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“What has to be accepted, the given, is -- so one could say -- forms of life”
-- Wittgenstein

Introduction: Are We All Now ‘Constructivists?’
Sometimes it seems to be a widely held belief that “now we are all

constructivists.”  We believe, however, that it is far from clear what this
shared belief even means.  One noted researcher, Nel Noddings, has  written
that

“Constructivism is, logically,  a post-epistemological position.  The
standard questions of epistemology cannot be answered -- or even
reasonably asked -- from this perspective.  Its premises suggest, rather,
abandonment of traditional epistemological language.”1

But in response to Michael R. Matthews in 1992, D. C. Phillips had this to
say:

“Nel Noddings is ... far too nice a person; her labelling of
constructivism as a post-epistemological position implies that the
constructivists have understood traditional epistemology so
thoroughly that they are able to go beyond it!  My own interpretation
is less charitable, while not regarding them as complete chumps, I
accuse them of being philosophical amateurs who have become
excited by some psychological and pedagogical ideas that are worth
getting excited about, but who have been dangerously cavalier and
sophomoric with respect to what they infer from these ideas.”2

Although Phillips was harsh with Noddings, his response to M. Matthews3

was rather mild mannered.  Phillips’s response  failed to mention the
following.  First, Matthews’ critique of constructivisms did not mention
either Kant or the post-Kantians.4  Second, Matthews inexplicably failed to
consider the senses in which “most constructivists are realists;” he failed to
elaborate and classify the possible forms.  Matthews’ critique focused
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totally on the ‘strong-idealist’ forms.   Matthews did, however, suggest that
many constructivists suffer because they continue to follow the “empirical-
Aristotlean paradigm.”   Here we think Matthews had (almost) achieved a
deep and important insight.5   We will try to draw it out and explain its
significance.  

Again, there seems to be much confusion about the nature of
‘constructivism.’   In their widely cited book Higher Superstition: The
Academic Left and Its Quarrels With Science,  Gross and Levitt regard
“cultural constructivism,” in the ‘strong form,’ as a kind of skepticism about
science.6  And though they do a good job in rooting out the most extreme
forms of ‘constructivism,’  they seem  to be totally unaware of the basic
issues and concerns which motivate the more ‘plausible’ forms of
‘constructivism.’   Their book just does not present the full range of
important forms of ‘constructivism.’

Thus, one might have been pleased to find D. C. Phillips’s recent
article, which appeared  in the Educational Researcher,  “The Good, the
Bad, and the Ugly: The Many Faces of Constructivism.”   In the article,
Phillips7  claimed to have provided the reader with a clear understanding of
the range of various positions involving constructivism.8  In Part I, we
present Phillips’ way of the viewing the various forms of constructivism;9

we present his framework for comparing the constructivisms.10  According
to Phillips, there is a very broad and loose sense in which all of us these
days are constructivists.11   We will argue that it is quite important that
Phillips finds  that Karl Popper is situated at about the middle of the
(second and major) continuum.12  In Part II, we will argue that Phillips
has not, after all, presented many of the prominent  “constructivist”
possibilities.  In developing the argument, we develop a framework that
primarily takes into account the interrelations among epistemology,
ontology, and (theories of) truth.  We defend a constructivism in which
‘realism and idealism come together”.   We also argue that these matters are
themselves related to theories of the person or epistemic agent.  To illustrate
a broader framework, we present some of the features of a Hconstructivist
view and then critically compare Hconstructivism with the Popperian
viewpoint.   



From Misconceptions to Constructed Understanding • Page 7

In Part III, we will consider some of the educational issues arising
from the Hconstructivist viewpoint for the specialist in science and for the
general student.

I.  Phillip’s Way of Viewing the Various Forms of Constructivism
We believe it would be helpful to provide a rough but serviceable,

global view of the field.   Figure 1 shows the classical rationalists (to the far
left), the enlightenment thinkers (to the top of the centre), and some the
major contemporary thinkers (to the lower-right).  Figure 2 enlarges the
lower, right-hand section of figure; it shows that what are now called
“naturalistic views” (sometimes called “pragmatic” views) divide into two
major groups: those who hold that epistemology can be “naturalized” (ala
Quine) and those who think that it cannot be so “naturalized.”   (Perhaps in
the discussion we can talk more about these general orientations).  At any
rate, Figures 1 and 2 suggest that epistemology is in some sense
“naturalistic.”   All forms of Transcendental and apriori approaches are now
very much on the defensive.

We can now situate D.  C.  Phillips (and Popper) into these general
orientations.  Popper was, of course, one of the first critics of the central
themes of logical empiricism.  We have shown Popper’s relative-position in
Figure 1.  We believe that it can be shown that Popper strongly opposed the
type of Quinean approach to epistemology (which ‘reduces’ it to
psychology).   In general, Phillips adheres to Popper’s central themes; so,
he too should be opposed to “naturalized epistemology.”13   If these remarks
are sound, then one might expect Popper and Phillips to fit into the lower
right side of Figure 2.  But as we will argue, Popper’s “modified
essentialism” does not fit into a strong “constructivistic” view.    

Near the beginning of the Educational Researcher article, Phillips
claims that “there is a very broad and loose sense in which all of us these
days are constructivists.”14   As Phillips puts it, most people do not believe
that individuals (and thereby groups) come into the world with their
“cognitive data banks” already pre-stocked with empirical knowledge, or
with pre-embedded epistemological criteria or methodological rules.  We,
too, think that most now agree that the basic concepts and criteria are not
apriori and that  in the scientific domain humans begin from a position of
relative ignorance.  Somehow or other,  it appears that our knowledge is in
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some sense evolving.  Furthermore, we believe Phillips is correct when he
says that most do not believe that “most of our knowledge is acquired,
ready-formed, by some sort of direct perception or absorption.15  We might
call these claims the negative thesis of constructivism.  It is, of course,
helpful to know what a group of thinkers opposes.  (Phillips does, of
course, go on to develop a positive characterization).  Here, at any rate, it
can be seen that the following can be constructed: ‘knowledge,’ ‘concepts,’
‘criteria,’ and ‘rules.’16

D. C. Phillips repeatedly warns his readers that the various forms of
constructivism are complex views which are not “single issue” positions
because they address a number of deep problems.17  Still, Phillips holds that
it is possible that the various form of constructivism can be spread out along
three different dimensions (or continua or axes).  Each of these dimensions,
it seems, represents one key issue.  Phillips says that forms of
constructivism that are close together on one issue (or dimension) may be
quite far apart on another dimension.18

The first dimension can be given the label “individual psychology
versus public discipline.”19  According to Phillips, some constructivists, for
example, Piaget and Vygotsky, have been primarily concerned with how the
individual learner (or inquirer) goes about the construction of knowledge in
his or he own cognitive apparatus.  On the other hand, other constructivists
have been primarily concerned with how human communities (or groups)
have constructed public bodies of knowledge  known as the various
disciplines.20   In other words, this first dimension is concerned with the
“site of the constructed.”21   

The second dimension is the one Phillips’ thinks is really the
“most crucial one”; it is the dimension “that, in essence, allows one to
define a thinker as being a constructivist.”  This dimension (or continuum)
can be characterized crudely by  the label “humans the creators versus
nature the instructor.”  (See Figure 3.)   As Phillips puts it:

The issues is as follows: When knowledge [say] is constructed
(whether in the mind or cognitive apparatus of the individual learner,
or whether it is a public discipline), is the process one that is
influenced chiefly by the minds or creative intelligence of the knower
or knowers, together perhaps with the “sociopolitical” factors that are
present when knowers interact in a community? Or, at the other
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extreme, is the knowledge “imposed” from the outside; does nature
serve as an “instructor” or as a sort of template that the knowing
subjects or subjects (or community of knowledge builders) merely
copy or absorb in a relatively passive fashion?  In short, is new
knowledge - whether it be individual knowledge, or public discipline
- made or discovered?22

The third dimension was, in a way, touched upon earlier: the
construction of knowledge [say] is an active process, but the activity can be
described in terms of individual cognition or else in terms of social and
political process (activities) (or, of course, in terms of both).23   For
Phillips, the activity can either be physical or mental, or again, both.  But if
the “process” were “carried out automatically, by following some
predetermined inflexible routine or some mechanical process,” then the
process would not count as constructivist.24   Thus, even though the early
empiricist John Locke allows the complex ideas of the mind to be built up
from the simple sensory impressions of ideas, this process of building up the
complex is “too automatic” - it is not clear that it is a conscious or
deliberate activity of the knower - for Locke to be regarded as being within
the general constructivist camp.  (See Phillips’s Figure 3 for a
representation of the second dimension.  Notice that Phillips places John
Locke close to the far left end of the second dimension (or axis)).  It is
important that Phillips claims that Popper is situated at about the middle of
the “humans the creators versus nature the instructor” dimension.

It is, perhaps, surprising that Phillips did not give an example of a
constructed “epistemological criteria or methodological rule.”  We believe
the following will do nicely.  It should be well known that C. S. Peirce, J.
Dewey, and I. Scheffler have argued that the concept of ‘probability’ has
come to play an ever increasing role in scientific thinking (as well as in
everyday activities).  But this concept was not innate; it was largely created
(in its present form) in the early 1600's and developed more fully in this
century by scientists and mathematicians.25  It is, of course, not without its
own problems.  But it still seems to be playing an important role in inquiry.
Now Popperians do not regard it as centrally related to theory “testing” in
the widest sense, for they hold that the most probable theory is likely to be
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the simplest.  Popperians hold that good science should develop and test (by
means of falsification) theories that a re  rich in content so that our
understanding of the world is deepened.  But the Popperian has no need to
deny the other ways in which ‘probability’ is a useful term.  At any rate,
the concept of ‘probability’ is plausibly taken to be constructed.

Given this way of viewing the various constructivisms, one can see
why Phillips might plausibly claim that Popper is a philosopher who is
situated about in the middle of the dimension-two continuum.  According to
Phillips, Popper’s theory of the growth of public bodies of knowledge can
be roughly summarized as “man proposes, nature disposes.”  For
Popperians, a tentative theory is a creation of human intellect.  And here,
Popperians claim there is no logic of discovery just to allow for  pluralistic
and wide ranging inventiveness.  The logic of justification (i.e., testing by
means of falsification) pertains to the error elimination done by nature.26

Part II: A Broader Way of Organizing Constructivisms
In his section on “the range of constructivist authors,” Phillips

presented I. Kant as the second, noteworthy constructivist author.27  Indeed,
one should agree that Kant is a paradigm case of a constructivist!  Here is
what Phillips said about Kant:

[For Kant] [t]he cognitive apparatus (in particular our “category-
governed modes of synthesis” in the case of natural science, as one
commentator put it) was responsible for shaping our experience, and
giving it causal, temporal, and spatial features.28

It is quite important to notice that the remark talks only about shaping one’s
experience.  This is the reading of Kant that G.E. Moore, in large part,
foisted upon anglo-american philosophy.   A Moorean interpretation of
Kant  does not mention that Kant’s major point was ontological: Kant held
that the objects of our knowledge are (partly) constructed by the (universal,
apriori) categories (concepts) of humans.  As Aristotle and Locke believed,
Kant, too, believed the world had a law-like structure.  But contrary to
Aristotle and Locke, Kant held that the only way we could account for
knowing the (universal) laws involves humans having (a priori) universal
concepts.  (We shall return to the post-Kantian themes in a moment.)
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And it is here that one should contrast this Kantian view with the
Popperian view.  (Here we intend to pick up on Michael Matthews claim
that many remain committed to an empirico-Aristotlean approach).
Popperians say quite easily that science is concerned with the growth of
knowledge, that science is “progressive.”  And it is true that Popper held,
just as Aristotle, Locke, and Kant had held, that the (physical) world is
governed by laws (or nomological structures).  Indeed, the ultimate purpose
of science is to “find” those laws.  But Popper has always held that
whatever “formulation” of the laws one has at any time, these are to be
regarded as merely conjectures!  These are never to be regarded as (simply)
true.  Popper meant to oppose both Aristotle’s essentialism ( the world has
definite, fixed structures and the human mind (nous) can discern them) and
the empiricist’s Hempel’s inductivism (the world is governed by laws and
the “inductive methods” can discern them).  Popper has called his position
“modified essentialism.”  As Popper puts it:

I do not think that we ever describe, by our [conjectural] universal
laws, an ultimate essence of the world.  I do not doubt that we may
seek to probe deeper and deeper into the structure of our world or, as
we might say, into properties of the world that are more and more
essential, of greater and greater depth.29    

So, for Popper the (ultimate) essences (or structures) of the world are really
unknowable, but we can somehow come to approximate these ‘structures’
through the work of science, which for Popper involves falsification (and
verisimilitude).  

Now we come to our major point about Popper.  For  Popper has
always held that in  no way whatsoever do human concepts “colour or
mould” the real laws (or structures) in the world.  One might put it this
way: in the very long run, science will converge onto the “ready-made,”
real laws (or structures).  As Popper has put it, “the rationality of science is
essentially bound up with its progress, with the ever-renewed discussion of
the relative merits of new theories; it is bound up with the progressive
overthrow of theories.”30 31  Again, our point here is that Popper has
regarded the (real) laws (or structures) of nature as totally fixed, ready-
made, totally independent of any “input” from human inquiry.32   For
Popperians, then, the (real) nomological structures of the physical world are
not constructed by humans.
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Let us return now to Kant and the Post-Kantians.  For Kant, the laws
of the world are the joint product of the (noumena) world and the a priori
concepts humans (allegedly) have.  Post-Kantians typically make two major
adjustments in Kant’s views.  First, post-Kantians typically reject the claims
that there is a transcendental self and that the real person has such a priori
concepts.  The concepts are largely the collective, social products of the
specific, concrete preforming forms of life into which the person has been
enculturated.33  Each generation (of inquirers) “naturally,” informally, and
tacitly enculturates the next generation of individuals.  The process of
preformation (in which one group of persons Hconstitutes the next set of
individuals) is by and large tacit and unconscious; it goes on behind the
persons’ backs.  In anglo-american philosophy, this basic line of thought
was first developed by Wittgenstein in critical response to G.  E. Moore and
Bertrand Russell.34  Second, post-Kantians typically see the forms of life has
having a history: the concepts, norms and values change over time.
Thinking, itself, is regarded as being historicized.  Persons are regarded as
having, not natures, but histories; persons are (in a strong sense) constituted
by the preformative traditions.35  The post-Kantian holds that these
adjustments are required to give any plausible account of science as an
realism and an objective mode of inquiry.  

Once these two major post-Kantian adjustments have been put in
place, then it is plausible to argue that the (physical) world, the world
discernable to humans, is in some strong sense constituted (Hconstructed)
by the ongoing work of the historically and socially situated inquiry.  For
the Hconstructivist, the cultured-folk-creators versus the world-instructor
(or universe-instructor) dimension is mythic.  There is no principled way to
sharply distinguish what the mind contributes from what the world
contributes.36  See Tables 1, 2, and 3.  (We call it Hconstructivism to
emphasize the historical-cultural dimension.  One should not regard it as
merely a kind of evolutionary view. Persons are incarnate in the biological
homo sapiens, but they are not identical with the biological form.  Persons
emerge at a “level” above the biological.)

Again, once one makes the post-Kantian adjustments, then something
“more” needs to be said about one’s theory of truth.  Now, of course,
Popper has a theory of truth; he holds Tarski’s theory of truth.  Yet
Tarski’s conception requires that the language used be extensional and that
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bivalence holds (for every “suitable” proposition P,  P is either true or
false).  But it should be well known that the requirement that the language
be extensional seems to rule out the mental (or intentional or cultural)
terms.  The best known “statement” of this conflict is Quine’s attack on
“Brentano’s thesis.”37  At any rate, whether an extensional logic will fit the
human sciences (and natural languages) is not necessarily so.   The question
is still quite controversial.38

It is also the case that whether one should use a bivalent (or a multi-
valued) theory of truth depends in some way on the nature of the
phenomena being studied.  In other words, whether bivalence holds in a
given domain of inquiry is a matter to be settled relative to the domain
itself.  Nonetheless, the view that whether a theory of truth holds in a given
domain is, in some sense, an empirical matter to be partly determined by
the nature of the objects in the domain of inquiry seems to be completely
contrary to Popper’s view that method is not dependent upon the domain.
We believe these differences between the Popperian views and
Hconstructivist views are reflected in the meta-philosophies themselves.  C.
A. Hooker has plausibly argued that Popper’s metaphilosophy is almost the
same as that of the logical positivist!39

Tables 1, 2, and 3  summarize our discussion.  Phillips really only
attends to the first two rows in Table 1.   It is most important to see that
Phillips has not grasped the post-Kantian possibility presented in Table 3.
(Again, Popper view’s can be used to illustrate the comparison between
rather conventional views of science and the post-Kantian or Hconstructivist
views.)

Part III: Educational Issues from the Hconstructivist Viewpoint
As we have noted above, there appears to be much confusion about

the sense in which we are all ‘constructivists’ nowadays.  Even those who
are correct in rejecting the extremes of ‘constructivism’ seem to have a
narrow view of the possible forms of ‘construcitivism’ can take.   We have
tried to show that this is true of D.  C.  Phillips’ work on constructivism.  
One of the major purposes of our paper has been to expand Phillips’s
category system to allow for more of the significant possibilities.  We
believe we have succeeded.  (See, again, Tables 1, 2, and 3).
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But what are the some of the educational implications for a
Hconstructivist view?  Of course, there are many views which can fit within
the Hconstructivist camp.  Here we shall just outline what we take to be a
quite plausible Hconstructivistic view and then consider some of the
important issues.

First, it is helpful to compare the Hconstructivist viewpoint with the
well-known view of Paul Hirst, which he presented in his “Liberal
Education and the Nature of Knowledge.”40  A close reading of the essay
will reveal that Hirst links rationality (and objectivity) to public standards
and criteria.  In particular, Hirst holds that a claim is objective (or
rationally defensible) only if it can be shown to conform to the public
standards and criteria.  We believe that one might sensibly call this the
stereo-typic logical positivist’s view of “objectivity.”  Hirst nowhere shows
that the standards and criteria (to which the appeals are to be made) are
themselves objective!  Furthermore, Hirst never slows down to sort out the
ontological issues arising in the various domains of inquiry.  In particular,
Hirst never really shows that scientific inquiry (whether in the physical or
the human realms) is, in any sense, a realist enterprise.  A plausible
interpretation of Hirst is that he denies that science is realist. At any rate,
Hirst just does not show that scientific inquiry is ontologically objective.
For the Hconstructivist, however, it can be plausibly shown that science is
objective epistemically and ontologically.  (Of course, it is well beyond the
scope of this paper to provide the arguments here.)41  

And though Hirst does say that the “rational self-conscious mind” is
developed by inculcating the forms of knowledge, he never goes very far in
developing a theory of the agent (or person).  In contrast, the
Hconstructionist  holds that persons are Hconstituted by their  preformative
cultural traditions (practices).

Given all of Hirst’s shortcomings, we believe one can plausibly say
that Paul Hirst was a postmodernist before his time!  The postmodern, as
typified by R. Rorty42 and Lyotard,43  denies that there is any kind of
epistemic or ontic objectivity to scientific inquiry.  They do, however, offer
an argument which has two parts.   First, they argue that all attempts at
providing foundations or universal standards are doomed to fail.  Second,
they argue that the only account of objectivity that will do is one that uses
foundations, universal rules, or some other form of illicit privilege.  The
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Hconstructionist agrees with the first point, but rejects the second point.
For the Hconstructivist, the postmodernist shows he has a latent hangover
from modernity by invoking the (outdated) modernist criteria!44

Suppose, then, that the Hconstructivist has made a plausible case that
certain forms of inquiry are  doubly objective-- both epistemically and
ontically objective.  We believe there are good reasons for educators to try
to get all students, both the generalist and the specialist, to come to
understand the nature of science from the Hconstructivist’s point of view.  
Such course work would  emphasize that science itself is a kind of practice-
driven, tradition-driven mode of being which plausibly results in both
epistemic and ontological objectivity.  In so far as the students are to come
to understand science (or social science), they will be enculturated both
explicitly and tacitly into what are the collective norms, paradigms, and
conceptual frameworks of the domain of inquiry.  In other words, a good
deal of the education will be a form of socialization and training of
attitudes, expectations, and conceptual facility.  

Course work for the specialist in science should also (eventually) take
into account the deeper philosophical issues.  A good deal of the science
education will be a form of socialization and training of attitudes,
expectations, and conceptual facility.  Here our view can be expressed in
this way: science as merely first order inquiry without second order
(philosophical, legitimative ) inquiry is blind;  second order (philosophical,
legitimative) inquiry without the content of first order inquiry is blind.  
Reflecting upon the ‘best achievements’ of science, upon how these were
achieved, and upon how scientific inquiry might be enhanced in the future
are legitimative activities that are quite important to the ongoing vitality of
science.  It is here that philosophy and science are seamlessly one.   For the
Hconstructivist, the  objectivity of science and the realism of science can be
plausibly defended only by addressing the basic philosophical problems and
issues which arise from within scientific activity itself.
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TABLES
Table 1: A Comparison of Popper’s Views and an Hconstructivist View

Popper’s view Hconstructionist view
concepts, theories,
conjectures

the important ones are
created

agrees

epistemic criteria
(i.e., probability)

socially constructed social-historical
constructions

science science is
“progressive” and
objective

science is not
“progressive,”
but it has both
epistemic and ontic
objectivity

real entities and
(nomological)
structures  (in the
physical realm)

real entities and
structures have ready-
made essences
(natures)  (which are
totally independent of
human inquiry)

real entities and
structures
 --  at best posits
always at risk --
 are Hconstructed
(See table 3)

rationality limited to deductive
logic

the styles and  norms
are Hconstructed
(e.g., probability)
(Here is the theme of
praxis)

theory of truth accepts the
extensionality and
bivalence of Tarski’s
conception as required
for inquiry

extensional logic  and
bivalence are not
apriori required for the
human sciences.  It is
relatively implausible
that they fit the domain

persons (agents) Popper’s
“methodological
individualism” is good
step, but Popper never
developed a theory of
institutions

Persons are
Hconstituted by the
preformative cultural
traditions (practices).
(Here is the theme of
social constructivism)
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Table 2:  Phillips’s Three Dimensions of the Forms of Constructivism

The Dimensions
of Forms of

Constructivisms

The Popperian View
(According to
Phillips, 1995)

The Hconstructivist
View

individual psychology
vs.  public discipline

[Popper’s view of
world three?]

Only persons are the
agents of inquiry.

But such a competency
is enabled (and
limited) by the
preformative

enculturation into the
(collective)

socio-historical
traditions

humans the creators vs.
nature the instructor
(nature as template)

“Popper is situated at
about the middle of

this dimension:
man proposes; nature

disposes”

Man proposes; physical
nature disposes.

But what the world is
like is a question that
only arises within a

conceptual- theoretical
framework.

 (See table 3)
an active ‘process’ vs.

a passive ‘process’
(in the construction of

knowledge )

[Popper’s view of
world three?]

Persons are the agents
of inquiry; but such a
competency is enabled
(and limited) by the

preformative and
largely tacit

enculturation into the
(collective)

socio-historical
traditions
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Table 3:  Popper’s Modified Essentialism vs.  Hconstructivism

The Popperian View:
‘modified essentialism’

“The Aim of Science”- 1972

The Hconstructivist View:
Putnam (1990);
Margolis (1995)

feature
1

There is a physical realm of the
universe that exists

independently of and predates
human inquiry.

It is a posit of human inquiry
that there is a physical realm of

the universe that exists
independently of and predates

human inquiry
feature

2
The physical realm consists of
a fixed, invariant (basic) set of

real objects, real properties,
and real (nomic) relations.

Popper holds that we can never
“describe, by our universal

laws, the ultimate essence of
the world... .”

Nonetheless, he is a
“metaphysical realist” and an

“epistemological optimist,” for
the “verisimilitude” of our
theories can [be discernibly

known to] increase.
(Popper 1972, 1968)

What the world is like is a
question that only arises within

a (manmade) conceptual-
theoretical framework.   There

is no apriori reason for
thinking there is a unique
conceptual framework;

it is likely that there is more
than one ‘adequate’ conceptual

framework.
It is here that

 ‘realism’ and ‘idealism’ come
together.

It is not required that there be
nomic invariances for physical
science to be sensible. There

are no nomic invariances in the
social sciences; human inquiry
is a paradigm of free action.

FIGURES START ON NEXT PAGE
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Figure 1: A global view of the field.
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1. Rejects the elimination of
the mental in science

2.  Accepts the Tarski theory
of truth (which involves

extensionalism)

 1. Folk psychology is an
empirically inadequate  preditive

and explanatory theory;
 2. Good science requires

ontological and explanatory
continuity;

 3. Thus, good science requires that
folk theory be eliminated from the

true and the real.

 1. Committed to extensionality (and hence to eliminative physicalism)
 2. Rejects Peirce's convergence-in-the-long-run theory

 3.  Accepts the disquotational theory of truth
 4. Aims at naturalizing epistemology  (1969)

(which reduces it to psychology)

Putnam
(1978, 81, 87)

C.A. Hooker
(1985)

 1. The mentalistic predicates have engendered
strategies for predicting and explaining human action.

The strategies  compliment natural science and are
indispensable both to the social science

and to our everyday dealings.
"Read Dennett and Davidson ." (2nd Ed., 1992, #29)
2. Extensionality is no part of Quine's conception of

science as such. (1st Ed., 1990, p.72)

Rorty's Postmoderns :  reject legitimation because it
involves privilege;  keep "truth";  go ethnocentric.

Bhaskar
(1979, 89)

Figure 2: Naturalisms
Quine (1960)

D. Davidson D. C. Dennett (1987)

 Churchland (1979)

Quine (1992)

 Rejects the elimination of the
mental  because he regards the
intentional stance  as a practical
necessity and as contributing to

an austere science.

Opposed to
Naturalized

Epistemology

Stress the
cultural,

historical,
evolutional
aspects of

thinking

(in the wide sense)

Margolis
(1986, 95, 96)

Figure 2: Naturalisms in the wide sense
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Figure 3
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