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ABSTRACT

KARL POPPER'S CLAIM 7O A REALISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY:

A PHItCSbPHICAL ANALYSIS AND CRITIQUE

N
~

Karl:Popper claims that he is a "metaphysical
realist".l He <accepts the belief in a commpnsénse
realism, while he, at the same time, rejects a

commonsense theory of knowledge, whereby knowledge

.is validated by individual belief based on experience.

He is caught in a tension bep&fen his helief that

facts are the products of men-made theories and his

need for 'real’ facts that can falsify theories.
The primary aim of this dissertation is to,

demonstrate ‘that Popper's'bi@im to rea]istic,know]édge,

"as well as his claim to ‘objective' knowledge, that

-

can participaté somehow in knowledge of an extra-

‘mental reality, is untenable. This means, of course,

that his falsification theory, as well as his attempts

to provide a criterion for scientific progress and

a principle of demarcation for ‘science, cannot be

logically maintained, since such é methodology depends

*'on the existence of 'real' facts.

1. 0K, pp.23-24, LSD, p. 59, UQ, p. 51.



Thu;t Popper's attempt to‘provide an
ebistemo]ogy that avoids both essential or precise
knowledge, including experience, and that avoids
a conventional exp]anqtidn'of science, which is the
highest form of human_knowlege, is unsuccessful.

In othér words, his fallible view of knowledge - his
complete scepticism - cannot accommodate either his
realism or his 1ogiéa11y dependant falsification theory.
He is unable‘to provide any middle ground between

some essential theory of knowledge and some functional

“or instrumental explanation.
: \

This dissertation will ahso conclude that
Popper's position reduces to conventionalism and
ultimately to re1ﬁtivism, and that, in his
philosophy, there is a confusion between the
nature and status of scieptifig knowledge, on the
ong hand, and\gyilosophica1 kgow]edge.qr metaphysics,

on theﬁather. -

3

In addTtion this dissertation will provide,
within the text and in the Appendices, a detailed
ana]yéis.and exploration of the various facets of

Popper's anti-essentialism.
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PREFACE
Karl Popper believes that étience should
conﬁist in bold conjectufes‘that solve vital prob]eﬁs
_for the scientist. As a philosopher, both Popper's'
_ strengths and weaknesses stem fr$m this same boldress
of deC1s10n in adopting pos1t1ons, which, regardless
of their inherent difficulty,; he pe]ieves he must

support He.is not a philosopher who will avgid difficulties

'_1n order to create an archetechtonic, coherent ph1losoph1ca1

structure.' In fact, Popper will risk contradiation and
intoherence'in order to meet the demands of problems
Which‘he knows he must, in a]1 honesty, acknowiedge. This

is basically the reason why Popper is eventually caufht

in a hopeTest1y untenab]e‘squeezé between hi; scepticism

and his realistic belief. It is his'daring‘gttgmpt to

find a solution to such difficult pkablems that makes

h1s final pos1t1on “impossible, not any lack of ph1losoph1ca1

* :

'ab111ty, 1ns1ght, or honesty

By admitting that science is opinion or doxa, -



resulting only in descripéive; quantitative knowledge.
Popper paves the way for a reconciliation between mefaghysics
and science. By clarifying the nétufe of scientific knowﬁedge he
has left a‘p1ace for Soth metaphysics and religion ‘- |
to lay claim to the more non-descriptive aspects of
human knowledge. "~ This is a,great advance over the
Comtian notion, so prevalent in the past, tHét
science is a rival to philosophy and that-bhi]osophy
is a primitive and inexact form of human knowledge.
However, in Chapter Eight, Sectibn 1 %f this thesis
the difficulties of Popper's own cghcept of philosophy
and metaphysics will be examined.

SRR .

"“Moreover, in contrast to the Vienna Circle
positﬁvfsts, with whem he has been mistakén]y classified,
Popper réfuses;to blindly follow the intellectual ) |
trendldf search{ng for a formula to eIiminate“metaphysics.
Instead, he maintains, that metaphysiés, 1ike ,tradition
1t§e1f, can.bg a source of valyable theory. .In fact,
because of his intuitions regarding reality he c&]ls

himself a "metaphysical fea]istﬁ.

. Eﬁen though there are problems with Popper's
understanding of philosophy and metaphysics and with.

his concept of the nature of the open society, this



in ﬁo wgy'deters from the va]iditxbof his concern
for‘a free'ﬁociety,hor does it deter from ﬁis ¢
opposition to the ,oppression and revo}utign which
results from any utopian, socia]*eﬁgineering.

He fully realizes that‘hfstorica11y any attempts

to mould or remake the whole of a society have

always resulted in 'tyréanny.

It must also be acknow]édged that Popper | /
hgs achieved‘somé%ﬁeasure‘of suﬁcqss, in spite
of his problems, in exposing difficulties which _
are central to the scientific method and to the
“nature of scientific know]gﬂgé; He has shown the
many facéted5genﬁus of one who has the motivation*
/to analyze the controvefsia] ques;ion”of the . ‘ P
nature of scienée“aqd who, at the samé.time; haslthe
| requisifé“knowledge of both logic and science to
enable him to achieve the highest levels in such a . -

venture.

Unlike most;ph{1o%obhers;wha have beén_

influenced by the empiritist't}@dition,Popper is a
pluralist.who believes that man's greatesf development

éccurred_in the past with the_evo]ution'o?'too]s and of

.
¢ 0y - - 1
. - [
3
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human=1aﬁguage functfon. His respect for the past_
a1§0 enahles him to give the greatest crédit to
Socrates and the pre-Socrates for the development of
&riticai rationalism and even to Plato, Hegel and the

Stoics whom he believes anticipated World Three v

e

objectivity. , ‘ T

»r

t In spite of Popper's greatness he has

-+ . assumed the impossibTe task of attempting to reconcile

both realism and scepticism by attempting to create

T a viabﬁe:midd1e position between someuform of
egsentia1jsm, on the one hand, and some férm of
6on¥entioné11;m, DH the other. This thesis‘is concerned
with the\féilure%of that task. |

-

The main-objecti#e of this thesis is to

. demonstrate that Popper'§'91aim that his scientific

methodologyresults in knowledge of an‘extramental
reality i.e. his realism, as well as the seemingly
related claiy that linguistically expressed knowledge

is'objective! knowledge, cannot.be rationally defended

- .within the/limits of his falsification theory. His .

complete scepticism, his rejection ef any kind of
essential knowledge including experience, and his

refusal to accept conventionalism as an alternative,

<

vi
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does not leave him any room to develop rationally
defendable realistic philosophy.

-

In on&er_to demonstrate such a thesis
I have found it necessary to exb1ain Popper's
‘critical ratiomalism'--in séme detail. 0One reason
for thfs is that since there are both empiricist
‘and 'a priori' elements in his position, the inter-
pretation’'of his philosophy itself is somewhat
problematic. His rejection of a conventionalist
interpretation of science is easily undefétood
pyt his anti-essentialism covers such a wide range
of views, ranging from belief based on perceptual

- ¢
experience to the social and political implications

of essentialist philosophical positions, that it is\
therefore necessary,in the thesis, toc explore,

in some detail, the wide range of‘bosipions that

Popper both implicitly and explicitiy rejécts as

essentialism. To my.knowledge,thié has not yet g

been done by any other philesopher, In this thesis this

analysis of Popper's concépt of esgéﬁt1a1ism'is'gg,e1oped : o

inhCﬁapter Two and in greater detail in Appendix II.
~— . ¢

“-

With regard to the difficuities of interpreting

Popper's philosophy, it must be noted that he considers
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himse]f‘to be bbth‘an émp}ric%gt and 4a rétjdna1ist;.of

" “some sort. Hooker however considers him to be |
an empiricist in*all important aspetcts of his

' .phﬂosophy.1 Sdﬁg, though, like Juffnas;'conéidgr him -
to be a_rationa]isﬁ disguised as an empiriéiSt for the

benefit of philosophers of.science.2

Such diverse
views indicate somevprob]em in interpteting Popper’'s
philosophy. | | ‘

When one reviews the periodical literature
and doctoral theses deéiing with Karl Popper's

~ ' philosophy, it soon becomes evident that the sole

<7 concern of most authofs is té explain the précise

"~ nature of Popper's scientific methodofogy. 0ften

- - these philosophers of sc{encg attempt to refute
“this scientif%é methodo1ogy_from“e1ther a more
orthodox inductivist or a ﬁore conventionalist view
.of science. Their emphases reflect the perspectives

L\\Eziﬂgqncerns of those inside the community of

philosophers of science. Juffras matntains that this

N
-~

1. €. A Hooker, "Philosophy and Meta- Ph1]osophy of Science:
Empiricism, Popperianism, and Realism", Synthese, No. 32,
'1975' pp. 177-227.

. 2. Ange]o Juffras’ﬂ"Popper and Dewey on Rat10na11ty , The
e : - Journal of Cr1t a] Ahalysis, Vol. IV, No. Oct “1972.
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intermural peESpective has“kept Popper's concept of
rétjona]ity'from'examination by other phi]osophérs.]

Few Bf these works'atteﬁpt %o understand'e{ther Popper's
basic epistemology, the nature and implications of

his anti-essentialism or the interrelationship of the

various elements in his phiTosophy.

. Popper's ver;ion of éssen;ialjsm app1fes.to a
variety of positions from Plato's essﬁnbes to empiricism
and positivism; from h?stokicism'to qualitative precision.
It is Popper's peculiarly broad concept of essentia1ism‘

that provides one of the majb; frames of reference for

"this particular thesis.

M& ﬁnder]ying philosophical viewpoint, which
serves as a béckground for my particular concern with-
Popper's brand of scepticism, he would, of course also
classify as eSgentia1}st. fhis viewpoiﬁt.fs based upon the
Aristotelian-Thomistic epistemolagy which has been, at

times, classified as a metaphysical realism and also as

2

~classical realism. In substance this philosophy defends

‘the view .that reality is something which is inte11fgib1e'

i.e. gabab]e of being understood, as well as sensible i.e.

capable of being sensed. In such a position the sense

1. Angé]olduffras, Ibid.
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‘”‘the way that it does. At this point it is the role of

sy
and inté11ectu;1 "faculties" are in fact éapacities‘
of man to be informed by the univarsal and comprehensibde
aspects of reality as well aé by the experiential elements.
This view resembleés that of Hahné (See_B%b]iography)
who argues agdiﬁst‘?oppér that men must possess a knowledge
of the essential ;2pect§ of reality - what hé;ca1lsia
knoﬁ]edgé of "form, qua]ity»andlrelation“'in order to
make any claim to‘rea{jstjb:gﬁoﬁledge, to truth or-to a
objectivity;\ As Hann; implies (pp.269-270) one cannat
fa]k about basic statémgﬁté reflecting é reality un1e§g
the thing—in-itse'lfl can be understood. Without this kind
of intellected 'Qrasp' of rea1{ty any judgement, principlé
or ﬁroposjtion has merely a formal or logical structure.

If only appearances can be known then reality forever

eludes us.

A_'hetaphysica1 realism' guch as this cannot
accept that it is possible for 'an epistimologist po bdgin
by éastjng doubts ppon‘ﬁumah knowledge and then aﬁéempt ¢
to justify it by using hgman_Knéw]edge itself. " One cannot
use knowledge to jugt{fy knowledge without beqging the

quéstion. Knowledge must be accepted as existinj in



¢

the philosopher to examine and cTarify'the nature of‘
knowledge.- .

As noted in the thesis Popper accuses many
others of fa]]iﬁg into the trap-bf the Liar's Paradox. y
Yet, he himse]f, falls into the samé trap by implicitly
clajming that it 1§‘true that all--human knowledge fs
doubtful. -He then makes the c]aim:fhét.somé réé]istic
truth can be known in a negative way'via his falsification
methodology. But it iSiSn approach to truth (veris%mi]itude)
which can never result in knowledge that can be kaown

as true for certaim,

Poppér starts Qith a firm belief in the superiﬁr
value of science as an enterprise. But, if Popper wishes
to claim that -a given.scientific methodology can produce
realistic knowiedge'then he should Baﬁe his philosophy upon
a solidly rea1ist1¢:metaphysics and not ﬁ]gim a realism
which, turns out to be nothing but a side effect of his.
philosophy of science.:
b . )

Naturally, as Kekesf(p. 250) notes, the principles
jusfify{ng bofh science and‘a phj?osophy of science itself would have to be

metaphysical rather than empirical because metaphysics



encompasses a more basic and comprehensive 'view of reality

and because science is centered upon only one aspect of

being, namely, the sense data of experience. teith makes

the point (p. 248) that Popper has atquired a growing

realization of his implied metaphysical foundations. S

Poppe;ffeﬁ\sgyrse, explicitly labels any such
Aristotelian cldim to derive the nature of rea1itﬁ3as

-‘being essentialistic. In line with this, he rejects any

notion of a ‘concept' or any holistic, precise meaningful
ideé, since such a view woﬁ1d be‘dériQed from a 'methodologicai
eséentia]ism'. He, in fact, insists on a 'methodological
nominalism' whose products would be imprecise words used
as a shorthand to express scientific theoriés. Such words
would, in themselves, reduce to nan-qua1itative description,
while the theories themselves would be the result of answering
functional or operational type questions rather than ‘what
ijs' essential kinds of questions. (Appendix 1II Section 1).

’ | N
- Moreover, since Popper seémé to claim that scientific
knowledge is quantitative rather than_q&a]ithtive, ?t is
difficult to understand how he can reconcile the precision

of mathematics with the imprecision of all words used to

-



POER
express a scientific theory. In addition, as noted in
Part II of fhe thesis, Pdpper's exp1anatfons of World Three

and especiaf]y of.the potential, intelligible, and immaterial

‘aspects of World Three, cannot fit the empirical restriction

of his non-traditional nominalism where words are considered
as playing no more role in exnressing a theory than letters
play in the meaning of a word.

In contrast, Aristotle and Aquinas, whose basic

principles influence my own perspective in opposition to

Popper's view, indicate that man has both a sensory and

an intellectual contact with the extramental world -

the 1nte11ectua1 elements being dependent;in the first
instance,on the sensory. Reality js_Q}esented , becoming
intentionally united with man's potentiél'capaéity to
know, rather than being ;epresented. Tﬁis"process is tge
result not just of én imége being imprinted on a 'tabula

rasa' but, man's active intelligence, can abstract and then

can conceptualize the intelligible aspects of reality.

Philosophy then should not begin by casting a
doubt on the<human knowledge we aitive]y Jive by, as
Popper does. This starting point is seTf—defeating and

impossible to realize. In the first perceptual judgements
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that a person makes there is embedded implicitly a

'f{rst faét,rélfirst principle and a first condition.

\For'exdmﬁ]e, if one makes the judgement.’gﬁgi‘anjma] is
.a:hbrse', he can then phi]osophicé]iy come to realize

" that the first fact 'l exist' is implied; the first
principle of idént?ty and non-contradiction can bg
defended as implicit and the first condifjon 'Tkﬁtﬁ

can be khown':is also implicitly evidenf;,Suéh.é
_phi]osophical realization avoids begging‘apy qﬁestions or

any false étartjng points such as'a methodic doubt.

If Popper'had started with such a ﬁhi]osophica],
metéphysically‘defehded realism, since "metaphysical
‘rea1{st" iS'a‘tgrm he applies to himself aﬁyway Secause of
his.belief.in d-ﬁor1d operatiﬁg in.a non-chaotic manner,
he could have.been-ab]e'to‘anchor his philosophy upon a
. more sbjid base,iwhich he could justly and logicai1y call
.a rea]ism; ;Hié reverse®procedure of trying to create an
iad-hoc' evolufionary and 'a pkidfi' metaphysics to fit
his philosophy bf science and his Eoncern for a-criterion
of demarcaticn Teads him 6n1y‘intb contradiction with his

attempt to retain the empirical aspedts of his philosaphy,

Because of his belief in the non-justifysng capacity
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of sources pf knowledge, 1dc1udihg experiente, Popper must
reject any kiﬁd of inductivé contact with reality. - He
rejects not only the enumerative induction of the .
traditional Baconian scientific method but also any kinﬁ-
of ihduttive direct contact with a knowable reality such_

as that of Plato and Aristotle.

O0f course, if Aristotle and Aquinas Are

Fdrrect_ in their view that the essential aspects or
';natures.of;tggli}y can be known, then thereiis the |
possibility . of metaﬁhysica1 philesophical knowledge which

is distinct from and more basic than empir{cé1 kndw]edge; [ .
Philosophical knowledge such as this, like the knowledge
,defended by m?gy forms of raticnalism, wod]dvneither depend

on science for‘its starting point nor for 1tsvba;ic

princip]eé. However, unlike rationalism, it w0u1d;pfovide mgtélf

physicaT knowledde-which is a knowledge of Eea1ity.'

This thesis will not explore the mefhodo1ogica]
rules which provide the basis for the actual operation
of Popper's deductive and sceptical fheory'of‘scieﬁce. Sﬁbh
"aﬁ approach wéuld be unnecessary considering that' the goal
of this particular work is to eiamine.Popper'é.attemptito

create a sceptictal philosophj; which is objeétive'and E
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reafistic and yet which attempts to eveid an§ kind of essential
or conventional explanation. Nor wi]i thie-thesﬁe seek

to explain, beyond what is necessa}y to understahe Popper's
phi]oeophy, the changes of emphasis regarding tﬁe'sfatgs of
scientifﬁc theories and the operation ef the scientific

method brought about by Popper's attempts to avoid earlier

criticisms.1

‘Research into Karl Popper's ph11osophy is made
more difficult because most of his books are co11ect1ons of f
articles which were origina11y read‘at various gatherings.
Tﬁere is an immense amount of repetition occasioned by
his attempts to donvince different audiences. Yet‘every
rebetitfon‘must be“carefu11y considered fer changes of
emphasis A problem for prev1ous thes1s wr1ter5 was the
fact that their research Was made before 1mpor¢ant;art1cles
and maJor works like - the Popper Ecc]es book were written.
This particular book prov1des add1t1ona1 1ns1ght 1ntokPopper's
concept of World Three and his ant14esseﬂtja1ism.

This thesis is divided. into three parts with

) ) - . . ' J . -
1. See Ingmar Johansson, A Critique of Karl Popper's :
Methodo]ogx. Exp1a1ns most of the methodo]ogy and the
subsequent changes.

-
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an 1ntroductory'Chapter One_preceedfng Part Oﬁe
“(Chapters Two and Three). Ié‘also includes an
Appendix I with explanatory and critical notes which
provides reaﬁtioﬁs to problems in the analyses mainly
of Parts One and Two and an Appendix II thch
provides an in-depth analysis of the varioﬁs facets
of Popper‘§ anti-essentialism. -Appendix IT will

includé the %ol]oWing: -Section 1 - Popper's Céncept

' of Essenti®l Methodology, Section 2 - Anti-Essentialism,

Authoritarianism and Society, Section 3 - Subjective

Certainty and Belief and Section 4 - Recent Popperijan

Variations on Essentialism.

Chapter One wili provide ;1arif1cétion
of the main'thesis problems. This clarificétion wi]]_
proQidé a frame of réference,fOr the criticism
in Part Three. In addition, Chapter One will include
‘féferencé td the sub-problems whiﬁh are inherent
fn,Pobper's phﬁlosophy, and which f1ow ffom'his desire

to defend both scepticism andarea1ism in the context

of‘an attempt to find some defendabie ground between

r

essentialism and conventionalism, .
. " 13

“Part'One‘of the thesis (Chaptefé,de;and Three),



together with Appendix Il then, will seek to analyze
and expfain the nature.and scope of Popper's anti-

essentialism, as well as his anti-conventionatlism.

Part Two (Cﬁapters Four, Five and Six) will
provide a complete review of Popper's phi1osgphy
from the 'a ﬁribri' Kan?iah inf]hence underiying
his Critical rationalism, to his deductive, falsification
methodology, his objéctive World Three and his
eVo]utiohary dnto]ogy;..‘ ‘

Part Three (Chappers Seven and Eight) will
provide tha;main ¢ritical section of the thesis,
a]thoygh thé Notes on Parts‘One_and Two in Appendix
I will prov%de some critjcism as wé]] as clarification.
In addition Section 1b of Chapter Seven will include
a sampling of how a number of philosaophers and theses
writers explain, justify or reject Popper's solution
to thé basic problem of observational basic-statements
which 1is so‘crucial to his falsification theory and
which provides the eésentiaT foundation for his whole

philosophy.
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Chapter One

Karl ngpgr'é Attempt to Defend a Realist

Epistemology: Statement_of the Problem




Karl Popper is a nbn-justificationa]ist

in the sense that he does not believe that human
o p S .
knowledge can be justified or verified in any

way, either by experience or by reason. In fact,

Popper does not believe that know]edge can be

supported by any sort of gos1t1v Just1f1cat1on

Since he is scept1ca1 about any kind of human

knowledge he describes himself as a fallibilist. Because

of this scepticism Poﬁpen repudiates all philosophical

i

views that justify knowledge,or its sources,as being
‘certain or precise. He rejects any bqai;ion which he

. ', o]
believes is essentialistic.

-Neither observation nor reason
are authorities., Intellectual
intuition and imagination are
most important, but they are not
reliable.... They ‘are
indispensable as the main sources
ef our theories; but most of ?ur
theories are false anyway.

The first, the false idea is that

we must justify our knowledge .
or our theories by positive reasons....’

This idea implies that we must

appea] to some ultimate or authoritative

1. See Part One, Chapter Two as well as Appendix 11
for an e]aboration‘of Popper's anti-essentialism,

2. CR, p. 28.



source of true knowledge....whether
it is human-1like observation or
reason, or superhuman (and
therefore supernatural).

Whét is strange, however, in the light of "these
quotaﬁions is the fact that Popper insis%s that he 1is
an‘epistemo1og{ca1 rea11§t, that scienfific knowledge
éan be both objective and empificél, despite his rejection
of induction,. and that any arbitrary, relative, functional
or conventional explanatjons of knowledge should be
rejected és well as any esséntia]ism.

As a.result of this rejection of the
justificatory pbwers of both experience and reason,
ﬁopper repudiates, because of their-essentialism,
most_ph11osoﬁhers before Bolzaho and Frege._ Mofeover;

¥

he-also rejects the social-~and political authoritarianism

" that he believes is always inherent in the acceptdnce

of any~certitude and intellectual authority, for Popper'
believes that the claim to intellectual certitude and
authorﬁty leads always to an illegitimate claim to moral ,

eruthority.2 Conversely,the open mind of those who accept a critical

1. Ibid.

2. Elaborated in Appendix II, Section 2.

~—



rationa]iim, such as Popper advocates, would help

foster the estab]ishmeht of a liberal, open society:

On the one hand Popper's;anti-essentialism
includes the rejection of any classical notion of.é
knowledge of essences, the rejection of any precise
meaning or definition founded upon an Aristotelian
essentialistic methodo1ogy,\5he rejection of any
belief in the.authority of féasnn to derijve clear
and distinct ideas and the }ejection_of any absolute
laws of historical development, Inc]hdedlin this
rejection is the notion that sciencevéhou1d be based
on final, ultimate essential knowledge - tﬁat science
has a definite stopping point,such as was accepted
by the fo116wers of Newton,with regard to gravity,

~and by Descartes with regard to matter and extension.1

On the cther hand, as canlbe noted - from
thevabove quotatijon, Popper rejetts experience as a basis
for the verification of knowledge. This aspect oj,h1s
anfi-essentia]ism Popper classifies as "subjeéf1v1sm
which includes ail positions such a lassical

empiricism, positivism, idealism and Sense data

n

s

1. See Part One, Chapter Two for an elaboration of pgpper's
anti-essentialism with references; .
See also Appendix II for a detailed ana1ys1s of the
‘various elements. . .
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phencomenal \.H'ews.‘.l Apy attehp; to defend essentialism
of this sort as a justification‘for knowledgé Rbpper

‘calls "nsychologism",which he descﬁ%%gs as an

attempt to derive justified ;nowledge from the

‘beliefs,and convictions,whethér'experientia]]y

or rationally based,of -individual consciousness.

For Popper such a view is an aﬁtempﬁ'to confuse
"subjective" knowledge with "objective" knowledge

or in terms/of Pogperian pTeur(HSt terminology, it confuses
Horid Two rgg}ity'with World Three content. Iﬁ'g-word,

the episteho}ogical\aspects of essentia]isﬁ, for.Popper,

mean any ultimate or final scurce or criterion of

certitude, which results in some truth or authority being

based on beliefs, motivated by consciousness and

rooted in either observational experience or reason.2

O0f course any attempt to base knowledge of rea]ity'

on jdeas or concepts that convey a qualitat{ve, holistic
or exactly definable meaning is an aspect of this ‘
gséentialisﬁ.3 In'addition; Popper's rejection of.

induction is obviously an integral part of his anti-

essentialism even though he gives a variety of arguments \\\\

1: These aspects of essenfialism are demonétratéd in
Part One, Chapter Two and in Appendix II Section 3.

2. See Part One Chapter Two and Appendix II Section 1.

3. Of ccurse Popperls_view4of essentialism is very broad and
- fits. his own prejudices qhd-presuppositionsﬂ



=
to bolster this':‘rejection.1
One &1ght wondenfﬁﬁﬁ—ﬁappee can-reject
most phi?osopﬁers, both modern and classical, including
w1ttgenste1n and the positivists, when, at the same
time, he accepts so much of Kant and when he resurrects
Plato, the Stolcs and even Hegel to justify certa1n'

2 The answer is that although

aspects of his World Three,
Popper attacks the essentialism of all these philosophers,
1nc1udihg Kant,lhe is quite wi]]ihg to accept the inflluence
‘_ef certain ESpecte of their philosophy. For instance, he
€§?rejects the 'a pfiori'_certitude of Kantian hhi]osephy but
~accepts, among other notiops, the view thaﬁ\a]] meaning 1is

3

imposed onwthe choatic phenomena of reatity. He

resurrected Plato, the Stoics and Hegel because they s

. ‘ - . \/\
accepted the objectivity of linguistic content analogous >
to the objectivity of his World Three® c-ontent.4

Another examp]e'of Popper's tendency for turning an early

\ .
1. Popper's re3ect1on of 1nduct1on is cons1dered in
Part Two, Chapter S1x

2. Popper's 1nterpretat1on of Kant does not necessar11y
' correspond to Kant S own view. .

3. See Part Two, Chapter Four for Kant's influence upon
Popper. . . : . .

L

4. See Part Twp, Chapter Six.

—



rejedtion_intb a phi]osoph%¢a1{gccommodation;is

the case of Darwin. After Fepudiating Darwinian
philosophy He_1ater accepted DQPanjém‘as a neCessary
"metaphysiéal research program"-in ordér to provide

a model for his evolutionary World Three ontology.1
In fact, Popper shows a marked tendency to-éccebt

any philosophical element or model that he can

functionally utilize in his theory.

Popper 5 ant}—essent1a115m makes .him a
sceptic about the poss1b111ty of any true or certéin
knowledge of reg]ity. This fallibilism is not something
logically insinuated from hisjanti—essentialism
"but is something whigﬁ is explicitly defended by
him. His anti—essenfiéTism means, that he cannot
accept that any kind oflhuman knowiedge, including

. . e 2
science, can be precise, certain or true.

The wusual alternative for a phi]osopher
‘of science who rejects experience as a criterion of
certitude, together with the methodology of inductive

verification, is to adopt some conventional or pragmatic

1.- Part Two, Chapter Six Section 2 deals with Popper s
Darwinian basis for an evolutionary ontology.

2. See Part One,Chapter Two for references.

il
N

b
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viewpbint‘reéﬁzgjng'scientific Knowledge. A
. - .\__.“,_Ar"" " ;o : ) :
“philosopher, ‘1ike Popper, -who considers empiricism and
positiyism to be essqntia]istié in ar'éub59ctfve'
sense, would seem to be restricted to some sort of
. instrumental explanation of scientific knpwlédge as
the-on]y'other alternative. Yet Popper refuses to
_accept any pragmat1c, re]at1v1st conventionaT or.

hl

funct10na] exp]anat1on of sc1ent1f1c Pnow]edge as. we]]

If any ph11osopher reJects.the not1on of
exact knowledge of rea11ty, he a]so FEJECtS the -

; poss1b111ty of specu]at1ve know]edge which can be-

;cons1dered either true or fa]se ,because of its

. Mo
relationship to rgality. I a ph11osopher be11eves

that know?edge should be considered only as a practica],~

funcfiona1 tool, he would be accepting aniidstrumenta1-
explanation of knowledge, which in R&1e's termind]bgy
would be a reduction of all knowledge to I.knowir_lg how'

rather than 'knowing that'.

Certainly Pfpper accepts that applied science
and technology is knéh]edgg of this type but .what he

rejects is the instrumentalist or conventionalist view

Y



-

‘that all human knowledge. including all scientific
~ knowledge must be exp1ainedlinfpractica1 or functional

terms on]y.I

_ Pobper'rejécts a.comﬁlete1y instrumental-
l conventional, view of knqw1edge main1y.because he
| be]iévés-tha?‘?eience'must'be_corroaﬁrated in order
to progress. ~He cannot aécept sciencé as as self-
.containéd system,'éuch'ag it is for Duhem, Quine and
_"Kuﬁn;since science, for Pdppér, must have, at least,
an indirect reference. to an extramental rea]ityatﬁrough
'&-ﬁ§§d1ative cancept like truthsas wé11 as through
'-the:ope}atibn of his falsifiable method, which can
provide forithg.survi?al of better aﬁd better - ~
_hypotheses, theories and probqsitions. Poppgr clings .
to;a.conceptﬂof knowledge that is émpiriea1 and realistic
?_but'which-is, at the same time, indirect and dedﬁctive]y
derived. | :

Ay

4

Another of Popper's concerns is FQ avoid
complete reTativism.' He realzes full well that since

"conventional knowledge is justified only by some

1. Popper's anti-conventionalism is considered in Part
One Chapter Three,”
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practical or workable application that it borders

on dréo%p1éte]y relativistic view of kﬁowledgeT
Knowledge reduced to conventionalism can be mea;ured
only in terms of the functions it performs and the
needs that it satisfies,.in some particu1ar frame

of reference.

Once any phi]osépﬁer, including Popper, is
forced into acknowledging the need to relate knowledge
to truth and reality, he seems forced into considering
some essential status for knowledge - some precise
meaning and criterion for truth. But since Popper
insists on avoiding both essentialism and conventionalism
he is attempting fo create a philosophical explanation;
which treats knowledge as_;cepticai andffa111b1e, yet,
which is stiil somehow1re15ted to the truth of an
extramental reality. For his philosophy to be viable,both

Popper the sceptic and Popper the realist must somehow

be accommodated., It would seem that Popper has set

an impossible task for himself by trying to avoid any
certain knowledge, including that derived by induction,
while he, at the same time, refuses to accept'an
instrumental interpretation which is at least coherent.

But Popper insists on having it both-ways. He wants
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-~ knowledge including science (the most important kind
of knowledge for Popper) to be both realistic and,

at the same time, completely fallible.

It is because of the conflict between

these seemingly incompatible elements that Popper :g .

ends up with hybrid dimensions in his philosophy.

~-For some bhi]osophers,_Popper is a rationalist, |

for others, he is nothing more than an empiricist

in a8 new guise. Certainly Popper éonsiders himself

to be aﬁ;empiricist. Hooker is quite correct too in

Tabe]iing much of Popper's philosophy empiricist.]

One empirical asﬁéct is that Popper considers science

to be thg epitome of human knowledge. He also accepts

a methodo]égica] nominalism whoée focus is quantitative,

empirical and descriptive and which reduces to doxa
or opinion rather than to episteme or essential

knowledge.?

“

Popper's brand of nominalism - a. term he later

&

- rejects because of its connection with inductivism -

reduces to the role of imprecise words, which somehow

1. Hooker, op. cit., See Preface.

2 See Part One, Chapter Two, and Appendix II, Sectibn 1
on anti-essentialist and essentialist methodology.




conveys the meaning of pfopositions. These verbal
elements, a1though.imprgcise, bgcause gach wdrd;
for Popper is like a theofy in itself, still convey
to a person's mind what Popper calls 'objective' -
knowledge in descriptive and duantitative form.]
These‘verbal elements do not, for Popper, contain
any of the essentia[ or ébstract concepts needed
to provide the universality and necessity found
in the metaphyﬁical propositions defended by some
traditional philosophers,because Popper's explanation
of universa]s‘is grounded in a particularized and
descriptive experience,which reduces the universal
to a dispositional theory.2

Popper's gonce%n that science shou]dfhave
‘generalized propositions is exp]afned bylthé human
need for a generalized understanding of the world and
by the fact that a critical rational position demands’
that theories be chosen by conjecture to sat{sfy

certain prob}em solving needs.3

1. Ibid.
¥
2. LSD, pp. 94-95; CR, p. 118.

3. That Popper's critical rationalism is based/on choice
or decision is demonstrated in Part Two, Cﬂapter Five,

Section 1.
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Yet he acceptsHume's arguments for the
rejection of induction - an'argument which is based
an the inability of deriving general propositions )
from repeated, particular experiences, and by the w
realization that psychologically, even a gznera1
term'11ke man’ or tree, %s never the same as a perceptué{

awareness of this particular man or tree.] “

Moreover, despite his proclaimed rea]iom,
the only knowledge eiément defended by Popper as
having any, even indirect, re]ationship\yifh an
extramental rea]ity %§ a perceptual reacfion to -
reality. 2 Popper exp1a1ns this dJmens16‘\a§ a
decoding of reality, which can be only 1nd1r%pt1y
justified by the fact that we survive, or/fﬁ’the caso
of tho’falsification of propositions, that:.our theories
survive. His explanation of perception is ;;bqoultmmtﬂy on
Kont's position that all meanfng is imposed by tﬁb\_

human mind.

However, even though Popper explains

the nature of the universal as a theoretica]‘dispositionand

o

explains the nature of scientific knowledge as doxa or descriptive

1. See Part Two, Chapter Five for Popper s rejection of
inductiodn. \

2. For Popper's view of perception see Part Two Chapters Six

and Seven.
I\



14

opinion,'and'even ﬁhough'he considers scienée to

represent the h1ghest and most perfect expre551on'

of ° human knowledge, there are certain non- emp1r1ca1

aspectls of his ph11osophy, which would seem to

Suppor‘ Juffras' view that Popper is basical1y a

ration:}ist. Since Popper rejects induction, how

‘ th’h\a e his propositions der1ved? "Popper“s answer

is that they are’ conaectures, wh1ch are chosen

by decision because of certain 1og1ca1 and certain
1

propositions may be 1nsp1red by a var1ety of sources,

sc1ent1f1c needs He beIiEVes that since these

1nc]ud1ng metaphys1cs, that their exact source

is 1rre1evant w1th regard to ‘any 3ust1f1cat1on

‘Popper agrees with Kant that al] meaning is 1mposed by

man himself, even though he reJected the nece551ty that
Kant accepted. 2 Popper also accepts the view I
that-knowledge is innate. In fact, he has a rather
unique ontology based on a Darwinian evo1ut10nary

view which attrlbutes innate knowledge and prob1em—

so1v1ng ‘to organs and organ1sms For Popper, evo1ut10nary

past deve]opment is the only u1t1mate source and

starting po1nt of human know]edge wh11e future human

develogment is the.result of an int rp]ay of the scientific

-

1. See Part Two, Chapter Five.

2. See Part Two, Chapter Four.

L4
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.coﬁmunity with World Three ©hjective knowTedge.14

When one examines Popper's 'obJective'

" World Three concept of knowledge, one is 1nvo1ved

in a number of complications and amb1gu1t1es

-To say that a ph1]osophy is subJect1ve means that

1t reduces knocwledge to ‘the content of consciousness--
an 'a pryor1 start1ng po1nt Th1s.1s true for

the rationalists following Platoc. 1t is also true
‘for due1iSt explanations of the jntellectuel‘knowTedge
of the mind.or soul. However, it is evident that

tﬁe term 'subjective' caﬁnof be restricted eo
rationalist trad1t1ona1 pos1t1ons, because Berke]ey \vhoaccept-
ed the view that know1edge was empirical and
descript{ve,'wae a sebjectiyiet, since he reduced
embir{ca1 "ideas" or {mégee te spirit or mind.
Mpreover, the term subjectﬁvism.cen also be applied

to anti-inél]]ecfualist pHi]osophica] pesitions such
as the existentialism cof Sartre; Camus, Marcel and

Heidegger.

If this be so.then, in what way can knowledge

v

1. See Part Two, Chapter Six.
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be qugctﬁve? Both émpﬁricists and Aristotelians
would defend their view of knowledge as objgct{ve,
even if some of ‘them explained know]edge*as
}epreéenfationai or indifect1y74erived; because

they believe that knowledge is an expression of

a knowable,extramental reality. It is cbjective
because it'cén be eXp]ained as other than a modification
of the self or mind. But we must realize that

Popper cannot mean 'objecfive' in this sense. As

we- have already noted, we Wi1i fipd that Popper
considers any philosophy 'subjective' that tries

to defend personal awarenéss and individual certitude
‘as providing a justification for kﬁowiédbe, e.g.
empiricism. For Popper, such individual knowledge
may provfde a persoﬁ with mot{vation but it can

never be defended as objective knowiedge. In fact,
this kind of certitude makes subjectivism for Popper )
a fgrm of essentialism. Popper believes that for
knowledge to be objeétive it would have to be
expressed in symbolic, esbecia]]y wr{tten, form,where
it can be examined, provide a basis for arguhént,

and be improved uﬁon or falsified- by the community

a

of scientists.'_Objective khow]edge for him 1is

-

-
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. symbolically expressed World Three knowLEi%e.l

. . "‘.
For Popper, all idealists and empiricis}s

are subjectivists, while only he himSé]f, and, to

' some.extent, Bolzano and Frége, defend'kﬁow1edge'as
objective and yet fallible. Popper believes that

Plato accepted knowledge as objegtive, too, but 4n
essentia]ist'and.hecessaﬁy terhé, which he must reject.
"The problem h?ré is that Popper is not concerned with
knowledge as objective in the sense of some form of
epistemological realism versus an 'a priori' explanation, \

but is concerned to divorce the question of knowledge

from the question of its source or origin, a view

which he rejects as essentialism. “For Popper, no

kn0w1edgé source can be authoritative.

Objectivity then, for Popper, is the opposite
of knowledge justif{ed by consciousnesJ or subjectivity.
Since the acceptance of the beliefs and conyfctions
_ motivated by consciousness and derived thrdugh

o]

experience and reason constitute subjectivity and

1. See Part Two, Chapter Six for an elaboration of
World Three objectivity.
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essentialism, then objectivity can only refer to the
.lverba1ized cdntent.of theories,Lhypotheses, propositions
etc. which can exist for anyone's consideration,

acceptance or refutation

Yet, Popper needs some sort of relationship
with reality in order to explain his fa]sifiab]e
view of scienée, How can there be %alsifiéﬁ]e
knowledge, if real falsjfying propositions cannot
be‘derived by obsgrvation? It would' seem that
knowledge of an extramental reality can provide
thg only possible basis for scienfific cdrgoboration
and progress, -even in Popper's~systemJ Moreover,
Popper's concept of verisimi]itudg can have little
realistic meaning,unless it é%n be related to the .
truth of propositions derived from reality

in some way that is ratioha11y defensiblie within a.

phi]osophicaf explanation. - His basic statements,

which are needed in order to falsify theories and
.hypotheses, and upon which his realism depends,are
conventionally chosen and justified u]timate]& by the
inter-subjective agreement of scientists. He belijeves
that without this empirical dimension theré;can-be

no scientific progress at -all. On this .question of

,-f-'“"-‘---—‘_’ . .

M



- -for-science to survive:

19

basic statements Popper conc1udes/fndt observational

agreement-wou1d of necessity have'tghbe reached, in order

fon

)

this would - amount.to a -
failure of language as a means
of universal communication; it
would amount to a new Babel of
Tongues': scientific discovery
would be reduced to absurdity.
In this new Babel, the soaring
edifice gf scijence would soon
lie in rdins.! :

a

fl

Popper attempts to justify his empiricism but in

-this thesis it-will be maintained tnat‘he is

unsuccessful. Whether Popper's objective view

of knowledge is 1ﬁ fact epistemologically objectivg
or-whether it is in fact an 'a priori’ position |
beginning and 16§ica11y-endfng in a rationalistic
mind as the source of all meaning, is a quegtion‘

to bé demonstrated.

In his desire to avoid both essentialism
and conventiona1ism, Popper attempts to create a via

media which he labels a "modified essentialism".

“ This modified essentialism issonly eésentia1istic

Pt

1. LSD, p. 104.
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to the extent ;hat scientific knowledge can be
corroborated by falsification, is therefore empirical,
and, .as a result, can progressé Thys bdw to
essentialism is ﬁoppér's attempt to stave off
complete conveﬁtiona]iSm and relativism. Popper
hopes that his deductive and falsification theory

of science will provide a principle of demarcation
that will disfinguish science from pseudo-science

and metaphysics and yet still avoid the essentialism
of the inductive process. Popper calls himself an.
empiricist, because, for him, sdience muét be
empirical or else it cannot be considered as relating
to a reality and hence it cannot progress. He also

calls himself a critical rationa1isf, because this

equates with his approach to knowledge as a problem-

solving process - a fallible ongoing approach, which is
the-oppoéitecbf any kind of essentialism, whether

essentialism is considered from the point of view, of

'method, the resulting absolute knowledge cor the social

and political effects of 'authority'.

For a philosophy to be corredt]y labeled

'realistic' it must refer to knowledge of an
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e
extramental reality. As Anthony dzHear puts it:

The ability to distinguish

in principle between what

really exists apart.from me

and what is merely mind dependant
"is basic to any coherent
conceptualization of experience,
because such an ability is
required for any being who is
able to see himself as existing
in an objective world at all.
Without it, he could never

decide that his perceptions
reflected anything other than his
own current states of
consciousness. |

Popper, of course, while acceﬁ%ing fhé existence

of an extramental rea1ity;refu9es to beljeve that

we can have any certain knowledge of such a reality.
In fact, any knowledge that we do have , that
approaches extramental truth i.e. by verisimilitude,
is derived indirectly and negatively by the process
of falsification,although in his more Fecenf writings
Popper is forced to admit to ha-whiff«ﬁf inductivism"
for his acceptance of verisimilitude or nearness

to the truth of rea]ity.z

1. Anthony O'Hear, Karl Poppér, p. 58.

2. PKP, pp. 1192-1193.

e
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Knowledge, for many philosophers is called
objective because it reveals a knowledge of an
ontologically, extramental world. 1In this way

an. epistemological realism leads to ontological

objectivity. Popper could perhaps accept this

dechiption with regard to his concept of 'objectivity'
with the proviso that such knowledge is never
precise or certain and contacts reality only 1in

an indirect and negative'way. Objectivity, for him,

is achieved when theories, hypotheses, statements S‘

and doubts etc. are all expressed in the

linquistig form of sentences and propositions. This
giveS‘WOr1d«Three content an autondmy and immateriality
of its own that rises above any materijalistic

function.1 By means of wofld_Three'"Popper remains

an objectivist, an implacable opponent of relativism

and irrationa]iém".z Yet, in spite of this "imb1acab1e“
opposition to relativism, we must remember that

Popper wholeheartedly .agrees with the\re]ativist

that there is no criterion of truth.>

1. Anthony 0'Hear, op.cit., p. 174,
2. Ibid., p. 206.

3. See 1961 Addenda to Popper's The Open Society and
Its Enemies.
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The objectivity bf‘wor]d Three linguistic
cbn;ent is for. him, related somehow to an ontoldgica1
reality because the whole process of falsification
presupposes, fTor the sake‘of séientific progregs,

the search for truth,as well-as,at least,a
negative approach to it. P&pper'5e1ieves also
that he has been able to reinstate the correspondence
theory of truth by means of T@rski's ;éﬁ;ntical
approach. He accepis that by means of such correspcndence
he can view theories as realistically approachjng i
truth or falsity in the process of fa]sifiéation.]
But, of course, none of this changes the fact that
truth'for Pdpper is "assumed-as part of the game"
of science since'truth'is the metaphysical
intuition, the "reguiative idea", by which reality

2 Such an approach to truth and reality

is approached.
is necesséry in order to make science an empirical
enterprise which, for Pépper, is a necessary condition
for its validity. In the context of the three

basicvjuétifications for know]edgé,which are known as

1. Popper's concept of truth is considered in Part Two,
Chapter Five, Secticn 3(b).

2. For science as a game, LSD, pp.'53—54; See Part Two,
Chapter Six, Section 3(b) on Truth and Verisimilitude.. ,



Fries Trilemma - psychologism, dogmatism, and
infinite regreés ~, it will be noted, that although

Popper attempts to escape all three aspects,

24

espéc%ﬁ]]y psychologism, which is the positibn accepted-

by Fries and other verificationists, he is ultimately
.impaled on all three horns especially that of

dogmatism,

It will be ma%ntained in this thesis that
'Popper is unjustified in Tabelling his epistemology a
realistic one and that h%s concept of objectivity is
in fact logically unrelated to any realistic use
of that term.b Moreower, the following theses and
sub-theses will also be defended because of their

involvement by implication in this major problem.

A. that Popper's fallibilism is an un-
'successfutexp1anat1on of the emp1r1ca1

e1ement in sc1ence bnd so also represents

an unsuccessful atte t to avoid a

\\\ comp]etely a pr1or1 ‘exp
d human knowTEdge
SN\ ko

%,~%Hgt ti;fﬁttempts to blend the'a priori' a

.k\w/mﬁxtl, 1 aspects of his philosophy. prec

any realistic explanation of 'objective'

nation of ‘science

nd
Tude

know]edge.
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that Popper is unsuccessful in his attemét
to construct a via medfa between an
essentialist and conventionalist view of *
knowledge, with thimrﬁéﬁﬂt,that h%;
posifion reduces to conventionalism and

Teads to relativism and scepticism.

that there is an unresolved tension

in Popper's system between the scope,
subject matter and methodology of
philosophy {(including metaphysics), on

the one hand, and science on the other.

that there are contradictions between
Popper's methods of theorizing aﬁd his
stated faillible philosophica1 quition

‘with regard to all human knowledge.

Theses A and B, of course; are merely

implied aspects of the major thesis. If Popper's

€&

realism is untenable, then his epistemology reduces

to a subjective, 'a priori' basis,since there would

be no,even indirect or négative way,that Popper can

consider his 'objective' World Three concept of

knowledge as approaching the truth of an extramental

reality.

Moreover, if the major thesis is correct,
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then Popper's scientific system reduces to a
convent1ona11st instrumental theory of science (Thesis
C). Of course, there is already a heavy dose of

conventionalism in Popper's position,which will be

1

substantiated ]afer 1nﬁthe thesis. The following

quotation, however, serves, at this point, to
illustrate these leanings. In addition, PO[JDET"CL
explicitly maintains the conventional nature of the

basic statements in his_phiTosophy.2

I admit that my criterion of

falsifiability dees not lead

to an unambiguous classification.

Indeed it is impossible to decide,

by analyzing its logical form,

whether a system of statements is

a conventional system of irrefutable

implicit definitions, or whether

it is a system which is empirical

in any sense; that is, a refutable

system., This however only goes

to show that my criterion of

demarcation cannot be applied

immediately to a system of statements.....

The question whether a given system

should as such be regarded as

a conventionalist or an empirical

one is therefore misconceived.

Only with reference to the method
Tied to a theoretical system is

it at all possible to ask whether

we are dealing with a conventionalist

or an empirical theory. The-only

1. See criticism in Part Three, Chapter Eight, Section 3 on
the reduction to conventiona]ism and relativism.

2. LSE, p. 105, See quotation on page 133.
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way to avoid conventionalism

is by taking a decision; the

: decision_not to apply its
methods. |

,Fé;Popper's theory,knowledge is_cohsidéred ]
as a prob]em;so1ving process of trial and error

whether the involvementbeon the level of the amoeba

or the Tevel of Einstein. But science i¢ éonsidered

by Popper to be the pinacle df'humén knowledge

because sciénce alone posseéses @ method for acquiring -~
better and better theories. This is the process

of conjecture, based on intelligent choice and

severe testing.

Thesis D maintains that such a view of
science places philosophy and metaphysics in a very
confused category, to say the least. Popper may
not ‘be as explicit as Comte or thé positivists in
downgrading philosophy, espécié11y since Popper seés
metaphysics {as he defines it) as'usefu1 and even
necessary with regard*éo the intuitions of truth and .
reality..But, in Pbpper's'posTﬁon .ph11osobﬁj
is ambiguously undérstood and has'a Very seﬁondary

rale to play in the evolutionary scheme ofgjiiﬂg%
~ ) Y ’
especially with regard to knowledge progress.

- . o
1. Ibid., pp.81-82. | * 7’ ‘
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It will be noted in defense of thesis
E that there are aspects of Popper's use of'scientific
facts and h1s own seeming cerf1tude thh regard to

his metasc1éﬁ&1f1c data, that seem to contrad1ct‘

his pos1t10n,;hat all human'knowledge s fallible

-\\‘ )

and that only science because of its fa]sifiaﬁility'

can be Tess fallible than other forms of.knqw]édge;]

In order for Popper to escape from

a restrictive emp1r1ca1 reduction, he is forced to .

ﬁexpand the outer limits of his linguistic world

Three. Only in this way can his brand of cr1t1ca1

rationalism Qevelop beyond the restraints- of the - .

. partitu?ar.ahd the'conCrete.‘Poppeﬁ‘s'wonfa Three seems

to pr0v1de hlm w1th the flexibility needed to justify
his p]ura11sm, h1s reJect1on of 1nduct1on and his

acceptance of 1mmater1a]1ty

1. See criticism in Part Three, Chapter Six, Sectien 2.
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‘ Chapter Two

The Scope of Popper's Anti-Essentialism
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A1l Pqﬁper's explanations of esséntialism have
in commoﬁ, at least imp]icitly,_the-epistemo]ogica] view
‘that criteria exist, which can provide a basis for juﬁt}fied‘
truth, for precise meaning or for an<abso1utefsource
of belief. Because e§a§nt1a]ism for Poppér is such a
broad and multi-faceted concept, he finds it in a
variety of guises. In fact, he béliéves, as we have noted,
tha£ it has been fostered by most of the-tfaditiona1 and

modern philosaphers,

w In this chapter 1 sha]1.sh0w that Pbppef's céncépt
of essentialism encompasies'any_preéise; definabfe;‘
certain or ultimate view'Sf knowledge or meaning as well
as the social and pSTipica1 1mp]icétioﬁs of such beliefs.
He rejects as essentialism any use of origins, or sources
as justifying"knowkedge and the resulting beliefs or
convictions which are‘considereqjas.authof?£5t1Ve. He
also repudiates ahy methodelogy that prétends to derive
certain, precise and true knowledge or meaning. Included
in ‘this repudiation of any essential knéw]edge is the
derivation of precise meaning in the form of definable
%onceptsor.exact laws of historical development. Any

acceptance of holistic concepts which would amount
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to episteme and which could befquaijfatjve]y defined,
would of hecéssity have to be precise and would amount

to essentialism as well.

v

Knowledge, for Poppg ,cannot be.considered as

either exact or authoritati Because he believes

that nobo&y can Speak with either moral or inte]Jeétua]
authority, he accepts that'society must as a result

be.dpen and liberal rather than authoritarién._This
rejectidn of the possibility of éertain truth; as well

.as the rejection of any precision to meaning, mékes

it impossible for Popper to accept that know]edge can

be grounded upon any directly derived or intuited knoQ]edge
or that beliefs:.can be defended according to their

source - whether this .source be reason or éxperiencefy

As a result of the_rejgction of both reason and experience,
and as a result of denying any essential or certain |
knowledge of rea1itx,Popper repudiates even the notion

that our knowledge should be justified or verified b&

positive, direct reasons.

Popper applies the term essentialism to the

absolute realism of Plato's essential forms or-ideas,

1. CR., p. 28, See quotation Chapter One p. 2.‘
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as we]i as to Aristotle's abstracted essentia1 concepts,
because these concepts are accep}ed as constituting
- a'prec1se, holistic and definable know]édge of

rea]ity.] In fact, any holistic or uhified conceptual
undérstanding of fea]ity-presupposes that reality
can be accurately intuited and then expressed as a
concept or term capable of precise definition. Any
holistic epistemo]og%c?] basis for human knowTedge4-\
would, because of its unified, précige meaning, be
non—déscriptive and non-particular - the cpposite

of Locke's ideas, which arelimages of sensed reality -
and ﬁence such holistic concepts or terms would provide
knowTedge; which is 'episteme’ rather than 'doxa'. An
ebistemoiogy of essential conéepts would also presupposeF
an eSsentié] identity between concebts ané meaning

which Pdpper could never accept as compatible with

his quantitétive'and descriptive scientific methodo]ogy.2

Popper belijeves that science utilizes a
methodological nominalism rather than an Aristotelian

‘methodological essentialism, in both the exact sciences

1.<05 11; Chapter II, also UQ p.22, pp. 17-23, pp.28-30;

CR_ pp.18-20.

2. See Appendix I1, Section 1.



and the social sciences, since only a methodclogical

nominalism canAresult in descriptive, non-holistic

and non-gualitative knowledge, which is doxa or opinion

rather than episteme or certain know]edge.1.

Popper also applies the term essentialism to

the holistic expression of the historicist belief

in fixed historical laws of human development. Historicists

maintain that absclute laws of historical development
really exist and that these laws can, and should be,
discovered in-order to better prepare society for
necessary evolutionary change. - For Popper, historicism
encompasses both Hegelian-and Marxist dialectic, as
well as,ﬁistorica] positions like'thogg of Spengler
and Toynbee, who belijeve that they can ascertain and
‘exp1a{n the whole Etructure and development of
hisﬁory.z ' k
~w Popper. favours methodolegical individualism in

the social sciences, where essential whole realities

like 'the army', 'the nation', or ‘the Engliéh people',

are rejected as a basis for study. He favours an

Iy

N . . ; -
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exp]anato;y, descriptive, and indjvidual approach,
whichikesults in society being conceived as the

product of individual activity alone.] For‘Popper,
individuals give meanihg.and direction to sociéty,a system -.

which is analogous to his Kantian view that individual

jdeas give meaning to reality.

Essentialism for Popper also includes the
verbalism of Wittgenstein's analytic movement with

its Aristotelian based attempt to define the exact
2

meaning of words. Not only does Popper consider
‘Wittgenstein's rejection of metaphysics to be

misguided, since 1t-obscures the nature of a principle
of demarcation for science,and is, as far as Popper

is concerned, a metaphysics itself, but he also regects‘

the essentialﬁsm which is inherent in a philosophy

concerned with a search for precise meaning.3 : ®

Popper of course is not concerned with precise

meaning but with the survival .of better and better

1. POH, pp.135-136. | ’
2. 0S II, p. 9, pp. 292-293 note 46, pp. 296-299 notes
51 and 52, : L.

3. UQ, p. 30, also Appendix II, Section ..



scientific theories.

In Section‘I'Appendix Il it is demonstrated
that Popper daes not accept the view that the
methodology of science should concern itself with
precise concepts, ideas or meaning of any kind.
Science is concerned with theoretical conjectures
and hypotheses that do not depend for their importance
as prob]gm solving tools on the precigion of the Qerba1
elements tha% convey the conjecture. Pepper makes

the point clear when he declares "Yet there simply is no

such thing as an 'explication', or an 'explicated'

or 'precise' concept."I He states that if greater
N ' -

clarity 1s needed that this must be done "ad hoc"

or "piecemeal". Words are invented to serve certain
purposes of the moment. They cannot solve problems.
He calls this process "dialysis" rather than

2 ' ’

"analysis".

i

In much the-same-context, Popper attacks the

positivist attempt to eliminate metaphysfcs by an

1. Ibid.

2. 1bid., pp.30-31, See & so Part Two, Chapter Six, Section
1 for an elaboration of Popper's view of langudge
as imprecise thought.



appeal to a norm of meaningfulness:

...my position has repeatedly been
described as a proposal to take
falsifiability or refutability as
the criterion of meaning (rather
than of demarcation)... Even
Carnap.. feels himself compelled to
interpret it as a proposal to
exclude metaphysical statements
from some language or other. But
it is a fact that... I always dismissed
the problem of meaninglessness as a
pseudo-problem; and I was always
& opposed to the idea that it may be -
. jdentified with the problem of
demarcation. This is my view still...
One of the theories which I had
_ - criticized...was the assertion that
\ metaphysics was meaningless, and
~ consisted of nonsensical pseudo-
propositions. This theory was
supposed to bring about the overthrow
" of metaphysics, and to destroy it
more radically and more effectively
than any earlier anti-metaphysical
philosophy. But as I pointed out 1in
my c¢riticism the theory was based
on a naive and naturalistic view
. 0f the problem of meaningfuilness;
moreover jits propagators in their
anxiety to oust metaphysics, failed
to notice that they were throwing
all scientific theories in the
same scrap heap as the meaningless
metaphysical theories. A1l this I
suggested was a consequence of
trying to destroy metaphysics
instead of looking for a criterion
of demarcation.

1. CR, pp. 258-259.
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Popper believes that the positivists utilize
the Aristotelian methodology with its search for

precise meaning, which they, in turn, apply to the

acceptance and rejection of certain kinds of propositions.

In footnotes to the above quotations Popper makes
the connection between positivism and his concept of

essentialism explicit:

" Although I called the theory
naturalistic I now also call it
absollutistic and essentialistic...

At present I should be inciined

to call it an essentialistic theory
in accordance with my book The
Poverty of Historicism section 10 and
my ?pen‘Society, especially Chapter

JII.

For Popber the acceptance of any intellectual
or moral authority always leads to authoritarianism
and obscurantism. Because of this, any authoritative
view of essentially certain ethical brincip]es like
those involved in the aCceptance of a-~'natural law'

view, or a belief in natural, normative values or

s fixed views of an absolute social good like 'the greatest

happiness' principle leads to the belief that 'the good',

1. Ibid., p. 260 Note 18.

>

)

o




however it is conceived, should be 1mbosed on individual
“citizens for their own welfare.' These authoritarian
consequences of essentialistic belief in the authority
of truth leads inevitably, Pbpper believes, to

misery and restricted freedom. for others. Associated
with the acceptance of essential truth or certitude

i; the adoption of the conspirary theor:y.2 Popper's
notion of this theory_is that if anyone refu;es-to
accept the truth in absolute terms, as it is defined

Py any given group, then such refusal would be

'1abe]]ed as conspirary égainst the truth, attributable
to sﬁch entities as the devil, The Communists, Fascists,

LY
etc.

The theory that truth is manifest -
that it is there for everyone to

. .see... this theory is the
basis of almost every
kind of fanaticism. For only the
most depraved wickedness can
refuse to see the manifest truth....

Yet the theory that truth is manifest
not only breeds fanatics... but it °
may also lead, though perhaps less
directly than does a pessimistic
epistemology to ‘authoritarianism.3

—_—
o

S I.

2. 0S I, pp. 237-238, 0S 1] p. 304 Note 62.

3. CR, p. 8, See also Appendix'II, Section 2 for the
e

— ? N - - - = - .
onnection between essentialism and authoritarianism.

39 g
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Obscurantism for Popper is the result of
essentialism when supposed essential elements are
considered as arbitrary ultimates, which impose an
absolute stopping point hindering the ongoing development
of science. Popper rejects this essentialistic influence
an science, which he believes restzhon the mistaken notion
that science can provide episteme or certain knowledge.

&He considers Bacon and Descartes, as well as Galileo,
~auEEoy]e and the followers of Newton, to be guilty of this

search for final explanations.
k]

In an article entitled, "Threé Views
Concerning Human Knowledge", Popper explicitly
categorizes his own view as a via media between‘
esséntia]ism and instrumentalism. He identifies

essentialism, in this context, with Galilean philosophy

R\\\\‘\_\Hw

of science which consists of three theses:

1. The scientist aims at finding a true
theory or description of the world
which shall also be an explanation
of the observable facts. ) -
\
. 2. The scientist can succeed in
finally establishing the truth
of such theories beyond any:
reasonable doubt.
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. 3. The best, the truly scientific theories
. describe the essences or the essential
nature of things, the realities which
Tie behind the appearances.|!

- -

o

4 S
Popper fejec;s/theses two and three, 1dent?¥y1ng
them with what he F2115 essentialism. Involved in this
rejection is an agfeement with the instrumentalist
’Eriticism of gssentialism in science, that, "exp]anatian
is not an aim of the physical sciences, s1nce phy51ca1
o

science cannot discover 'the hidden essences of.th1ngs

The argument shows tht what they (Berkeley, Mach,‘Duhem

—

. , , . Rt
and Poincare) have in mind is what I call UItTWifi,;)/)
_ 5 ‘

explanation". Py

o | ]
. : W
At the same time Popper is in a reéme t h what “
he ca]]s "the sp1r1t of essent1a11sm” wh1ch acogpts the
fact that much remanns hidden from us that e discovered

at a 1ater date. Popper does\not deny that e'sence may

exist. He believes, however, that they are 1rre1eu1nt to

science since science is not concerned with a know]Zgge

of e?gences or with}exp]anation; but with deecription.3
Wid., pp. 103-104. /’% ya

2. Ibid., p. 104, contaft within brackets added. This quotation
indicates Popper's clonventionalist leanings. .

3. See Appendix II, Sedqtion 1. S C\
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Popper be115¥es Rhat it wai/;;\;ssentialistic

‘mentality that made ﬁ/ﬂf]e accept Descartes' view of

matter and

Newton s view of gravity as abso]utes L One

of the problems with Kant's Copernican Revolution, according

to Popper,
science. as

the reason

was that Kant firmly believed in Newtonian
true for all time. He believes that this is

why Kant accepted synthetié'a priori'propositions

which could provide the universality and necessity needed

for an essential Newtonian science.2 Popper rejects

then, any ki

nd of ultimate final explanation.

The essentialist doctrine I am contesting

s solely the doctrine that science aims

! /
: s

at ultimate explanation: that is to say,

an explanation which (essentially or by

its very nature) cannot be further expltained,
and which is in no need of any further
explanation.

- Thus my er#ticism of essentialism does not
aim at ab]ishing the non-existence

of essence it merely aims at showing
the obscurantist character of the role
played by the idea of essences, in the
Galilean philosophy of science {down _
to Maxwell, who was inclined to believe
in them, but whose work destroyed this
belief.) In other wordsg™my criticism

tries to show that wi3¢ er essences exist

1. Ibid., p.

2. Ibid., p.
on Poppe
-Kant.
’ )
-~

N

~

. . R
168. ! A

184, See Chapter Four for Kant's In?]ubhge

5 N

\\\7(
r.and Popper s persohal re-interpretation of\ ﬂ
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or not, the belief in them does not
help us in any way, and indeed is
likely to hamper us, so that there is
no reason why the scientist should
assume their existence.

But what has the prob]em.of an arbitrary, ultimate
stopping poiné for science to do with the épistemo]ogica]
;problem of {ntuited essences as concejved by either
Plato or Aristotle, which Popper also rejects under

the jabel essentjalism?.

- The Platonic and Aristotelian traditions

. can be described as objectivist and !
rationalist (in contrast to the
subjectivist sensualism or empiricism,
which takes as jts starting point sense
impressions and tries to "construct"
the physical world out of these). Almost
all the forerunners...of Plato and
Aristotle were rationalist in this
sense: they tried to explain the
phenomena of the werld by postulating
a hidden ,world, a world of hidden
realities, behind the phenomenal
world.

But both groups, of course, aﬂe_essent{alistic in
that they defend a definite source or criterjon.bf certain

knowledge.
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With regard to these hidden realities, which
Popper claimed were merely pdstu]ated,'he now makes the

N

claim, "It has turned out that altho%gh there are

such hidden rea]itieé; none of theﬁiis ultimate.“]

‘This brings up the problem of the philosophical knowledge .
) .

-

of essences versus scientific description.

&

One sectjon.pf Appendix 11 15 devoted to an
explanation of the important problem of essentialism

as it relates to what Poppe} calls the commonéeﬁse view
_of knowledge.‘This is the.aspect of essentialism that
Popper labels 'subjectivism'. .In the quotation on

page 329, Popper contrasts the hidden, objective
realities of Aﬁistot1e, Ptato and tﬁeir forerunners

with the subjectivist sensualism or empiricism, which

' tékeS'aS {ts-étarting poihf sense impressions'and tries
to “construét the physical'world out of these."3 Because
of this subjectivism Popper condemns all empiricism,
pésitivism, phenomena1ism, etc. .To Popper, such phi1d§ophers
base theirﬂﬁiewLof knowledge upon their personal

‘convictions regarding ipner knowledge and perceptual

1. Ibid., p. 193.

2. See Appendix I Note 1 for a reaction to.the question of
"hidden realities”.

3..SIB, p. 171.

—rrr— -



awar_eness.1 This element of personal awareness and

conviction is what Popper later in his works qualifies
as psychological World Two. For Popper sueh a view can
only -represent knowledge as 'subjective' or individual
and-neyer know1edge which can be coneidered 'objective'
for all to éxamine. He is thereby rejecting all
-ph11050ph1es that conceive of know]edge as “cons1st1ng
of things or thing like entities in our bucket (such

as ideas, impressions, sensa, sense data, elements,
)8

Therefore besides Descartes and the classical essentialists,

r .
atomic experiences, or... molecular experiences.

Popper is re3ect1ng the emp1r1ca1 tradition that bases

‘its beT1ef on the view "that all experience COHSTStS of

113

‘1nformat1on received through our senses. '3

The rejection of the essentia]isﬁ inherent in
subjective sources of knowledge is related to Popper's
rejection of induction as an explanation of hdw
knowiedge is acquired, because he associates the

term subjectivism mainly, but not exclusively, with
Y

1. See Part Two, Chapter Five for an elaboration of
Popper's view of objectivity. @

2. 0K, p. 62,
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emp%ribb1.positions concerned with experience;‘ For
Popper, ”traditional‘empiricist ep?gfgﬁqlogy'and the
traditional historeography of science are both deeply
ﬁnf?uenced-by the Bacénfan myth that a11‘scjénce
starts .from observation and then slowly and caufiously
proceeds to thebries.ﬂl Popper'ﬁeTieves that‘the‘most

common belief about what demarcates science from other

methods, is the inductive approach. He states that

"the most widely accepted answer to my problem 'that’
science is distinguished frdm'pseudb-SCTence - or

from metqphysicsV - by its empirical method, which is

essentially inductive, proceeding from obsefvatian

or experiment."2

Popper rejects this view that attempts to justify
or verify a theory, hypothesis or law by repeated

experiences of the same.kind. As already noted in

Chapter One, Popper rejects both the authority of

observation and the authority of reason as a-basis for
either absolute knowledfe or generalized know]edge}of

any kind.® In his philosophical view we must begin with
s

1. CR, p. 137.
2. Ibid., p. 33.

-

3. See Part Two, Chapter Five, Séction 2 on the problem of
generalizations in Popper's view of science.

-
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.propésitiohs,and theories which can be only chosen

‘ conjectures.] Moreover, since he accepts Hume's

rejectian of induction, Popper is forced either.td

propose a deddctive approach to science‘in order

to provjde a principle of demérca%ion or 'to give up

the sga}ch for such a princip}e. The Tatter decision,
as we noted in Chapter One, wou]d tend to force

Popper into a conventionalist interpretatioﬁ of

science.

- Popper identifies essentialism with any absolute

knowledge or with any certitude, whether it

i

be an absolute criterion or source of knowledge, a
holistic law, an essential, holistic aspect of reality
expressed by a conﬁept, an authorjtarian belief, a

‘moral norm, etc. In the fdﬁlowing quotation he identifies

essentialism with anything that is fixed or unchangind:

Thus 1 agree with essentialism in its
view that science is capable of real
.discoveries, and even in its view that
in discovering new worlds, our intellect
triumphs over our sense experience.

But I do not fall into the mistake of
Parmenides - of denying reality\to all

[

1. See Part Two, Chapter Five for an elaboration of
_ Popper's falsification theory.

-
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that is colourful, varied, indiﬁidua],
indeterminate and indescribable 1in
our world.!l

Popper even finds an essentialist strain within
conventionalism illustrated by "the belief that eJents
and occurrences or incidents (which are directly observable)
must be in a sense more real than dispositions_(which 
are not) 2.' One can conclude from this that any
acceptance of a rea11ty which can be precisely understood
or precisely designated, whether because of its nature

or source, constitutes essentiah‘sm.3

Popper admits that human constructs such as
‘clock' or even 'the scientific method' could be said
to have an essence because these depend on human choice

4

and convention. In the case of the study of scientific

methodology such essentialism can be judged functionally

1. CR, p. 117, See Appendix I Note 2.
2. Ibid., p. 118.

3. See Appendix I Note 3 regarding Popper's concentration
on essent1a11sm in a variety of philosophies.

See UQ , p. 30 on precision: For a reference to the problem

af prec1s1on, See Appendix I Note 8.

4, LSD, pp. 105-106, Note 17, Sections 7 and 8.

2
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whethérrit “Ee]ps us'", whethér “Ezfiea11y need it",
or whether it gives rise to "inconsistenciés”.] In
other words, Popper is using the criteria of function ,or
use as a measure,for whether essences dependent on h”g%f_

choice,should be considered by science or not.

In Chapter Three and Chapter Fiver(l) it will
be shown that this instrumental approach to scientific
methodology, which uses essential concepts when they
advance science, is based on choice or decision - the
foundation stone of Popper's concept of critical rationality.
Popper chooses what science should be in order that he
‘can provide a principle of demarcation which avoids *
induction. He then constructs a functional methodology
in order to make this view of science workable in a non-
inductive wéy} th1€fsti11 avoiding a comp}ete]y conventiqna]

position.2

1. Ibid.

2. For a'more detailed analysis of Popper's anti-essentialism
see Appendix II.
Section 1 - Popper's Concept of Essentialist Methodology.
Section 2 - Anti-Essentialism, Authoritarianism and -

Society.
Section - Subjective Certainty and Belief.

Section - Recent Popperian Variations on
Essentialism and Methodology.

Ny L

!
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Popper's Anti-Conventionalism
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S

~
As we have noted, Popper's 'modified essentialism'
ris opposed to both essentialism and conventionalism.
We have also noted, that Popper rejects &ny essential
or precise knowledge whether it be presented as an
ultimate, a precise meaning, a valid source, or whether
it is based on belief or positive inductive reasons.1
We have also-noted that the rejection of any kind
of non-analytic certitude meahs that-the philosopher
TN .
in questfon, is rejecting the possibi1ity of specu]a-
tive true or false judgments a?out reality. In
Chapter One we have mentioned that the usual alternative
to suth a rejection is to adopt an 1nstrumenta1-conventiona]
expTanatioﬁ of knowledge - as a functional, problem-solving

and predictive instrument.

RN

Popper, however, does not do this. Lnstead\\
he attempts to support a middle position.betwegn
essentialism and conventienaljsm, while adopting, what
he believes are,certain facets of each. He rejects
the instrumental reduction of universal statements
to mere convention or to the status of a means for the
dérivation of singular statements. For philosophers,

like Schlick,  universal statements are not genuine

1. See #Appendix I, for an elaboration of these arguments.



statements at all, but are merély pseudo-propositions,

useful in defiving protocol sentences.J' For Wittgenstein

propositions must be reducible ‘to atemic propositions,

which convey meaning because they are pictures of

.rea]ity.z Popper tends to equate instrumentalism with a

conventionalism in science, because he is most concerned
. -
that his version of science will avoid both classical ——

and modern conventionalist interpretations of science.

Closely related to operationalism is
instrumentalism, i.e. the interpretation
of scientific theories as practical
instruments or tools for such purposes

as the prediction of impending events.
That theories may be used in this way
cannot be doubted; but instrumentalism
asserts that they can be best understood
as instruments; and that this is mistaken,
I have tried to show by a comparison

of the different functions of the formulae
of applied and pure science.

Popper alsoc partially equates instrumental theories
of science with a verificationist and inductivist theory
of meaning, since both positions tend to reduce theoretical.

propositions to some form of observable data or behavior.

A

o

1. LSD, pp. 36-37 and Notes,~-CR, p. 109.

8. CR, pp. 62-63. : - e
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Connected with, and closely parallel

to, operationalism is the doctrine

of behavourism, i.e. the doctrine that,
since all test-statements describe
behavior, our theories too must be

stated in terms of possible behavior,

But the inference is as invalid as

the phenomenalist doctrine, which asserts
that since all test-statements are observa-
tional, theories too must be stated

in terms of possible observations. All
these doctrines are forms of the

_ verifiability theory of meaning; that

" is to say, of inductivigsm.]l

By such dependance on inductive verification the
general laws of science can be interpreted as denoting ‘%.
various matters of observable fact. These gene?%ﬂ
laws then provide a shorthand means of packaging:a
number of singular observation statementg. Poppér
stresses the fact that the conventional interpretation
manages - to take a complex situation involving the
phenomena related to the symbolic world of Tanguage
symbols, and reduce it to a matter of deriving singular

statements from what must empirically be other singular

2

statements. Berkeley's strongest argument for conventionalism, -

“according to Popper, is that which is based on his empiricism.

2. Ibid., p. 108 Note 23.
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"Force of attraction must be a meaningless expression,
since forces of attraction can never be observed.“1

According to Berkeley's nominalism "Newton's theory

cannot have any'igsﬁrmafive orhgescriptive content.”-2
. R

Popper seems to realize from the above that
conventionalism is a direct result, at least in the case
of Berkeley of an empirical and nominalistic ﬁosition.

" 1f theories cannot hag% any informative or destriptive
content with regard to-the external world, then the

next step is to treat science as a self-contained system
or paradigm, which derives its justiffcation froﬁ the
practical function of explaining a paradigmatic systeﬁ

of data and hypothesis. Conventionalists interpret

"the work of scientists like Galileo, in the historical
developﬁent of science, in the same way as they interpret
Einstein and modecn physics. Compéring essentialist

science with conventionalist science, Popper states:

Both investigate physical systems and
their movenfents. It is only the -
instrumentalyst philosopher who asserts
that what they discussed or 'really
meant' to discuss, were not physical
systems but only the results of ~
:possible observations, and that their

1. Ibid., p. 109. ;
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50- ca]led phys1ca1 systems® which
appeared to be their objects of ./

study, were in reality only 1nstruments
for predicting observations.

Since,for conventionalists,there can be no theoretical
or speculativefknowledge of rea]iEy, which can involve
truth, falsity or doubt, then all knowledge must reduce
to practical knowledge or as Popper puts it, "One might
even formulate it as the thesis that pure science

is a misnomer, and that all science is apblied."z

¢

Popper's main attack on conventionalism is
found in his'eésay, "Three Views Cohﬁerning Human -
: Knbw]edge“.3 Ong of the main differences, Popper notes,
%efwé@ﬁ’specu]ative‘and insérumental knowledge, in the
" context of pure and applied science, is that theories, which
. are theoretical, are‘fested by attempts to refute them,

while.it would make no sense to attempt to falsify

technological, computational rules. Such rules are justified’

/
solely by their practical fapplications and functions.

Pofper will not accept science on conventional-
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instrumental terms. He wi§hes to defend scientific
. )

theories as being able to progress because they can
then be corroborated and because they can at least * w
aﬁproach the truth of reality. He bklieves that they

. can be corroborated and that they can be shown td .

approach truth by using the falsification criterion,
' J

by applying certain logical criteria and by examiniﬂg

the nature and importance of the theories which are

chosen.]

e

A major‘problem, which wiTl be demonstrated

later in the thesis, is that Popper's falsification
methodology is untenable, because he cannot derive a

falsifying singular statement that is compatible with

2

his epistemological position. But, nevertheless, he

cannot accept conventionalism, because it is, for him,
',_ .
as obscurantist a position as essentialism. His "modified

essentialism" must be capable of providing a principle

of -demarcation for science together with a philosophy
anﬁ,methodo1ogyﬂthat defends scientific progress.

\\‘ S d»‘

énstruments, even theories insofar.
s they are instruments cannot be

T

1. See Part Two Chapter Five on Corroboration and
Verisimilitude.

2. See Part Two Chapter Five for an elaboration of this
position and Part Thr%e Chapter Seven for a criticism.

g .
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refuted, as we have seen. The
instrumentalist inferpretation will,
therefore, be unable to account

for real tests, which are attempted
refutations and will not et

beyond the assertion that different
theories have different ranges of
application. But then it cannot
possibly account for scientific
progress... the point is that by
neglecting falsification, and ,
stressing application, instrumentalism
proves to be as obscurantist a
philosophy as essentialism. For

it 1s only in considering how its
various theories stand up to tests,
that it can distinguish between

better and worse theories and so

find a criterion of progress.]

B3

Popperﬂcertain1y accepts the fact that scientific
theories myét have their instrumental or practical side, #
otherwise, there could be no applied science, but what 5
he rejects is the notion that scienfific theories are

"nothing but instruments",2

In fact, Popper mfintains,
that he would sooner accept a “wh%ff of verifféationism
in his theory rather than a whiff of 1nstrumenta1ism”,r
if this would mean that he must restrict theories to be

"mere instruments of exp1oration;"3

2. Ibid., p. 101.
3. 1bid., p. 248, Note 31.
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THerefore, Popper rejects NTITiam James'
jdentification of truth and usefulness becaqse it is
c1éar, to Popper, that truth muét be interpreted in
terms ef a'relationship to reality not in terms of

1

some conventional system. Popper realizes that with

the rejection of speculative truth,an instrumental view
of knowledge ultimately reduces to relativism,

v
because usefulness and function change with the

problems to be solved, with the systems to be elaborated,

or with the perspective of the person involwed.
i

(N

i
A
e

If knowledge is relative to some internal,

L
conventionalist, scientific paradigm, then it can just
as easily be adapted to become~a complete social,

\ _
educational .and political philosophy as developed by

Williams James.and John Dewey. Popper rejects relativism,

. yet his scepticism comes very close to it.

Lt must be admitted - that there 7Js
a kernel of truth in both scepticism
and relativism. The kernel of truth
is just -that there exists no general
criterion of truth. But this does
not warrant the conclusion that the

e

L
-
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choice between compet1ng theorles
is arb1trary

Popper is wi]]ing'to accept some aspects of.relativism

especially its scepticism and rejection of a criterion of

truth but he is not willing to accept that all propositions

and hypotheses are measured sol

by their application,

2

their use, or their pragmatic function.

N
7

1. In the essay "Facts, Standards and Truth: A Further
Criticism of Relativism" (1961), Popper discusses
his agreement and d1sagreement w\th relativism.

0S8 I, pp. 369-396.

2. 0S II, p. 324, v -

“‘\__- 3
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.

Summary and Re-Statement of the Problem

It

Popper's 'modified essentialism' includes the®

notion that there is some basis %or certain theories
being a better approximaiion to truth than others. But,

N | as we have noted,‘he rejects any abso]ute criterion or
any certitude for knowledge or éven any precision
as a basis for knowledge. With regard to convent{ona]iém
and re]ativ{sm, Popper accepts the scepticism and the
various 1nstruqenta] aEplications of technological
science but rejects the view that science 1is able to
progress if it must Be understood solely in conventionalist

5 terms. . ®

Popper's reduction of terms and propasitions to a
nominalistic, &escriptive, particular kind of knowledge
is similar to the particular ideas and senée data‘ofl
empirical philosophers. In fact, Popper's interpretation
of word meaning is even more imprecisé, uncertain and
hazy than the 'ideas' or images of c]assigal empiricisme

Moreover, his reduction of universals to objects with.
law-1ike tendencies is more typically an empirical "
reductionhespe;1a1]y when univérsa] syatements are

- considered to exclude events rather than to represent or .

'*
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present their content of reality.] ” fi

~ i
Popper also indicates.-his empirical heritage
by restricting scientific knowledge to doxa of opinion

and by his tendency to restrict knowledge to the

2

quantifiable or measurable aspects of reality. In

fact,'Popper equates any tendency to be concerned

with the quglitatiﬁe, as an aspect of essentialist
metiodo]ogy.3 His empiricism is evideht too in his -
rejection of any social science usé\bf general,

qualitative or abstract terms. For Poppér, socikty

can be understood only in particular, individualized

terms.4

1
-

However, an the other hand, Popper rejects
induction. Because of this rejectidn, he has placed a
barrier between an experiential knowledge of reality

1

and the universal propositions,.or theoriés whith somehow

. approach the truth of reality.- He is unconcerned about

~

1. See Appendix II, Section 1. Popper's Concept’of
Essentialist.Methodology; On Universals LSD, p. 90
Note 2, p. 95ﬁ

2. Ibid. - !

[}

3.0 Ibid. ~ |

4. See Appendix DI, Section 2, Anti-Essentialism,
Authoritarianism and -Society.

4
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thg source of theories, etc., since,frbHm this point of
view, they are chosen by:scienfists for a variety of
logical, explanatory and ‘problem-solving reasons. He
accepts Kant's view that meaning fs imposed on reality
by persons, since only phenomena can be derived from
experience. Moreoever, Popper accepts also an 'a priori:
position in regard to the existence of innate knowledge.
The mechanics and source of knowledge in Popper's
theory are rationalistic and'a priori'but the nature of
the content and knowledge elements are tyﬁica]]y
émpiricist.

\

Since essentialism hinders science because it
7broposes a hidden g:ality or arbitrary 3topping point
and since essentialism proposes an abso]bkf, precise
and authoritative basis for knowiedge,whi;ﬁ Popper
must reject,then he must provide an e pﬁﬁhation for an
alternate position, ;hat proposes anszEiEﬂEi\a permiﬂjnt?\
1y sceptical kind of knowledge, which can be e ntial
and realistic enough to provide a basis for scientific
progfess and the verisimilitude of theories. All this
must be done in such a way as to avoid fa11fng into a-

. completely conventional inferpretationxof science with
its relativistic consequences. As Doné]d Campbell puts

it:
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“\Eor both Popper and the present

wijter, the goal of objectivity in

science; is a noble one... Yet our

evplutionary epistemology, with

ifs basis in natural selection...

May seem to commit us to pragmatism

or utilitarianism. Simmel in |

1895 present? the problem forﬁibly,

as also do Mach and Poincare,

‘As we move to the various aspects of Popper's
critical rationality, in Part Two, we must remember that
%t is his rejection of any essentialiﬁt or conventional
explanation of science, together with his rejectton of
induction, that is the reason why he is forced to elaborate

a deductive, falsifiable explanation of science.

One of Popper's problems, of course, 1is that
since he rejects both experience and reason as st;rting
points for knowledge and since he rejects the sources
of knowledge as irrelevant, then how can He provide any s
basis for knowledge? He attempts to do this by rooting
his.basis. %or knowledge in an innate, evolutionary
ontolog_y.2 Yet how Popper will defend this innate knoéledge
as-both objective anQ realistic _and whether this 1is a;‘iab1e

position is the vital question for this thesis.

. s /" ‘
1. PKP, p. 447,

2. See Part Two, Chapter Six on Popper's World Three and the
criticism in Rart Three, Chapter Eigh%A

-
. N * }
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Part Two

Popper's Falsification Theory of Science

and His Fallibilist Epistemology

t . A

Introduction (P;(p Two)

L.

Chapter Four - Popper's Kantian Concept of
Knowledge and Experience

Chapter Five - The Foundation of Popper's
Critical Ratjonalism and
Falsification Theory

!

Chapter Six - Eternal World Three: Popper's
World of Objective Knowledqge

R
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Introduction (Part Two)

Part One,with Appendix II, explains Eopper's
rejection of the notion that human know]edgé can be

agsolute or certain in any way, that any knowledge

“can be ultimate, that any source of knowledge, involving

) o,
experieq;e, can be authoritative or that positive,

precise or qua1ita;ive reasons should be bffgred.to
justif} any kﬁowledge; A11 of these concepts are nuances
of Popper's anti-essentialism which because of its

scppé and application,is somewhat diffiéﬁ]t to.define

as a single concept.I It was alsd showq in ;his section,
that Popper refuses to accept a comp]eﬁe]y instrumental

or conventional explanation ofxgcience as a possible
" b B

a]ternative.

Such rejections leave Popper with the challenge
P T
of provi?ing an alternative pﬁj]osophica] view within

the 1imits he has set by his anti-essentialism and anti-

N
o~

1. Popper's early anti-essentialist attitudes ardwevident from
comments made in his autob1ography (UQ and in PKP).
His continued opposition is noted in his latest T work with
Sir John Eccles (SIB See quotations in Part One Chapter
Two and Appendix TI.
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conventionalism. Such a philosophy must acc%mmodate’
a universal scepticism, while,at the same time,avoid
falling into conventionalism and relativism. In
addition, Popper must'reject‘éompTete relativism in order
to p}ovide for a concept of science that can progress
within ah epistemological view that is: in someihopeful

sense, both realistic and objective.

In Part Two, I will explore Popper's atfémpt
to present a view of knowledge that is ab1e to prov1de‘
a criterion of demarcat10n for science w1thout a
dependence on induction. Such a position must explain
a. concept of scientific methodology that is both deductive
and independent of gny particular source 6f knowledge,
but which, since it must avoid conventionalism and
reTativzsm as well, must bé ;omehow reiated to truth
and realityy Only'by these means does Popper believe
that he can providé a basis for scientific progress

while remaining a sceptic.

In Chapter Five I will provide-an analysis of
Popper's falsification theory of sciente while,in Chapter
Six I will provide an elaboration of Popper's linguistic
view of yorld Three objective knowledge, which hé resfs

on an evolutionary ontology that,encompasses qltfmate]y

b
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I-J:,

“innate,organic, genétic knowledge. Popper's adoption
of this World Three ﬁosition forces him to reinstate
Plato and Hegel and to promoté aﬁ Aristotelian view

of potertiality and te]éology. It‘wil1.be noted in
Chaptef Four that Popper's view of the logical structure
of knowfedge and its oﬁjectivity is based on a Kaﬁtian
view,as is his reduction of rationa]fty to decision.

(Chapter Five, Section 1).

’--.___J
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Chapter Four {i
|

Popper's K%ntian Concept of Knoﬁ]edge

N
i aﬁd\Experience




. ' _ Popper's Kantian epistemo]ogy is basic to the
.. @evelopment of World Three, which is the‘apex of His
philosophy. In Popd‘r's philosophy, the nature of a
. proposition, and the nature'qf meaning, ‘as bas{é e]ementsfﬁs‘
in human knoﬁ?edge,-geem to encompass an odd admixture of
Kantian 'a priérﬁsh"and enpiricism.
Popper sees Kan#'aS»the great opponent of roménticisﬁ
represented.by'ph%]osophers like Fichte, while,
én the cdntraky, Ayn Rand saw Kant as the very father of
modern irrationalism, with its student revolts. | Popper
. ' . glories in Kant as the last great exponent of the
| .Enlightenment with his defense of "self 11bera¢16n:
thqwgh‘know1edge"zf\bﬂgxﬁccebts the e@phasis.on action
" based on a critical rational approach in order to bring
about‘thehgrowth cf,Know]edge eeded to "1ibéfate our

to _

minds from their spiritd@T'ens]avement: enslavement by

‘prejudices, idols and avoidable errors."3

1. Karl -Popper, "Emancipation Through Knowledge", in The

‘Humanist Qutlook, A.J. Ayer (ed.), p. 281 N
Ayn Rand, The New Left, pp. 27-30.

.® 2. Karl Popper, op.cit., p. 282.
3. Ibid. '



Phi]osophica]]y,_Popper éccepts-Kant's~scepticism
witﬁ ;egard.fo knowledge of the éxtérnal world, yhich’;an
Be known only in an indirect, decoded way. His final
explanation of the'nature‘of knowledge 1nq1catés-the
influence of the Kantian critique, especially with regard
to a so-called "objective" view of knowlédge, based on

a sceptical critique regarding our cognjtidh of réality.

Lobking-at the quote from Weyl, which Popper
accepts, we find this kind of subjective-objective

"dichofomy attributed to Kant:

»

"What is immedijately experienced is
subjective and absolute......... ; the
objective world on the other hand, which
natural science seeks to prec1p1tate

in pure crystaline formgTw......15
relative.' Born express&s himself

in similar terms........ Fundamental]y
this view is Kant's theory of objectivity
consistently developed.......... Reininger
also refers to-this situation............
Metaphysics as science is impossibie.....
because although the absclute is indeed
experienced, and for that reason can
.be intuitively felt, it yet refuses

to be eXpressed in words.

e

nominalistic interpretatfcn of terms were ‘correct and if .

Of course, this last point would be true, if a
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Kant were cdrrect indhig view, that the nouméhgn or ,
essence Was Eomp1ete1y unknowable in a world where
a:§tféam of.phendmena provided the én]y extradémﬁa]w
basis for knowledge. One of Papper's problems is to
justify his own bran@ of linguistically based nomiﬁd]ism,
whi]e'rejecting classical nominalism based on an
inductive repe%ition of similarities. ‘He must a]sg try

to justify a universal level of knowledge, which possesses

no essential necessity as it did¢ for Kant.

-~

Liké'Kant, Popper is a p]uﬁalfét who believes
in "the variety of human experience and in the diversity
of human aims."1 HZ; along witﬁ.Kant, alsop accepts tﬁe
autonomous, free, individual person, together with the

open society, which would "dare to be free and respect
2

-

the freedom and autonomy of others®. Like Kant, he
also accepts the fact that at the heart of critiéa]l
rationality lies intuition and autonomous free choice

or decision, because only by such an intuitive decision,
can man, as a thing-in-itself, provide a baéis for

a critical, rational, scientific approach. Thus, Popper,

fellowing Kant, believes that the foundation for the growth

2

1. Karl Popper; "Emancigatjon'Through Knowledge", The Humanist

Qutlock, ed. A.J. Ayer, p. 282.
2. Ibid.

ERS



- of knowledge, through a rationéi gttem&t to eliminate
error, i.e., Popper's fa15ific&ti§n heary, rests on the
notion that the Hasic quest for meaniﬁg in 11fe:i§
fundamenta]]y'ethiéa1 in nature. It is evident;
that any-form of essentialism wou]& be gontradictory
to the view éhat rationality should be based on ethical
decision or personal choice. Decision provides the
basis fdr Popper's fallible view of all knowledge,
including perceptually based knowledge. It providesal;o
the basis for'the search for a deduptive approach to
science, éincg ail thgory and all hypothéses aré : . ;)

, JSr— .
onventional choices.

L4

For Popper the importance of Kant's sclution to

the problem of knowledge is “"that the world as we know it

15 our interpretation of the observable facts in the

light 'of theories that we ourselves invent."] While

Popper regards this view.as "essentially correct”, he
rejects the Kantian notion that this imposition of theories
on the facts of nature is "invariably successfu]".2

Kant accepted Newton's laws as necessarily 'a priori' true.
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‘} 3
This necessity and certitude Poppex considers Kant's

error, because,since Einstein,we should know that "very

different theories and vefy 'different interpretations

are also possibTe which may in .fact be superior -

to Newton's posiﬁion."? Because reason,for Popper,
B ¥ : * ¢> .

wogks by trial and efror,"the better theory is the one
that haslfhe greater explanatory power: that explains

more; that explains with greater precision; and that?

allows us to make better predictions".?

Popper's own critical rationalism departs then

from the Kantian epistemology mainly over the question

(]
‘ef_scientific and philosophical certitude.3 Popper

~

'ag;ées with the epistemological idealist that "all
knowledge and the growth of knowledge - the genes?s‘of
the mutation of our ideas - stem from ourselves and ‘
without these self-begotten ideas there could be no -
knowledge", but Popper believes thaf the idea1i§t is
wroh "in féi1ing to see that without elimination of'

the é mutations through our clashing with the environment
thef would not on1y be no incitement to new ideas but

no knowledge of anything."4 Popper agrees, that man is

1. Ibid.

2. Ibid., p. 192.

—_—

(S

3. Ibid., p..26.

4, 0K, p. 68, Note 31.

_
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: - . C ' .
the “source of all ideas, concepis and theories, but

he also be]ieves that the realist is correct inasmuch

Y

as ideas may be mistaken and theories may clash with

'rea11ty 1 This view also has its para11e1 in Popper's'

view of the open society, where ‘since history and

social deve]oﬁmgﬁt have no meaning, it is necessary

for maP to 1mpose mean1ng and change society in a
p1ecemea1 fashzon, in.order to obtain the "rule of reason
for justice,\freedom, equality....... w2 It is man who. -

gives the enél,ﬁﬁd meaning to historical development.

_The_above-mentioned acceptance of Kant, cféar1y
indicates, the basic problem in Popper's philosophy

and the main point of this dissgrtation. If man

Ty

creatés-his own theories and concepts, how is t possible

“for there to be a reai%stic-c]ash with a truly objective

real{ty? Does Popper's philosophy supply a valid mechanism.
for this? _Does he really succeed logically in avoiding

both essentidlism and conveﬁtionalism? In this matter
Popper 'seems to Hbve from optiﬁ%sm to pessimism with

regard to our knowledge. Generally speaking, he is very

[

‘optimistic with regard to our survival due to our decoding




of rea;\ty\ He is also opt1m1st1c about the success
of the En11ghtenment with its pr1nc1p]es of the open
socjety. However, he is a complete and utter scept1c.
wiph regard to:ouT‘knowing any.thing or aniltheory as

~ “true. -~

- ) S Thus Kant was right that it is our
‘ intellect which imposes its Taws -
its ideas, its rules - upon the
. inarticulate mass of our sensations
=~~~/ and thereby brings order into them.
Where he was wrong, is that. he did
not see that we rarely succeed .
with our 1mpos1t1on, that we try and
err again and again and that the
result - oyrknowledge of the
world owes/as much to the resisting
rea]it¥ ad to our self-produced
jdeas. :
o

M

i
" , One can now understand why Popper considers
: : . .

Jf : scientific knowledge to be superior to either common

sense knowlédgefor,metaphysics,‘becdhse only scientific

-

,propdsftions can be shown to clash Qi%h_rea11ty. It is

Ty C”

‘only in the context of fa1s1f1able scientific propos1t30ns,
thecﬁmsentheor1es and hypotheses, that we. can- tru]y have

T a growth of knowledge.

1. 0K, p. 68, Note 31. _ . -
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?ﬁoppér owes much of his anti-inductivism to .
Kaht; inésmﬁch as Kant realized that experieﬁée ﬁust
be a matter of interpretation. Kant believed that
evéryﬁne iﬁtuitide1y'operates with abstract ideas
like 'cause and ef%éct‘; whiﬁh in Popper's view,
must be the result of 1nterpretat%on thfoﬁgh.menth‘
categbries; since- no conceptyliKe that could be'

derived from reality. He accepted Kant's view. of

the paradox of empirical science:

Newton's dynamics goes essentially
bevond all observations. I%{ is
“universal, exact and abstract;

it ‘arose h15t0r1ca11y gut of myths and
We can show by purely logical means
that it is not derivable from
observation statements.!

Although thoroughly imbued with the Kantian
model of knowledge, while rejecting the essentjal and
ecessérz aspects‘of a rationalist view of thought,
rPopper is closer to the positivists in his convent10na115t
rtreatment of sc1ence, his own brand of nom1na11sm and
his concern for a cr1ter1on of demarcation. Even

Popper's explanation of the universal indicates that he:
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{

rejects any precise or necessary content, for Popper,
in spite of his.Kantian paradigms of knowledge vis-a-vis
the extevnal world, is also an empiricist, whose main

concern is science. As Popper "explains it:

At that time I looked upon myself as
an unorthodox Kantian, and as a
‘realist. I conceded to idealism
that our theories are actively
produced by our minds rather than
impressed upon us by reality,
and that they transcend our
"experience", yet I stressed that
a falsification may be a head on
clash with rea11ty I also inter-
preted Kant's doctrines of the
impossibility of knowing things-
. in-themselves as corresponding
to the for ever hypothetical
character of our theories. I
also regarded myself as Kantian in
ethics and used to think in those
days that my criticism of the Vienna
Circle was simply the result of
having read Kant, and of having

understocd some of his main points.]

ot

In the next chapter we will look at how phis
Kantia .wor1d of logic, theory and proposition became
a basis for Popper's World Three 'objectivity',forTfopper
gives Kant the credit for being the first to realiié“-
that the objectivity of scientific statements is based

on the structure of.hypotheses.and universal sfatements'

1. UQ,. pp. 82-83.
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., in the construction of a theoretical scientific explanation,

In this context science is a system of statements rather

than a system of cohcepts.1 Such views would tend to

bring Popper closer to a conventional view of science
since he mentions that only statements canm justify

statements.2
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Chapter Five-

. - )
The Foundations of Popper's Critical Rationalism

and Falsification Theory




A

a

1. Raticnality as Decision

‘In this first section I will argue that'Popper's
aim is to provide an account of the conflict between
tho;e who choose a rational approach éver irrationality
and to exp]aiﬁ which of the agproaches to rationality
he considers can provide the only defensible bagis
for a critical rationalism.

) After reviewing what he considers to be the
destruction of reason by those who believed.in ft,
like Hegel ;;d Mafx; Popper asserts that "the
conflict between rationalism and irratfona]ism

has become the most important %nte]]eqtual:and

1

perhaps even moral issue of cur time". Popper Ts
7/

ta]king'heﬁe about a rational approach,not about

the epistemo?ogical‘prpblem of rationalism versus
empiricism. He does admit though that the traditional
use of "rational" as'oppdsed toj"éﬁﬁirica]”
characterizes one of fhé mos t iﬁteresting-prob]ems

of phi1osobhy.2 He makes clear that the words 'reason'

.«

1. 05 II, p. 224,

2. Ibid., pp. 352, Note 1. - ' "
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ahd"rationa1ism' for him, includes émpiricism with
its critical science and.its observaticnal and
experimental method. Raticnalism for Popper also
includes "an attitude that seeks tp solve as many
problems as_boésibTe by an appeal to reason, i.e. -

to clear thought and experience, rather than by

1
]
an appeal to emgptions and passions.'

Popper admits that hig explanation is
"not very s&tisfacto&y, since we cannot possess
reasoh or passion like an organic part, -or even
‘as-a faculty like the power of speech“z.\ Because
of this, he believes that we must ekp]ain
“rationalism "in terms of practical attitudes and

behavior“.3

Here, the effects of POpper{s rejection
Sf essentialism with its precise use of meanings

/,q‘q def1n1t10ns is evident because Popper cannot

‘ attempt a definition of rat1ona]1sm but must depend

on a ﬁet_of descriptions of personal'behav’or.

1. Ibid., p. 224. /

.

2. lbid., pp. 224-225.
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It is fundamentally an attitude
of admitting that 'I .may

- be wrong and you may be rignt, -
and, by an effort, 'we may T
get nearer. to the truth'.... k@
It is often possible tc argue _
about the various demands and : \
proposals, and to reath - .
perhaps by arbitration - a -
cempromise, which, because of
its equity, is acceptable to
most, if not all. - In short,
the rationalist attitude,
oer, as 1 may perhaps labél
it, the 'attitude' of
reasonableness; is very
similar to the scientific
attitude, to the belief, that

~in the search for truth we
need cooperation, and that, ,
with the help of argument, we can.
in time attain sometfiing like .
objectivity.

It is {nteresting to note, that in this question,
Popper .describes knowledge in .conventional

terms as a matter of practical arbitration and
democratffh\hQ:ity, as when groups or.opposing_
nations work cut a compromise agreemenf which/ds
acceptable to th méjority. By means of‘

cooperation and openness we will, acbording to this
‘ —

* -

N/
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ja claim to authoraty.

W | | - | . ‘ . 8 3

ot -
» .

view, be-able to achieve'"sométhing like objedtiVity;W]-
Thjﬁ last point is most signifi;aqﬁlin our aearch for
the mean1ng of Popper's 'objectivé rea]igm',for'fhis
%nférp]ay.on ﬁhe sotia]'leye1,which he believes can
ach1eve "someth1ng 11ke obJectivity", has its parailel

on the- 1nte11ectuaI 1eve1,where ob3ect1v1ty on a Th1rd

World Level is the;resu]t of the cr1t1c1sm'0f some

thébffgs and the survival of others.

Popper rejects the Platonic view of reason as a

facu]ty because he belijeves we can "never‘excel others

-in our reasonab]eness in a way that would establish

2 He‘conc1udes, that "author1tar1an1sm‘

and rat1ona11sm .cannot be reconc1]ed since argument,

which includes cr1t1c1sm, and the art of I1sten1ng to

II3

criticism, is the bas1s of reasonableness. If we

‘accept Plato's view of m1nd then we have the authority-

of intuited truth. No one can claim intellectual “authority
because.no one can be certain that he has -acquired

EE eftial or true know]edge He must always consider

that h1s know1edge is tentative and accept the poss1b111ty

-
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" -that the'very next criticism might prove that he is :

Wrong.

Popper contrasts.hws concept of true rat1ona11sm
which he 1dent1f1es r1ght1y or wrongly with Socrates,
with both the false-1ntujt1ona1 rat1ona11ty of Plato
“ and with irrationalism. He also d{stinguishes an
uncr1t1ca1 or comprehensive rationalism, which he believes

is logically inferior to 1rrat1ona11sm, from %.prOper

critical rationa]1sm, thch is the position he himself

adobts.

Poppér believes that "a comprehensive jrrationalism

is logically tenab]e."]

This is so, because 'in .comparison
with,ap uncritica1-or comprehensive rationalism, it can
Eellogica11y defendedlkrom the starting point in an
irrational decisioﬁ to any of its derived conclusions.
According to Popper, 1rrat10na11sm maintains, that

the roots of man's creativity 11e deeper than'reason

in the instincts, emotions and impulses of man. Creativity,
is fhen an ﬁfrationa]ihmystical facdlty.\A]] that

rgal]y matters'goeé beyond reaéon; for even scientists

take up science because they value science, This is the

o '

Y



" emotional response to one's choice of § study
Irrat1ona11sts maintain that human nature is in the
ma1n 1rrat10na1 since the roots of human -action .
and cho1ce lie- deep in man's affective life. Even
when argument is used as a tool, it .is evt}ent that
very few people are capab]e of argument. d

'Uncritica1 comprehensive rationa]ism cannot
Togically qompete w1th irrationalism, because of:
‘the untenable view, that nothing will be accepted
that is not rationally demonstrated, 1nf1udjng a -
raticnally defensible start1ng point. The reason for
this, is that any rational starting point must 1tse1f
‘be supported by argument and so on ad infinitum.
Popper notes that this situation is analogous to the-
A']jar paradox; which.asserts its own ?ontradiction,

much as is done by sceptics and relativists..

The first premiﬁé for uncritical rationalists
asserts a positicn that-;pntrédicts its own existence,
‘when they claim that what is in feq1jty freely chosen,
is in fact choséﬁ.bec§use of rational demenstration.
In other words, for Popper, a rational position
cannot initially be rationally defended. Popper

even makes the point, that Descartes' methodic doubt,

85
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in'the attempt to avoid pre-suppositions, is a form

of this paradox, since the position itself is a.nonm
raticonally supported pre-subpoé}ﬁjon. Similarly, the
Vienna Circle's principle of verification is self-
contradictory, since the priﬁcip]e itself is not an
observati;n statement, nor can‘it-be classified as
being merely analyficaT and hence, it must be classified
as nonsense, according to its own criterion. As Popper
puts it, "since a11 a%guments must proceed from
assumptions, it is piain}y impossible to-demand that
all éssumptibné'shpu1a be bqsed on argument."]
Uncritical-rationalfsm is therefore rejected by Popper
as being 1691&a1]y ifconsistent since l"uncm’tical

- yrationalism can be defeated by its own chosen'weapon,

ar‘gument_.2

Popper believes that some, like Whitehead, ended
as irrationalists because theyrattempted to be

3 But, for Popper, wWe are

comprehensive rationalists.
not bound to be irrationalists, since we are just as

capable of choosing to be rational rather than 1rrationa1,

1. Ibid., p. 230.

no
=
o
—

[=8

2

3. Ibid., p. 231.



87

[

as long as we recognize. that this first choice is an

irrational choice, wh{ch he Tabels "a moral decision".]

He is Un&b]&{to cbncéive of a rationally QEfended starting

2

point that is not logi;a11y inconsistent. Therefo;é,

he rests his case on a voluntaristic starting point
reminiscent. of Kant's notion of a free, moral cheice
or decision, which is the basis for the Kantian:

ethic in the Critique of Practical Reason.

Critical rationalism then is a "minimum éoncession‘
to ir%ationélism".B Popper rejects complete irratiohafjsm
because it can be arbitrarily connected with any kind
‘of belief, goﬁé good, and some evil, while critical
rationalism is closely connectea with.the unity
of mankind in é.1ibera1 society, an openness to argument,
and the ideal of the open society.® His choice of critical
rationality is not based ulfﬁmately on logic, but - .

rather on the possible effects on society of chdosing

1. Ibid., p. 232.

ro
>
—
o
-
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., pp. 230-231.

L
—
o
-
o

., p. 232.

., pp.231-239. ' .
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. one poéﬁtion over andther.] The possible effects
‘themselves, can in turn be indicated by argument and
by imagihationzz THis last point Popper 111h;trates

with an example from Shaw's St. Joan, where the -

chap]aiﬁ when he sees Joan bqrning,vrepudiétés the ‘- ‘.
effects which his words havejcaused.3 But the arguments
used to deriVe'effects or Qonsequénces, do not ‘make

the decision rational. Rat{onaIify is a choice.

'Irrafionaffsm for Popper reinforees emotional
reactionsito others which helps create the friend-foe
division of mankind, while ratioﬁa]ism 1s-Elo§e1y |
associated with an egdfitarian or impartial attitude.

A proposition Tike "Equality ﬁefore the law' is based
on a moral'decision, which is not dependent on the
truth of the proposifion that 'a]]lmen are barn equal',’

4 Finally,

_ ~ :
which Popper, in fact, believes is false.
irrationalism leads to considering the person of the :
thinker rather than the product or- thought. It tends;

to reduce thought to various factors like race, nationality,

1. Ibid
2. 1Ibid
3, Ibijd., p. 232.

4. 1bid., p, 234.
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class or the spiritual .elect rather than to objective

-

.considerationof "the other fe]1Qw‘s ﬁbfht_of view."]

» N

7'P1ato's‘vieﬁ'that truth is intuitionally derived
is rejected by Popper becausé it is a false pseudo-
'ratibnalism.z Popper aiso uses labels TiKe "myst%;ism“
“for a variety pf views including Plato's intuitionism.
.in sometp1aces he‘seems to equate)mysticism with ‘
1;Yatioagl phiIOSOphy;_iﬁ other piaceé he seems to
edugte it with a religious viewj and in still other
places, he equates it wiéh Aﬁistote]iﬁn and Platonic
intﬁitionism:3 0f course, thé:common e1emeﬁt in all
these is the be]ieﬁ'in’something, which has”not been,
or canndt.be; demonst}ated by means of a raticnal

'proof.;

‘i:"Outsﬁde ofjthe original mOra]-decisfoﬁ to choose
rationality, all arguments must be reinforced-by'a
rational demonstration of cbnsequences. Popper's
anti-essentialism, of course, prevents him from;qny

-

consideration of the‘inte]]ectuai;1ntuition15t'posftion

1. 1bid., p. 235.
2. Ibid., p. 227.

3, Ibid.; Ch. 24; p. 353, Note 4; p.289, Note 33; p. 309,
_ Note 36; p. 353, Note 4. .



in either its -rationalist or realist form:

"This authoritarian intellectualism,

this belief in the possession of an
infallible instrument of discovery,

“or an infallible method, this fajlure
to-distinguish between a man's

- intellectual powers and his indebtedness
to others for all he can possibly

know or understand, tiis pseudo-
rationalism, is often called 'rationalism'
but it is. d1ametr1ca]1y opposed to what
we call by this name.

Popper makes this argument even more exp11c1t

Lt

by d1st1ngu1sh1ng a person's intellectual gifts from
their reasonable attitudes. A clever person may not

be open to‘others;,whjch would make him in‘facf

[N

irrational. Any belief in certitude would constitute

essentialism.

. .According to pur view, however, we
- ’ not only owe our reason to others,.
but we can never excel others in
our reasonableness in a way that .
wauld estahblish a claim to authority;
authoritarianism and rationalism
in our sense, cannct be reconciled
since argument, which inciudes criticism,
and the art of listening to criticism,
is the basis of reasonableness, Thus




rationalism, in our sense, is
diametrically opposed to all those
modern Platonic dreams ¢f a brave,

new world .... Reason, like science,
grows by way of mutual criticism;

the only possible way of planning

its growth is to develop these -
jnstitutions that safeguard the ‘\
freedom of this criticism, that is

to say, the freedom of thought.!

It sﬁould be noted, that in Popber's concept
of critical rationality, it is the process rather thén
the product that fs important. Being rational ?esidés
in being open to the argument and criticism of 6thers,
not in the kind of know]gdge or in the‘conpent of rational
demonstration itself, which can never reach a-Teve1
where it would be authoritative. The growth of =
“criticism ana rationality depend on freedom, a liberal

interpgersonal rational community and-an open society

with open institutions.

An important aspect of POpper'évconcgpt of
rationality is the relationshiop between\rationa]ity,and
science, whereby both are dependant on moral decision

but in different:ways:

For in science, too we do not accept
an abstract theory because it is
convincing in itself; we rather

j. Ibid., pp.226-227.

¥
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decide to accept or reject it after
we have investigated those
concrete and practical conseguences
which ¢can be more d1rect]y tested
by experiment. But there is a
* fundamental difference. In the
case of a scientific theory, our
decision depends upon the results
of experiments. If these confirm
the theory we may accept it until
we find a better one. If they
. contradict the theory, we reject
it. But in the case of a moral
.theory, we can only confront its . .
consequences with our conscience. And
while ‘the verdict of experiments
does not depend upon ourselves,_the
verdict-of our conscience does\I

What will become more ev1dent is that the initial bo]d
choice of theories is 1nsp1red by. 1nterest and concern
for certa1n problems The cho1ce.of cr1t1ca1 rationalism,
which includes science as1ts most perfect form is a

moral choice, which is voluntaristically rather,than
infe]]ectua11y based. APOpper admits'the existEnce of
non- SC1ent1f1c modes of th1nk1ng, Tike ph11osophy,‘b 't

it is sc1encé, of course, which const1tutes the most perfect-‘

expression of beauty and of rat1ona11ty.2

it is impossible to prove the -
r1ghtness of any ethical principle, or . i

1. Ibid., p. 233.

2. See Part Three Chapter E1ght Section 1 for'Popper'sfview
of philosophy. -
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even . to argue in its favour- in

. -Just the manner in which we argue
-in favour of a scientific statement
Ethics is not a science. But -
although there is no rational scien-
tific basis of ethics, there is an
‘ethical basis of science, and

. of rationalism.! -

Poeper be]ievee that his opponents caqnot

understandrrafiona1fsm in its true light or realize

that science isrﬁhe most valid expression of ratieﬁa1+sm.
The obposieion "is incapable of apprec1at1ng the moral
'Aforces 1nherent 1n modern science. X This Popperian
connect1on between sc1ence and - rat1ona11ty must be further
’ exp1ored in the f0110w1ng sections together w1th its
‘”re1at1onsh1p to obJect1ve rea11ty So far, we sh0u1q

note, that much of Popper's social ethics and his
ph11osophy of science is inspired by choice and

‘hot1vated by rat1ona11y demonstrated practical consequences.
In the case of sc1ence, it is dependant on the resu]ts |
-of exper1mentet1on and fa1s1f1ca;1on as to which theories
will be chosen.. Popper categorically rejects any

rationally defended starting pbint for a-syetem. This 1is

e

1. Ibid., p. 238.
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his basis for a critical rationaiity resting oh decision.

2. Falsifiability: The Deducfive Scientific

Methddo?o

—

Because Popper rejects induct{ve knowledge,
he has the problem of éxp]aining his realism, which,
from a scientific point of view, means that he must
explain how scienbe is empirical and how it cén progress.
In order to do this, of course, he must devise an
a]ternat1ve, deduct1ve exp]anat1on of science. We have
already noted that Karl Popper rejects the commonsense
theory of knowjedge as bgiﬁg "subjective" and psycholegistic,
He also cal]s this theory o% knowledge, the "bucket
theory" of the mind, which whea consiqered as a source

of verified knowledge constitutes a form of éssentiaTiSm.]

There ére a number of reasons th Popper accepts
only a critical and fallibilistic view of knowledg;

Some of the 1nte11ectua1 and eth1ca1 reasons for reJecb

ing any aspect of essential knowledge have aTrquy

1. 0K, Chapter 2.
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.ta universal hypotheses, theories or laws.
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been elaborated in Part One; However,:ghbther reg;ted
reason includes his ear]y'convi;tioh that Einstein's
replacement of Newton,'in the development of modern
physics, best represented the:true naturé ofrscience,

scientific progress and scientific'method.1

It also
includes his adoption of a Kantian critique of knowledge
and his acceptance of Hume's argument for. the repudiation

of induction.

With regard to this last point, Popper believes
that Hume was correct in maintaining that we are never
justified in drawing the conclusion that future
instances, of which we héve no experience, will

resemble those of which we have already had experience.

- Hence we have no logically va]id reason for inferring

‘ﬁr generalizing beyond the objects which we have experiéﬁced.

Because of this, it is impossible to pass from expe;)ence
2

No number
of particular experiences can add up to a universal

generalization.

g

1. Especially since Marx, Freud and Adler had tailored
the facts to fit their respective theories. This for
Popper, is the nature of verificationism. See. UQ
p. 38 and CR p. 34. .

2. LSD., pp.27-28; CR., pp.42-46.
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In the context of this problem, Popper pften
refers to Fries' trilemma, where the alternatives -for
justifying knowledge are considered to be either
dogmatism, pSycho[ggigm‘or an infiniteAregress.]

Fries, together with most phiTosophers, opts for
bsycho]ogism, whichsPopper calls subjectivism, and which
is "the doctrine that statements can be justified not’
“only by statements but by perceptual experienée“.2 |

- If, on the other hand, as Popper believes, statements

must be, and Ean only be justified by other -statements,
then we are led into an infinite regress. Without an
essential starting point, there can‘be no basic foundation

statement.3

In opting for psycho]ogism, most philosophers
are opting for personal expe%xence and be11ef as a basis

for alt knowledge, Q\\Epl1n tu means the acceptance
v

of induction and the 1nduct1ve er1f1cat1on of scientific
" theory or law. For Popper, the adopt1od of this approach
amounts- to the acceptance of a confusion between psycho]ogy,

which can never provide a basis for jdstification, and
!

1. LSD., p. 93, p. 33%.

3. Popper's position with regard to Fries' trilemma will be
considered in the critical section - Part Three, Ch&pter
Eight, p. 286. ' - '
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logic, which.is crucial to science since it provides.
“the .necessary basis for the development of the methodological

rules of science.

Popper'S‘main ep %mologicai concern then
is with the development of a Aon?inductive methodology
fér science which will®provide a prinéip]e of demarcation
between science on the one hand and psgudo?science,
as well as metaphysics, on the other. However, un]iké
_the positivists, Poppér believes that-metaphysi;s,as
well as non-scientific knowledge, like tradition, p]ay
an impqggﬁht'rOTe as.sources, oflséientific hypotheses,
_a]though'hetéoés Aot'bélieve thét such‘sources ofhknowledge
prbvidé'any jdstifjcation or authority. ‘He also
identifies the central problem of epistemo}ogy to be

the growth of human knowledge, which is best realized

in and by the growth of science.]

The central problem of epistemology
has always been and still is

the problem of the growth of
knowledge. And the growth of
knowledge can be studied best by
studying the growth of scientific
knowledge.?2

1. LSD, 1958 Preface, p. 15.



Yet, this_shbuld not be taken to mean ‘that
by graowth in sc1ence Popper means that. in some way or

another sc1ent1f1c truth will be q1sc0vered. Sc1ence

'progrgsses by means of guesses or conjecturés_on the

basis of a falsification process of.refutation or criticism,
S1nce ‘Popper has reaected any kind of essent1a1 knowledge.
or certain truth science can only be 'doxa - an
enllggtened or effectivg opinion, which 1é‘ghosen

in the fifst instance for its relevance and importance

jﬁ probigm sq1vihg and retained as long as it has

surviﬁed attempts td falsify it by severe testing.

Science is not a system of certain

or well-established statements, 'nor

"is it -a system which steadily advance$

towards a state of finality.
\ Qur science is not knowledge (episteme};
o it can.never claim to have attained

> truth or even a substitute for it,
such as probability.l

Popper identifies .the problem ‘of induction

és Hume's problem; while the related problem of demarcation

he labels Kant's problem, because it was the central

2

problem of Kant's metaphysics. In order to prevent the

1. Ibid., p. 278.

—
™,

2. Ib\i\, p. 34, .. |

\ .

.
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and.thé scientific enterprise,

infinite regress of justifying one 'inductively inferred

'.princﬁp1e by another inductive,princ{ple of a more

" basic order 'ad infinitum', Kant attempted, by means

of his 'a priori' justification for certain synthetic

statéments, to make the principle of induction (universa1

“causation).'a priori' valid. ‘Popper, of course, along

with most empiricists influenced by Kant, rejects this

catego%y.]

" Popper notes that any attempt to justify
inductiVe inference must lead to dogmatism since'any
attémpt to justify inaividual, "subjective" experiencé
would have to be dogmat?c.- He must reject this o

psycho]ogiitic World Two knowledge, not oply because

it is dogmatic and essentialistic, but also because

it is illogical and irrational, inasmuch as it is
unable to provide a rational explanation for science
2 - nor can it provide

a principle of demarcation between science and

}

1. Ibid., p. 29.

2. As noted in section 1 of .this chapter, Popper's critical
~rationalism" begins with a bow to irrationalism by the
initial-grounding of rationality in_choice and decision.
individual 'subjective' conviction can never provide
.an objective basis for knowledge in Popper's theory.
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pseudo-science.

The generalized'ahd theoretical world of
1ogic$1 prob]ems;and'sciéntific theory transcends
personal experience, for any perspna11y'experienced
fact ﬁan be made to fit,any particular theory,
whether it is scientific or not, Popper.noted this
point, at an early stage, when the fo]loweré of Marx, N
Freud and Adler used the same facts in order to
justify'tﬁefr divérse theories:]‘ In his mind, shc@

a procedufe'contrasted séarp1y wifh'the science of Newton
- and Einstein,which w s falsifiable because of its

2

predictions. Verificdationists, using induction as an

" explanation-of va{}ﬁ knowledge, concentrate then on any

6bservation§ which might tend to suppott their.theory;
In other words, they'concenfrate on the strength of a
theory réther than its weaknesses. But, Popper rejects
tﬁis "commonsense theorylof knowledge" even though he
does accept the "commonsense realism" of a knowable,
organized world.

Almost everything is wrong-in the
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commonsense theory of knowledge.
-But perhaps the central mistake is
the assumption that we are engaged
in what Dewey called the guest for
certainty. It is this which Teads
to the singling out of data br
elements, or sense 'data or sense
impressions or immediate experience,
as a secure basis of all knowledge.
But far from being this, “these data
or elements do not exist at all.

¢ They are the inventions of hopeful

" philosophers, who have managed to ]
. . bequeatth them to the psychologists.

However, Popper is a realist who believes .
in object{ve knowledge relafed to a reé] world in
some way or another. Since he rejects a]]_phi]osophy
before Bo]zané‘and Frege as being‘misguided, he
must provide an a1terﬁate basis for his own position,

which can reconcile his objective realism with his

scepticism. AIf he is serious about his reé]jsm;

g

Popper should explain how knowledge .is acquired.
He should also elaborate what would be the status

of any end product of knowledge, within the context

i

of the rejection of the two main contenders - essentialism

>

and instrumentalism - which 1ogica11y seem to be the

. : &
only possible contenders. Popper does explain

-

1. 0K, p. 63.

—
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Kis World Three ontology but he does little to

explain how knowledge 1is acquiréd, since the
sources of knoﬁ1edge are irrelevant to him as a

L Whether this leaves

basis for justification.
Popper as an 'a-priori' rationalist will be

considered in the criticsm of Part Three.

A1l knowledge, for Popper, begins gn the

-

theoretical-Togical level with theories and hypotheses,

rather than on the experiential level witk“Universal

‘concepts or essentially defined meanings. - Nor does h

he fall back on any direct know]édge of reality for,

as noted, he specifically rejectF any intuition,df

th{s kind, or any'direct knowledge, even of thé‘se]f.
All knowledge must involve intgrpretation and decoding
of some kind.z In this way, Popper rejects the 'tabula

3.

rasa’ theory'of Locke and others as "absurd”. However,

- -Popper does depend on intuited, metaphysical knowledge >

~with regard to his pre-suppositions concerning a.systematic

.

1. See "0On the Sources of Knowledge and of Ignorance' in CR
3-30 and "Epistemology Without a- Knewing Subject™ in
0K pp.106-150. . :

2. CR, p. 154; 0K, p. 36.

3. 0K, p. 70, p. 73.
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universe, and the concept of ‘truth’ upon which any

claim to'réa1ism ,-énd uTtimately any. empirica sciencé_

. .I ) * /"'—-\\ ) '
must depend'. _ S

Popper-accepts; as an axiom, based onh _choice, the

7

priority of the logico-theoretical world of ggneraT

theories and hypotheses.2 This world of theories and

hypotheses is grior'ta oHservationa] experjence in the
opetation of thé sciéntif%c methoq. fopper sees no
'ﬁeed to explain the origin“oﬁ'thesg~theories, since,
théir source ig irrelevant to their app]ication.or
justification.3 AsPoppe}‘uniﬁzstands the situation,
~these hypotheses and theories y be robted in imagination,

tradition,«metabhysics or.even astrology. They are chosen

' for‘their explanatory powér and problem-solvingfcapacity.

qupgr reé]izesAfu11 well that only yhiversialized

or general knowledge can provide a basts for/scientific

__theory,-hypofheses or law, although, with re&??ds tag law,

Y

\
N

1. Ibid., p. 203; UQ, p. 51.

2. LSD, p. 45.

w

3. See especially "Sources of Knowledge and I'gnor'a(fxce.II in
CR, pp.3-30. and "Epistomology Without a Knowing Subject"
0K, pp.106-150.

mn
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Poppef,‘gifen hfs fa]1ib11%gm, could nejer provjde»”
his-conqept of ]aw,with the Same.statu&‘as a verificat%on%st
would. . Sucﬁ a gehera]ized 1eve1‘of knowledge orjginétes

as a resu1t.of'the active, creative capacity %f man in his
trial and error attempts to solve probjems and ‘because

man is mptivated by }hé need fbr a greafeh;anq‘hreater

1

level of generalization. This theoretical level of

knowledge is derived by conjecture and choice. It
is this generai, lTogical level df-know]edge, which
:provides the core and the starting point for

Popper's deductive, falsifiable system of science:

P

We may distinguish, within a theoretical
system, statements belonging to various .
levels of universality. The statements
~on the highest level of upiversality
are the axjoms: statements on the
lTower level can be deduced from .
them. Higher level empirical statements
have always the character of hypotheses
relative 'to the lower level statements
deducible from them: _they can be
» falsified by the falsification of these
less universal statements. But in N
any hypothetical’, deductive system, '
these less universal statements are
themselves still strictly universal
s‘tatements..: . Thus they too must
have ‘the character of hypotheses...
T shall say even of some singular-
statements that they are hypothetical

1. LSD, p. 59; 0K pp.23-24.

rd
y:
L
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seeing that conclusions may be .dgrived
. from them... such that the- fa1s1%zﬁat10n

of these conclusions may falsify

the singular statements in quest1on 1

\

7 Popper's uhiversa]s then are not univefsa]s
derived by induction from an_inte1]ﬁgib1e reality but
universalized, theoretical propositions'fh3t-ekpress
a genera1.s;1entific understanding of réa]ity. Such
a- scientific broposition, ?obper re§1izés must
“however be universal, since 1t‘md§t‘be proposed as
génera]]y true for any p1ace and time. He aJso belié&g&ﬂ
that propos1t1ons 'should aliso be synthetic judgments
about the rea] world and not JUSt tauto]og1ca}, ana]yt1c
statements.2 In other words they must, in fome.sense,
be emgicha1. They cannot conta1n1nd1v1duaf-pfoper
names, because then;such names would not 1ogipaily.have
uniqprsal app]ication.B'

Popper's deductive approach td scientific method
supports the\theoretlcal and conventional nature of all

propositions, wh1ch he ma1nta1ns, cannot be justified bi//

4

a——— . -
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their origins. His re- definit?on-of-what constitutes

the mg1r1ca in the absence of any va11d tnductive
’ver1f1cat1on and h1s reJect1on of the bas1s for

trad1t1qna1 n0m1na11sm, begins with the 1og1ca1-fact
ihat”eQery sc{éntific theéry or law‘forbids certain
éxistenpih],happeﬁjngs or situatiqné.with.régard to
'extramental rea]ity If one theory forbids more concerning
the wor1d of exper1ence than another, then it also |
says more 1nd1rectly about the world of exper1ence “for
it ru1es out.a 1arger class of" bas1£ statements. . Thus.
it can be said that the amount of emp1r1ca1 1nformatioﬁ

' conggyed by a theqrya or its empirical coﬁfent'increaSés
T owith its degrée.of f&]éifiabiiity w2 For Popper a theory
cannot even beg1n to be empirical or sc1ent1f1c unless '
it is in the first place a fa1s1fi§ble kind of theory.3 |
Theorieif‘which are non-falsifiable fit Popper's defination

. a
* The falsifiablity rule is the

of what is metaphys1ca1
foundat1ona1 rule.upon’ wh1ch all Popper s other methodo]og1ca]

rules are basedﬂ‘A11 the other rules are designed so as not .
- - ( :

1. CR, pp.24-25, POH, p. 135. . o

3. CR, p. 117, LSD, p.. 86.

4. LSD, p. 46, .p. 69, p. 50, p. 55, p: 70 note 1, p.107, p. 111,
note 4, p. 220, p. 266, p._428, 0K, p. 40 note 9; UQ, p. 227;
note 242, gg p. 192, p. 255. N '
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to protect any scientific theory from falsification,
including any ad hoc protection by the use of conventionalist

sthétegems.]

There are; of course, formal logical rules

which must be considered, such as the e]iminafion of »
contradictory statements or statements with contradictory
existential coﬁsequences,‘for, if such were thé-casé,
.opposite or conflicting conc]usioﬁs would makeﬁfalsification
impossible. But Popp&r does not consider his system as

a logijcal system, but as a series of methodological
conventions - conventjons which provide an authentic
scientific methodology. The knowledge produced in this

way is entitled to be called scientific or empirical |
Because it is criticizable and therefore, in his terms,
ratipnal. Moreogever, this‘methodology also produces
knowledge, which mofe clearly parallels the actual historical

development of science. (It is the fa]sifiabilitx-of
"a system or theory, not’its verification, that provib@g
Popper with a basis for his criterion of demar‘cation.)2

Thus, it is a matter of choice and decision whether .

scientist accepts certain methodological conventions

2. CR, p. 37; LSD, pp. 40-41.

LY
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that can best fit a deductive, falsification system for
science and which can, at the same time avoid a purely

conventionalist methodo]ogy.]

Whether such deductively
produced. results are entitled to be labeled true -
knowledge depends on the validity of. Popper's intuited

metaphysical realism and his honcept of verisimilitude.

For Poppér, the scientific method is aécurate1y
described as a system of conjectures and refutations
or atiempted refutations. This provides the empirical
basis for scientific knowledge, which is a part of a
more éenera] system of trial ;nd error ﬁumén problem- .
sélving, that has enab{éd-persons‘and orgénisms to -
survive throughout the‘ages. Testing then lies at the

heart of man's crifica] ratijonality, and for Popper,

a person is never more rational than when he is scientific.

As a- series of methodological conventions,
Popper considers the rules for the cperation of sciencg
aé analogous to the conventions of chess. It ié a matter
of décision whét is to bé a genuine statement, what is-a.
pseudo-statement and whether metaphysics should be- excluded

and at what poiht.

1. LSD, p. 80.
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(1) The game of science is, in principle, .
without end. He who decides one day -
that scientific statements do not call
for any further test and that they can
be regarded as finally verified, .

" retires from the game.

(2)-.Once a hypothesis has been proposed and

"~ tested, and has proved its mettle, it
may not be allowed to drop out
without 'good reason'. A 'good reason’
may be, for instance: replacement of
the hypothesis by another which is
better testable or the falsification

of one of the consequences of the
hypothesis.!

Because science is in reality a conventional
game,-the_dniversa] hypotheses and theories, which are
chosen, are not thé result of'repetitive observation
but are a response in compiiance with the inborn need
for regularity and law, wﬁiph provides the driving force

' fﬁn the search for greater and greater levels of universath.2

The operation of Popper's falsification methodology
| not only depends on universal theories and hypotheses but -

also on an observational proposition, which he labels

a basic statement. These basic statements are statements
of singular facts "asserting that an observable event is

J

1. Ibid., pp.53-54. |
2. 0K, pp.23-243 LSD, p. 55"
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occurfing in a certdin‘individua1 region of space and
Qime.“] They cannot be deduced from universal principles
because "nothing obsérvab]e follows from any pure
a]]-statement."2 Singular statements of this basic
kind can only be'derived from a universal 1$w or theory
with the help. of other singular statements which Popper
~calls the "“initial conditions".>

A univefsa] statement cannot be verified
by any finite number of observations, but a universa1
can be falsified by one singular statement, which
falsifies the genéraiity of the unjverggjxftatement.
Thus the univefsal statement ‘all ravens are Qcack'
is falsified by the singular statement ' thers;is a
family of white ra?ens in the New Yorkg?ooyf( Now since
universal stateméﬂfé, theories or hyp&%hesés always rule —
gg% certain basic statements or predjét{ons, hqz acceptanfe'
or justification of such a basic statement or préﬂictidn

will falsify the theory. This'is the logical form—-

"modus tollens" based upon the “asymetry“ existing between

verifiability and falsifiabiljity. The truth of one singular
: gl

1. LSD, p. 103.
2. 1bid., p. 101, note 1. ' : »

3. Examples in 0K, p. 262; LSD, pp.59-60.

4, LSD, p. 87, note 1.
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‘statement can falsify a ‘universal theory, but

cannot verify one. Popper admits that "ad hoc" changes
couid be made to avoid falsification, but this he
methodologically rejects, because the aim of science

"js not to save the‘]ives'of\untenab]e‘systems'but, on

the contrgﬁz},io sele t the one,,whicﬁ is by comparison

thé fittest, by exposing

hem all to the fiercest
“u1 ' ‘

Popper does néf believe that a theoky can:

be falsified by just ,any existential statement but

“only by those with/é' rtain 13gical form which makes
S : )

' fa]sificatjon possible. Max Deutscher labels the

[

distinction which Popper makes as one between "pure"

2 A puré existential

and “impured existehtia] statements.
statement of the form 'there exisfs'a Latin phrase that
can cure cancer' or even 'there exists a'Tion' are,
according to\RQPper, metaphysical,3 since they cannot'

be falsified. Bgsic statements, in order to be scientific,

must in-their turn be falsifiable as well. Thus,.only

7. Ibid.,p. 42.

2. Mai Deutscher, "Popper's Prob1ém-6 an Empirical Bas1’s“1
Australasian Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 42, No. 3,
p. 278. . ‘ '

3. L3SD

, p. 69; See also note 4, note 106, for more
refere

nces to Popper's cqoncept of the metaphysical.
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"impure" existentia1’statements,isignifying an observable
- event at 'p' and time 't' can be acceptable as a

. falsifying basic stétement,]

BesideslfheSe formal, logical requireménts
for basic stateménts, fhere is‘a1so a material
requirement concerning the even; at 'p' and 't' which
is that "This event must be an obéervable”eVEnt; that 

.is to say, basic statements must.be testab1é, inter-

2 No other question

subjectively, by 'observgtion’".
_in Poppér's 'Falsifijability Criterion' is as severely
debatgd, in a vériety-of theses and ;rtic1es, as the
problem of the efotence, nature and function of )
fgcts? observations and basic statements., Clearly-
this is the cofe quéstion af Popper's'epistemo1ogy, the
Achilles heel of his objectivity and realism, which

‘will be fully considered in Chapter Seven.

We have nofed'tﬁat Popper has attempted
to develop a deductive, falsifiable process to replace
~4nduction. This he is able to do by accepting theoretical

knowledge as a starting point, with basic statements

1. CR, pp. 195-196, LSD, p. 69, p. 90.

2. LSD, p. 102.
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hopefully playing the role as falsifiers, It was also
noted, that the existence of such basic statements ' . i\
constitutes a fundamental problem since they are

inter-subjective]y chosen, not derived from experience}T

Giwen the fact that Popper has ostensibly created a
dﬁuuctive system of science based on the falsifiability

of scientific fheorié;,‘it immediately becomeé-evidént
thét,this creates a-problem about the choice of scientific
theories, which involves the further question of

the basis fo} scientifié growth. When induction from
experience is réjected, which theories will be accepted-

as superjor or more valid than others, and on what basis?

3. Fallibility and Scientific Progress:

a. Scientific Gfowth and Corroboration

“Basic statements cannot ﬁrovide sufficient
grounds for the fa]sffﬁcation of a theory except that

"they corroborate a falsifying hypothesis at the same

time".2 "In most cases, we have, before falsifying-a

hypothesis, another one up our sleeves: for the falsifying

1. This.question is covered fully in Part Three, Chapter Seven,
Section 1. )

2. LSD, p. 87,
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experiment is usually a crucial experiment designed

1

to-decide between the two". Basic statements then play

two different roles in Popper's system:

On the one hand, we have used the

system of all logically, possible

basic statements in order to obtain

with its help the logical character-
izatijon for which we were looking -
that of the form of empirical statements.
On the other hand, the accepted basic
statements are the basis for the
corroboration of hypotheses.?

Eacﬁ time a scientist fails to falsify a theory;
the theory should be regarded as corroborated. Tﬁe more
falsifiable a theory is for Popper, the more if
“"denies to the world". Negatively, this tells us
something about what can or cannot be said about the world.
In‘this'Way; we indirectly learn something about the -
world. This Popper‘caT]s the "empirical content” of a
theory", a theory is empirica1 if the class .of its poteﬁtia]
falsifiers is not empty".3 Since the process involves a
a conflict - of one theory with anofher, and since logically

the relevant classes of basic statements are infinite, any

e
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compar1son ‘of theor1es, in terms of degrees of corroborat1on,‘
must involve a comparison of the exten51on of the "subclass
relations™ of their potential fa1s1f1ers The theory
which is more. fa151f1ab1e to start with is the more
empiricai and hence the more scfenpific. The two classes
Qf_fa1sifiers can be compared only if one class includes
tﬁe other.1 Only then can one fheory be declared more
empirical than another, and, if the falsifiers fail to,

- falsify, more corroborated than another.

Oﬂgff conventions also affect ﬁhe degrée of
corroboration, such as increased-universaIity'and restricted
'épph’cabﬂity or pfecision. As he did with causality,
Popper re-defines a number of verificationist concepts

like 'simplicity' in erder to fit his notion‘of whét is

more testable and more falsifiable., Popper rejectg
verificationist attempts to reduce sc{enfific,thebry'to
degrees of probability, when it becomes impossible to defep@
1ndu¢tive1y derijved knowledge as valid or true. What

Popper rejects, besides the inductivist implications of
probability, is the applicaticn of the mathematics of

probability as a measure of preference, though he does not

reject the commonsense notion,which is the basis for human
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actions.1

With regard to ardbabitit} theory,.Popper
believes that the least probab]e theory is the more
fa1s1f1ab1e because theor1es with a high degree of
probab111ty have few fals1f1ers and say Tittle about

2 Theories With the h1ghest emb1r1ca] content

reality.
then have the lowest 1nduct1ve probab111ty In this
way, Popper rejects attempts by verlftcat1opists to
bolster their pqsition'by appeal to a theory pf

probabi]ity.3 | o

¢

Popper is concerned with "the growth of
knowledge" not with a secure way to justify knowledge

c]aims.-g

Scientific growth can only be rea]i;ed by the
severity of the tests devised, by bold myth-making and
conjecture and ty the importance, relevance and interest

qf the problems to be solved. Even though our expectations
and.our theories may'historﬁca11y precede ea; prob1ems,
"sc1ence starts only with prob1ems“ for it is the qqu1ty
and specific relevance of problems which make our hypotheses

. or theories bold as well as i_nteresting.5 Theygcrop up~

= -
0K, p. 80. _

2. LSD,-Chapter Eight, CR, p. 228 f; p. 388 ffﬁ

3. 1bid

4. 0K, p. 37

5. CR, p. 222

RN
N/
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especially when we are disappointed with our expectations
or when there are contradictions and other difficu]ties.]
Theories are chosen then because of tHe{r problem-solving

"power.

Yet perhaps even this picture of science
as a procedure whose rationality
consists in the fact that we learn from
our mistakes - is not quite good enough.
It may still suggest that science
progresses from theory to theory and
that it consists of -a sequence of

better and better deductive systems.

Yet what I really.wish to suggest

is that science should be visualized

as progressing from problems to .
problems of ever increasing depth...
Moreoever it is only through a problem
that we become conscious of holding

a theory. It is the problem which
challenges us to learn; to advance

our Know]ed%e; to experiment; and

to observe. :

'

For Popper, growth is absolutely essential for
science. In his view, growth'is not accomp]igﬂed by the i
"accumulation of obgervétions“ but by "the repeated
overthrow of scientific theories and their replacement

by better 'and more satisfying ones."3 But the choice of the




theories and hypotheses depends'on:the 5rob1em to be
solved. Popper notéé.that "...we prefer an interesting,
daring and highly informative theory to a trivial one."]
But before a theory is actually tested, it must be known
to be better than another theory because of its "potential
progressiveness®, its testab11ity, its ”corrobora]ity".2
It is important to note that Popper has a
"criterion of progress"” even before a theory has ever

-

undergone an actual empirical test or before it can: be

possibly falsified.> The degree of corroboration consigned

to a hypothesis is not itself a hypothesis, because
this would mean reverting to induction. It is

rather a rational choice based upon logical factors and
a,

problem-soiving significance. Degree of corroboration is
simp]y a méasure of the testabi]itx of a theory in terms

of the severity of tests that can be applied. Popper shows
that Newton's theory has been surpassed because "we can
compare intuitively the contents of these two theories,

and Einstein's has the greatér content.... This makes
Eintein's theory potentially or virtuaily the better

theory. Even before any testing, we can say: if true it

1. Ibid., p. 217.

—_—

2. Ibid., p. 217 and note 2,

o

3. Ibid. v

j\\ﬁ

T
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has the greatér éxp1anatdry'power. Furthermore, it
challenges us to undertake a greater variety of

]l

tests.

™~

In other words, the exp1aﬁatory power.of a
theory can be ascertained by a strictly Jogical analysis.
It is evident that the gquestion of cdrroboratioh and the
growth of scienﬁific»know]edge is a-crucial one for ‘Popper
because, if the directlyuascerfainéd trhth*of verified.

knowledge cannot provide a basis for deciding whi;h theory

is better than anothér,vthen he must follow up his deductive

épproach by some system or explanation cof scientific

growth, even though he remains a sceptic --with
regard to the acquisition of any uitimately true knowledge

of reality.

Popper has attémpted.to supply a criterion by
cutlining a system of growth based on his fa]sificaéion
theory, which reflects his ﬁarticu]ar version of what is
empirical. But Popper makes it clear that corroboraticon
is a "report of past perfdrmanceF but "says nothing whatever
about the future performance,-or about the re]iabﬁlity of

a theory", so doubt can never be eradicated.2
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b. Verisimilitude: Pepper's Need for T;uth dnd-

Reality

If, as Popper indicates, only statements can
justify statements, then corroboration, in'Popper's o
system, couid just as well be reduced to a conventional
system of théories. Popper's system could be TabelTed -
_a conventional system much the same as the conventionalism
of Kuhn, in spite of their'c6ntroversy and in spite of-
the fact that POpper's_falsjfication methodo}ogy dehends
on a system of basié statements which-supposediy help
ta_provide én empirical é]ément. Popper's total system,
'?nc1Uding the falsifying basic statements, could be
considered as‘an 'a priori' system, since the basic

statements are propositions agreed upon infer—subjective1y

by a(gﬁoup of Sciéntists; who are motivated by their own

subjective observational World Two experiences and beliefs.

But, Popper is 55 dedicated to realism as he
is opposed to the commonsense theory of knbw]edge. Because
of thfs, he is not content to rest his conventional
expianations upon corroboratfon alone. .Popbér believes
that science needs to'realiée how various theories might
relate” to.the concept‘of an absolute truth of reality,

.even though, no theory can ever be known to be absolutely
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true. He believes that realism is correct, even though

he admits that his belief 1is metaphysica].]

Popper'admits that in 1934 when he wrote

his Logik der Forschung, he believed that “our main

conQErn.in science and in philosophy is or ought to
be search for trﬁth, by way of bold conjectures and

the critical search for what is false in our various
-

competing'theories”.2

But he admits that his conceptl
of truth at this time was, an intuitional one:
(_!-l

Yet I was uneasy about the notioniof
truth; and there is a whole section
in that book in which I tried to
defend the notion of truth as
commonsensical and harmless by
saying that, if we want, we can
avoid its use in the methodology

of science by speaking of
deducibility and similar Tlogical
relations instead.: t

Popper notes thag}the difficu]tieslof
explaining the correspondence theory of truth frightened
him, as did the fact that he could not effectively

. 3

speak about truth without possessing a criterion of truth.

1. 0K, pp.23-24, LSD, p. 59, p. 438, UQ, p. 51.
2. 0K, p. 319.
3. Ibid.
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"But I was unable to'defend my view that the absence
of a criterion of truth cou1d'ndt be used as an arbument

against the logical legitimacy of the hotion of tr‘uthm"1

Ih the 1961 addenda to the'Open Society and Its

Enemies, Popper, not bn]y criticizes relativism, but
‘also elaborates his view that no criterion of truth
is needed to understand or use the concept of truth.

Here, he states that "an assertion, proposition,

-

statement, or belief is true if, and only if, it

2

corresponds to the facts". The ‘further question of

the meaning of “correspondence to the facts” is given

3

in an answer that Popper considers "trivial". He

believes that'everyone already knows what truth means

1n¢1uﬂing the judge in a court of 1aw.4

It means, in
effect, that conditions are given for the truﬁh'éf#a
certain statement, which”he distinguishes from "possessing
a means of deciding - acriterion for deciding whether

a given statement is true or fFalse".>
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It is evident that Popper is striking out
at the positivists for their insistence that criteria
are necessary in order to interpret the correct:
meanfng of any proposition. He gives us the examples
6 f "tﬁrbercu1osis“, "bad meat" and "“Tying" to
démonsttate that we can apply terms correctly even
though at any given time we may not have the means
at oufudjsposa1 to actually state in a particular

instance that ‘'this meat is bad' or 'this person has

tuberculosis' or 'this ma.rK;;E;ying'.I Truth, he
believes, is in the same ca ry, for we know its
meaning’even in the absence of strict criteria for

proving that it applies to this proposition or that.2

In the same article, Popper explains that his concept

. of verisimilitude is similarly justified.

In all this, the idea of the growth
of knowledge - of getting nearer to
the truth - is decisive. Intuitively,
the idea is as clear as the idea
of truth itself. A statement is
true if it corresponds to the facts.
It is nearer to the truth than
another statement if it corresponds
to the facts more closely than

the other statement. It may :
therefore be mentioned here that,
combining true analyses of Tarski, I

1. Ibid., p. 372.
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have recently been able to give
a 'definition' 'of the idea of :
approaching to truth in the purely
logical terms of Tarski's theory.
(I simply combined the ideas of
truth and of content, obtaining,the
idea of the truth-content of i/£?
statement a, i.e. the class ‘
of all truth statements following
a, and its falsity content, which

o~ o can be defined roughly, as its

T o content minus its truth content).
We can then say that a statement
a gets nearer to the truth than a
statement b if, and only if its
truth content has increased
without an_increase in its falsity
content...t . : :

In Chapter 10 of the Conjectures and Refutations -

Popper notes that one can speak about science and the
criterion of its progress "without even mentioning truth".2
uIndeeg", he declares, "it is even possible td érgue,in

favour‘of the intuitive satisfactoriness of the criterion

of progress in science without even speaking about the |

truth of its theorie}."3 Here, Poppér‘again.indicates
\\//his conventionalist 1éaning§. Popper, the conventionalist,

does not need {nor qdeé he possess) either truth or certitude

A

1. Ibid., p. 376, .See Appendix I Note & on Popper’s attitude
to precision. - o

2. CR, p. 223.
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s f.
because his syﬁtem of growth and corroboration does not
in itself require vérisimi]itude{ It 15 Popper the

realist who attempts to spei] out.some system which
L ' : :

at the same time, rétiona]ize the concepts of error ahd
criticism. Before he discovered Tarski's theory of: truth,
Popper f&%ﬁ it ”séfer“ and "more economfca]“ to ayoid
the use of t::gtﬁ<troversia] word.] Now he believes
that he has discovered a way to correctly use the
term.

" Poﬁperﬁs concept of verisimi1ituﬁe_or close-
ness to the truth dpes-eot contradict.the logical
understanding that a pﬁopoeition must -be either true or

2 What it does is to

fa1§e with no third possibility.
allow Popper to bring a'measure of realism to scientific
p?ogress, as well as to augment his infuitive acceptance
ofltruth as eorrespondquamith factdal reality. It
allows him to use the terme\ﬁ\rror' and 'criterion’,

without being solely dependent en an implicit intuitional .

hope in a true rea]ity. 
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Popper contrasts Tarski's "objective" and
metalogical thecry of trpth with .the subjective one
which conceives "of knowledge only as é'speciaT kind
lof mental state, or as a diépositfon, or as a spécia]
kind of beh‘ef..."1 “The subjectivistﬁl"try to define
truth. in téﬁms of the sources or origins of our beliefs, -
or in terms of our operations of verification, or of
some set of rules of acceptance, or-simply in térﬁs'
of théAquaTity of our subjective convictions".2 The
"objective" theory_bf‘truth'allows one to make éssertions
such as."a theory may be tEue even though nobody bé]ievés-
it, and even though we hgve no réasonlfOr accepting
it, or for believing that it is true and another theory
may be false, although we have comparatively gbod réasons

for accepting it."3 ' "

Tarski's system reduces to the-use of a metalanguage
in order to avoid the semantical contradictions involved
in proclaiming such-and-such as true, with its infinite

series of justifications, as well as to aveid any reduction

kY

1. CR. p. 225.
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a9

to psycho]ogisfic perceptual obéefvation. B} raising.

the statement to.a metalinguistic level, one can, in
terms of a Kantian-like version of objectivity, clearly
and logically def1ne corresponden! to the truth'

without falling into the above—ment1oned errors or without

postulating positivistic ‘protocol sentences'.

Coad

Or to put it more explicitly, we can
"say that an alleged fact, such as
the moon's consisting of green cheese,
“4is a real fact if, and only if the S8
statement- which describes it - in
this case the statement 'The moon is
made of green cheese' - is true; otherwise
the alleged fact is not a real fact
~(or if you prefer to say so, it is
not a fact at all).]l

! - Popper has carried Tarski's theory one step'
further, by adding the term 'fact' to_tﬁe term.'true’ using

the same method.

And just as Tarski allows us to

replace the term 'truth' by 'the

set of true statements {or sentences)

so we can replace the term 'reality’ -
by 'the set of real facts' :

In other-wordS‘if_'truthf can be defined as

1. 0K, p. 329.
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'correspondence with'fhe facts', 'reality can be defined
as 'correspondence fo. the truth'.' We w{11 note in the
critical sections of this thesis whether Popper's
defense of know]edge as obJect1ve and real can fit

the not1on of "fact' and 'truth', given his admission
;that knowledge is doxa or 0p1n1on and g1ven h1s vers1on@

of nom1na11sm even if his falsification theory were va11d

e

- Popper neeéf”fﬁéﬁgoncept of truth to reinforce
tﬁ; belief that his phiiosophy is rea]igtic, empirical
(in some sense of the word) and objective. Other than
that,-his.intuitivé dogmatic faith in commonsense
realfsm.aione, would not be enoﬁgh to- save his
philosophy from.conventgona1ism and 'a prioriém'; He
realizes logically that "the véry jdea of error - and of
fallibility -'{nvolves the idea of an objective truth
:as the standard of which we may fall'short.-(lt is in
this sense that the idea of truth is a regulative idea},
for without it crit{cism would be meaningless.“2

The idea of truth for Popper is a necessary
one which provides the basis for his evolutionary,
‘objective', World Three knowledge - a knowledge which

is 'objective' in some speculative and theoretical sense,

1. 1bid.

—— -

2, CR, p. 229, See Appendix I Note 9 regarding the conventionalism
of Popper s argument for verisimilitude.



129
not just conyentionally or technologically useful, as
strictly'gonventional knowledge would be. As a realist
he must "accept the idea'that_the iask of science
is the search for truth...even though...we may never
get them‘(true bropositions) or know them as true

"1‘ Unless there is such a th1ng as truth -

Y

if 'we get them.
or a rationai process of confinuous_approximation

to the truth, no one can learn from his mistakes.

With the concept of verisimilitude, Popper hopes to
bolster the empirical dimension of a critical |
fationé]ity,'whqse sfarting point or oFigin'is 'a priofi'

logical theory,derived through choice.

Bold truths, which should interest the
scientist because they. have greater explanatory power,
can never be known for certaﬁn, but, as we have nofed,
one theory may._have a greater explanatory bower than‘
another. This coJ]d give a better falsified theory a
greater degree of verisimilitude, even fhoughfit is -
false. As_Popper exﬁ]ains it, "what we demand.of a theory
t2 in order that it should be better (or nearer to the
truth) than t1, is (a) that {t contains tl as an

. approximation in a way that explains the success of tl and
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-

(b) that it explains all those cases where tl fails

! Thus, the scientific

at least better than did t1".
:.asﬁéct of a theory for Popper has nothing to do with
\-tﬁe truth-falsity content as'accepted by verificationists,
but with the nearness or farness from-the intuitively
based notion of what the abso1ute‘truih“would;be.'

Hence, Popper is working with the semantical concept

of truth because he cannot speak about falsifiability

without it.

\

. A theory is corroboraéed if it has‘withstéod
severe testing at any given time. This is a negative
evaluation of scientific growth, while the concépt of
verisimilitude is a positive one, based on gteétek truth
content than falsity content. As a negativist Popper
is interested only in a truth that is relevant to the
solution of important scientific pfob]ems. "There can
be no doubt... that negativists (like myself) must
prefer an attempt to solve an interesting problem by

a bold conjecture,_even-if it soon turns out to be

false, to a recital of a sequence of true but uninteresting

assertions.”2

L
e
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En . Popper's view, increase'in truth content,

since it is stfictiy a function of the logical increase
in explanatory content, cannot, by itself, add to the

"increase of verisimilitude, for any proposition

with greater content and -greater universality possesses

automatically more truth-content. "The only field left

for scientific debate and especialily to empirical

testing - is whether or not the falsity content has

also increased.“]\ Popper's methodology is one of

éubtracting falsity content from truth-ccntent, with

an added intuitive notion of truth 1ikeness, or nearness

to the truth. Without the falsity content there is no

empirical element and without the falsification : »k_

process there can be no falsity content.

. We can never make absolutely certain
that our theory is not lost. ATl
we Can do is to 'search for the falsity
content of our best theory. We
do so by trying to refute our
theory; that is, by trying to
test it severely in the light of
all our objective knowledge and atll
our ingenuity. It is, of course,
always possible that the theory may
be false even if it passes all these
tests... But if it passes all '
these. tests then we may have good
reason to conjecture that our theory

g-
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which we know has a greater

truth content than its predecessor
may have no greater falsity
content.!

If, at any given time, we then fail to refute
- a theory, wé can claim that our conjecture has a better
approximat?bn to the truth or verisimilitude than the
old theory which failed certain tests. Popper maintains
; his scepticism but still clings to the need for a

realistic and empirical science..

I say that what has to be given

up is the quest for justification

in the sense of the justification

of the claim that a theory is

true. All theories are hypotheses:

all may be overthrown. On the

other hand, I was very far from

_ suggesting that we give up the -
: : search for truth: our critical

- . discussions of theories are dominated
: by the idea of finding a true
{and powerful) explanatory theory;

and we do justify our preferences

by an appeal to the idea of truth:

truth plays the role of a regulative

idea. We test for truth, by

eliminating falsehood.?

»

4l The Scope of Popper's Fa111bism.and The Prob1eﬁf0f His Realism

Despite the fact that the basic factors in

- : 2. Ibid., pp. 29-30.
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Popper's critical ratidna]ity have been examined and
explained, it is necessary in this section to explicitly
examine the extent and application of failib]e knowledge
inherent in Popper's concept of cognition, which %s the
resu1t of his falsification theory. Popper makes it
exp11c1t that observation does not provide a Just1f1cat1on

for any proposition or theory, including basic statements.

To what extent then does conventionalism enter into .
the accéptance of the various relevant propositions

or statements that comprise the falsification methodology?

From a logical point of view, the
testing -of a theqry depends upon
basic statements whose acceptance

or rejection, in its turn, depends
upon our decisions. Thus it is
decisions which settle the fate of
theories. To this extent my answer
to the question, 'how do we select

a theory'? resembles that given by
the conventionalist: and like him I
saw that this choice is in part
determined by considerations of
utility. But in spite of this,

there is a vast difference between
my views and his. For. I hold that
what characterizes the empirical
method s just this: that the
convention or decision does not
immediately determine our acceptance
of universal statemepts but that on
-the contrary it enters into our
acceptance, of the singular s?atements
that is the basic statements

108.
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In other words, only basic statements are
decided by intersubjective agrgeﬁent. Theories are
‘a priori' decisions chosen in order tb solve problems.
They ?ecome pertinent in the context of scientific -
<packground knowledge, where their explanatory truth
content, their interest and their universality are
the criteria for the bold choices and conjectures.
‘It is at this point, that;the empirical dimension

N

of severe’testihg becomes a, necessary part of ¢

Popper's deductive, falsifiable scientific explanation.

On the one hand, Popper differs from_thE
conventionalists in ho]ding'that only singular ﬁasic
statements are decided by agreement while, on tpé othér
hand, he differs from the positivists "in holding that
basic statéments are’not justifiable by our immediate

experience but are, From the.logical point of view, 5

accepted by an act, by a free decision."] Basic statements

then are not accepted as a result of a directly rational
criterion but are chosen on the basis of what Poppe%
" has decided methodologically is necessary to providé an

empirical element for his non-inductive approach. From

%

{2
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a psychologistic World Two point of view the choice

may be‘based on "a purposeful and well-adopted reactionﬁ"]

-
LY

- Popper attempts to distinguish between a
”juetification“ and a "decision" by-appeaTing to the
analogy of frial by jury where the Jjury "accepts by .
agreement, a statement about a factua] occurrence - a
basic statement, as it were“.z The verdict 1is the
,reselt of agreement plus the universal statements

of the‘system, i.e. the 1aw "The analogy between this
. procedure and that by wh1ch we decide bas1c statements
is clear. It throws light, for examp1e, upon‘the1r
relativity, and the way 1n which they depend upon
questions raised by the theory w3 _Popper declares
“that “their acceptance is part of the eppTication>of

a theoretical system; and it is only this dpp]ication
which makes any further app]ications‘ef the theoretical

eystem possib1e.“4

Popper follows these observations with a much

1. Ibid., and pp. 81-82; See quotat1on p. 133 for complete
text referring to the convent1ona11sm of basic statements.

2. Ibid.

B ¥ ]
—

bid., p. 110.

4. Ibid., p. 1113 See Appendix I Note 10.

i
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quoted statement on the status of sc1ent1f1c knowledge.

In 1t his scepticism and convent1onallsm are exp11c1t'

and ev1dent.

The empirical basis of obJect1ve
science has thus nothing 'absolute’
about it. Science does not rest
upon rdck-bottom. The bold structure
¢ of its theories rises, as it
were, above a swamp. It is Tike a
building erected on piles. The
piles are driven down from above
into the swamp, but not dowyn to any
natural or 'given' base; and when we
cease our attempts to drive our piles
into a deeper layer, it is not because
.we have reached firm ground. We
simply stop when we are satisfied
that they are firm enough to carry
8 structure at Teast for the time
- being.

In a footnote'on the same page Popper makes an
even more exp11c1t adm1ss1on when he quotes Ney1 (without

any ob3ect1on) that the only absolutes are connected

‘with subjectivity, i.e. with the psycho]ogica] World
. [=]

Two, while "whoever longs for objectivity cannot avoid

the problem of re1ativism."2 Popper even goes so far

}Sas go deny that science represents a body of knowledge

2. Ibid., Note 4. . .
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at all. A philosopher might not be surprised by such a

viewpoint coming from a conventionalist but it is

difficult to comprehend the rationality of such a

mixture coming from a realist,who also accepts some

form of empiricism for science.

I think that we shall have to get
accustomed to the idea that we must
not look upon science as a 'body

of knowledge', but rather as a system
of hypotheses: that is to say, as

a system of guesses or anticipations
which in principle cannot be justified,
but with which we work as Topg

as they stand up to tests, and of
which we are never justified in saying
that we know that they are 'true' or
'more or less certain' or even "
'probable’.! '

Compare this quotation to one like the following

where Pobper attempts to answer the question how one can

justify the method of trial and error.

Reply: the method of trial and error
is a method of eliminating false
theories by observation statements;
and the justification for this is

the purely logical relationship of
deducibility which allows us to

assert falsity of universal statements
if we accept the truth of singular
ones.?2 S
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Of ¢ourse, when one considers Popper's whole system the

emphasis in the last sentence must fall on the word

"accept", i.e. inter-subjective agreement; rather on the

- -

word "truth". ///"
iy
7/ In thegﬁext chapter, I will examine Popper's
three worlds esp,c1a11y-his'wor1d Three becgusefthis

explanation'rep*esents the® fini'shed product of his e,
'objective' realistic systematization of know]édgg;r
By means of his World Three, Popper more fully develops

and integrates his evolutionary ontology, his pluralism,

and his indeterminism. -Hekagkes-his ontology clearer ,
by ﬁeans of his explanation of the intéract%ons of World '
Two subjectivity with World One and World Three, s e
including the resultiﬁg social and ;echno]ogica1 deﬁe]oE;" ' - a‘

-

ment, as well as by his application of his doctrine

of World Three to mind-body §e1atibnshibs. The whole

system, however, rests upon the epiétemo]dgféa1'e1ements N T'
that have been al;eady explored. His World Three of “
“objé;tive“‘kndwledge‘must stand of_fa11 with the critical
rationalism of his falsification theory. Popperrhopes

that he is prov{ding éome bases for obseryatio&'énd ) //48%

experimentaticon, which he in turn hopes will provide 4
some basis for scientific progress. Without the valijdity

of the falsification process however, World Three iig
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/ R

reduced ts\jhexp1icabﬂe, ‘a priori', subjective, verbal {//fﬁ\

. . Iy i I‘vi
‘elements. WQrld-Three thus represents the culmination: s

-

of Popper's‘aftempt to avoid absolutg or essential

_know1édge without falling completely into a conventionalist

frame of reference.



Tl

LChapter-Six,

Eternal World Three: Popper's World

of .Objective Knowledge

-—
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1. Linguistic 'Objectivity': Language as Imprecise .

Thought

In his‘article I'-Epi$tf—:mo1ogy_v‘r1‘thc>u1_:'wa_
Knowing Subject“, Popper c]assif%es his blura1istic
view of reality into three worlds: World One; the
world of‘physiéa1 objects and phfsica] statés:
World Two which is the subjectivé world of personal
be]ief - "of states of consciousness or of mental
. states, or perhaps of behavioura1 dispositions to'"
act" and World Three whﬁéh is the world of objective

thought.]

. Popper'be1i;;es that .traditional epistemology
has m1staken1y studied knowliedge in the subJect1ve

World - Two,‘1nstead of rea11z1ng that scientific know]edge
belongs. only to the reality of MWorld Three,wh1ch cons1sts

of 'objectivé‘ theorjes, 'objective' hypotheses,

'‘objective' problems and 'objective’ arguments,2 He rejects

the tendency in philosophy and the social sciences

to study the behav1or of men and animals, rather than

_the World Three products of this behaV1or.3 Th1s, of

1. 0K, p. 106.
2. Ibid., p. 108.
Ibid., p. 114.

e
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) &
course, is psychojogism for Popper.

The second world of being aware and informed -
the. world of 'I kﬁow' and'l am thinking' may be the
cause of‘world Three content, but valid science, for
Popper must ‘begin with the World Three effects of

World Two, wh1ch alone can raise the problems and

which alone can be considered as objective I-:nowledge..l

Thus what I call 'the third world'
has admittedly much in common with
Plato's theory of forms or Ideas,
and therefore also with Hegel's
Objective Spirit.. It has
more in common st111 with Bolzano's
theory of a universe of propos1t1ons
in themselves and of theories in
themselves, though it differs from *
» Bolzano's also. My third world
resembles most closely the universe
of .Frege's ob3ect1ve contents of "
thought.

Like Frege, who distinguishes‘between the subjective

act of thinking and the objective content of thought,
Popper beljeves, that when a content is written in books

. or Journa1s or stored in 11brar1es, then the content,

1. Ibid., pp. 114-115.
2. Ibid., p. 106.
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inclugiﬁg_the theories, brob1em§ and arguments , etc.,
have an objective exfstencé of'theif OWh; because' ~
they are constitued as knowiedge content expressedrin.'
linguistic form.“ He Qees'wor]d Three as ihdependant
of minds, even though crea;ed by themﬁ Likghpur. o
chdereﬁ, they can even teach and ‘uplift their .
creatprs.] It is this existence Qf.an autonomous,
'Wafgé1yliydependant World Three.thai-énab]gs Popper
to solve the praoblem ?i‘}he mihd-body reiationship,_
'without falling into a mbnism, based on either matter
(World One) or mind-(wof1d Two). Now with a categofy
of meaning-in-itself (World Three), Popper can accept
a clearly pluralistic universe which involves
iﬁmaﬁer?a1ity/-2
Popper credits Plato with the discoverykof
World Three, because Plato realized that the intelligible
objeﬁts of thought; are as objecﬁive as physical
5

bodies.

o .
with these objects almost a3 if they were physical

Popper, not on1y accepts that "we operate

‘objects", but also, that every subjective act of

understanding, is largely anchobed in World Three since .y

s

i
g

1. UQ, p. 195.

2. Anthony O'Hear, op.cit., p. 194.

—

3. 0K, p. 154.
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. : b
"all important remarks which can be made about such an

act consists in bointing out its relations to third
] :

world objects".

As far as the 1nterre1afionships_$mong the
three worlds is concerned, the second world of personal
.mind and personal, 'subjective' knowing mediates )
betﬂeen the wof1d of objects and the third world, becéuse
it is only by means of 'subjective’ knowing that World
~One concrete objects can be expressed in World Three
l]inguistic form and canversely it is only through
World Two understanding'that.Nor]H‘Threé theories 3
can affect World One reality through the application
?f.technology.2 ﬂr
Popper states explicitly that "thg idea of

_autoﬁomg js. central to my theory of the third wor1d.m

We can thus say that there is a kind

of Platonic {or Bolzanoesque) third .
‘world of books in themselves, theories
themselves, problems in themselves,
problem situations in themselves,
guments in themselves, and so on.
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And I assert that even though
this third worlid is a human product,
" there are many theories in themselves
~which have never been produced or
understood and may never be produced
or understood by men.]1

This last point clearly illustrates the fact
"that Popper is equating the scope of World Three not
only with actual linguistically expressed meaning, but-

also with what is potentially expressible ‘and understandable.

In this way,'Pqpper eduates the Aristotelian domain of
the 'intelTigible' with any possible linguistic content
of World Three, But, of céurse, Popper's interpretation
of‘intelligibie understanding is not that of a first
level intuitive contact with an intelligible reality,
 5ut involves knowledge expressed linguistically. In
this context, thinking is a process of conjecture and
refutation, utilizing World Three objects to solve

~prob]ems.2

In arguing for World Three autonomy, Popper relies
on this fact, that there are hidden, potential intelligible

dimensions in all theories, arguments, problems, etc., -

1. Ibid., p. 116.

2. Ibid., pp.l164-166..
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dimensions which are often not realized by their creators.
Th{s, of course, is how khowledge grows and increases.
Men, with their World Two hsubjéctive“ mﬁnds,.discover.
novel-aspect%,_as well as deeper and deeper 1eve1s
of'ﬁnderstanding in the autonomous world of symbolically
expressed meaning. In their turn, these men can add

to the content of World Thrqei

Popper g}ves an example of these asbects
of World Three in the sequence of natural andiprime
numbers which, although it is a human creation in the
first instance, creaieé, in the fina] anaiysis, its
own autonomous prob]ems.1 Thjs autonomy 1is 6n1y_
partial, in that additional creations are added from what

is potentially intelligible to actualize "new unintended

facts; new unexpected problems; and often also new
2

~
refutations.” The formufa expressing this growth 15 the
familiar P1 - _IT - EE - .PZ of the falsifiable process
of conjectﬁres aﬁd refutations, where we learn from our
mistakes to create new hypotheses movinqofrom probiem 1

through tentative theories and error elimination to arrive

1. Ibid., p. 118.

2. Ibid., p. 119.
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T

at problem 2. ‘ | (

-

Popper also adds other examples from science to \
1]1ustrate'this‘worJd Three autonomy.] In a hypothetical
experiment used to illustrate this point, Popper declares
that in one instance, all machines, tools and'subjectiQe h
knoﬁyedge, are.destroyéd, but libraries are left intact,
while in another instance, -the libraries as well are.
destrngd. From this}Popper concludes, that as a reéu]t,in
thefirs€\experiment,progress would occur because of

World Three know]edge.content in‘fhe books, while, in

the second case, it would-be a very long time before the
previous status could again be reached.2 Popper also

considers examples where mistakes made by two mathematicians

can be corrected by "the logical structure of world three,

which shows that their a11eged'thaﬁem contradicts the
obiective]y true statement 5 + 7 5 12, and that it must

be-objectively false. The two mathematicians are kicked;

‘not by other people, but by the laws of arithmetic itse1f.3

T

1. 1bsd., pp. 170-180.

2. Ibid., pp. 107-108.

3. Kaf] Popper, "Indeterminism is Not Enough: A Philosophical
Fssay", Encounter (London), Vol. 40, No. 4, April 1973,
p. 92. . _ ,

i

P

~.

.

-
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- Taking a closer look at the linguistic

aspect of World Three, we find, that Popper seems to

1

equafe language and thought. He looks upon the
N ,

development of language as an exosomatic tool,which just o
happened to evolve, and which, because it has evolved, °

creates a whole new set of problems in a new world of

L7

. _ _ LN
human, development. It also can create a knowledge of {tself

Popper believes that as long as the thought
or word|is not formulated it is more or less part of

ourselves:

Only if it is formulated in language
does it become an object which is
different from ourselves and
- towards which we can then adopt a
critical attitude. So the
very small difference between thinkin
(in the sense of acting on the *
assumption} "today is Saturday"
makes a tremendous difference from
the point of view of the possibility
of criticism. Although there is often
- not much of a gap between thinking

and speaking, from the point of view
of criticism (and of sharpening

! our thought) the difference can be
very great. Of course, once language
ijs established, we can actually
formulate a thought in our minds and
criticize it; but that is, once
language jtself has been established

!

>

1. See Appendix I Note 11 for comment on Popper's equation
of language and thought,.
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objectively,-so to speak, as a

social institution after the possibility.
of objectivization has been established.
Only after that can we really have

a critical attitude towards the products
of our minds.

] !

i

It is evident from this quotation, that thinking

is impossible without Tanguage, but yet, paradoxica]Ty; ' .
1anguage, and the thodghts expressed by it,'are both
created by World Two_minds.‘ 0f course, we must remember,
that, in Popper's system, the essence of what is rational
is that which is equated with the criticizéb]e and what
1s“chosen for that very reason. He does admit to earlier
pre-linguistic stages for World Three, but if he is to

be consistent, he must equate any personal ideas w1th}

the psyého1ogic§i world of subjective disposition, because
any understaﬁding, even of ourselves, is dependant on the
ratidnal, Iiﬁguistita11y expfessed World Three where,
”h;man language makes it possible, for us to be not only
sﬁpﬁec;s, centers of action, bu//;lso'objects of. our own

critical thought, of our own critical judgment."2

For Popper, rationality is an effect of language-

not vice-versa. As rational human beings we are products

1.8

| ]
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o
F
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of World Three, which, in turn, is the product éf
countless minds. In fact, as a further bulwark
aga%nst cértitude, authority and essentialism,
Pépﬁer be1igves,‘that we owe our humanity, our
rationality and our very selves to the evolution

1

of Jlanguage and to other men. As we have indicated,

Popper admits that the self is close to being a

~unified essence. Since this egsence or self is totally ) '

dependant. on language and others, Popper tends to
reverse the usual scientifically or technologically
influenced view of progress, as one‘of.greater and
greater developing perfection. Thus, for Popper,

the greatést achievements lie in the past when tools

and Tanguage were acquired.z‘ This view also fits

the great importance which he gives to the pre-

Socratics in the development of a critical rationalism.

F

Popper's scepticism operates at this level

of language, He accepts the view that "the relationshi®

between a theory (or a statement) and the words used

in its formulation is in several ways analogous to that between"

written words and the letters used in writing them down."3 . In
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keeping then with what Popper originally called his
nominalistic methodolody, he considers words as

arbitrary and as fallible in the creation of theory meaning,

as letters are in.creating w0r¢\meaning.] Popper.pedects

-t

ostensive definitions and Aristotelian essential meanings

for .a nominalistic view that treats words as fallible,

imprecise elements of meaning,which operate in much the
‘ 7
same way as theories or hypotheses do in their approach

to_truth.

lLetters play a merely technical or

pragmatic role in the formation of

words. In my opinion, words also

play a merely technical or pragmatic

role in the formulation of theories.

Thus both Tettsrs and words are mere
" means to ends.

Popper adds to Karl Biehler's signal, expressive

and descriptive functions of language, what he himself

considers to be a more important dimension - the argumentative

function. It is the érgumentative-and the descriptive
functions which are the truly human levels of language
use, The evolution of these levels, espécia]ly the level

of argumentation, have been essential to the rational

1. Ibid., and pb. 17-23, pp.28-30; CR, pp. 18-20; also see )
Appendix Il section 1.

2. UQ, p. 22.
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function of language - the development of science and

critical thinking. Popber believes that the enemies of

=)

the argumentative function of language are the romantics,

r

* who are concerned with self-expression rather than -
demonstration; behaviou;ists, physicalists and
materialists,who attempt to subsume the higher functions
of ]énguage to the lower, trying by argument to establish
the non-efistence of argument; and some mind-body theories:
Tike epiphenomina]ism, psycho-physical parallelism and
the twgk1angﬁage so]utioﬁs,whoéé very demonstrétions,’
for Popper, involve a contradiction 1ike the 11ar's
paradox. ! However, it should be noted that Popper
reélates all th1s World Three conte@t to the categories’

™~ s
"of language usage, rather than\to the category of the
truth or fa1s1ty of argument as most ‘realists wou]d Hence,
for h1m, it 1s the funct1ons of language which 11e at the
'heart of critical rat10na11ty and object1ve content.
it is only by means of the constant interaction of World
Thgée with a World Two minﬁ,,that a se1% is created. ”
But even greater fhan the rationality of out_subjective
mind for Popper "is the relation between ourselves and

our work and what can be gained for us from this -'re]ation.“2

Il

|

A\
L
e

f “ D:.
, pp. 134-135; p. 295.. : k_.:g;;)
2. BK, p. 147.
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", "We must note at this péint; that Popper has some
2 1 ‘

difficulty in explaining the kind of existence which

.world Three‘potential objects would have, especially

when they are not directly part of ‘a conscious mind.

: Popper categorizes‘ghd distinguishes 3.1 which
is wor1d' hree as stored in libraries and the human
mind, from 3.2, which is World Three as grasped or

understood by some individuals, and from 3.3 which are

‘the possible solutions and potentidlly intelligible

dimensions discoverable or implied in other .already
djscovered '_cheqrjes.1 0f this 3.3. Popper states, "I
assert .that this shadowy world - let us call it 3.3 -

exists. Proof: it interacts via world, two with world

one."2 In this way, "the really driving factor may

have been the intuitive interest in the autonomous world

L
3.3 problem, a problem not yet existing in world 3.1 or

3.2, only suspected by the mind (the mind but hardly

the brain) of lurking somewhere in world 1hree.”3

f

In that sense the worid 3 objeé is a
real ideal object which exists, but

.1. PKP, p. 1050-1051.

bid., 'p. 1052,

3. Ibid. ' : .l

——— }

™o
.
—
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’

exists nowhere and whosSe existence
is somehow the potentiality of its
being reinterpreted by human
minds.... ’ -

.In a sense, world 3 is a kind of
Platonic world of ideas,*a world
which exists nowhere but.which does
have .an existence and which does
interact especially with human
minds - on the basis,of course,of
human activity.!

o

‘3’ \>
[t is at this point that Popper resurrects

Plato, Hegel and the Stoics and where he calls himéelf

again, with perhaps more justificafion; "a modified

essential}st". It is also where he gives new emphasis

to Aristotle's importance by stressing what is in effetg“
the basic Aristotelian category of the reé]ity of
potentiality. By his explanations of worldwThree, Popper
also seems to be moving further and furtherfaway from'
his earlier stress on empiricism and even from his

stress on a demarcation for science, by his accepfance of
an immaterial ﬁind and by his acceptance of mind-body

interaction, which epitomizes his rejection of any

materialistic reduction.2
P

1. §1B,

p. 449-450,

p
2. in SIB. - ' ~ N

| ‘P"
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Popper gives the Stoics credit for first

distinguishing the three world aspects 6f language’

- usage - the word as object, the word as persona11y

-

understood and the word as objective content.' He

accepts the’fact that since his World Three contaiqs the
genius of all the finé arts, as well as the sciences,
together with all possibly true meaning, doubtful mééning
and evenﬁf&]se meaning, that this content is more
compatible-with the position of the Stoics rather

than Platd's world of true essences.2

¥

g
{f-l..h

The logical world of theories and hypothééés -
. . , A
the ”objective“,'theoreticalcworld of Kantian propositions,

. .

which is Popper's starting point, provides the basis

4

for scientific, evolutionary growth. Now Popper has given

it the status of a body of linguistic meaninés, which are

fa]lib1e, but which bossess infinite depths of intelligibility.

In this way, he has moved closer to Kant and the fationalist

tradition, and farther away .from an~empiricism, which..

.nevertheless is still rooted in his nominalism and in.

his concern to develop a science that is truly empirical.

1

1. 0K, "p. 157.

4

2. See Appendix I Note 12 for comment on the existence of
falsity outside a World Two mind. .
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It is evident that by accepting an intelligible: .
World Three, Popper must accept an essential unified

knowledge of intei]igib]es, which means a non empirical

et

type of knowledge. Currie seems to understand this when

he comﬁ%res Popper to the Platonist regarding a correct

or incorrect grasp of the Pythagorean theor'em:1 <\\\;\\

o , —
But this reply would not be open
to Pgpper, exactly because his
third world is man made - its content
actually depends upon whether anybody
actually articu]atéd the proposition
expressing the Pythagorean theorem. :
If anybody ever did, then there simply-
is no third world-Pythagorean theorem
which these people failed to grasp.Z-

-

~In the next section, we will look at Popper's

atfemﬁt'to anchor his wor]d'Three in an ontology based

on @volution, but it becomes more and more evident, .

thét Popper lacks the ontological basis, that canccount

for the kind of knowledge inherent 1n-wor1d‘Three, especially,
with regard to the:réality of poténtia] intelligibles /{
which presupposes an iﬁmaféria],‘autonbmoué réality fdr_what

is intelligible.

See Appendix I Note 13 for comment on the difficulty of
reconciling Popper's World Three theory with his ‘///
empiricism. - . : .
. ‘ . —"—"‘-__l-
2. Gregory Currie, "Popper's Evolutionary Epistemology:
A Critique", Synthese, No. 37, 1978, p. 427.

/
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2. Popper's Ontological Anchor: Evolutijdnary Foundations

of World Three

" Karl Popper admits, that he has always been

fascinated by Darwinism but unimpressed by most of the

vojut{onary phﬂosophers.1

He admits, that even though
he previously had conte$ptuous1y rejected evolutionary

phi]ogophers, that, since he has made this a dimension

~ of his® philosophical, explanation in a fallibilistic system,
\ _;;//~ he is forced "to ept humble pie" .2 Actual]y, Popper
T . is ﬂ?d to fihd/some explanation for his Kantian o
coE 1ogicé;5wor1d of -hypotheses, propositions and theories.

Since he hab~rejected inductive knowledge, as well as

>
%§;> cast doubts on any kind of perceptual experience, he

sees an evolutionary explanation as the only ontological

anchor foe his World Three.

x

One of the first points to.be noted, is that Popper

&

cpnsiders Darw1n s theory of evolution based on natural

ectd as a metaphysical, and therefore non falsifiable
3

/theory. But we must"remember, that Popper has already
- 1.UQ, p. 167. |
= 2. 0K, p. 241. =
3. UQ, p. 168; POH, p. 108.
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admitted the possibility of metaphysics as a fértile
source of scientific theory. In regard to Darwinism,

he believes that it is aﬁ app]ication'of what he calls

ll]

"situaticnal logic. "By this he means that® when: you

add the rare condition of self-reproducing variable

bodies as a special framework to the Darwinian view

.—of survival of "entities of 1imited variability",

then th;\idea of trial and error elimination "becomes
not mere?}\applicab1e but almost 1kgica1]y necessary“.2
Thus, he considers Darwénism as a "Metaphysical Research
Program" or a framework for theAdevéldgment of scientific
and testable hypotheses, which one’can theﬁ attempt to
fa]sify.3
, Popper admits; that the origin of 1ife cannot
be exg}zined bx evd]utionary theory and that the
probability of an atom becoming part of Tife is L
“ihdistinguﬁshabla from zero"._4 Yet, in spite of this
fact, Popper believeg, that even fhough there are no

'/ - ¥ ., .
Darwinian laws of evolution, and even thougH Darwinian

1. UQ, p. 168; 0K, p. .70.

- -

2. Ibid. | E
3. UQ, p. 167; p. 227, Note 242. - ‘ (
4, SIB, p. 28; 0K, p. 292. t D e
L
/fb
Ve
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theory has only indicated with fggard to‘éausaf

" explanations that they are not logically imﬁossibie,

- the true value of Darwinism lies in ité_showing that

-™jit is in principle possible to reduce teleology to

causation by exp1aining in purely physical terms, the

existence of design and purpose in the wor]d.]‘w

In other words, nature and the natural, i.e. phyéica]
causes, can simulate the.pufpose and design of a

Creato'r".2 .

whét\}bpﬁérwants is a model which can be

modified to fit the indeterminist and pluralist nature
of‘evo1wing.wor1d Three. Parwifij;}OHET is a model of
natural selection, which\&gbéﬁes for Popper, a prob]em-
so{v{;g, trial and=error, growth model. 'He contrasts
this with a Lamarckian procedure, which is one-of
1nstruct;0n froﬁ the envifonment, of repetitive or
cumulative process, of organ -decline through use and
disuse and of passing on acquired-characte?istics.
Lamark{énﬁsm, he gssociates_wiph the 1rrationa11ty of

induction, as well as Hume's reply.to "the psychological

problem of induction" because, no doubt, it involves
3

a

direct /knowledge and associatjoﬁ.‘ .

3. PXP, p. 1023; 0K, pp. 96-97; SIB, p. 459.

Ay
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But Popper believes the éorredi\Darwinian,
approach simulates the Lamarckian one, so hat, the
.st%icx1y trial and error reality, reflects what seems .
to be a te1eo1ogica] one. He believes that this triqg
and error basis for the rational, began as‘a pre-
conscioué, organic level process, where surviv?] was
the key. It evolved to the point where first lower
language functions developed, then higher fupctions,
1ike metaphysical thought‘andlmyth evoived, and finai]y,
the process arrived at the conjecture and refutation
level of a wvgalid scientif}c methodology. On these
last two levels criticism "will Be regulated by the®
jdea of ¢ruth, or of getting nearer to the truth, rather

¢

than by the idea of helping us to survive.“1

We must remember Popper's point that criticism
presupposes the regulative idea of truth becéuse
crititism has meaning only with regard to the elimination
of error.” The only other possibility js} of course, to
utilize criticism in a purely instrumental-conventional
/_Qgptext. Popper is motivated to search for tfue theories

even though some level of verisimiljtude is the only
possible fa]T%b]e result, "It is, I believe, th}s idea of

e .

~

. 0K, p. 264.
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truth as correspondence'with the facts which makes

nl

rational criticism possible. But we have .also noted,

-

that this can only be possible within the framework

xof_Popper's falsification theory, and that it stands

oF falls with it.

Despite the fact that Popper is sceptical about
the explanation of 1ife emerging from inorganic matter,
he believes, that the interraction with Worlid Three

products is the basis for any preseﬁt day evolution.

Both he and Sir John Eccles stress the fact that it is \\

the development of self-consciousness with its intellectual,

scientific, artistic and®cultural dimensions that is

the basis and major concern for ;]1 present day evolution,
It is the growth of World Three products together with
theiy, fantastic influence on human minds which is a]i

important today.

...... we can hardly deny that there
must have been a time when abstract
and ;non-physical entities, such as
reasons and arguments and scientific
knowledge, and abstract rules, such as

1. Ibid., pp. 263-264. ‘

2. SIB, Dialogue XI and XII.

. .
. . @
o G s

2

///r/’
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rules for building railways or
bulldozers or sputniks or say, rules
of grammar or countjrpoint, did not
exist or.at any rate had no effect
upon the physical universe., It is
difficult to understand how the physical
universe could produce abstract
entities such as rules, and then could
come under the influence of “these
.rules, so that the&se rules in their
turn could exert ygry‘pa]pa?]e effects
upon the physical universe.

Going back.into the pa§t; to the beginnings
of knowledge in Popper's hypothetical, evolutionary,
natural development, we find that he speaks of "unconscious"
and "innate" knowledge: In Popper's system, we not only
do not acquire knowledge by;induction,‘but, in fact,
there is no such thing as p:re observation. The epistemological 4
sources of knowledge cannot be a test of either its

validity or truth, because Popper has rejected the commonsense

o R
L .

theory of knowledge. "There can never be anthjmg like:-a
completely safe observation", sincé all observation,
i,“invéives interpretation in the light of theories..... and
.1t is therefore pﬁEertain."z Since thégnies and hypotheses

‘must precede any attempt@ﬁ,refutation, all obsegvations

"are interpretations in the light of theories" and‘hencg

7

1. 0K, p. 225. _
2. CR, p. 41, note 8.

) - ) P



. 163
t;mgre does not exist anything like pure observational
: — _ . |
knowledge untainted by expectations or theories.“]

* But this means that, for logical -
reasons, there must always be a- '
point of view - such as a system of
expectations, anticipations,
assumptions, or interests - before
there can be any repetition; which _ 4
point of view, consequently cannot
be merely the result of repetition.2

In comparing this problem of thé dependance of
present theory on prior theory and expectation;to the qUeStion

‘which came first the chicken or. the-egg', Popper replies:

n

'An eariier kind of egg', to the
fogmer, 'An earlier kind of hypotheses'.
It is quite true that any particular

_hypotheses we choose will have

been preceded by observations - the
observations, for exampTe, which it
i¢ designed to explain. But these , |
observations, in their turr, pre- °
supposed the adoption of a-frame of
reference: a frame of expectations:”
a frame of theories....... There

is no danger here of an infinite
regress, Going back te more and more
primitive theories and myths, we
shall in the end -find unconscious,
inborn expectations.

The theory of inborn ideas .is absurd,
I think; but every organism has inborn

r]

1. Ibid., p. 38, note 3, p. 155.
2, Ibid., p. 44-45,
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reactions Or responses..... .. These

_responses we may describe as
expectat1ons without 1mp1y1ng v .
that these expectat1ons are cCOnscious.

The newborn baby ‘expects......to

be fed.......... oo

-;- 3

Thus we are born with 'expectations'
T, ~ with 'knowledge' which, although not
- - - valid a priori is psychologically |,

or genetically a priori i.e. prior

to all observational experience.

One of the.most important of these

expectations is the expectation of

finding a regularity.

Popper does not hesitate to call these innate
P . "
expectations "inborn knowledge", which explains his

sﬁpport for Konrad Lorenz's-theory of '1mprinting'.2 He

not only applies this view of "unconscious knowledge"

to persons but also to organs as well. He declares
] - e
that " e is no sense-organ in which anticipatory Y

‘theories are not genet1ca]1y 1ncorporated w3 What
the organ or organism can react to or can a%gbrb as
relevant or irrelevant "qepends completely upon thﬁ

innate structure (the ‘program') of the organism"

1. Ibid., p. 47 ' .
2. Ibid

3. 0K, p. 72

4. Ibid
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When discussing the function of a cat's eye,

- Popper makes the point that the eye reécfs "in distinct
ways to a number of'%§31ca1 situations for which there
are mechanisms prepgred and buiit inéﬁ its structure:
these correSbond té the bidlogically most important
situations between which it has to d1's‘c1‘ngu1'sh.".l
Popper then concludes: "Thus the disposition to
distinguish between these situations is buift into the
sense organ, and’with-it the theory that these, and
only these, are tHe relevant situations for whose
disfinction the éye is to be used."zl In fact, for \
Popper, the‘nervods system interprets, experience ”a->\;

thousandfold" before it becomes conscious experience.3 ™.

—

In his latest work Popper is even more explicit
. about causality or te]eo1ogy;'when hé states reghryjng
the eye that it "can be unde}stood only from the

pﬁint of view that it solves like a theory, certain :

problems, prob]emé of adaptation to a changing environment.

Qur organs are pfob1em solvers, In fact aIT'_

organisms are highly active problem solvers..... ref]px_ﬂ-,‘”’

1. Ibid .

2. Ibid . ‘ , -\‘; R )

3. SIB, p. 431, See Appendix I Note 14‘?BL;& ent om~\pPopper's
use of "finality". o .

/
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“theory........ should be abandoned. Organisms are problem

solvers and explorers of their world."!

'Popper counters all naive realism wjth the
view that a]T,#now]edge is indirect, since we must
decode the sigha]s from real¥ty which in themselves
.are meénﬁng1ess, Tike Kant's phenomena. We must
even learn that we are a self, which continually
exists and learn that we And pthers have bodies.?
Everything then that we learn about reality is a
‘matter of "interpretation” based on the hereditéry
“decoding ski11s.3 Popper believes that although our
decodiﬁg processes are unce;tain,‘we have enough .

4

certainty "for most practical purposes™ Also, we,

in fact, must even Jearn o see, since "visual perception

_Jjs.fore like a process of painting a pictur'e.“5

Popper
uses the example of learning to see by trial and error
as an analogy to that of understanding World Three

objects.6 In both instances even though we seem to

1. SIB, p. 138 " See Append1x I Note 15 on Popper's Kantian 'a
' priorism' and his detailed explorations of World Three
evolutionary. development.

2. 0K, p. 36, See Appendix I Note 16 for a problem with Wor]d
Two - World Three interraction.

byl

[
—
o

id., pp. 36-37.
4. 1Ibid.

5. SIB, p. 45.

6. Ibid.
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experience both these elemerits as if they were

direct; they are, in fact, interpretations, which are‘
the result of decodihg.] Yet, Poppér distinguishe§
‘between sense perception, which he Tabels a natural
fearning proceés, which is mostly unconscicus, and World
Three conscious processes of understéndiné, of learning,

.of interpreﬁing language, which he believes "is not

natural but cultural a 'ciai.“z Once again Popper

seems to subsume the content of propos%tions and_concepts
to the converitional symbols of language in}ofder to

"make a sharper distinction between the World Two

causal dimensions of World Three and Nor]d Three

"objective" content.

- Thus we learn, not > y direct vision-
or contemplation; bhut by practice,
by active participatﬁont how to make
World 3 objects, how to.understand
them, and how.to "see" them, This
includes the "sensing” of open problems,
- even of problems not yet formulated.......
In this process, published theories-
embodied theories-may play a role.
But the not yet explored logical
"relations between existing theorjes
may also play a role.  Both these
thecries and thejr logical relations
are World 3 objects, and in . o
generat it makés no difference
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neither to Their character as .
_Morid 3 objects nor to our World
‘2 'grasp of .them, whether or not -

these objects are 'embodied.l ) -
K’ . «
In some statements Popper seems to make a much
" more clear-cut break betweén World Two individual (T\‘,-

‘ subjectivity and World Three than his explanations

- of their interractions would seem-to support.

Putting our ideas into words,

or better writing them down, makes_

an important difference. For in

this way they become criticisable.

Before this, they were part of

) ourselves, We may have had doubts

X, but we could ‘not criticize them
in the way in which we criticize a
linguistically formulated proposition
or better still a written report.
Thus there is at least one important
sense of 'knowledge' the sense of
linguistically. formulated theories
submitted to criticism. It is what
I call 'knowledge 1in the objective '
sense', Scientific knowledge belongs
to*it. It dis this knowledge which
is stored in oup librarires rather
than our heads.

Before being symbolica11y formulated,

- individual psychological understanding ha$ no objectivity

1. Ibid., p. 46, See Appendix I Note 17 on the difficulties of
ma1nta1n1ng WOrld Two - Woerld Three interraction.

2. "Conversations with Phi]osophers: Sir Karl Popper Talks
to Bryan Magee", The Listener (London), Vel. 85, No. 21,
Jan. 7, 1971, p. T0. . -




N ; 169

-and is non criticizab]e.]

Yet, at one point, Popper
explicitly at?emptiiﬂlgistinguish subjective understanding
"from the ... outcome of these activities, from their
result: the 'final state' (for the time being) of

understanding, the interpretation.“2 He goes on to

declare that "a]thougf this may be a subjective.state

of understanding, it mayiéfso be a third world

object, especially a theory....... Regarded as a third;
world object, the 1nterpretatibn will always be a theory;

for example a historical explanation, supported by a

Y .
chain of argumen’c’_s,..:,..3 Subjective understanding

can only he understood through theory:

But even the subjective act or the
dispositional state of 'understanding'
v can be understood, in. its turn,
c "only through' its connections with
third-world objects. For I assert
the following three theses concerning
the subjective act of understanding.

(1) that every subjective act™of
understanding is. largely anchored
in the third world;

(2) that almost all important
“remarks which can be made about
such an act consist in pointing
out its relations:to third-world
objects;




(3) that such an act consists in the
main of operations with third-
world objects: we operate with
these objects almost a?_if they

. were physical.objects.' .
: k . LR R

-

Know]edge has 1ts pr1m1t1ve roots in the encoded

genes, which provide the basis of one's conscious self.

.Both we ourselves and the third
world grow through mutual struggle
~ and selectjon. This it seems, holds
N at the level of the enzyme and the v
e gene: the genetic code may be
conjectured to operate by selection
or rejection, rather than by instruction
or command. And it seéems to hold
~good at all Tlevels, up to the articulate
and critical Tlanguagesof our theories.

~ Popper effectiQe]y rejects'apy possibility éf
direct sense perception,‘by haking knowiedge, whgther
_inheriégd or écquired, a modification of e€arlier knowledgé.
Unconscious, inherited knowledge is much greater for
him than knowledge acd‘ired indirectly through the {!;j
senses.3 This corpus of inherited and-acquired knoﬁ]edge,

being a continuous modification of prévious knowledge,
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back to inndte, instinctive knowl
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edge, provides the

batkground-knéwledge, which is 50 }mRortant in the

o - falsification process of scientific knowledge growth.1

.2

*t

" A
- Popper. speculates that
. 4 -4 e

]

consciousness emerges

-~

;\duf of ‘the four biological functions of pain,'pleasure,

expectation and attention, which Teads to the unity of

self as a-genetigally based essence.

2 This mind is

an evo]utidhary product q¥ the brain, just. as World Three

is an emergeni product of the mind by "mutual interraction

with it".

3

ghost in the machine.®

of nOn—consciousness.5

' . o, - .
was achieved 1qfhuman development when the organism

This final state #s Popper's immaterial

- N
e -

In~the=evo]utionary:scheme of thingé; Popper

believes that animal ‘consciousness has developed out

The greatest progress however

B

v

developed exosgﬁﬁﬁi%'too1sloutsiﬂe the organic Structure

jtself-tools such as instruments and especjally 1anguagé.

CR, p.

238, See Appendix I Note 18 for probiems regarding

\

N
N
.

Popper's reduction of potential, intelligible meanings

to 'objective' content..
SIB, p. 127. -
Ibid., p. 554.

Ibid., p. 464. ——
Ibid., p. 560. -

P
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Thesé'made the difference between animal and human
evolution?! Popper, in many instances, compafes

Einstein and thg amoeba, to illustrate the gimi1ar

. problem-solving nature of their tasks. THeiéﬁ]y difference
between the two, he maintains, is that the omoeba dislikes
to err while Einstein searches consciously to falsify }

his theories.2

Hebmaintains, that now at the human
level, man can kill his theories by falsification, rather
than by .dying himself. Since his theories stand in

his-stead, what one has_now is the survival .of the

'

fittest theory rather than the fittest organism.3

& RN

[ In an article entitled "Indeterminism is -Not
Endugﬁ:éh.Phinsgphical Essay" and in the article "Of
'Clouds_andic1oqk;", Popper explains, that even though
he has reje;ted the older materialistic déterminism
.and redhction1§m, his‘acceptance of indetermﬁniém is a
necessary,_but not a sufficient Egnditio; for human
.ffeedom.4ﬁhat nust be added to this, he believes, is the
notion that ﬁhe physical world is open to the influence

of World Three, through the application of World Two.

2. lbid., p. 70.

3. CR, p. 52; 0K, p. 244. : -

4. "0f Clouds and Clocks" in OK. "Indeterminism is Not Enough:
A Philosephical Essay", Encounter (London), Vol. 40, No. 4,
Apri], 1973, - | ' AN
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fhus Popper's fallibility regarding knowledge applies
on the level of ontological reality. Reality is
pluralist in nature and cloud-like rather than clock-
Tike in its susceptibility to changé and influence. QLL.

Popper labels himself “first of all an indeterminist, .

secondly, a realist, thirdly a rationalist."]

Yet, although Popper often labels himself and
his enemies, we must recall, that he still rejects the
notion of precision with regard to meaning, together
with all 'What is?' questions. In reply to Paul

Bernays on the question of concepts, Popper replies ™ _

—_

n (

It is a great step from this attitude ./
(precise meanings) to model theory s
and nonstandard models; and in

the development the original idea

that concepts are words with definite
meanings .1oses most of its
significance. Thus I am not entirely
happy with Bernay's emphasis on
concepts, and I feel that his analysis....
may perhaps be reformulated with
advantage if we speak of languages
and the degree of their articulation,
instead of speaking of concepts.?

Here Popper's reduction is to linguistic function -

1.
2,

CR, p. 194,
PKP, p. 1088,



174

a point that again- reflects both Popper’'s ear]yvnominafism
and his conventionalism. Moreover, amjdst the Kantian
impositioﬁ of méaning, which 1n'Popper's system bheccmes
linguistic convention, he still must try to maintain

.a particularized empirical view of the various items

of knowledge i.e., words and propoSitions considered as

doxa].

3. ngpér'§ Critical Ratjonalism: A Summary and Qutiine

Scientific knowledge, for Popper; is always
derived deductiv?ly through the logical process of
"modus tollens”. The proceés begins with conventional
theories or Hypotheses, chosen by decision, for their
interest, their problem-solving ability, their universality,
and above all, for their falsifiability, since only
theorijes that are‘falsifiable can be considered -

scientific.

In its evolutionary beginnings, Knowledge is
synonomous with an organism's trial and error efforts,
to adjust to environmental situations. The amoeba reacts

first one way, then ancther, either learning from any

1. See Appendix I Note 19 for comment on Popper's World Three
and the possibility of truth. Quote from Derek Kelly.
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mistakes that have been made-or perishing, Developed
man, although part of the same evolutionary procéssl
hag'an additional capacity to verbalize his theories,
wi th the,resﬁ]ting advantage of being able to exercise
and criticize these fa]]ip]e, verbaiiied, theoretical

entities.

Popper'§ approach is one of critica]-rationa]ity.

It is gltimately rooted in a decision or choice to bé
rational rather than irrational. A critical rat%onal
appreoach is one of continuous approximation to truth,
which in Popper's view,is growth based on the logical

and empirical aspects of a theory or proposition.

The empirical aspects of a conjectured theory rest on

the corroboration of a theory, at any given point of

time. A theory is unfalsified, which has withstood

additional severe testing, and whose predictions remained

unfalsified.

Popper's system is expressed in the formula
P1 - TT - EE - 32 from problem 1 to problem 2, by means
of tentative theories and error elimination. A sci®ntific
theory whether true or false, must not only solve old
problems but suggest new ones as well, The falsification

process based on 'modus tollens’, depends on the logic

o
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of a universal theory being falsified, by.a p&ﬁticu1ar

basic statement, whigh;contradicts predictions logically
deduced from the theory. These basic statements are
justified conventionally by 'inter-5ubjective agreement'
among scien%i;ps, who are motivated by their subjective .
observatibné énd essentialist convictions. Al]

perception is a process of making sense out of chaotic

messages, based on a process of decoding reality.

Theories can only be considered as theories
about a reality in relation to a notion of the truth
of reality. Logically, one cannot-speak about error
and criticism unless one can speak oé truth. It is
possible to understand the concept of truth, in spitei
of the fact that no criterion of truth can be known.
Theories can be considered as having vérisimiTitude or
approximation to the truth, when the falsity content of

a'theory, measured by, its status in regard to the

falsifiable process, is considered in conjunction with the

truth content, or the logical explanatory power of a.

theory. Even thoﬁgh man must be regulated by a-'search
for truth it is man himself that imposes all meaning

upon the chaotic data of reéiity.
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) In order for Popper tolconsider‘himse1f'a
;eaiﬁst, it is'necesgary for him to explain how
knowledge can embody cognition of a reaT‘erld, rather
than merely knowledge of a functiona1; conventional -
system. Hqﬁevér, becausé he has rejected any kind

of certain true or éssentia] knowledge of reality,

he must axplaiﬁ how his scéptica], fallible knowledge .
js still knowledge of some reality, which can be

measured in terms of a hierarchy of better and better

theories.

Popper explains the 'objectivity’ of his
knowledge in terms of the linguistically expressed
content of what he.calls World Three, a tga]ity, which
1nc1hdés the Tontent of all meaningful realities,, |
including potential mean%ag. Yet, all actual world
Three content is created by World Two minds, which develops
because of World Three, and mediates between World One
and World Th}ee. This knowledge, he rcots in an
evolutionqry'ontqlogy; which is ultimately explicable
in terms of innate pre-dispositions and genetically
founded prob]em-éolving ability. A1l knowledge is
indirectly a product of reVising or fa]si?ying previous

knowledge, which on the conscious level, begins with meaning

RN
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imposed on reality in ordqr to explain it. This
imposed meaning includes scientific theories chosen
for their interest and explanatory power with regard

to problems.

-

Popper's own problems, of course, begin\with -

his attempt to find a sceptical explanation of kn0w1edge,'

which is neither a complete relativism or a conventionalism.
Kelly states the prob]ems of thiﬁfﬁopperijn balancing
act in this ‘way:

LY - -
The chasm between his hope in
truth and his sceptical epistemology,
seems as vast as the chasm between
his c¢laims for realism and his
seeming idealjsm, or between his
nominal Platonism and his
seeming Aristotelianism. At any
rate, the worlds of actuality,
existence, and possibility seem
as they now stand, to be inadequate.]

The Aristotelianism,which Kelly mentions, refers
to er's growing dependance on the ontological
reality of Worid Three teQ§;1ogica1 operaticns of organs

and organisms;”including map. Most of this te]eé]ogica1

"prob]em-so1ving operatioq/és unconsciously based,

1. Derek A; Kelly, "Popper's Ontology: An Exposition and .
~Critique", Southern Journal of Philesophy, No. 13,
Spring, 1975, p. 8T.
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o - . including fhe pré-dispositions ihvo]veq in’deéddiﬁg;;

| chéotic‘percepthal_messages. It also refers todepperLs
growing acceptance of the re&l%ty-of the pdtgntia1; s , -
intelligible world, whichrgyﬁvides the foundation (//r

\\\ vfor the autonomy of World Three rea1ffy.
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Qutline

_.A11 acquired knowledge is ultimately rooted

in inherited or innate knowledge.

‘This inherited or innate knowledge -is mainly

unconscious; yet it operates on a-trial
and error problem solving basis bécause
of genetic pre-dispositions for survival.

A 1 meaning, value and social significance,.
ell as the rational approach itself
depe ls_gtthe ethical choice of human

‘decision.

A11 meaning is besitowed on the phenomena of
reality as well as on history and social
institutions as a*result of man’s theor1es,
values and hypotheses. -

-

Both pre-scientific and scientific conscious
knowledge is dependent cn knowledge being
expressed in Tanguage.

This World Three knowlédge is created by human

minds (World Two) and develops by interraction
with them.

World Three knowledge posésses'a potential
basis of intelligible reality, which is greater

_than actually created World Three. This is the

basis for its autonomy.

_The basis for rationality and the foundation

for any growth is a critical problem solving
approach
N
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"4

Knowledge is scientific and empirical when.
it is 'falsifiable' by basic observation
statements.

Sc1ent1f1c theories-and hypotheses may or1g1nate
in myth, tradition or metaphysics.

The origins of scientific theories and
hypotheses are jrrelevant to their empirical
justification. :

The scientific method operates deductively -
based on the falsification of universals
by singulars (modus tollens).

The growth of scientific knowledge or 'scientific
corroboration depends on relevance, logical
consistency and the severity of falsifying
tests.

,Tﬁeories that are better corroborated and

whose truth content is greater than its
falsity content have a greater verisimilitude.
Any observation is always indirect, since it ‘”)

can have_decoded meaning onTy by and through
pre-existing knowledge and expectations.e, 7

The telelogical prob]em-so1ving cperation of
organs and organisms, is based on unconscious
pre-dispositions, but the process reaches
consciousness in human critical rationality.

Observation can inspire problems, and expressed
as basic-statements can fa1s1fy a theory or
hypotheses.

Basic statements can be justified only by
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the inter-subjective agreement of'scienfistg

who are motivated by their experiential
convictions. ‘

All knbw]edge is fallible, including observa-
tijonal basic statements.

-~

Propositfbns»can be falsified enly by other

propositions. Only statements can justify

statements.
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Chapter Seven

The Iﬁpossibi]ity of a Popperian Realism:

Popper's Quasi-Empiricism




1. Facts, Observation and BaéTé-S;atéments: s

The Crisis of Popperian Empiricism ' )

a) The Crisis

‘Frdm the fime of his first publications, Popper
was concerned to develop the 1ogica1 and empirical
“glements;in a deductive approach that wouid demércate
science from pseudo-science and metaphysics.I In

The Logic of Scientific Discovery there is a ‘great

deal of emphasis‘on the‘theoretica1 and logica1

elements necessary to b% pass 1nduct1on, 50 that there
can be a concentration on the universalized, hypothet1ca1
propositibns which alone can provide a scient1f1c
,;%arting‘pointg However, jf is evident that Popper's
application of 'modus ‘co]]_e'ns.I déménds tHe use of
“basic statements” which are somehowgdependani on
observation. At~the'same time, he rejects tﬁe notioﬁ that.

science can be verified by sense exper1ence, because

he believes that such experlence stands or fal]s with




-disproof in science.
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~‘the probTems of inductive logic.!

N

«In The Logic of Scientific Discovery and

throughout the ConJectures and Refutat1ons, Popper

exp]a1ns that the process of fals1ficat1on 1nvo1ves
going ‘to the ‘facts of observat1on and experimentation.
.Even though he cTearly states that "statements can be
logicalTy justi%ied only by statemeﬁf;” and though

he,hetegorica11y'rejects induCtive knowlege as

1}

justified by any observaticn, the firsf impressien
one gets on a;pasua] reading is that Popper is ‘
simply defending a negative approachﬁtd truth. and
2 In Pepper's words, "..;.e.g.
in a'negative sense it must be possib]e for an'empiricalj
'-écientific system te be refuted by experienee."3

However, it becomes evident from further
read1ng, as well as from a cons1derat1on of the
distinctions whwch Popper makes with regard to his
system, that it s1mp}y is not the case that h1s scientific

methodology is merely a negative apprdach to scientific

va1id1tyL Directly follewing a statement concerning observation, Popper
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attempfs to‘refufe the charge of 1apsihg'back into
psychologism by stating that, even though "observable
N event" can be interpreted in a psychologistic sense,
‘the sense in which he is using it could mean its
replacement by a phrase like "an event involving
Eosition and moﬁément of macroscopic physical

bodies."!

Because of suéh explanations, one gets the
ﬁmpreséion that the question of observation is being
-treated as a strictly logical, as well as a conventional
requiremenf, éspecia]]y since Popper has already derived
the infinite class of basié statements by means of an
appeal to their logical impure form and made observation

. 4
dependant on the decisions of intersubjective agreement.

“With regard to the logically derived infinite class of
basic statements, Popper declares that "the system of
all basic statements will contain many statements which

2 Vet it is the scientific

are mutuatly incompatible".
community that must come to an agreement concerning the
specific falsifiers which may corroborate or falsify a given

hypothesis. A1l of this logical analysis and subjective

1. Ibid., p. 103.
2. Ibid., p. 84.
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agreement looks even more arbitrary, more ad:.thoc
and less empirical when we note that Popper considers
science to be a system of chosen hypatheses restricted

by a scheme of conventional rules>which are also

chosen. It is not-a system of-concepts derived from

reality,nor is it a system of verified statements
which can be justified by anything except other

statements.]

Or we may lay it down that every
basic statement must either be
itself a statement about relative
positions of physical bodies or
that it must be equivalent  to some
basic statement of this 'mechanistic’
or 'materialistic' kind.

---------------------------------------

I have no intention of defining the
term, -'observable' or 'observable
event', though I am quite ready to
elucidate it by means of either
psychologistic -or mechanistic
examples. I think that it should be
introduced as an undefined term

which becomes sufficiently precise

in use: as a primitive concept whose
use the epistemologist has to learn,
much as he has to learn the use of
the term 'symbol', or as the physicist
has to learn the use of the term
'mass-point’. ’

Ibid., p. 75, p. 43.
ibid., p. 103.
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Pbpper realjzes though,that since even the most
basic observﬁtfon statements use ‘Universal names',
that these obse?vatfon statements go beyond the bounds
of perceptual, psychologistic, personal senée
experience. In Popper's example "Here is a g]éssrof
water", he indicateg that the words ‘'glass' and 'water{
are in fact universal terms, which, of course, he e;p1ains
as "physical bodies" which éxhiEit certain law-like
behaviour".1 These univerfal terms'have nofhing in
common with personalized, perceptuaﬁ experiénce, which,
for Poppgr; éan only be én indirect decoding and
interpretation of phenomena. In rejecting an _
Aristote]fan universalized intellectual ‘grasp of the
1nte11igib1e relationships,-substances‘and-qua1ities
of reafity Popper 1is fejécting any know1edgé of the
essential aspects of an extrémental'wor]d, which can be

understood as well as experienced.

Throughout The Logic of Scientific Discovery,

Popper\is concerned to discover the Togical form for the
existential basic stétements, which can be used in 'modus
to1]ehs' to falsify theories and hypotheses, as well as

to indicate the nature of falsifiable theories, This form

also specifies what can be empirical ‘and-s-cientific.2

1. lbid., p. 95, See complete-quote pp.316—317.

2. Ibid., pp. 100-1071.

—_—
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He also declares categorically that "basic statements
are accepted as the result of a decision or agreement;

and to that extent are conventions.“] In line with’

.conventionalist practice, he reduces scientific procedure

_relevance and their interest.

1

. to a set of methodological ruies, but attempts to

offset this fact By restricting the conventions
based on decision to the basic statements themselves

not the universalized theories or hypotheses.

" Convention does not apply to the choice or acceptance

of universal theorjes or hypotheses because they

are chosen for their problem-solving capacity, their
2

From a logical point of view, the
testing of a theory depends
upon basic statements whose
acceptance or rejection, in its
turn, depends upon our decisions.
Thus, it is decisions which settle
the fate of theories. To this extent
my "answer to the question, ‘how do
we select a theory?' resembles that
given by the conventionalists; and
like him I-saw that this choice is
in part determined by considerations
of utility, but in spite of this,
there is a vast difference between
my views and his, for. I hold that
what characterizes the empirical

1.

Ibid., p. 106.

2. See quotation p. 133 for conventionalism in Poppgr’s system.
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method is just this: that the
convention or decision does not
immediately determine our

acceptance of universal statements
but that, on the contrary, it enters
into our acceptance of the singular
statements--that is, the basic
statements. o

. Of course, this means that propositions
ref]ect1ng a perdeptua1 judgment must be chosen as
a result of convent1ona1 agreement founded upon the
.mot1vat1on of Worid Two .experience, "based on observation,
_ wh11e,un1vensq1 propos1t10n$ mu;t be_u1t1mate1y
justified by 'a pridri' innatiﬁm and evolutionary
11ngu1st1c and non- 11ngu1st1c organic deveTopment
,Nh1]e convent1ona11st5 are concerned with simplicity,
Popper maintains that he is concerned with the seyer1ty‘;
'of.teété and.tegt heéu]ts; whicﬁ are yltimately equated.
witﬁ."ah agreement about basic sfatements“, fbr he_has
‘ma1nta1ned from the beginning that a11 scientific
propositions 1nc1ud1ng basic statements must be

fa]siﬁiab]ef2~' o -

In spite of all this, when one begins to

read through the Conjectures and Refutations, it is

1. Ibid., pp. 108-109.
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difficult, at first, to believe t&;t Popper's
falsifiability is not just an indirect or negative
approach to scientific methodo]dgy, especially when
he uses terms like "object", "observation",
"experimentation" and "existéntial statement" throughout
the text. He also makes the point that problems or
conjectures m§y come‘about‘as the result of a single

observation.i-

If you add to this the fact that

Popper talks of‘scientifiq growth being dependant

on its empirical e1ement; that tests are observational;
that truth is corrésﬁpndance with the facts and that
he is a rea1ist'séatgﬁing for objective knowledge,

then-the illusfon—is complete and the confusion is

compounded.2

However, even though Popper-insists on science
being in some way empirical in order to avoid complete
conventionalism, it becomes more and more evident

}

when reading the Conjectures and Refutations, especially

when one comes to the section on "Truth, Rationality
and the Growth of Knowledge" that Popper is concerned
mainly with the logical, theoretical world of

hypotheses which is not justified by observation.  One
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gradually begins_Zto reaf;e that his system is not - just
a.falsifiable, negative approach to science but
rests on a fundamentally d%fférent epistemoiogy baséd;

on a rationalist Kantian model. .At the same time he is
_—) ' :

maintaining a position that separate items of ~
knowledge are reduced to doxa or opinion expressed <v
as nominalistic verbal symbols which are ufreertain,

imprecise and dispositional in nature.

In this article, Popper maintains”that

- ~

”continuéd growth is essential to the rational and
empirical character of scientific know]edge”.]' Even
before a theory is tested, Popper believes that we know

by meta-scientific knowledge what a good scientific

theory would be 1ike.2

\\L///ria\ It characterizes as preferable
the theory which tells us more;
that is to say, the theory which

contains -the greater amount of
empirical information or content;
which is logically stronger; which
has the greater explanatory and.
“predictive power; and which can
therefore be more severely tested
by comparing Bredicted facts with
observations. E :

1. Ibid., p. 215.

~ny
—
o
-
(=8

., p. 217.
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Popper then admfts that the rafionéiitx“of science
lTies in the "rational choice of the éew;theory", not

in its de&uctive developments. He also maintains

that it is his "criterion of progress" which saves

his;position from "admittedly some minor conventional

and arbitrary'aspects.”k

;

~

POpper w1sheé to stress the fact that

sc1ence starts- w1th prob]ems, because, it 1s on]y

'through problems that we become conscious of ho1d1ng

a theory. 2 These prob]ems may arise when we are

'd1sappo1nted/4n our expectations, or when our theories

1nvo1ve us/{n difficulties or in: contrad1ct1ons these

may ar1se either w1th1n a theory,'or between ;two different

theor1es, or as a result of a clash between our theories
S 3 _
ahg/our observat1ons

,

As previously nofed Juffras maintéins that
Popper is a rat1ona11st, who by s11ght of hand has
managed -to pass. h1mse1f off as an emp1r1c1st Popper s
views, Juffras ma1nta1ns, "are not a var1ant of'empiricism,

i
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”Of'empiricism"

\\

as.they,seem to suggest,...:.but their seeming to be

empirical shields them from the critical eyes of

empiricists, who might want to scrutinize such

" rationalist attitudes in Popper's phi1o§ophy. To

evade -such criticism would in Popper's terms be

. . b
irrationat™.

Juffras does not seem to realize that, in

. fact, there is a strange admixture af rationalism

and empiricism in Popper, nor does he reé]ize that
Pobper‘s basic ﬁOsition is that of an inconsistent
empiricist, who is a]so;'at the same time, an 'a

Friori' innatist. On the other hand, Hookerlmakes

the point.that “for many iEJ@éy come as something

of a shock to-see Popper's views classed as a varient

2 ‘Hooker concludes his study by

ma1nta1n1ng "that Popper must hold a]most “the entire

meta- ph11osophy in common with emp1r1C1sm and qmuch of

\
the phi?osophy‘besides.“3 : : )

Juffras does point out Popper's concern for

1. Juffras, op.cit., p. 102.

)

2. Hooker, op.cit., p. 194.
3. 1bid. ‘

o
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;1ogica1 vé1id1ty and he stresses the problematic nature
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_of Popper's. falsifiability:

With. the help of other statements
(previously accepted) & "guess"
or “theory" implies certain

- observable consequences. The
relation between & hypothesis
and observable consequences is
statable as. a conditional
statement.  Since Popper believes
that to test_a hypothesis, is to
try and ‘refute it, continuous - :
empirical testing locates false. - * ‘
conséquents of conditional . o ~
statements. Thus, errors are to ' T
be @liminated by argument (modus -
tollens), essentially a rationalist
procedure with. demonstrative force.

Thus testing the wvalidity of’

~- an assertion.is a sedrch for a
) logically 1nt$grated system
‘ of knowledge. ‘ . :

Poﬁper defineg the "logical content” of-a
fheory ‘é' as "the class of all statements which |
E'f0110w logically from a", while he defines the
emp1r1ca1 content" .as the class of a]T basic
statements’ thCh contrad1ct a". 2’ 0f the three
requ1rements that Popper Tists for the growth of sc1ence-
two are logical, formal requirements, that can be

derived by logical analysis alone. The fwrst refers to

1. Juffras, og.cit.,'p. 99,
2. CR, p. 232.
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a choice of:theOries'that can explain or'unify certain
_facts in a. mean1ngfu1 way, wh11e the second states .

that the new theory should be 1ndependent1y testable,

wyth new testable consequences 1hvo]V1ng predictions

of hew phenomene‘nOt S0 fah obsehved 1 These two
requ1rements are 1nd1spensab1e with regard to any choice
of theor1es at a]] The third requirement, which '

alone is empirical, requires that a theory should
-actual%z pass some new and severe tests. ‘Popper.

‘admits that this is fulfilled as a "material requirement -
w2 |

a requirement pf empirical success. What might:

seem strange o those who'think of Popper as ah

v

emp1r1c1st 1& :he exp1fcit admission that this

~ l‘ i

e@p1r1ca1 requ1rement is not indispensable in the same

-

sense as are the two logical requirements. 3

It is very evident that Popper's major concern
is for the logical, theoretical content of theories,.
for it must be remembered, that theories are chosen
for their explanatory power in re1at10n to certain,

problems in the first‘p1ace,and that even false theories

[a%]
—
o
—
o
=)
(3]
4=
[ ]
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can suggest valuable problems, consequences and
o

predictions. Popper'sﬂ%gjor orientation is also

evident, when, after a historicaI ana]ysis_of.fhe

value of refuted theories he declares "that our third.
_ requirement is not indispensable: even a theory

which fails .to meet™it can make an important contribution

to science.“] " Yet he notes:

..... I contend that further progress
: ~ . if science would become impossible

if we did not reasonably often manage

to meet the third requirement; '

thus, if .the progress of science is

to continue, and its rationality

not to decline, we need not only

successful refutations, but _

alsc positive successes. We must,

that is, manage reasonably often

to produce theories that entail

new predictions, especially

predictions of new effects, new

testable consequences suggested

by the new theory and never thought

of before.2 '

At 'this point, it is worthwhile to examine

‘the views of a number of critics and diScip]es,/
regarding this most fundamental, foundational problem

in Popber‘s philosophy, for it is evident, that

1. Ibid., p. 243.
2. 1bid.
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his system of‘séatements justifying statements; hig
_ concept of{words as'Being theories with regard

to their meaning; his reduction of percgptua] knowledge
.to World Two élements, resulting from 1nd1r§ct B

decoding procedures; and his Khntién TmposiEioH |

of all meaning upon a chaotic mass of phenomena;

cannot guppqrt thé realistic kind of.-observation

that the empiriga]‘dimensions of his fa[sifi;ble
system demands. The réference in the above qﬁotation
to pos{tive successes would seem to assume,at theerry
- Teast,the necéssity of ggmg;ihductive verification.
vy

b) Reaction and Criticism

Ernest Gellner concludes his examination

of Popper by exc]aimingf

Popper is wrong in repudiating

or dissassociating himself from
the empiricist metaphysic andy
fram positivism, for his vision
presupposes that picture, ot
something very much like it. He
is mistaken in supposing that the
'critical attitude' can be self-
sufficient and formulated without
presupposing. semething like those
rejected elements. The rejection
of 'induction is also misguided.

L N R R R R A R R N U I I B R I B I )
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| The idea of criticism, without
) : the empiricist metaphysic, cannot
" really characterijze or define
' this d1fference(\T 7 - o

A ﬁumberoﬁ.othér critics have aimed their
attack on the vu]nerab111ty of Popper S fa]s1f1cat1on
. theory. L1ke Gellner, these writers see no
rationality in the c]ajm that even though we have no
va}id experjentia] knowledge, we can, however, falsify

n .
theories by means of basic, observation statements.

Ruth He1zer maintains that Popper cannot
falsify w1tho§§?ma1nta1n1ng the va11d1ty of 1ncht1on in
~order to ground the validity of basi statements. She
‘notes that what éopper does jﬁ to siyft the problem
of induction from the Tevel of theory\to the level of
basic statements. Popper's position £annot supportlany
appeal to factg:z‘ His acceptance o Egﬁic statementskaé
falsifiers reduces to the dogmatic horn of Fries' trilemma.
On this poing eveﬁ\Popper hés?o gdmit in reply to
Agassi's c¢riticism $¥ the empirical reduirements: "1

1
W

1. Ernest Gellner, Legitimation of Beljef, p. 175,

2. Heizer, p. 96.
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- admit that there may be a whiff of verificationism here",

Yet, he stresses that this is better than & "whiff of
' w2

iﬁstrqmenta]ism.
Gail Wintersteiner distinguishes between Pdpéer
1, who concentrates on falsificatidnism, and Popper 2,
who is concerned with cofrbborafion, progreéé and
verisimilitude. After noting the problem, she discusse§
Popper's atfempts to justify inter-subjective agfeement
by his admission that where we stop,in-order to choose
a.basic statement may be-dogmatic, but this is because
we must make a decisjon as to the pofnt, where we
be]ieﬁe a tﬁeory has been satisfactofiTy ‘Eested.3 If
we failed to reach agreemeht onﬂbasic-statements, she
‘notes, this could amount tb a fajlure of language as

. . . 4
universal communication.

&

Lillian Vogt placed the problem in the context
of the contradiction involved in Popper's attempts to
L]
derive universal, ampliative laws from a deductive "

system, when all deduction is clearly non-ampliative,

1. CR, p. 248 note 31.

2. lbid.

3. Wintersteiner, p; 16.

4, Ibid.
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sinée no conclusion can_go ‘beyond the content of the-
premises. She discusses Poﬁﬁqﬁ's view, %pat all ;.fL"

‘ observation and language is theory impregnated, yé% it
" is causally based oanUr experience;.I Basic statéhents
For Popper, she believes, refer to ﬁhysica] objects

as facts but do not describe them. Unless there is

some agreement that 'the cat is on the mat' then there

can be no fact.2

In this way, Vogt adds another
dimension to Popper's stress on language. Not only does
- Popper seem to equate£1anguége and thought but, for
Vogt, he a]sg equates language and fact. The basic -

linguistic statement describes a fact only if there is

intersubjective agreement. Of course, this makes

decision and choice more basic even than language.
The area of conjécture then must extend from the
Tevel of theory to the realm of fact, since facts can

only be interpreted in the light of theories.3

What then is-a 'fact' in the Popperian system?
With fegard to Popper's analogy of objective knowledge

being like honey produced by the bees,/Vogt observes,

1. Vogt, p. 613 CR. p. 387.
2. Vogt, p. 63.
3. Ibid., p. 140.
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that honey is nectar”a1tefed"by the bees, Vogt-believes
that "the major lacuna in the Popperian system is the

way in which the facts with which reality clashes:

are 'knoWn'.”1 Vogt sees that Popper's onl%gsolu ion

is to rest his case for facts on the inter-translate-
abi]fty of language resting on a conventionalist

foundation. If something is not translatable it\7

deals with different facts or is irrationa1.2

Caught in tension-between his
‘realization that facts are the
product of man-made theories and
his belief in "real facts" he both
wishes theories to be fact
correcting and wishes facts to
test theories. There is no basis .
in Popper for resolving this
tension.3

0f course, this is the tension created By Popper‘s

—

attempts to derive a via media between science as ‘essentiaIL

\ y

knowledge and science-as a strictly instrumental-
conventional paradigm. It is also the tension between
Ropper the empiricist and Popper the Kantian rationg1i§f;

between Popper the philosopher of empirical science and

.
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Popper the pluralistic and evolutionary indeterminist

{and gnti-materialigt); and even more basically between

- +

- the Poppef who. considers science as the epitome of

rationality and Popper the philosopher and metaphysician.

Vogt makes the point that Popper, contfary to

past phi]osophy, éttempts'to‘objéctifz know]edge‘by
. considering it an'“exosomatié artifact" but hecause
‘ he lacks a 501id.basis, "his move makes it more
subjgg}fye“.] Vogt implies that Popperfg system reduces
‘to convenfiona]ity provjding yet anqthér attgmpt at
"saving the phenorﬁéna”.2 Like Hei;er, Vogt believes
 that Popper'é falsifiability involves fhe aaoption of
"a principle of induction (under a different hame)."3

] Johansson, in the Chapter “Acceptance'Rules.for;
Basic Statements", first considers the question of
"reproducible effect" noting that "Popper considers
"reproducible effect" and a low-level .empirical hypothesis
to be on a par, but he sometimes also writes as if Tow-

level empifica] hypotheses are purely universal

1. Ibid., p. 164.

2. Ibid., pp.165-167.
3. Ibid., p. 167.

o
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statements, i.e. laws or theories."]

Popper, as we have
noted, is akare of the gap. He is also aware of the

~ difference between the level of universality involved

in a basic statement as compared with scientific

theory, for he has often stated that scientists shoﬁ1d
. "1

be concerned with deriving greater and greater Jevels

of universality for their theories. ]

However, the problem still remains. If Popper

is concerned to.consider all experience as absolute

énd compléte]y 'subjectfve”, while on the other hand,

he consider;'a11~stateménts and propositions to.be
~objective and fallible, how will he be able to rest

his crjtiéa1 rational view of sq{ence upon a process

of falsifiability? If "statements can be logically

justified only by statements", and if epistomology

is identified as the study of logical connections, then

if wéu]d follow that Popper cannot avoid conventionalism,

He, in fact, has no more basis for a falsification

that can be ]abe]éd objective in a realistic sense

than have instrumentalists 1ike Duhem, Kuhn or Feyerabend.

K}

This confusion is interesting
because Feyerabend and Lakatos

1. Johansson, op.cit., p. 69. \
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- state, .in polemic with Popper,
that one should not reject a- theory
before one has got another ohe.
And if Popper not only demands
reproducible effects, but aliso a
falsifying hypothesis which is
a universal statement, then he .
demands another theory,. even if

> merely a low-level one. |

Johansson alsoc quotes Agassi in this regard:

Yet as the rejection of a hypothesis
is based dn the acceptance of an
observation report and the
acceptance of the obséervation

report is based on the hypothesis
that it is repeatable, it follows
that we reject a hypothesis not

on the basis.of solid facts but on
the basis of another hypothesis.?2

Johansson notes that Pdpper cannot really assign
any special importance to observation since he assigns
no methodological hu]e to observability only to "the
general requirement that basic statements should be
observab1e“.3 Popper admits the'causdi action of World

Two creativity in the production of World Three content

but objectivity is achieved not because of observation

7. Johansson, p. 69.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid., p. 70. Ei



. anti-essentialism, or his epistomolagy, nor does h

Loy

but when language gives the content an ‘objecfive'f

exosomatic existence.

Johansson attempts to use the PoppertTarski
argument of truth correspondancé as a way te demonstra'g‘_ »
. ' . { .

/

that basic statements can be supported by expenience;
as when a language can exnress aspects of both basic
p : :

statements and experience. "And such a Tanguage
exists", he states, “for one can writef 'snow is
white' is supported by'my'observation/;hat,snow is.

white.] But Johansson is mainly conéerned with

methodological questions. “He'never refersito_Popp r's 47

account that Tarski's approach is /a logical semawtical '“\

—

take Yinto.

justification.of the concept of truth, not an ep1£tomo]og1c;7\\}

| explanation of how trufh is meaered’or va]1datedﬁ Popper

accepts it as a. regu1at1ve pr1nc p]e, but the beJ1ef 1n tnyth

was 1mp]1c1t in Popper even bef re he read Tarsk 2

/i\.

Johansson attempts to use th15 11ngu1st1c “proof” as
providing a hecessary and suff c1ent connect1on between

bas1c statements and experiende w1th0ut even exp]a1n1ng

. Ibid, p. 71.

2. See Chapter.Five, Section_B.

s

Vi
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;because‘Popper.ws v

experience.”

'concern to demonstrate ‘the rat1ona41ty of - knowledge

- 3. Ibid.

R L

w1th personal exper1ence _'Popper nay:not)have.the

' so1ut1on but he certa1n1y 1dent1f1es the prob1em of

1nduct1on in Jthe context of an emp1r1c1sm rooted
in Locke and Hume and further’ re1nforced by Kant

Johansson conc1udes with the remark that "Popper

'never says how s1ng nar statements are estab11shed

ffy~unc1ear as to the ro]e of

1
RN

“Victor Kraft, in his article, agrees that both

Popper and the members of the Vienna Circle are

Cempiricists.: \Yet, Kra’j nakes an 111um1nat1ng d

judgment when he asserts that the emp1r1ca1 element

in Popper fades 1nto the background because of"' Popper s -
3 .

Kraft m1 ht also have added that Popper s concern to

interpret present know1edge as a cr1t1ca1 process of

handling prior know1edge, whlch is u]t1mate1y

L

_genet1ca11y 1nnate, h1s concern for genet1ca11y coded,

unconscious, organ1c prob1em so1v1ng, h1s p]ura11sm

' 1ndeterm1n1sm and anti-materialism and his stress on -

1. Johansson, p. 73, i ///f

-~

2. Victor Kraft ”Popper'and the Vienna Circle" in PKP;

SN TRT:: N o o | T
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the cultural force of World Three, p]aces him even
further beyond the realm of the empirical. Dealing
directly with the problem, Kraft observes that

"Popper too requires 'observability' of the facts which

form-the.contents of basic sen’cenc\r-\_s.“-I

Since
'observabilﬁty is not supposed to mean something
psycb61ogica], "nerceptions may be psychological but
'observability' is not."? Any clarification of the
term is left undone because.Popper introduces it as a
:basjc'indefinab1e cohcept which is supposed to be made
-Suffitiently precise by 1inguistic use.3

| Kraft a]so‘nofes that the 'obse‘t."vabih'ty‘I of
baSic‘statements, which we know rests on interﬁubjective-
‘testing{musf,|fnﬁthe Popperian syséem,.be about physical
objects (World One). Both Popper and the positivists have
égreed.that cdrroboratioﬁ eannof be achjeved with regard
to statementé concerning psychical data or personal

experience "because they are inaccessible to other persons

- and...only statements concerning bodily processes are

1. Ibid., p. 195.

no
—
o
-
ja 8
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Il1

“intersubjectively confirmable. Moreover, Kraft

notes, that in spite of this, Popper rejected the ideaz
of excluding statements about mental states from sci;ﬁcé

- and fought against the reduction of science to
physicalist language at tne Congress of Copénhagen
in 1936-2 Kraft,‘quotiné"Popper, c]ahifies'thé

problem of basic statements in the following section:

&

For Popper it was a necessary
‘consequence that the basic

sentences are only hypothetical,

for they are statements about .
objective facts which always

include theories. Therefore, they
can only have a hypothetical i
validity. 'Any basic statement

can again in its turn be subjected
to tests using as a touchstone any
of the basic statements which can

be deduced from it' LSD p. 104

Sec. 29 and it can of course be
rejected.. Therefore, there are

no statementsJabout facts which

are indubitably true. There is no
such thing as final verification

and therefore no absclute foundation
for the knowledge of nature.3

‘And so we are back to the qpestibn whether a hypothetical,

doubtful statement about facts can fd]sify anything,

1. Ibid., p. 194.

2. Ibid.
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remembering that, for Popper, it is the decision of o’l\

scientists that must decide when testing should be

r .

terminated and when intersubjective agreement is

reached.

Ackerménn, along with many othér authors of
articles and tﬁeses; does not seem to see or merely
ignores the basic prob1em. He cr}tﬁcizes the’facfua1
content of basic'stgtements by aSserting.tﬁat "basic
statements may sound Tike the simple observation statements

of positivism, but basic statements can, for example,

be about theoretical individuals as simplie observation

statements cannot.?l

Ackermdnn's reference to LSD pp.
1005101 do not seem to support this statement, for,

the theoretical aspects of basic statements without

the factualncontent could not really act as a falsifier
in 'modus to11ens‘ deduction.2 Ackermann also states
that "the class of basic statements aﬁpropriate to

some Qrea of science cbu]d\be reviseq_inlthe light of new
apparatus or better theory - thus the kantian interplay

of theory and cbservation is preserved in Popper's

hahd1ing of basic statements."3 This for Ackermann

1. Robert John Ackermann, The Philosophy of Karl Popper,
p. 183 note 6, ,
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reduces to the fact that "Popper does allow an 'a

posteriori' evaluation -of theories" in his system.l

—

. B L.
Musgrave, who supports Popper's philosophy

_comp1ete]y, explains the problem in this way:

Popper's empirical basis does not,
then, consist of statements whose
truth is established by experience. ' !
It consists rather of those
easily testable experimental
statements about whose truth or
falsehood the community of scientists
-happen to agree at some time. A
«scientist may be caused to accept
such a statement by his perceptual
experiences. But, though experiences
may motivate decisions, they
~.cannot establish the_truth of the
accepted statements.

Musgrave follows this statement with a reference from

Popper to the effect that there can be-no more justification
' 3

based bn experience than thére'is by thumping the table.

Like Pierce, Popper makes an appeal to the acceptance

of the scientific community for the ultimate meaning

=

of basic statements but, unlike Pierce, he does not

1. Ibid.,p. 20.

2. Alan Musgrave, "The Objectivism of Popper's Epistemology"
in PKP, p. 568,

3. Ibid.
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accept thé commpnsensé theory of knowledge. Pierce
alag;;onsiders rationality in basic diagfammatic or
re]ationﬁhip terms, while for Popper ratiénaiity
involves problem so]viné based on criticism of p?evious
knowledge .|

Harris consider; Poﬁper's philosophy as a
éha11eng@ to "hard line Emﬁiricism" and "enumerative
iﬁdustion".z Moreover, he fﬁdicates his dissatisfaction
on the same point when he exc]éims, "But Sir Karl was |
sti1] held by the spell of Empiricism sufficiently
,to'seek a criterion of demarcation between science and
ﬁetaphysics in empirical falsifiability whiich
entangled him in some of the very difficulties which
his reforms sought to remedy."3 What Harris ca}]s the:
"king-pin" of Popper's sygfem iéithe validity of modus
tollens. This exposed the problem that "the single
'1nstanEe-had to be intersubjectively observable and ‘the
falsifier in the last resort must be a 'basic statement'"."

Harris, like others mentioned, jnterprets'the need for

1. Ibid., pp.1065-1066.

2. Errol E. Harris, "Epicyclic Popperism"'BfiﬁTsh Journal
of Philosophical Science, No. 23, Fall, 1972, p. 55.

3. Ibid., p. 55..
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repeated observa.t.ionﬁ‘as a "surreptitious and veiled"

readmission of induction resulting from Popper's failure

to free'himself from the "weakness of Empir‘ici_sm“.1

At the end of an article entitled “Objectivity
as Intersubjective Agreement", Eugéﬁe‘Freéman concludes
with the following:

7. It is evident that intersubjective
agreement does not per se furnish .
objectivity, in the classical realist
‘sense in which objectivity is a guarantee
‘of agreement with what is the case in.
the external.world, since there are
examples of paradoxical visual experiences
which are objective and non-veridical

2. '‘Nevertheless, agreement on the results of

intersubjective testing is a sine qua
non of objectivity, rather than, as
Peirce and Popper have it, its essence.

The role of agreement in intersubjective
testing....implies.no more than 'not
yet falsified“.2

One could conclude fromthis that if intersubjective
agreement means no more than "not yet falsified", then
modus-tollens is unworkable and Popper's whole

philosophy reverts to conventionalism.

1. 1bid., pp. 55-56. )

2. Eugene Freeman, "Objectivity as Intersubjective Agreement"®,
Monist, No. 57, April, 1973, pp.174-175. ’
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In an excellent article entit]éd "Popper's //>

Problem of an Empirical Basis", Max Deutscher effectively

v criticizes Popper's falsification system, whicn rejects

“repeated observations to establish low-Tevel genera]izétions.
In orderto.make falsifiability work, the truth value
of the basic statements must be known even with regard
to the négation of basic statements derived from the theory
itself. In this regard, the point that was previously

noted in this chapter is noted by Deutscher:

A casual reading of The Logic of
Scientif#c Discovery can produce
the impression that Popper simply
holds thé commonsense view that by
observation we come to know the
truth-value of those basic statements
which we need in the testing of
theories. Popper does not in fact
hold this view. He leaves no logical
room for the role played by
observation 1in science.

Deutscher notes that "a theory is falsified only 1f.w¢
discover that it is false. It is.not falsified merely if <J
‘it is false. To say that no basic statemeﬁt fs verifiable
js to say that no general statement is falsifiable."?2

Deutscher,finds Popper's real position to be unten\tle

et

1. Max Deutscher, op.cit., p. 278.
2. Ibid. . . ~y
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because agreement about the fa1s1ty of a statement

can in no way be equated with a refutat1on

1. In

other words, truth ‘values cannot be assigned e1ther to

theor1es or to their potential fa1s1f1ers since Popper.

does not have a cr1ter1on to ascerta1n truth values.

It was previously noted that Popper accepts

tHe notion of ‘truth because without it neither error,

nor falsification, nor c¢riticism, have any, meaning.

Popper's scientific realism depends compfhetely on

this notion, because if thére is no realystic truth

or vd1idity,ﬁfopper‘s attempt to avpi

essentialism

and conventionalism has been a failure.

It seems that Popper's notion of a
severe test reduces to that of
deducing the negation of basic .
statements from theories or from

basic statements. We must send

on its way any lingering, idea that

the reason why it is 1mportant to
deduce such statements is that we can
thus find out whether a theory is-
false. Popper does not explain why

we should be more likely to know a
basic statement rather than a theory
was true. Popper has not -merely failed
to define "observable"; he dismisses
completely the relevance of perceptual
experience and puts nothing in its
place.

pp. 280-281,
p. 281.
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““  Further in his article, Deutscher examines the

reagons for Popper's position, as well as his own
belief that Popper thdugh rejebiing a sénse'dafhm view
of knowledge, is still, in fact, tied to it.'~ At this
point Deutscher believes that it is clear that Popper
has few options open to him. "If we hold that only a
statement can Justify our assent to statéments, then
we-are driven to accept oné of fﬁree untenable
positions. E&thér we fall into scepticism, d} we must
embrace a coherence theory of truth, or we adopt some
form of conventionaliém.z--

Professor_SaTmoﬁ made'the criticism that either
all stebs in Popper's system are analytic with.the result
that there can be no synthetic scientific predictiqns
or some steps must be synthetic and therefore ampliative
and inductive.3 Popper answers the objection by first
stating that the competing hypothesis hzl“is as is generale

wd

admitted, synthetic. Presumably, this is because they

are fé]sifiab]e, scientific hypotheses. Popper notes that

non-tautological predictions are derijved from h2 rather

1. Ibid., pp. 286-287. "

il

2. Ipid., p. 282.
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than from the inequality between h]

1

and h® at any given

time. The latter case, since the inequality is

logical or analytically based on the theoretical

Popper believes that the preferential choice of h2 over

hI is answered by reference to dt which is the‘state

of the discussion at any given time.2 This state of

the discussion ‘is algo synthetic.3 Popper explains

further in terms of his anti-psychologism.

a

The motives, which led to our
choice of hZ cannot alter the
synthetic character of h2, The
motives in contrast to ordinary ¢
psychological motives are rationally
justifiable preferences. This is
why 1ogic and analytic propositions
play a role in them. If you like,-
you can call the motives 'analytic'.

-, But these analytic motives for
choosing h2 never make hZ true, to
say nothing of analytic; they are
at. best logically inconclusive reasons
for conjecturing that it is the most
truthlike of the hypotheses competing
at the time t.4 ) , .
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decision, would prevent any new synthetic predictions.

4



f/conjectures and hypotheses are strictly conventional.’
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Here, it is evident that Popper:equateg the
"inconclusive" verisimilitude of one hypothesis over
another as being based strictly on explanatory and
logical considerations. Presumably, fd achieve
conclusive verisimi]itude it would have to undergo
severé-tegts to fa]éify it. But, Salmons' criticism

implies that to be synthetic, a proposition must \

be based on faéts,,justified by observation and deriveJ
by inductive contact.with reality, not just a
proposition using factually based words. Popper's
reply does not in any wayAsolve the epistemological

disagreement betwégn them. .

Popper, of course, is explicit about the
conventional nature of the basic statement since he

maintains that basic statements rather than theoretical
. ]

He is also very explicit about the theorética] nature

2

of all-perception. In regard to this problem Anthony

b

0'Hear makes the following point:

but Popper seems far more concerned
to emphasize the uncertainty of our
basic statements and the gap between

1. See quotation on p. 133.

2. 0K, pp. 71-72.
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them and the motivating experiences
than to provide an account of

what their accept1b111ty consists
in or to explain in what sense

(if any) they are better based

than the propositions of the
theories they are used to test.!

0'Hear also rejects Popper's view that our observations
are theoretical as well as the view that these
perceptions are arrivgd at by a process of decoding.2

" 0f course, any explanation of perception that depends

in an infinite regress of decodings.
S

on the concecf of a decoding process involves a philosopher

In.regard to this question of observation

and rea1ity'0'Hear concludes:

———

For PRopper we can never at any s
level get out of our theoretical
structures to attain reality

itself. A1l we have are

successions of frameworks. Theory-

tess reality is a myth. In this,

as in his speaking of science as

a game, he shares a point of view

with the later Wittgenstein.3

. .Anthony 0'Hear, op. cit., p. 75.
Ibid., p. 179; on decoding pp. 185-186.
Ibid., p. 206.
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Because Popper rejects any kind of ho]istic; " \\\f\/)

speculative know1éﬂge as essentia?ism,:how can he be

Jjustified in the acceptance of greater and greater

Tevels of universa]itj based/gﬁ?]ogica] generality?

Scientific cognition deals with factual, descripfive

knowledge even when it is impregnated with tHeoreticaT.

expectations, which it must always be. How then

©can oneldistinguish the levels of Basiq‘statement

from any other statement? Levels 6f'univefsa11ty, .

even in Popper's view, reflect a disposition to Taw-

Tike behavior or regu]érity, which canhot;‘it seems,

be reduced merely to description or doxa. On the

oné hand, Popper accepts all basip~stéteménts,as

thecretical, while, on the other hand, h? reduces .

all knowledge to jmprecise, nom{nalistic VerbaT

elements. In the next chaﬁter, the problem of'Popper‘s‘_.

subjective 'objectivity' will be examined in some detail.

L]

2. Methodology and Contradiction in Popper's

Sceptical Phi?osdphy

Karl Popper believes that science is human
kﬁowledge "writ large" - a critical quroacH that achieves _// _

" the high point of human rationality. -One can never



ey
" escade from scepticism since all know1edge,‘1nc]udin§
science, whicn is the greatest'form of know]edge,n
s uncertain'and fallible. He'believes .that complete
proof can be offered on]y in 1og1c and mathemat1cs,
which are ana]yt1ca1 whereas on1y science can be
fa]s1f1ed and so conf11ct w1th rea11ty Yet, even
"with regard to his comp]ete scept1c1sm, Popper attempts
to‘wa1k another fine 11ne - the line between
epistemologicaj optimism and sceptici;m.
] ’ to

He atteMpts to escape from the self-defeating
- effects of tbta] scept1c1sm by means of Kant1an- |
- Tike decision, whereby he chooses cr1t1ca1 rat10na11sm
“over irrationality and by means of 1nstrumenta1 convent10ne.
A number of other cruc1a1 aspects of n1s ph11osophy
are also based on human dec1s1on, such as the cr1ter1a-
of a free and open soc1ety, the meaning of human h1st0ry,
human deve]opment and human 1nst1tut1ons, the methodoTog1ca1
rules d} sc1che and the acceptance of - intuitions
neganding theitruth, and mean1ngfu1 organ1zat1on of the‘
real wor]d; : ﬁonper believes that all these-dec1s10ns
are,.ac 1easf;_ba?tia11y sdccessfu], because of certain 3

concrete, practical effects such as man's surv1va1, and

the success of applied science and technology, which



are the effects of World Three products on the cultural.

and technological development of man - the area where

_problem solving and critical rationality bring about

-

progress and .survival.

"VDéspite Popper's scepticism, whenever ﬁe

attempts to argue for his hhi]osophica]Iposition,'he

'lusés arguments thét'sgem-to conflict with his view:
~that all knowledge is-only tentative and fallible.

.Throughout his;wbrk‘Popper utilizes scientific “facts”

223

and beliefs as hard evidence to support his philosophical

position, as well as to refute his opponents. To~
use such[scientifit déta, which in the first analysis -
can only be justified in Pdpper's philosophy by personal

decision or instrumental practicality, in order to

. prove one's own view of‘\Eiencé, is a fallacy refuted

by many ph11osophers,1nc1ud1ng G11bert Ryle It is

the fallacy of . d1sprOV1ng the validity of sense know]edge

or. percept1on by using arguments which must assume the

va]1d1ty of the senses. In Popper s case, the question

- can be asked, 'How is it possible tp use scientific

PN

1. .0S 1, p. 293, note 47.
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data -as if it were valid in order to prove the vaTid{ty
of a system of science,wﬁich indicateS'that all
knowledge, including science, is tentative, indirectly
‘known and fallible? By assuming that such seientific
data are facts,when His epistemology really cannot
pérmit it, Popper undermines all of the arguments
Qhere he uses such data, He uses facts to prove

certain aspects of his sposition,while, at the same time,

his philosophy tends to make the facts suspect.

L]

In his earlier attack on Plato, Popper
attempted to piay the psycho]ogica] game of attributing
motives to Plato's position, even while he is ignoring ~

both Plato's epistemology and ethics.

1 think that we must face the
fact that behind the sovereignty
of the philosopher King stands
‘the quest for power.

Popper also uses so-called anthropological evidence
in his attack on Plato, when he attributes Plato's
view of society to an'unconscious desire to return to

the lost 1nn0cence-of a tribal closed society.2

1..05 I, p. 155, on this=question see also
Robert Jordan "The Revolt Against Philosophy: The SpelI of
Popper." in The Return to Reason, ed. John Wild.

2. Ibid., p. 181; pp. 170-173.
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It is....the yearning for the
lost ™ unwity and shelter of
tribalism which expresses .
_itself in these mystical elements
within a fundamentally rational
approach.] '

The above. quote f§11OWS‘Popper's expianation of
man being more than just a rational animal, which he -
believes accounts for the mystical dimension, eveh in
rational undertakings like science. Yet, it is impossible
to gomprehend how Popper caﬁ have knowledge of -
'unconscious® natures and 'mystical' tendencies, except
through_unfalsifiab]e and therefore unsciéntific World
Three‘ébntenfs, which have affected his personal view.
Given the fact that Popper's criterion of demarcatiaon
eliminates pseudo—sciéhce like psychoané]ysis and Adlerian
psychology, because they a;e based on induction, then

his own use of any facts based on inductive knowledge

or philosophical theory must be just as tentative.

In attempting to downgrade observation stili

more, Popper maintains:

....all these criteria are clearly
spurious. The biologist will admit
that our sense organs are successful
more often than not, and he may even
explain their efficiency by Darwinian
arguments. But he will deny that they

1. 0S II, p. 288.
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are always or necessarily successful

and that they can be relied on as a

criteria of truth. Their 'directness'

or ‘immediacy' is only apparent:

It is only another aspect of the o
miraculous smoothness ‘and efficiency 4
with -which they work; yet in fact,

they work in a highly indirect

way using many intricate mechanisQs

of control built into the system.

Here the biologist, apparently without the aid
of Popper's epistomology, Has provided himself with
very precisefknowfédge which enables him.to prove
thaf knowledge is both indirect and imprecise. It
gives him accurate know]edge‘of the "1ﬁtf1cate mechanisms
of control" and the "miraculous smoothness ana efficiency”
.of their operation. Judged by Popper'g system, such
biologicﬁ] statements, in order to be scientific,
would have to be falsifiable, withstanding severe tests
in the prdcess,.even to achieve a level of fallible
~knowledge possessing a high deéree of verisimilitude.
Yet, Popper uses. such "scientific" knowledge to support
His epistemology, and does not indicate the (falsifiable
status of these theories and hypotheses or their degree

of corroboration. _ . -

-

In this regard, wé must remember that Popper, in
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his philosophy, has stressed the point that perceptual

experience is unreljable and cannot be used as a source

of verifiable knowledge.

As long as we are critically inclined,
it does not matter much where or

how we start. But starting from here
(....Russell'snpaive realism) we come
through physics and biology to the
,result that our observations are
highly complex and not always reliable .
though astonishingly excellent '
decodings of the signals which

‘reach us from the environment. They
must therefore not be elevated to

a starting point in the_sense

of a standard of truth.!

By‘what kﬁow]edgé does Popper know that our observations
_are “h1gh1y comp1ex" that the decqungs are "aston1sh1ng1y
excellent", that they reach us .from our environment or,
tﬁat they are not aTways reliable? 1If such data isl
imprecise, then Popper cannot use it as an argument;

if it is precise, théh_wﬁy-does he say that such

. information cannot be elevated to a stértingrpoint as a
_standard of truth? But, with regard to theoretical
ch01ce, Popper feels th"amhen1s on’ the safer ground of

evo]ut1onary survival.

T
h LI 4

g
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Starting from scientific realism
it is fairly clear that if our
actions and reactions were badly
adjusted to our envjronment, we
should not survive. Since 'belief'
is closely connected with expectation
and with readiness to act, we can
say that many of our more practical
beliefs are likely to be true as
long as we survive. They become
the more dogmatic part of common sense
which though not by any means

reliable, true or certain is always
a good starting point.

This, However, is an unreliable argument, for
we could perhaps survive_with any nﬁmber of competing
epistemological be1jefs.“.1n fact, historically we have
‘done so, éspecially with regard to- the belief in the
validity of induction, which Popper considers inva]fd; ;f ' =
how then is it possible for survival te be-a criterion o
of -even possib1e truth? Here, of course; Popper is
disp]éying the instrumental and practical aspects
5} his theory, for the truth he considers in this'c&ptext.
is the pragmatic truth of function and workability. This
.view, however, gveﬁ if true, would do nothing to bolster .
his ownrphiloséphica1 ﬁosition, which is speculatively,

rather than practically defended.

-

It is also difficult to .understand how Popper

N
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can utilize the Darwinian'theéry of evolution in order
totprovide an ontological foundation for his world’

of theoretical knowledge, since he admits that it is

an unscientific;‘metaphysjca] résearch projgét'used

to suggest possible hypotheses in what amouAEs to a
trial and error conventionally based philosophy.
Admitted]y, Popper can'acquire theories from any sourcé,
efen from myth;.but his whole system of implanted
knowledge and organic trial and ehror-prob1em solving

is unscientific, both from an inductive and deductive
lpoint of view. Poppef uses this evolutionary paradigm

in order to provide a valid explanation for his Third
World. But, he, in fact, pfotects it from criticism

by labelling it unfalsifiable, i.e. metaphysical. To

- use metaphysics as a substityte for scientific
exp1anat16n,'wou1d be in contradict{onrto Popper's system
which makes scieﬁce the only eﬁpiriéa] kind of knowledge.
As ?oppen has ‘declared dn many occasions, "in the case

of any pérticula? theory proposed, it is the wealth

of its content, and thus its degree of testabi]ity, which
decides its interest, and the results of actual tests

II.\l

which decide its fate. Moreogvér, on the basis of
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his Darwinian vision Popber states that:

sense organs incorpotrate the
equivalent of primitive an
uncritically accepted theories,
which are less widely .tested than
scientific theories. "Moreover,
_,there is no theory free language
to describe the data, because myths
(that is primitive theories’) arise
together with language.l

If theré is no_tﬁéory free language to describe |
- data, then for certain, there is no such thing as a
scientific fact. Popper continues, in his own philosophy
to déscnibé,a precise level of-factuq]-knowledgé,
~ which seems Hardly tentative or fallible. He declares
that "there .are no living things, neither animals nor
plants, without problems and their tentative solutions,

which are equivalent to theories."2

-

. . It s clear from all this that the kind of

-

universality which Popper defends as incompatible with

induction has merely a logical, theoretical identity
K necessary sfor the expression of general, scientific

-

theory. Popper has attempted to explain away any belief

1. Ibid., p. 146.
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in an inductively derived universal as -being based

on the terminoloﬁy-of mysticism which "...have...been

1

borrowed from the realm....of sexu@] love." “Mystibism

ll2

attempts to rationalize the irrational. Here 1is

Popper's empiricism, naked and simple. Even indirect
decoded observation can only be considered in terms

of what is particular and perceptual. There can be no
inteliigib]e basis for universals or relationships in
rea]ity.'kBut when.Popper is attempting to explain

{he coherence or organicity of a scientific theory,

he remarks:

[t is this latter ingredient which,

although it is intuitively fairly

clear, is not difficult to analyze,

and which the essentialists were

trying to describe when they spoke

of essence in contra-distinction

to a mere accumulation of accidental

— properties.... I do not think that

~/ ~ . we can do much more than to refer

here to an intuitive jdea, nor

that we need do much more.3

How then can one distinguish between Popper’s

intuitional understanding of a concept like coherence,
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which cahnot be reduced in a nominalistic fashion to N
a "mere accumulation of accidental prﬁpérties?, from

the essentialist explanation that a concept is an
inte1ligib1e whole meaning by which we can first_
understand, and later define, such a concept as
coherence, - a process which Popper Tabel; f%ystica1f2'
One could label any non empiricai star;jnﬁipoint as
“mystica1"!but then how does Popper justify going

beyoﬁd empirical experience_to the so-called intuitional
level? This underlines the fact that the elements of
knowledge in Popper's phijosoﬁhyfare stiﬂﬂ‘nomfnajistic 
and empiriéq1, even though, by following Kant he has
divorced himself from experience to the point, that he
can concentrate on a logical level ofltheory and
hypotheses rooted in an irratijonal choice: This attempt
by Popper to-combine these diverse elements forces him
into the dilemma of a fa]si%icatfon theory where

instrumental functional criteria provide more and more

the basis for his choice of philosophical theory,

-
‘o

‘Popper, especially in his last two publications,
makes.g;gat use of scientific data, which, within his.

‘-system, it-wbu1d be impossible to justify. {@e have

{

" already noted that the eye, and other orgad{;\are problem

solvers in the evolutionary process. We have also noted,

o

&
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Popper's view that most of the knowledge acquired

through the senses is unconscious.]

If hypotheses
are basica]iy‘chbéen on the theoretical level, in the
first place, and if they reduce to doxa or opinion
dependant ultimately on innate pre-dispositions, then
it ;eemé that it would not only be impossible to use
scientifiﬁ data as‘a basis for argument, but also

one wouLd have an unbridgable gulf between theory and

factual observat1on, even if facts could be ascerta1ned

Another problem arising within Popper's system -
"itself is the one raised by Ha11en that Popper in fact
depafté from his scienpiffc‘notion of the necessity

s for Bo]d hypotheses wheﬁ he develops a scientific
methodology for the-social sciences. When Poppér
applies His method to the social sciences, he Advocates,
a]ong'with methodological individualism, a piecémea1
engineering, rather than sweeping utopian changes iﬁ
society.%* He also utilizes a situation logic withi
‘the expectation that the social scientist will be

4
concerned with the concrete situation rather than

"gutside influences, such as psychological mptives."3
A _ .

L

1. SIB, pp. 121-122.
2. Hallen, pp. 120-124; also Chapter Two (2) in this thesis.
3. Ibid., p. 124. '
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Of course, as has just been demonstrated, Popper himself
does not hesitate to appeal to psychology or the

unconscious when he wishes to justify a point.

The confradiction in his social science view
'domes about because POppeé wishes to protect sociﬁty
.from sweeping changes, which could destroy the freedom,
' which he wishes for the open society. It is only

by means of bold, interesting and relevant:hypothéses
and theories that science can have any real growth

in Popper's system.' Buti when it comes to the social
-sciences, he advocétes cauﬁion an¢ pietemea] engineering
rather thanlboId changes, whi]e.sti11 maintaining

that sopiéi science should utilize only the proper
falsifiable methodology, which avoids essentialist,

2 Hallen elaborates on the

historicist, influences.
difficulties iﬁvolved jn bringing about spcietal

chaﬁges within the confines of Popper's system, since
equality and freedom.wou1d be seriously threatened by
the dominance of the social scientists, who aione have

the "proper® answersrand the “"proper" ways to change

1. Ibid., p. 58.

—

2. POH, See Chapter Two in-this thesis.
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society.] Hallen also considers that Popper's view PR
2 | / T

amounts to a quasi-inductivism.
ngper, of course, could Eepjy to Hallen

that the decision to_accepf/;;e open ;ociety, is just

as basic and strongy/as the decision to aecept

retiona1ity-as sg}ﬁ. In this way, the choice of the

open society“ﬁaald be beyond the falsification process

itself. - o ' ‘ 7
By\u81ng Popper's own criteria it woe1d be

‘possible to.label the view, that the source of rationality

must reet on theory choice rather-than induction, as

being a kind of convention. Popper's ultimate Just1f1cat1on -

for this search for general law or theory is that ma%\ﬁ_‘ J

has an 1nborn pre-disposition or need fOr a cogn1t1ona1

regy]arity expressed by the search for greater and " \\

greater universality in theories. As in Koqrad Loeenz sh\\\//

theory of imprinting the process of theory %ermat1on ‘j. ,~§*
involves a necessary dogmat1c 1nterpretat1on as the f1rst | : (éff
stage, with criticism and development being the f1na1 "

or sc1ent1f1c sta%ﬁ But, as has been 1nd1cat7éﬂ!§ppper /r e [ﬁ
1. Hallen, p. 134. | | - (\ ; _<_;f%

e .

2. 1bid., p. 154. , - | s
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JUSt-dOES not have the kind of” ep1stemo1ogy ava1]ab1e
to exp1a1n the source of sc1ent1f1éf\hepry as- be1ng
dependant on realities like 1nborn né@ds and pre-

dispositions.

The. quest1on of whether Popper rea11y has
any cpherept_explanat1on for un1versa] know]edge, w111
be coneidered in the final chapter. HMoreover, another
'epen more basic source of cdntradiction,'whfch involves
the very: nature of the ph11osoph1z1ng done by Popper '
_in-the context. of his own system, W111 be de&+{ w1th

in the next.chapter.
; \ |

&
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Chapter Eight

"The Irrationality of Popper's

Anti—EsSentia]ism




1. The Demarcation of Philosophy, Science and
- .

-

Metaphysics: A Critique of Popﬂer's Position

Since Popper ddes not give a systematic exposé
of the nature.of philosophy, it is difficult to
underst@nd exactly what might con§t1£9tg his view of
the'boundariesland Timits éf a ph11osoph1cal approach.
Popper's main inte]]ectua]'prefoccupatiqn is to )

philos%phize about the scientific_enterprise} which

is epitoﬁized for him by the developments in mbdern

" physigs. Because of this, we have noted Juffras’

aésefﬁﬁon that Popper's special concern for philosophy

of science and his special terminology has screened his

philosophy from other philosophers.

-

Kar1l Popper's philosophy of science
has been the basis of a thedry

of rationality, the proponents of
which have - strangely - ignored other
theories of rationality. Popper's
theory has been subject to what is
mostly an intermural controversy

by those who in general share his
views. An example of such an inter-
mural controversy is Espdsito's
.essay in this issue. It cannot be
understood by an audience which is
familiar neither with the controversy
‘nor with the special meanings given

-
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to Popper's terms. Thus Popper's
views have been screened from the
general run of philosophers who may
not be abreast of the issues in

the philosophy of science....!

However, it is not just ¢he intermural aspects of
philosophy of SCHEnce which make i£ difficult to
classify and_uggirstand Pppper's position, but a]sz
his attempts to'hdye the best of a number of worlds.
The problem lies in his desire to integrate empirical
and rationalist elements in a monumental attempt to

avoid conventionalism while rejecting every kind of

~certitude or essentialism. His belief in an ordered
‘ . )

commonsenselﬁérkgﬁis his"metaphysical rea]ism";‘EVen‘
though he is tied to the empirical tradition by his
_rejection of essentialism, by his nominalistic inexact
meaning“of words and by his concern for science and
demarcation, in rejecting induction, he rejacts. the

very basis of traditional empiricism or positivism.
_ o

By rejécting‘inductive knowledge, Popper is

forced to embrace a Kantian 'a priori’ view, which equates

“objectivityﬁ%’ith the reélity of verbal propositions as

1. dJuffras, op.cit., p. 96.
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linguistically expressed content. He even goes so

far as to call Himseif a modified Cartesian, all the
while admittiﬁg that he is closer to essentialism

than tb classical nominalism.' As Kelly maintaihs;

such a mixture of contrary e1emen£s do ndt constitute

a philosophy.2 What then is Popper's vféw of his R

philosophy?

In articles entitled, "How I See Philosophy", and

in the "Convefsations....with Bryan Magee™, Popper

spends a great deal of time declaring what he believes
philosophy is not.--3 -And what it is not for certain
is any kind of language philosophy or "intellectual

therapy".4

He declares, "To my mind Wittgenstein
(in his later work) did not show the fly the way out

of the bottle. Rather, [ see in the fly, unable to escape

from the bottle, a striking se1f-poﬁtrait.of Wittgenstein."

1. UQ, p. 215 0K, p. 195. T

2. Kelly, oé.cith, P. 81{‘quoted on pJ78.

-3, Karl Popper, "How I See Philosophy", The Owl of Minerva:

"Philosophers on Philosophy, Charles J. Bontempo and
S. Jdack Odelil {editors}.

4. Ibid., p. 47.

5. Ibid.
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In his notes to the second.vo1ume of the Open Society,

Popper makes a telling refutation of both positivism

and Wittgensteinian analysis. In addition, Popper

rejects philosophy. ihét reduces to aesthetics,one that

provides a basis for intellectual systems or one that
1

expfésses the spirit of the times.
: : .

From a more positive point of view, Popper
considers a philosophical problem to be based on the

starting point of. “the dubious and often pernicious

2

views of uncritical common sense." In_both uncritical

commonsense philosophy and academic philoéophy "problems
df the theory of knowledge form the very heart of

phi'losophy.3 For Popper, phi]osophemlnusf.be seekers

Ny : .
after truth, not clever pedants:

I am all for intellectual boldness.
~We cannot be intellectual cowards
and seekers for truth at the .
same time. A seeker for truth has
to dare to be wise - he has to dare
to be a revolutionary in the field
of thought.4 - °

“
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Popper spends a great deal of time in the#é
articleés apologizing for being a bhi]osopher because
of ihe many false theories which philosophers have
propzséd and because df-the prejudices they ﬁdve
engendered, like the'éonspiﬁacy theory or views that
reduce to self interest or that make discussion

impossible except between those who agree onﬂfundaménja]s.1

-

The rest of the time in these articles is spent explaining

his own critical views of human knowledge.

Theré is nothing said about phi]osophicél
mgthod, p;ecise1y because Popper rejects the view that
philosophy possesﬁes a method'distinct“from that of
science. This is made very clear when in the 1958

Preface to The Logic of Scientific Discovery, he declares

that "Philbsophers are as free as others to use any

‘method in searching .for truth", because, "there is no
| 2

method peculiar to philosophy." He also states that

“a'phi]osopher may use any method as long as he has

w3

“an interesting prdb]em and sincerity. "He believes

then that there are philosophical problems which are

nonfalsifiable, but not that there is a phi]osophica1

1. Ibid.; pp. 49-50.°

2. LSD. Preface, p. 15.

3. Ibid.,.p. 16.
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.method.- But, what is even more importanf, he does

not believe that philosophieal approaches deal with
a-specific kind of"brbb]em or with general principles

~ which answer specific.kinds of questions. He maintains
only that philosophical statements cannot be falsified
as sgientifkii?ropositions can.

Foliowing from his statements'about sciencé
being.know1edge, "writ 1a;ge“,'wg find Popper
maintafning that "as I see philosophy, it ought never
to be, and jndeed it never can be, divorced from
‘science."' He further maintains that "it is the critical
inﬁuiry into the Spiences; their findings and their
methods which vemain a characteristic of philosophical

tnquiry, even after the sciences have broken away from
it.?
However, if science possesses fa1sifiab1e'

content, what does it mean to philosophize about the

. , \
sciences? If philosophy is reduced ,to an 'a priori'

logic in a Kantian frame of reference, then how can it

have roots in commonsense belief, tradition or prejudice,

1. Karl Popper, "How I See Philosophy", p. 53.

2. Ibid.

—
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as Popper maintains‘is poésible, for all khowledge?
Aﬁdhwhat status can such knowledge havg\iﬁ,‘in the
final analysis, it is strict1yhana1ytica1?‘ We -

know that Popber-believes that all meaning and
understanding are imposed on reality, even on
observation. It is also evident ihat Popper accepts
the Kanfian division of knowledge into ana]ytic and
synthetic propositiohé. But, as previously noted,
Popper rejects the Kantian notion of aﬁ 'a pm‘or"i"I
essential necessity as well as any basis for synthetic

'3 priori'propositions,

F‘Poppe? still hopes to maintain some empirical
basis for his synthetic basic statements. Without
beI{eving in this indirect contact with perceived
reality, Popper cannat consideh that his viewpoint
has an empirical dimensioﬁ, nor can he maintain his
reaIASm. This would undermine his deductive,
%alsification methodoloagy, since. there would be no basis
for scienti%ic growth and corroboration; his verisimilitude
would 1ack a falsity content;‘and his World Three content
would reduce merely to a.gubjectfve rationalist version
of vefbaTized knowledge. Popper's World Three jould
indeed also Tack the essential dimensions that give

a rationalist version of knowledge, 1nc1udin§ that of
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Kant, some categorical precision with regard to

essential, qualitative, universal meaning.

Popper's nominalistic attack on precise
meaning and truth is carried to the point where he
states “precision and exactness are not“iq{f11ectuql
values in themselves".1 This hardly seems to fét ‘
his dimension of truth approximation, since
verisimilitude is dependanf on falsity content, which,
in.turn, is dependant on observational basic statements.
If words'have no precision, since Popper considers
them merely theories or hypothetical éppfoximatioq
of meaning - a shorthand used to'function in the
derivation of scientific theories  and hypothéses -
fhen, how can there be enough precision in any 'theory
to make predictions exact enough to be falsified?
Mdreover, how can observational.knowledge, which is
1ndirecf and fallible, provide a.precise basig to falsify

_any prediction? In aﬁy event, we must remember that

"intersubjective agreement' is merely a convention

and as such js not truly perceptual at all. It provides

me?e]y the basis for motivation and for belief.

]

1. Ibid., p. 47. ’
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Given these probleﬁs of Popperian science,
as well as his view that philosophy is the handmaiden .
of séience:‘what is the séatus of Popber'; own |
" philosophy? Surely Popper cannot maintain that his
'philosophica1 propositions, by which he is able
to state exactly what science-is or should be, can
have .a lesser status than fallible science. It
does not seem that Popper treats his own philosophical
view of science as fgigffiab1e, nor does'he‘attempt
to falsify it, but makés every attempt'to defend
it as the va]id‘position. This is most evident in
the tone of some of his ”Reijes to His Critics"

especially in his reply te Lakatos and Wild.!

Just as the positivist ‘Principle of
Verification' contradicts the very purpose of logical
positivism by introducing metaphysics, so too, Popper's

philosophical proposition stating that all knowledge,

including science, must be tentative, imprecise and doubtful, -

involves hfm in a version of the 'Liars' Paradox'. What

he is implicitly saying is that it is true that all

_knowledgé is: tentatijve or fallible. Popper can no’

more correctly imply that this is a valid view, than

1. In PKP. i

Lo~
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can the sceptic give valid reasons for His scepticism.
What it amounts to is an underlying belief that

some knowledge is more fallible than other know]edge,
without being able to"give any foundation for

= )

this belief. v

The closest that Popper comes to spec1fy1ng
the nature of ph1losoph1ca1 knowTedge is 1n h1&
reference tokthe ‘metaphysical'. Popper adm1ts
that science rests on metaphysics with regard to
the regularity of nature, the existence of causaiity,
the regulative notion of absolute truth and the
belief in a reel,‘non—subjective world- his metaphysical _.
rea]ism.] He alsoc identifies positions eUch as
idealism, determinism, irrationalism, voluntarism and
nihilism as metaph_ysicaL2 Yet, as previously noted,
the most Epecific examples that Popper gives of what
constitutes the metaphysical, is the gxample with }egarq
to open ended pure existential statements such as
'a dragon exists somewhere'. This 111ustretes that
Popper's definition of the metaphysical isnthat it fe a

non falsifiable proposition and therefore non-scientific.

@2

1. LSD, pp. 247-248.

2. CR, pp. 194-195,
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But, surely, there is more to the underlying metaphysical
présuppositions of science, even if they are

intuitional, than a negative specification that they

are not scientific. Leith makes.}he point that-Ppppe?*ﬁ
..‘L" ' .#' .
has become increasingly aware of 'his own metaphysics

and that this accounts for hjs upgrading of

Darwinian evolution to the status of an onto1ogy.1

One does not then avoid metaphysics
by applying the suggestions of-

the Popperian method. But ope is
Tikely to end up with an incoherent
metaphysics, or a lack of aware-
ness of the degree to which it
pervades one's theorizing....
Indeed, Popper has become increasingly
aware of the rationale of his own
metaphysical ideas. This is
apparent in his hints, now
developed in his unpublished
Postscript, of the possibility -
that events may be determined in
-themselves and his connected
mention of propensities in

things.?2

Leith mentions in a footnote, that Popper has indicated
to him . in personal conversation that he (Popper) has
an increasing awareness of the metaphysical under-

pinnings of his phi]osophy.3

1. Leith, p. 399. _

2. 1bid.

3. Ibid., note Z.
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Popper may realize the necesﬁipy oi metaphysicai .
belief in the development of any philosophy of'science,‘
but the status of this metaphysics seeﬁs to remain
for him “just-a non-scieﬁtific form of know]edgé,
whichewould therefore be Tess-ration;1 than scienﬁe.
However, this would mean that his oﬁn philosophizing
about science, which js c]early ma@aphysdca1 and non-
sc}entific, at least in Popper's‘définition, would
have less validity and rationality than modern‘
physicsy which is Popper's paradigm example of science:_
Metaphysics for Popper, is part of the pfe-scientific
phase of human knowledge since it cannot be criticized,
and therefore has no positive consequence for 'obje@tive'
scien#ffic kﬁow]éﬂg& eerpt as a possible source of

[
scientific theory. ; ‘

Popper tends to treat his own philosophy as
an éssehiia] exﬁlaﬁﬁtion, while ﬁaintaining that much
of science‘is a convention ultimately justjfied‘by
Idecisioﬁ‘and funetion. This'decisibﬁ'i; based on the
criteria that the most cr{;icizab1e propbs%tiohé are.
the most scientific and most rational, given their ~
superior explanatory, prob]em—sé]ving power. His , §

distinctions, far from clarifying the demarcation Betﬁeen

o e
- i} {:, .

s&ience and metabhysic%@%ﬁaVe compqunded-the'prbblem.

Ll
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But, even if this is so, Popper's ‘insight.is superior
. T

to th®se positivists, who maintained that they were

'abIe to completely by-pass metaphysics.

He ‘'does not seem, however, to realize -

Ll

that science cannot be self justifying unless it
reduces to faith or the dogmatism of a completely .

conventional system. As John Kekes puts it:

The acceptance of scientific

enquiry as a paradigm of

rationality requires a demonstration
of the assumptions upon which
scientific enquiry rests, But such
demonstration cannot come from
within science, since it would
already presuppose what requires
to be proven, namely, the
assumptions of science.

" This question of Popper's use of philosophy
to explain science will be carried over into the
following sections where Popper's epistemology and its .-

implications wirﬂ be examined more explicitly.

:

2. Subjective and Objective Rationa]ity:Epistemological

ImpTications of Popper's Philosophny.

[P,

In Popper's model of1know1eﬁge, the logical

1. John Kekes, "Fallibilism and Rationa11ty“'Americdn_Philosophica]
Quarterly,Vol. 9, No. 4, Oct. 1972, p. 306. ‘ SN
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form and the epistemological stafting point fer conscious
knowledge is Kantian, while the material elements -

of meaning, ¥ag%gage and the §€§EUE of kndw]edge

ind%cate an empirical ebistemo]ogy. Even though

Popper rejects materialism and, in faét, expaﬁds the'
immaterial objectivity of World Three meaning, we

fiave noted that the elements of meaning, for him, are
‘dv ' ' . “

‘tentative, imprecise and descriptive, since these-

elements are but nominalistically expressed usefﬁ]
tools in the development of theoretical meaning.
Although Popper's main influences are derived from
Kant'and the empiricg] trédition, he has.nadica11y.
revised both the rationalist and the empirical
dimensions in order to fit his sceptjcaT:cpmpromise.

He revises empiricism by rejeftﬁﬁg inductiJé knowledge-
and by-rejecting accurate observational data, while

he reviigs fationa]ism b§ rejecting the essentﬁal%sm,

necessity and precision inherent in the intellectual

categories expressed by universal and abstract concepts.

S

‘Like Kant, Popper believes {n a real world
external to men's minds; he accepts knowledge as

"objective' even if it never attains the thing-in-itself;

and he makes decision more basic than rationality since
. N
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-rationality is founded on it. But, unlike Kant, Popper
‘treats universals as mere dispositions w1thout .
content, Head1ng u1t1mate1y to some sort of 'ﬁoxa

or oeinion eXpress1ng theory, rather than a concept

providing essential meaning.

Since Papper rejects the essential content
of universals by which the varjoes categories‘of’
qualities, fdrms and relations can be known of a real,
extramental world, he cannot be dealing at all with"

an objective knowledge of reality. Knowledge is real

and objectdye only inasmuch as, such knowledge can be
related to and derived from a world which is o
independeng of its being known. Popper's 'objectivi
is the ebjectivity of\sympo]i;ed meanieg, wh’ch.is
subjeetively cut-off #rom any thing-in-itse}f. The
chosen theories and the discoverable, potept1a1 ..
1nte111glb1es wh1ch are linguis 1ca11y expressed
constitute” the who]e of rea11ty and the objectivity of
Popperian know]edge. The reduction of this dimension

of meanting to varbalized, World Three, fallible products
simply cannot provide Popper with an objecti:e

knowledge that is synonymous with ‘knowledge of an

independent reality'. Therefore his realism is just
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a matter of faifh and his science a form of

conventionalism,

-

A1l World Three contents are created by

World Two humgn minds. Yet, Popper insists that

the problems/existing in World Three could have been
suggeéted byl World Two understanding of World Three content.
The tentativ%\so]utions to these problems results

from the-choic of theory and hypotheses guided by -

certain choser)conventional, methodological rules, ﬁ\*\\\\

which constitute what science should be. But, if it it
is demonstraféd that Popper cannot philosophically o
maintain his falsification process then his World Three =

“content is reduced to subjectivity and his explanation '

of sciehce‘co1fapses into a dogmatic conventional ) §§;>

system.

LS

Hanna notes that Popper's theory of observation
. RS
involves him'in a vicious circ]e.] Popper qitempts to

escape from this circle by first c¢laiming that the

origins of knowledge do no?giustify it or make it - ~

rational. His statement -ab

t observation beinggjustified

by an earlier kind of hypotheses,. etc., attempts\to

-

1! Hanna, pp. 44-45,

///- "
4
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base know]edge‘u]timately.upon innate pre-dispositions
and unconscious organic proB]em so1v1‘ng.I However,
as indicated inafhe 1é$t Ehapter,.fﬁgfe'{s no kind.
of, cognit{on by which Popper can, given his positi;n;

derive such a proposition. Also, -there is no such

_evidence, that organs utilize knowledge and purposive'

activisy,in order to sgive a problem or attain an

end. * With regard to these conflicts Hanna comments__

on Popper's dilémma:

Y . . °

He avers that 'even the simplest
observation statement involves
interpretation in the light of
theories, and it is "therefore
uncertain'...... What kind of
statemerit is this,. then about
observation statements? Is it
not an observation statement
itself, or more precisely and
equally as fatal to his theory, 1is
it not a generalization based on -
e observation statements? If not,
" how does he arrive at it? Is he
privy to esoteric knowledge, or
is there some a priori source
of knowledge to which he has
access? If he knows this a
priori, then there must be some
reason why he is aware of it
while many other philosophers:
are nat.?2

Kant had assumed that the mind is struci;igﬂ

S

1. See page'146.
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in such a way that it imposes certain gssential -

_categories of meaning upon phenomena: Pogper,

aTthough he accepts the model of 'a priori' imposition
of meaning, does not really defend this rationalist

position at all. In fact, he rejects the implied

essentialism and necessity which is used in rationalist

positions. How his creation of meaning without
essential precision can be exp]ained—in‘a system
based on a belief in theory, which rejects induction
but yet still makes room for a falsification procesé
somehow dependent onxébseryation, js not coherently
explained by Popper. If all knowledge is to be
tréated sceptically and if Pbpper's basis for
sciéntific growth i% untenable, then all that remains
js an arbitrary ‘a priori' philosophical explanation

of know1édge fueled by Popper's’préjudices regarding

science. Popper needs true, factual statements for

his falsification process, -on which evérything else
depends. All that he is left with is intersubjective

agreement with the emphasig on the subjective.

This naturally leaves .Popper wifhout an empirical
basis for science, without a prjhciple of demarcation
; _ _ .
and without either a true-false category for verisimilitude
B

or a category for corroboratednscientific growth.
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Moreover, what can be said of such World

Three content as art, metaphysics, false propositions,
doubtful beliefs, etc.? Popper'considefs all of this
when verbalized po be 'objective' since they are
Tinguistic products of minds. These World Three
objects are objeétive to Popper because_thesé .
objects represent a reality in themselves that can '
influence human progress. They 1nf1uenée_brogres;
because they can become cognitional objects for a

\\\hfgommun{ty of minds and because they.are supposed]j
' removed from the subjective feelings énd dispbsitions

of the persons who created them. All of these

k -
objectsyfinc1udin@7a11 observation statements, have

a logicﬁi&)tﬂéﬁggtical form. Each represents an
interpretation based on previous theory,which depends on the

evolutionary pattern of Popper's system.

thEe Popper considers all the objects
of World Three, incTuding baéic statements, as
'objective', based on a ﬁfrict]y a'priori' explanation,
whicp_reducés all knowledge to statements chosen in
*the 1fght of previous statements, back to a starting point
in inﬁate knowledge, then why does he attempt to maintain

the necessity for a realistic and empirically based.

science?-The answer is, of course, that Popper refuses
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to accept a convention%ll{ based science. His

critical rationalism depenfis upon a science that can

be corroborated, that app oaches truth and that can -

grow in the segzé,that some scientif¥c theories

can be shown to be superior to others,in an indirect
relationship with a reality he metaphysically accepts.
The necessity for testing then, together with Popper's
1ntuitidna1 beliefs, constitutes the basis for his %

realism. It also represents his attempt to avoid

is not tﬁen Synonomous witH this attempted realism

but is justified only as 'a priori' actually known

and knowable Tinguistic content. When we consider
these points,ﬁwe are able to consider Popper's
"objective' content as being strictly 'subjective'
since it is strictly'a-priori'created; Moreover, it is

impossible for him to justify the. intelligible,

" immaterial aspects of a very precise World Three meaning

/

while maintainihg a view that restricts knowledge 4
! .
to its empirical elements. He must either restrict‘t;;\

nature and extént of the former or completely reject
the latter. In other words he should admit that he

has moved beyond the confines ofﬂﬂyat¢he called in-the

Open Society a ”methodqjogical nominalism”. Yet, his

»$

)
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comments in his autobiography and his latest
work with Sir John Eccles indicate that he has not

yet really given up his'ﬁrevious'positian.]

Popper'is unjustified in attéﬁbting to

place an iron curtaifbetween the reéﬁiiy of World

Two knowledge, which he restripts;fo its motivational
_aﬁd causal functions, aﬁd the World Three objecf§:
which are the effects of these World Two minds. When
certain propositions-are discovered or whén they are
understood by an individual mind, a]] t e 1nteIligibﬂf
meanings, as well as thé pos;ibi11t§ of its being

true or false, will also be present to that mind,
tPopper‘s 3,2). However, Popper belijeves that when
knowledge is present to ;-mind, it is a strictly
subjective disposition or personal quality of that
mind with the result that_wor]d Tﬁnee objects can

have objective status only when they are.]inguiética]]y

o . . ‘
expressed especially in written form. .Because of this,

these written theories, etc. can have objective meaning

only when they have existence separate from/ﬁhé’ﬁ?ﬁﬁg 3'

that criited them. Any denial of this would force

Popper admit that World Three intelligibles are

LN

only actually existent and intelligible when they are .

1. See quotation on pp. 336-337. )
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understood by minds.

.

This brings us to the problem of what . ,©
existence World Three meanings actually possess
othgr than as marks or symbols on a piece of papér
and the even more difficult problem for Popper o%-
the kind of,;%to1ogica1 existence possessed by the
poten£1a1 intelligibles, which proviaed Popper
with the arguments needed to prove the existence
of this third category of reality. ft is evident
th;t World Tere pbssib1e$, which are potentially
intelligible to a mind,must have some oﬁtologica]
exjstence separate fpom World Two minds,since they >
are inherent in prob]g;s, etc. and are discovered -

at a given time and place.

PN
I T
[y

If we return to Popper's empirical and
nominalistic éxp]anation of knowledge as dispositional,
functional and descriptive, we are led to .the view
that if §ﬁch\know[e;§e were image-like, as in classical
emp?f?cism, then the designatioﬁ that it must be
pérsonal andrindividuaj when possessed by a mind & N
would make some Tbgicé] sense. But, Popper rejects
the traditional nominalism of the classical

empiricisté,which was based on association and induction.

He substitutes for it,a description of knowledge as-
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being logical and ggneraI since .it is expreséed‘
in theorética] propositions that afe imposed on a
reality. This knowledge is ultimately grounded bn‘
the evolutionary, iﬁnate, unconscious, problem so]vﬁng
of genetically . controlled organs. It must also
be kept in mind thaﬁ Popper is more concerned with
the process of knowing rather than any content,sing;

rationality for him does not reside in knowledge

content but in the critical process of problem solving.

One of Popper's difficulties is that he must retain
a nominé]istic, imprecise view of knowledge content
in order: to avoid essentia1{sm. He also needs some
kind of-empir{ca1‘dimension in order to évoid convenfiona]ism
and,as‘we have noted, to provide a basis for his
scientific realism. 1In addition, he needs the Kantian
quasi—P]atonic‘aut&%omous world of "objgbtive“ knoW1edgé
in order to provide sogfronto1agica1 reality for his
theoreticai knowlédge;-which gﬁes beyond the.convenfions
exéressed by his scientific methodqlogical rules and
by the intersubjective agreemént of - the cbmmunity
of scigntists.

Even if one could agree with Popper's anti-

1nd€ﬁtjve1y based and anti-associational view of

‘knowledgé as doxa or opinion, hé'would be forced to note

.
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that Popper has stretched any kind of empirical,
nominalistic view of knowledge well beyond the g
breaking point, when, it is,eviden%, that by sonie form
of unexp]éined cognition the existence of potgqfial,
intelligible World Three contents can be‘known.\Squ//
a cognition by its very nature would have to be
essentialistic, ho]igtic and précise. The mathematical
meanings which Popper uses as examples of World Three
are in fact logical, abstract and precise. Popper
even goes beyond this usage to accept a level of
cbgnitibn yjjch éxpjains unconscious knowledge and the
prop]em—so1vin§. teleological movements of animal
6rgans and organisms. Such kﬁbw]edge»wou1d have to be
1nte11ectuaT, abstract and precise rather than
empirical, descriptive and quanti&g&ivg. If meanings

were reduced to nominalistic 11ngu15?ic descriptions

_or images, then Popper could not explain the autonomy

.'of World Three contents over World One objects, unless

somehow precise meaning was equated with the conventional

1-symboTs themselves. Popper's version of nominalism

reduces to -imprecise description with regard to words

and propositions. Moreover, it shares with c]agficaT
nominalism the denial of uniyersa] and essential

knowledge, for words, according to Popper, are merelyr

/

£
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functional "useful instruments of on" resu1ﬁ1ng
~in knowledge as-opinion.]
However, Popper's version of nominalism
: 1 .
B

cannot explain the precision of meaning, thé
intelligibility and the universality of many World
Three cbjects, any better than the image association
theory could. MJreover, it is difficult to reconcile
Popper's universal and generai propfsitions, which
have only a 1ogica1,ra priori'ex1sfehce; with his
scientific method, which is restricted to individualistic,
anti-holistic and ant;—essent1a] e1emgnts The fact

that Popper himself sees the problem :ﬁ\{he context of
deriving the universal general proposition from the

- .
particular by induction, in no way mitigates this

confusion of two kinds of cognit How can Popper's
abstract mathemética] sequences,:wifh*t eir abstract
essential meanings, fit the imprecisionvand fallibility
of his ep1stemo]og1ca1 reduct1ons to nom1na11st -
.factual explanation? How can an ep1stemology that

denies the existence of concepts with precise content

or meaning and which idéntifies rationality with a
F g : ) . Y . \_\‘1

critical process, accept the meaningful contents of

World Three as if thgiLwere objects in-themselves? If

1. POH, p. 29; see complete quote in Ap \ndix Two, p.313.

L | - 4 . “ ‘\
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Poppér attempts to restrict World Three content

to the logical, analytic domain then he would either

be denying that World Three is scientific and empirical

or he would be equating the scientific with tﬁe

'a priori' ana]yfica1§\ But this latter position -
wbu]d nuliify~Neven Popper's brand of empiricism, as

well as'tﬁntradiqting his stated view that-

scientific prbb]éms and theories are the most important
"objects" in World Three. Besides, any complete

reduction to the logical analytical world would nof

seem compatible with Popper's stated pluralism.

Knowledge to be fea]istic and cbjective must
at least involve an intentional relationship between
the knower and the known, whereby théy are somehow
igined, while they still retain their separate ’
identities. Pdpper'é meanings do not fit this requirement.
Nor is he entitled to equaté nganic finality wi;h
problem sblving, which must 1nv61ve cognition and conscious
purpose. As Crittenden states, "why not say that the
movement of t{des, or the expansion and cqntrégtion-of
metals with changes of temperétu%e, are trial and

1

error processes?" Here ggain Popper wants to have

it both ways, with his-ba]ief'in an organic, genética11y'

1. P.J. Crittenden, ?Evo]utionary Epistemology: A Question of
Justification", Philosophical Studies (Ireland) No. 25,
1977, p. 236.




based problem solving, rooted in an evolutionary

process, that only simulates purpose. Popper would .

have to seriousliy believe that the'ﬁre~di$positionea
‘need for the regularity of a greater and greater
universality of.egp1anation, which motivates the
process of theory choice in human critical rationalism,
is in itself the non-phrposive product of plind
‘evolution, that just happens to make trial and error

an adaptive survival operation. _ -

Fl

Popper does not explain human knowledge
in a systematic way by bﬁi1ding up a step by step'
exp1anation:of the cognitive levels -from concepts,
to judgment and reasoning. Rather, he tries to'exp]ain
knowledge gs the result pfzthe development of theb
érguﬁentative and qxitifaﬂ diensions of language. -

These dimensions of language resulted in,

critical knowledge, as opposed

to the uncritical and, as it were,

accidental adaptations of the
.animal's 'knowledge'.!

-
-~ . -

Since one is not permitted in Popper’'s anti-esséntial

methodology to ask the questigﬁ, '"What is Knowledge?',
+ . f '

1. CR, p. 383.

—_—
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we .are left with functionay explanations, that never

really explain what it is that functions, Moreovgr,J

afthough criticism is f;r Popper,, a process which
provides the basis for rationality, unless he can

explain and justify the foundational elements of this (QMJ'
critical activity, his ratidna]ity becomes a hollow

shell. It reduces simply to arbjtrary subjectivism,
where one attempts to mould an idea of knowledge -
into whatever one wants it to be, irrespective of

any E]aim tg reality or objectivity. Actually,

Popper attempts to devisé an objective and real
.QJmension in ordér to suit what he coﬁsiders are

the ffeeds of science.

Popper Hoes not provide any basis for his-
evo1utiona?yrontology other than its fuﬁctiona] use
as a "metaphysicél research progrgmme". This is,
of course, fogether with tHe rest of Popper's
philosophy, unfalsifiable in itself. The World Three
possibilities then, which are potentially intelligible,
-do not fit either his ontology, which is convenpjona1]y
chosen, or hfs epistemology, which is strictly on the
descniptive level of 'doxa'. All present, past and
future'world.Three cbjects are produced by -man and thus

can only be ‘'a priori' products of minds, In addition,
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— \ '
since Popper cannot explain metaphysical know]edge
(wh1ch would mcﬁd\é~ontology) except in negative ¢
terms, he has no frame of reference within which to

explain such potentijal inté]]igibleé.

2

Somevphilosobher§ believe that Popper re-
introduces induction by éécepting falsifying
observations, but Popper\cannot logically do this,
because, as.we have noted, there is no such thing
as-pure observatioﬁ in his.system j.e. basic statements
are theorijes. He‘accepts that statements cannot be
justified'éxcept by other statements. Poﬁper must
logically accept complete subjectiJism and conven-
tiona]iém. His attempts to justify science on his
own terms are irrational because he has failed to
proyide réasons why one scientific theory shpd]d be
accepted, rather than another. His last hold on
science and expérimentaﬁion,'as we]i as his realism,
is by means of the falsification process. -If-scientific
prediction is not dependent on background knowledge,
Wh%ch is basea d% inductive: observation, then how can
the effects of experimentation be predicted, since

environmental changes must be specified in terms of

‘

"an observed reality, e.g. pressure on a mountain top

or at sea -level, etc. Moreocever, where would the
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. branches of biology be without observablie predictions?

. In his use of the history of sc1ence,.%/3ch Popper

uses for Just1f1cat10n, he hardly ever departs from

the Newton to Einste1n deveTopment of modern phys1cs

as his paradigm example for perfect science.’

Popper's analogy of the searchlight for his

‘position illuminates the fact that man invents and

‘ Eﬁbqses new theories and hypotheses in order to golve
N ' ’

impoﬁiant problems that are the prime sources of

1

knqw]edge. However, any Hope that he has of

~attempting tc call this process,empirical or realistic

is doomed, because even his system of Jfalsification

is 'a priori'. Nor can it be ca11eddscientific
realism, for Poppef is left with only a conventional
view of science.nA rationality that is unconnected

with reality and that does not reflect any meaningful,
precise content of this reality is merely a subjective,
logico-mathematical game. Maxwell concludes his

analysis of Popper's view with a telling comment:

..he has failed to provide us
with any reason for holding that

1. 0K, Appendix "The Bucket and the Searéh]ight“, Ep.350—361.

o
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Pepperian rules give us a
. .better hope of realizing the
“ : aims of scientific inquiry
C. than any 'other set of rules. Nor X
o L is it.easy to see how this failure ' ~.
‘ : : can be made godd within.a general ™~
. : - Popperian framework. Consequently,
v Popper has failed to solve his
‘fundamental problem - the problem
o of demarcation. He has also v,
— : failed to exhibit scjence as a
rational enterprise.

el

In other words, there i§ no way of testiﬁg a theory
that makes ratiopal ignse‘at ail, or that can Fesu]t
/ , o in 1abé11ing one theory as superior to anbthgr. bopper's
~reduction of the epistemo1ogf@a1.gJements to 'doxa’
:\fr "opinion' applies, in fatt,'to his total philosophy.
Popper has. indeed reJected both Bacon1an and
Arlstote11an induction for a n0m1na11st1c view of
mean1ng, which®is a-pr1or1 ;hyppthet1ca1 and convénfionaI.

/‘ : 1}
- As one. Aristotelian notes;

v

‘ L4
‘.

- T~ . The denjal of universals carries %
\ g - with it the denial of everything

transcending experience. The

denial-of everything transcending |

‘experience means inevitably - though

ways are found to hedge on this -

the denial of truth. With the

1. Nicholas Maxwell, "A Critique of Popper‘s Views on
Scientific Methed", Philosdphy of Science, June 1972,
p. 137. . : :
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denial of objective truth, there
is no escape from the relativism
of man,_the measure of all
things.1 '

- ' ‘ [N
. Popper not only denies this possibility of’
transcendence by universal knoﬁﬁedge of reality, but

he also makes ‘any knowledge of experience itself

jmpossible. - Popper arrives at many of his positioﬁ%

because he sees no alternative and because he has an
inherent social and ethical bias against any kind

2 1t is impossiblie for

of authority or certitude.
him to conéider himself as even "a modified essentialist”,
- since he cannot provide a Fationai]y defensible basis.
for it. He insists an reducing essences to occult
realities standing Behind éxperience -a somehow
ghostly_1eve] of appearahces; where those who search
“—for certitﬁde seek an ultimate explanation, which can
onlyrtermina;e"scientific 1ndu%ry. After Hbting this
confﬁsion,regardihg éssénces and.uhiversa1s, Hanna
- concludes: |

If we can never apprehend anyfhing
but appearanges, then 'reality’

Lo
- , - .

-

1. Richard:M. Weaver, ldeas Have Consequences, p. 4,

2. See Appendix II, Section 2; also comments in his
autobiography. ' ‘ '
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forever eludes us, and without a
cognitive grasp of reality,
knowledge js impossible. How ~
else 1s knowledge to be understood
if it is not the cognition of
particulars and universals, or

essences (i.e. ?ualities, forms
and relations).

¥

Other justificationalists tdke the same stand that
meaning depends on a grasp of reality conceptualized
as universal and not on any neminalistic, particular,

recognized similarity based on appearances.

Hence there can be no appeal

to similarity as the source of
the class.concept. To recognize
similarity, it is necessary. to
have recognized in the similar .
object a common note, which is
the universal c¢lass concept. Nor
can we accept the old materjalist
supposition that a class is a
.vague individual.... The class is
the clearest thing we have. There
is nothing vague about it.

-----------------------------------

The direct universal-is only the
universal giving meaning to a
concrete individual, for without the
class reference, the concrete
empirical is meaningless.?

1. Hanna, pp. 52-53.

2. Gustave Weigel and Arthur Ma%den, Knowledge, Its Values
and Limits, p. 23. \ ]
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IT all defensible rationality is ultimately
a matter of decision, then the content of all concepts
and theories is arbitrary, unrealistic and hypothetical.

Such meaning is subjective with regard to reality

and instrumental wi'th regard to function. To call

theoretical elements ‘'objective' merely because they ;
roughly fit Kantian formal requirements, and ﬂhen‘to
equate tﬁesg'objective contents with an extension of
reﬁ]ity,which is as 'a priori' as the elements in any
idealistic philosophy, is to underline the subjectivity
of such elements. Hence Popper is in agreement with
one central postulate of the idealistic tradition,,
nameiy, that appearance and reality differ. But'he
adds that only appearances can be known. We must be
forever séeptica] about reality. -As a result, he
also agfees*that the theories we construct ian an attempt
to explain the world, are 1nvent{ons 5f the mind.)

Popper's concept of absolute truth as a .
necessary regulative concept, which ﬁrovides a motivational
aim for science, is based on hothing but a semantical

formula, together with Popper's,particﬁ]ar decision to

accept it as metaphysically necessary,since he believes

F]

1. Kelly, op. cit., p. 72.
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in commonsense rea]ity.‘ His definition of truth as
'correspondance with the facts' may be correct in é
realist €ontext, but, as Pdpper uses it, it is just .
a device or a semantical convention, not a criterion of

truth.

*....this is a purely formal

P observation about the idea of
truth. In order to give it
content, specific claims must be
advanced and allowed to stand in
for the true and the real. HNeither
science nor common life can be
conducted with abstract formulas.|

Thus, Popper'sﬂintuition is not enqugh to
reinforce the notion of truth, whiéh he must-at least
presuppose fn order to postulate a realistic science,
Be%aﬁée of his anti-essentialism, Popper deliberately
rejects any criterion of truth. Yet, how can he hope

to substitute ﬂinteréuﬁjective agreement' and theory creation

for truth and then still maintain that his philosophy

is both objective and realistic, "as well as comp1ete1y‘
fallible? Even Popper's theoretical wor}d should be
explained as nothing more than & 1ogica1 and mathematical

world of conventional creations.

1. David Bloor, "Popper's Mystification of Objective
Knowledge", Science Studies, No. 4, 1974, p. 74.

—




“/73

Popper's anti-essentialism is understandable
és a sentimgnt, but his éase against the possibility
of essential knowledge fails becausg of his confusion
about what gonstitutes essential knowﬁedge. This is
epitomized by his inability to distinguish the diverse
philosophical positions labeled essentialist. His
rejection also fails because he is unable to account
for certain aspects of his own epistemological positiaon,
which, in fact, requires an essentialist level of
meaning. As Hanna explains it, "the only exb]anation
of the 1imitedne§s of error...... is to be found in the

fact that things have a determinate nature."’

Such

a nature can only be derived from a universal whose
vmeaning reflects this natﬁre. Popper's own arbitrary
appeaﬁ to a "metaphysﬁﬁa]“ theory of evolution in

arder to justify his view of khow]edge, cannot really

be an epistemological explanation, since it does not
explain -the nature of knowledge. Popper's rejection of
essentialism aliso fgils because he has been unable to
distingpisﬁ the nature and status of his own philosophical

enterprise from that of science. VYet, because of his

belief that he has clearly demonstrated a criterion of

demarcation, Popper unwittingly attempts to provide a

1. Hanna, p. 41.
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b}ace for essentialism, since the concept needed to_‘
explain and Jjustify demarcation, like other World Three
meanings, would presuppose .a very definite{ holistic
and non-nominalistic idea .of knowledge, in order "

to capture the necessary meaning and precision to make such

a concept of demarcation definite and meaningful.

It was indicated in the 1astlchapter that
Popper must accept his own philosophy as valid, because
of the ad hoc conventions and the metaphysical dimensions
he adopts in order to mould a complete sjstem. His
belief in his criterion of demarcation, which is
philosophical, is-certainly as strong, and as valid,
as his belief in the content of modern phySics, which
his philosophy is calculated to support. It is inéonceivab]e
that POppér ;E consider his defense of the ppen.sociefy,
hii/ﬁ;éﬁction of authprity, his,reduction of‘rationality
\EE ethical decision - in fact, his whole philosophy ‘
of science as being less important, less valid or -
‘less objective than the data of modern physics. Yet,
_it is science that he exp]icit]y attempts to glorify
as being more objective and moré rational than any other
form of know1edgé. There is an unreconcilable tension
in Popper's philosophy between science and phi]oéophy,

between essential claims and conventional-instrumental’
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‘methédology and betwéen his empirical and rationglist
elements. Popper permits his realistic-beliefs to’
inf]uence aspects of his philosophy, which have no

defense in his éystem.1

3. Implicaticns of Popper's Scepticism: .

The Reduction to Conventionalism and

. Re]ativis%'
%" In the Chapters.from:Two to Six, 1t was noted
that Popper rejected any word usage or methodology
that connoted an essential view of knowledge. Words
were only "useful instruments of description” used
to further the explanatory andAdescriﬁtive functions

of science, in the search for bold hypotheses.2 He

rejected the use of definitjon in favour of a "methodological

nominalism" which best fitted the functional and

conventional questions which science could legitimately
- ask,
At one point, Popper utilizes a diagram to

illustrate this position.,&ge side of the diagram

1. Note Pobper's acceptance of Churchill's argument in 0K,

p. 43. Any acceptance of such an argument would presuppose

a realistic position.

2. POH,p. 29.
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illustra?ii“zz;fiyga_that knowledge, beginning with
terms or co s, leads to an infinite regress, when
one attempts to establish meaning. This side of

the diagram Popper rejects as "ynimportant" and

essentialist. He, in fact, favours the other éide,

" which begins with propositicns or theories and ends

with an endless search for truth.' Popper rejects
the essentialist attempt to connect meaning-and factual

trﬁth; which underlies the appeal for justification

in the essentialist view of the origin of knowledge.2

My thesis is that the left side of
this“table is unimportant as

compared to the right side: what’
should interest us are theories,
truth, argument. If so many
philosophers and scientists still
think that concepts and conceptual
systems (and problems of their
meaning or the meaning of words) are
comparable in importance to theories
and theoretical systems (and problems
of their truth or the truth of
statements), then they are still
suffering from Plato's main error.:
For concepts are-partly means of
formulating thecries; partly

means of summing up theories. In

any case, their significance is
mainly Jinstrumental, and they may
always he replaced by other concepts.

/
1. 0K, pp. 123-124; CR, fp. 19-20.

2. CR, pp. 19-20.

3. 0K, pp. 123-124, :
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.

Thus, from the very basic use of words, Popper's
nominalistic exp]anafions permit only an instrumental

or functional basis for knowledge.

When we consider the act of decision by which

Popper chooses rationality, one is immediately struck

.by the inherent instrumentalism, in this very choice.

I3

reasons, but becausé such a choice will "affect our

whole attitude towards other men and towards the problems
1

~of social life." Such a consequence ethics is.

instrumentally. or functioné]]y hased on fhe weighing

of effecfsAand fhe seéking{df practical ends. 1In fact,
most, if not all, ethical systéms {nspired by
scientific empfrical attitudes‘are teleologically

oriented in this way. This is very evident in the

utilitarian and pragmatic ethical norms -based on the

-

rejection of any essential principles of moral action,
which alone could provide a basis for justice and

natural rights.

It is evident that Popper adopts the same

PR

outlook, when he declares tHat "whenever we are facéa

. & . * ~ 0 -
with a moeral decision of a more abstract kind, it is
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elpful to analyze tarefu1]yhthe consequences

ch are likely to.result froﬁ the'alternatives

between which we have to choose.“] This is'ﬁhy there
can‘be no source of moral:obligation in Popper - no

basis for a:ratjonhl ethical ground,for without

egsential knowledge there can be no source of obligation.
He bases the hptibn of critical rationality, on choice,

on the search for freedom and on the necessity of

L]

piétemea] social engjneering in"the open society.
He does.this, not just becauée the open society can
be protected by necessary rational reforﬁ but also
) . becapse.the very concept of critical rationality’

implies: for Popper, the necessity of an open society.

[

Poppe%'s whoie'system of falsification,
bolstered by a battery of methodological rules, is
mainly a conventional entefprise.z of cou%se, Popper
still considers His sysfem to be a "modified essentialism",
in that, the enterprise is moéivated by the search for )
truth, as well as by the search fﬂr’greater ahd moré-

universal levels of explanation, in what he maintains is

1. 'Ibid.

. 2. See quotation Chapter One pp.26-27 for Popper's attempt
to-restrict conventionalism in his system.
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an objective and realistic approach; His .system
differs fron conQentionalism, because‘ofrﬁis bel%ef

in the necessi'ty of deliberately attempting to falsify
theories. Morecver, he has adopted some essentialist
frames 5f reference in order to save himself from
conventionalism: fhese_items; of.course, include the
notion bf corroboration based on'the compatibiltty

of a theory with 'observat1on and the notion of

nearness to truth or ver1s1m111tude A -~

¢

The only way to avaoid comp1ete convent1ona11sm

is to try and fa1s1fy theories rather than to create

'ad hec' conventionalist stratagems in order to save

the system.* But since Popper's appeal to’fa]sifjcationt
and truth cannot be dgfénded within his total system, :
where statements can be justified on]j by statements,

he is left with only an 1nstrumenté1fst-conventiénalist
system or paradig% of explandtory theOries.2 The survival
of ohe Paradigm over another bécomES a functian of

logic, mathematics, and scientific déecision. Popper

: ' s

has no logical or rational choice other than to abandon

his "modified essentialism" in favor - of a conventionalist’

. &
1. LSD, pp. 81-82, refers to convgntional versus empirical
statements in Popper .

2. Ibid., p. 43, refererce to statements being justified on]y
by statements. Also refers to emp1r1ca1 nature 'of basic
statements.
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_position. Given his basic presuppositions, he must
remain forever a sceptic with regard to truth and

reality.

-

" In addition ‘to hié underlying convedtiona]iém
much of Popper's interpretation of the scfent{fic
enterprise is instrumental and fugctiqnalﬂ Throughout
his works, passage after passage is exp]féit]y
instrumental in tpne, from the creation of bold theory
in order to so]vehan important problem, to his concern
for‘fhe logical content.and truth'content, in order
to ground his realism solthat scientific growth
willeke possibie. The very model of science that.ﬁe
stresses, e.g. modern physics, best lends itself to
‘conventional inxekpretation. Poppg?‘rarely stresées

the. operations of biology, zoology, botany or herpetology,

when he wishes'tofexemp1ify typical science, for their .
data=doés not lend itself to falsification, but on the
contrary,Ltehds to reﬂnforcelthe view that factua]l,ﬁﬂ_
. data i§ derived bylinduction; In the following quote,
PoppEr‘i11ustraté§ the pragmatic aspects of a'scientist's

tdék:

Although in general they do not
c1aim to know, in developing their
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research programmes they act on
the basis of guesses about what
is and what is not fruitful,

‘and what line of research promises

* further results in the third

world of objective knowledge. In .
other words, scientists act . <
on the basis of a guess or,, if you
1ike, of a subjective beljef (for

we may so call the subjective basis
of an action) concerning what is
promising of impending growth in
the third Yor]d of objective
knowledge.

As has been demonstrated, Popper“s notion of corroboration

by means of "intersubjective agreement", is a basically
functional and non-realistic system, 1[It reduces to the
“pooled oﬁinions of scientists to accept such-and-such

as observational in order to Justify experimentation

as a truly empiri;al, observational operation. Basic
statements are-part of this functiona1proce§s, Justified
by decision and motivated bu?fnux\justified'by subjective

experience. As Maxwell concludes:

.y

If refutation has nothing to do
with the desired detection of
falsehood, and 'corroboration' has
nothing to do with the desired
detection of truth, then it seems
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-r

-we have abandoned what I have.

called the "epistemological"

realm altogether. Scientific

investigation becomes simply an

intricate game, the only pUrpose -
. of which is to play the game in ‘ “ N
accordance with the rules.]

There are a]sd numerous other conventional
aspects within Popper's philosophy including the
philosophy itseif. For instance, he reJects the notion
that all the trad1t10na1 d1sc1p11nes or stud1es,(1nc1ud1n§~
.pﬁ11osophy) have any essent1a1 basis or method. He
reduces the existence of 1nte11ectual disciplines

2 'Languége

to administrative matters of cohvenigncé.
is considered not in terms of basic meaning but in

terms of disposition and %ynction. Theories and
expectations built into oFgans provide a functional

befis for trial and error operation, which ére measured
insfrumenta]]y by their survival va]ue.3 Problem-salving,
whether conscious or unconscious,_whether for the amoeba

or Einstein, -is measured by either organic survival

"or theory survival. Whether tradition is "pernicious

1. Nicholas Maxwél], op. cit., p. 46,
2. CR, p. 67.
3. 0K, p. 146.
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df'v§1uab1e" is considered functionally in terms of its

1

effécts og the individual and society.  “Social

reasonableness" in society -is méapured\in practical,
l .

applied terms. 2 (
Popper Henies that we can know exactly
‘what the mjnd is because.no answer can be given to .

3

a 'what is® quéstion,” It can only b§ known in

terms of ifg behavior or function. The evolutiohary
development of World Three know]edge-is qonsidefed

in terms of its effects on World Two<minds and its
effects on World One by the tonsequences of technology.
Even Popber's arguments against conventionalism, with
regard td‘the need for scientific growth, as well

as his.argument that the verification of some predictions
is needed for growth, are stricf]y instrumental,

Fina11y, even Popper's evaluation of the question of

surviv&] after death menticned in discussion with Sir

John Eccles is based on practicai, functional ar‘guments.4

Popper's whole approach to the development of
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his cwh'phi1osophj can be explained by its boldness

but it must a}so be considered as anrconventional, ad
hoc,'piecing together of incompatible elements. Popper,
for example, accepts an evolutionary onto]ogy,-because
it fits his need for a fouhdation, to take the place

of the inductively known warld, which he cannot directly know.

-

In this matter he is undeterred by any logical or
empirical difficulty, as long.as he can mold it to
suit his needs in order to avoid conventionalism and

essentjalism,while still remaining a sceptic and a
. ' \ :
realist.

Popper's interpretation of
objectivity is consistently
pragmatic. He holds that a claim
to objectivity is established
sufficiently for the needs of
empirical science when it is grounded
in intersubjective dgreement,
without making any claim that the
subjectivity of intersubjective -
«~"¢ agreement has been transmuted into
. ‘or replaced by objectivity in
the classical realistic sense.

A11 that is Togically left of Popper:s philosophy
is a subjective1y‘based conventionalism which must
ultimately depend on a subjectively based perceptual

and intellectual scepticism. Knowledge functions for

1. Eugene Freeman, op. cit., p. 168.
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various practical and conventional purposes, including
functioning as a paradigmatic system, but because

of this very fact,.it is relativistic knowledge,
justified only in terms of its conventional purposes

and hractica] effects. In the final ana1ysis,.such
knowledge must be contradictory like all scepticism, o
since all attempts to justify it as essentially trué
or false, founders on its first princip]e or.premise.
Popper's whole enterprise, despite his obViou§ brilliance
and the many-faceted genius of his approach to such

basic problems'of reality, is ambiguous, contradictory

and untenable, even though his philosophy itself reflects

the daring and boldness of a search for bold and

interesting explanations of reality. Perhaps Popper's
greatest insight has te do with the déngers of any

utopian, holistic attempts to revamp society, since as

" he noted, such attempts tend to threaten the freedom

of so many citizens. ‘Bdt, on the otheF hand, his attempt

to break out of the restraints of classical empiricism,

_failed primarily because of his prejudices.against any’

kind of certitude or essential knowledge.’

Popper logically must grasp-mainly the dogmatic

LS

1. See Appendix II, Section 2; also autobiocgraphy.
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horq/nf Fries' trilemma, although he does impale himself

n éhe other horns as well. He falls into infinite

regress inasmuch as knowledge can only be meaningful

as a modification of previous knowledge, i.e. statements

can only be justified by previous statements. . His

N

attemptvto prevent this regress by'the unconscious
need for universal meaning or by the modification of
jnnate pre-disposition, is a non-epistemological

justification, dogmatidaiky propounded. In a similar

-manner, Popper falls 1nt0 psych010g1sm by defau1t and

1mp11cat1on, since"his World Three is mean1ngless

unless understood and deve]oped by human m1nds Sipce
his attempt to make World Three autonomous s successfu]
within his system and since he cannot maintain his
realism,ﬁbcapeffs World Three elements can only be
qnderstood'as 'a priori"inte11éctud1 creations.of'the'

mind. Given Popper's epistemology, this amounts to.

.psychologism.

In the field of philosophy of science, the
only positibn; which Popper can 1ogica11y_maintain, is
a conventionalist philosophy of science. In fact, -even
as his philosophy stands, we have noted .that most of

his arguments used to defend science, as well as his

ethics of decision, are by nature instrumental and
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pragmatic. Thfoughout his philosophy, Popper is very
~partial to instrumental, practical, consequent,
functional explanations, because his concept of
" knowledge is basiéa11y empiricist, except for its source
and origin, and'except for his 1ater'adopt10n of pluralism
and immateriality in his World Three. The only
instrumentalism, which he wished to avoid, was a
strict]y conventicnalist view-of science. However,

-he.has not succeeded,ih this task. '
: . - i

Moreover, eQen ngper's attaéks on re1at1vish/;
and behaviorism are only partial and limited attacks f' %
since he must still defend a sceptical rélativism, which

s ihherent in his fallibilism. The only relativism, |
which Popper }efptes,.is an absolute relativism, which

refuses to accept the fact that there can be a better 4

or best theory in a criEica] rational view of science.
' ' -~

\ However, when this aspect of Popper's philosophy

'is shown to be untenable, his scépticism must reduce
-to’ re1at1vism;‘which is the inevitable result of any
non-essentialist ’a'bribri"subjectivism;
. Froﬁ,another pefspective, Popper posSsesses

'1ogica]1y a_ékocess.view of ‘knowledge rather than a

“product view. This too must reduce to relativism, since



truth and realism cannot be maintained in the gontext
of a striét1y functional view of knowledge. As we
have noted in the previous chapter, even Popper's
Nor]d'Three realities cannot really be supported by
non-substantive, sceptical, descriptive and'functiona1
elements of meaning, since meaning, understanding and

theory are not descriptions,nor are they merely a

function of a subjective system.

Popper has been unable to escape from
the restraints of classical empiribism and hence
becomes immeréed in subjecti?ity.] Roger RosgkkrantzJ
commenfing on David.M11fer‘s view of POpper's
'verisimi1itqde, makes the point that without truth
or verisimilitude, Popper is caught between the £
Scylla of essentialism and the Charybdis of

2

instrumentalism. However, any attempts to return to

an Aristotelian basis for philosophy of science, 1ike
4

that‘proposed by Harré, are met by a re-affirmation of

Hume and Kant.%
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1. See Joseph Agassi, "Subjectivism: From Infantile Disease

to Chronic I1lness", Synthese, Vol. 30, Nos. 1 & 2,
Feb.-March, 1975, pp.3-18.

2. Roger D. Rosenkrantz: “"Truthlikeness: Comment on

David Miller", Synthese, Vol. 30, Nos. 1 &.2
Feb.-March, 1975, pp. 193-197. '

3. David Miller, "Back to Aristotle", British Journal
of Philosophical Science, No. 23, 1972, pp. 69-78.
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If Popper means by hidden realities, realities

not directly experienced through sense-contact

with reality, then such a term would gpply to

all meanings,such, as the universals, the -

principies of causality and.contradiction, etc..
Méanings for Aristotelian essentialists are
intelligible aspects of experience, which can

be intelTectua]ly understood by a person.

If these concepts and principles can be expressed

as knowable,intelligible aspects of reality,=

“then such. knowledge can provide the basis, as

in Plato and Aristotie, for a non-empirical

.philoscphical metaphysics. Such a philosophical

knowledge of reality, essentialistic as it may

be, could héri}y interfere with an experimental,
empirical examination oi“realify. An empirical =
analysis of human beings to the very atoms of
theif bodily structure would merely constitute
another kind of human knowledge. If essences

could be philosophically known, there would still
be no need for science, as a specific methodology,

to stop at any given aspect of reality. _PQQper

v

L o
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Note 3:
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has not demonstratéd that a scientific

approach necessarily negates any other approdch;

_Although he is williffg to by-pass the

question of the existence of essepces, he still

considers that science is the most basic

form of huﬁan knowledge. By his. concern for
science Pdppér does not disprove the possibility
of phj]osophical essenfia] kﬁow]edge;since

the search for scientific description and exact
measurement does not necessarily conflict with
the ph{1osoph1ca] question of whether the
essential natures apd re]ationsﬁips 6f reality
can be understood by direct intuition and

expfe§sed by precise meaning.

.

One would also gather from this quotation that

any acceptance of essences is incompatible
with variety and.change in the world, although
long before, Aristotle had explained both

accidental and essential change.

1 have noted that Popper uses the term 'essentialism’

to apply to the essential kn0w1édge of classical
philosophy as well as to apply to viewpoints

that have 1ittle to do with epistemological
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essentia]ism in the strict sense. 'His

application of the term essentialism is much

broader than its usual meaning. In order

to concentrate on what he considers similar

in all forms of essentialism, Pobper must
{gnoré a host of crﬁciaj, epistemological
differences. Thiélfé his pferogétive;but

it is evident that many of the dissimilarities

which”ﬁopper ignores are essential to a

“systematic and valid.defence of a philosophy

which .is designated both realistic and objective.

Note, that Popper disﬁ}nguishes here between
pure mathematics dﬂd logic, on the one hand,
and empirical science on the other, but in no
place, when he is dealing with essentialism,
ddes he distinguish between philosophy and

science, even though he must be aware that

Aristotle is not dealing with empirical

science,when he, (Aristotle), uses the term sciénce
in regard to essentialist methodology.Besides, .
if pure mathematics and logic are related more

to philosophy than to the empirical sciences,

then why can there be no possibility of a

metaphysical knowledge of reality? The answer

\l
i

o
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is that Popber thinks of knoﬁiedg; of fea]ity
inrémpiriéél terms only, eveﬁ if he rejects
classical empiricism. In the . duotatiﬁn,
Raﬁper states thatﬂtﬁé analytic judgments of
mathematic¢s and logic "give us no‘infonmation
about the world". In-éhapter Eight, Sectionll,
we will note ﬁﬁat tQ#5~dichotomy betwéén,thg
Popper'é attempts to exp]&in ﬁetéphysics,‘or'
his own‘concept.of philosophy. |

ye #'

Note 5: Mt is'noteworﬁhy-that the examples Popper

gives for the 1mprecy§{on of térmsraré
quantitative, such™as how high must a 'sand
Hi]l' be totbguca11éd a 'dune' or how fast ﬁust
the 'air'.be ﬁoving to be called 'a winﬁ‘. But
how would Popher use thﬁ; argument to‘e;plain
terms like 'man', ’animd]';.'p1ant', 'tiger',
'meta}', etc. where a quantitative descriﬁtion

is not enough? 0One might wonder, at this point,

. how Popper can reconcile this nominalistic

+ approach with his stated realism and his objective

view of knowledge, given the fact that he also
rejects an inductive contact with an extramental

reality. If terms are imprecise and mainly
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quantitative in the first place, then what
can be known' of extramental reality? How
'can impfecise terms and theories be objective?
Universal ‘terms are, for Popper, only

‘conventional symbols which'involve a disposition.
4

’

Note 6: Popper declares that "like Plato Aristotle believed

that we obtain all knowledge ultimately by
an intuitive grasp of_the\esseneeé of things.]
But Popper does not cﬁear]y diéfinguish

sense from 1ﬁteI]ectual knowledge, nor science
from hi]oéophy. He also does not distinguish
fhe‘}m/ionaJistic philosophy of Plato from

the realism of\Arisfbt]e. ‘Iﬂ‘fact, Popper
states “that despite some alteratigns, Aristotle's
version of Plato's essentialism shows only
unimportént differences."2 In aﬁother place

he states, “Aristot1e‘s view is less radical

and less inspired than Plato's, but in the end,

‘II3

it amounts to the same. If Popper canno}

distinguish the realism of Aristotie from the

»




rationalism of Plato, nor apﬁreciate thé
significance orqimportance of a realistic

form of philosophy, then one would deduce

that anti-essentialism rather than realism

is his main concern. Of course, the reéson
why Popper Tannot take distinctions between
P]ato(s and Aristotle's position seriously

is bécause he is concerned with the common
denominator in essehf%a]ism, which is any
belief in absolute, ultimate knowledge derived
from a certain or absolute criterion of
knowledge. By concentrating on what is common
in Plato, Aristotle, Newton, Galileo, Bacon,
Descartes, the Positivists and Wittgenstein,
Popper is, in efféct, dec]éring that the most
important and bésic‘question which unites
these diverse philosophies is their essentialist
content.or methodology, Popper ignores
questions of-whether a phi1osopher'sAstarting
point is experient{h],‘a priori'or linguistic
and whether they are concerned with.-empirical
images or rational concepts because, he is
unconcerned with any traditional epistemological
starting point and with the epistemological

issues associated with these starting points.

295
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-~

Popper ié unconcerned.kith traditional
eéiﬁtémblogical questions even though as

we have already noted his u]timaté position.
reflects nuances and elements of both

rationalism:and empiricism.

'ft will be noted throughout the thesis’

that Popper freqUent]y seems to take refugé

in a functional explanation which ig hardly
conducive to exp}aiping‘; non—conventionai

view of science, fo}-if most elements in
Popper's ﬁhiTosophy are conventional, then what

js his basis for being a realist? His functional

explanations can interestingly be contrasted

with statements like: "Yet the.system‘ca1]ed'

'empirjcaT science' is intended to represent

only one world: the 'real world' or 'the

wof]d of our experience‘;] "The actda] procedyre
of science is to operate with conjectures:

to jump to conclusions - often.after one §€:;:e
observation";2 "repeated observations and -

experiments function in science as tests of
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B .
our conjectures qr'hypotheses: i.e.
attehpted refutations}"] It is evidé t that
there is, at the Veiy 1eésf, a paragd xical”
situation existing in Popper's f;1 iﬁdcatidnz,
theory of sc}ence between an appeal to

reality and & conventional decision.

One might -wonder, at this point, how Popper's
so precise use of terms in this argument is
S

compatible with his denial of precision

to words and statements, or compatible with

'ﬂggminélistic, empirical type knowledge
AT reducés to doxa or'gpinion, and which
treats wobds merely as an imprecise means to
describe fallible theoretical knowledge.

It might also be questioned how POppér acquires

these precise meanings, which he admits hafe‘

_no criteria; for if his argument is merely

semantical, how can it provide any relevant

Y

basis fo\\a valid and realistic verisimilitude?

It is evident that this whole procedure of

justifying verisimilitude as truth approximation
{ | -

\

N




is extremely conventional in its functional
or methodological sense, even to the use

of the concept of truth as necessary to_

make Popper's falsification methodology -
more functional and realistic, by'regu]atihg
the idea of closer approximation-to the truth.
To accept a concept of trufh because withoutf
it you cannot talk of erfor 6r criticism is
strictly an instrumental-conventionalist kind

of just%fication. “Ultimately”, Pbpper

declares, "the idea of verisimilitude is

m?st important in cases where we know that

we have to work with theories which are at

best approximation - that is to say, theories

of which we actually know that they cannot

be true. (This is often the case in the
social'sciences)”1

While Popper is speaking of better or worse
approxiﬁations to gﬁe truth, he can convince
himself that his system dbes not reduce to é- ~
convent%onaIiSt or instrumental one. Verisimilitude

gives Popper the chance to foster his realism.

235.

Y



299 .

-
— -

L]

even though his appwpach is 'a pribri';
deductive, and ins%?ﬂ%ehta]. In. fact, eypd-u
thoﬁgh PoﬁpéF rejects conventionalism, h%s
arguments fg}”his bosition\are functiona]l
including his use of Tarski's semantical

position:

Note 10: A more instrumental or conventionalist
. justification for intersubjective agreement

~on basic statements than these quotations

- would be hard to find.
. ) )
Note 11: Popper does not seem to accept the argument

that the thought, idea or concept must precede
Janguage, since language reduces to arbitrary
conventional symbols in a variety of languages.
‘William Alston, in his rejection of the
ideational theory of meaning (Locke}s images)
notes that when one gives a speech he does

] Carryﬁﬁ; the argument

not work with images.
one step further, unless thg speech is
- o memorized by rote, the idéas or thoughts which

are understood are conveyed to the audience

- in a variety of words, that could change with

1. William Alston, The Philosophy of Lanquage, pp. 22-25.
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the audience or occasion. If the .meaning
‘were the same as the symbollor‘word, then
to know ‘the symbol would be identical

to knowing the mean1ngt§ Popper equates
the two to the=point where he must agree .

~with Gilbert Ryle that th1nk1ng is’ ta1k1ng

to onese]f.1

Note 12: What existence falsity and edeb; cathgve
. - outside a.subjective mind and judgment? would
be a point-difficu1t.for Poppereto explain,
for the potential objectivity‘of'e'coneept

or theory cannot in itself contain objective

falsity or doubt. It makes the words

meaningless, since falsity and.doubt,arel
qualities of human knowledge not poteptia]
inte]]igib1e meanings in themselves. |
Hote 13: Certainly, it seems impossible for Popper to
~remain an empiricist and a nominalist, while
accepting the possibility of acqu¥ring a

rational immaterial knowledge of'potent1a1

1. Gilbert Ryle, The Concept of Mind, p. 35, pp. 143-144.
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“intelligible relationships, inherent in

theories and Tinguistically expressed
meanjngs.. His World Three simply takes

him too far beyond empiricism. It does not

seem that Popper can reconcile the two worlds

of empirical realism and Kantian rationalism,

which he attempts to integrate.

. These arguments for the repudiation of

'the bucket theory of the mjnd' contrasts
sharply with the Afistote]ian—Thomistic
interpretation of the same data. Because organs
like the eye, heart or liver funétion fn a
purposeful way, yet,'fo not poséess intelligence
themselves to take means to én end, then, they
mqst be directed to their end by some
1ﬁte1]igence. This is the beginning of one

of the 'five ways' to prove the existenceaof
God. Popper seems fo récognize'this final
caﬁsality but interprets it instead as ingrained
genetic ‘knowledge' directed by an evolutionary

process.

One might wohder just how this "expfanation" of
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the world can fit Popper's Kantian view that
mah imposes his categories, theories and

concepts upon an unknown-phencmenal world.

Note 16: How can World Threé objects play such a rojé
in stimulating human minds if they become |
subjective.World Two while present to the
mind? There seems to be some confusion in-
this regard, because from one point‘of.ﬁieﬁ '
this content éan be equated'with tHe disbositions
of psychologic¢al World Two and from another
point of view thé disposjtiph,pwhich is
subjective, can be consideréﬂ Separate1y from
the content itself which can be labelled
3.2. When eonsideting the importance of
World Three interaction,Popper talks of the.‘
effects of ;onteht (3.2), but when he is concerned
with repudiating subjective know]edge he

" stresses the fndependent'rea]ity of World Three

before it is Jinguistically expressed (3.3).

Note 17: It is difficult to see how Popper can méiﬁtain
his spilit given such a close causal interraction

between World Two and World Three. The 3.3
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reality,with all its potential, is greater
than any number of World Two individuals,
only if it represents an objective reality,
which is being understood in-a piecemeal

and accumulated f@shion. Popper'reé1ly
cannot explain wﬁy all these unknown

but knowable-relations exist, given his
Timited epistemoiogy and ontology. To declare
that World Two knowledge takes the form of--
dispositions to grasp objective World Thrée

! To declare

objects explains very little.
that World Three theory is necessary to
”ﬁnderstand” the World Two ‘act of understanding'
would scarcely be denied by anyone., If, as he
declares regarding World Three objects, that

"It is only b} formulating them in ]anguage}

by making them World 3 objects, that they can

become objects of inspection, of consideration

" and of rational criticism", then how can there

be a 3.2 reality at a]]?2 What is the causal

. re]afionship between World Two and World Three,

when the product as personally understood

is separated from the product as linguistically

132. ;
\

p. 138, for Popper's Explanation.
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2

Note 19:
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experienced?

Few would deny that World Three has an "objective
content as inte]]iéib]e meaning, which jmp]iesﬁw
an infinite number of potential re]atioﬁships,
but'whether this context is objective in the
realistic sense, or sUbjectivé in the

ratioha1i§t sense is one queation, and whether
Popper can explain such intelligiblie content,
using language in such a nominalistic, empirical

way 1is another question. If words are so ,

. . C s . AT
imprecise, and descriptive in nature, theén,

" how can Popper ever justify knowledge ‘/

of an immaterial inteliigible potenﬁ1a1,\\

which notiOQ_itse1f invelves,one wou1dvth1nk,\

L . /
clear meanings and relationships? - - -

/

4

/.

/ .
ralistic
N

‘three world ontology dbes'not leave any room”

Kelly raises the issue that Poaper}s plh

for truth. Truth must exist, eveh thoqgﬁ
unknowable, for truth is that py.which_ally&
verisimilitude is meaSured,'and‘whichdma4és;
error and critiéismjmegﬁingfu].; Yet,if a]iz

w

the items in World Three are constantly

" "subject to change, growth and7modification“

R
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then there is no place for truth.] Since

. —r c
Popper's World Three as well as World Two
have evolved from Nor]d One, what status‘can

truth have?

The possibhility of the attainment
of truth points to the (possible)
attainmepgt—of-non-temporal,
timeless\ statements. But if this
is—g0, Phen truth "is not a resident
of gny-one of Popper's worlds.
Truth cannot reside in the first
world for the first world does
not contain statements which can
be true (or false%ﬁ).. Truth
cannot reside in e second world,
v for truth is an objective and
not a subjective content. And
truth cannot reside in the third
world - for the residents of
the third world are one and
all subject to growth and
modification.Z

In additibn, if Popper restricts reality to
the thrée*wor]ds,rwhat'rea]i;y do they reflect?
How can Popper be a sceptic and still precisely

outline 'a correct ontology of reality?

fal

Kelly, op.cit., p. 81.
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307

1. Popper's Conceépt of Essentialist Meﬁhodology

Popper is not concerne& to argue the merits A
or weaknesses of ontological essentia]ism,_but he
takes a strdﬁg stand in support of methodological
nominalism as the proper approach for the sciences.
In this way, he attempts to demonstrate fhat
essentialistic methodology is incompatible with a

scientific method, which must result in descriptive

knowledge as doxa or opinion.

For Popper, an essentialist methodology is -
equated with the Aristotelian method of attempting

to derive "the essential nature of a thing by means

Il1

of definition. AT11 positions including ana]ys{s,

that search for precision, use this method, according

Al

to Popper.

Intuitive knowledge consists in
grasping the indivisable form

or essence or essential nature of
a thing...it is the originative
source of all science since it
grasps the original basic premises
of all demonstrations.?2
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....a basic premise is, actording
to him {(Aristotle), nothing but

a statement describing the essence
of a thing. But such a statement

is just - what he calls a definition.
Thus all basic pqemises of proofs
are definitions.

Oh the other hand, methodological nominalism
is not concerned with essential exp]ahation as such,
sinCE essentialism considers knowledge as ceftain
or 'episteme'. Because methodelogical nominalists
fegard knowledge as descriptive ‘doxa’ .or opinioh,

they "regard words merely as useful instruments of

descr‘iption."2

LS

....Antisthenes attacked essentialist
definitions as useless, as merely
substituting a long story for a
short one; and ...Antisthenes

very wisely admitted that although
it is useless to define, it is
possible to describe or explain a
thing by referring to the similarity
it bears to a thing already Known.3

'

In this quotation it is clear that "explain"




' 309

is being used as a synonym for 'describe' since it
refers to the_perceptualfy based "similarity of
things"._This‘gﬁmilarity,with association,provides

the basis for classical nominalism, which Popper
rejects,togetﬁer with induction. In commenting on

the status of knoQ]edge re;ulting from methodological

nominalism, Popper states explicitly:

The realization that natural
science is not indubitable
g1steme has-led to the view that
it is techne (technique art,
technology): but the proper
view, I believe, is that it
consists of doxai (opinions,
.conjectures...ﬁl

+

..... all theories are, and remain
hypotheses: they are conjectures
(doxa) as opposed to 1ndub1tab1e
knowledge (ep1steme)

In contrasting scientific knowledge with
what knowledge is claimed to be as thg result of a

méthod01ogica1 essentialism, Popper declares:

.in science there is no knowledge

1. TR, p. 103 Note 12.

2. Ibid., p.104. I
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F

in the sense in which Plato
and Aristotle understand the .
word, in the sense which implies
finality; in science we never
have sufficient reason for the
belief that we have attained
the truth. What we usually call
scientific knowledge is as a
rule, not knowledge in this
sense, but rather information
regarding the various competing
hypotheses and the way in
which they have stood up, to various
tests; it is using the language
« of Plato and Aristotle, information
concerning the latest and the . ‘
best tested, scientific opinion. .
This....means....that we have no
_proofs in science (excepting, .
of course, pure mathematics and
logic). In the empirical
sciences which alone can furnish-
us with-information about the
world we live in, proofs do not
occur, if we mean by 'proof' an
argument which establishes "~ once
and forever the truth of a theory.
(What may occur, however, are
refutations of scientific theories).
On the other hand, pure mathematics
and logic which permit of
+proofs, give us no information about
the world, but only develop the
means of describing it.]

In addition, Popper makes.the pofnt that
essentialist methodolpgy'demands an answer to a
'what is' kind of question, which is an illegitimate .

kind of question for a scientist using a nominalist,

1. 0S Il, pp. 12-13, See Appendix I, Hote 4.
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scientific methodology to attempt to.answer.

....The scientific view of the
definition 'a puppy is a young

. . dog' would be that it is an

' answer to the question 'What
"shall we call a young dog?'
rather than as an answer to the
question 'What is a puppy'
(Questions like 'What is
1ife?, or what is gravity?' :
do not play any role in science)....

-In modern science only nominalist
: definitions occur....shorthand

- symbols or Tlabels....the scientific
or nominalist definitions do _
not contain any knowledge whatsoever,
not even any opinion; they do
nothing but introduce new arbitrary

" shorthand labels; they cut a
3 : long story short.]

- Methpdbiogica] homiﬁalism is the proper method
to be used .by the sciencéé; hot ohly for ;he éxact
sciences; where Popper believiks that it is maﬁhly'used,

_ but a]ﬁo‘for the sccjai scienées, vhere Pépper believes
that it is not used as it should be. In fact, he
believes that the'social_scienées are dominated by a

- . - . . . . “- ‘x ’ 5
methodological essentialism because social scientists |

insist on dealing with realities like 'the nation', 'the

1. Ibid., p. 14.
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state', 'the social group', 'credit', 'the church', /”>‘

etc.

< So one aspect of an essentialistic
methodology is its concern for abstract wholes, and
another related aspect is its emphasis on fhe qua]jtative
character of social evénts and identities. ~Significantly,
Popper declares, "The emphésis on the qualitative
character of social events together with the emphasis
Con-intuitive understanding (as 6pposeq to mere desqription),
indicates an attitude closelyrelated to essentialism".’
In this way Popper equates the desériptive approach
of the scienées witﬁ a concern for the quantitative‘
and associates essentiaTish with "the qualitative
character of sociai events" and with an "emphasis !
on intuitive understanding.“2
If essentia1i§ts ask 'what is questiqns', what

kind of questions, according to Popper, should those

I
!

using é methodological nominalism ask?

Methodological essentialists
are inclined to formulate scientific

1. POH, p. 31. ’
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questions in such terms as
'what is matter?' or what is
force?' or 'what is justice?’,
and they believe that a. penetrating
answer to such guestions, revealing
the real or essential meaning of
these terms and thereby, the real
or true nature of the essences
.denoted by them, is at least
a necessary prerequisite of
scientific research, if not its main
task. Methodological nominalists
\ as opposed to this would put their
problems .in such terms as, 'how
does this piece of matter behave?'
or .'how does it move in the
presence of other bodies?' For
methodological nominalists hold
that the task of science is
only to describe how things
behave, and suggest that this is
to be done by freely introducing
new terms whenever necessary,
or by redefining old terms
wherever convenient, while cheer-
fully neglecting their original
meaning. For they regard words
merely as useful instruments of
description.!

Since words are mefe]y "useful instruments of
description", Popper Wpposes any attempt $o use the
Aristotelian method of word definition in order to make

meanings precise.2

As we noted in Chapter Two of the
thesis,one of the main targets of Popper's_attack in

this matter is Wittgensteiﬁ and his followers:

1. Ibid., p. 28.

2. Ibid., See Appendix I Note 5 for comment on the question
of ‘precision'.
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What then is behind the

demand for. definitions? An

old tradition reaching back

far beyond Locke to Aristotelian
essentijalism; and as a result

of it, a belief that if a man

was unable to explain what a

word meant...this showed that ~

'he had given no meaning to ity <
(Wittgenstein), and had therefor#,
been talking nonsense.

But this Wittgensteinian belief .

is nonsense, since all definitions——
must ultimately ?o back to e
undefined terms. .

Popper statés that this verbal _and empty scholasticism

haunts not only the middle ages but “a philosophy as

recent as that of L. wittgenstein.”2
In the last statement of the above quotation,

Popper notes that all defiﬁitionsnmust ulti%ate1y

rest on undefined terms. He believes that the.

essentialist method, since it substitutes a long story

for a short one, by adding the defining terms, leads

to an infinite regress of term definition. This

in turn, according to Popper, leads to sterile verbalism.

On the other hand, the nominalist épproach uses words

as a technical shorthand which convey fallible and




imprecise opinion. Popper believes that "in science

all the terms that are really needed must be

wl

undefined terms. But in answer to the problem,

"How then do the sciences make sure of the meanings
of their‘terms?“2 Pdpper notes that there have
been several replies, none of which he thinks are

satisfactor‘y.3

3

- In science, we take care that
the statements we make should
never depend upon the meaning
of our terms. Even where the
terms are defined, we never
try-to derijve any information
from the definition, or to base
any argument upon it. - This is
why our terms make so little
trouble. We do not overburden
them. :

~We try to attach tovthem as
little weight as possible. We
do not take their meaning too
~seriously. We are always
conscious that our terms are
a little vague....4

In other words precision is not necessary
\ :

—
o
—
Q.

]

315
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for science. Any terms that are used are e:s’_cabh'she\d\3

conventiona¥ly for instrumental convenience.

Popper cannot accept the Aristotelian view
that universal ideas express essential realities,

which are known through intellectual concepts, expressing

1

“an intelligible reality. Because "{empirically definaﬁ]e)
. |

. 4
terms do not exist at all..... " Popper substitutes v>
in their place, "undefinable universal names, which

are established only by linguistic usage...”2

This versicn
of the universal is a nominalistic element without
the classical nominalist acceptance of similarity and

psycholpgical association,

Since Popper rejects inductive knoﬁ1edge,
universals cannot be explained in terms of their.relation-

ship to any universal intelligible aspects of

"reaTity“.3

The statement, 'Here is a glass
of water' cannot be verified by
any observational experience.

1. For commentary on Popper's identification of Plato and
Aristotle's Essentialism See Appendix I Note 6.

2. LSD, p. 84, Note 2.

3. For mpre on Popper's concept of language and meanihg
see Part Two, Chapter Six, Section 1.
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The reason is that the

universals which appear in it
cannot be correlated with any
specific sense experience.

{An 'immediate experience' is

only once, 'immediately given'; it
is unigue). By the word 'glass’,
for example, we denote physical
bodies which exhibit a certain
Taw-1ike behaviour, and the same
- holds for the word 'water'. -
Universals cannot be reduced-to
classes of experience; tqey
cannot be 'constituted'.

If follows from the abovethat any kind of
conceptvgg QEE} for Popper, is rather arbitrary in
its use, “Yor concepts", in his ®iew, "are partly
means of formulating theories, partly means of summing
up theories. In any case, their significance is
- \

mainly instrumental; -and they may alwaysi be replaced
by'other concepts‘."2 One of the problems that can be

. . \ / . .
anticipated as we read Popper's explanations of his
critical rationalism and falsification system, is whether
he will be able to explain hypotheses and generalizations,
‘especially in the -context of his arguments for World

Three objective knowledge, given the fact that all

meaning rests on such imprecise verbal elements.

1. LSD, pp. 94-95.

:2. 0K, pp. 123-124.
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It must be remembered, that Popper is ' not
as cpncerned to develop a view of how know]edge.is

related to reality as he is to develop a philosophy"

of science, which will bro:;éé?a principle

demarcating science from pgeéddo-science. His -« ¢

concern for realism, his corroboration and verisimilitude,

are chosen and developed, because these aspects are
' ' : : 3 7
needed for a science that is able to avoid conveD;jonalism

and yet progress, because it is related somehoﬁrto truth

and rea]ity.]

2. Anti-Essentialism, Authoritarianism and .

Spciety

Popper's concern fdr the open society, his
acceptance of critical fat%onai{sm as tﬁe-téue hgritage
of the En]ightehmquA%nd his rejection of any. '
authoritdtive source or kind of knowledge indicate:
that his philosophy of science is, to a great‘extent,.
influenced by a po1i£1ca1 and social liberalism that.

embodies his view of!what the open society should be.

During the second World War, Popper wrote

= , . - \ . | ;/
R A

1. See Appendix I Note 7 for comment on Popper's leanings

towards conventionalism and the quotation in Chapter One.

" pp.27-28.

e

r
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e {_",

— -The Open Society and Its Enemies as his particular

war effort. In this book he attempts to demonstrate
that the phifosophies of Aristotle, Plato, Hegel
and Marx ;upport an authoritarian view of sbciety'
because they expoqnd aﬁ.essenpia]isfic position
regarding knowledge. These positions either accept
knowledge as absolute, true or certain or they accept
a fixed process of historical development. The
'open society' is, for Popper, a éociéty where
people as individuals must be free to pursue a trial
"* and error process of improving social institutions
so that they'wi1] better provide justice and freedom

for the members of society.

Kant not only provided a model for Popper's
¢ritical rationalism but he also provided the ethical
_ideals, based on decision that influenced Popper's

the open societ_y.1

b

not1on/gﬁ

~
AN

\he (Kant) was a pluralist

who believed in the variety

of human experience, and in the 3
diversity of human aims: and

being a piuralist, he believed

1. See Chapter Five, Section 1 fdr the ethical aspects of
rationality, Chapter Four for Kant's influence on
Popper. ’ '
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in an open society - a pluralist
society that would live up to

his own maxim: 'Dare to be

free and respect the freedom and
autonomy of others, for the

dignity of man lies in his freedom,
and in his respect for other ‘
.people's autonomous and responsible
N beliefs, especially if these

differ from his.

Poppe} also associates his notion of
1iberalism with the epistemological optim{sm of Bacon
and Descéffés. He accepts.their liberalism and their
rationalistic outlook but rejects what they take td
be inf;11ibTe sources of true knowledge, represented
by either observation or reason,. In Bacon and
Descartes' time, Popper believes, the authority of
tradition was the bérrigr to chaos and the enem} of
1ibera1€sm. Rationalism, oﬁ the other hand, has
always claimed "the right of reason and of empirica]'
science fo criticize and to reject, any tradition, and
any authority as being based on sheer unreéson or
prejudice or accident."%ut at this point, Popper begins ta
part company'with the ;;;E?hl_tradition; He does not

see tradition itself as an enemy but something inevitable,

1. Karl Popper, "Emancipation Through Knowledge" The
“Humanist Outlook, A.J. Ayer (editor), p. 282.

. 2, Ibid.
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sometimes important and often useful. What he would
not accept, is the noticn of tradition used as an
authoritative guide, but then, he also rejects reason

and observation as authoritative guides as well.

It is 'a disturbing fact, that
even an abstract study like

pure epistemology, is not as
pure as one might think (and

as Aristotle believed), but

that its ideas may to a large
extent, be motivated and
unconsciously inspired by
pelitical hopes and Utopian
dreams....as an epistemologist,
I have only one interest to find
out the truth about the problems
of epistemology, whether or

not this truth fits in with

my political ideas....

It so happens that I am not

only an empiricist and a ‘
rationalist of sorts, but also

a liberal....just because I

am a liberal, I feel that few
things are more important for

a 1iberal than to submit the
various theories of liberalism

to a.searchiTg critical
examination.

Liberal belief cannot tolerate any belief
in an absolute truth. If truth is evident, as Bacon

and Descartes maintain, .then ignorance must be the result

321
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of powers who conspire to blind us with their
prejudices. This results in 'the conspiracy theory'
of ignorance with its search forlscapegoats. For
Popper, this mentality is a direct result of an
essentialistic belief that truth can be somehow self-
evident. Because of their essentialism, Bacon and

Descartes found it necessary to appeal to the

authority of some manifest truth.1

b

In spite of their individualistic
tendencies, they did not dare

to dppeal to our critical

judgment - to your Judgment, or

to mine; perhaps because they
“felt that this might Tead to
subjectivism and to arbitrariness.
Yet whatever the reason may have
been, they certainly were

unable to give up thinking

in terms of authority, much

as they wanted to do so. They
could only replace one authority -
that of Aristotle and the Bible -
by another.?2

Popper believes that authoritarianism is inherent

in all essentialist views of knowledge.

" Thus the empiricistsquestion,
'How do you know? What is the source
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of your assertion?' are
wrongly put....they are entirely
misconceived: they are questions
that beg for an authoritarian
answer....these questions are
clearly authoritarian in spirit. 9
They can be compared with that
traditional question of political
theory. 'Who should rule?', 7
which begs for an authoritarian .
answer such as, 'the best' or 'the oo -
. wisest' or 'the people' or 'the
: majority’.]

Popper rejects all arguments that would base truth

on the source OF origin of knowledge. He repudiates

the two notions that we can justify our knowledge

by positive reasons and that man must submit to a truth

which is above human or individua] authority. Regarding

these two notions, Pobper déc]ares, "Taken together,

these two ideas almost immediately yield the‘conclusion

that the sources from which our knowledge derives,

must be Supen4human; a conclusion which tends to encourage

self-righteousness, and the use of force against

those who refuse to see the divine truth.”2
Popper's methodological nominalism, which

translates into a methodological individualism for

A
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)
the social sciences, is related to his views regarding
the opén society. All social moralﬁg{ should be
related to the purposes which jndividua1s have
decided for society. The 0n1§ reality to be considéred
is that represented by individuals and by individual
“activity, not a reality of abstract wholes like 'the
nation' or 'the army', which, as has been noted,
is thg.resﬁ1t of methodological essengia]ism. For a
society to be open it must foster a wil]ingness to acéépt
the adtonﬁmous freedom of others and'the elimination
of evil for all. Any belief that morality is uncreated
by humanity would make morality natural and absolute
and hence lead to authoritarianism. If, instead of
the e]iminatioﬁ of evil, the object of society would
be to impose 'the good' or what would make people

'happy', such as a beljef in essential morality, such

a belief would again lead to authdﬂtarianiQH. So, for Popper,

any attempt to positively mould a 'good' society is to
— - t )

be avoided. This is analogous to‘Popper's epistemology .

where any positive reasons given for a scientific

theory or generalization are to be avoided.

Popper hgd, from an early age an entrenched
antipathy to any form of essentialism; as well as towards
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!

the authoritarian effects of this belief. He admits

that at one time in Austria, he became incensed

1

because certain exam questions were given in philosophy

dealing with

the question of 'the one and the many',

without the students realizing what were the political

implications

J.

democratic di

stateé:

of such philosophical questions.]

Bronwaski recognizes this Tiberal,

mension in Pobper and others when he

It-is.-the pride of the
rationalist and empirical

‘tradition in England, that it

raises philosophers who combine
intellectual power with Tiberality -

of spirit. Bertrand Russell

has been an example....and Karl

Popper preordained to be a recruit

to this tradition..... For he

insisted in his ,philosophy....that
there is no final sanction which

is not free to change and grow; e
and that a condition for its growth,

-is the challenge by independent

minds.?2 .

This tendency to evaluate epistemological

positions in

terms of their political and social effects
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constitutes just one of the many instrumental type
practical arguments that Popper utilizes throughout

his phi]bsophy. His inclination to use instrumental

arguments - arguling from the functiona],‘pragmatic
effects or consequences of knowledge - is understandable
when one considers that modern physics is Popper's
paradigm example of science and when one realizes

‘that Popper's whole philosophy is based on an ethics

of decision.1

It is choice and consequence which is the

basis of Popper's critical rationalism. Such a basis
provides the greatest emphasis for functional

arguments.

Popper's criterion of falsifiability for
science is his answer to these authoritarian social and
poTitica] effects of essentialistic thinking. His |
.deductive approach provides an answer to the question,
"How can we hope to detect and eliminate error?”z
Popper be]ieves_that the concept of truth and of feality,

for that matter, are common-sensical and valid because

1. See Chapter Five, Section 1,0n ;ationality as decision.

2. CR. p. 25.

-~ -
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they can be applied, while hé rejects any notion that
certain, absolute or true knowledge can be derived.]

v .
Truth, as a certitude, can never be verified or justified

in. any way.

\‘
3. Subjective Certainty and Belief

We have noted in Chapter Two that a crucial
facet of essentiaTism‘is whét Popper calls "the
commonsens e theory of knowledge" or “subjectivism".
He uses this term'subjective'to apply to any
episfemo]ogica} position, which results in a
personal belief or cgrtitude based on an awareness
of immedia£e knowledge or experience, that is cohscious]y
evident to an individual. He equates- this method
of justifying personal, individual awareness and

conviction,as a criterion for knowledge,with

psychologism. Popper also classifies this kind of

knowledge and experience as a dimension of World
s : .
Two reality, which is subjective in contrast to the

objective verbalized knowledge that is World Three

reaiit_y.2

1. See Popper's concept of verisimilitude, Chapter Five,
Section 3b.

2. See Part Two, Chapter Six on Popper's three worids.

-
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1]

Using subjective knowledge or experience as a
basis for valid authority, is a form of essentialism,

not because it deals with essences in a Platonic

v

or Aristotelian way, but because such subjective
experience is proposed as a justifiable source of
absolute knowledge - a guarantee of certitude and

self-evident belief,
B ._\ N

Since Descartes, Hobbs, Locke and

their school, which includes not

only 'David Hume, but also Thomas

Reid, the theory of human

knowledge has been largely subjectivist:
Knowledge has been regarded as a
specially secure kind of human

belief and scientific knowledge as

a specially secure kind of human
knowledge, |

*~Popper includes, in this category, the clear
and distinét ideas of Descartes, but, for the most part,
he applies the term 'subjective' to various empiricists
and positivjsts.2 However, this inclusion of Descartes

again indicates that Popper is unconcerned with the

different kind of knowledge that rationalism represents.

»

1. 0K, Preface, See also quotation in Chapter One p.2.
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The essays in this book break

with a tradition that can be

traced to Aristotle - the tradition
of the commonsense theory of
knowledge.... while I -am prepared

to uphold to the last the essential
truth of commonsense realism, I regard
the commonsense theory of knowledge
as a subjectivist blunder. This-
blunder has dominated Western
philosophy. I have made an

attempt to eradicate it and to
replace it by an objective theory

of essentially conjectural knowledge.
This may be a bold claim but I°

do not apologize for it.]

Since Popper has committeé hfmsg]f to "an
objective theory of essentially conjectural knowledge"
the crudial question, a]ready.examined'in bhapter One,
remains ‘what kind of philosophical ﬁosition-does
Popper have in mind for achieving objectiv{ty and

exactly what meaning does he give to the term objective?".2

.

According to Popper, "the bucket theory of knowledge

encompasses the reality of a mind filled with things, or

>

thing-1ike entities like ideas, sense impressions, sense”

data, atomic experiences, molecular experiences, etc.”3

~N
—
o
-
Cu
44

|
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In this subjective view knowledge is in us. Such a view
aceepts as certain- that knowledge is justified because

it is derived from sense contact with reality.

More complex knowledge, for empiricists is knowledge

based on association. To Popper, true belief, in this
context, is belief in the unfailing association of

ideas and elements which are ”stnengtﬁened_by the

1

repetition™ of experience With regard to the scope

of sub3ect1v1sm, Popper declares

~—

True belier is belief in an

unfailing association. To sum

up what I call the commonsense

theory of knowledge is someth1ng

very close to the empiricism of
Locke, Berkeley and Hume, and not _
far removed from that of many modern
positivists and empiricists.

Popper be]feves that association sfarted:wjth_
Aristotle as a spirituel mechenism of the mind in
Aristotle's subject-predicate lTogic but was tuﬁhedab§5J
Locke and Hume into a psychological bas1s of association.
As Popper puts it, "1 found that aSSOC1at10n psycho]ogy -
the psycho]ogy of Locke Berke]ey and Hume - mas-

merely a translation of Aristotelian subgect pred1cate 1og1c

1. Ibid., p. 114,

2. Ibid.

o2
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1 Fof'Aristot1e, in the judgment

fnto ps}cho]ogica1 terms."
'fmén aré"mortai‘ mortal is predicated of men becduse

ft is é quality that the intellect understands belongs
to men. Locke and Hume change this into a psychological
explanation, that we believe men are mprtd] because

the ideas men and mortal have been habitually ass&Eﬁath

together.

For Popper, one of the greatest weaknesses of
the subjectivist philosophers is their desire for
certitude.2 In connection®with one of Popper's most

basic problems. - the problem of factual knowledge

and observation, which is so fundamenta®t8 his falsifi-
cation theory - popper is willfng to acknowledge,
“that the subjective certitudes imvolved with commonsense

‘experience, can provide scientists with the motivation

to accept certain experiences but never with a justification.

Subjectiﬁe knowledge is for Popper "a kind of disposition

of which the organism sometimes mey become conscious in the

form of a belief or an opinion“or a state of min_d.“4

. p. 76, See also SIB. p. 194.

N_J
o lg
-~

p 63.

I

3. See Part Three Chapter Seven, Section 1.
0

~

s, P. 715,

!
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~Popper is willing to admit that this subjective"_,~~~h

state of mind can constitute a 'belief' hut denies

~that it can ever be an "item of knowledge" in the

. . 1
objective sense. o -
/’

rd

-

-

n/g;der that a kind of belief, or

a state of mind, should amount

0 more than mere belief, and
~"should be capable of sustaining

the c¢laim that it amounts to an

item of knowledge, we require that

the believer should be in.possession

of suffijcient reasons for establishing

N "that the item of knowledge is true

with certainty. .... As soon as

we take objective knowledge into
ageount, we must say that at best
only a very small part of it can be

re
-~
-
given anything like sufficient reasons ‘ g\—////

for certain truth: it is that _ .
small part (if any) which can be . . -
described as demonstrabie knowledge a : J
and which comprises (if anything)

the propositions of formal. 1og1; C ' o
and of (finite) arithmetic. 2

_ , : 4.
Any other aspect of objective know]qd%f, inetuding - s
. \ » . - ! ‘
knowledge derived through the natural sciences, is simply TE7V
beyond the beliefs and certitude of subjective feeling. - T

.Moreover, accord1ng to Popper, we @an on]y acqu1re

objective sc1ent1f1s/know]edge by means of a dedy/ﬂaie a

: - o
1. Ibid. - | _ ’ &
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process. Scientific knowledge in Popper's system, is -
. derived in the first place by choice}fiigiﬁhen justified
indirectly and negatively by means of deductive
i ) process. Theﬁchoice of a critical approach is then
. Justified indirectly and negatively by attempted
falsification of specially chosen propositions ”
’///;b "'énd hypothese%. Scientific knowledge does not derive
" dits justification from positive data or inductive
~ reasoning. Hence the subjective knowledge of a perceived
rea11ty‘can never provide a justification for objectivity.
\/“/'. . - o
(he commonsense theory of knowledge
s unaware of world 3 and it thus
_ . ignores.the existence of knowledge
“ tn the objective sense.... Not only
is it unaware of the distinction
between objective and subjective
knowledge, but it also accepts
consciously or unconsciously,
objective demonstrable knowledge
as the paradigm for all knowledge,
since it is really only here that
we have fully ‘'sufficient reasons'
> . for distinguishing 'true, certain
¢ knowledge' froT 'mere opinion' or
" "mere belief'. ‘ -
\&_/J ' - ! . &\
From Popper's statements, it is-evident that
knowledge cannot be objective if it is based on the
1. Ibid., p? 74
[ Ay
I N N
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immediate expeﬁiénces, beliefs énd feelings of certitude,
of any person, or number of individuals, but only |
.when it becomes an'object.in its own right, expressed
in symbolic (especially written) form. |

Subjectivism should provide thé:subject matter
for psycho]ogy,'éccofding to Popper, but not for science,
which must deq] with objective know1edge; Subjectivism,
"as aipersona] or individual belijef, consfdered-as a
justification of knowTedgeJ}s, for Popper, cﬁmmon to' 
" both Plato and Aristotie, as well as Descaftes
and the empiricists. Popper considers such subjective
positions‘as being "alternatives to-realism and includes
such non-realist positions as positivism, ideqlism,
phenominalism, phenomono1dgyf, and‘so on;2 One
- would judge from this state%ent that Poﬁger must
‘equate objective knowledge with philosophical realism.

If this were so, then one would think that World Three
objective knowIedge should provide a know]edgé of an
extramental reality distinct from the-subject}ve knqw1edge~"
of human consciousness. This, However, does not seem to‘

be the case, at least with regard to any direct or

1. See Parf Two Chapter Six for an elaboration of World Three.

2. 0K, p. 42.
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positive knowledge.

Popper believes that the theory of subjective
knowledge started with Aristotie and other‘Greéks,
but became explicit with Descartes.] Thus, any view
that there is only one kind of knowledge - the khowledge _

possessed by a knowing subject - is to be rejected

as énothgr facet of essentialism,
4. .
Popper's explanations exclude as essentialistic
a]I.philosophica1 positions before Bolzano and Frege '
and most scientific positions before Einstein,

Heisenberg and a few others.2

Yet, Popper does state
that there is ?eal]y no such thing as subject;ve
knowledge. "I will call this kind of knowledge,
subjective knowledge 1in sp{fe of the -fact that....
genuine or unadulterated or purely subjéctive knowledge

3 Popper's meaning here becomes more

does not exist."
evident when we consider his explénation for World
Three objective kndw]edge for, he believes, that all

thought is a response to previous thought objectively

[N
—
o
—_
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|
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stated and that all perception is a response to

previous anti;ipations and problems.

1

4, Recent Popperian Variations on Essentialism

and Methodology

We have noted that Popper in his Open Society

and Its Enemies considered the.differences between

Plato and Aristotle to be insignificant.

2 However,

in some of his more recent publications, he seems to

find a need for certain Aristotelian concepts. In

V-The Sé]f and Its Brain, Popper quotes extensively

from Aristotle and lists a substantiz}ﬁnumber of

Aritotle's works in, his bibliography. Klthough Popper

-seems to find a 1itt1e more s%gnificance in the concept

of essence, it is Aristotle's concepts of potentiality

and teleology that he must use in order to bolster

his World Three ontoTogy.3

-2

I may perhaps say here that while

I remain opposed to "essentialism!,
to the raising of and attempts to .
answer "what is "questions, I
nevertheless believe in something

See-

the
See

See

Part Two, Chapter Six on Popper's World Three and
criticism in Part Three, Chapter Eight.

quotations in Appendix II, Note 6.
summary and outline to Part Two, ppl174~182-;

336
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that may be called the quasi- !
essential (or quasi-substantial)
‘nature of the self.... =

— .
Aristotelian essentialism strangely
enough fits very well biological
organism, that -have an essence

in the sense of a genetic program,.
It also fits man-made tools whose
essence is their purpose.... These
comments contain no concession to
essentialism - to the asking

of "what is" questions - although
in biology and with respect to tools
it is fruitful to ask teleological
"what is it for" questions.]!

Previously.we noted‘that Popper's “modified
essentialism" did not mean,acceptaﬁce of either
"Wltimate realities" or "essentialist definitions".2
Popper needs his "modified essentialism" in order
to avoid a conventionalist position, which would
restrict scientific knowledge go'function.3 Popper's
"modified eésentialism" is associated with his realism,
since all progress and corroboration 1ﬁ'§¢ience must

take ﬁ]ace, for him, within a realistic frame of

reference. . 2

1. sIB, p. 105.

2. 0K, p. 195 Note 6.

3. See Chapter Three on Popper's anti-conventionalism. ,

A

=
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by the term "essentialism" I q#
understand a form of realism whlch ‘
I do not accept; essentialism in
its Platonic version, is the belief
that World Three consists mainly
of concepts or ideal forms. In
its Aristotelian version essentialism
is-the belief that the things of
World One are what they are by virtue
of the forms or essences, which are
in them like the spirit of wine or
the essence of vanilla. Aristotelian
essentialism is, I believe, a
mistaken philosophy, but it seems
to be not so bad an approximation
for vanilla....and for biology:
modern genetics says that plants and
animals are what they are by *irtue
of their genetic essences... '

Throughout his writings Popﬁer seems to epitamize
his own philBsophical view that words are justr
inexact means or problems wh{ch‘approach a‘meaningt
Popper has also seemed £o change his'emphagis from
qomina]ism to rea]isﬁ; with his concern for objective
khow]edge and with his attempts to use the concept
verisimilitude to add a touch of ep1stemo1og1ca1 realism

to his "modified essent1a11sm

.long before I invented the:
term "essentialism” and "anti- .
essentialism", I had qualified the ~
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‘term "nominalism" by* the term
"methodological” .... (I now

think this name a 1ittle misleading....
Classical "nominalism", however,

was a position which I never
accepted).! '

In other words, Popper is no Ionger_happ}
with his use of the terﬁ ‘nominalism", even though it can
be applied to the method which he still defends.
He gradualily has come to realize that his own
rea]ism stood cjoser to essentiaiismAthan the

nominalism which he espoused as a method.2

Gomperez was right because a
realist who believes in an
"external world" necessarily ’
believes in a cosmos rather than
a- chaosy that is in regularities.
And though I felt more opposed
to classical essentialism than to
- nominalism, I did not then realize
that in substituting the problem of
- biolagical adaptation to regularities
for the problem of the existence
of similarities. I stood c10§er to
realism than to nominaiism. ‘

-

t

One could judge from this that Popper is again

equating realism and essentialism. Logica11y‘then,
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1

he would be as realist as he is essentialist, tﬁe

- extent of his redlism corresponding to the extent of

his I"mc,)dified essentialism". Conversely, Popper's
version of realism is opposed to the empiricism and
classical nomina]ism.which_he categorically rejects
as subjectivism. Hence, both objective knowledge
and realism are somehow related to a modified
essentialism, if not equated with it,in Popper's
mind., However, because Popper cannot provide an
epistemological explanation and demonstration

for his realism, then, his beliefs, on hs \oﬁn
criteria, logically reduce to nothing more than

personal, subjective conviction.
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This thesis was submitted before the July 28th

1982 publication of Pbpper's books. Quantum Theory
the Schism in Physics and The QOpen Universe.

However there is nothing in the content of these

books, most of which was contained in Popper's

Unpublished Postcript that would change the

argumentation of this thesis.






