Y of Scr"cnce, 
David L. 1\·liller, "Norms, Values, and the Social Sciences" Sotttt ' tltl.lc~·tern S · l Science Quarterly, vol. 32 ( 195 I) pp. 26-34 ocra 
Paul F. Schmidt, "Some Criticism of Cultural Relativism," foumal of Phil . 

vol. 52 ( I955) pp. ;So IT. o,oplry, 
Arnold M. Rose, "Sociology and the Studv of Values," Britislr foumal of S . 1 

vol. 7 ( 1956) pp. 1 ff. · aero ogy, 
Carl August Emge, V her das Gr:mddogma des rechtsphilosoplrisclu:ri Rei 1 · .. 

B I. L · · 6 1 a rvr~nru. er 111, e1pz1g, 19I '• 
---, G~schiclz~e der Reclztsph~losophi~. Berlin 1931, especially pp. 2 8_55 
---, Srclrerlrert tmd Gerechtrgkert, rhre gememsame metaphysi~·clre T-V ·-

Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Berlin 1:1 ~el. 
No.9 94°, 

---, Ober den Unterschied zwischen "wgendlraftem," "foruchrittlichor" d 
"situationsgemiissen" Denken, ein Trilemma der praktischen Vern unf 
Abhandlungen der Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur !vlu? t, 

r • , atnz 
1950, No. 5 

Further Literaltlre on Natural Law, see notes to Clwpter vm. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER VIII 

(Attempts to Identify Highest Values) 

Section 2. Equality in the Soviet Union. Both Lenin and Stalin dissociated 
themselves from ideals of full equality. The former stated that "any den d 

d f b r . 1an for equality which goes beyond the deman or a o 1t10n of classes is 
stupid and absurd prejudice" (Collected Wor_ks, ~oscow_, 3r_d ed., r935, vof 
24, p. 293; see C. J. Friedrich and Z. K. Brzczmskt, Totalrtarran Dictatorshi · 
and Autocracy, Cambridge, Mass., 1956, p. r8o, alsoP· 93). Stalin said t hp 

. ( ) "T l d a t e 17th Congress of the Commumst party 1934 : o cone u e that so · 1. 
d . . b f . l l. Cia tsm emands equaltty and levelmg of mem ers o society, eve tng of th . 

etr tastes 
1 This was the first major critique of legal value relativism. Emge admitted th 

leads from the data of Is to the realm of Ought, but hoped for. a hi~her forrn ot~o n~ bridge 
which both Is and Ought can be deduced. He conceded that th1s demable phil glc Under 
yet exist. Should it not be forthcoming, then relativism would be the inevitab~sophy did not 
h ( e cons 

e wrote p. 45). equence, 
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I d h · ·vcryonc and personal lives; to cone u c t at according to Mar:·.;Jsm c rnust 
walk in the same type of suit, and cat the same dishes and the same amount 
of food-that is to talk rubbish and slander Marxism." Sec my paper, "De­
mocracy, Challenge to Theory," Social Research, vol. 13 (194?). P· 199, n. 5· 
On the actual degree of inequality in the Soviet Union, sec rbrd. and "The 
New Russian Constitution," Social Rt•searclz, vol. 4 (1937) PP· 157• l68, 170; 
Friedrich and Brzezinski, op.cit., p. 93 and bibliography; and Milovan 
Djilas, Tl1e New Class, New York 1957. 

Additional Literature 

C. Bougie, Lcs idees egalitaires, Paris r899 (sec above, Ch3 ptc.:r v, Section 3) 
Richard H. Tawney, Equality, Lor~~on 19~1; 4th cd., with :1 new ch:11~~cr, 1952 
Levi D. Gresh, "The Legal and Political Philosophy of Lcon:1nl Nelson, American 

Political Science Review, val. 35 ( 194 I) pp. 437 ff 
Robert A. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory, Chicago 1956 
George Catlin, On Political Goals, New Yor~ 1_957, ch. v, "Born Equal," p. 94 
Charles A. R. Crosland, The Fttture of Soc,a/zsm, London 1957 

Section 3. Liberty. "Humanism," or "Personalism." Professor Luis Recasens­
Sichcs (sec above, notes to C~apte~ VII) calls himself a follower of Jose 
Onega y Gasset's "ratio-vitalistic ph1losophy of life, a sort of existentialism 
not pessimistic or nihilistic, hut opti~istic and full of hope" (Natural Lar~ 
Fo:um, vol. 3, 1958, p. 148). He cl~1ms to have "p~ovid_cd reasons, strictly 
phdosophical, to prove that humamsm or pcrsonahsm 1s the only correct 
doctrine." His reasons arc: the ccn~ral position of individual consciousness· 
the fact that human life is the _P01_nt of departure of philosophy; that th~ 
authentic and genuine human hfe lS always an individual's life, society not 
being an entity in and for itself; a~d that culture has meaning only for man 
He adds that in the axiological ~Jcrarchy "those values that are to be ful~ 
~lied within the individual consCience, ?amcly, moral values, and those that 
hft the individual spirit, have a rank higher than values that arc to be ma­
terialized in things such as wor_ks ?f an,_ tools, etc., higher also than values 
to be embodied in social insututwns, Including nation, state, and law" 
(ibid., pp. 154_55). These ~rc succi~ct statements of the liberal-democratic 
creed; but in the conflict With opposmg tenets they offer no proof for what 
they state. Rccasens calls his proof "strictly philosophical." If he means b 
this that his proof is "strictly nonscien~ific" (that is, S2 and not S1), he i~ 
cor~ect; but if he means that, th~ugh P~llosophical, it is a strict type of proof, 
he Is not. There is no strict phllosophlcal proof of the hierarchy of value 
See above on Intuition, notes to Chapter vn. s. 

ETendencies Toward Perfection or Completion. John Wild (Plato's Moder 
nern . f N l La n zes and the Theory o atura w, Chicago 1953) sees the sources of 
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a moral Natural Law in the capacity of h 
" d . un1an reason to a l d l ten enCies toward fulfillment and completion " or " . ppre len t le 
characteristic of the human 'Species. This . I ' perfe_ctive tendencies," 

d . h . IS c ose to Hockmo-'s . . 
cusse m t e text. W lid admits that not eve " .d b VIew as dis-

L ry acci ental tend , d 
respect as a aw of Nature but only "essential" t d . ency eserves 

f d d . ' en encies such 1 d . for oo an educatwn. Most Liberals will agre . h h, . as t le Csire 
d · e Wit t e ethi I · pressc 111 such a doctrine. But this is not the sam . ca VIe\vs ex-

e as saymg that . I" . 
can be demonstrated scientifically in conflict with . . • Its va Idtty 

h opposmg VIews 1 d 
to do l at one would have to show not only that ever h b : n or er 

l . . l d . y uman eing des· to sec us own essenua ten enc1es respected (do not . I tres 
. . . amma s desi 1 

too?) but that nature dtsunctly reqmres of us to respect h re t lat, 
also in all other human beings including strangers and e t e~e tendencies 

. . I nemtes altho h 
not 111 amma s, unless we follow Albert Schweitzer's more ' ug . comprehe . 
philosophy of kmdness. Such a commandment of all-round nstve 

. . . respect for ll 
human bemgs, however, we are unable sctenttf1cally to extract f h a 

. . rom um 
nature alone (see SectiOn 2, on equahty) unless we assume that an 
presses some divine will (which we are fully entitled to believe r11r.t~re ex­
but cannot verify scientifically) or endows every human being ,~. 1~1ously, 
"voice within" that tells him to respect not only himself but all othe~t h some 
beings as well (which we may surmise to be the case, and assume h u:a~ 
cally, but cannot demonstrate scientifically, see Chapter xx), or fin~l~ot ~tl­
any disregard of this norm is always followed by consequences t~' t at 
undesired by the actor himself (which we can verify to be a fact . at are 

1 1n n1any 
instances but not so regularly as to warrant camp ete scientific ge 1. . h" h nera 1za tion, Chapter xu). Furthermore, the quesuon w 1c tendencies are " -
tial" cannot be decided without engaging in additional value 1-ud essen-

h "fi · · b d k b · gments w ose ven 1eat10n agam cannot e un erta en Y sctence. , 

Libe1_-e~ and f!rogress. :V:orshippers o~ progress are ah~ays suspect of 
soluuzmg thetr own optmons of what 1s progress and bemg ready d ab­
eager to sacrifice Liberty on the altars of Progress as they see it. T~: e~en 
has been made forcefully by Salomon and by Hayek; see Chapt point 

er v s 
tion 3(a). ' ec-

Additional Literature 

Jo~m Hallowell, The Declir:e of Liberalism _as an Ideology, Berkeley 1943 
Mtchael Polanyi, Tlze Logzc of Liberty, Chtcago ~951 
T. D. Weldon, The Vocabulary of Politics, Pengu~n. ~oak.~ 1953, pp. 69 ff 
Frank E. Hartung, "The Social Function of Posltlvtsm, Philosophy of. . 

vol. 12 ( 1945) pp. 120-33 Sczence 
Lon L. Fuller, "Freedom-A Suggested Analysis," Harvard Law R . ' 

( ff e~ew 
1955) PP· 13°5 · . . ' Vol. 68 

Carl J. Friedrich, "The Political Thought of Neo-Ltberahsm,'' A.m . 
Science Review, vol. 49 ( 1955) pp. 509 ff. erzcan Political 
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Sections 4 and 5· Particular Natural-l~lw Norms. In addition to the general 
norm that men ought to be good :11H.l avoiJ evil, Rommcn mentions as par­
ticular norms of Natural Law: to honor one's parents, to condemn murder 
and theft, to rccogniz<.: privat<.: property and inheritance, the prohibition of 
abortion, ·of mercy killing, and of incest, tht: principles of suum cuiqu~; 
furth<.:rmorc, rt:garding states, th<.:ir right of <.:xi~tcnce, of freedom, and of 
self-determination for th<.: purpose of the common good (op.cit., p. 222, 
n. 10, 22(> fT.). Luther and Mt:bnchtlwn considered hi gamy not against na­
ture since it was pt:rmittt:d in the Old TcsLunent ( Kdsen, op.cit., p. 27). 
Jerome Hall wants to st:c the rt:quircmcnt of cons<.:nt of the governed in­
cluded in any redd1nition of 1'-:atural Law (Liv1ng Law of Do11ocratic 
Society, ICJ4<), p. H). On the other hand, Professor d'Entrcves warns us to 
be "quitc chary in drawing conclusi(>llS from 'natural law' which might 
turn into a highly controvcrsial political program." He asks us not to forget 
that the organic theory of socit:ty has in rcct:nt days been "a welcome excuse 
for the suppression of individual freedom." He goes <.:ven so far as to ex­
claim: "Lct us, ahovc all, practice a ht:althy distrust of any persons or 
groups who claim to have a clear insight into the nature of goodness" 
(Nat ural Law Fortt m, vol. I, ICJ5°· P· 39) · This is not very ditTerent from 
~enying scientific rank to any ahsolutc statements regarding ultimate values 
In C(Jiltroversial questions. 

Natural Luw and Divine Will. My various arguments in this and previous 
chapters (especially 111 and IV) all converge upon thc one point that nature 
cannot be logically regarded as a fo~n.t of moral laws unless it is seen as a 
d(JCUmentation of divine will and divine planning. All classic advocates of 
Natural-Law doctrines have indeed seen nature as a divine creation; so did 
~ot only the Church Fathers, but also Grotius, Hobbes, Pufendorf, and 
ater~ Hegel (sec Kclsen, op.clt., PP· 1 3~, 167; Rommcn, op.cit.; Erik Wolf, 

op.czt.). If reference to a suprahuman wlll is omitted, the derivation of moral 
laws frorn nature amounts to a logical fallacy. 1 But no such fallacy is in­
volved, of course, if the reference to nature is merely meant as a historical 
r~Port on the influence which human thnking about nature has had on the 
nse d · ·d· I . and growth of moral an JUri Ica convictions. Sec Chapter IV Sec-
tion 8. ' 

~!rick Wolf's Four Questions. In his Problem der Naturreclltslehre (cited 
In th P £ W ~ notes to Chapter xv) ro cssor ol£ writes that we may ask four 
quest•on b 1 Law We m · 1 b the N s a out the Natura . · . . ay Inquire ( 1) onto ogically, a out 

atural Law that is, i.e., ItS Bemg, Its Reality, as found in ever-recurrent 
1 This 5~ . · I f J 

not law · .. ~rns to b~ the op1nwn a so 0 acqu~s Lccl~rcq. l-Ie conc~d~s that Natural Law is 
("S • Sine~ Ia · t the same as morahty, and natur·1l law is th~ sam~ as morality" 

Uggcstio "', 15 . 0 <:' N ural Law " N J ' 
esp~ciall ns for Clanfy,ng at ' atura Law Formn, val. 2, 1957, pp. 64-87, 

Y p. 7o). 
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institutions, like marriage and property ( ) h. 
Natural Law that ouglzt to be, in the se,ns 2 f et kl~ally, about the "true" 

. . e o as ·m h h . 
tuuons of marnage and property ought to . . g w et er, e.g., msti-

. . extst, (3) 1 · II logzcal meanmg of Natural Law, i.e., what th b . ogtca y, about the 
and (4) metaphysically, about the transcenden; haste concepts of law are, 

d f b . I h . . . c aracter of N I L as an or cr o emg t lat as Its ongm not in man b . h atura aw 
speaking) in the cosmos, or (theologically speak. Ut )eu. er (philosophically 

'd d . h . . tng m God . h tions prov1 e cit er m Immanent retribution (p • wu sanc-
h · · oena natura/is) · h 

Last Judgment. T c important pomt for us is that W If h or m t e 
approaches arc necessary in order to establish (begriinl ) ~ds that all four 
J13). This amounts to the admission that metallhysic eln atural Law (p. 

a transcende . f 
the essence of Natural Law and that, therefore, the latter' .· nee IS o 

. f /' s extstence bey d 
the casUistry o ~oen~z na~w:a IS presuppos~s the existence of su r 0~ 
divine forces. TillS v1ew 1s m harmony wnh Scientific v 1 Rp 1ah.u~un 

d G d, · b a ue e attvtsn1 which docs not eny o s cx1stence, ut merely insists that . • 
. . d d d h h £ It cannot be sCicnufically emonstratc an t at, t ere ore, the existence f . 

b · 'fi 11 d 0 an eth1cal Natural Law cannot e sc1ent1 ca y emonstrated, although it ca b 
). d · I d b d b 1 d · · · n e be-tevc 111, specu ate a out, an y vo untary ectston m some for h 

h d d f . . . . 1 l'f ( m or ot er be made t e stan ar o JUStice Ill pracuca 1 e see my review · N 
1 8 ~) 1 In atttral Latv Fortttn, vo · 3• 195 , PP· 192-~ · 

Section 6. Evolutionary Ethics. An earlier attempt to explain ethi 
b. · l " · 1 1 · f b h · cs and morals 0 1ecuve y as soc1a regu attves o e av10r patterns" ( . 1 1 . sozza e 

Verhaltungsreg·ulatoren) that were the eva uuonary result of the h 
b I ) . h . £ . 1 uman 

"vital energy" (Le enskra t m t e pursUit o soc1a and individual . 
(Zielgriinde) was made by Christian von Ehrenfels in his Syst a;s 
Werttlzeorie, 2 vols., Leipzig 1897, 1898, especially vol. 2, pp. 224 ff. em er 

Neopositivism and Natural Law. Even Neopositivists have tried tom h 
b . d . 1£ 'd . eet t e value problem y mtro ucmg se -evt ent or quast-naturalistic sta d d 

. h b ) h" k n ar s Herbert Feigl (op.czt., notes to C apter v, a ave t 111 ·s we can . · 
b l . h . h . . f " . . 1 avold metaphysical a so uusm w en m t e spmt o an empmca and natu 1. . 

. 1 d d h ra lStlc humanism" no other procedure 1s acknow e ge t an the "e:xperi , 
d h h "b d "b h mental and no other s~andar s t a~ t. ?~e pres~n e . Y uman nature and b 0 

own insights mto the posstb1ht1es of 1mprovmg human nature" ( Y ur 
But, as we have seen, no standards of how to treat our enemies are p p .. 2b5) · 

rescn ed 
1 My own views have bc:c:n c:rronc:ously rc:ndc:rc:d at the: place: given above: (p 

to an editorial misunderstanding, as though it was my opinion that Wolf's .d· I95) • owing 
l eas " greatly the importance of the: theory of natural law." Rather, I wanted to say 1 enhance 

have: great significance: for that theory because: Wolf admits that recognition tn Y that they 
is inseparable: from a recognition of its transcc:ndc:ntal source, which is beyond 0 . N~tura\ Law 
strability. Furthermore, my manuscript spoke of "transmissible:," not of "cornrn SC!.ent~fic demon 
edge: in this context, because metaphysical knowledge: may be "comrnunicab~~~c~ble" know)~ 
of "relatable," but is not transmissible: qr~a knowledge:. As the reader of the ln the sen 
knows, I use "transmissible" as a technical term in distinction from "relatable.~' Present b~k 
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by human nature alone, unless we first accept either divine cumJllandments 
or some other higher principle, such as equality ;llld dignity of every indi­
vidual. Furthermore, the intention to improve human nature presupposes 
value judgments on what rvould improve it. Value judgments arc presup­
posed also when Feigl, like Wild, demands that the "basic needs" of all 
individuals should be fulfilled, or, like Duguit, asks for "cooperation" and 
recognition of "mutual dependence"; or when hc calls for rdorrns "demo­
cratically undertaken," yct holds, like Schclcr or Iv1aritain, that "breaking 
through old and majr,rity-endorsed standards to a new form of morality'' 
may he envisaged, first achievcd hy a few, but nevertheless "justifiable on the 
basis of the expected results of the new mcasurcs for the totality of man­
kind." This latter remark sounds almost like an invitation for experiments 
by some totalitarian vanguard. If, howcvcr, mcrcly mcant as a program for 
voluntary choice, it is completely compatihlc with Scicntific Value Rela­
tivism. 

Section 8. Democracy. As evidence for the inhcrcnt conflict bctwccn belief 
in absolute truth and acceptance of democratic govcrnmcnt Kclscn refers 
to the story 0 £ Jesus, who insisted before Pilate that it was his (Jesus') mis­
sion to bear witness to the truth (the absolute truth, that is), and was met by 
Pilate with ( 1) the relativistic query, What is trmh? and (2) the democratic 
process of submitting the decision to the majority, which demanded cru­
cifixion. The story shows, says Kclscn ( op.cit., p. 2oH), that Jesus did not 
recognize the authority of the majority. Modifying his own former views 
(sec the main text of this section) Kclscn docs not suggest here that all those 
who believe in absolute truth must necessarily oppose democracy. On the 
contrary, he ends his analysis by adm_onishing the reader that we can accept 
the biblical story as an argument ag~•.nst democracy "only under one condi­
tion: that we are as sure of our pohucal truth, to be enforced, if necessary, 
with blood and tears-that we are as sure of our truth as was of his truth 
the son of God." Even so the story cannot be offered as a valid illustration: 
What Jesus refused to recognize was the decision of earthly authorities in 
religious matters, not their demand that to Caesar be rendered what is 
Caesar's. Moreover, the political procedure applied against Jesm was not 
democratic, since freedom of conscience and teaching and discussion free 
from pressure were not politically guaranteed.1 

~ection 9· Happiness. Aristotle, too, absolutized happiness, but he equated 
n. with virtue and, therefore, actually distinguished true from false hap­
Piness. 

1 Regarding the interrelation between political and philosophical absolutism, see P. Kc:cskemeti 
op . th , .c11., p. 313, who calls the notion at those who affirm absolute beliefs by the same token 
countenance absolute rule an absurdity. "Absolute rule can be combated only on the basis of 
absolute principles." 
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Section 11. Additional Literature on Nationalism 

G. Gentile, "The Philosophic Basis of Fascism " F · . 
pp. 290 ff. ' orergn Affmrs, vol. 6 ( 1928) 

Charles 1vfaurras, Au Signe de Flore, Paris 1931 
Hans Kohn, Tlze Idea of Nationalism, a Study irz It 0 · . 

York 1944 s rrgms and Grounds, New 
-,Nationalism and Liberty, tlze Swiss Example N y 

A . N . I' I , ew ork 1956 ---, merrcan atzona rsm, an rzterpretative Essay N y k 
' ew or- 1957 

Section 12. Power. Lasswell-Kaplan ( op.cit .. p. xiv) sa . "P 1. . . 
· · I d' · 1· · h d f Y · 0 It!cal sc1en as an emp1nca JSclp me, IS t e stu y o shaping and sh . ce, 

Similarly, Russell (op.cit., p. 10) offers proof that "the fun~nng ofl po\ver." 
. I . . P . h . amenta conce t in soc1a science IS ower, 1n t e same sense 1n which Ener · h P 
I · h · " B L 11 gy Is t e funda menta concept m p ys1cs. ut asswe soon narrows th < -

. . 1 d . h I . e concept of power, usmg It on y to es1gnate t ose re atwns in which s d . 
f ll h b h f evere epnva 

tions arc expected to o ow t e reac o the pattern of condu . h' -
d I. . f I . ct' t IS he conce es, e 1mmates an enormous range o re atwnships in which b ' 

is assumed to be of trivial importance (Power and Personality, p. 1 a) ;ach 
men want power "is a statement we can accept as true in every soci t2 • hhat 

· F h f I · h · e Y w ere power exists. . . . or t e purpose o ana yzmg t e social process p . 
· k bl I · 1 h · · d · d I ' O\Ver ts unmtsta ·a y a va ue, m t 1e sense t at It IS es1re , or ikely to be des· ,, 

(ibid., p. 16). Similarly, Russell: " ... love of power is the chic£ Ir~d 
d . I h' h . I . h d " motive Pro ucmg c 1anges w 1c soc.a sc1ence as to stu y, and "the 1 . aws of 

social dynamics are ... only capable of bcmg stated in terms of po\ . 
. . f " ( . ) I . I . h II h' ver In Its vanous orms op.crt., p. 13 . t IS my t 1esis t at a t 1s is too ge I 
to be useful. Only when we limit the reference to "power" to "g nera 

• h · . overn-mcntai ' power and to t e pressure on It are we gettmg concepts c 
. . . b h oncrete 

enough to serve the needs of poltttcal sc1ence; ut t en we must r f 
· · e er to "purpose" and "use" of power as well as to Its existence. 

Additional Literature 

Guglielmo Ferrero The Principles of Pofl!er; the Great Political Crises of H. 
' rstory tr. by T. R. Jaeckel, New York 1942 ' 

Lord Radcliffe of Werneth, The Problem of Power, London 1952 
John K. Galbraith, American Capitalism-The Concept of Countervailing p 

Otuer Boston 1952 ' 
Martin Kessler, "Power and the Perfect State: a Study in Disillusionme t 

fleeted in Orwell's 1984 and Huxley's Brave New World," Politica~ s:~ .Re­
Quarterly, vol. 72 (1957) pp. 565-77 . tnce 

Robert K. Merton Social Theory and Soctal Stmcltlre, 2nd ed 19_ • ., )] h 
"Patterns of Influence," pp. 387 ff. . . ' c · on 

David Spitz, "Power and Personality," American Polttzcal Science Rev. 
(1958) pp. 84-97 zew, val. 52 

T. W. Adorno eta/., The Authoritarian Personality, New York x950. . . 
cussed in Studies in Scope and Method of "The Authoritan·a,; ~It.•cally dis­
ed. by R. Christie and M. Jahoda, Glencoe, III., 1954 etsonality,'' 
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Carl J. Friedrich (e(J.), Authority, Camhridge HJ)R, vol. 1 of the yearboo~ N,~mos; 
especially Friedrich's own paper, "Authority, Rca~on, and DiscretiOn (pp. 
28 ff.) and the contributions hy Hannah Arendt, Charlc~ \V. Hendel, Jerome: 
Hall, Frank H. Knight, Herhcrt J. Spiro, Ceorgc Catlin, Bertrand de Jou\"c:nd, 
David Easton, Talcott Parsons, Norman Jacobson, \\'olfgang Kraus 

Section di. Rarlbruc/1. Pr()fessor Erik \\'r,Jf of Frcihurg University, in a 
careful analysis which appearcl.l after this hor,k had gone to the publisher, 
emphasizes that there was no revolutionary breach in Radhruch's ethical 
convictions; the ideals he anrwunccd in the last decade of his life had formed 
an integral part of his thinking since his earliest days ("Revolution or Evo. 
lutinn in R.adhruch's Legal Philosr,.Jhy," Natural Latt' Forum, vol. 3• 1958, 
pp. 1-23). I can hlll fully confirm this testimony from my own personal 
acquaintance. But this emotional continuity is in no contradiction to the 
fact that Radhn1ch's scientific approach to ethical questions did change, as 
documented in the text of this section. 

Additional Literature on Radbruch: Lon L. Fuller, "American Legal Phi. 
losophy at Mici-Century,"fournal of Legal h"rlucation, vol. 6 ( '9'54) pp. 457 ff., 
4R1 fT. 

Additional Literatllre on Natural-Law Ideas in the Tu'entietlz Century 

Charles G. Haines, The Revival of Natural Latl' ConCC'pts, Cambridge, Mass., 
'930 and 1946 . 

Lon L. Fuller The Law in Oue.rt of Itself, ChiCago ICJ40 
Jerome Hall, Living 1--tlfll ot nemocratic Society, lnd_i:tnop~lis '949 
A. P. d'Entrcves, Natural Law. London 195 1 (also rn ltalran tr.) 
Axel Hagerstriim, Inquiries ir1to tl1e Nature of Law and Morals, cd. hy K. Oli\"e. 

crona, tr. hy C. D. Bro:td, Uppsala 195_) 
John Ching-hsiung Wu, Fountams of Justice, New York 1955 

Articles 
Ceorges Gurvitch, "Natural Law," F:ncyclope~ia of tl1e Social Sciences, vol. 1 r 
Roscoe Pound, "The End of Law as Developed rn Juristic Thought,'' Harvard Law 

Review, vol. 30 (1917) p. 201_ . 
---, "How Far Are We Att:unrng a N~w. Me:tsure of Values in Twentieth. 

Century Juristic Thought?" in West Vzrgmia Law Quarterly, vol. 42 (r936) 
p. 81 

-, "Fifty Years of Jurisprudence," Harvard Law Review, \'oi. 50 ( 1937) 
pp. 557 ff., vol. 55 ( HJ3R) PP· 444 ff. and 777fT. 

Felix S. Cohen, "Transcendental Nonsense and the Functional Approach," 
Fr· Cc:Lumbia Law Review, vol. 35 ( 1?35) PP· 809-49 

Iedneh Kessler, "Natural Law, Justice and Democracy-Some Reflections on 
Three Types of Thinking About Law and Justice," Tulane Law Review, 

M Vol. '9 ( '944) pp. p-61 
Yres S. McDougal, "Fuller v. The American Legal Re:tlists: 3 n Intervention" 

Yale Law fournal, vol. 50 ( 194 1) PP· 82~-40 (with :t concluding footnot~, 
p. 84o, which is based on an erroneous readmg of one of my own articles) 
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Anton-Herman~ Chroust, "On the Nature of Natural , . 
lnterpretatzons of Modern Legal Ph 1 h. Law, In Paul Sayre, ed., 
( . h I bl z osop zes New y k Wl~. va ua c: notes on literature) ' or· 1947, pp. 70 ff. 

---, Natural Law and Legal Positivism '' Oh · S 
. ( 1952) pp. _178 ff. ' 10 tate Law Journal, vol. 13 

LUis Recasens-S1ches, "Ideas and Historical Cond1"t· · · 
J ·d · 1 lOmng m th R 1· · un .. 1ca Valu~s," Say_re, ed., Interpretations (op.cit.) e ea lZatron of the 

---, H_uman L1fe, Soc1ety and Law: Fundamentals f hp. 6 ~ 1 ff. 
in Latzn American Legal Philosophy, ed. by ]. L ~~n~ PhllosoJ:>hy of Law,'' 
Legal Philosophy Series, Cambridge, Mass., 1948 · ' Twentieth Century 

Max M. Laserson, "Positive and Natural Law and The1· C I . 
· ( · ) ff r orrc: at1ons " 1 tatzons op. czt. pp. 434 . ' rJterpre-

]crome Hall, "Concerning the Nature of Positive Law," Yale Law I 
( I 949) PP· 545-66 ournal, vol. 58 

\V. K. Frankcna, "The Concept of Universal Human R · h ., 
h I d h 1g ts, in Science r _ guage, and Htlman Rights, P i a elp ia 1952 • .Lan-

F. S. C. Northrop, "Contemporary Juris prudence and International L ., 
Law Journal, vol. 61 (1952) pp. 623 ff. aw, Yale 

---, "Ethical Relativism in the Light of Recent Legal Science" I 
Philosophy, vol. 52 ( 1955) pp. 649 ff. ' ournal of 

Helen Si~ving, "The Twilight Zone of Positive and Natural Law," California La 
Revzew, vol. 43 ( 1955) pp. 477 ff. w 

Edgar Bodenheimer, "Law as Order and Justice," /otlrnal of Public La I 
(1957) PP· 194ff. w, vo. 6 

Nattlral Law Forum, annually since 1956, all artidc:s, especially the followin . 
addition to those discussed in the text: g, m 

A. P. d'Entrcves, "The Case for Natural Law Re-Examined," Natural Law Fo 
) rnrn vol. I ( 1956 pp. 5-52 ' 

Myres S. McDougal, "Law as a Process of Decision: A Policy-Oriented App h 
L I S d , ·b ·d roac to ega tu y, 1 z ., pp. 53-72 

Vernon J. Bourke, "Two Apptoaches to Natural Law," ibid., pp. g2-g6 
George W. Constable, "The False Natural Law, Professor Goble's Straw M ., 

.b.d an, 
I I ., pp. 97-103 . 

George Nakhnikian, "Contemporary Ethical Theones and Jurisprudence" ·b .d 
vol. 2 ( 1957) pp. 4-40 (discusses the differences between naturalism, i~t ! .1 •• 

· · · d N K · · ) Ultlon. ism, non-cogmuv1sm, an eo- antlamsm 
Jacques Leclercq, "Suggestions for Clarify~ng Natural Law," ibid., pp. 64-87 
Helen Silving, "Positive Natural Law," ibzd., vol. 3 ( 1958) pp. 24-43 

Individual Countries 

United States 
B. F. Wright, American Interpretations of Natural Law, Cambridge, Mass 
Lon L. Fuller, "American Legal Philosophy at Mid-Century," /ou 1·nal 0 /'j]3 1 

Education, vol. 6 ( 1954) pp. 457 ff. gal 
Edgar Bodenheimer, "A Decade of Jurisprudence in the United States of Am . 

1946-1956," Natural Law Fomm, vol. 3 ( 1958) pp. 44-67 enca, 

Great Britain 
H. L. A. Hart, "Philosophy of Law and Jurisprudence in Britain ( 

American Journal of Comparative Law, vol. 2 ( 1953) pp. 33S ff. 1945-52 ),'' 
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Germany (in addition to Radhruch, \Volf, etc., cited in the text or notes) 
Helmut Coing, Die obersten Gru?ds<itzc des l?crhts, cu1 Vcrsuch ::ur Neu-

griindtmg des Naturrechts, I leJdelberg 1947 
Hans Wclzel, Naturrecht tmd mataw/c Gcrechtlgkcit, Giiuingen 1951 
Carl August Emge, T:'infiihrung in die N.crhtsphdosopluc, Frankfurt I9'J5 . .. 
Thomas Wurtenberger, reports on c;erman writings since ICJ49· /Jrchtv /t~r 

Rechts- und Sozialphilosophie, vol. 38 ( 1949), pp. 98-138, vol. 40 ( 195 2 ) 

PP· 576-97, vol. 4' (1954) PP· 58-87 
Freiherr von der I-Ieydte, "Natural Law Tendencies in Contempor;uy German 

Jurisprudence," Natural Law Forum' vol. I ( 195G) PP· II 5-21 

Italy (in addition to Del Vecchio's writings, cited in Chapter VIII, Section c;) 
Guido Fasso "Natural Law in Italy in the Past Ten Years," Natural Low Forum, 

vol. I (; 956) pp. 122-34 

France and Belgium . 
J. Charmont La renaissance du droll nature/, Montpellier 1910 
Louis Le Fu~, Les grands probl~mes d~ droit, Paris 1937 
Jean Hacscrt Theorie generate dtl droll, Brussels , 948 
Marc Rcglad~, Valeur sociale ct conapt_s iuri~iqucs, Paris 1950 
Paul Roubier, Thcoric gcncralc ~u droll, Pa_ns 1946, 2nd ed., , 952 
Georges Ripert, us forces crtatrras du. droll: _Paris , 955 . 
Georges Gurvitch, "Droit naturcl ou droit pos1t1f intuitif," Ard1ives de philosophte 

du droit et de sociologic, vol. 3 ( 1933) PP· 55 ff. 
Barna Horvath, "Social Value and _Reality in Current French Legal Thought," 

American Journal of Compa:atltlc Law, vol. I ( 1952) pp. 243-55 
Rene Thcry, "Ten Years of the Philosophy of Law in France,'' Natura/ Low Forum, 

Vol. I ( I956) pp. I04-14 

Latin-American Countries . 
Josef L. Kunz "Latin-American Philosophy of Law in the Twentieth Century," 

. New York U nivcrsity Law Qt~artcrly_ Rcvciw, vol. 24 ( I949) pp. 282 ff. 
Luis Rccasens-Siches, "Juridical Axwlogy m Ibero-America," Natural Low Forum, 

Vol. 3 (I 958) PP· I 35-69 

NOTES TO CHAPTER IX 

(Factual Links Between Is and Ought) 

Section 3· Ought We To Obey God? And If So, Wily? Both questions 
:~Und silly, and for good reason as w~ shall sec. But if they be asked, what 
~ We to answer? Kelsen has made It a special point that we cannot logi­

ca .. t derive our duty to obey God from God's own commandment but need 
~- asic norm" other than God's word for reaching that conclusion He calls 

1 15'. logically postulated, norm "the basic norm of theology" (. W !lat Is 
ttstzce? · · istenc ld b · · 

failed Pp. 26o, 354). H1s .. ms , e wou. . e correct 1f the two questiOns 
sta to contain the term God or used It In an uncommon sense for in­
clu~~':; that of a~ ancient godhe_ad, or of any type ~f suprahuman b~ing, in­
wh h g a Satanic one. Then, mdeed, as shown m the text, the question 

et er and why we ought to obey such a being's commands would make 
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sense, and could not logically be answered b £ 
d H y mere re erence to th . • own war s. owever the usual meanJ· f h at entity s 

· · ' ng 0 t e term "G d" · h desJgnatmg the one godhead whose will slzo ld b d o Is t at of 
I d 0 h . u e one. The Ii k b s an ug t, therefore, IS already presuppo d h n etween 
"G d " Th " se 'v en \ve apply th o . e sentence, We ought to obey G d , h . e term 

h . 0 ' t en, Is tautol · 1 I means: we aug t to obey him whom we ought t b ogJca · t 
obey him because, calling him "God," we have ala odey. And .we ought to 

I b h . . rea Y recogmzed th oug 1t too ey 1m. We can meamngfully ask "Wh d . at we 
h . ' Y o you thmk th t h 

and sue c?mmandment has been g1ven by God?" Or, "Wh do a s~c 
who gave It God?" Or, "Why do you believe that there . y G Jou call him 
God is real?" But we cannot meaningfully ask "Wh Is a h 0 at all, that 
mandments be obeyed?" It is just like asking '"Is a cyhao.ug t hG~d's com-

. , Jr a c aJr ?" Th 
Gulf Doctnne tends to obscure the real problem here W · . e 

. . . e are makmg 
factual statement rather than drawmg a logical conclusion whe a 
there is a God. And after making it we can no longer mean· we£ slaly that 

. mng u y k 
whether we ought to obey him because we have already accept d h as 

· h" e t at b callmg 1m thus. Y 

Section 4· Ouglzt We To Obey the Inner Voice? And If So, W/z ? T 
logical problem here is similar, but not identical. Northrop (op cit y he 

d h · ., pp. 28o 
284) blames Kant, G. E. Moore, Urban, an ot ers for having succumbed 
to the fallacy of deducing an Ought from an Is when they tried to mak h 
sense of intrinsic goodness which man actually feels a criterion for the e tde 

h · 1 1 · I 1 h · goo -ness he ouglzt to lzave. From t e stnct y ogiCa ang e t IS objection i 
. h f G d' s cor-rect. Nor can we say here, as 111 t e case o o s command, that we h d 

already recognized the obligation by using the term "God." But here a 
the objection loses weight if emphasis is shifted to the factual link bet' too, 

f . h . ) . 1 ween 
Is and Ought to be ound m the (hypot ettc umversa presence of a f l 
ing of moral obligations in human beings. The logical function of th l~ek-

1 . h . e In 
may be explained as follows: Logic dea s wn meanmg. Reference to th 
inner voice (a merely pictorial term) means that, as a matter of /act w de 
feel an urge to do a thing as tlzat tuhicft ought to be done. The;e i; 0 

logical fallacy, then, involved in the statemen~ that "according to the feeli~o 
of that inner urge, what is commanded by 1t ought to be done." But hg 

· · flh te question wlzy it ought to be done remams meanmg u ere, as it h 
. . h b as not 

been preempted by the terms used. Th1s quesuon as een discussed h 
£ . , t ere-
ore, 111 the text. 

Section 5· Readings of tlze Inner Voice. Kant (Die Religion . . l . 
defined "conscience" as a type of "consciousness tha~ is a duty to it~el~~;c~t.) 
a consciousness which to have is a duty of the consciOusness itself B ' I.e., 
how is it possible that we can form an idea of such a thing (sich · . e asked 
zu den ken). In the course of his reflections on this question he e~n to~ches 
be a moral principle "which needs no proof" that one should da e d 1t to 
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at the risk that it is morally wrong. Therefore, he said, it is man's absolute 
(unbedingte, unconditional) duty in acting to have the consciousness that 
the action is morally right (reclzt). It is not necessary, he added, that I kn~w 
of all possible actions whether they arc right or wrong; hut of that actt~n 
which I am about to take "I must not alone judge and opine, hut he ccrtam 
that it is not wrong." This is a postulate of conscience, he said, to which 
"Probabilism" is opposed, which holds that the mere opinion that my action 
may be right ( !(Iinne f{lfJhl n·clzt scin) is enough for action. All this makes 
edifying reading. But if a man in a responsible public position tried to follow 
Kant's maxim literally (that is, dare nothing at the risk that it is morally 
wrcmg) he could in many situations neither act nor abstain from action, as 
it is often flfJt "apodictically certain" whether the action or its omission is 
morally right. Who acts, sins, it has been said; but he who is responsible 
may sin also when he fails to act. Such is life on earth. 1 

. C. I. Lewis (Analysis, p. 4~h) wrote that a moral sense may be "presumed" 
In humans, and that "where it exists" it may he clarified to mean that no 
rule of action is right "except one which is right in all instances, and there­
fore right f(}r everyone." Such interpretation would include the principle 
that all human beings arc to he treated as equal, in line with Nelson's inter­
pn:tati(}n of the moral sense (sec Chapter VIII, Section 2). But Lewis, unlike 
St. Paul, Kant, and Nelson, did not W 1 so far as to contend apodictically 
~.hat all human beings do have a moral sense; he only said that this may be 
presumed," adding that if the moral s~nse is lacking then moral argument 

on any principk 0 f action would be pomtlcss. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER X 

(Universal Postulates) 

S!z~rtcomings of t!1e Current Treatment. ~ny honest analysis of the recent 
revival of Natural-Law ideas (sec, cspectally, Chapter vm, Sections 4• 5• 
~nd the notes thereto, above) tends to show that there arc relatively few be­
h~vers in moral laws of nature tod~y who do not base their acceptance, 
directly or indirectly, on the assumptwn_ of supra-human divine forces; but 
W~o seriously try to find mora~ laws 1 ~ nature itself irrespective of the 
;;lstence of divine forces and wtthout being guilty of fallacious reasoning. 

hese few apostles of a strictly secular Natural Law always end up-though 
~:nerally only after a long ~ctour around the history of ideas-by pointing 
th one or both of the followwg t~o avenues of approach. The one leads to 
su~·:rea of poena natura/is, ~hat IS,. ~f the self-avenging laws of conduct, a 
the 1 ct of study whose scienufic legi~Imacy no one denies (see Chapter xu); 

, other, to inquiries about the umversal character of certain types of hu-
See on th" h profound article b H h .. . 

and the E . Is Problem aho t c (i ( Y ans J. Morgcnt au, The Evil of Poliucs 
thlcs of Evil," EtiJi<.r. ,.,). '5 ' 94 ~) flp. I fT. 
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man reactions or of human ways of th" k" 
10 mg and f I" h . present chapter. This outcome is cha . . cc mg, t e subJect of the 

bl . h d . ractensttc also of 
pu IS e In the new American periodi I T' most of the studies 

AI I h h ca' ne Natural L F 1 t lOUg t e general con vergence u h acu oru 111. 
"d f b h pon t esc two a h f SI e o ot adherents and opponents of sec I N . pproac es rom the 

II f . . . . u ar atural L , 
we or a posstble conciliation of views t I _a,, seen1s to augur 

' wo s 1oncom · h literature on universal features of humanity- mgs In t e recent 
· · · our present to · · 

for cnticism and regret. The first is that almost II h ptc-gtvc cause 
h I . a aut ors leav . l more t an t 1e general assertion that there are s h . · e us \VIt 1 no 

. . uc un1 vers·1l el · human reactions, clements that Imply moral laws of d · . enlents In 
I . . con uct Without . what t 1cy arc. As I have emphasized m the text the t' h ' saytng 
. . ' In1e as con1e t1 h generalities should no longer be allowed to pass as ad . _1at sue 

. . equate sctcnttfi 
tnbutions; scholars should finally settle down to the b . lC con-

. usmess of fi I" 
out wlwt these umversal elements are, and what our evt"d . I lnc mg 

. ence Is t lat th arc um versa I. · ey 

The second, and more serious, shortcoming is that many auth 
think they can logically deduce from the fact that all human b ~rs seem to 

. . "f . d . ' etngs resent certain actions 1 committe agamst tnemselves the inference th 
forbids such actions against otlzers. This is fallacious since it at nature 

d I . f presuppose 
what was to be demonstrate . The on y In erence logically permitted . s 

h · l'k I · h · Is that sue actiOns arc 1 ·e y to meet w1t resistance, and possibly ,,,·th 
1 revolt 

revolution, and revenge (sec above, notes to Chapter VI 5 b La II ' 
. ' ' , SS\Ve ) 

That for this reason they should not be undertaken even if the actino- · 
l h .1 f I b agent is strong enough to suppress t 1e ostl c orces oosed against him doe 

follow logically unless the principle of human equality or of e(]Ual d's l~ot 
· · I d Th. k · · I Ignny of all men IS previous v accepte . IS ·ey pnnctp e cannot be der· d 

. · . . . tve as 
obligatory from nature dtrectly Without reference either to divine will 
l · · I d · · h f h h or to 11stonca etermmatiO~ on t c part o t e uman race or of sections of it 
(sec Chapter vm, Sectton 2). 

Impartiality. The two postulates of truth (veracity) a~d of equal treatment 
of what is equal under the accepted syste~ ~f values Imply, as one of the· 
various derivatives, the postulate of impartiality. Paul Kecskemeti plac 1

1r 
. . I' ' cs t le 

latter concept in the foreground, calling tmpartla tty even "tlze formal . 
ciplc of justice," the only principle that is unalterable (Meaning CPnn-

. · · H6 ) 0 · onz_ m~mtct~tiO.n, and Value, Chtcago_ 1952, PP· 2 '312 · nth: significance of 
this pnnciplc we are, of course, m full agreement. But I thtnk it irn 

l f · · 1. · P0 rtant that the two postulates from which t 1at o Impartia ny Is a mere 1 . . 
. . . t· c envativc 

arc listed separately. As a matter of logtc, tmpartta ny even presupp 
. . I h b oses th acceptance of one or several pnnctp cs t at are to e applied with . e 

tiality. It has been the thesis of this chapter that a number nf such . 1 ~Par­
are universally associ::ned with justice. They go beyond imr)art·. l~nnctples 

r ta nv. 
'Sec, for example, the article, In d'EntrcH'' in vol. r. I'· 45. and by Nakhnik'· 

tan, val. , 
-. p. 34. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER XI 

(Truth) 

Sutions 1 to 3· Trutlz in Science and in Justice. The subject of tl_1is ~hapter 
is not whether the pursuit of truth i'i a postulate nf sciena-wl11ch ~~ gen­
erally recognized; sec Chapters v1, Section 2 (Rickert), and VII, SectJOns I 

and 2 (Dewey, Strauss)-but whether it is a postulate of justice. \Vithin 
science, truth has frequently been called even an "absolute" value. In line 
with this emphasis, Kecskemeti has recently declared it to he a complete 
misunderstanding that "the scicntiflc~attitudc excludes all absolutes." On the 
contrary, he writes, "it is based on an absolute" (op.cit., p. )12). \Vhether 
the term "absolute" is here in order can well he questioned, even with rc:­
?ard to science. All that can he said with certainty is that the term "science" 
Is conventionally used exclusively for activities that pursue truth. This con­
~ention is obviously useful, and even necessary, for the systematic explora­
tiOn of truth. But that docs not make the requirement of truth an "absolute" 
value. It could even he questioned whether the pursuit of truth in every 
sphere of human interests is universally held to be a top value. In the case 
of justice, however, it is the stated assumption of the present chapter that 
the postulate of truth (veracity) is a universal clement of human feeling 
and thinking. 

~ection 4· The White Lie. Plato ~upplies another illustration of a white 
he. He taught that the most just llfc was also most pleasant (sec Chapter 
~n.' Section 4 c), hut recommended t~at the government should say so even 
If It Were not true; this would be a useful lie" (Laws, 662 b). Kclsen, re­
ferri?g to this passage, suggests that the Natural-Law doctrine, although he 
considers it untrue, might he allowed to pass as a useful lie. W rotc he: "That 
the natural-law doctrine, as it pretends, is able to determine in an objective 
~ay what is J·ust, is a lie; but those who consider it useful may make use of 
It I . ? as ?fa useful lie" (What Is ustzce P· 173; see also pp. 6 and 376). At 
l~ast tn Kelscn's example, however, the word "lie" is not appropriately used, 
stnce those who teach the Natural-Law doctrine unquestionably do so in 
good faith. Nor can anyone prove that they arc wrong; only, they are unable 
to Prove that they arc right, because of the metaphysical factors involved. 

~~ditional Literature. Giorgio del Vecchio, "Truth and Untruth in Morah 
N~wLaw," in Paul Sayre, ed., Interpretations of Modern Legal Philosoplzies, 

York 1947• PP· 143 ff. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER XII 

(Impossibility) 

Section I. Necessity and Freedom, Additional L ·1 
1 erature 

Lyman Bryson, Science and Freedom, New York I 94 
Frank H. Knight, Freedom and Reform, New York ? 
John D. Bernal, The Freedom of Necessity, London I 947 
Michael Polanyi, The Logic of Liberty, London I 95 I 949 

Section 4 (b). Self-avenging Laws of Conduct. George C I" 
d 1 h. . . d I h at In seems to ha ha mere y t ts category m mm , w 1en e declared that .. h. ve 

atcly needs a revival of Natural Law" (see above notes to Ct 11s age desper-
) 1 h f ' 1apter v1 Se tion 5 . For 1e proposes no more t an urther inquiry into .. .' c-

1 f b I · " h" h " · · d recogfilzable ru es o e 1avtor, w tc are emptnc an can be tested" a d .. 
broken at will," but only on condition that "the penalty will b~ -~~? be 
thinks that a rule of this kind will be observed "also as a mor;t1 •1 He 
moral norm." ("Political Theory: What Is It?'" Political Science Q ru e or 

I ( ) Th d " I , . . I" . ttarterlv vo . 72 1957 pp. 21, 22. e wor a so ts lta tctzed in the original.) /' 

Hesiod. Historically, the doctrine that all evil conduct entails its 
. . . b natural 

Penalty recetved perhaps tts strongest express10n y one of its earl" 
test an­

nouncers, Hesiod, who long before Socrates and Plato warned: "He d 
mischief to himself who does mischief to another, and evil planning h oes 

I Wh. arms 
the plotter most" (Works and Arts, Eve yn- tte tr., Loeb ed., p. 265). 

Section 4 (c). Hedonism. Aristotle, like Socrates and Plato taught th 
virtuous man could ever_ be unhappy; but unlike his predecessors he a~d n~ 
the realistic proviso that m order to be happy a man must also have suffi . e 

I , W l 1 J . ? ctent earthly goods. See Ke sen s comment, tWt s usttce p. r x6. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER XIII 

(Political Science and the Belief in God) 

Section I. Metaphysical Foundations of Democracy? See also T. D. Weldon 
The Vocabulary of Politics (1953) P· 97· ' 

Section 2. Scientifically Verifiable Religions? Northrop ( op.cit 
I · · · 1· · d ., P· roo) describes oriental religions as pure y emptnsttc, tmtte to irnrn d. 

h · Th ""d "f h o· · " h "th h " e tate ap pre ens10n. ey 1 entt y t e tvme, e says, Wt t e timeless . -
entiated aesthetic continuum" (see notes to Chapter r, Section Undtffer­
On this ground he calls these religions "scientifically verifiable , ~ above). 

· Ut what 
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is scientifically verifiable here is only the fact th:tt the anthetic continuum is 
there and that it is being worshipped, not th:1t it i\ "divine." 

Argumt·nts from Lil(dilwod. In view of the gre:Jt number of conceivable 
variants of human ideas about the nature of c;~,d. I have limited discussion 
of scientific likcliho(}d to the (}nc alternative cJf \\'hcthcr or not there is :1 

supra-human being capal>k of thinking, pbnning. and acting. My thesis 
was th:n no greater likclilwod could he ;1ssigned in scientific terms to one or 
the other side of this alternative. lmtead of \topping here, we may. of 
course, make the concept of the "thinking-planning-acting" c;od more 
specific, and then repeat the question. :\ftt:r re;1ding :111 abridged version 
rJf my present chapter 1 the ( ;errnan phillJsophcr, Professor Theodor Litt 
(Bonn), wrote to me: "It all depends on what Ullllelll the respective idea of 
God has. It can be VJ conceived that th<:re arc no contr:Idictions between it 
and man's workl-imrn:1ncnt experiences. Then your 'fifty-lifty' holds. It is 
different when the idea's content involves such a colli\ion. Illustration: the 
'hyprJthesis' of an 'all-bciH:voknt' (allgutJ.gcn) Cod seems to me to collide 
strongly with CJUr worldly experiences. Faith docs not mind this. But can 
.~cience, too, disregard such contradiction? Or must it not hold this contra­
dictirm against an idea of God which has this content;":.! Similar differen­
tiations between more or less plausible idt:as of God's nature can be fre­
quently encountered ( s<:e the rd <:rences to Macl vcr and Einstein in the 
text). A. N. Whitehead (op.c11 .. P· 2 5X) complains th:n an unfortunate habit 
has prevailed among medieval and modern professors of paying God 
''metaphysical compliments." If Go.d is ~onceived as the all-powerful creator 
rJf the world and of the metaphysical situation, so Whitehead argues, then 
there can be no alternative except "to discern in Him the origin of all evil 
as_ well as of all good." He is the.n "the supreme author of the play, and to 
Him must therefore be ascribed Its shortcomings as well as its success." If, 
c~n the other hand, God be conc~iv~d only as "the supreme ground for 
limitation," i.e., especially of limllallr~n. through ethical commandments, 
then it stands "in His very nature to divide the Good from the Evil and to 
establish Reason 'within her dominion supreme.'" 

. Now, the relevant question in our present context is not which of several 
Ideas of God is more likely to be true than others, but whether it is sci­
entifically more likely that no thinking-planning-acting God exists at all 
tha_n "such a one" or any other Deity capable of t~.inking, planning and 
act . If , 

lng. These are different questions. ' nonetheless, I should allow myself 
to he d "d ld h · that i rawn i~t? a de~ate. on ~or~ concrete I cas, I wou esitate to admit 

n appra1s1ng sczenttfic likelihood we could, even then, legitimately 

'"Cotte . . . . 
fur R.~ s latenter Platz in der poltuschcn 1 hcone dc:s zwanzigstcn )ahrhunderts," z~itschrift 

• Q clus- und Sozialpllilosoplli~. vol. 42 ( 1<)56) pp. 465-71L 
Uoted b 

Y Permi,sion. 
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make the distinction Litt, Whitehead and oth . d' 
T h f 1 ' ers m 1cate should b e act t lat events often look bewild · I . e made. 
h d fi · I . . enng Y unJust and 1 

5 ows e mte y, 1t 1s true, that if th · . crue to men 
"k. d" . h , ere IS an all-powcrtul G d h . 

·m m t e human everyday sense of th' 0 , e 1s not 
f . IS term, and this . b . 

type o reasomng that has motivated man I Is 0 vwusly a 
benevolent character, or his power or will toy. peopf e to. doubt God's all-

h . . mter ere wah hu 
or 1s ex1stence altogether. As John Stuart Mill p . h II _man events, 

ut 1t c a eng I . years ago: mg Y nmety 

If, instead of the "glad tidings" that there exists a Bein · h 
lencies which the highest human mind can conceive exist ~ 10 ,t om _all the excel­
to us, I am informed that the world is ruled by a bei~g who1sea t e~bree Inconceivable 

h h I a tn utes a · fi . but w at t ey are we cannot earn, nor what are the principles f h. re 10 ntte, 
except that "t?e highest hu~an moralit_y which we arc capable ~sf gover~n~en~! 
does not sancuon them; convmce me of tt, and I will bear my fat ~once1v1ng 
when I am told I must believe this and at the same time call this b ~s blay · But 
which express and affirm the highest human morality, I say in pia _etng Y names 
will not. Whatever power such a being may have over me ther~n .terms that I 

h. h h h II d h h II II ' IS one th · w. 1c e s a _no~ o; e s a not compe me to worship him. I wiU tng 
betng good, who IS not what I mean when I apply that epithet to call no 
creatures; and if such a being can sentence me to hell for so calling h r;ny fellow_ 
I will go.3 1rn, to hell 

But this linguistic (semantic) refusal to apply the human term "k· , 
" d" h D . d d' f h 1· · 1nd or goo to t e eny oes not 1spose o t e re 1gwus counter-arg 

. . II ument 
that events ~a~ gam another aspect ~f an_ a -powerful Go~ permits them 
to happen w1thm a _plan that exten~s mfimtely _beyond the mdividual's life­
span on earth and mcludes the des1gn of keepmg men aware that e hi 
happiness is precarious, of stirring their moral will to care for theiran Y 
virtues and for helping their suffering fellow-creatures rather than I ko~vn 

. . oo ·1ng 
after pleasures, and of grantmg those who suffer unJustly inner co f 

. h 1 morts 
(see Chapter XII, Section 4, c) and even eaven y rewards. This is wh 

I. · h at most re 1gwns teac . 
On the strictly scientific level (scientia transmissibilis) I can conced 

conclusive disturbance of the "fifty-fifty" balance only when science e a 
point to such faults in religious arguing as a gross lack of proportion ~~ 
tween ideas of God's greatness, wisdom, and power on one side and t .. el 

' nv1a 
acts, such as table-rapping, appearance of ghosts under ridiculous c1· . £ d b . . rcum-
stances (and only then), or _t~uchmg o . woo. emg r~qUI~ed to aven evil 
on the other. Whenever reltgwus teachmg vwlates th1s sctentific p l ' 

. "f h ostu ate of adequate proportions, then we can class1 y t e correspondence of 
creed with reality as scientifically unlikely. We may also, of course such a 
in a critical analysis of the historical or psychological origins and ' engage 

sources f particular teachings. o 

3 John Stuart Mill, An Examination of Sir William Hamiltorl's Philosoph 
pp. 123-24. See Nagel ed., pp. xxx, xxxi, note. y, London 1867 

' 
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Additional Literature: Charks Hartshorn<:, Alan's Vision of c;od and tlz~ 
L . Cl I H 1 1 \ 1 :. L. Reese (ed.), ogzc of Theism, Chicago 1941; 1ar es arts 10rne anl v 

Philosophers Spea!( of God, Chicago 1953 

Distribution of Believers and Nonbelievers. Questionnaires have sometimes 
been applied in res<:arch on religious attitu.les, but none that have come to 
my knowledge have tri<:d to form the cat<:gori<:s listed in Section 2 of the 
text. Harvard undergraduat<:s were asked in I<J57 whether some religion or 
faith was necessary to their philosophies of life. Sixty percent replied that 
it was, tW<:nty-thr<:<.: p<:rcent that it w.1s not (The New ~~uri( Times, March 
26, 1957). Th<.:se figures gibe well with my .own estimates given in the text: 
but the questions asked were too difT<:rent from mine to permit valid con­
clusions. Som<:on<.: may consider religion nec<:ssary for his philosophy of life 
without himself b<.:ing able to believe. There is a story of two famous Chris­
~ian theologians dt:bating intricate d<.:tails of their religion when one of them 
Interrupted the running argum<:nt wah the question, "Say, why don't you 
believe in God?" 

Section 3· Unhraclu·ting tht· Divint· Altanativt·. The following passage from 
Whitehead's Science in tht· Modern World (p. 275) may serve to illustrate 
what I have called the irrepressible nature of metaphysical longings: 

Religion is the vision of something which _stanus beyonJ, bchinJ, and within, 
the passing flux of irnmcJ!ate. thmgs; sorncth1_ng which is real, anJ yet waiting to 
be realizeu; something wluch IS ~remote poss1bllity, and yet the greatest of present 
facts; something that gives n_Kanmg to all that passes anJ yet cluJes apprehension; 
SO~cthing whose possession IS the final good, anJ yet is beyond all reach; something 
which is the ultimate ideal, and the hopeless quest. 

The immediate reaction of human ~ature to the religious vision is worship .... 
Th_c vision claims nothing but wo~slup; and Worship is a surrender to the claim for 
assimilation, urgeJ with the mouvc force of mutual love. 

~ection 4· Pascal's Wager. The concludin_g lines of the little German poem 
Inserted in the text may remind the erudite reader of Pascal's wager. Pascal 
argued that, since we must choose between believing either that God does 
?r that he does not exist we had best wager he does, because then we gain all 
•£ We win and lose nothing if we lose. But this is not the essential point of my 
Gerrnan stanza. A belief based merely on such opportunistic calculations 
Would never yield subjective "certainty." My intention was, rather to point 
OUt h f 1' . ' 

. t e human capacity of ee mg certamty and doubt at tlze same time in 
d1ffe Th 'd · · · · ' 
h rent layers of the ego. e aCl mqu1s1t1veness of the doubting part of 

t e e . . 
d go and the carefree certamty, m some cases even jubilance, of the confi-

ent part may both be present simultaneously, neither quite to be suppressed. 
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con()" ' d · · Jet, between positive law an JUstice, 

I36tf, 319ff 357ff· between val~. 154• 
222tf • • d • 268; compared to ancient go s, 229· 
Scoco al . . 

con . so JUStice values 
n~JSseurs, 290 

consc:1e 
d nee, 224ff, 254, :z85n, 375• 

orn of, 313; collective juridical, 

567f: free-
391; good, 

co~s~~; oversensitiveness of, 437 
cons tous, 54n; of something, 38o 

ensus, 278, 351£ 360• See also agree-
ment • 

consent f h 
Conseq ' 0 t e governed, 560 

232,uences, 9. 32, 59. g6tf, I9I• 224, ~28, 
158 354, 268f, 333 3 69, 48 5 ; and nsks, 

• 362· d . • d 264 of di . ' . estred and undesirc: • • 559: 
scnrnmations, 312 ; of ideas, 48o; of 

ingratitude :.nd inccst (Socrates), 432. Su 
also n·.b 

comc:n:llion, of c:nc:rgy,. 534 
COil'o("T\'3tJ',nl, (ori\Cr\';111\'e, I 52, 156, 304, 

5<HJ0 
Cflll'.t.lncy of the ~pcci.,~. 'i4n 
C<Jinll!ute (Ill oh•c:rvalion), 378 
"cnn•.tJtut"d Coll(CJ't'," I j6 
cow.t 1tut 10 ual, clau,c•, CJO; guaramies, 442; 

Jimit:llwm of autoaatic power, 443 
con,.titutinrn, and lc.1dcnhip, 4Q5 

c•msuhjcc!lvJt)', .B• 99· 290, ·181 
"c<•nstructcd typc~." r I I 

contcmplatJon, 131, _lQ·I· ·1(,5 
content an.1lysi·., 4(jf, j8Q 

Continc:nt:tl, school of ~aiUral Law, 429 
cnnrinuit~·. ::~nd ,Ji,,uncuon, 54n 
continuous occurrence, :tnd causality, 79 
contr:tct, 1-19; freedom of, 322; with the 

devil, 410 
contradiction, in opinions or e\·alu:ttions, 132, 

279; in fact, 4 21 

"cont_r~r}'·to-fact conditional staternents," 523 
contrnwn, -137 
control, 3·ISIT; of prices, 400; of monopolies, 

445· Su also ~pan of control 
conventions, 297, 540 
conversation, imtcad of formal interview, 505 
co-operation, J.pf, 562 
corporal, punishment, 45 
correcting propositions, 29, 93 
correspondence theory of truth, 49fT, 507 
corroboration, 52 
corrupt, corruption, 5, 438 
corruptibility, impossible to eradicate, 425 
cortex, 210, 294, 407 
cosmic demand, 283f 
cosmology, 196 
cost, of choice in valuation, 224. Scot also con-

sequences, by-products 
courage, 155 ; in scholar, 31 
creation, 351 
creative, mind, 31; evolution, 86; forces, 

317 
creator, 83, 87£, 104, 282, 288, 306, 463, 470 
crime, 5, 265 
criminal code, German, 239 
crisis, of pol iticaJ theory, 5ff, 9, I 4, 490 
crud, punishment, 7 
cruelty, 265 
cue, 511 
culpa-causation, go 
cultural, science, 213; history, 272; values, 

422 
culture 150, 154· 156, 213, 304, 348£, 392; 

distinguished from civilization, 348£, 352; 
philosophy of, 330 

customs, 297 

sB6 
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Damascus, 1 77 
Darwinism, 83f, x89f, 46s, 474 
data, statistical, s 47 
death, life after, z8o 
Decalogue, JOJ. See also ten commandments 
deception, 381 
decision-making, s8, SI4 
Declaration of Indc:pc:ndc:nce, 306; of the 

rights of men, x6o 
deductive, reasoning, 29, ss. 91f, 199, zox, 

522. See also logic 
definition, 399. sxof; of justice, 397 
deification, of natural evolution, 334 
deity, 384, 463. See also God 
dcmiurgc:, 37I 
democracy, 179, 229, 249, 277, 336f, 444, 

562; perils of, 189; myth of, 251; and 
relativism, 337f, 549; breakdown of, 438; 
lack of stability, 440; alternative to, 440; 
and communism, 444ff; and socialism, 
446ff, and capitalism, 450; and belief in 
God, 4s6ff; attitudes necessary for its func-... 
uomng, 457 

democratic, 304; principles in U.S., 2.p; ideals 
and nationalism, 344; procedures, 446; 
limitations, 450; socialism, possibility of, 
45Iff 

democrats, I S6 
demon, 229, 2S4 
denominator, I 69 
denotion, s I o 
departments, smaller, 496 
depth, interviewing, 4I; of perspective, 479 
description, 28, 38ff, 395· 500; is no theory, 

15, 66, 1 II; vs arbitrary definition, 395ff 
descriptive, sociology, 173 
desirable, 3, 204f, 224, 269, 369; distinguished 

from desired, 205, 224n, 247, 369, 539 
desired, 146, 204£, 224; consequences, 224, 

264 
desires, 269. See also desirable, desired 
despotism, 277, 337 
destiny, of man, 282 
determination, existential (S~insg~brmd~nh~it) 

and situational (Situationsg~btmd~nh~it), 
300 

dc:vc:lopmc:nt, right to, 3IS; forms of, 334; 
models, I I 2 

dialectic, conflicts among values, 236 (se~ 
values); process of history, 349 

dice, casting of, sx6ff 
dictator, dictatorship, 97• 389, 438, 447; and 

planning, 450f 
dictatorial, value judgments, 159; regimes, 

implied evils of, 337; transition to, 437; 
vanguard of proletariat, 449 

differentiations, 308; in observation, 504 
dignity, ISO, 360o, s69 

discipline, ISS 
discoveries, 290 
discriminations, 3 6 

3 • 409; consequences 3I2 0~ 
d!siunctivc:, 102 
d~sordc:r, 1s 5 
d~s~urbancc:, 43 
divmc:, 4IS 48"'· d I . • -, · a ternauve, 87£ 62 

473, 478, 574 · forces 8 ' 4 • 464, 
406, 432, 48o: 483£ ' ~· 145. 29of, 332, 
IJ6, I38, I83 3"'I • ;5-, 56I, 568; law, 
right of king;, ;6~; 3 ;t!'nJ~;;;s,origi~, 3~6; 

. 138, 140, 167; recognition of 55o, Will, 
dl\·orcc:, I 44 206 3., I 6 the d., 3 I o 
d . • . • - • 32 

octnnal, moralism 1 ,...1 
"d • " o good and avoid evil " 
dogma , • 322 

'. 5• .9• I5ts, 30S, 475; latent 
dogmauc, mfluc:ncc:s, 1 66· b 1. f • 240, 362 
d ' " ' C: IC: • 3IS on11ees, ratronal~s and id • 1 d b 68£ 6 ea es, 326£ ou t, I • 4 6; and certainty 6 
doubting atheists, 466, 476, 48' 47 
dragon god, 37I 3 
Drc:)·fus c-.. se, 408 
drives, 81 
duty, I 54£; and possibilit)" 421 £. t 1. h 8 ' • 0 IVC: \V" h ot ers, 2 4; toward the nati It on, 323 

East, and West, synthesis, 553 
Ea~tern, philosophies, 504 , 553 
echpses, and revivals of Natural-Law 

I40; see also Natural Law ideas, 
economil:, man, 109; equality, 157 

fr ed 6 d. . • 41I, 4"'6f· e. o~, 3I.; con 1t1ons, 426 - • 
leg1sl~uon, Simplified, 452 ' 457, 486; 

economics, 426 
education, 437, 452, 554 

. ~ffc:ct, 363, 484. See also ca · 
usauon, consc:-quc:ncc:s 

"effecting a cause," 81 
ego, 379 
eidetic reduction, 379f 
eidos, 379 
Einfa/1 (good idea), 230 
c:lections, s. 6s, 253. 495" syste f 

f . • ms o, 17 95, 522; o ch1c:f of state, 95. 1 . • 90, 
253 • ana YSls of, 

electron, 87, 512 
c:litc:s, 22, 58, 514, 546 
emancipation, of women 384 
emergent, 86 ' 
empirical, validity, so· propos"lt. 

th 8 . • Ions 6xn· h po eses, 17 ; reahsm, 208· r ' • Y-
evidence, 371 ' esearch, 240, 

empiricism, 165, 179, 487 • 1 
comparative, 395 ' anguage of, x8o; 

end-in-himself (man), 376 
endowed with reason, 309 
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enrl~. of govt-rnmt-nt, 3· Srr abo gnaJ.., pur-
jl(J\es 

"enduring enritie,," k(j 

enemies, r 2.1 
England, revolutinn of, r (jkH, 44 1; Marx anrl 

Lenin about '<>C>ali·.m in, ·1•1(jf 
enlightenment, age of, i"(j 
en\lavemenr, 7 
entelechy, 82f 
envir"nrnent, r 22 

"epi\lernie c<,rrclatirm," 5 I 2 
epi\lle, to the Corinrhiam, 472 
equal, "e,\entially," 307, 312, 156, ~~H. -~(jl; 

dignity, 3oH; treatment of what I' equal, 
255, 305, 3 12, 3 _1r,, -~ 5 H, ;r.'J, y;r., o~li6. Sri­
aha equality 

equalitarian, 151, 174, 11i;, 3"-l• 3'1"· 411 
equality, meaning of, 152, jill· V>5fl. 31n, 

335, 427; a~ a fact, I""· 3''5fl, _;.,Hf, _lin, 
312, 35!1f, 3r, 1; a•. an idea, 305; a' a value, 
3'•t:i; a\ an aim or ideal, ·lo I l I • IS I, 151J, 
3'>3, y,5f, _32 j, BS· ;slif, 3'•'1• !'J6, 427, 
45<>, 4!1(,, 5i'J· 5(j'J: hdore the law, 7· 45_2; 
and freedom, 1_11 , 301 , jlj, 427; economiC, 
151, 411, 426f; impl>\\Jh)e tl> e\tabiJ·.h, 312, 
426; implied a\ a prerru·.e, I :zlitf, _i5sf; 
literature, 55 8 

equiliuriurn, 22, 58, 5 I j 

er,atz-religion, 474 
e\cape\, pu,fe,\i<>nal, 1 off 
rss.: t:Sl Pt:rcipi, 547 
e\\ence, 79 , 310, 379 ; Wt:ull, 37'); of truth, 

316 
essential, 3o6; aims of Natural-Law schools, 

3 3J. St:t: also equal 
eternal vigilance, 339 ; condemnation, 37 3; 

>:outh, 420 
ethaca), standards alterable, I 8H; neutrality, 

"'' . · I , ,1 3"2 · tla•re-_, '• scaence, 217; va ues, 2!) • ~ • 

garded, 334 , 546f; insight irreversahle, 29 1_; 
e_volution, 303 , 334 ; naturalist, 303 :_ ~oh­
taon 335 d · 6o 367. impossabalat)', 

' ; U tJCS, 3 t ' 

~25, 429, 43 r. Su also values, Ought 
cth1cs, 117ff Ic 8 382 . ancl Golden Rule, 

356 • !) • • 

cu~aimonism, 434££; and cruelties, 436; meas­
rement, 437 

~ugcnica), selection of women, 4 17 
cunornics •• 

E.uro ' 333 
eva(:e~n, federation, 496 

atlons, 6, Il7ff, 2I5o 225· 279• 410, 413i 
Underlying axioms 225' consistenCY of, 225; 
contr d' ' ' f 8 trut a ICtory, 279 ; improvements o , 2 9i 

hfulness of 409 . of truth, 4 I 3; by 
People • • 

eviden ' ~28. Su also values 
P c~, •mmediate (Evidt:nz), 3°2• 3821f; 

ract•cal 8 8 8 t t t' 
397 . • 3 2; prima vista, 3 ; en a lve, 

• safeguarding of, 409 . St:t: also proof 

n·il, H; impl•~.r . .;~i; anrl unhappiness, 474. 
Sf't' ali() ;:o,,d .uul c\·tl 

n·•·lul><~n, k ;tf. ;o ;, ~ H; rnoul, .ll4· 561 
~xclu·.Jv~ne•.·., of .S.:ientJfi' Method, ~7. 32, 

I I 3ff, I ~'l 
~xerl>on, .p1ff; 1heur>· of. ·P_l 
exi•.tenc~. of e:cternal ohjecrs, 176, ~40; of 

\',Jiue,, ~H.1 ff, of c;ocl, 46~££; rneJning of, 
.;6 ~- Su also actualit)', hemg, reality 

t-xi,tent>al, f.acl·., 71; re...:ularitie,, i 3fT; deter-
mination ( S~msgrbtlflrfrnllrrt), 300 

c-xi\tentiali,nl, ;:o;, ~c;; .. ~~H 
expanding unJ\·er•.e, 47<> 
expectation, 1.11f. .p l 
expedienq·, "1'1· I<JI, -~•1H 
experience, 1!!1, .:zH.J. 2!i9; infant's, 334; 

generality of. ~!i I, 407 
experientialistic, 5!! 
experimental, te~h. •1-1f 
explain, explanation, 14, .:zll, 66, 7 3f, 472, 

501, 520 
extermination, of human r.ace, 9; of all new-

horn children, •1_!0 
external, object•, 5·11; and inner \'oice, 3i 3 
extorted, confe"ion,, 441 
exrrm,ic, value,, 121 
exrro•.pective, ub~crv;atiun, 33f 

fact, 4!1, 99 , 215; meaning, 48, soB; .:rnd 
value, 117fT, 266, 299, 33 I, 334, 46I, 484; 
potential, 215; of equality, 3o6£f; of mor.:rl 
law, 368; non-recurrent, 467; assumed, 
I o7f. St:t: also acccpt;mce, factual, \'aluc: 

factual, hypothesis, 2!1, 1o7f; assumptions, 
1o7f; links between Is and Ought, 367ff, 
3!15, 488, 415, 490; truth, 400, 404; lies, 
408, anthropology, 4 I 5· 

factors, given, 326 
failure:, in revolutions, 475 
fair, hearing, 409 
faith, I 1 8, I 40, 226, 27 I, 4 76; and reason, 

~71; and doubt, 476; in values, 253, 256; 
•n their rank, 304; "jump into," 190 

faithfulness (Trt:llt:), as a top value, 36I 
fallacies, 67, r26f, 130, 334, 367, 4IJ, 4I9, 

462, 464, 482, 488, 521, s6o, 567, 569; 
axiomatic, 478; of rcification, or misplaced 
concreteness, 513 

family, I 43 , I 49, 426 
fascism, 7, 156, 342, 376, 437ff 
fatalism, Io4 
Faust, 422 
federalism, 23; in Germany, 496 
federation, European, 496; limited-purpose, 

496 
feeling, of right and wrong (Rt!chtsgefiihl), 

136, 254; phenomenological research, 378; 
of immediate evidence, 382 ; of justice:, 

588 
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x46ff, 407, 413; cross-currents in, 41 o; 
several layers of, 436 

feudalism, 152, 251, 313 
field, 58, 5I4; research, 392, 40I 
first principles, 3, I9If. Su also a priori 
five-years plans, 575 
flagrantly, unjust, se~ unjust 
flying saucers, 48 
folk spirit, I 54 . . _ 
force, 337• 347· Su also chvme forces 
foreseeable, effects, 8 I 11 

form, and matter, 54n; of government, --• 

437ff• 149_5 ( . f) I 1 8· standards, 206, 
formal, og1c m<:r1ts o . - • 

196, 375 , 488; equahty, 45? 
- I . of pertinent que>tiOns, 401 {onnu auon, 

f urtecnth amendment, 241 
f~urth, branch of go~ernm~nt,u 45::fhird Re· 
France, inalienable ~~ghts m .e atural Law, 

public, x6o, 326; hterature on N 

566 . 1 
Franco, regime (Spain), 45 313ft, 481; of 
freedom, 4• I 5 I • 179• z82, 16 '5 

· d religion, 6£, 3 13• 3 ' ~., ' 
consCience _an . of thinking, actmg, 
45 1. of w1ll, 81, 99• 8 "f .. 

:• x6· of choice, x68, 41 ; rom 
ernng, ,3 (,. f speech and press, 7• 442ft, 
or "to, 3 1 • 0 I . t 443 . of opinion, 

52 . of comp am • • 
449• 4f ' . t. n and assembly, 445• 449• 

45. o a>SOCia 10 . . 4 • 452 . of science, 7, 452, 
496; of art, 7• 445• • 1" of majority 
of elections, 439• 449 ' 45 -'3 1 3 . political 

. . . of contract, - • • 
deciSions, 449• . 6· and equality, 

6· economiC, 3 1 • d 
313, 3 1 • 6 . and morals, 318; an 

13 ff· and love, 3 1 • · · 

public, end of, 438, 495; army, 495; con­
stitution, 495; civil service, 496 

Germanic, origin of relativism, reasons for, 
239f 

Germany, revi\·al of Natural-Law thinking, 
324, 566; breakdown of democracy, .us 

gestalt psychology, 39, 262, ::194, 488 
ghosts, reports on, 483 
given facts, 303, 326 
gnostics, 3 7 If 
goals, 107, 215, :zss. 355. 501. s~~ also pur-

poses 

? . ' . tive, passive, positive, nega-
JUSUCe, 396, ac .. I" valuable, 317; ab-
. 16· obJectne' f d · 

God, difference whether or not assumed in 
theory, Io4, I 25, I 44, I 75, 185, :z8o, 31 s. 
385, 397, 407, 410, 484; in Kant, 105; 
predicates of absolute goodness, knowledge, 
power, xo6, 371, 373, 464, 488, 572; voice 
of, 142, 367, 370, 37:z, 385; will of, 152, 
303, 319, 390, 57::1; "meaningless," 18o, 
189; "dead," 190, 483; law of, 184, 3::10, 
461; proof of, 190, :z8x, 319, 462ff, 47 1 ; 
wisdom of, :z82, 472; c.xclusiveness of 
value, ::192; and human equality, 305; a"nd 
Natural Law, 319, 32:z, 355, s6o; justice 
as conformity with his will, 319; as "the 
good," 37I; justice of, and of men, 373; 
in phenomenological reduction, 379; belief 
in, relevance in democracy, 456, 462; 
bracketing in scientific arguments, 4 59ff; a 
superstition in science?, 460; meanings of, 
462f, 572f; the universe as, 463, 465; tribal 
deity, 465; likely or unlikely, 467ff; 
"quantum God," 472; and political science, 
473ft, 476, 571£; hypothetically assumed, 
479; and created nature (dualism), 531; 
why obey, s66f; kindness of, and of man, 

573 uve, 3 • fl 31 8- no ree om 1n 
solute value of. 3:f5 ~; ne~essity and, 417, 
front of values, - f 457 . literature, 571 

b I . f · n love o • • 421; e •e. 1 •. 166ft, 341 ; revolution, 
French, sociOlogist~, . d nee 326ff 566 

6 1unspru e • • 
313· 37 ' so:z; . ns 457 

friendliness, among nauo ' 
friendship, value of, :Z93 

. 6 34:Z• 515 funcuon, I :z:z, 1 :z ' 

Gallup polls, 65n 
game, 58, 514_ 0 

G~ist, 349 ; ob)ecuve, 54 

general welfare, 4• :z:z of justice, 336, 396, 
generality, requirement 

398 381 
generalizing, 66, 374• 377• d Value Rela-

. · fi Method an genesis, of Sc1enu c 
tivism, 163ff 481 . . . ce 30f u:z, geniUS, In SCien • ' 

geometry, 56 d in war, 47; re-
German, radio pro pagan a 

gods, visible, 177; values compared to an-
cient gods, 229£ 

Golden Rule, 252, 304, 355f, 463, 547 
good, and evil, 3· 6, I24, 3ll; and happy, 

340, 369, 436f; the miracle in nature, 372n; 
meaning of the term, 383, 434f, 542, 463, 
546; "for me," 383; conscience, 410; faith, 
41 o; indefinable, 434i naturalistic criteria, 
434£; practical consequences, 474; idea 
(Einjall) 230; and wise dictators, 438 

good (noun), 371, 463; term formerly used 
for value, 542. Su values 

government, organization, 22, 
pendent of political parties, 
branch of, 452 

496; inde-
277n; fourth 

gradation, of values, 292 
gradualism, 451 
Great Books, the, 12n, 503 
Great Britain, and Marxism, 446, 

cal science in, 548; literature 
Law, 565 

453; politi­
on Natural 
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Gr~al Sovi~t Encyclop~dia, 44 I 
greatest happine~~ of the greate·.t number, 7• 

I3'), I52, 1(,7, 434 
group, 5il. ISO; wor·.hip, ~~~f. 3-tl •. p~; 

literature, 513 
grr.upism, rso. 156 
guarantee, of p,ood behavinr ,,f the executive, 

423, 437f; by independent coiH!'., -H'J 
guilt, <Jn, 334; and ·.c!f-de~tructi••n, -lH 
gulf doctrine, I 26ff, 140, 2QO, 2"3· :zn7ff. 

212; and Burne, 53'Jf. Sa aim h and 
Ought 

habeas corpus, 6, 7, 45, qn, 4·B· ~-lS· 4Sl 
happines'., 151, 156, l''·l• 2.JO, 3fl·l• 3'•(,, 33'1. 

340, 5fJ2; equal di·.tribution of, 1 S 1, •I I 2; 

harrnnnious h., 2.17, 3''·1· 354; nght type 
of, 340; anJ gnodne·.·., 340, 434fT; le:trn­
ing to pursue h., 4 ~7 

harmonir,u~. personal itj', 3 53· Sa aim l1:1ppi­
ness 

harmony, 153, 156, 304, 353, 551; rnmica), 
287; "on the right term•.," 354 

Hawthorn expc-rimenr~. 3 7n 
health, 118n, 124, 127, 268 
h~althy, and unhealthy forms of development, 

334 
heavenly rewards, 573 
heavy industry, investment in, 452 
hedonism, I 52, 250 , 30.1, 33CJff, 3(iCJ, 4 H· 

571; immoral), 251; ambiguous theorie~. 
369; and relativism, 4 35 

Helena, 422 
hell, 373; S~c alto eternal condemnation 
Herod, 296 

~~roic deeds, a source of power, 347 
l~erarchy, of value~. u~ values 
~~gher, authority, 277 n. s~~ a!Jo authority 
I ~gher-law ideas, u~ ~atural Law 
Hgher, highest, goods or values, uc ultimate, 

values 

historian, the, and scientific standards, 88; and 
value judgments, 229, 348fT; and the politi· 

_cal_scientist, 49 I, 530 
hlstoncal, relativism, I 32f, 258, 266, 3°0 ; 

s~hool of jurisprudence, 185; situation 
smgular, I86; conditioning, I86, 298; 
evaluations, 229 , 34 sff; conditions, 362, 

h' 48~;. research, 482 
h~:onclsm, 1 39f, I8sf, I8g, 536 

ory, 88fi, 29I' 358. of political ideas, I I; 
ahnd logic, 68; and 'laws 8g· and political 
t eory 9 ' ' f 
'>I. a~ I • 536; meaning of, gi; lessons o , 
d' ·, - a source of tested hypotheses, 95; 

Ia ect~ca] I 
tura\ Process of, I85, 186f, 349; cu • 

b• ' 272 348fi· f . o.ltler, 296 ' • o sc1ence, 532 . _ 
Holland ' 389. Sec also National Soc1ahsm 

' 446 

holy, 351. Sa· also di"ine 
l:rJn:o :urn, 3 () 
hr,fJlq;,:r"fiC'It:.·, .; ~~ 

h•.rnunculw., ,,., :a con,tru(t 1n '"cia] sciences, 
Jld) 

honc-•.tv, 111 •.cic-nce, ·179 
hr,nor. r r;'i 
h••ll'-'n;.:, s; wnh .. ut d1,crimination, 426 
hum.H>, n.tltHc- .HHI structure-, 3-1· 290, 303, 

~I:!, 3~7f. 3;-.;lf. ~'I'); work,, 23~; dignit~·. 
2-1'.1; fll-(ht· .. ;o.;, _l')•lf; c-qu.1lity, 305, Jo;; 
pc-r·.on.1l1tv, \,due- of, P7: dc-,irc-s, 335: 
inr·.c.•p.aJ,J,. c-kmc-nt' in, ;;sf. 3S71T, 395, 
.;o/); fr1c-ndlinc-" Ill relatinm, .;;s; impro\'­
inl-( h. nature, s(,r. Sa 11/so c-qualit)', rights 

hum:1ni·.m, 27(,, ~o;, -IS/. ss8, 561 
lllunc-, and cnJ',;Jhtl', 74: ;;nd skepticism, 

:zoo; and gulf doctrine, SVIf 
hurnilit;·, 31, ~-li· -1/S. 550 
hundred-;·c-ars plam, 475 
hung~r, 35. VIS, Fl') 
Hus~erl- phenomenology; 37;1T; in Plato's 

cav~. 3Ho; hi' pupils deviating from his 
method, 38~ 

hvosrism, , 9 
hypoth~·.e~. 47. C)~. 220, 274, 290, ·115, 476, 

489, 516; meaning, 107f, 522f; inad~quate, 
42; of caus:tlity, 8o; working, 107fT, 28 1, 

392; avowed, Io7ff, 473; unproven re­
ligious, 334; of God's reality, 479; and 
theory, 5 22; and cl~duction, 522; unrealis­
tic, IoR, 5 23 

hypothe-tic, 102, 217, 332, 376, 408 

id~a ( s), of justice:, 147ff, 302, 304, 320, 406, 
4' o (sec also jmtice); of truth, 299 (ur: 
al~o truth); of science, 299 (src also 

. SCience); r~gulative, 376; r~ality of, 379 
Jdeal(s), 417, 4 26; types (lthalrypm), 4-!, 

I 1 o, I 51, ::!::!7; of equality, 306; of liberty, 
313; of c~rtainty, 358; of justice, 358. 
Sec also justice 

idealism, transcendental 210 
id~ology, 9, 239; pro;agandistic, I9; tota]i. 

tarian, 490 
ideation, 379 
identity, and diff~rence, 54n 
ignoring the scientific problem, IO 
illusion, 37o, 41 8 
images, 426 

imagination, 3 I, 46, 289, 378, 393, 48I 
imitations, 2g9 
immanent, 378, 465; methodological ;, priori, 

29, 99, ro6, II3, 483, soB 
immediate evidence, 29I, 302, 382f. ~u also 

evidence, proof 
immolation of Isaac, conflict of inner and 

outer voice, 372 
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immoral, 8, 320. s~~ also moral 
immortality, 178, x8o, 484 
immutably existent, 223 
impartiality, 354, 569. Su also juHice 
impasses, three, of search for absolute values 

387 • 
impc:rativc(s), as historical facts, 217; hypo-

thetical, 217; categorical, 375f 
imperialism, 453• 455 
implication(s), ssff, 97. 228, 254 
implied, evils or risks, I 88, 337, 427, 432 
impossibili11m n111la obligatio ~st. 422 
impossibility, 97ff, I.!3• 224, 228, 396, 4I7ff, 

45I, 57Ii concept, 419; of democratic so­
cialism, 20, 4461f, 449; of equalizing ceo· 
nomic conditions, 312, 426, or characters, 
health, families, happiness, 426; as a limit 
to reproaches, 419, 4231f; to proposals, 419, 
423fT; efforts to do the impossible arc not 
impossible, 422; rc:b·ant irrc:spc:ctivc: of 
value: judgments, 424, 428, 439; physical, 
biological, logical, psychological, legal, 425; 
ethical?, 425, 429, 431; of eradicating cor­
ruptibility, .p5; of dominating by law 
hopes, ideals, images, preferences, 426; and 
probability, 4 28; of certain enforcements, 
43 I; of being good and unhappy, and vice 
,·c:rsa, 434f; as an argument between totali­
tarianism and democracy, 437; in dictator­
.hips, 237, 4371T; in democracies, 444ff; 
genuine and imaginary, 444, 458f; of demo­
cratic change-over to socialism, 446ff; of 
coexistence of capitalist and socialist coun­
tries, 453; of avoiding war, 455; of proving 
ot· disproving God's reality scientifically, 

462 
improving, workers conditions, 445; human 

nature:, s6x 
inalic:naolc human rights, 140, 306, 3 I 3, 359· 

Su also Natural Law, natural rights 
incest, torbiddcn by Natural Law, 432, 56o; 

risk of in Plato's state, 425f 
income, equality of, I 51 
inconsistency, 255, 358; of rc:lativists, 264 
inclusive goods or values, 286 
incorrect law, 320, 360 
independence of judges, 6f, 139£, 442f, 445• 

452 
indcpc:ndcnts, 156 
indeterminacy principle, 77 
index (in description), 45 
indicators, 45 
indirect questioning, 41 
individual, .235, 335, 4;6; responsibility of, 

329; and society, 341, 343, 384 
individualism, 150, I56, 233f. 303; James's, 

195; proof of validity, 558 
individualistic-atomistic world view, 221 

~nddivi~uality, 303; of knowledge, 28o 
10 UCtJon, 28, 59f 1.,7 199 8 

6 , - , , 20I, 24 , 386 
51 , 540. s~~ also logic , 

inequality I 57 3 s l · . ' ' 05· u a so equal it}' 
mc:rtta, 450 
inescapable:, c:lc:mc:nts in human th. k' 

fc:c:lin 10 ·mg and 
vc:rsalg, us, 390, 40I, 407. Su also uni-

~nc:vitable, su impossibility 
~nfa~t's c:xpc:ric:ncc, 334 
~nfimtc:, s6, 102, 384, 463 
~nfluc:ncc:, s, 122, 347 
~nforn~al interview, 46 
mgratJtudc:, consequences of 
. ' 432 
m-group, out-group, situations 82· indl."t'du-

als, 312 ' • • 
~n?~ritancc:, 122, 149. s6o 
lnttJal stages of scientific in . . . . qutry, 29f 469 
IOJUS~ICc, sense: of, 3s9, 39on. Su al '. . 

UnJUSt SO )UstJCC:, 

inner, voice: or urge 136 16 ff , , 1, 311 36 
371 • 385, 488£, 559; readings of' 7• 
s6?f; and God, 367; investigation; 37Sf, 
evtdc:ncc:, 3IO, 394; trouble: I ' 373; • . , 4 0 

morganiC matter, 54 
inquisition, 376 
insane, 438 
insincerity, 358 
instinct, 118, 2I2 
institutions, 88, 95; to make: d . . 1. k c:mocrattc so-

cta 1sm wor ·able:, 452. to pres d . h , c:rve c:moc-
. rac)' ~v1t out hc:lp of rc:ligion, 6f 
mtc:gra!Jon, 21 45 

intc:llc:ct, and soul, u 3n, 348£ 
intc:llc:ctuals, unattached, 30o 
intension, SIO 
intc:ntio~ality, of the: ego, 378f 
intcr-acuon, 512. s~~ also transa t' 
. d . . I c ton 
mtc:r c:nommauona language: I 68 6 

stick, 388 ' ' 39 ; rard-
interc:st, and value:, 246 
intermarriages, racial, 4II 
international, organization 23 . 'd 1. I , , I c:a Ism I 3 

anguagc:, I68, 396; yardstick 88.' I; 
tions, 4 75 ' 3 , rc:la-

intc:rprc:tation, of history, 88 27 . f 
f h · ' 3, o nature 

. 327; o. t c: m~c:r voice:, 375f • 
mtc:rrc:lattons, objectivity of, ., 8 . 

logical, 290 - 7 • psycho-

intc:rsubjectively transmissible kn 1 ow c:dg 6 114ff, I70, I8I, 30I 322 6 c:, 10 , 
488, 492 , , 4 9, 476, 481, 

intersubjectivity, 33· s~c als . 
interview, 38ff, 467, 505 ° consub)ectivity 

intolerance, 337£; puritan 
intrinsic, values, x 21 ' 339 
introspective, observation 3 

I79. 533 ' 3' 3sf, 39, x74ff, 

591 



S U fl/1:" C T I.V IJ EX 

intuition, 13, rr8, 202, 24l· :!73• 275f, 2~n. 
286, 29o, 294, 303, 315, 325 .. l5°· 354. 
387. ·189, 510, s5of; ah·.tract, 2i1; an 
ultimate ~ourcc of reference, :173; in pre­
paring scientific re·.earch, 275; mctaphy,i­
cal, 4Ro 

intuitional, evide-nce-, P5· 387 
intuitioni\1, 3R7, 4,11 
invariable, rules of Scientific :o-.fcthod, ll_!IT; 

nf procedure, 1 I 5n 
inv.uiant, 295 , 379, 3 fl 5f, 388, 4''1. Sa a/10 

univenal 
inv:.riant·., •.pc-cie·. wirh dille-rent •.c-t• ,f, l'H 
~n,·i,ible Cod, , 7,11T, R'), .JI 1. Su also (jr"l 

lrr~tirmal, fb, 531 
lrngatirm, project·., 145 
Irritating me.l'.ure,, 4 51 
"· u,R, 214; reality of. 3R2. Sa alw being 
h and Ought, Jogic:rl ,c-paration of, 16, 126fT, 

'73n, 2,,,,fT, 2o 7 , 21 o, 21 _lf. ,r,,l, 31:l5, 46 1, 
fr,4, 544; fu,ion in Kant and Mill, I ??f; 
actual link,, 3(,7, 37·1· 3R5. ·1'4• 4'J"• 

1 5(,6; and llume, 5!9 
>aac, I~~ immolation 

l•.racJ f 1. It I • ''Unr 111.1: of ~tate, 4(,o 
a Y, brcakd,wn of dernr.cracy, 418; litera· 
lure''" ~:11ural Law, p2, .P-1• 56t:i 

lr•.u, 
. . '77. 4I.j, 5(,2 
JewcJs, :J\ "value,," I 27· S~t: also values 
:e~,, di,crimination a,r.:ain,t, 2<Jfi, 40'J, 4 1 ' 
,, '· crmflict ,,f inner and oute-r voice, l7l 

Judge - · 1· Sa • requirement nf impartra 11y, 4"?· 
also i 1 . . · ' 11< epcndencc, JU\tiCC 

JUdgrnc 
jur· . 111'• J~~ value jud,r.:rncnt' . . . 

~<Ileal, and 'Cicntific validity, d!'llllf.:UI'hed, 
'5'Jf, 2Sfi, 35?. 3(,1, 41:l5, 4R7, soo; con-
~clcnc I . 

iuri~ c, co lccuve, 391 . T· 
R Prudence, and ,r.:ulf doctune, 21 I • 231 ( • 
_adbruch and, 367fT; Italian, 322f, s{jfi; 

German · h 61T 5(,(, · 
An . • 324, o;(i(,; Frcnc • 3 2 • . ' 
I 1cr_Jcan, 329fT 5(,5· Briti,h, sfisf. .\a 

a so . . ' ' 
J. u . lUrrdrcal J. u~ticc 

'tree • . f riT 
' 3, 277 304 · meaning 0 • 13" • 

1 4filf 8 • • I (j I 8f 
" . • 15 , 31:l9, 485; traditiona • 14 '• 4 .. • 

4<>5, tra (f 485· to 
me·· 11 'traditional, 146, 150 • •. 
29 • .. "to You," I s8, 543; never a vrcc, 

5, rdea and 'd I f 146fT J20, 35Bf. 406 1 ca o , • 61T 
3rgf!.4 ' 0 ; conflict with positive Ia~, 13 . • 

• a Pow 8· in drctatonal regirn er, 347, 53 • 61T 
36r es, 36o, 373. 389· and science, 13 • 

• 4ar ' I' of 136fT 3 7 3 "8 • 4 I I ; sense or fcc rng • • 
anu' ~h9, 407, 410 , 45 8, 48 4 ; of God, 373; 
lares ,,tnomenology, 3 8 2 ; universal postu­
fir,t l, • 387fT, 395 ; or law, whrch was 
litn 396; minimum definition of. .3'J7; 

olturc . I truth 
' 1' a te,tirnon)', V17; an< • 

·1'•1, 4'"IIT, 411 , ·P·I· p6. 489; of ;iCtJ, 

4fl4 

Kant, "Copc-rmc~n re,·olution," 75: ;lnd 
Scic-nt1fic Method, 1oofT; ~ep:tr~ting :~nd 
ftHing J•, ;illrl Ou,~:ht. I•J•I; re.1ding of the 
rnner voice, !7~ 

Khru\hchc-v, <p~c-.:h of Fc·bru:~ry J.j, 1956, 

4-li. 454 
kinrlne•.•., r~ward of. lS(,; hurn:tn ~nd divine, 

573 
knnwing, 5-lll: ~nd me-aning, 511 
knowledge, ol'J, ~;s. ::Rof. 460, 5:14; t)'l>c-s 

nf, r 14fT; inter,ubj,ctivdr transmissible, 
115£. rH1, 289, l"'· _1n, 4'l2; not trJns­
rni,\lblc-, 115, 181, V''· .;Be mcrdy ~pccu­
lative, 115, 301; trC"c of. :116: intuition~!, 
275f, 290, ssrf; priv:ttC', 11.1£. ~75, ~So; 
of value\, 285; of their r.1nk, 2'ltff, 383; 
sociology of, 29H; obje.:tivc, 481; immetli­
ate, sol; infc-rcnt1.tl, 5"3; and re-ligion, 
4 5'Jf 

Kt~ltt~r, ~~~ culture-

lacun:~, cr,rrcct filling of, 2'l-l 
Ltngu:~~-:c-, 3A, 176£, 1 Ho. Su alJo interde-

nominational, inte-rnational 
la,t judgment, -1"·1• .JiO 
1.1tcnt strutture, analy~is, .p 
latent, rdativi't', 1 Hf, 1fiR, 198, :141, ~78, 

362, 486; dogrnatiqs, 362 
Latin America, literature on N:ltural Law, 

5r,r, 

law (regularity) conce-pt, 15, :197, 502, 530; 
a fact, no theory, 15, 502; docs not "rule," 
G7· I - . . I • C:tll':t , 77; ,t.ltl\trca . 77; of pcrspectil'e, 
2 9°; (divine) rH3f; of the Church, 320; 
(rnoral) 36o, 375£. .;6o; sclf-al'enging, 
43IIT, 571; of comp:tssion, 547; of moral 
equ:~lity, 547; (lc-,r.:al) man-rnadc, 88; posi­
tive, r821T, 237, 2.p, 320, 46of, 535f; pure 
theory of, 237; wicked, flagrantly immoral, 
3 20 • 429; incorrect, merely unjust, 320, 
36o, 42<J; anti-:tlcoholic, 336; certainty of, 
~58_; Nazi, 36u; arbitrary, 396. s~~ a/Jo 
JU'Ilcc, Natural Law 

Law of Nature, su Natural Law 
law courts, 443 . Su a!Jo independent 
layers of feeling, 436 

leader, meaning, 41n; democratic loyalty to 
system rather than to 1., 458 

leadership, I 52, I 56; of the Working class, 
449 

learning, to pursue happiness, 437. &~ a/Jo 
lessons 

legal, validity, 159f, 485; philosophy, 234; 
hl\torical school, I 85; impossibility, 425; 
P"'itivism, su law, positivism, Natural Law 
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legitimists, I 5(; 
Lenin, and democracy, 20, 447 
lessons, of history, 91 
lt:r, lata, I 83; faenda, I 83 
liberal(s), I56, 303, 409, 450; arts, 2 7 
liberalization, of totalitarian regimes, 443• 
liberation, from religious tutelage, 475 

453 

libertarian, I 52, 412 
liberty, 152, I56, 306, 313, ~IS, 335, 337, 

558· precedence over equality?, I3I, ~03, 
' 170f 559" nght 315 , 427 ; and progress, • • . 

b Of 3 17. fight for, 319; hts-
to, 315; a use , • 
tory of ideal, 3I3 . . I 

h . f 431 570 . poht1ca, 4I3; 
lie, w 1te, 413 , • • 

fight against lies, 416 8 { d th . . f 84f 7 · a ter ea , 
life, 179, 306; ongm 0 ' ' ' 

8 . ht to 244" the whole of, 351 
2 o; ng , • 

I. ht speed of, 68; wave theory.' 7~ 468£·, 
IS ' ff 72. SCientifiC, 

likelihood, 467 , 479• 5 • 
and probabilitY, 468 ff 8 s e also 

limitations of science, 4• 124 ' 35 . e 

values 482; "span of 
limited, possibilities, 417, 419• 

Control," 44I . God' 103; to s 
limits, of possible expenence, 

will, 390 ht 67ff 490; be-
l. ks between Is and Oug ' 3 ' 1n • . · 4o4ft 

tween truth and JUstice, 

"liquidation," 7 
Loge's promise, 423 . 4• 55ft, 66f, 200, 

· d 1 gical rcasonmg, 
log1c an ° . . deductive 55• 

8ff 67 . analytic, 55• ' 
so • 5 • . Sf· mathematic, s6f; 
199' synthetiC, 55• 5 ' . M"ll 6o 62" 
. ' · f 6 , 199, 54°• I ' ' ' 
mducuve, 59 • 7 . ture 66· reality of, 

6 f 09" tn na ' ' Dew~y, .1 • 5 68, 474 ; merits of formal 
67; m history, . · thics 291ff· re-

f{ · ·u5uce 149• 1n e ' ' 
1., 128 ; m l f 2' 95 . plurality of, 509; 

· d code o • ' • · I" v1se ll " 1 5 x o · 'ratlona 
"larger" and "sma er ., ' 

d " sonable" 1., 510 d an rea . . gulf between Is an 

man, go; nature and destiny of, 2~!:2., 3::t.3ff, 
334; dignity of, 36on; end-in-himself, 376; 
essentially equal, 31If. See also human, 
equality 

manager, type of city government, 95 
manipulability, of motivations, 82, 482, 547 
market, 524 
martyrs, I 24, 43:1 
marvel, ability to, 542 
Marxism, 8, 20, 186ff, 264, 474; and value 
judgments, 188; and democratic process, 446 
mass, manipulation of, 12; interviews, 42; 

observations, 94 
master plan, 452 
materialism, 104, 186ff, 465 
maternal duties, 143 
mathematics, 5sf, 285; objective validity of, 

288 
matings, happiness of, 426 
maximum hours, 445 
meaning, 55, 73, 182, 379, 4II, 482; term, 

55, 174ft, 196, 5II; of science, I6, 27ff, 
17of, 174ft, 271ff; of political words, S?; 
significance of subjective meaning, 37, 1o8 
sos; and being or reality, 52, 209, 23I; of 
history, 91; of promises, I 44; of sentences 
for science, 174ff, 181; and norm, 2o9 ; 
being, related-to-m., 209; of value judg­
ments, 222; of Weun (essence), 38o; of 
truth, 415; of making a proposal, 424; of 
God, 4S6, 572f 

meaningless, sentences, 174ff, 178, 181 
means, 217, 223, 228; man, never a mere m., 

376 
measurement, 4, 28, 43f, 507 
meditation, 394 
Mendelian laws, 85 
mental development, 350. See also individual, 

individualism 
mercy, 373, 413; killing, 321, s6o 
"merely unjust," 429. See also unjust, fla­

grantly, wicked l · 1 · consistency, 9, "fi ·1· og1ca , 1n 69 , 3s 5, 4s9; ven ab11tY, 
Ought, 1 2 6ff,·c~ological requirements c~n-
177; and ps) f ought 2oS· 1m-
£ d . character o ' ' 

metabolism, 54n 
metaphysics, metaphysical, 16, 187, 21 o, 226, 

256, 3S7; and Scientific Method, 17, 22 , 
98ff, 165, 481; knowledge, 115, 174, 178, 
180, 190, 319, 480; ontologies, 190; phi­
losophies, 190, 196, 244; predilection of 
Peirce and James, 196, 528; their "m. 
club," 537; neglect of, 274; re-inclusion in 
science, 272ft; speculative discussions, 275 , 
301, 363, 378, 461, 488, 491; negative m. 

use , 201 • . nstructs, 5oS; fal-
possibility, 419• 425 ' '?. 1·sts see neoposi-

f II " s· pOSIUV • lacics, see a acle • 
tivism 

logos, 6S 474 . and freedom, 
love, 293• 395• 399• 422 ' ' 

316· and power, 347 " (sc"1ence), x69 ' d nominator "lowest common e 

macro-history, 9° 
Machiavellian, 3°4• 460 alleged purpose of 
Maclltentfalwng (power)' 

the state, 345 worship, 1 52 ; socialist, 
majority, 12, 140, 337; 

likely to split, 452 

I77• 491; interpretations, 327; longings ir~ 
repressible, 103£, 426, 465, 474, 57 4; value 
judgments, 430; essential for Natural L 

6 aw, 
5 1 

methodology, methodological 4ff 27 ff ff 
66 h ' • • 113 

462, 4 ; met odological\y repudiated ~ 
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methodology (contimud) 
priori, 99; immanent m. a priori, 'J'J, 4R1; 
m. axiom, 99; m. dua)i,m, 124, 126l1, 2\ I; 
and relevance, 272; "di,•.ccting," 351; In­
dividualistic, 3 52 

militari~m. 384 
military ~crvicc, 442 
mind, term, 512; objective:, ~-P 
minimum, ~tandards of hurn:m right,, 1 r;,,; 

definitic,n of jmticc, 3'J7; w:qc:e·., 4-lS 
mi~ery, as a subject of '·Cienufic re•.earch, '); 

of cmpiro-logical science, 272 
misreprc\entation, of Sc. Value Rclati\'l·.m, 

262fT, 488, 549f 
misunderstandings, caused by the term "rela­

tivism," 2 57 
mob, and mob pressure, 414 
models, 111, 482; and theory, 524; 'tage or 

development m., 112 
Moloch, 37o 
money, 127 
monogamy, 149, s6o 
monopolies, control of, 445 
Monte Cassino, 154 , 269 
monuments, de~truction, 154 
mora!(s), value~, I 17fT, 284fT, 297, 4H4; dc:­

c1~1''ns, 171, 2(,7; them. law a~ a fact, 2110, 
3 8, 375f, 46o; equated with surplu~ of 
plea,urcs, 250, 339f, 4 Hf; faith in, 253; t· factc,r~ in natural ~Lienee, 267; rn. and 
recdom, 3IH; evolution, 3_34; duty, re­

prc,ach, nc,t ultra pou~. 3'J(,, 418, 420, 
4 23; deepe\t personality feeling' as a source 
of mc,ral act~. 436; principle~. 501; sen,e, 
54o.' 568. s~~ also law, n"rm, Ought 

moral1sm _, . 
• uoctnnal 191 

mc,rali\b, I 39 ' 
morality f 
.. • new orms of 502 

more'' valuable 124 ' 
mot 1· ' r a Hy rates 8 
mos · ' 5I 

~Uitoes, 145 
ll1otlvation 8 f 
m . ' I • 122 456 478 otl Yes of h . ' ' 
muh'l h.' c Olces, 254. 48:.. 

p ase r 
multiple sa~p mg, 64n 
multist ' realities, 53; tests, 392 

age sampl· 6 
musical h mg, 4n 
murder a6rmonies, 287, 353 

' 5 0 
must, 2to 
mutations 
mutua) ' 474 
•· • resp d 562 my . ect, 324 342' dc:pen cncc, 

countr . ' • 
mystical ex y, ~ 1&ht or wrong," I 53n 
mYth Penences, 1g6 

' 9, 2St, 257 

na~c. Sit 
nahon, 3o 

4. 343, 474. 529; duties toward, 323 

n:ltional intcrc·.t,, I l 1, 3·1-l· 3')<l 

:--:atH•n:d S(Jci.lh·.rn, ,, I o; '· I sli. 3-P. 360, 
•JI'I; concentr.ltl<>ll c.unp·. under, 336. Srr 
also cllct:ltor·.lnp, tot.dlt:lrl.lnl"ll 

n:>tion:>li-rn, 1 o;f>, 3"·1· .;;.;; all~:ned with 
clerncxr.ltlc i .. rce·., :;.;.); with antidemo­
cratiC force·., 3·l·l; a,, d •• grna, 475; litera­
ture, 5(, l 

natur.1l, ·.c1ence. ~;f. ~ 1 _l; ,election, 8.;; e\·olu­
tion, 31·1; nght·., I l'J, > 17• S.JS, 55Sfl (su 
also hum.1n r1ght\, :--;.l!ur.d 1..1\v) 

)\;atur:>l Law, '\, 1 ;6, 1(>1, 1H ;, 2.J>, :::83, 3;:1, 
.3'\\, 360, '1/•J,-'\')0, .J\\. 5(11; hi~tory of, 
1 ;i-111, 52Hf; e.:hp>es ;1nd revivals, 138fT, 
167, 32.;, S·l·l; w1th vari.1hlc content, 205; 
intertwined w11h di\anc law, 319£, 32.1o 
32!!, 5oo; N. 1 .. Forum, 320, 565; secular, 
'122, 328£, sGH; in h.1ly, 322; Germany, 
324; France, 326; United States, 334; 
"pmitive" and "natural" N.L., 391; and 
basic norm, 536; schools, aims, 333; par· 
ticular norm,, sr"'; Neopositivi,m and, 
sGif; a "u,cful lac"?, 570 

natural-hi\tory ~tage of inquiry, 43 
naturalism, 1o.;, 351 
naturaliqic, approa~h unable to comprehend 

soul, 350; criteria of "the good," 43-1; he­
donism, 4 34 

nature, and los.:ic, 68; n. of things, 192fT, 161, 
3°3• 325, 329, 357, .;H.;; anll culture, dis· 
tingui~hed, 21 3 , 35uf; free-of-value, 213; 
related-to-value, 213; philosophy of, 272; 
n. of man, 282, 28.;, 2Hr>; in cultural in­
t~~pretation, 30 3; re,pect for the: neces­
Sities of, 396, 42ol1; concept of, 530. Su 
also Natural Law 

nalurwirs~nschaftlich~ Mrthod~. 27 
Nazi, Uc National Socialism 
Ncbbia v. New York 4oon 
N~b~nfolg~n. su by:prmlucts 
necessary, regulative principles, qo, 368, 

3 76; clements m human thinking, 376, 
387ff 

necess_it_y, 54n, 81, 417f, 421; respect for, 396; 
POSitive and negative, 417; and Scientific 
Mc~hod, 419 

negative, metaphysics, 177, 491; necessity, 417 
Negroes, 409. Su also equal, equality, racial 
Nco·Kantians, 206, 209, 324£ 
Neo·Hcgelians, 140, 325, 348 
Nco-Thomists, 27If, 319, 325 
Neopositivism, 78, 174 ff, 177, 181, 491, 533£; 

retreat from original positions, 177ff; 
natural-law ideas, 36xf; literature, 182, 535 

Neovitalism, 86 
neutral relativism, sec Scientific Value Rela­

tivhm 
next step, xso 
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ni~eteenth-century, political theory, 3; think-
Ing, 188; legal positi,·ists, 486 

nonacceptance, 29. s~~ also acceptance 
noncognitivism, term, 549 
nonpurposive, 123n, 349 
nonrecurrent, fact, 467 
nonscientific, 14, 98, 113, 491, 502 
nontransmissible, su knowledge 
norm(s), 15, 208; free-of-nature, 213f; basic, 

160, 237f, 239, 536, 566. Su also law, 
Natural Law 

normal, and abnormal valuations, 552 
normative science, 213, 216 
not·ttm, 86 
not verifiable, 174ff, 179n 
nuclear bombs, 522 
number, 56, 515 

obituary, and untruth, 413 
objecti,·e (noun), of inquiry, 30 
objective (adjective), values, 28.;ff, 294, 552; 

interrelation, 287; existence of values and 
of their gradation, 292; requirements of a 
situation, 311; G~ist, 349: reason, 349; 
knowledge, 481; ideas, 551 

objectively valuable, 225; valid, 288; required, 
2<)4i unjust, 414 

obligation, 143f; prima facie, 286 
observation, 4, 28, 32ff, 48; immediate or 

affected by cognitive action, 32, 504; in­
trospective, 35ff; key role in Scientific 
Method, nsn; unrepeatable, 178; unveri­
fiable, 469; controlled, 469; aesthetic or 

theoretic, 503 
obviousness, 381. Su also immediate evidence 
office holding. as public trust, 457 
often-equals-always, 6o 
old age insuran~e, 445 
oligarchy, 159 
Olympus, 177, 4II 
one-party state, 360 
once-equals-always, 6o 
ontology, ontological, 53£; new o. 53, 272, 

353 ; in part accessible to Scientific Method, 
53f; metaphysical o., 53· 190; is causality 
an 0. property of nature?, 79: Peirce and, 
116; 0, and values, 553£; o. reality of God, 
463, 471; o. inquiry into Natural Law, 560 

open-ended, questions, 41; type of approach, 

181 
operational, usefulness, 62 
operationalism, I 82 
opinion(s), 4; research, 39ff, 63ff, 505f; suita­

ble subjects, 66n. Su also public opinion 
opportunity, equality of, 151, 412 
opposition, lies and, 408; personal resentment 

and, s69: in totalitarian regimes, 443 
order, 22; of procedural steps, 29; of ques-

tions in questionnaires, 40; of rank of values 
29 1: 383; peace and, 155 ' 

orgamc state, 152 
organism, 54, 86, so8n 
origi~ of species, 83tf: of life, 84tf: of human 

desll'es, 335: of the world, 470 
Ou~ht, IIgtf; original datum, 2Iof· no d fi . 

Uon of, 2I I: psychological expl~nati e nfi-
208 212 334f. t k on o , ' ' • o ac nowledge truth 
and phenomenology 382 S l • 209; 
Ought ' · ~~ a so Is and 

out-group, 31 2 

outer ~o.ice (revelation), actuality and au­
thenticity of, 370tf 

over-confidence, in science, 1 off-
reason, 377 7 • in pure 

ove:t. relativism, su Scientific V 1 t1v1sm a ue Rela-

Oxford, ordinary language h'l 
oxygen, discovery of, 70 p 1 osophers, 534 

parliamentary government 
cialism, 20, 448 , transition to so-

part-events, 351 
participant observation, 3 7 
parties, political, 5, 22, 137 I S6 6 . l . • ' ' I I 27 partisan re anv1sm, u~ Scientifi V 1 ' 7n 

tivism c a ue Rc:la-

passions, 540 

passive relativism, su Scientific Value Rela-
tivism 

peace, I3I; an~ order, ISS; plannin f 
peaceful, coexistence, 454 g or, 324 
people, and value judgments, 

of, 548 43 I; sovereignty 

per capita, I 5 I 
perception, of moral values, 28 . 1 . 

381; term, so4 4, c anty of, 

perfection, tendency toward 
· d · 1- - , 3°3. ss8£ peno s, 1n po lOcal thinking 

" I , 245 
perpe~a recurrence" (Nietzsche) 

persecutiOns~ 3?8, 376, 443 ' 89 
personal, d1gmty, 152• dec' . . , IS!ons on 1 230; happmess, 426 va ues 
personalism, 303, 558£ 
personality, 54n, 235 . harm . 

I • omous 
personn~, management, 496 ' 353 
perspecuve, 33, 289£ 
perspectivism, 257 
pet ideas, generalizing of, 374 
phantom, 379 
phenomena, 75, I03 
phenomenological reduction 
phenomenology, 3n, 37 ff 379, 464 

political theory, 330 387 ' 477, 48g- and 
' 4' and · ' phenomenon of preferen ' JUstice, 332 

philosopher-king, 41 8 4ce, 383 
• 40 

595 



SUBJECT INDEX 

philosophical, doubt of causality, reality, 52, 
8o; relativism, distinguished from scien­
tific, I 17, 146n, 248, 262, 300, 330, 4fl7; 
anthropology, 415; "stricti;- philosophic:il," 
558. Su also philosophy, value judg­
ments 

philosophy, qfT, 197, 243, 253, 392, 487; 
scientific, 17, 377fT, 551, 554; political and 
legal, 137f; of law, historical school, r8s; 
withdrawal in the late nineteenth century, 
189; antinomic, 2'5?: of value, 271fT. 2H.;fT, 
33I; of nature, 272; abdication in rela­
tivism, 286; of culture, 330, 348fT; rec<Ont 
sobering of style, 554 

phlogiston, theor;·, 70 
physical, law, 208; imp<mibilities, 425 
P?ysicalistic, language, 174fT. 533 
P1late's, question, 52 , 414 f; procedure demo-

cratic?, s62 
p;lot,. study, 46; units, 95 . . 
P ann1ng, democratic p. and cllctatorsh1p, 4'50 
Plato's, R~pub/ic, 417 , 440 ; Husserl in P.'s 

cave, 3g0 

plausible, r 31 f 
pleasure, and displeasure, 54n; valuable, 3 ~'); 

fallacy in adding up pleasures, 553· Su 
also h · · I appmess, hedomsm 

p easantne.ss, measured, 44 
pneuma, 37I 

po~na natura/is, 332f, 431f, 568 
poY:er, and Bach, 292 
Pohcy n · 6 1 f • ot a SCience, 34 ; proposa s o • no 

t?~ory, 502 
pohhcal (theory) sci<Ontific and nonscientific, 

4 • 14ff, 50rf· basic cpncepts, 58f, 513f; usc: 
of ' a 

symbols, 58; and legal theory, 136, 102 • 
2 3~ff, 528; and phenomenology, 38o, 3~4; 
(science) 27fT, 220; historical periods 10 • 

24 5; and history 491 · in U.S., U.K., 
Franc ' ' 6· e, 548f· (other) freedom, 21.3, JI • 
Pruden ' · 1 · I ab-. cc:, 24 5 50o · and phliosop uca 
soluhsm ' ' · d y 6 .• 338, 562n; tolerance, 3 39. c:ca • 
~ 4 _; he, 4I3· impossibility a relevant nb-
)ec[(on • . • f . 

. • 4 23; history, a cemetery o lm-
PI_o~slble plans, 429" homogeneity, 487; re-
lglon • 6a . 

f • a relevant p. factor, 45 "; pomters 
rom rei· · · c1 tific lglon, 459ff. S~t: a/so partieS, S en-

' non · Politicia SCientific, theory, tolerance 
Pol". n, Io9 

lttcom . 
Polls s etncs, 58 
Poly~h ~mple, 40 
Poor eht~m. 288 

t tnk· 
Popular tng, and iustice, 4 I I 
Positive )Usage, of words 405 534 

. aw , , 86 " . 
live n • 140, I 82ff 23 7 3 20, 4 ; post-

atura( 1 .. ' ' 1 1 Nat-Ura( L aw, 39 r. See a so aw, 
P . . aw 

osntvisrn 
' 132, 139£, x8g, 272 ; philosophical, 

17ofT; legal, rBlfT, .;6o; origin of term, 
'532; and freedom, sn . 

P'>Hibility, 54 n, 122, .JI71T; limited, 417; drs­
cussed by Socrat"'· 4 1 ;f; concept of, .po. 
Scc also impm,Jbility . 

po·.tubt<Os, of arithmetic, o;M. 515; of equality, 
~58; of jmtice, 387fT; univc-r,al, inescap:~.­
ble, 3qof; truth, 404 . Sa <Jiso ju,tice, value, 
human 

P<>Wer, 22, 106, 3''-l· ~-l'i· s6~f; as a b:~.sic 
concept, s8, ~.1 r,, sll ~; p. theory of state 
and international law, ~-1'5: lov<O of, 346, 
s6~; value of. q6; ethically desirable, 346; 
"p"-power, "71""-powc-r .. ~47n; sources of, 
347; p. of truth, ~-17· s;R; of justic.,, 538; 
of icle~s. 3·!7; di,:i,ion of. 4>9; ddcgation 
to board or cornmi"ion, 4 52; lilcralurc, 
s6~f 

practical, re~son, 203; e,·idenc<O, 382; WIS­

dom, 502; and pragmatic, '517 
pragmatism, 18 2, r81)fT, 21o, 2.p, 487; and 

votlues, l')tfT, 2 .p, 5~8: and rda1ivism, 
192ff, 199; and sati,factorincss, expediency, 
utility, succ.,ss, 193f; origin and name, 
537f; and "meaning," 538; and progress, 
531) 

prayers, 466 
predestination 3 73 
pr.,diction, 2;, 96fT, 187, 522 
preference, 362, 426; ph<Onomenon of, 383 
prehension, 504 
premonition, 290 
pre-pilot, study, 46 
pre-scholarly, age groups, 554 
pre-~cientific, 241, 552 
prestdential, election, 96 
pressure groups, 5. Sa also group 
pr.,,umptive, reasoning, 516 
preHige, and power, 347 
pretest, 46 

price, '57, 244, 264, .p6, 428; control, 400 
pnma facie, obligation, 286; evidence of uni-

_ve~sality, 388f 
pn~ctples, first, 1 q 1, 193, 267; absolute, de­

nved from relativism, 303; "of 1789," 
_3 26, 541). Set: also a priori, absolute 

pnvate, property, 149· 560; knowledge, 280 
probabilisrn, s68 

probabiJ~ty, 63, 122, JIO, 428, 468, 516ff; in 
sampltng, 6~f; analytical theory of, 516f; 
frequency theory of, 5 I 9; and certainty, 
518; and causality, 520. See also likelihood 

problematic situation, 30n 
problematicism, 257 
procedural, propositions, 61n; means, 267 
prodigal, son, 373 
professional, escapes, r off, 500 
profiles, 4 5 
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progrc:s~, 171f, 189, 351, 539 
prolc:~anans, proletariate:, 445 
promtsc:, I 43 f 
proof, 5If, 274, 305, 570; burden of, 333 , 471 
propaganda, I 2 , 82 
property, 143, 323 
prophets, 465 
proportional, rc:prc:sc:ntation, 95 
proposal, meaning of making a, 4::14; impos-

sibility, a relevant objection to, 423ff 
prostitutes, 265, 553 
"protocol proposition," 38, 478 
prudence:, 245, 500 
Prussia, vs Reich, report, 495; division of, 496 
pseudoscientific, 471, 475 
psyche:, 54, 37I 
psychoanalysis, I 2, 335, 546; basic concepts 

of, sB; limits of, 474 
psychoanalysts, cooperation with, 82 
psychological, 290, 294f, 482, 547; questions 

confused with logical ones, 201; and ethi-
cal ones, 334; origin of Ought fc:c:lings, 
:w8, 2 I 2, 334f; impossibilities, 425 

psychology, 12, 179; distinction from phe­
nomenology, 378 

punishment, 396 
public, office, 5; VS private interest, 13of; 

health insurance, 445 
public opinion, 4• 457; questionnaire: and 

interview, 39ff, 4on; sampling, 63ff, 66n; 
defects of research, 505f; differences in re­
search before and after 1935· 505f 

puppet, 438 
pure: reason, 98ff, 368, 537; excessive 

I39· 537; p. theory of law, 237 
P11rgatory, by Yeats, quoted, 275 
purge:, trials of 1938 in Soviet Union, 

use of, 

puritans, 339 
purpose(s), 117ff; in nature, 79, 84ff; after 

Kant, 10 4 ; immediate, 119; ulterior, 120; 
ultimate, 11 8, 120; conflicting, 120; moral, 
120, 130; superior, 13of, 549; roots of, 
121f; given as fact, 216; and values, 215ff; 
and action, 331; collaborative: discovery of, 
303, 332; set from above or by men, 332. 
St:t: also values 

purposive:, acts, Buddhist negation of, 421 
purposeless, values, 121, 349 
pursuit, of happiness, su happiness 
"pyramid builder," 154 

qualitative, measurement, 43 
quality, 122, 287, 353 
quantitative:, magnitudes, 43; research, 547 
quantum physics, 68, 70, 76, 520; and Hume, 

54In; no "quantum-God," 472 
quasi-logical, ranking of values, 291, 488, 

553 

quasi-religious, political r I . eso ves 355 
quesuoffnable, impossibilities in , 

444 democracies, 
questionnaire, 39ff 

races, 383, 4 II; biological · · 
racial, equality, 305 31, ong6ms of, 3_Io 

• -· 4:! • 4,g. d'ff c:ncc:s, 3°7; persecutions :-- ' 1 c:r-
anthropolo · ' 3o8. St:t: also 
d' 1 g}' equal, equality 

ra tea empiricism, 197 • man 
R~DIR project, 47n 
raiSon d'bat, 4 
ran6d4om sc:lc:ctions, in public . . 

optmon research, 
ratio lt:gis, 248 
rational, 9. 282. uses of t 
rationalism, 193', 537 . usc:ermf, 53 If 

d. . • s o term f 
rea tngs, tn science and h'l • 53I 

I. 8 P 1 osoph}' rea tsm, 20 , 534, 54 I • 50o 
realist, school of law , 42 8 . • - • 39 
reahty, 48, 52; and Scientific M 

soB; philosophical doubts ab c::thod, 52, 
jc:ctivc: c:xpc:ric:nce of 53 . b?ut,. 52; sub-

f d . ' ' o Jc:cttvc: n o , 53; an Petree:, son I 6 . ature 
cism, I68; and meaning' , 9 : and skc:pti-

' -09, Carre:· d c:ncc: to, as proof of Ch · . . spon -nsUantty 8 
values, 284ff; of God . ' 2 3; o£ 

8 f . • 373, rc:latc:d-to 1 34 ; o Ideas, 379; of Is, g, ·va uc:, 
ontology 3 -· St:t: also 

realms, inaccessible:, I 76 
reason, pure r. and its limits 7 8 

3,7 368 7 . , 4, 9 ff, IOJff 
- • • 3 7, 537; tn Kant Io3ff. · • 

ISs; and justice:, IJ6ff 3'19ff ' 10 Hc:gc:l, 
f · h · . ' • 322tt · a d att , 27I; m Chnstian t h" • n 
h . . c:ac mg, 2g,. 

t e cntenon of man 3 , 1. b' . -· as 
f ' - • 0 )eCtiVC: 

age: o, 377· Su also logic • 349; 
" bl " I reaso?a c: pc:op c:, agreement of 
reasomng, logical, ssff· ded . ' ~94 

I . • ucttve tndu . 
etc., su ogtc; presumptive: bd ' . Ctl\•e 
ductive, 5 I 6 ' a ucttve, retro-

rebellion, I 53 
Rt:clltsg~:fiiM (feeling f · h 

IJ6, 254 o ng t and Wrong), 

recurrent, events, 468 
reducible, 175, I 79 
reduction, transc d 1 en enta ·pheno 1 . 

378 meno ogtcal, 

regional, coordination, 496 
regularity, q. Su also law 
regulative principles, 140 . n 
"rc:latable," 561n ' ecessary, 167 

relational, 246 
relation of ideas (Hume) 
rclationalism, JOO ' 54°n 
"rc:lative twice over" ( id 

8 eas of 1· · 
161, 4 5· Su also just' Ustlce), I 46£, 
I . . h') ICe 

re attv1sm, p 1 osophical d 
. h d an 

guts e , I I7, I46n, 248, scientific d' . 
6 ' ISt\n. 

2 2 
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rclativi~m (contintt~d) 

4H7; positivist and trampo~itivc, 132, rR.zfT; 
hiq"rical and tramhi,torical, I 32f, I H5f. 
2(,(,; in Corntc, Ij2, 533; in Marxism, rkH; 
in pragmati•.m, I 9Rf. Sa a/10 Scicntiftc 
Value Rclativi•.m 

OlC'4Lningr;, 

I 86; in 
research 

rclatrvity, of time, fl2; varier;· of 
11)6; Comic, 172, 533; MMX, 
ph;·sics, 240; in t:vt:ry ~cicntrfic 
(Mannhcim), 298 

relativist~, '), I 32fT., I 37, 362, 3R2 
relevance, 30, 3 I, 272, 3"6 
reliability, 361 
religion, natural hunger for, In~f. 426, 465, 

474, 574; verifiable', 28I, 334, 364fT, 488, 
572; Scientific Method leaves us free to 
choose r., 329; a relevant political factor, 
456; docs democracy nec<l r.?, 456£; 01s 01 

source of knowledge, 459 , 478; with or 
wnhout belief in God, 46.z, 465; as a 
mrJtivating force, 47R; function of (Ein­
s~ein), 544; and earthly authorities, 562. 
.St:t: also religious God 

religious, edification: 35; rcvdatirm, 2flo; per­
secutions, 3''8; faith and scientific doubt, 
3r6, 47Gf; frccJom, 316; intolerance, 338; 
wars, 339; neutrality of contemporary sci­
ence, 459; scientific dignity of r. discus­
Mrms, 462; dogma, liberation from r. tute­
lage, 475; inspiration of scientific research, 
48H; arguments from moral history, 500 

rcm~dics, agaimt tyranny, 442f 
rcna~Ssancc, 3 r 3 

~:Pcntancc, 2!!2; and inward growth, 474 
report Propositions " 38 284 478 

repr d ' ' ' esse • drives, 82 
rcpr~duction, 54n 
requrred b' · 

• 0 }ecuvcly, 262, 294 
research ff . . {f 6 ff so6· . . • 27 ; optnron r., 38 , 3 • . ' 

hmtts of objectivitv 298· phcnomcnologtcal, 
3II· . " • 6 

' proJects, 467 474· techniques, 5° · 
St:t: I · ' ' bl" • _a so sctcncc, Scientific Method, pu It 
0 Ptnton 

res~ntment, 3 I 7 
reststa 

nee, 22 4 8 8 6 
respect f ' 2 • 4 4 • 5 9 . f 

' or human dignity 6 xoo; for gnc • 
4I3· f . ' ' . 

' or nghts of others 457' for pnvacy, 
457; for · 6 ' £ 1.' of 542 s nccesstty 48 · cc mgs • · 

ee also I ' ' 
rcspect:ible se_ f-rcspcct . 
r~·p . • Vtcws 40· scholarly amtudc, 464 
~ onstbT ' ' 

rctrodu ~tty, 8x, 90; individual, 329 
tttvc . 

reunifi . • rcasomng 5 I 6 Catton , ' 
revaluation ' Ot Germany, 497 
revclat", of all values 54 2 

on I 6 ' d Voice .' 5 ' 28o, 303. Set: also Go ' outer 
• tnncr · revelat"t . Votce 
ontst 

reven • I52 
&e, 569 

rn colt, .t).:.llll'.t Sucnuli( ~kthod and rc:la­
tl\"l'.!ll, '''• ~(,rt1 (Ja table of contents), 
4'JO, 5·l'J; a).:.llrt'.t d,, Llto~r,Jtip, 4Yl, 569 

rcw,Jution, 22, .; i'•· .;.;H, sll9; (;ulure and 
'uccc·.s of. ·17 5 

rrward·., hc.tvenly, 57' 
r1ght, an<l wrong, 3, 11, 7 3. I 2.;; "r. or wrong, 

rn:; crJuntr:;." 1 "i {n 
ri~:ht(·.), hunun, ~2. 155, 31lo; outside of 

pn·.Jtl\·~ Ltw;, r.pfT, ~3H11, 297, 302fT (su 
t.1bJ~ ,,f CIJII!CIII\), '5'lf. 5·15; to Jife, 2~~; 
to lib~rt}·, to dcv~lopmcnt, 303, 31.1f; in­
alienable, y,G, 31 '; to one\ own portrJit, 
32.3; of others, 457 

righteousn~''• .; 1 2 
risks, 96fT, .3(•2, .p3£T, .p7, .;58; pmsibility 

to dimini,h, •123fT; calculated, •P7; of 
granting dict.1torial powe-rs, 437fT 

road, to serfdnm, 4 50 
Roman, emperors, ·14 1, .;58, 460; soci~ty, 

coherence of, .;62. Sa a!Jo Catholic 
Roper polls, 6sn 
rules, of sci~ntific proc~dure, 27fT, 61, 69fT; 

of behavior, 5·15 
"rmc of the idea," I31 
Rus,ian (Soviet) con,tillllion, 495 

s, (int~rsuhjcctivcl}· transmissible knowledge), 
I I 5· Su also knowledge 

s. (not intersubjectivcly transmissible knowl­
edge), I 1 5- Su also knowl~dgc 

s, (speculations not considered knowl~dge), 
I '5· See also knowl~dge 

"safety belt," 497 
sampling, 63ff, 48I; additional literature 519. 

See also logic, public opinion ' 
scales, of measurement, I I on 
Sat_an, 370 , 37 I 

sattsfacti?n, and pragmatism, I 93f; and 
hedontsm "d " f . . . ' 339i ecpcst s., 293 ; Ill work, 
Impossible to equalize, 4 26; equated with 
"good," 546 

scheme, of values, St:t: system 
scholarly, age groups, 554 
sch_ olasticism, I 67, I 96, 388, 

429, 430, 531 
SCience, and th~ory 4 I 4ff so f . 

~ • • • I i meamng, 
I6f, I66n, 261, 27Iff, 273, 279, 466, 469; 

sg8 

m~thod, 27ff (su table of contents). and 
philosophy, 14fT, I97• 54-li to be 'made 
more philosophic?, I7, 26I, 271 fT, 276; 
cannot set goals or values, I 24fT (ut: table 
of c.), 2I6, 238, 270, 413; and justice, 
I_36~ (su table of c.), 36I, 4 I I, 4a5; be­
he£ m, I 7 If, 465; and ethics distinguished, 
I98, 217, 544; and art, 202, 2B8ff· nat· 
ural, normative, cultural, distinguished 213 . 
"value-free," 233 ;_ ~imitations of, 225: 237: 
252, 358, 480; cnuque, 26Iff (see table of 
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c.); objectivity of, as a recurrent ideal 299 • 
an? _lies, 404tf, 4~3· 416; as a warner: 431; 
relig10us neutrality of, 459; history of, 
532; and truth, 570. Su also values re-
ligion, religious, intuition ' 

scimtia, transmissibilis, non transmissibilis 
nu:r'" sp'"culatii'O, 28of, 354, 430, 469, 554: 
573 

scientific, void, 7; and nonscientific, qtf, 21, 
165, 502; actions, operations, steps of pro­
cedure, 28ff; inquiry, initial stages, 29; 
situation, 70; and juridical validity, dis­
tinguished, IS9f, 255: function of sc. dis­
cussion, 277; religion, source of sc. knowl­
edge?, 274ff, 281, 319ff, 473ff, 478; doubt 
and rdigious bdicf, 283, 476fT; hypotheses, 
290, 47~; likelihood, 467ff, 572fT; ap­
proach distinct from philosophic, religious, 

487 
Scientific Method, 27ff (su table of contents), 

140, I69, I87, I92, 22I, 27If, 280; and 
logic, 55tf, 9I, 200; exclusiveness of, II 3ff, 
I 30£, 262tf (su table of c.); genesis of, 
I6stf, 487, 531; and skepticism, I68; and 
necessity, 4 I 71T; and likelihood, 468f; and 
metaphysics, 367ff (su table of c.), 48 I; 
contributions of, 3 Is. 432, 469, 472 (uc 
the respective subject titles) 

Scientific Value Altcrnativism, I I7ff; name, 
258. Su Scientific Value Relativism 

Scientific Value Relativism, 6, I I7ff (uc ta­
ble of contents), qo, I82f, I85f, I9Iff, 
222, 247. 281, 333. 352, 363, 380, 383, 
486; drawbacks of, 28, I2~f. 142tf; con­
tributions of, I I9ff, 486tf (su also Scien­
tific Method); defense of, I 3 I, I 57, I 69, 
262ff, 357fT; latent, overt, I33f, I68, 278, 
486; partisan, neutral, I33f, I57, 2I8, 232, 
234, 248, 25Iff, 278, 300, _362, 484, 486, 
545; passive, active (aggrc:sstv_c:), I34f, 357, 
486; and pragmatism, II9ff; nsc: and spread, 
2o7tf (ut: table of c.); name, 2I9f, 256ff, 
487£, 549; "arrogance," 243, 55I; Ameri­
can, prevailingly latent and partisan, 240ff, 
257, 487; immoral?, 250; and hedonism, 
250, 434f; misrepresentation, 262ff, 549f; 
alleged inconsistencies, 264; and philo­
sophical absolutism, 27Iff, 303; "abdica­
tion of philosophy," 286; presupposed in de­
mocracy?, 337f, 549; earlier forms of, 486; 
in France, 548; and Einstein, 544; and the 
new ontology, 553£. &e also relativism, 
historical, philosophical, values 

scientifically established superiority, 279; s. 
inarticulate, 552 

scholar, a; a teacher, 554 
sea urchin eggs, 86 
search, for absolutes, 363, 387; unsolved 

problems, 388; for universal elements m 
human thinking and feeling, 487 

second degree of understanding others, 37 
secular, Natural Law, 328£. Sct: also Natural 

Law 

security, 4, 362. St:t: also certainty 
self-assertion, I 52 
self-avenging laws of conduct, 43Itf 

56s, 57 I • 550, 
self-complacency, 437 
self-contradiction, SSff 424 , 48I 
self-criticism, 299 ' 

self-destruc_tion, and guilt, 433 
self-de_termmation, 314 
seJf·C:\'Idc:nce, I66, 302, 307tf, 388, 56I 
self-govern~c:nt, desire for, 457 
self-observauon, St:t: introspc:cti\'C: observation 
self-regulation, 54n 
self-respect, 36I, 545 
sdfishness I3of., 375, 474 
sdling, of children, I 46 
senile, 438 
sense of justice, 136tf, 389, 407 4Io S 1 injustice ' · t:t: a so 

senses, sensorial, 32ff, 74£, Iootf, 176 
sepa:ation, of powers, 337- Su also gulf doc­

tnne, Is and Ought, logic 
serial, ranking, 44 
servility, lack of, as a prerequisite of democ-

racy, 457 
sexual, orgasm, 35; relations, 293 
sharing, of values, 293 
side-effects, 288, 427, 436 484. Sce also 

consequences, by-products 
significance, 225, 506 
signification, 5 I o 
signs, 74 
signposts, 4I3 

similarity, as distinct from essential equality, 
310 

simplicity, 79 
sin, 28~, 320; "who acts, sins," s68 
singulanty, of historic situation, 186 

Sirzn (~caning), 55, I75, 5II. Sce also 
meamng 

situational determination, ( Situationsg•b d 
h . ) • un t:n-

t:ll ' 300 
skepticism, 139, x68ff, 243f. and S . .11 h d • CtentJ. c 

Met o , 52, 168; and Hume, 200 . and 
Holmes, 242; and Kirchmann 5 ' 

I I I 42 
savery, saves, 7, 139, 30s, 315, 2 

390f, 445 3 3. 335, 
slips, in formulation, 543 , 551 
slums, 5, 265 
social, contract, I36; control 6 . 

. 'd I ' 44 ; dtstan 44• no, 1 ea' 304 34If· f . ce, 
I :z8f, 304, 342i ~onditi' unctton, 1:26, 

· 8 ons deter · · sctence, 29 ; conditions . ffitntng 
requtred for the 

599 
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social (conlinu~d) 
functioning of democracy, .;s7; v,!Jdanty, 
304, 342; securit;-, 362; ju-.tice, 23 I, 5·H; 
democracy possible', 446fT; thcor;· and 
religion, 46ofT; ~.ciences, liberated from re· 
ligious tutelage, 475 

socialism, through democratiC me-ans, J ), :zo, 
I5Jn, 18'), 446fT 

sociali·.ts, I 56 
society, 341fT, 4 , 0 , 4 s 7 , s.p; and individual, 

34', 547; independent value of, 3·B· 4l 0 

S0cin]r,gical, reavms for the n·.c of relati,·r·.m, 
2 )'Jf; imp0'>'.ihilit]', 425 

''JCJolr,gi·.ts, un:rtt.lched, j00 
S<JCtology, 170fT, H 1 ff; 0 f knowledge, :zr,Hf; 

"'''Peration of political "renee and "'CI<>l· 
0 Ri', 82 

Srxlom and Gr,morrha, 4l0 
"•ldier, identification with arm)', 45; duty, •12 1 

'\0rnething," to be comciou•, of, 379fT 
sophists, 305; and Natural Law, 5)0 . 
soul, lo6, 123n, 142, 175· HHf; -feehnw .. 

436; not comprehended by naturalistiC ap­
Prr,ach, 350. s~~ also immortality 

sound, 379 
sr,urce, of moral acts, 43G 
5'>Verei~-:nty, 23 , , 39 f. 11)7 , 18), 4'J(j• 5l5: 

myth of, 251; of the people, 3 )7 

Sr,vret, crmsritution of I 'J l(,, 15 1; grc.J! rn· 
cycl,,perlia, 441 ; purge trial·., 44 1 

;race, and time, 5411, zoi 
'parn, 438, 451 
'Pan of control limited, 441 
'Pecial method~ for value judgmcnh, un· 

, necessary, :z66ff; available. 27 111•. 5 ~ 1 
. PecJes, with d"ff t <ets of wvanants, 3'J4 
, • . . 1 eren • 
~Pccrficatron, 51 I 
. Peculations, on rnetaphpical problclns,R 6, 's. 

.'-'jff, 274, 279fT, 301, 37!:1, 47G, 4H 
'Ptrn ( G~ist) 
stabT • 349 
t. 1 Hy, lack in democracies, 44° 

' anda d 
stand/ error, 64£ ff 

rds, of value judgments, 117' 194· 
~~4. 226, 246, 267. ;z!:!!:!, 297• 334· 39:1; 

rmal 206 r of civrh~atwn. 35 J· 
s~ , , 2'Jo, 375: I . ·k 

c also ab I I . t values, yare stK star, so utc, u uma e, 
. ' 1 97 

'tate, gl .11 y 36o; anc.l 
orr cation 34'. one-part , 

Power ' ' d uf 4• 245, 
3 . ' 345; purposes ur en 5 ' 

45, and . sf state f soverergnty, 53 
statist~ affairs, 146ff, 150, 485 
sta . _cs, 5 

tJsttcaJ · usa! laws 
77 ' Inferences, 63 ; Jaws vs ca ' 

stat\Jt 
es, of r . 

steps f . ITnttation, 149 
. , o scr "fi 8ff Stores cn11 c procedure, 2 

strang' 31 3• 53o 
ers 

' 124, 409 

···.trrnl:; pJ.JI.,·o;•hrc.tl," ~sS 

,.trtfe, clement of hutrt;JIJ Ide, .lS·I 
·-tr0111-: man, ·13'J 
·.rrucrurc, of ">O\.IC"ty, 11 r; of cs;:n, 37') 
.\tufrntl:r"r:r- ( delc-g.JIJ<>Il of authority). ~ ;S 
',LJb((JO!..Cir,u•., drive·., h~ 

'llbJe<lrve, me.Hllllg .md it' import.rn.:e, ;;. 
tr,H, ~'•S; rtgiH·., ~ ;1\; e:'<perten.:e, ~S~; 
kdrng·. ;rrc uh)edJ\cly there, :!')"; JU>ti.:e, 

l'l''· truth, ,,,II 
,,ublune, lSI 
..,ubc,n·.tarJtP., k r, .,j.; 
·.uhordrn:uion, of the wtfe, .l~7 

·.ub,en·ience, 457 
:.ub·.t.lntJVe, cqu;rlttv, 45<>; a priori q,rtctnent,, 

o~fi l· 4')0 
'ub·.tJiutron, of l"'dtolro;:ic.JI or hrol<>J.:I<JI 

quc,tions for ethical ones, 1 :!f, .B-1 
.. ,.ubHruction," 4511 
\Ub\"ef\1\"e, 1/l 
success, in pragmati>rn, 1 '!;; in revnluth>ll'. 

475 
successor, to a dictator, .l_lH; to .1 number, 515 
superior, 1yd, S4'J; rrw.rr<i- of krnd 110,, 356. 

Src also better, puq><»e.,, v.rlun 
superiority, (,, 1 2.1. 27'). ssu. Sa alsu v.tlur> 
superstition, 1 G6, .;Go, ·17 ;. 57 .l 
:.uperstructure, 1 hH 
suprahurnan, su divine 
'· 11 Pra-individuaiJ,m, I son, liS 

surplus, of pleasure, cqu.rted with nwr.riiY 
Rood, 434 

surrender, to value>, ~Hs 

survival, !:ljff, 334; of totalitarian regimes and 
lis leaders, 4 4 3 

Htttm cttiqur, 3"3· .Bsf, 374, 56o 
'YIIogi,rns, 1 2Hf 
symbolic, signs, 57 
~.Ynthetic, 55, 176, 2<)2, jOO, 434 

s Ystern ( 1 " t 1 G f 0 va ucs, cr 11' 3<J •; J.:encralit)' "• 
396; _no interference an equality and lib­
erty. tn contradiction. to the accepted 5., 

395, general aC'eJHabtlttr no univcr~al re· 
qurrement in ju>ticc, 4"2; scientific de,·d­
oprn~nt of a ">)'>tem of >Y>tems," 218, 234 

synthe'ls, of ultimate value>, 2J6 

tautology, ssff, 297. 330, 353 
teacher, scholar as, 554 

' 300 

technical progress, over-evaluation 474· s(( 

also Progress ' 
techniques of government, 22, 495 
teleological, 83, 203£, 216, 220 
ten commandments, 4, 321, 367 
tenancy, , 43 
tend · · I · 8 enc1cs, 111 evo utwn, 4n· ~· b' tive 

f . I . 8 ' ..., 0 JCC 
~ctors 111 eva uauons, 2 7; toward erfcc-

taon, ss8£ p 
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Tennessee Valley Authority, 95 
t<=IHative, acceptance, assumptions, hypotheses. 

theories, 27fT, 107; evidence, 397 
terror, 82, 441 
testability, 178ft 
t.:=sting, 29, 93 
theft, violation of Natural Law, 56o 
theology, 456ft, 466, 475 
theory, meaning, 14, 501ft; scientific and non­

scientific, 14ft, 17, 21, 165, 502; is not a 
bw, 15, 502; and practice, 13, 17, 502; 
importance of, 17ft, 503; communist and 
Marxist, 18fT, 186ft, 444ft; hedonist, 339. 
369, 434£; of exertion, .P.3; and proposals 
of policy, 502; and hypotheses, 522; and 
analogies, 523; and models, 524; and his­
tory, 536; European theories and Ameri­
can practice, 544 

theoretical, hypotheses, 28; laws, 61 n; truth, 
218 

thesis, antithesis, synthesis, 474 
thing-language (Carnap), 179£ 
things-in-themselves (Kant), 75• I 01, I 03 
thinking, poor, 411 
thought, as an ontological category, 54n 
"through channels," complaints, 442 
time, and space, 101; and value, 293 
tolerance, 303, 339, 538, 544 
torture, 7, 139, 144, 425 
top values, 302ft 
totalitarian, theories and ideologies, 19£, 49oft; 

vanguard, 562 
totalitarianism, and democracy, 437ft; sur-

vival after liberalization, 444 
totalit_Y• its comprehension as such, 352 
wuchmg wood, 473, 573 
tradition, I I, I 56, 166, 500 
traditional justice, 148ft, 161, 485 
traditionalism, I 40 
"transaction," in Dewey, 512, 514 
transcendent, 378, 406, 561 
transcendental, idealism, 21 o; phenomenology, 

377 
trans historical, relativists, I 3 2f 
transition, to socialism, 448ft 
transmissible, term s6In. Su knowledge in-

tersubjective ' 
transpersonal, ISO, I54. Is6f, 231, 304 
transpositive, I32, 242, 486 
transtraditional justice, I48, 150ft, I6I, 485 
trial, and error, 17 
tribal, deity, 465 
trivial, data and relevance, 3 I 
true, or false, 73; true statement or stated 

truth?, 507 
truth, 48ft, 312, 3I6, 570; meaning, 48ft; 

JogicaJ, 49, 55ft, 9If, I26ff, 29Iff; factual, 
49ff, I9Iff, 299, 400; of causal relations, 

49, 74ft; correspondence theory of f 
5 I "b"l" ' 49 • 07; warrante< ass~ru 1 Hy, 5of; truth and 
Truth, so; accordmg to Russell c _ ·· • arnap 
Dewey, Kaufmann, 49f; Peirc·e ' 
" k . If ' 51 n-ma ·es 1tse as we go" (James) ' 
value of, 218, 227, 26s s-~- r 1' .. 193 ; 

8 ff ' I ' e l~IOUS 
2 I , 3I9_, 3_67ft, 459ft; as a power,~ ., 

8 b d 347. 
53 ; su Jectlve an objective 39 , 398 ; 
and justice, 396, 40I, 404ft, 4 I's. 4SG, 489; 
and art, 406; and evaluation 40 . 

I · 1· f • 9, and w Ute 1es, 4 I 3 ; coherence theor'' f , 
P"l . . J 0 • 508. 

I ate s quesuon not always to the oi ' 
52, 414£ P nt, 

truthfulness, 409, 4I3, 475 
types~ of persons, Io8f; of society, 1 I If; of 

a_ tmudcs, I o8f; of freedom, 3 I 6. s cc also 
1deal types, essence, JV cscn 

typificati~n, 109; ~nd hypothesis, 109 
tyrant, h1s unhappmess according to s 

432. Sec also dictator aerates, 

u (symbol for unforseen disturbances), 43 
ulterior, purposes, goals, 6, II 9ft, xsoft; mo­

tives, 8 If, 3 I 2, 358 
ultimate, purposes, goals, I 19ft, I soft·. v I a ues 

standards, goods, 9, 119ft, I36ft, 207 f£' 
267ft, 271ft, 302ft, 367ft, 375ft, 43-lft' 
456ff (sec table of contents); norms P · ' , nn-
ciples, 345, 367ff, 375, 456ft, 485 

ultra posse, sec impossibility 
unattached, intellectuals, 300 
unbracketing, the divine alternative, 473 ft, 

574 
unbridgeable, gulf between Is and Ought, 

127, 166, 213, 226 
uncomfortable, facts, 229 
undecided, propositions, son, 70n 
undemocratic, majorities, 438 
undesired, consequences or by-products 6 

a/ d . • 2 4· 
427, 559· Sec so es1rable, desires 

unemployment, s; insurance, 445 
unfolding, of objective reason, I 8s, 349 
unhappiness, and badness, 43Ift, 43 4, 472 ; of 

a tyrant, 432 
unique, situation, 89, 267 
United States, spread of Scientific Value 

Relativism, 24oft; Natural Law in 3 ff 
f . E • 29 • 

s6s; de ense m urope, 496; Constitu•; uon, 
427 

unity, and manifoldness, 54n; of the co smos 
200 • 

universal, elements in human thinking and 
feeling, us. x6:1, 284, 328, 352, 373 , 
386, 387ff, 393ff, ~OI, 406ft, 486, 377, 
49 2 s68f· features m human 489, • ' nature 
322ff, 3 53; rule (Golden Rule) • 312, 
frage, 277n ' 355; suf-

universalism, I son 

6or 
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universality, anJ individuality, 5·1n 
univer,.e, wor•.hipped a·. God, .11J_3; exp.•nd­

lllg, 470 
unju,t, H; two kind, of unju•.t law·., 3.;!''· .;•···; 

flagrantly, 2';(,, .3H'Jf, ·l'"'• .pr;; ,,],)cctiVel:;. 
414. Sa also ju·.tice 

unlikely, 4f,5, 4r,7fi 
unlimited, power, 97, 4 37fi 
unnatural, '·13. 394n 
llll('reJUciJ<:ed, 2')fl 
unrca•,(,nablc, arnhiguou·) critcri,Jn, 3(;4 

unreali·.t•c. hn"'the·.e·., u·.e ,,f, ,,,fl, 523 
unrepeatable ,,]r.ervati<lll\, 17fl 
Ull'.r,lvcd, prr,blcrns of the ~.e;1rch for absolute·., 

3H8 
um,.nliable, 116, 175fT, 28o 
unw1·.e, dictatr,r•,, 439 
urge, 367fT, 4k!i. St:t: also inner voice 
lllilitarian, utilitarianism, 1 ~'Jf, IH~f, 204f 
utility, index, 4 5; anJ pra~:mati•.m, 1 ') 3; a•. a 

requirement of law, 358; Socrates anJ, 4I7 
Utopian, propo·.al of Socrate,, 41 7; anJ ra­

tional, 532 

validity, of value judgment,, I 3 (sa value 
judgrnen!.!.J; of mathematics, 55fT, 21lH; 
juridical vs scientific, I5'Jf, 359, 361, 43I, 
5'J(); belief in validity' 226; historical trenJ 
as a yard,.tick of, 228 

valuable, 3; objecl.!., 127, 22fi, 284fT, 552f. 
St:t: also values I 

value(s), and science, 117fT, 136fT, 2G1fi (st:t: 
table of content'); relativity of, ~ 17fi, 
136ff; immediate ulterior ultimate, supe· 
rior, 118£I, I3of.'216, 549,; absolute, n!ltT, 
_136fT, 26Iff, 339; conflicting, I 18fT, 35_2;. 
111 economics, medicine, politics, I I 9; pur­
poseless, I 2I; intrinsic, extrinsic, I 2I; con· 
crete, objective, I27, 226, 284fT, 294, 55 2f; 
a~ means, 118ff, 156; of equality, I5I, 3o6; 
0 freedom, I 52, 3 I 8; of the group, I 53• 
~4I; of harmony, 153 , 353 ; and Aristotle, 

59; and sociology 17 o · and historians, 
18 f ' ' . 5 ; and Marxians, 1 !l7f; and pragma· 
lists I93 6 " I'd"' ' • Ig , 242· "real" or va 1 r, 
209• 286; of truth,' 2I8, 227, 265, 57°; 
a-theoretical, 2I8; "v.-free," 223, 227, 26I; 
coni cepts related to 228 · belief in the 
va idity f ' ' . · 

o , 226, 256, 304; hke anc1ent 
~od~ 229f; dialectic of conflict, 236; no 
f et odological dualism needed?, 266; no 
: 8c:edom in front of 2 g4 f. moral, ethical, 
4 4 29 ' , f 
28 ' o; surrender to 285· knowledge o • 

5; ord f ' ' · only. c:r o rank, 29I, 2g6, 383; eXISts 
1Il the · d 9I rnost · 1 . m1n s of God or men, 2 ; 

sharin~nc ~srvc:, 292; longer lasting, 29_3; 
293 • a d 0 ~ 293; of patience, friendshrp, 

' n tune, 293; of the divine, 310; of 

the hunun pn·.un, _325fi; .1nrl f;~cts intel­
tWIIllll.:, "'· lH; :~c·.thctiC, ;!HCJf. 553; the 
11.1rne "t:""' !·." forrnny pre' .u!Jng lor irn­
IILltc-rt.d ,,,:uc·., ~-;~; v. :~nd the new 
ont"!r,>::;, ';S 3f; ;~dditl<>ll.ll !Jter.lture, 55.;fl. 
.\~c uiJrJ ...-.due JU~~~:rucnt·, 

v • .!ue Judgrnrnt·., ,.t.uui.H<h of, I 1Sfl; rciJ­
tiVI'.IIc sa Sllrll!lfic V:~luc Rc:l:~uvisrn; by 
P"'·III".J',f',, 17otf; by ~I.HXI\t~, 1H6f; by 
pr.•;:rn.ltt·.r .. l'l~tf; ~l.tx \\'c:bc:r .1n<l, 2~11l, 

2fi.;i; cl.~rdic.lti<Jil of rnc:.uung, 222; \", 
Jllll).:rne:JI·, avo1ded by contemporary potiti· 
cd ·.clrllce 111 U.S., :z.plf. 25~f. 547; pe· 
cuh:~r u·.e of terrn by Katdrn;Hln, 271; ob· 
Jedlon of Hnpo"1bdny relevant irrc:,pcctivc 
,,f, .;:zH; met.lphy"L;JI, .;~o; once made arc 
fact,, 431; corHen,us on, 4~8 

"value ~y·.tem,," to be gener;~l, 396; con· 
tradict"ry, .;b6; "sy,tcm of systems," 218, 
234 

vanguard of the proletariat, •H9 
vanity, 475 
variable, content in N;ttural L;~w, 205 
vanable,, in the ~oci;rl science~, 43 
veracit}', 31 2, 361, ;<JH, 4!l6. Su also truth 
ver1f1able, 116, I 74fT, 181; "logically" v., 177 
"vicious relativi~rn," 2.16 
victorious war, 3 45 

Vienna, circle, 1 H 1 f; 'chool of pure theory 
of law, 236f, 2<J7, 39!l 

violent, revolution, .; 39, ·H 5, 447; resistance, 
45I 

vital, energy, 56I 
vitalism, 86 

voice, within, st:t: inner votce; of God, 367, 
37ofT, 385 

volk spirit ( Volksg~iu), 185, 460 
volant~ g~n~ral~, 559 
vora11surzrmgslos (unprejudiced), 298 

wantonness, 475 
war, 345, 384, 428, 453ff 
warranted assertibility, 49fT, 6I 
wealth, equality of, I51 
Weimar Republic, 495 
w~rtb~~ogt:n (related-to-value), 348 
Wt:rtb/,~dh~it (valuing blindness), 289 
W ~rl/rt:rht:it (value-freeness), 227 
w~un (essence), 379f 
West Coast Hotel Co. v. Parrish, 4000 
what-can-happen-will-happen, 518 
whimsical, 375, 400 
white lie, 4I3, 570 
whole, and parts, 39, 82fT, 294; the scholar 

a "whole man," 133 
wicked, 3, 320 
will of God, set: divine law, God 
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willing, as ontological and phenomenological 
cat~gory, 54n, 378 

wisdom, practical, and theory, 502; of God, 
472 

tviJunscllaftlich~ M~rhod~. 27 
witches, 41 o 
women, emancipation of, 384 
work, as a top value, 150; as a yardstick of 

~qualization, 151; quantity or quality, 151; 
limits of ability to work, 423 

work~rs' impov~rishment "inevitable," 445£ 
working class, 449 
working hypotheses, 6, 11, 17, 29, 98, 107ff, 

281, 392, 434, 4SI; in classification, 46; 
of higher order, 107; and belief, 435 

world, government, 23; spirit, 13I, 140, 185, 
.j60 

worms, no ideal even if perfectly happy, 355 
worthy, and unworthy, 3 

yardstick, 151, 158, 3I2; int~rnational and 
interdenominational, 388. Sa also stand­
ard, value 

Zeus, 41 I 
Zw~ckmiissigk~it (reasonableness, expediency), 

358 
"Zwickauers" (inhabitants of Zwickau), the, 

and Luther, 370 

Brecht, Arnold, 1884- . Political theory; the foundations of twentieth-cen"tury political 
thought. Princeton, N. J., Princeton University Press, 1959· 603 P· 25 em. Includes bib­
liography. 1. Political science--Methodology. 2. Political sciencc--Hist. I. Title. }A71.B73 
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