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ABSTRACT 

This study i s an in te rp re ta t ion of the s o c i a l and 

p o l i t i c a l thought and methodology of Kar l Popper, one of the 

most heralded yet cont rovers ia l philosophers of our t ime. 

The goal has been to provide a more coherent, accurate, and 

systematic account of Popper's thought and of i t s relevance 

to students of p o l i t i c s and society than current ly ex i s ts 

by, f i r s t , emphasizing ce r ta in h i s t o r i c a l and contextual 

factors i n connection with the s t ructure and development of 

h is ideas which ru le out ce r ta in contemporary misunderstandings 

of h is thought, and secondly, by al lowing Popper's own formula

t ions to take precedence over those of h is commentators, 

regardless of the i r sympathies and estimate of Popper's 

massive i n t e l l e c t u a l legacy. 

I t i s my p r i n c i p a l argument that the unity of Popper's 

philosophy l i e s i n i t s moral dimension, h is l i f e long determina

t ion to conserve the i n t e l l e c t u a l foundations of hope and 

progress that human autonomy requires — the d i s t i n c t i v e l y 

Kantian b e l i e f that mind can and should be dec is ive i n p r a c t i a l 

a f f a i r s no less than i n the struggle with nature, the twin 

p i l l a r s of the Enlightenment and modern l i b e r a l i s m a l i k e . 

Given the nature of our times - - a century of " t o t a l " wars, 
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endless c r i s e s , and one i n t e l l e c t u a l revo lut ion a f te r another 

— such an endeavour i s no small achievement. 

I have t r i e d to capture the proposit'ionai cutt ing-edge 

of my in te rp re ta t ion of Popper's thought i n the keywords of 

the s u b t i t l e of th i s study: that , without the b e l i e f i n the 

p o s s i b i l i t y of object ive t ruth — knowledge that i s 

independent of whether we wish to acknowledge i t s existence 

or not, there i s l i t t l e hope i n the future prospects of the 

"open s o c i e t i e s " of the Western wor ld, and that one of the 

gravest errors of the l i b e r a l i s m of the past was i t s under

est imation of the need to i n s t i t u t i o n a l i s e i t s best in te res ts 

against the threat of many forms of i l l i b e r a l power known i n 

our t ime, p a r t i c u l a r l y of the "unintended" v a r i e t y . I 

accordingly argue that Popper's v i s i o n i s best character ised 

as a combat-toughened conception of r e a l i t y , and of the 

corresponding r a t i o n a l i t y necessary to surv ive , l e t alone to 

l i v e w e l l , as the Western t r a d i t i o n of p o l i t i c a l theory has 

held to be des i rab le . 
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Preface with a Note On Methodology 

There seems l i t t l e purpose i n recording 
h i t s on a target that has no existence out
s ide our own m i n d s . . . . 

John Dunn, The P o l i t i c a l Thought  
of John Locke 

This study i s an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the s o c i a l and p o l i t i 
c a l thought of one of the most heralded yet c o n t r o v e r s i a l p h i 
losophers of our time, K a r l Popper. In crude o u t l i n e what i s 
aimed at i s a more coherent, accurate, and systematic account 

I of Popper's thought and of i t s relevance to students of p o l i 
t i c s and soc ie ty than i s c u r r e n t l y a v a i l a b l e . A c t u a l l y , any
one f a m i l i a r with the mammoth commentary on h i s thought might 
reasonably ask, " w i l l the r e a l K a r l Popper please stand up"? 
Such, I b e l i e v e , are the r a d i c a l l y disparate and, by and l a r g e , 
misleading accounts of Popper's wri t ings c u r r e n t l y i n vogue.^ 

I see few s c h o l a r l y v a l u e s , present or f u t u r e , being served 
by a l lowing Popper 's commentators to score " h i t s " against a 
"Popper" (or an a l l e g e d part of a "Popper") that simply does 

2 
not e x i s t . And the same i s even more true of those who attempt 
to e n l i s t Popper's ideas i n support of causes whose existence 
he v i g o r o u s l y d e t e s t s — s c e p t i c i s m , r e l a t i v i s m , and h i s t o r i c i s m , 
f o r example.^ I have t r i e d to remedy these confusions about 
Popper's thought by, f i r s t , emphasising c e r t a i n h i s t o r i c a l and 
contextual f a c t o r s i n connection with the s t ructure and develop
ment of Popper 's ideas which r u l e out c e r t a i n m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 
of h i s thought and, secondly, by a l lowing Popper's own formu
l a t i o n s to take precedence over those of h i s commentators, of 
whatever sympathies, i n disputes of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n over what 
the " r e a l " meaning of h i s views are . 

I t i s my p r i n c i p a l argument that the u n i t y of Popper's p h i 
losophy l i e s i n i t s moral dimension, h is l i f e - l o n g determination 
to conserve i n a d i s t i n c t i v e l y Kantian fashion the i n t e l l e c t u a l 
foundations of hope and progress that human autonomy r e q u i r e s , 
the b e l i e f that mind can and should be d e c i s i v e i n p r a c t i c a l 
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a f f a i r s no l e s s t h a n i n the s t r u g g l e w i t h n a t u r e — t h e t w i n 

p i l l a r s o f the E n l i g h t e n m e n t and modern L i b e r a l i s m a l i k e . 

G i v e n the n a t u r e o f o u r t i m e s — a c e n t u r y o f " t o t a l " war, e n d 

l e s s c r i s e s , and one i n t e l l e c t u a l r e v o l u t i o n a f t e r a n o t h e r — 

such an endeavour i s no s m a l l a c h i e v e m e n t . I n d e e d , few t h i n 

k e r s i n o u r c e n t u r y have p o s s e s s e d the i n t e l l e c t u a l powers , 

the c o u r a g e , and the f a i t h i n mankind n e c e s s a r y to s u s t a i n 

such a p r o j e c t . B e r t r a n d R u s s e l l i s perhaps the l a s t t h a t 

comes to m i n d . I f a t h i n k e r l i k e Popper c a n a l s o f i n d hope 

i n the p r o s p e c t s f o r the o r d e r l y growth o f mind and s o c i e t y 

a l i k e , t h e n we c e r t a i n l y owe i t to o u r s e l v e s to pay v e r y s p e c i a l 

a t t e n t i o n to the s t r u c t u r e and to the heat o f P o p p e r ' s v i s i o n — 

t h a t i s , to the s o u r c e o f the l i g h t he seeks to p r o v i d e . O n l y 

t h e n w i l l i t s shadows, o r i t s l i m i t s , be e q u a l l y e v i d e n t . 

I have t r i e d to c a p t u r e the p r o p o s i t i o n a l c u t t i n g - e d g e o f 

my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f P o p p e r ' s thought i n the keywords o f the 

s u b t i t l e o f t h i s s t u d y : t h a t , w i t h o u t the b e l i e f i n the p o s s i 

b i l i t y o f o b j e c t i v e t r u t h — k n o w l e d g e t h a t i s i n d e p e n d e n t o f 

whether we w i s h to acknowledge i t s e x i s t e n c e o r n o t , t h e r e i s 

l i t t l e hope i n the f u t u r e p r o s p e c t s o f the " o p e n s o c i e t i e s " o f 

the Western w o r l d , and t h a t one o f the g r a v e s t e r r o r s o f the 

l i b e r a l i s m o f the p a s t was i t s u n d e r - e s t i m a t i o n o f the need to 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e i t s b e s t i n t e r e s t s a g a i n s t the t h r e a t o f many 

forms o f i l l i b e r a l power known i n o u r t i m e , p a r t i c u l a r l y o f the 

" u n i n t e n d e d " v a r i e t y . B e l o w , I a c c o r d i n g l y argue t h a t P o p p e r ' s 

v i s i o n i s b e s t c h a r a c t e r i s e d as a combat- toughened c o n c e p t i o n 

o f r e a l i t y , and o f the c o r r e s p o n d i n g r a t i o n a l i t y n e c e s s a r y to 

s u r v i v e , l e t a l o n e to l i v e w e l l , as the Western t r a d i t i o n o f 

p o l i t i c a l t h e o r y c o n s i s t e n t l y has h e l d to be u l t i m a t e l y d e s i 

r a b l e . 

W i t h the b e n e f i t o f h i n d s i g h t , I can r e a d i l y d i s c e r n the 

need to comment on s e v e r a l assumptions a t p l a y i n t h i s s t u d y . 

A l t h o u g h I h a r b o u r no i l l u s i o n s about a b r i e f d i s c u s s i o n b e i n g 

a b l e to do j u s t i c e to the c o m p l e x i t y o f the i s s u e s i n v o l v e d , I 

do b e l i e v e t h a t the f o l l o w i n g o b s e r v a t i o n s a r e o f c o n s i d e r a b l e 

I 
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r e l e v a n c e to an adequate u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h i s s t u d y o f P o p p e r ' s , 

work, f o r they a d d r e s s the a l l - i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n o f the metho

d o l o g y here a t p l a y . 

A t s e v e r a l s t a g e s i n the f o l l o w i n g s t u d y , I d i s c u s s , though 

do not j u s t i f y , the m e r i t s o f the p r e s e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 

P o p p e r ' s t h o u g h t ' i n terms o f t h r e e l e v e l s o f a n a l y s i s : the 

t e x t s , t h e m s e l v e s ; the n a t u r e o f the e x i s t i n g commentaries on 

P o p p e r ' s t h o u g h t ; and my judgment and l i n e o f r e a s o n i n g as to 

what i s needed to be done most i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h h i s i m p r e s 

s i v e i n t e l l e c t u a l l e g a c y . W i t h r e g a r d to the s t u d y o f t e x t s , 

a l t h o u g h P o p p e r i s s t i l l a contemporary f i g u r e , the c r i t e r i a 

I have drawn upon i n a p p r o a c h i n g h i s works have been c l a r i f i e d 

and d e v e l o p e d i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the h i s t o r y o f i d e a s and p o l i 

t i c a l t h o u g h t . To a v e r y l a r g e e x t e n t , however, the a d o p t i o n o f 

s u c h c r i t e r i a has been the r e s u l t o f the second l e v e l o f a n a l y 

s i s , the s t a t e o f the c r i t i c a l debate c o n c e r n i n g P o p p e r ' s works . 

S t a t e d b l u n t l y , the n a t u r e o f t h i s l i t e r a t u r e i s d e e p l y p o 

l a r i s e d and e x c e s s i v e l y s p e c i a l i s e d . Under s u c h c i r c u m s t a n c e s , 

the u n i f y i n g themes and u n d e r l y i n g u n i t y o f P o p p e r ' s p h i l o s o p h y 

r u n the r i s k o f b e i n g l o s t a n d / o r s e v e r e l y m i s r e p r e s e n t e d i f 

c a r e i s not t a k e n to p r e s e r v e t h e i r i n t e g r i t y b e f o r e so many 

" P o p p e r s " b l u r the r e a l n a t u r e o f h i s c o n t r i b u t i o n . I n f a c t , 

i t i s p r e c i s e l y because so many " P o p p e r s " have emerged w i t h i n 

the commentary on h i s thought t h a t I f e l t i n c l i n e d to embrace 

c e r t a i n g u i d e l i n e s from the most o u t s t a n d i n g r e c e n t work i n the 

h i s t o r y o f p o l i t i c a l thought where s u c h problems a r e r e g u l a r l y 

e n c o u n t e r e d . 

I n a v a r i e t y o f c o n t e x t s , u n f o r t u n a t e l y f a r too c o m p l i 

c a t e d to e x p l o r e h e r e , Q u e n t i n S k i n n e r , J o h n Dunn, and J . G . A . 

P o c o c k , among o t h e r s , have done t h e i r v e r y b e s t to d i s a b u s e us 

o f a number o f anachronisms and o t h e r m e t h o d o l o g i c a l e r r o r s i n 
4 

the s t u d y o f the p o l i t i c a l t h e o r y o f the p a s t . I n h i s o u t s t a n 

d i n g s t u d y o f L o c k e , f o r example, Dunn b e g i n s by n o t i n g : 
The c l a i m t h a t the account g i v e n here o f L o c k e ' s 
argument . . • i s ' h i s t o r i c a l ' i m p l i e s t h a t i t s 
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s t a t u s depends upon the adequacy o f i t s i d e n 
t i f i c a t i o n o f L o c k e ' s own meaning . . . By ' h i s 
t o r i c a l t h e n , i s meant an a c c o u n t o f what L o c k e 
was t a l k i n g a b o u t , n o t a d o c t r i n e w r i t t e n ( p e r 
haps u n c o n s c i o u s l y ) by him i n a s o r t o f i n v i s i b l e 
i n k which becomes a p p a r e n t o n l y when h e l d up to r-
the l i g h t ( o r heat ) o f the t w e n t i e t h - c e n t u r y m i n d . 

A n d , i n h i s n o w - s e m i n a l a r t i c l e , " M e a n i n g and U n d e r s t a n d i n g i n 

the H i s t o r y o f I d e a s " , S k i n n e r s i m i l a r l y warns us a g a i n s t s u c 

cumbing to a number o f " m y t h o l o g i e s " i n the s t u d y o f t e x t s , 

d o c t r i n e s w h i c h a l l b e l i e the g e n e r a l danger o f " t h e p r i o r i t y 

o f p a r a d i g m s " — t h a t i s , o f o u r p r e c o n c e p t i o n s d e t e r m i n i n g o u r 

p e r c e p t i o n s . ^ 

As f a r as I c a n t e l l , t h e r e a r e no c o m p e l l i n g reasons f o r 

l i m i t i n g the f o r c e and a p p l i c a t i o n o f such c r i t e r i a o f adequacy 

and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to t e x t s o f the p a s t . I n the f i r s t i n s t a n c e , 

they s h o u l d a p p l y e q u a l l y to the s t u d y o f o u r c o n t e m p o r a r i e s , 

p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the absence o f a s c h o l a r l y consensus as to the 

n a t u r e o f the i n d i v i d u a l ' s c o n t r i b u t i o n . O n l y t h e n , I b e l i e v e , 

can c r i t i c i s m c l a i m to be w e l l i n f o r m e d , t h e p r o d u c t o f s c h o l a r 

l y c o n c e r n s r a t h e r t h a n some u l t e r i o r m o t i v e . I n the f o l l o w i n g 

s t u d y , I have t r i e d to a b i d e by these p r i n c i p l e s whenever p o s 

s i b l e . 

As a f i e r c e g l a d i a t o r i n the r e a l m o f i d e a s , t h e r e c a n be 

l i t t l e doubt t h a t P o p p e r h i m s e l f has c o n t r i b u t e d to the p r o l i 

f e r a t i o n o f p o l a r i s e d and t y p i c a l l y o n e - s i d e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

o f h i s t h o u g h t . I r o n i c a l l y , g i v e n P o p p e r ' s h o s t i l i t y to h i s 

p h i l o s o p h y , i t was H e g e l who perhaps b e s t u n d e r s t o o d , the n a t u r e 

o f s u c h a phenomenon when he o b s e r v e d t h a t d i f f e r e n t p h i l o s o 

p h i c systems t y p i c a l l y e v o l v e i n such a " o n e - s i d e d " f a s h i o n 

s i n c e " t h e y owe t h e i r o r i g i n s to a r e a c t i o n a g a i n s t what has 
7 

gone b e f o r e . " N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g h i s p r o f o u n d d i s t a s t e f o r e v e r y 

t h i n g H e g e l i a n , however , P o p p e r would s u r e l y have to agree w i t h 

H e g e l ' s i n s i g h t , f o r one o f the most prominent f e a t u r e s o f h i s 

own p h i l o s o p h y i s the r o l e t h a t "enemies" have p l a y e d i n h i s 

t r e a t m e n t o f o t h e r t h i n k e r s and p h i l o s o p h i c i d e a s . I n C h a p t e r 

3 , I a rgue t h a t the p o s i t i v e i d e a l s Popper seeks to d e f e n d a r e 



X 

e s s e n t i a l l y those o f the E n l i g h t e n m e n t , and t h a t the m e t a 

p h y s i c a l s t r u c t u r e (and l i m i t a t i o n s ) o f . h i s a s s a u l t on t h e i r 

p u t a t i v e " e n e m i e s " i s p r o f o u n d l y K a n t i a n i n i n s p i r a t i o n and 

d e s i g n . As f a r as I know, v i r t u a l l y n o t h i n g has been w r i t t e n 

about P o p p e r ' s thought i n t h i s c o n n e c t i o n o f the c r i s i s and 

a s s a u l t upon the c u l t u r a l i d e a l s and s u p p o r t s o f Western s o c i e t y . 

I f s u c h a d i s c u s s i o n succeeds i n a m p l i f y i n g the s u s t a i n i n g u n i t y 

and heat o f P o p p e r ' s v i s i o n , t h e n one o f the p r i m a r y aims o f t h i s 

s t u d y w i l l have been a c h i e v e d . 

I assume t h a t o t h e r r e l a t e d s t u d i e s i n the s t i l l - e v o l v i n g 

debate between K a n t i a n i s m and H e g e l i a n i s m — b e t w e e n t r a n s c e n d e n -

t a l i s t s and f o r m a l i s t s , on the one h a n d , and h i s t o r i c i s t s and 

c o n t e x t u a l i s t s , on the o t h e r — w o u l d e n l a r g e o u r u n d e r s t a n d i n g 

and a p p r e c i a t i o n o f P o p p e r ' s p h i l o s o p h y i n ways o t h e r t h a n those 

p u r s u e d i n the p r e s e n t c o n t e x t . T h i s has c e r t a i n l y been' t r u e 

o f the debate c o n c e r n i n g a d i f f e r e n t v a r i e t y o f l i b e r a l p o l i t i 

c a l t h e o r y e q u a l l y K a n t i a n i n c o m p l e x i o n , the " d e o n t o l o g i c a l " 

p h i l o s o p h y o f J o h n R a w l s . ^ I am sure t h a t f u t u r e s t u d i e s o f 

P o p p e r ' s " c o n s e q u e n t i a l i s m " and " m o d i f i c a t i o n o f u t i l i t a r i a n i s m " 

from w i t h i n an e s s e n t i a l l y K a n t i a n p e r s p e c t i v e w i l l p r o v e . e q u a l 

l y i l l u m i n a t i n g i n ways f a r beyond the scope and d e s i g n o f the 

p r e s e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

I am a l s o o f the b e l i e f , based upon a good d e a l o f r e s e a r c h 

t h a t has not f o u n d i t s way d i r e c t l y i n t o t h i s s t u d y , t h a t f u r 

t h e r i n q u i r i e s i n t o the s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l and i n t e l l e c t u a l m i l i e u x 

i n w h i c h Popper was r a i s e d would deepen, r a t h e r t h a n c o n t r a d i c t , 

the p r e l i m i n a r y r e f e r e n c e s to s u c h f a c t o r s i n C h a p t e r s 1, 2 and 

7» Seldom have the c u l t u r a l and i n s t i t u t i o n a l s u p p o r t s n e c e s 

s a r y f o r g e n u i n e l i b e r a l i s m been as weak and v u l n e r a b l e to s u b 

v e r s i o n b o t h f rom w i t h i n and from w i t h o u t as they were i n the 

V i e n n a o f P o p p e r ' s y o u t h . By the same t o k e n , seldom has a 

m i l i e u , been as c o n d u c i v e to the s o r t o f i n t e l l e c t u a l f e r m e n t , 

c r e a t i v i t y , i n d e e d " r e v o l u t i o n s " , so t y p i c a l o f o u r a g e . I f t ime 

and space a l l o w e d , I b e l i e v e t h a t P o p p e r ' s a b i l i t y to d i s c e r n 

I and f o r g e the f o u n d a t i o n s o f o r d e r l y growth i n mind and s o c i e t y 



x i 

amidst such a kaleidoscope of i n t e l l e c t u a l chaos would stand 
out as a l l the more remarkable, and enr ich our understanding 
of y e t - t o - b e - e x p l o r e d expanses of i n t e l l e c t u a l h i s t o r y and 
contemporary s o c i a l theory—contrasts and convergences, f o r 
example, with the work of l i b e r a l compatriots such as Joseph 
Schumpeter, Hans K e l s e n , Paul L a z a r s f e l d , and F r i e d r i c h Hayek. 

The f a c t that "enemies" have played such a prominent r o l e 
i n Popper's philosophy i s c e r t a i n l y not an unmixed b l e s s i n g 
when i t comes to the h i s t o r y of ideas , tending as i t does to 
wards a Manichean-l ike "good guys and bad guys" forma mentis. 
I r o n i c a l l y , i t thus tends towards p r e c i s e l y the sor t of ana
c h r o n i s t i c approach to other thinkers that I have t r i e d to r e s 
cue Popper's thought from at c e r t a i n stages of t h i s study. But , 
except i n pass ing , l i t t l e i s sa id here about the obvious l i m i 
ta t ions and inadequacies of Popper's approach to e a r l i e r p h i l o 
sophers and i d e a s , f o r a good deal of the secondary l i t e r a t u r e 
that already e x i s t s exposes these problems i n h i s thought at 
great l e n g t h . 

Bearing a l l t h i s i n mind, what fol lows i s p r i m a r i l y a con
s t r u c t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Popper's attempt to conserve the 
i n t e l l e c t u a l and moral foundations of the l i b e r a l way of l i f e i n 
an e s s e n t i a l l y h o s t i l e environment. That , even w i t h i n the con
s t r a i n t s of such a p o s i t i v e and construct ive design, there i s 
ample need and room f o r c r i t i c i s m w i l l be c l e a r at several 
stages of what f o l l o w s , but t h i s i s p a r t i c u l a r l y the case i n 
Chapter 7 when the l a r g e r task of " l i g h t i n g the way" i s behind 
me. 
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CHAPTER 1 

I n t r o d u c t i o n 

...our p o l i t i c a l i d e a s and what we c a l l the r e s t 
o f o u r i d e a s a r e n o t i n f a c t two independent w o r l d s , 
... though they majy come to us as s e p a r a t e t e x t and 
c o n t e x t , the meaning l i e s , as i t always must l i e , i n 
a u n i t y i n wh i c h t h e s e p a r a t e e x i s t e n c e o f t e x t and 
c o n t e x t i s r e s o l v e d . 

M i c h a e l O a keshott 

When we b e g i n to s t u d y the immediate h i s t o r i c a l back
ground o f contemporary p h i l o s o p h y we e n c o u n t e r a 
c u r i o u s fact.;: one o f the most i m p o r t a n t p a r t s o f 
t h i s background i s p r e c i s e l y the d i s a p p e a r a n c e o f 
t h i s background from o u r f i e l d o f v i s i o n . 

W. W. B a r t l e y , I I I 

i 

S i n c e t ime immemorial, fundamental c r i s e s o f i n t e l l e c t u a l 
and p o l i t i c a l o r i e n t a t i o n have s e t the s t a g e f o r o u r most en
d u r i n g v i s i o n s o f man and s o c i e t y . P l a t o ' s R e p u b l i c , the f i r s t 
g r e a t paradigm o f Western p o l i t i c a l a n a l y s i s , was a d i r e c t r e s 
ponse to t h e i n s t i t u t i o n a l breakdown o f the A t h e n i a n p o l i s . As 
he r e c o u n t s i n h i s S e v e n t h E p i s t l e , 

. . .our c i t y was no l o n g e r a d m i n i s t e r e d a c c o r d i n g 
to t h e s t a n d a r d s and p r a c t i c e s o f o u r f a t h e r s . . 
.. , the w r i t t e n l a w and t h e customs were b e i n g 
c o r r u p t e d a t an a s t o u n d i n g r a t e , [ a n d ] I, who a t 
f i r s t had been f u l l o f eagerness f o r a p u b l i c 
c a r e e r , as I gazed upon the w h i r l p o o l o f p u b l i c 
l i f e and saw the i n c e s s a n t movement o f s h i f t i n g 
c u r r e n t s , a t l a s t f e l t d i z z y . 2 

S i m i l a r l y , a n e q u a l l y p r o f o u n d sense t h a t t h e i r " w o r l d had be
come deranged" was the m o t i v a t i n g f o r c e b e h i n d the thought o f 
as d i v e r s e a group as M a r s i l i u s o f Padua, M a c h i a v e l l i , B o d i n , 
Hobbes, L o c k e , T o c q u e v i l l e , and Marx, to name a few o f the 
more o b v i o u s i l l u s t r a t i o n s . ^ 

As i s w e l l known by now, d u r i n g the c l o s i n g decades o f t h e 
l a s t c e n t u r y , an e q u a l l y d i s t u r b i n g r i f t began to d e v e l o p be-



tween what L i o n e l T r i l l i n g has characterized as "the master 
idea of the modern age" and the dominant i n s t i t u t i o n s through 
which i t o r i g i n a l l y was expected to f i n d expression. I f i t 
had become a commonplace certitude since the Renaissance to 
assume that "what the mind might, encompass of knowledge of the 
physical universe has a d i r e c t bearing upon the quality of hu
man existence, and ... that mind can, and should be decisive 
i n p o l i t i c a l l i f e " , ^ by the 1870s and 80s, few but the most 
naive of thinkers could escape the seeds of r a d i c a l doubt 
that were beginning to surface with respect to these claims. 
As the juggernaut of an "emancipated science" pushed Western 
society's apparently i r r e v e r s i b l e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n to new heights, 
i t s most se n s i t i v e students began to voice profound reservations 
about the disruptive e f f e c t that such "progress" was having upon 
a l l a u t h o r i t i e s , whether of a r e l i g i o u s , philosophical, or p o l i -

5 
t i c a l v a r i e t y . Nietzsche observed with c h a r a c t e r i s t i c i n s i g h t , 
"... i t i s the disorganizing p r i n c i p l e s that give our age i t s 
character." 

Amidst what Arnold Haultain ( f o r many years personal secre
tary to Goldwin Smith, and a scholar i n h i s own right) r e c a l l e d 
as the "rather smug" and "myopic" assumptions of the l a t e 19th 
century, with i t s v e r i t a b l e c u l t of material progress and a 
nearly u n i v e r s a l worship of a mechanistic and u n c r i t i c a l posi
tivism, i t increasingly became more d i f f i c u l t (to quote a re
cent h i s t o r i a n of the period) "to assume that i n any large de
gree men were free to choose, were conscious of t h e i r own mo-

7 
t i v e s , were susceptible to r a t i o n a l argument." For a b r i e f 
time, to be sure, the masses seemed content to reap and c o n t i 
nue the struggle f o r the material gains and concrete improve
ments i n t h e i r standard of l i v i n g , brought on by the march of 
i n d u s t r i a l capitalism. But, i n one i n t e l l e c t u a l community 
a f t e r another, a "growing s e n s i t i v i t y to [the] d i s s o l v i n g cer
t a i n t i e s " of the two preceding centuries "displaced the axis 
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of s o c i a l thought" to such a degree that even the soberly-
courageous Max Weber had to confess that "not summer's bloom 
l i e s ahead of us, but rather a polar night of i c y darkness 
and hardness, no matter which group may triumph externally 
now". Caught i n the d i s i l l u s i o n i n g grips of the newly d i s 
covered worlds of i t s own conditioning - whether of a Dar
winian, Nietzschean, Marxian, Durkheimian, or Freudian va
r i e t y - an embattered reason stood "shivering timorously at 
the brink" and was "obliged to walk a razor's edge" between 

II 

the d i s c r e d i t e d naiveties and confident optimism of the 18th 
century (what C a r l y l e l a t e r decried as the "mechanical s p i r i t " 
of his own day and age) and the horrors of the i r r a t i o n a l f o r 
ces of destruction that seemed to l i e i n the immediate future.^ 

Doubts that the worst of i n t e l l e c t u a l fears had been exag
gerated were quickly d i s p e l l e d as one European power a f t e r an
other was battered by the u n p a r a l l e l l e d forces of s o c i a l d i s 
order, economic c r i s i s , and i n s t i t u t i o n a l decay that accom
panied the events of the 1880s and'90s. Whether one's baro
meter was f i x e d on the moral and p o l i t i c a l c r i s i s that c r y s t a l 
l i z e d i n France during the tumult of the Dreyfus- a f f a i r , or 
on the r a d i c a l d i s o r i e n t a t i o n of t r a d i t i o n a l p o l i t i c a l ideolo
gies and practices that the mounting " s o c i a l question" provoked 
throughout Europe ( p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the l a t e developing economies 
of Central and Southern Europe following the Great Depression of 

10 
1873-96), or on the a r t i f i c i a l l y contrived (and hence v u l 
nerable) nature of the regimes which national u n i f i c a t i o n "had 
endowed upon Germany, I t a l y , and the Habsburg Empire, the " i c y 
darkness" seemed inescapable. Indeed, i t was at hand. Thus, 
although scholars and i n t e l l e c t u a l s may have hoped to provide 
a firmer foundation f o r a science of society than t h e i r 18th 
and 19th century predecessors had achieved, t h e i r searching 
discussions and learned disputations were rudely cut short as 
"forces prepared to raze rather than refurbish the Enlighten
ment's house of i n t e l l e c t " 1 1 seized the opportunity and trans-
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formed the n a t u r e o f p o l i t i c s from a debate and p u b l i c d i a 

l o g u e i n t o u n b r i d l e d a g g r e s s i o n and c r u d e c h a u v i n i s m . 

H a v i n g w i t n e s s e d mass d e s t r u c t i o n and a c o n c o m i t a n t 

b l u n t i n g o f c o n s c i e n c e on an u n p r e c e d e n t e d s c a l e d u r i n g the 

s o - c a l l e d G r e a t War, by the 1 9 3 0 s " a n i n c r e a s i n g number o f 

European i n t e l l e c t u a l s were c o n c l u d i n g t h a t an a t t i t u d e o f 
12 

p o l i t i c a l commitment was the o n l y p o s s i b l e c h o i c e " and b a s i s 

f o r hope o f b r i n g i n g the b e s t i n the t r a d i t i o n o f the p h i l o -

sophes to b e a r upon t h e p o l i t i c a l t u r m o i l o f the a g e . T h i s 

s t u d y examines the s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l thought and methodo

l o g y o f one o f the most p r o l i f i c and c o n t r o v e r s i a l champions 

o f s u c h E n l i g h t e n m e n t i d e a l s to have endured t h i s c r i s i s i n 

p o l i t i c a l o p t i m i s m , S i r K a r l R. P o p p e r . 

D u r i n g the l a s t f o u r d e c a d e s , a n d s p a n n i n g a s e e m i n g l y 

e n d l e s s number o f f i e l d s o f i n q u i r y , Popper has e s t a b l i s h e d 

h i m s e l f as one o f the most s i g n i f i c a n t t h i n k e r s o f o u r c e n 

t u r y . He has a l r e a d y been h a i l e d as perhaps " t h e J o h n L o c k e 

o f o u r t i m e " , and a n o t h e r has argued t h a t "nobody c a n do s e r i o u s 

work" i n the f i e l d s touched by h i s i d e a s w i t h o u t coming to terms 

w i t h h i s work ( t h o s e m e n t i o n e d b e i n g e p i s t e m o l o g y , m e t a p h y s i c s , 

the p h i l o s o p h i e s o f s c i e n c e , s o c i a l s c i e n c e and h i s t o r y , l o g i c , 

a n c i e n t p h i l o s o p h y , s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l p h i l o s o p h y , quantum 

m e c h a n i c s , e v o l u t i o n a r y t h e o r y , and m a t h e m a t i c s ) . ^ I f one 

c o n s i d e r s more p r a c t i c a l , a p p l i e d a r e a s o f endeavor ( s u c h as 

m e d i c i n e , n e u r o p h y s i o l o g y , b i o l o g y , and g e o g r a p h y ) , the l i s t 

o f t r i b u t e s f rom n o t e d a u t h o r i t i e s grows a l l the more i m p r e s 

s i v e . ^ S i r P e t e r Medawar ,xwinner o f the N o b e l p r i z e f o r m e d i 

c i n e a n d , h i m s e l f , a keen s t u d e n t o f s c i e n t i f i c thought and 

p r a c t i c e , w r i t e s , " I t h i n k Popper i s i n c o m p a r a b l y the g r e a t e s t 

p h i l o s o p h e r o f s c i e n c e t h a t has e v e r b e e n . " I n the same v e i n , 

S i r John E c c l e s , a n o t h e r N o b e l L a u r e a t e i n n e u r o p h y s i o l o g y , 

t e s t i f i e s to the immense impact o f P o p p e r ' s w r i t i n g s on h i s 

r e s e a r c h when he w r i t e s , "my s c i e n t i f i c l i f e owes so much to 



my conversion i n 1 9 4 5 . . . to Popper's teaching on the con
duct of i n v e s t i g a t i o n s . . . I have endeavoured to f o l l o w 
Popper i n the formulat ion and i n the i n v e s t i g a t i o n of funda
mental problems i n neurobiology" . Yet another Nobel p r i z e 
winner, the noted mathematician and t h e o r e t i c a l astronomer, 
S i r Hermann B o n d i , has exclaimed that , "There i s no more to 

science than i t s method, and there i s no more to i t s method 
15 

than Popper has s a i d " . Summing up the range of Popper's i n 
fluence on contemporary thought and c u l t u r e , and not ing that 
t h i s even extends to a r t h i s t o r i a n s of great stature (such as 
E . H . Gombrich) and l e a d i n g p o l i t i c i a n s (the instances c i t e d 
being the l a t e Anthony Crosland and B r i t a i n ' s S i r Edward B o y l e ) , 
Bryan Magee states simply that his impact i s "unapproached by 
that of any Engl ish-speaking philosopher now l i v i n g . " 

For those of us who are p r i m a r i l y students of p o l i t i c s 
and s o c i e t y , Popper 's wri t ings have been equally s i g n i f i c a n t 
though l e s s the object of systematic study than other facets 

17 
of h i s thought. ' In h i s biography of K a r l Marx, S i r I s a i a h 
B e r l i n has described one of the two of Popper's s e l f - p r o c l a i m e d 
"war e f f o r t s " , The Open Society and I t s Enemies ( 1 9 4 5 ) , as "a 
work of exceptional o r i g i n a l i t y and power . . . . p r o v i d [ i n g ] 
the most scrupulous and formidable c r i t i c i s m of the p h i l o s o 
p h i c a l and h i s t o r i c a l doctr ines of Marxism by any l i v i n g w r i -

1 ft 
t e r . W r i t i n g i n the Int roduct ion to the F i r s t Ser ies of the 
Philosophy, P o l i t i c s and Society essays, Peter L a s l e t t des
c r ibes Popper as "perhaps the most i n f l u e n t i a l of contemporary 

19 
philosophers who have addressed themselves to p o l i t i c s " . J 

Upon i t s p u b l i c a t i o n i n 1 9 5 7 , Popper's other major work i n the 
f i e l d of s o c i a l theory, The Poverty of H i s t d r i c i s m , was p r o 
claimed by Arthur K o e s t l e r to be "probably the only book pub
l i s h e d t h i s year which w i l l o u t l i v e t h i s century" , and has 
since become the object of two recent books c o n s o l i d a t i n g t h i s 

20 
c l a i m . His views concerning the u n i t y of s c i e n t i f i c method 
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and the r o l e o f s o - c a l l e d h y p o t h e t i c o - d e d u c t i v e e x p l a n a t i o n s 

i n the s o c i a l as w e l l as the n a t u r a l s c i e n c e s have become 

s t a p l e s to c o n s i d e r a b l e numbers o f e c o n o m i s t s , s o c i o l o g i s t s , 

p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s , and even a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s w i s h i n g to 

p l a c e t h e i r d i s c i p l i n e s on a more c r e d i b l e and s o p h i s t i c a t e d 
21 

s c i e n t i f i c f o u n d a t i o n . And h i s m e t h o d o l o g i c a l c o n c e p t i o n 

o f l i b e r a l i s m as an " o p e n s o c i e t y " p r e d i c a t e d upon the a d o p -

t a t i o n o f a f a l l i b i l i s t v i e w o f human n a t u r e and knowledge , 

to be i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d as a " p i e c e - m e a l s o c i a l t e c h n o l o g y " , 

has been r e f e r r e d to on more t h a n one o c c a s i o n as " t h e i d e a l l y 

a p p r o p r i a t e m e t a p h y s i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e " and "most f o r m i d a b l e " 

d e f e n s e o f l i b e r a l v a l u e s y e t to be advanced - a v a s t i m p r o v e 

ment , so t h e s e commentators c l a i m , upon J o h n S t u a r t M i l l ' s 

22 
p h i l o s o p h y . 

P o p p e r ' s work has a lways been c o n t r o v e r s i a l , and t h i s 

has p a r t i c u l a r l y been the case w i t h h i s s t u d i e s i n the h i s t o r y 

o f p o l i t i c a l thought and the l o g i c o f the s o c i a l s c i e n c e s . 

Amongst p h i l o s o p h e r s , i t has f r e q u e n t l y been s a i d t h a t one 

may p h i l o s o p h i s e f o r o r a g a i n s t K a n t , but t h a t one may not 

p h i l o s o p h i s e w i t h o u t h i m . T h e r e a r e g r o w i n g s i g n s t h a t f u t u r e 

g e n e r a t i o n s o f s c h o l a r s w i l l say much the same, and f o r many 

o f the same r e a s o n s , o f P o p p e r ' s i d e a s . I n a d d i t i o n to the 

s u b s t a n c e o f h i s thought (some o f which w i l l be e x p l o r e d s h o r t 

l y ) , a s p e c t s o f P o p p e r ' s i n t e l l e c t u a l s t y l e a p p e a r to have 

g r e a t l y c o n t r i b u t e d to t h i s e f f e c t , and l e n d c redence to the 

c o m p a r i s o n w i t h K a n t . As had been the case w i t h K a n t and so 

many o t h e r E n l i g h t e n m e n t f i g u r e s , i n P o p p e r ' s hands the h i s 

t o r y o f i d e a s and q u e s t i o n s o f method become v e r i t a b l e b a t t l e 

f i e l d s where the f o r c e s o f r e a s o n and p a s s i o n , f a l l i b i l i s m and 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n i s m , h i s t o r i c i s m and i n d e t e r m i n i s m , and so o n , 

c l a s h a t e v e r y c o n c e i v a b l e t u r n . As one p o l i t i c a l t h e o r i s t 

s u c c i n c t l y o b s e r v e d , " P o p p e r i s the s o r t o f w r i t e r who produces 

hot o r c o l d r e s p o n s e s i n h i s r e a d e r s , f o r h i s i s s e l f - a d m i t t e d l y 

i 
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23 a combative prose." J Thus, i n the second of his three major 

I volumes of essays on epistemology and methodology, Conjectures 
and Refutations; The Growth of S c i e n t i f i c Knowledge (1963), 
Popper frankly admits that " l i k e many other philosophers I am 
at times i n c l i n e d to c l a s s i f y philosophers as belonging to two 
main groups - those with whom I disagree and those who agree 

24 
with me." Small wonder, then, that, while some have hailed 

' Popper as " t h i s century's Locke", and as propounding the " i d e a l 
metaphysics" of a l i b e r a l society, others have been most im
pressed by diam e t r i c a l l y opposed implications and habits of 
his thought. 

One well-known student of p o l i t i c a l thought, f o r example, 
has complained of "the ar b i t r a r i n e s s of Popper's fundamental 
p r i n c i p l e s " , that "the use of 'we' employed throughout [The 
Open Society] takes on an insidious tone f o r a l l who are not 
of the charmed community" of C r i t i c a l Rationalism, and that 
his l i b e r a l meliorism "sanctions a dangerous extension of the 

25 
i n t e r v e n t i o n i s t state." From a r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t perspec
t i v e , several s o c i a l theorists have charged that Popper has 
provided a " j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the c u l t of empiricism and prag
matic conservatism" and a "comprehensive defense of the admini
s t r a t i v e technologists - indeed a manifesto f o r them, no l e s s 

" 26 
ef f e c t i v e f o r being unread by many who most p r o f i t from i t . 
In short, i t appears that , pr e c i s e l y as Kant had done a cen
tury and a h a l f before, Popper has polarised the thought of 
his contemporaries and that of at lea s t the next generation 
oh the most pressing questions of modern l i f e : What can I 
know?, What ought I to do?, and What may I hope for? Not co-
i n c i d e n t a l l y , from the standpoint of ultimately assessing 
Popper's s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l thought and methodology, these 
happen to be Kant's three great questions, each the subject of 
one of hi s monumental C r i t i q u e s . 

In the leading stanza of the f i n a l chapter to P o l i t i c s and 
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V i s i o n , S h e l d o n W o l i n n o t e s t h a t " to d e s c r i b e a d e q u a t e l y r e 

c e n t and contemporary c o n c e p t i o n s o f what i s p o l i t i c a l i s a 

r i s k y u n d e r t a k i n g f u l l o f the p i t f a l l s t h a t come from s t a n -
ii 07 

d i n g so c l o s e to events and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f e v e n t s . I n 

the case o f a t h i n k e r as i n f l u e n t i a l and c o n t r o v e r s i a l as 

P o p p e r , s u c h r i s k s must n o t o n l y be acknowledged b u t s p e c i f i 

c a l l y a d d r e s s e d . Perhaps the most n o t a b l e r i s k stems from the 

tendency o f a c o n s i d e r a b l e body o f commentary on h i s thought 

to l a p s e i n t o a t y p e o f " w h i g g i s h p r e s e n t i s m " , s i m p l y m i r -

| r o r i n g h i s c u r r e n t s u c c e s s and t o d a y ' s most f a s h i o n a b l e c r i 

t e r i a o f e v a l u a t i o n . I n c r e a s i n g numbers o f o b s e r v e r s have 

n o t e d t h i s tendency when they lament P o p p e r ' s h a v i n g become a 

" c u l t f i g u r e " whose d i s c i p l e s have v i e d f o r the m a s t e r ' s m a n t l e 
and d o c t r i n e s have been s c r u t i n i z e d as much f o r h e r e s y as f o r 

29 
e r r o r . " S i m i l a r l y , a w e l l - k n o w n p h i l o s o p h e r who i s o t h e r w i s e 

q u i t e f a v o u r a b l y d i s p o s e d toward much o f P o p p e r ' s thought 

w r i t e s t h a t , " a l l too many o f the c o n t r i b u t o r s [ t o the L i b r a r y 

o f L i v i n g P h i l o s o p h e r s v o l u m e s ] come u n c o m f o r t a b l y c l o s e to 

g r o v e l l i n g . " ^ Henry V e a t c h goes so f a r as to o b s e r v e t h a t 

"Time was when o n l y a pope was deemed a f i t o f f i c e r to draw 

a l i n e o f d e m a r c a t i o n [between d i f f e r e n t modes o f e x p e r i e n c e ] ; 

but nowadays t h i s o n e - t i m e p a p a l f u n c t i o n would a p p e a r to have 
II "5 1 

d e v o l v e d upon a u n b l u s h i n g and ever ready S i r K a r l . J Whatever 

the a p p r o p r i a t e e x p l a n a t i o n f o r these u n c r i t i c a l , t r i u m p h a l i s t 

r e s p o n s e s to P o p p e r ' s thought may b e , I b e l i e v e they do h i s 

i d e a s , o u r s e l v e s , and o u r p o s t e r i t y a g r e a t d i s s e r v i c e . O b 

v i o u s l y , the same i s even more t r u e o f t h o s e who c a r i c a t u r e 

h i s thought and p o r t r a y i t as something t h a t n e i t h e r P o p p e r 

n o r a c a r e f u l s t u d e n t o f h i s work would r e c o g n i z e as h i s a c t u a l 

v i e w s . 

One ( a d m i t t e d l y i m p e r f e c t and d i f f i c u l t to execute) means 

o f a v o i d i n g t h e s e p i t f a l l s , o r a t l e a s t the worst o f them, i s 

to c o n d u c t o u r d i s c u s s i o n , whenever p o s s i b l e , as a n immanent 

c r i t i q u e - t a k i n g P o p p e r ' s p r e m i s e s and i d e a s as o u r own and 
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s u b m i t t i n g them to the f a c t s o f e x p e r i e n c e and the t r i b u n a l 

o f r e a s o n . I n l i g h t o f p r o c e e d i n g i n s u c h a manner, the f a c t 

t h a t o u r c o n c l u s i o n s a r e not always " P o p p e r i a n " themselves 

c o n s t i t u t e s a g a i n , n o t .a l o s s , i n the o v e r a l l a p p r e c i a t i o n 

o f h i s thought and the f u t u r e o f l i b e r a l s o c i e t y which i s h i s 

o v e r r i d i n g c o n c e r n . A n d , h a p p i l y , we f i n d c o n s i d e r a b l e s u p 

p o r t f o r s u c h a b e l i e f i n P o p p e r ' s own work. He i s p a r t i c u 

l a r l y f o n d o f q u o t i n g E i n s t e i n ' s v iew t h a t " t h e r e c o u l d be 

no f a i r e r d e s t i n y f o r any . . . t h e o r y t h a n t h a t i t s h o u l d 

p o i n t the way to a more comprehensive t h e o r y i n which i t 

l i v e s o n , as a l i m i t i n g c a s e " (CR: 32). I take i t t h a t what 

e v e r the c o m p l e x i o n o f "more c o m p r e h e n s i v e " t h e o r i e s o f p o l i 

t i c a l l i b e r a l i s m i n the f u t u r e may b e , P o p p e r ' s i d e a s and a r 

guments w i l l i n d e e d c o n s t i t u t e a " l i m i t i n g c a s e " . As we s h a l l 

see i n C h a p t e r 3» the e n t i r e s t r u c t u r e o f h i s t h o u g h t , e s s e n 

t i a l l y K a n t i a n i n n a t u r e , i s i d e a l l y s u i t e d to t h i s t a s k o f 

s e c u r i n g o r d e r l y g r o w t h . 

U l t i m a t e l y , i t w i l l be argued t h a t a good d e a l o f P o p p e r ' s 

work ( i n c l u d i n g h i s e p i s t e m o l o g y and p h i l o s o p h y o f s c i e n c e i n 

t h e i r p o i n t s o f d e p a r t u r e ) i s b e s t u n d e r s t o o d as an a t tempt to 

c o n s e r v e l i b e r a l i s m i n the f a c e o f tremendous c h a l l e n g e s to the 

t r a d i t i o n a l bases o f i t s i n t e l l e c t u a l c o n f i d e n c e and p o l i t i c a l 

o p t i m i s m . H i s e a r l y l i f e i n V i e n n a d u r i n g the 1920s and e a r l y 

30s was i n e v e r y sense p i v o t a l i n the f o r m a t i o n o f h i s t h o u g h t , 

and i t i s w i t h t h i s p e r i o d t h a t I w i l l be b e g i n n i n g the a n a l y 

s i s i n C h a p t e r 2. U l t i m a t e l y , we s h a l l see t h a t the a i r o f 

paradox c o n t a i n e d i n the t i t l e and u n i f y i n g theme o f t h i s s t u d y 

i n h e r e s i n the n a t u r e o f contemporary l i b e r a l d i s c o u r s e i t s e l f -

h i s t o r i c a l l y and p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y so f a r removed from ( a n d , h e n c e , 

i g n o r a n t o f ) i t s b e g i n n i n g s , f r e q u e n t l y the v i c t i m o f i t s own 

s u c c e s s , and i n c r e a s i n g l y s u r r o u n d e d by h o s t i l e , i l l i b e r a l 

s o c i a l f o r c e s and i d e a s . A g r e a t d e a l o f P o p p e r ' s deservedly-

l a r g e r e p u t a t i o n and f o l l o w i n g stems from the f a c t t h a t he 

has sharpened o u r p e r c e p t i o n o f these problems " f r o m w i t h i n " 



our Enlightenment heri tage - i n t e r r o g a t i n g l i b e r a l i s m ' s own 
u t i l i t a r i a n vocabulary of d e s i r i n g by reasser t ing the deter 
mined demands of a sobered, combat-toughened r a t i o n a l i t y . 
Future h i s t o r i a n s of p o l i t i c a l thought may thus d i s c e r n i n 
Popper's work a sustained and sytematic e f f o r t to save l i b e 
r a l soc ie ty from i t s e l f , as much as from i t s enemies - from 
expecting and asking too much of p o l i t i c s , from embracing 
erroneous ideas and f a l s e i d o l s and, above a l l , from asking 
such questions and b e l i e v i n g what we b e l i e v e i n the "wrong" 
or methodological ly mistaken manner* An explora t ion of these 
themes i s pursued i n Chapters 5 and 6 of t h i s study. That 
Popper's own f a i t h i n the powers and progress of s c i e n t i f i c 
reason may be at odds with the maintenance and s u r v i v a l of 
the i n d i v i d u a l freedom and autonomy he so much cherishes w i l l 
be one of the p r i n c i p a l paradoxes ra ised i n connection with 
his methodological l i b e r a l i s m i n my conclus ion . 
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CHAPTER 2 
A P o r t r a i t of Popper's E a r l y L i f e and Times 

. . . from the c r i t i c i s m of a t e x t to the 
c r i t i c i s m of a s o c i e t y , the way i s s h o r t e r 
than i t seems. - , r, , . 1 

— J o s e p h Schumpeter 
i 

K a r l Raimund Popper was born i n J u l y , 1902, i n the Ober 
3 t . V e i t d i s t r i c t of Vienna. The only son and youngest of 
three c h i l d r e n of Dr. Simon Siegmund C a r l and Jenny (nee 
S c h i f f ) Popper, he r e c a l l s having been g r e a t l y i n f l u e n c e d 
by h i s f a t h e r ' s i n t e l l e c t u a l achievements as w e l l as h i s 
mother's c u l t u r a l i n t e r e s t s . His mother i s remembered as 
being very m u s i c a l , having heard Brahms, L i s z t , and Bulow 
perform i n t h e i r prime, and having "played Mozart and Beet
hoven very simply and b e a u t i f u l l y " on the Bosendorfer concert 

2 
grand i n t h e i r d i n i n g room. Given h i s mother's f a m i l i a l back
ground and extensive i n t e r e s t s i n c l a s s i c a l music, Popper notes, 
" f o r a time - between the autumn of 1920 and perhaps 1922 - I 
myself thought q u i t e s e r i o u s l y of becoming a musician. But as 
w i t h so many other things - mathematics, p h y s i c s , and c a b i n e t -
making - I f e l t i n the end I was not r e a l l y good enough".^ 
Hence, a f t e r a year's study i n the Vienna Konservatorium ("Aca
demy of M u s i c " ) , Popper turned h i s a t t e n t i o n and considerable 
energies to other p u r s u i t s . S t i l l , to t h i s day, he c r e d i t s 
the e a r l y i n f l u e n c e of c l a s s i c a l music and h i s "unbounded ad
m i r a t i o n f o r the great composers of o l d " w i t h having been r e s 
p o n s i b l e f o r "at l e a s t three ideas which i n f l u e n c e d me f o r 
l i f e " : one having to do w i t h the c o n t r a s t between "dogmatic" 
and " c r i t i c a l t h i n k i n g " and the s i g n i f i c a n c e of dogmas and t r a 
d i t i o n s , which stemmed from h i s e a r l y s t u d i e s i n educational 
psychology; another having to do w i t h what he f e l t was the "im
mensely important" d i f f e r e n c e between two kinds of musical com
p o s i t i o n (which he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y terms " o b j e c t i v e " and 
" s u b j e c t i v e " ) ; and, f i n a l l y , "a r e a l i z a t i o n of the i n t e l l e c t u a l 
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poverty and destructive power of h i s t o r i c i s t ideas i n music 
and i n the a r t s i n general" ("IA," 42-3). 

His father was a professor of law hut, as Popper remarks 
I i n his i n t e l l e c t u a l autobiography, "he was r e a l l y more of a 
scholar than a lawyer" ("IA", 6). Elsewhere, he describes 
his father as "a poet, and excellent c l a s s i c a l scholar and 
h i s t o r i a n , p a r t i c u l a r l y interested i n the Hellenic period to 
which a considerable part of his l i b r a r y of ten thousand books 
was devoted.^ As Popper r e c a l l s , "there were books everywhere; 
the atmosphere i n which I was brought up was decidedly bookish" 
("IA", 5). The q u a l i t i e s of personality his father seems to 
have embodied included a tremendous capacity f o r long hours of 
hard work i n both his professional and l e i s u r e l y a c t i v i t i e s , 
"a l i g h t touch and strong sense of humour", a keen i n t e r e s t i n 
" s o c i a l problems", and a studied reluctance to impose his own 
views on those around him ( p a r t i c u l a r l y his son) ( c f . , "IA", 
6-7). Popper notes that, l i k e most Austrians, his father "res
pected the Emperor", but, p o l i t i c a l l y , "was a r a d i c a l l i b e r a l 
of the school of J . S. M i l l , and not at a l l a supporter of the 
government". ("IA", 5). Indeed, i n 1904, Popper's father wrote 
what his son r e f e r s to as "a b r i l l i a n t p o l i t i c a l s a t i r e , Anno  
1903" under the pen name of Siegmund K a r l Pflung, which "was 
seized by the p o l i c e on i t s p u b l i c a t i o n . . . and remained on 
the index of prohibited books u n t i l 1918" ( i b i d ) . Although he 
apparently never discussed the matter with his son, Popper's 
father was very active i n "two committees which were running 
homes f o r the homeless", whose numbers continued to swell as 
a r e s u l t of severe a g r i c u l t u r a l depressions i n the outlying 
provinces of the Empire and as the lure of employment i n Vienna 
continued to mount. As Popper learned l a t e r , one of those com
mittees ran "a freemasons lodge,for which he was f o r many years 
the Master, which ran a home f o r orphans, while the other com
mittee (not masonic) b u i l t and administered a large i n s t i t u t i o n 
f o r homeless adults and f a m i l i e s " (one of whose "inmates" was 
Adolf H i t l e r , during his early years i n Vienna) ( i b i d ) . I r o n i -
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c a l l y , g i v e n h i s o p p o s i t i o n to the government and h i s member

s h i p i n the freemasons ( w h i c h a t the t ime was an i l l e g a l s o 

c i e t y ) , the " o l d Emperor" h i m s e l f , F r a n z J o s e p h , k n i g h t e d 

P o p p e r ' s f a t h e r i n t o the R i t t e r d e r F r a n z J o s e f Ordens f o r 
I 5 

h i s c o n t r i b u t i o n s to s u c h c h a r i t a b l e c a u s e s . 

As f o r h i m s e l f , Popper r e c a l l s , h i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l d e v e l o p 

ment " c e r t a i n l y s t a r t e d l a t e r t h a n my e m o t i o n a l and m o r a l d e 

v e l o p m e n t " . As a c h i l d , he n o t e s , " I was, I s u s p e c t , somewhat 

p u r i t a n i c a l , even p r i g g i s h , though t h i s . . . was perhaps tem-

- p e r e d by the f e e l i n g t h a t I had no r i g h t to s i t i n judgement 

o f anybody except m y s e l f " ( " I A " , 4). He h i g h l i g h t s " f r e q u e n t 

f e e l i n g s o f a d m i r a t i o n f o r my e l d e r s and b e t t e r s " as some o f 

h i s " e a r l i e s t m e m o r i e s " , and n o t e s t h a t he was "what Americans 

might c a l l a ' s o f t y ' , [ w i t h ] compassion one o f the s t r o n g e s t 

emotions I remember" ( i b i d ) . I n s t a r k c o n t r a s t to the r e l a 

t i v e a f f l u e n c e and c o m f o r t o f h i s own s u r r o u n d i n g s , " t h e s i g h t 

o f a b j e c t p o v e r t y i n V i e n n a was one o f the main problems which 

a g i t a t e d me when I was s t i l l a v e r y s m a l l c h i l d - so much so 

t h a t i t was a l m o s t a lways a t the back o f my m i n d " . C o n t i n u i n g 

i n the same v e i n , he n o t e s t h a t : 

few p e o p l e now l i v i n g i n one o f the Western 
D e m o c r a c i e s know what p o v e r t y meant a t the 
b e g i n n i n g o f t h i s c e n t u r y ; men, women, and 
c h i l d r e n s u f f e r i n g from h u n g e r , c o l d , and 
h e l p l e s s n e s s ( " I A " , 4). 

Popper was t w e l v e y e a r s o l d when the F i r s t W o r l d War broke 

o u t , and as he has f r e q u e n t l y p o i n t e d o u t , " t h e war and i t s 

a f t e r m a t h were , i n e v e r y r e s p e c t , d e c i s i v e f o r my i n t e l l e c t u a l 

development . They made me c r i t i c a l o f a c c e p t e d o p i n i o n s , e s 

p e c i a l l y p o l i t i c a l o p i n i o n s " ( " I A " , 8). Above a l l , Popper r e 

c a l l s h a v i n g been " s t a g g e r e d " a t the s i g h t o f so many o f h i s 

f o r m e r l y and " d e c i d e d l y p a c i f i s t " f r i e n d s s w i n g i n g o v e r to b e 

come s u p p o r t e r s o f the a l l i a n c e between A u s t r i a and Germany and 

o f A u s t r i a ' s e x p a n s i o n i s t p o l i c y i n the B a l k a n s ( e s p e c i a l l y 

S e r b i a ) . Though a d m i t t i n g t h a t h e , t o o , had become " a l i t t l e 

i n f e c t e d by the g e n e r a l mood" , t h i s l a s t e d but " a few weeks" , 



a f t e r which time ( i . e . , during the winter of 1915-16) "I be
came convinced - under the influence, no doubt, of prewar 
s o c i a l i s t propaganda - that the cause of Au s t r i a and Germany 
was a bad cause and that we deserved to lose the war (and 
therefore that we would lose i t , as I naively argued)" ("IA", 9). 

Throughout the next three to four years, Popper points 
out, Vienna was besieged by rumours and a sense of imminent 
doom; rumours about the d i s s o l u t i o n of the Empire that be
gan to mount amid growing defections of Czechs, Slavs, and 
I t a l i a n s from the Austrian army, "and then we heard rumours 
about the death sentences f o r treason, and the t e r r o r d i r e c 
ted by the Austrian authorities against people suspected of 
d i s l o y a l t y " ("IA", 9-10). K a r l Kraus, one of the leading 
l i t e r a r y figures of the period captured t h i s sense of doom 
and defeat well when he observed that A u s t r i a "served as a 
dress rehearsal f o r the apocalypse" - an opinion echoed by 
one of the great Austrian n o v e l i s t s , Robert Musil, i n his 
Man Without Q u a l i t i e s . ^ For those who cherished the t r a 
d i t i o n a l l i b e r a l i d e a ls of peace, progress, and order, these 

7 
indeed must have seemed l i k e "the l a s t days of mankind." 
In the words of a well-known h i s t o r i a n , the forces that rose 
to challenge, and ultimately prevailed against the belated 
ascendancy of l i b e r a l i s m i n A u s t r i a "could not f a i l to b a f f l e 
an observer who viewed them through a l i b e r a l conceptual screen 

Q 

and with a l i b e r a l ' s expectations of history." 
I t was during the l a s t year or so of the war that Popper 

made one of the most s i g n i f i c a n t decisions of his l i f e i n terms 
of his subsequent i n t e l l e c t u a l development. Having suffered 
from an i l l n e s s f o r over two months, Popper " r e a l i z e d very 
c l e a r l y what I had f e l t i n my bones f o r a considerable time: 
that i n our famous Austrian secondary schools ( c a l l e d "Gym
nasium" and h o r r i b i l e d i c t u - "Realgymnasium") we were wasting 
our time shockingly" ("IA", 23). As he points out, the fact 
that much of the teaching "was boring i n the extreme - hours 
and hours of hopeless torture" was c e r t a i n l y "not new to me", 
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but, upon hi s return from h i s convalescence, he "found that 
my class had made .hardly any progress, even i n mathematics," 
which had been the one subject i n which he had "an i n t e r e s 
ting and t r u l y i n s p i r i n g teacher". By his own accounts, " t h i s 
was the eye-opener: i t made me eager to leave school"("IA", 24). 
The following year brought defeat to the Central Powers i n the 
war and the imposed d i s s o l u t i o n of the Empire, the aftermath 
of which, he now r e c a l l s , "destroyed the world i n which I had 
grown up" ( i b i d ) . This gave Popper the opportunity to leave 
school and he eagerly seized i t . 

Popper notes " i t was a time of upheavals, though not only 
p o l i t i c a l ones". Runaway i n f l a t i o n , famine, and widespread 
hunger r i o t s were the order of the day i n what he elsewhere 

Q 

r e c a l l s as "starving post-war Vienna". He notes "there was 
l i t t l e to eat; and as f o r clothing, most of us could a f f o r d 
only discarded army uniforms, adapted f o r c i v i l i a n use" ("IA", 
24). Few thought "seriously of careers - there were none" (ex
cept perhaps i n commerce, which never interested him i n the 
l e a s t ) . Perhaps with the marked contrast to our own times i n 
mind, he continues, "we studied not f o r a career but f o r the 
sake of studying. V/e studied and we discussed p o l i t i c s " ( i b i d ) . 
From the point of view of his subsequent vocational success, i t 
i s most i n t e r e s t i n g to note Popper's r e c o l l e c t i o n that: 

i f I thought of a future, I dreamt of one day 
founding a school i n which young people could 
le a r n without boredom, and would be stimulated 
to pose problems and. discuss them; a school i n 
which no unwanted answers to unasked questions 
would have to be l i s t e n e d to; i n which one did 
not study f o r the sake of passing examinations 
("IA", 31). 

He r e c a l l s having been "close enough to hear the b u l l e t s 
whistle when, on the occasion of the Declaration of the Austrian 
Republic, s o l d i e r s started shooting at members of the Pro
v i s i o n a l Government assembled at the top of the steps leading 
to the Parliament building" ("IA", 24). Soon thereafter, 
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Popper notes, "there began a period of cold and hot c i v i l war 
which ended with H i t l e r ' s invasion of Austria, and l e d to the 
Second World War". I t was against this background of nearly 
incessant p o l i t i c a l s t r i f e and economic r u i n that Popper f i n a l l y 
decided to "stage my own private revolution" and leave school 
to study on h i s own as a non-matriculated student at the Uni
v e r s i t y of Vienna. Revealingly, Popper r e c a l l s that i t was 
"the revolution" that " i n c i t e d me to stage my ...revolution" 
("IA", 24). Revealing, because Popper's characterization of 
the settlement that the A l l i e s imposed on Germany and Au s t r i a 
following the war as a "revolution" r e f l e c t s the same type of 

, p o l i t i c a l pathos and i n c l i n a t i o n to moralize about p o l i t i c a l 
questions ( i n the absence of a firm s o c i a l base and e f f e c t i v e 
control of power) that characterized the educated middle-class 
and sad p l i g h t of Austrian l i b e r a l i s m the generation before. 
A u s t r i a was not s i g n i f i c a n t l y l i b e r a l i z e d , l e t alone democra
ti z e d , with the "Declaration of the Austrian Republic", but 
instead foreed to see i f i t could f i n a l l y become so. As a 
number of excellent studies have pointed out, though the post
war settlement represented a change i n constitutions, an over
throw of dynasties, the underlying s o c i a l , p o l i t i c a l and eeo-

10 
nomic structure of the bygone Empire remained untouched. 
And, as the next decade and a h a l f t r a g i c a l l y demonstrated, 
the republican c o n s t i t u t i o n , that "foreign import", c l e a r l y 

11 
did not f i t with the t r a d i t i o n s of the nation. 

I t was shortly a f t e r staging his "private revolution" that 
Popper resolved another issue of momentous import to his subse
quent i n t e l l e c t u a l development, what he terms his "encounter 
with Marxism". He notes that "although the years a f t e r the 
F i r s t World War were grim f o r most of my friends and also f o r 
myself, i t was an exhilarating time" ("IA", 29). As one would 
expect under the circumstances, "there was an upsurge of ideals 
of the French Revolution, and of Marxism, and a hope of esta
b l i s h i n g a f r e e r and better world, and to banish war and autho-

12 
r i t a r i a n i s m forever." Given the a n t i - l i b e r a l tendencies of 
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both the German Nationals ( l a t e r absorbed by the Nazis) and the : 

C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s , the sole p o l i t i c a l options were to support 
either the r e l a t i v e l y large S o c i a l Democratic party or the Com
munists (who were smaller i n numbers). 

I n i t i a l l y , Popper r e c a l l s , i t was v i r t u a l l y impossible to 
t e l l the two apart, since " t h e i r Marxist b e l i e f s were then very 
s i m i l a r " and "they both dwelt, r i g h t l y , on the horrors of war" 
("IA", 24). At the time, he observes, the communists "claimed 
they had proven t h e i r pacifism by ending the war, at Brest-
Litovsk. Peace, they said, was what they primarily stood for; 
[and] • . • not only f o r peace but, i n t h e i r propaganda at l e a s t , 
against a l l 'unnecessary' violence" ( i b i d ) . Thus, as a member of 
"the association of s o c i a l i s t pupils of secondary schools" 
( s o z i a l i s t i c h e M ittelschuler) and at the meetings of the so
c i a l i s t u n i v e r s i t y students, Popper l i s t e n e d to numerous spea
kers of both s o c i a l democratic and communist leanings and " f o r 
about two or three months I regarded myself as a communist" ("IA", 
24-25). Then, shortly before his seventeenth birthday, Popper 
experienced what he frequently has referred to as "one of the 
most important incidents i n my l i f e " . Given i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e , 
perhaps Popper's own reconstruction should speak f o r i t s e l f : 

In Vienna, shooting broke out during a demon
s t r a t i o n by unarmed s o c i a l i s t s who, in s t i g a t e d 
by the communists, t r i e d to help some communists 
to escape who were under arrest i n the c e n t r a l 
p o l i c e s t a t i o n i n Vienna. Several young so c i a 
l i s t and communist workers were k i l l e d . I was 
h o r r i f i e d and shocked at the p o l i c e , but also 
at myself. For I f e l t that as a Marxist I bore 
part r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the tragedy - at l e a s t 
i n p r i n c i p l e . Marxist theory demands that the 
class struggle be i n t e n s i f i e d , i n order to speed 
up the coming of socialism. I t s thesis i s that 
although the revolution may claim some victims, 
capitalism i s claiming more victims than the 
whole s o c i a l i s t revolution. 

That was the Marxist theory - part of so 
c a l l e d ' s c i e n t i f i c socialism'. I now asked my
s e l f whether such a c a l c u l a t i o n could ever be 
supported by 'science'. The whole experience, 
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and e s p e c i a l l y this question, l e d me to a 
l i f e - l o n g revulsion of f e e l i n g ("IA", 25). 

Though he s t i l l "hoped f o r a better world, a less v i o l e n t 
and a more just world", Popper r e c a l l s , "I questioned whether 
I r e a l l y knew - whether what I had thought was knowledge was 
not perhaps mere pretence". Continuing, he asks i n the mea
sured manner of a presiding judge, "had I examined i t c r i t i c a l 
l y , as anybody should do before he accepts a creed which jus
t i f i e s i t s means by some distant end?" ("IA", 25)• And, sadly, 
he was soon forced to admit, 

. • . not only had I accepted a complex theory 
somewhat u n c r i t i c a l l y , but I had also a c t u a l l y 
noticed quite a b i t that was wrong, i n the theory 
as well as i n the practice of communism, but had 
repressed t h i s - p a r t l y out of l o y a l t y to my 
frie n d s , p a r t l y out of l o y a l t y to 'the cause', 
and p a r t l y because there i s a mechanism f o r get
t i n g oneself more and more deeply involved: once 
one has s a c r i f i c e d one's i n t e l l e c t u a l conscience 
over a minor point one does not wish to give up 
too e a s i l y ("IA", 25). 

Though i t was "awfully depressing to have f a l l e n into such 
a trap", p a r t i c u l a r l y " f o r an i n t e l l e c t u a l , . . . who can read 
and think" ( i b i d , 26), Popper's subsequent career and i n t e r e s t 
would have been v i r t u a l l y inconceivable as we now know them 
without h i s "encounter with Marxism". As he r e a d i l y admits, 
"the experience enabled me to understand l a t e r things which 
otherwise I would not have understood" and i t "taught me a num
ber of lessons which I have never forgotten". Above a l l , i t 
taught him "the wisdom of the Socratic saying, 'I know that I 
do not know'. " I t made me a f a l l i b i l i s t , and impressed on me 
the value of i n t e l l e c t u a l modesty. And i t made me most con
scious of the difference between dogmatic and c r i t i c a l t h i n 
king" ("IA", 27-28). Thus, as he reminds us i n an i n t e r e s t i n g 
essay written i n memory of Otto Neurath, i t was these c r i t i c a l 
ideas with regard to Marxism that "led me to become interested 
i n problems of the theory of knowledge and of the philosophy of 
science" and, i n turn, of " t h e i r bearing on p o l i t i c a l problems". 
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Perhaps a b r i e f pause to comment upon the s i g n i f i c a n c e of , 
these early events i n Popper's l i f e would be h e l p f u l before com
pl e t i n g our sketch of his i n t e l l e c t u a l t rajectory. Given his 
own reconstruction of the p r i o r i t y of s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l c r i  
ses to the formation of his l a t e r , more professional i n t e r e s t s 
i n epistemological and methodological resolutions of those c r i 
ses, i t seems i l l - c o n c e i v e d to i n s i s t that p o l i t i c s has only 
been a peripheral focus of his work, or that he " s h i f t e d " his 
i n t e r e s t s at "mid-career" to problems i n the s o c i a l sciences 
and the threat of t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m , thereafter returning hap
p i l y to more basic concerns with l o g i c , methodology, and epis-

14 / 
temology. I believe (and w i l l pursue at greater length i n 
several chapters to come) that the categorical structure of 
Popper's epistemology and the basis of his methodological pre
s c r i p t i o n s are inherently and d i s t i n c t i v e l y p o l i t i c a l - domi
nated by a " l i f e - l o n g revulsion of f e e l i n g " against the alleged 
causes and t r a g i c costs of the War and i t s aftermath, and de
termined to prevent t h e i r recurrence. To t h i s end, Popper has 
remained steadfast i n his early conviction that questions of 
knowledge have such p r a c t i c a l , p o l i t i c a l consequences that to 
separate the two can only lead to further c r i s e s , i f not d i 
saster, f o r l i b e r a l democracies. Furthermore, as we s h a l l see 
i n Chapter 4, Popper has not s i g n i f i c a n t l y altered the major 
tenets of his philosophy during the post-War period. 

By the time he was seventeen, "I had become an anti-Marxist", 
though the decision to publish his views only came some sixteen 
years l a t e r " i n an atmosphere poisoned by facism and l a t e n t c i 
v i l war" ("IA", 26). Popper notes that he "remained a s o c i a l i s t 
f o r several years" more but observes with obvious reference to 
his experience during t h i s period that, " i f there could be such 
a thing as socialism combined with i n d i v i d u a l l i b e r t y , I would 
be a s o c i a l i s t s t i l l . For nothing could be better than l i v i n g 
a modest, simple, and free l i f e i n an e g a l i t a r i a n society" ( i b i d . 
27). Unfortunately, Popper continues, t h i s i s "no more than a 
b e a u t i f u l dream". Popper then d i s t i l l s the essence of his i i -
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beralism i n the form of three axiom-like propositions: "f r e e - ' 
dom i s more important than equality"; "the attempt to r e a l i z e 

I equality endangers freedom"; and that, " i f freedom i s l o s t , 
there w i l l not even be equality among the unfree" ( i b i d , 27). 

Needless to say, the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of "the most relevant 
aspect" of Popper's p o l i t i c a l theory as i t s "philosophy of so-
c i a l democracy" finds very l i t t l e support i n these remarks. 
Moreover, these cornerstones of his p o l i t i c a l thought suggest 
that, to the extent that one can f i n d i n Popper's writings a 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r "a dangerous extension of the i n t e r v e n t i o n i s t 

16 
state", t h i s must be traced to one of the c r i t i c a l , though un
acknowledged tensions i n his thought - that between his techno
l o g i c a l conception of r a t i o n a l i t y and his commitment to the maxi
mization of i n d i v i d u a l l i b e r t y and autonomy - than to any con
scious i n t e n t i o n or design on his part (as the commentator i n 
question implies). As he observed a decade ago, by the time he 
wrote the Open Society, he considered himself an " i n d i v i d u a l i s t " , 
opposed i n theory to such dangerous abstractions as "class"/'man
kind", and "meaning i n h i s t o r y " , and i n practice to proposals to 
nationalize the means of production whether Marxist or non-Marxist 

17 
( i . e . , S o c i a l Democratic) i n i n s p i r a t i o n . 

i i 

Popper passed his "Matura" (entrance examination) as a non-
matriculated student at the University of Vienna i n .1922, just 
one year l a t e r than would have been the case had he continued i n 
secondary school. Although he sampled courses i n a number of sub
jects (he mentions hi s t o r y , l i t e r a t u r e , psychology, philosophy, 
and even medicine), he r e c a l l s that he "soon gave up going to 
lectures, with the exception of mathematics and t h e o r e t i c a l 
physics" ("IA", 30). In 1923, he passed a second "Matura" at 
a teacher's t r a i n i n g college, which q u a l i f i e d him to teach p r i 
mary school. But "there were no posts avai l a b l e f o r teachers" 
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so, having concluded an apprenticeship as a cabinetmaker, he 
became a s o c i a l worker (Horterzieher) with neglected children. 
I t was early during t h i s period, Popper r e c a l l s , that he f u r 
ther developed h i s ideas, i n i t i a l l y prompted by his "encounter 
with Marxism", about the demarcation between s c i e n t i f i c theories 
( l i k e Einstein's) and pseudoscientific theories ( l i k e Marx's 
" s c i e n t i f i c socialism", A l f r e d Adler's i n d i v i d u a l psychology, 
and Freud's psychoanalysis) ( i b i d , 3 1 ) • 

Having been "brought up i n an atmosphere i n which Newton's 
mechanics and Maxwell's electrodynamics were accepted side by 
side as unquestionable truths", and therefore to being admit
tedly "dazed" upon f i r s t hearing E i n s t e i n lecture i n Vienna, 
Popper r e c a l l s that "what impressed me most was Einstein's own 
c l e a r statement that he would regard his theory untenable i f i t 
should f a i l i n c e r t a i n t e s t s " ("IA", 28-29). Thus, E i n s t e i n 
observed, that " I f the r e d s h i f t of spectral l i n e s due to g r a v i 
t a t i o n a l p o t e n t i a l should not exist, then the general theory 

1 ft 
of r e l a t i v i t y w i l l be untenable". In May, 1919, Einstein's 
eclipse predictions were successfully tested by two teams of 
B r i t i s h researchers, and Popper observes that, "a new theory 
of g r a v i t a t i o n and a new cosmology suddenly appeared, not just 
as a mere p o s s i b i l i t y , but as a r e a l improvement on Newton - a 
better approximation to the truth" ("IA", 28). Einstein's me
thod, Popper contends, l e d him to look f o r " c r u c i a l experiments 
whose agreement with h i s predictions would by no means es t a b l i s h 
his theory", but whose disagreement "would show his theory to be 
untenable", whereas i n the work of Marx, Freud, Adler, and even 
more so that of t h e i r followers, an " u t t e r l y d i f f e r e n t " , dog
matic a t t i t u d e prevailed ( i b i d ) . As he observes elsewhere, 
theirs was a world: 

f u l l of v e r i f i c a t i o n s . . . I t was p r e c i s e l y t h i s 
f a c t - that they [ i . e . , the theories i n dispute] 
always f i t t e d , that they were always confirmed -
which i n the eyes of t h e i r admirers constituted 
the strongest argument i n favour of these theories. 
I t began to dawn on me that t h i s apparent strength 
was i n fa c t t h e i r weakness (CR, 3 5 ) . 
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On the contrary, Popper maintains that "what made a theory, or 
a statement, s c i e n t i f i c , was i t s power to rule out, or exclude 
the occurrence of these events: the more a theory forbids, the  
more i t t e l l s us" ("IA", 31; i t a l i c s i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

In 1925, the c i t y of Vienna founded a new i n s t i t u t e of edu
cation, The Pedagogic I n s t i t u t e . I t had been inspire d by the 
nationwide educational reform movement of Otto Glockel. Popper 
r e c a l l s that the I n s t i t u t e was linked somewhat loosely with the 
University, and that along with several other s o c i a l workers, he 

I was admitted as a student. He also notes that "the purpose of 
the new I n s t i t u t e was to further and support the reform, then 
i n progress, of the primary and secondary schools" that had been 
pr e c i p i t a t e d by the chaos of the aftermath of the F i r s t World War 
("IA", 57). 

Although the pre-war Austrian system of education compared 
quite well with the most progressive systems i n Europe, It was 
nonetheless, i n the words of a well-known student of the move
ment, "hardly a paradigm of progressive thinking: i n s t r u c t i o n , 
l a r g e l y i n the hands of the Roman Catholic Church, was mechanical 

19 
and as uniform as was p r a c t i c a l . " J To a large extent, the school 
reformers found that the major impediments to a thoroughly secular, 
l i b e r a l p o l i t i c a l culture, one i n which a genuine clash of ideas 
and the development of each in d i v i d u a l ' s capacities could take 
place, were the product of the thought of the 19th century Ger
man thinker, Johann F r i e d r i c h Herbart (1776-1841). Having himself 
never set foot i n A u s t r i a , the influence of Herbart's philosophy 
was mainly secured by followers, such as Robert Zimmerman (1824-
1898), whose own teachings dominated the University of Vienna's 
f a c u l t i e s of philosophy, psychology, and education u n t i l the 
1920s. 

Herbart's doctrine sought to restore the c l a s s i c a l harmony 
of Leibniz's monadology that had prevailed among Austrian t h i n 
kers throughout the 18th century. Among other things, " i t reaf
firmed a modified realism against speculative idealism, and sub-



- 2 8 -

s t i t u t e d f o r Hegel's d i a l e c t i c a formal l o g i c and a s t a t i c on-
20 

tology". Above a l l , b i s doctrine was e a s i l y accommodated by 
the Catholic a u t h o r i t i e s , " f o r whom his very omissions became 

21 
advantages". In p a r t i c u l a r , by talcing a metaphysically neu
t r a l view of theology, Herbart was not self-consciously or c r i 
t i c a l l y Protestant l i k e Kant, Schelling, or Hegel had been. When 
read i n connection with his l i f e - l o n g antipathy toward revolution 
and p r o g r e s s i v i s t philosophies of history, Herbart's thought i n 
Austr i a thus "tended to t r a i n d o c i l e , law-abiding c i t i z e n s , who 

22 
r e l i s h e d work while despising unrest". As Count Rottenham, 
royal advisor, observed while defining the aim and purpose of 
the state's lower schools, they were "to make thoroughly pious, 
good, tractable, and industrious men of the labouring classes 

23 
of people". Even more e x p l i c i t with regard to the state's best 
in t e r e s t s i n the pursuit and production of knowledge was the con
s t i t u t i o n of the common schools issued by the Emperor, himself: 

The method of i n s t r u c t i o n . . . , must endeavour 
f i r s t and foremost to t r a i n the memory; then 
however, according to the pressure of the circum
stances, the i n t e l l e c t and the heart. The t r i a l 
schools w i l l s t r i c t l y r e f r a i n from any explanation . 
other than those exactly prescribed i n the 'school 
and method' book. . • .24 

By encouraging students "to understand what i s already known, 
rather than to goad them into making discoveries", Herbart and 
his followers thus tended to produce "connoisseurs, not creators, 
just as i n philosophy he fostered scholars of the subject, not 

25 
creative geniuses". 

According to Herbart's version of a s s o c i a t i o n i s t psychology, 
the human mind was neutral and passive, t o t a l l y lacking i n i n 
nate f a c u l t i e s or structures f o r producing ideas from within i t -
s e l f . Though ideas themselves might be a c t i v e , Bartley notes 
that f o r Herbart and followers, "they lead t h e i r l i v e s i n passive 

27 
storehouse minds". I t was pr e c i s e l y this theory of mind and the 
obstacles i t posed f o r school reform that came i n f o r sustained 
attack at Vienna's Pedagogic I n s t i t u t e under the guidance and i n -
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t e l l e c t u a l leadership of the noted c h i l d psychologist, K a r l 
Buhler ( 1 8 7 9 - 1 9 6 3 ) , and h i s wife, Charlotte, also a well-known 
Gestalt psychologist. More important f o r the purposes at hand, 
Herbart's doctrine also bears a s t r i k i n g resemblance to the 
view that Popper severely c r i t i c i z e d i n one of his e a r l i e s t 
(and s t i l l untranslated) a r t i c l e s as "the bucket theory of the 
mind." 2 8 

Against the a s s o c i a t i o n i s t and empiricist tenets of Locke 
and Hume - the p r i n c i p l e s of contiguity and frequency - Buhler 
maintained that a basic and perhaps the most uniquely human 
function of the mind, that of theory-making, was independent 
of successive associations of sense impressions. For the Ges-
t a l t i s t s , Bartley observes, 

s t r u c t u r a l properties of the human mind gave p r i 
o r i t y to the organizing and theorizing a c t i v i t y 
of the'mind, which i n turn determined the kinds 
of wholes with which we would deal as 'elements' 
of our t h i n k i n g . 2 9 

it 

Buhler also rejected what has variously been referred to as 
"the picture theory of language" or " l o g i c a l atomism", des
cribed by Bertrand Russell as follows: 

In a l o g i c a l l y correct symbolism there w i l l always 
be a c e r t a i n fundamental i d e n t i t y of structure be
tween a f a c t and the symbol f o r i t ; and . . . the 
complexity of the symbol corresponds very c l o s e l y 
with the complexity of the fact symbolized by i t . 30 

Buhler d e r i s i v e l y dismissed such attempts at viewing language 
as physiognomy because of his deep, ultimately Kantian con
v i c t i o n that abstract words cannot be reduced to sense impres
sions. As we w i l l see below and i n the next two chapters, such 
a conviction i s also at the heart of Popper's thought. 

As one can imagine, the pedagogical implications of Buhler's 
ideas were profound and far-reaching v i s - a - v i s the methodology 
of the Herbartian educators and administrators of the Habsburg 
era. The c h i l d was now to be seen as an active being "whose 
mind was f a r more than a bucket to be f i l l e d with appropriate •31 
information". The reformers believed that the e a r l i e r emphasis 
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on so-called "unit ideas" has produced an excessively compart
mentalized and "atomistic" curriculum and teaching methodology. 
And we have Popper's own re c o l l e c t i o n s as to just how boring 
and s t u l t i f y i n g such an education a c t u a l l y was. Throughout the 
reform movement, p a r t i c u l a r l y at the I n s t i t u t e , experiments 
accordingly were designed to promote active p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 
lessons, aimed ultimately at the development of the indiv i d u a l ' s 
c a p a b i l i t i e s or " s e l f - a c t i v i t y " ( S e l b s t t a t i g k e i t ) . ^ 2 

During h i s sixteen years i n Vienna, Buhler attracted a num
ber of students and d i s c i p l e s , many of whom have gone on to at
t a i n great d i s t i n c t i o n i n t h e i r own right - among others, Paul 
Lazarsfeld, Egon Brunswik, Else Frenkel-Brunswik, Albert Wellek, 
Edward Tolman, Konrad Lorenz, Ludwig Wittgenstein, and the young 
ex-social worker, E a r l Popper. Popper r e c a l l s that,having "had 
access to the psychological laboratory" at the I n s t i t u t e , he con
ducted a few experiments of his own: 

which convinced me that sense dataj 'simple' 
ideas or impressions, and other such things, 
did not e x i s t : they were f i c t i t i o u s - i n 
ventions based on mistaken attempts to trans
f e r atomism (or A r i s t o t e l e a n l o g i c . . .) from 
physics to psychology ("IA", 60). 

In th i s connection, Popper s p e c i f i c a l l y c r e d i t s Buhler's book, 
The Mental Development of the Child -^with having had far-reaching 
implications f o r h i s subsequent thought on the psychology of d i s 
covery and the growth of knowledge ("IA", 5 8 ) . Most important 
was Buhler's theory of the three l e v e l s or functions of language: 
the expressive function (Kundgabefunktion), the signal or release 
function (Auslosefunktion) and, "on a higher l e v e l " , the descrip
t i v e function (Darstellungsfunktion). Popper notes that Buhler 
/'explained that the two lower functions were common to human and 
animal languages and were always present, while the t h i r d function 
was c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of human language alone, and sometimes (as i n 
exclamations) absent even from that" ("IA", 5 8 ) . 

This theory confirmed Popper's e a r l i e r views concerning a r t , 
s p e c i f i c a l l y that the conception of a r t as either self-expression 
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or as communication or "release" were "equally empty, since 
these two functions were t r i v i a l l y present i n a l l languages, 
even animal languages" (Ibid). More importantly, Popper cre
d i t s Buhler's ideas, as well as his discussions with Heinrich 
Gomperz (a Professor of philosophy at the U n i v e r s i t y ) , with 
"strengthening [ h i s ] ' o b j e c t i v i s t ' approach" - that " c r i t i c a l 
thinking or error elimination can be better characterized i n 
l o g i c a l than psychological terms" ( i b i d , 37), and his realism, 
"my conviction that there i s a re a l world, and that the prob
lem of knowledge i s the problem of how to discover this world" 
( i b i d , 5 9 ) • Moreoever, i t was by way of searching l o g i c a l c r i 
tique of Buhler's (and Oswald Kulpe's) conception of arguments 
that eventually l e d Popper to formulate his views about a fourth, 
argumentative function of language. As he observes, "The argu
mentative function became p a r t i c u l a r l y important to me because 
I regarded i t as the basis of a l l c r i t i c a l thought" ( i b i d , 5 8 ) . 

In 1 9 2 8 , Popper submitted a Ph.D. thesis i n which, he 
notes, "I f i n a l l y turned away from psychology". The thesis, 
"On the Problem of Method i n the Psychology of Thinking", was 
"a kind of hasty l a s t minute a f f a i r o r i g i n a l l y intended only 
as a methodological introduction to my psychological work, 
though now i n d i c a t i v e of my changeover to methodology" ( i b i d ) . 
Popper " f e l t badly" about the thesis and, he notes, has "never 
again even glanced at i t " . He also f e l t badly about his two 
public o r a l examinations (or "Rigorosum"), one i n the history 
of music, the other i n philosophy and psychology. Buhler was 
one of his examiners and Moritz Schlick, founder of the Vienna 
C i r c l e (or Wiener Kreis) of Logical Positivism, was the other. 
Popper remembers having done "so badly on Leibniz that I thought 
I had f a i l e d . I could hardly believe my ears when I was t o l d 
that I had passed with the highest grade, 'einstimming mit  
Auszeichnung'" ( i b i d , 6 2 ) . The following year, Popper q u a l i f i e d 
as a teacher of mathematics and physical science i n the (lower) 
secondary schools i n Vienna, continuing his employment i n that 
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capacity u n t i l he and his wife, also a teacher, emigrated to 
New Zealand i n 1 9 3 7 . 

Although the now well-known "changeover to methodology" 
had already occurred by the time bf his Ph.D. examinations, 
Popper observes that i t was only afterwards "that I put two 
and two together, and my e a r l i e r ideas f e l l into place" ( i b i d , 
6 2 ) . To a large extent, t h i s process of putting "two and two 
together" was the product of Popper's e f f o r t to "point out what 
seemed to me a number of fundamental mistakes" i n the philoso
phies of the Machian p o s i t i v i s t s and Wittgensteinians of the 
Vienna C i r c l e ( i b i d , 6 9 ; c.f., 6 3 - 6 6 ) . Though never i n v i t e d 
to attend any of the Thursday evening meetings of the C i r c l e 
at Schlick's house, Popper became friends with several of i t s 
leading members ( e s p e c i a l l y Herbert F e i g l and V i c t o r Kraft) 
and presented h i s c r i t i c i s m s of t h e i r views both p r i v a t e l y and 
i n a number of seminars or " e p i c y c l i c " fringe groups which met 
regularly i n one of t h e i r homes. 

The main bone of contention, Popper r e c a l l s , was that of 
the proper c r i t e r i o n f o r demarcating science from pseudoscience. 
Whereas Schlick's C i r c l e was " t r y i n g to f i n d a c r i t e r i o n which 

1 made metaphysics meaningless nonsense, sheer gibberish", Popper 
f e l t t h i s was "bound to lead to trouble, since metaphysical 
ideas are often forerunners to s c i e n t i f i c ones" ("IA", 6 3 ) . 
Besides which, demarcating science from pseudoscience i n terms 
of meaningfulness versus meaninglessness "merely s h i f t e d the 
problem", since i t presupposed and required yet another c r i 
t e r i o n to d i s t i n g u i s h between meaning and lack of meaning which 
the WienerKreis' notion of v e r i f i a b i l i t y could not i t s e l f con
s i s t e n t l y provide. 

More p o s i t i v e l y , Popper f e l t that now at l a s t he under
stood why Schlick and his C i r c l e had succumbed to th i s mistaken 

| theory of science,and could explain to them why he believed that 
he "held i n my hands f o r many years a better c r i t e r i o n of demar
cation: t e s t a b i l i t y or f a l s i f i a b i l i t y " ( i b i d , 62). In essence, 
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t h e i r error had been to confuse the Baconian method of induction 
with the laudable goal of finding a sound c r i t e r i o n of demar
cation, compounded by t h e i r attempt to " j u s t i f y t h e i r theories 
by an appeal to the sources of knowledge comparable i n r e l i a 
b i l i t y to the sources of r e l i g i o n " ( i b i d ) . But, according to 
Popper, "a f a i r l y commonplace consequence of the E i n s t e i n i a n 
revolution" was"the hypothetical character of a l l s c i e n t i f i c 
theories" ( i b i d , 64). When combined with his e a r l i e r interpre
t a t i o n of Buhler's psychology, p a r t i c u l a r l y the view that "the
ories are e s s e n t i a l l y argumentative systems, . . . [which] ex
p l a i n deductively",Popper's ideas concerning the demarcation 
of science from pseudoscience, as well as the nature of scien
t i f i c progress, had indeed, as he put i t , f a l l e n "into place": 

The f a l s i f i c a t i o n or refu t a t i o n of theories 
through the f a l s i f i c a t i o n or r e f u t a t i o n of 
t h e i r deductive consequences was, c l e a r l y , a 
deductive inference (modus t o l l e n s ) . This 
view implied that s c i e n t i f i c theories are  
either f a l s i f i e d or f o r ever remain hypothe 
ses or conjectures. 

. . . Progress consisted i n moving towards 
theories which t e l l us more and more - theories 
of ever greater content. But the more a theory 
says the more i t excludes or forbids, and the 
greater are the opportunities f o r f a l s i f y i n g 
i t . So a theory with greater content i s one 
which can be more severely tested. This con
s i d e r a t i o n l e d to a theory i n which s c i e n t i f i c 
progress turned out not to consist i n the accu
mulation of observations but i n the overthrow 
of l e s s good theories and t h e i r replacement by 
better ones, i n p a r t i c u l a r by theories of grea
t e r content. Thus there was competition between 
theories - a kind of Darwinian struggle f o r sur
v i v a l ( i b i d , 62-63). 

Popper notes that " i t had never occurred to me to write a 
book", whether to a i r his c r i t i c i s m s of the Vienna C i r c l e or 
to advance the p o s i t i v e views outlined above. But a f t e r a 
"nightlong session" with Herbert F e i g l , who " t o l d me not only 
that he found my ideas important, almost revolutionary, but 
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also that I should publish them i n book form" ( i b i d , 65), Popper 
set to work on The Two Fundamental Problems i n the Theory of  
Knowledge, those being the problems of induction and of de
duction. Early i n 1932, Popper completed what he then regar
ded as the f i r s t of the two volumes he hoped to comprise the 
work as a whole. Much to his delight, i n the following year, 
Schlick and P h i l l i p Frank accepted the book f o r publication i n 
t h e i r series S c h r i f t e n zur wissenschaftlichen Weitanffassung 
(most of whose volumes were written by members of the C i r c l e ) . 
However, not only did the publishers demand that the volume be 
r a d i c a l l y shortened, but by the time they accepted i t , Popper 
had written most of the second volume. With the agreement of 
Schlick and Frank, Popper then submitted a new manuscript con
s i s t i n g of extracts from both volumes but, alas, this too was 
returned by the publishers as too long. In the end, "the f i 
nal extract", ultimately published l a t e i n 1934 as Logik der  
Forschung, was made by Popper's uncle, Walter S c h i f f (also a 
Professor of S t a t i s t i c s and Economics at the University of 
Vienna). The Logik was not translated and published i n English 
u n t i l 1959, appearing under the t i t l e of The Logic of S c i e n t i f i c 

35 
Discovery. 

P u b l i c a t i o n of the Logik der Forschung brought Popper im
mediate acclaim. Indeed, as he r e c a l l s , the book "was s u r p r i 
singly successful, f a r beyond Vienna. There were more reviews, 
i n more languages, than there were twenty-five years l a t e r of 
The Logic of S c i e n t i f i c Discovery, and f u l l e r reviews even i n 
English" ("IA", 85). Having decided as early as July, 1927, 
that "the democratic bastions of Central Europe would f a l l , and 
that a t o t a l i t a r i a n Germany would s t a r t another world war". ( i b i d , 
83), Popper took advantage of some of the numerous i n v i t a t i o n s 

I he had received to lecture abroad i n the hope of f i n d i n g a tea
ching post and safe refuge from the r i s i n g tide of Nazism f o r 
himself and his wife. During 1935-6, Popper accordingly went. on. 
leave without pay from his teaching p o s i t i o n and paid two long 
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v i s i t s to England, l e c t u r i n g at a number of i n s t i t u t i o n s on 
' topics such as A l f r e d Tarski's semantics and theory of truth, 

p r o b a b i l i t y theory, and the l i k e . I t was also during t h i s pe
ri o d that Popper read his controversial paper, "The Poverty of 
Historicism", i n F r i e d r i c h Hayek's seminar at the London School 
of Economics. ( I t had been delivered shortly before i n German 
at the home of h i s f r i e n d A l f r e d Braunthal i n Brussels). 

In November, 1936, Popper received an i n v i t a t i o n of aca
demic h o s p i t a l i t y i n the name of the Moral Sciences Faculty of 
Cambridge Univ e r s i t y from Dr. A. C. Ewing, together with a l e t 
t e r of support from the Academic Assistance Council, which was 
"t r y i n g to help many refugee s c i e n t i s t s from Germany, and had 

I already begun to help some from Austria" ( i b i d , 8 8 ) . On C h r i s t 
mas Eve, 1936, however, Popper received a cable o f f e r i n g him a 
normal p o s i t i o n as l e c t u r e r of philosophy i n New Zealand (as op
posed to refugee status attached to the Cambridge o f f e r ) . Though 
both he and his wife would have preferred going to Cambridge, 
Popper thought that the " o f f e r of h o s p i t a l i t y might be trans
ferable to somebody else. So I accepted the i n v i t a t i o n to New 
Zealand and asked . . . Cambridge to i n v i t e F r i t z Waismann, of 
the Vienna C i r c l e , i n my stead. They agreed to this request" 
( i b i d , 8 8 ) . Within a month, he and his wife had resigned t h e i r 
teaching positions and l e f t f o r London. A f t e r spending but f i v e 
days i n London, Popper notes, "we s a i l e d f o r New Zealand, a r r i 
ving just i n time f o r beginning the New Zealand academic year" 
( i b i d ) . 

I t was during these next few years as a l e c t u r e r i n p h i l o 
sophy i n New Zealand that Popper established his reputation as 
a leading p o l i t i c a l theorist with the p u b l i c a t i o n of his two 
self-described "war e f f o r t s " , The Poverty of Hi s t o r i c i s m and 
The Open Society and I t s E n e m i e s . P o p p e r r e c a l l s that, with 
the news i n March, 1938, of H i t l e r ' s occupation of Austria, he 
"could no longer hold back whatever knowledge of p o l i t i c a l prob
lems I had acquired since 1919" ("IA", 9 0 ) . Both works, he t e l l s 



- 36 -

us, 
grew out of the theory of knowledge of Logik  
der Forschung and out of my conviction that 
our often unconscious views on the theory of 
knowledge and i t s central problems ('What can 
we know?', 'How c e r t a i n i s our knowledge?') 
are decisive f o r our attitudes towards our
selves and towards p o l i t i c s ( i b i d , 9 1 ) . 

Nothing could be c l e a r e r as to the target and context of Popper's 
polemics against the "historicism" and "essentialism" of Plato, 
Hegel, and Marx than the famous dedication to The Poverty of His 
toricism: 

In memory of the countless men and women of a l l 
creeds or races who f e l l v i c t i m to the f a s c i s t 
and Communist b e l i e f i n Inexorable Laws of His
t o r i c a l Destiny. 

As was the case with his e a r l i e r work on s c i e n t i f i c inquiry, 
p u b l i c a t i o n of The Open Society i n 1945 brought Popper immediate 
success, a l b e i t of a controversial kind. Incredibly, The Poverty  
of Historicism was rejected f o r publication by the editors of 
Mind t the leading journal of L i n g u i s t i c Analysis at the time, and 
had to be published during 1 9 4 4 - 4 5 i n instalments i n Economics 
whOse acting editor, F. A. Hayek, was obviously familiar with, and 
very sympathetic toward, the thrust of Popper's attack against a l l 
forms of c o l l e c t i v i s t thinking. In f a c t , so much so that, just as 
the war i n Europe was coming to an end, Popper received a cable, 

i 

signed by Hayek, o f f e r i n g Popper a readership at the University 
of London, tenable at the L.S.E., and thanking him f o r o f f e r i n g 
The Poverty to Economica ( c f . , i b i d , 9 6 ) . Popper's gratitude 
rah deep, and h i s response was swift: "I f e l t that Hayek had 
saved my l i f e once more. From that moment I was impatient to 
leave New Zealand". 

From 1946 u n t i l his retirement from the L.S.E. i n 1969, 

Popper enjoyed immense success as a teacher, scholar, and leading 
public f i g u r e . He was knighted i n 1965; has been the r e c i p i e n t 
of numerous honorary degrees from some of the world's leading 
u n i v e r s i t i e s ; and has seen his works translated into more than 
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twenty languages. These years also saw the long-awaited release 
of The Poverty of Historicism as a book, as well as the p u b l i 
cation of two wide-ranging volumes of essays, Conjectures and  
Refutations ( 1 9 6 3 ) and Objective Knowledge ( 1 9 7 2 ) , i n which his 
concern with the o b j e c t i v i t y of knowledge, the increasingly "Dar
winian" dimension of h i s epistemology, and the problems of r a t i o -

37 
n a l i t y figure most prominently. During this period, Popper also 
regularly found himself embroiled i n the major controversies of 
the day, whether these be i n the philosophy of the natural s c i 
ences (perhaps best evidenced i n his attack on the " h i s t o r i c i s t " 
and "psychologistic" views of Thomas S. Kuhn) or i n the area 
of the l o g i c of the s o c i a l sciences (his role i n the so-called 
" P o s i t i v i s t Dispute" i n German sociology and his c r i t i q u e of 
the Frankfurt School's p o s i t i o n i n this context comes re a d i l y 
to m ind).^ S t i l l more recently, Popper co-authored a massive 
tome with h i s longstanding f r i e n d , S i r John Eccles, The S e l f  
and I t s Brain ( 1 9 7 7 ) , i n which he further develops his theory 
of evolutionism and i t s implications f o r the nature and objec-

40 
t i v i t y of knowledge. And, f i n a l l y , just l a s t year saw the re
lease of his massive, three volume Postscript to the Logic of 
S c i e n t i f i c Discovery, i n which a number of c r i t i c i s m s of the 

41 
e a r l i e r work are probed i n great d e t a i l . 

i i i . 

A p o r t r a i t i s neither a thumb-nail sketch, a photograph 
from afar, nor an x-ray. I t s intention i s to capture c e r t a i n 
d e t a i l and nuance which otherwise would be l o s t i n presentation 
and r e f r a c t i o n from other conceivable vantage points. And, i n 
the history of ideas, p o r t r a i t u r e more s p e c i f i c a l l y helps us to 
appreciate the impact that c e r t a i n phases and experiences of 
one's l i f e have had upon the author's s t y l e of thought, his/her 
commitments, vocabulary and the l i k e . With regard to Popper's 
s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l thought, there can be no doubt as to the 
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primacy of his experience i n the war-torn Vienna of his youth. * 
I f nothing else, his own testimony should have established 
t h i s point by now. And yet, v i r t u a l l y nothing has been writ
ten about these events i n connection with Popper's thought. 
This chapter has t r i e d to reconstruct at l e a s t the rudiments 
of Popper's perception of th i s period and of i t s impact on his 
subsequent philosophy. 

I m p l i c i t i n such an approach i s the b e l i e f that these early, 
formative influences have played a much more s i g n i f i c a n t role i n 
Popper's thinking about p o l i t i c s and society than l a t e r events 
i n his l i f e . In f a c t , Popper has said v i r t u a l l y nothing about 
the p o l i t i c a l c r i s e s and controversies of the l a s t three de
cades; everything he has written on these subjects was cast 
against the background of H i t l e r ' s seizure of power and his 
eventual defeat. In t h i s respect, to the extent that Popper's 
thought has developed or evolved i n new di r e c t i o n s , i t has done 
so i n terms of h i s epistemology and c e r t a i n more or le s s tech
n i c a l areas of p h i l o s o p h y — l o g i c , p r o b a b i l i t y theory, and evo
lutionary theory. But (as we s h a l l see), even i n these areas 
of inquiry, Popper has not s i g n i f i c a n t l y altered the i n i t i a l 
tenets of h i s thought as found, f o r example, i n The Logic of  
S c i e n t i f i c Discovery. 

The next chapter also t r i e s to draw attention to a hitherto 
neglected area of concern i n connection with Popper's work: the 
c r i s i s i n the ideals of the Enlightenment and of the profound im
pact that Kant's thought has had on Popper's l i f e - l o n g attempt 
to defend and conserve those ideals i n an increasingly h o s t i l e 
environment. Then, i n Chapter 4, I outline the underlying unity 
and "heat" of Popper's v i s i o n . Chapters 5 and 6 are concerned 
respectively with the implications for the conduct of s o c i a l 
science that Popper draws from his r e f l e c t i o n s on the nature of 

[ the growth of knowledge, and with the conservative tenor of his 
methodological and Neo-Kantian i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of l i b e r a l i s m . 
And, f i n a l l y , In conclusion, I raise several c r i t i c i s m s that 



a r i s e on even the most constructive and appreciative reading 
of his thought such as I have t r i e d to provide. 
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l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s , and although there were 
important a f f i n i t i e s between his views and 
t h e i r s , he has consistently represented him
s e l f as an outside c r i t i c of the movement, 
and he cannot, therefore be reckoned among 
i t s proponents. 

"Logical Positivism and the S o c i a l Sciences", i n P. Achinstein 
and S.F. Barker, eds., The Legacy of Logical Positivism ( B a l t i 
more, 1969), 164-165. Nevertheless, f o r reasons that should be 
cle a r during the next chapter, the view ( i n this case of Maurice 
Cranston) that "Popper did not share the b e l i e f s of the Wiener  
Kreis" can be, and frequently has been, overstated i n discus
sions of his thought. See M. Cranston, Philosophy and Language 
(Toronto, 1969), 11. V i c t o r Kraft r i g h t l y notes that although 
"Popper never belonged to the Vienna C i r c l e , never took part i n 
i t s meetings, . . . [he] cannot be thought of as outside i t " , 
and that " i f Popper was c a l l e d an 'opponent' of the Vienna C i r c l e , 
his opposition s t i l l rested on a common ground on which the d i s 
pute took place". See "Popper and the Vienna C i r c l e " , i n Paul 
A. Schlipp, ed., op. c i t . , Volume I, 185 and 187, respectively. 
The best discussion of the "common ground" referred to by Kraft 
can be found i n J . F. Malherbe, l a philosophie de Ka r l Popper  
et l e positiyisme logique (Presses U n i v e r s i t a i r e s de Namur et 
France, 1976). 
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grave, eds., C r i t i c i s m and the Growth of Knowledge (Cambridge 
University Press, 1970), 51-58. Hereafter c i t e d as "NSD"• 

39 
"The Logic of the S o c i a l Sciences", i n T. W. Adorno, et a l . , 
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Glyn Adey and David Frisby (London, Heinemann Educational Books, 
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i 

"CHAPTER 3 ; 

The Metaphysical Foundations of Orderly Growth: Kant, Popper  
and the C r i s i s i n the I d e a l s of the Enlightenment 

S c i e n c e — t h e transformation of nature i n t o 
concepts f o r the purpose of mastering n a t u r e — 
belongs under the r u b r i c of 'means'. . . . 
But the purpose and w i l l of man must grow i n 
the same way, the i n t e n t i o n i n regard to the 
whole. 

I F r i e d r i c h Nietzsche 
The movements of the s t a r s have become c l e a r e r ; 
but to the mass of people the movements of 
t h e i r masters are s t i l l i n c a l c u l a b l e . 

B e r t o l t Brecht 1 

Popper's place i n the t r a d i t i o n of Western thought should 
be seen a g a i n s t the r i c h h i s t o r i c a l background of the problems 
and i n t e l l e c t u a l c r i s e s h i s thought addresses. Modern p h i l o s o 
phy has been p e r s i s t e n t l y haunted by two problems which we 
might c a l l the problems of v a l i d a t i o n and enchantment. The  
problem of v a l i d a t i o n concerns how o n e — o r , more a c c u r a t e l y , 
one's c u l t u r e — j u s t i f i e s h o l d i n g c e r t a i n b e l i e f s to be true 
and, more s p e c i f i c a l l y , how one j u s t i f i e s a p a r t i c u l a r " s t y l e 

2 
of c o g n i t i o n amongst others". Since the l a t e 16th century i n 
the West, t h i s has meant j u s t i f y i n g s c i e n t i f i c knowledge 
v i s - a - v i s o t h e r modes of thought and parts of i n t e l l e c t u a l 
c u l t u r e . The problem of enchantment, on the other hand, con
cerns the question of the meaningfulness of the universe and, 
above a l l , of human s t r i v i n g known as h i s t o r y . Not c o i n c i d e n -
t a l l y , t h i s question of meaning or enchantment has become i n 
c r e a s i n g l y acute i n the West s i n c e the emergence and triumph 
of modern s c i e n c e , w i t h i t s commitment to " i m p a r t i a l sub-
sumption [ o f phenomena] under symmetrical g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s , . 
. . t r e a t i n g a l l data as equal"^ and i t s p o l i t i c a l counterpart, 
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bureaucratic administration and r a t i o n a l i z e d p r o d u c t i o n — i n 
short, technocratic p o l i t i c s . 

Ernst Cassirer, Leo Strauss, and Isaiah B e r l i n have 
taught us that modernity began with Machiavelli, the f i r s t 
c r i t i c of a l l v a r i e t i e s of transcendant philosophy.^ The 
c l a s s i c a l connection, so dear to Greek, Roman, and C h r i s t i a n 
thinkers a l i k e , between s t a t e c r a f t and soulc r a f t was emphati
c a l l y dissolved and a penetrating j u s t i f i c a t i o n was advanced 
for conceiving of reason as purely an instrument i n the pur
s u i t of worldly in t e r e s t s and goods. Knowledge thenceforth 
would progressively approximate Bacon's equation of t h e o r e t i 
c a l knowledge with our power to manipulate and contrive the 
elements of nature as we see f i t . And the underlying moti
vation of t h i s v i s i o n of a d i s t i n c t i v e l y modern philosophy 
was an unprecedented degree of optimism and r a d i c a l s e l f -
confidence* that what mind could encompass with i t s own 
power was s u f f i c i e n t to the task of making and remaking nature 

5 
i n the image of i t s own design. 

Although the apogee of t h i s f a i t h i n the power of reason 
to secure p r a c t i c a l and moral progress occurred during the En
lightenment, the metaphysical foundations of modernity's o p t i 
mism and self-confidence were l a i d the century before when 
thinkers such as G a l i l e o , Descartes, Newton, and Hobbes, among 
others, systematically redefined the nature of philosophy. And 
the outward signs of m o d e r n i t y — i t s manifold technologies and 
the deep-seated f a i t h i n t h e i r progressive c h a r a c t e r — a r e tes
timonies to the longevity and promise of such i n t e l l e c t u a l 
self-confidence and optimism. Indeed, without t h i s f a i t h i n 
these ideals and accomplishments, r a d i c a l doubt or disenchant-
ment has surfaced with regard to the very meaningfulness of 
modern l i f e i t s e l f . Kant's great achievement during the twi
l i g h t of the German Enlightenment was to rescue the optimism 
i n our power to know and the all-important l i b e r a l c o r o l l a r y - — 
that mind could be "decisive" i n p o l i t i c a l l i f e — a m i d s t a. 
growing chorus of scepticism and doubt. Like Kant, except 
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during f a r more traumatic times, Popper has also proved to he 
an unrelenting advocate of the r a t i o n a l p o s s i b i l i t y of pro 
gress i n mind and c i v i l society a l i k e . Theirs are philosophies 
of orderly growth—formal, methodical, dichotomous, and an
thropologically transcendental and evolutionary i n design. In 
l i g h t of the s i m i l a r i t y of purpose of t h e i r respective p h i l o 
sophies, as well as the marked pa r a l l e l i s m i n the metaphysical 
structure and l i m i t a t i o n s of t h e i r thought, an i n i t i a l over
view of Kant's epistemology and the c r i s i s to which i t was a 
response w i l l be h e l p f u l before turning our attention to Popper's 
C r i t i c a l Rationalism. 

i i 

Perhaps the greatest obstacle to natural science as we 
now "know" i t to have evolved was the influence of A r i s t o -
telianism on Scholastic patterns of thought p r i o r to the i n -
strumentalization of reason i n the 17th century. According 
to A r i s t o t l e ' s cosmology, the "natural" state of a body was 
when at rest; a body at rest needed no further explanation, 
whereas bodies i n motion were phenomena to be explained by 
discovering the relevant disturbing factors. And yet, A r i s 
t o t l e maintained, the movements of nature were also to be 
viewed as the a c t u a l i z a t i o n of p o t e n t i a l i t y (or t e l o s ) : "the 
f u l f i l l m e n t of what exists p o t e n t i a l l y , i n so f a r as i t 
exists, p o t e n t i a l l y , i s motion." While both of these propo
s i t i o n s accord n i c e l y with a good number of our commonsense 
experiences of motion, by the l a t e 14th century, persistent 
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n with several applications of A r i s t o t l e ' s 
theory began to mount ( p a r t i c u l a r l y i t s i n a b i l i t y to explain 
simple locomotion, l i k e the behaviour of f a l l i n g bodies and 
p r o j e c t i l e s ) . Ultimately, such problems i n A r i s t o t l e ' s phy
si c s were simply set aside, as subsequent thinkers such as 
Galileo and Descartes discovered the great benefits of ab
s t r a c t i n g from the sense manifestations of motion to i t s 
mathematical properties. 
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For his part, Galileo i s most remembered fo r the "mar
riage of the empiricism of technics with the rationalism of 
philosophy and mathematics" that has proven to be of such 
power and near l i m i t l e s s p o s s i b i l i t y i n the struggle with 

7 
nature. Both the o r i g i n of Galileo's mathematical education 
and the manner i n which the problems of A r i s t o t l e ' s physics 
came to his attention and were ultimately solved render e f f o r t s 
to divorce the so-called "context of the discovery" of a theory 
or idea from the context of i t s cognitive j u s t i f i c a t i o n ex
tremely problematic with regard to his achievement. As opposed 
to the t y p i c a l empiricist " l o g i c a l reconstruction" of Gal i l e o ' s 
triumph, which "saw him as appealing to the facts against 
Ptolemy and A r i s t o t l e " , what he actually did was "to give a 

Q 

new account of what an appeal to the facts had to be". A 
b r i e f digression on the matter i s revealing i n terms of under
scoring the profound connection between technological advance 
and the underlying philosophical categories of i n t e l l e c t u a l 
progress within our culture. And even more revealingly, of 
how the p a r t i c u l a r means by which such a "new account" of "the 
fac t s " was achieved; indeed, the very p o s s i b i l i t y of perceiving 
such a " c r i s i s " i n A r i s t o t l e ' s physics, was i n d i c a t i v e of the 
process by which engineering and i t s methods "gradually rose 
from the workshops of craftsmen and eventually penetrated the 

9 
f i e l d of academic i n s t r u c t i o n " . 

In a famous l e t t e r to M a r s i l i , G alileo t e l l s us that his 
greatest achievement (the detection of the r e l a t i v i t y of motion 
and the law of c i r c u l a r i n e r t i a ) developed from the most vexing 

10 
problem of f a l l i n g bodies i n contemporary gunnery. In his 
youth, when he studied medicine at the University of Pisa (the 
1590s), mathematics was not yet taught. He came to study i t 
p r i v a t e l y with O s t i l i o R i c c i , a former teacher at the Academia  
del Disegno i n Florence, which was founded i n 1592 by the 
great painter, Vasari, f o r young a r t i s t s and artist-engineers. 
Upon hi s a r r i v a l at the Uni v e r s i t y of Padua, where he spent 
nearly two decades as a Professor of Mathematics and Astronomy 
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(1592-1610), Ga l i l e o established several workrooms i n his 
house with craftsmen as his apprentices where he began his 
s c i e n t i f i c career with studies on pumps, the control of 
r i v e r s , and the construction of fortresses. Not coinciden-
t a l l y , the scene of the dialogue i n his major work, the 
D i s c o r s i (1638), i s the arsenal of Venice. In fact, his 
f i r s t published work was a description of a measuring device 
f o r m i l i t a r y purposes which he had invented; and, more im
portantly, the single most d i f f i c u l t problem f o r the physics 
and b a l l i s t i c s of his day, the solution of which he can 
r i g h t l y claim c r e d i t , "had often been discussed by the gun-

11 
ners of the period". But, whereas T a r t a g l i a and other 
leading engineers had been unable to answer the question cor
r e c t l y , owing i n no small degree to having lacked access to 
the (soon-to-be) necessary tools of mathematical analysis, 
Gal i l e o ' s case was r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t . 

In one of his path-breaking studies of the period, Edgar 
I Z i l s e l points out that the d i f f e r e n t s o c i a l o r i g i n s of the 

two components of G a l i l e o ' s method, i t s marriage of the em
p i r i c i s m of technics and the rationalism of mathematics and 
l o g i c , i s obvious i n the D i s c o r s i themselves, "since he gives 
the mathematical deductions i n L a t i n and the experiments i n 

12 
I t a l i a n " . In f a c t , a f t e r 1610, Galileo gave up writing learned 
L a t i n t r e a t i s e s altogether and addressed the vast majority of 
his work to non-scholars, writing completely i n the vernacular. 
By simultaneously appealing to an audience that was temperamen
t a l l y opposed to the old ideas and standards of learning of 
the status quo, G a l i l e o thus combined a new account of "what 
the facts had to be" with a c l e a r conception of the methods 

' and organization of s c i e n t i f i c practice f o r generations to 
come. G a l i l e o ' s workrooms were t y p i c a l examples of a r a d i 
c a l l y new o r i e n t a t i o n toward the proper understanding and 
d i v i s i o n of i n t e l l e c t u a l a c t i v i t y . In one country a f t e r an
other, hitherto unheard of academies of science and learned 

, s o c i e t i e s of various sorts were founded i n an atmosphere of 
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confidence, where the methodical t r a i n i n g of the mind (above 
a l l , through mathematical analysis) could be systematically 
combined with the experimental, u t i l i t a r i a n , and causal d i s  
positions of the engineers and craftsmen. I t would be hard 
to overestimate the p r a c t i c a l implications of this new s t y l e 
of philosophizing on Western culture; as Whitehead noted just 
a few decades ago, "every unive r s i t y i n the world organizes 
i t s e l f " i n accordance with "the s c i e n t i f i c philosophy which 
closed the 17th century", above a l l , t h e i r "grand doctrine 
of nature as a s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t meaningless complex of f a c t s — 

j the doctrine of the autonomy of physical science". 
Here, i n these immediate precursors of the modern uni

v e r s i t y laboratory and of f a c u l t i e s a s p i r i n g to the mantle 
of "science", were fashioned new standards of i n t e l l e c t u a l • 
merit, achievement, and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , whose primary function 
was to safeguard the future means by which the "advancement 
of learning" and the control of nature could produce "a l i n e 
and race of inventions that may i n some degree subdue and 
overcome the ne c e s s i t i e s and miseries of humanity".^ Par
tisans of the "new science" contended that nothing less than 
the fate of Western c i v i l i z a t i o n i t s e l f depended upon the 
patient cooperation of successive generations of experts, 

' themselves firm l y convinced of the progress that would follow 
so long as they tackled t h e i r problems i n "the right way". In 
a very r e a l sense, progress i n mind and society were very near
l y coterminus with the growth of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge—the 
future or enchantment as v a l i d a t i o n . As we s h a l l see, these 

, hopes and i d e a l s resonate deeply i n the philosophies of Kant 
and Popper. 

An early expression of the new s t y l e of s c i e n t i f i c p h i l o 
sophizing i s found i n the writings of Francis Bacon. Against 
the " n i c e t i e s " of Scholasticism and the antique i d o l s of the 
humanistic l i t e r a t i , Bacon put forward a passionate argument 
fo r the s u p e r i o r i t y of the "mechanical a r t s " and t h e i r induc
t i v e methodology; there, knowledge was indeed power. Any be-



- 52 -

l i e f to the c o n t r a r y was l i t e r a l l y dismissed as c h i l d i s h . I n 
the New A t l a n t i s (1627), f o r i n s t a n c e , the "Ancients" were por
trayed as seldom, i f ever, r i s i n g above a s t a t e of "choked 
and overgrown" i n t e l l e c t u a l s t a g n a t i o n , whereas t i r e l e s s groups 
of s p e c i a l i s t s made unending, cumulative progress toward e s t a 
b l i s h i n g "the power and dominion of the human race i t s e l f over 

1 5 
the u n i v e r s e " . ' S i m i l a r l y , r e c a l l the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 
f a b l e of Pan i n the Wisdom of the A n c i e n t s . Pan i s s a i d to 
represent the "Universe or the A l l of Things". Pan wants f o r 
nothing s u b s t a n t i a l outside of i t s e l f , f o r eros, Bacon warns 
us, i s a d e s i r e o f something l a c k i n g . Consequently, Pan's 
only p o s s i b l e o b j e c t of l o v e comes to be found i n Echo, and 
t h e i r ensuing marriage i s i n g e n i o u s l y intended to s i g n i f y the 
s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y and u n d e r l y i n g u n i t y of nature, presuppo
s i t i o n s which encountered b i t t e r o p p o s i t i o n from the Schoolmen 
and l i t e r a t i a l i k e . Bacon reassures us, however, that 

i t i s w e l l devised that of a l l words and voices 
Echo alone should be chosen f o r the world's w i f e ; 
f o r i t i s the true philosophy which echoes most 
f a i t h f u l l y the world i t s e l f , and i s w r i t t e n as i t 
were at the world's own d i c t a t i o n ; being nothing 
e l s e but the image and r e f l e c t i o n thereof, to which 
i t adds nothing of i t s own, but only i t e r a t e s and 
gives i t back. 1° 

Echoing G a l i l e o ' s warcry against A r i s t o t e l i a n i s m , that 
17 

"nature i s w r i t t e n i n mathematical language", Descartes 
added yet another, more momentous methodological and epistemo-
l o g i c a l dimension to the "new science" when he observed that 
e a r l i e r attempts to l a y a genuine foundation for our knowledge 

j had been l i k e t r y i n g "to f i n d a knot i n a b u l r u s h " . Expanding 
upon t h i s charge i n h i s epoch-making Rules f o r the D i r e c t i o n of  
the Mind (apparently w r i t t e n i n 1628, though only published 
posthumously), Descartes argued that the major f a i l u r e of A r i s 
t o t e l i a n i s m had been i t s i n a b i l i t y to draw a f i r m and l a s t i n g 
"methodical" d i s t i n c t i o n ( o r v i t a methodica) between that which 
we can be s c i e n t i f i c a l l y c e r t a i n of k n o w i n g — v i z . , the " c l e a r 



- 53 -

and d i s t i n c t ideas" or "undoubting. conception of the pure 
attentive mind"—and that which necessarily cannot be so 
known—the " f l u c t u a t i n g testimony of the senses" and the "mis
leading judgement that proceeds from the blundering con-

1 Pi 

s t r u c t i o n of the imagination". 
As he observed i n his new F i r s t Rule f o r the conduct of 

mind, the problem has been that 
whenever men notice some s i m i l a r i t y between 
two things, they are wont to ascribe to each, 
even i n those respects i n which they d i f f e r , 
what they have found to be true of the other. 
Thus they erroneously compare the sciences, 
which e n t i r e l y consist i n the cognitive exer 
cis e of the mind, with the a r t s , which depend , q 

upon an exercise and d i s p o s i t i o n of the body. * 

Provided that philosophers and natural s c i e n t i s t s would "metho
d i c a l l y " subordinate t h e i r "bodily d i s p o s i t i o n s " , the " f l u c 
tuating testimony of the senses" and t h e i r nature as h i s t o r i 
c a l beings and agents to the "sure speedy path of Arithmatic 
and Geometry", which "alone was free from any t a i n t of f a l s i t y 
or uncertainty", Descartes argued that the " c l a r i t y and sim
p l i c i t y of the mind", with i t s "firm and l a s t i n g structure i n 
the sciences", could be progressively extended as a program of 
"universal mathematics" u n t i l we f i n a l l y possess a u n i f i e d , a l l -
encompassing •corpus of impersonal, t o t a l l y indubitable, objec 
t i v e knowledge. One would be hard pressed to f i n d a c l e a r e r 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the h i s t o r i c a l divorce, and recently f e l t 

20 
estrangement, of the sciences from the humanities. Perhaps 
of even more consequence are i t s implications f o r d i s c i p l i n e s , 
such as the various "policy sciences", wishing to embrace the 
c a l l i n g s of both of the "two cultures". 

No sooner had G a l i l e o , Descartes, and Newton banished a l l 
purpose from nature,then nature i t s e l f came to be seen as a 
vast mechanism. "Bits of matter q u a l i f i e d by mass s p a t i a l re
l a t i o n s , and the change of r e l a t i o n s " was how Descartes con- : 

21 
ceived of the new cosmic machine. And shortly thereafter, 
thinkers such as Hobbes, Spinoza, and Harvey paved the way f o r 
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a s i m i l a r understanding of mankind. But, beneath the surface 
optimism p r o p e l l i n g t h i s endeavor, the modern s e n s i b i l i t i e s 
rebelled, and severe tensions i n the depths of self-conscious
ness began to surface with regard to the l o g i c a l incompati
b i l i t y and "disharmony between the object of science and the 

op 

human ends science i s made [or intended] to serve". While 
the new Newtonian cosmology presupposed (and strove a f t e r ) 
universal order, lawfulness, and all-pervasive r e g u l a r i t y i n 
nature, i t became increasingly c l e a r to a number of thinkers 
that man's own status as a free, autonomous, goal-setting 
agent had been jeopardized. In other words, i f nature and 
human nature a l i k e were both understood according to the En
lightenment's common denominator of the "geometric s p i r i t " and 
the l i b i d o s c i e n d i , as i n works such as Condillac's Treatise  
on Sensations or Hobbes' Elements of Philosphy (or De Corpore), 
what was the epistemological status of human purposiveness or 

23 
enchantment i t s e l f ? This i s perhaps the most urgent and con
t r o v e r s i a l problem i n modern philosophy insofar as the two com
peting and incompatible c o n v i c t i o n s — v i z . , the idea of nature 
as a vast, s e l f - r e g u l a t i n g mechanism and the idea of knowledge 
as purposeful power—are equally fundamental to Western society 
and deeply entrenched within our tr a d i t i o n s and i n s t i t u t i o n s . 
Indeed, they take us to the heart of that great i n t e l l e c t u a l 
tension and experiment known as modernity. As a talented an
thropologist of the mind notes, "man, i t appears, can only be 
maintained i n the s t y l e to which he wishes to be accustomed 
at the price of abstract science, powerful technology and 
large-scale organization,. . . [and] these i n t h e i r turn des
troy warmth, idiosyncracy, individualism, magic, and enchant
ment". 2 4 

Many of Kant's predecessors were acutely aware of thi s 
tension and, broadly speaking, four d i s t i n c t p h i l o s p h i c a l s t r a 
tegies were advanced as possible solutions: 

a) Some, such as Descartes and many orthodox C h r i s t i a n 
thinkers, denied the problem by exempting man from 
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the laws of nature through various ad hoc hypo
theses. 

b) Others, l i k e Malebranche, at times, Descartes, 
and again many orthodox C h r i s t i a n philosophers, 
argued that the problem was i r r e s o l v a b l e and 
ultimately transferred the issue to a higher 
court of " f a i t h " . 

c) Thinkers such as Hobbes and Spinoza maintained 
that the problem i t s e l f was i l l u s o r y because 
purpose i s not an ultimate vocation even f o r man
kind. 

d) And s t i l l others, l i k e Leibniz and Berkeley,also 
thought that the problem was i l l u s o r y but be-

25 

cause mechanism i s not ultimate even i n nature. 
Kant's manifest and consummate greatness, as well as the 

deepest problematic i n his thought, stems from the fact that 
he refused, unlike those mentioned above, to lessen the con
f l i c t by weakening one or both of the contending commitments. 
For Kant, both the knower as purposeful agent and the known 
were givens not to be s a c r i f i c e d or compromised. And, as a 
point of h i s t o r i c a l record, Kant drove the tension between 
the two—"the starry heavens above" and "the moral l i g h t with
i n " was how he expressed them i n his Cri t i q u e of P r a c t i c a l  
Reason—to i t s l o g i c a l extreme, integrating his predecessor's 
"dogmatic" answers into a new system that constantly strove 
to balance, or more c o r r e c t l y , to l i m i t or demarcate, t h e i r 
p o t e n t i a l l y antagonistic demands. 

i i i 

A u s e f u l way of understanding Kant's epistemology i s i n 
terms of what he was reacting against. While having been 
trained i n the "Leibniz-Wolffian" rationalism that dominated 
the German Aufklarung (or Enlightenment), Kant nonetheless 
had been exposed to the ideas of B r i t i s h empiricism and Newton's 
mechanics through h i s many friends at the B e r l i n Academy, and 
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took the certainty of the l a t t e r f a r too seriously to remain 
s i l e n t i n the face of David Hume's trenchant c r i t i q u e of cau
sation. Kant's greatest challenge, accordingly, was to "answer 
Hume" by proving the v a l i d i t y and legitimate foundation of 
s c i e n t i f i c knowledge, while simultaneously destroying the ex
cessive claims of the older speculative metaphysics. Thus, 
from his own early love f o r "dogmatic metaphysics", Kant pain
f u l l y struggled to censure reason's "leap out beyond the con
text of s e n s i b i l i t y " (A 563-B 59 0 , i t s "soaring so f a r above 
a l l possible experience" (A 638-B 666), or any movement which 
indicates i t s leaving "the ground of experience" (A 689-B 717), 

such as wandering into the realm of "mere p o s s i b i l i t i e s " (A 630-
27 

B 658) where i t cannot legitimately operate. Kant ultimately 
came to f e e l that rationalism and empiricism both needed r e v i s i o n 
before they could stand the acid test of his " c r i t i c a l p h i l o 
sophy" and i t s "transcendental method", the task of which was 
to subject reason i t s e l f to a c r i t i q u e of i t s own powers to 

p Q 

know. As we s h a l l see, Popper has performed a s i m i l a r 
operation on the epistemological maladies of our time. 

The groundwork of Hume's empiricism i s contained i n Part I 
of the f i r s t book of A Treatise of Human Nature. There, he 
states three remarkably simple p r i n c i p l e s that were of such 
momentous and devastating import to the r a t i o n a l i s t s of his 
day and age. B r i e f l y , Hume formulated those p r i n c i p l e s as 
follows: 

a) The Genetic P r i n c i p l e : " A l l our simple ideas, 
i n t h e i r f i r s t appearance, are derived from sim
ple impressions which are correspondent to them 
and which they exactly resemble". 

b) The Atomic P r i n c i p l e : "There are not any two 
propositions which are p e r f e c t l y separable". 

c) The Associative P r i n c i p l e : The assertion of a 
"gentle force, which commonly prevails (sc. to 
united ideas), and i s the cause why, among other 
things, languages so nearly correspond to each 
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other, nature, i n a manner, pointing out to 
every one those simple ideas, which are most 

pq 

proper to "be united into a complex one." 
Reason, he maintained, while c l e a r l y an instrument f o r advan
cing our knowledge, was to be whittled down to a circumscribed 
sphere of a c t i v i t y through r a t i o n a l analysis and the "experi
mental method": 

Reason i s the discovery of truth or falsehood. 
Truth or falsehood consists i n an agreement or 
disagreement either to real r e lations of ideas, 
or to r e a l existence and matters of fa c t . What
ever, therefore, i s not susceptible of this 
agreement or disagreement i s incapable of being 
true or f a l s e , and can never be an object of 
reason.30 

Thus, f o r Hume, facts ultimately are derived from commonsense 
observation rather than reason, and what people describe as 
cause-and-effect i s not, i n f a c t , a deductive conclusion of 
reason but, instead, the product of experience. That i s , the 
b e l i e f that every event must have a cause has no r a t i o n a l jus
t i f i c a t i o n and, instead, simply represents our habit of ex-

| pectation which re s u l t s from the constant association of con
tinuous experiences i n the past ( c . f . , Book I, part 3 of A 
Treatise of Human Nature). Moreover, insofar as facts are 
derived from common sense, reason can neither prove nor d i s 
prove t h e i r existence. In the end, Hume viewed human be
haviour as being governed by unanalyzed experience (the "gentle 
force of association" and "ce r t a i n manners") and habit: "cus-
torn i s the great guide of human l i f e " . 

The l o g i c a l conclusion of Hume's empiricism was to deny 
the v a l i d i t y of a good deal of what, i n fa c t , we cannot avoid 
assuming. For example, not only does Humean empiricism force 

j us to view "things" as nothing but the sum of t h e i r properties 
but, more importantly, i t implies that we no longer have the 
right to use the word "property" at a l l . Furthermore, many 
of the concepts we employ i n our dealings with the external 

' world seem to collapse i f Hume's premises are granted. For 
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example, i f a "thing"(such as a piece of wax) undergoes a 
change ( i n temperature), we could not on Hume's l i n e of 
reasoning maintain that i t was the same thing i f we were also 
to argue that a thing i s the sum of i t s properties. Also, 
the phrases we o r d i n a r i l y use to di s t i n g u i s h between an event 
being caused by another event (such as "causes", "brings about", 
"leads to", etc.), and an event merely following a f t e r another 
temporally, are u n j u s t i f i e d on Hume's account. Ultimately, 
Hume's empiricism denies us any answer to the question of 
how one knows that things w i l l continue to happen i n the way 
they always have happened. As Hartnack observes: 

The r e s u l t of Humean empiricism, the re s u l t of 
thinking that knowledge builds upon and contains 
nothing other than that which i s given i n sense 
experience, i s consequently a denial of knowledge 
and the collapse of those concepts we employ i n 
order to speak about and to understand r e a l i t y . 
I f Humean empiricism i s true, then there i s no 
knowledge. And conversely, i f there i s knowledge, 
then Humean empiricism i s false. 3 2 

In short, not to "answer Hume" would have been to abandon a 
necessary precondition of modernity's optimism and self-con
fidence, a concession hardly palatable to Kant. Popper came 
to the same conclusion when confronted i n the 1930s with a 
s i m i l a r l y profound c r i s i s i n . i n t e l l e c t u a l o r i e n t a t i o n pre
c i p i t a t e d by the discoveries of Ei n s t e i n , Planck and t h e i r 
associates. 

I f Hume's world was one of no non-sense, i t was also a 
world with no sense i n i t either, f o r quite l i t e r a l l y , there 
i s nobody i n i t . " ^ For Hume, the s e l f i s simply a bundle of 
"impressions" and, on his own p r i n c i p l e s , there i s nothing 
else that the s e l f possibly could be. As he conceded i n the 
Appendix to the Treatise, "associative mechanisms" cannot 
ever make a "person". I f , as he held to be true, there i s 
no l o g i c a l or r a t i o n a l necessity to what we know, then there 
i s no responsible agent to assent to our knowing i t . Since 
the mind passively received sense impressions or perceptions, 
and a l l perceptions are necessarily separable, how do we then 
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account f o r the togetherness, cohesiveness, or unity of that 
"bundle" we commonly designate as "mind" or " s e l f " ? Hume's 
response was: "For my part, I must plead the p r i v i l e g e of 
a sceptic, and confess that this d i f f i c u l t y i s too hard f o r 
my understanding" (A Treatise of Human Nature, Appendix). 
Here, more than i n his c r i t i q u e of causation, l i e s Hume's 
ultimate scepticism. 

Though much impressed by Hume's courage and philosophic 
r i g o r , Kant could not accept his scepticism since i t entailed 
that the securely established laws of Newtonianism did not 
describe objective r e l a t i o n s i n nature, but merely r e f l e c t e d 
the habitual and subjective judgements of p a r t i c u l a r i n d i 
viduals or s o c i e t i e s . Yet as early as 1770, i n his Inaugural  
Di s s e r t a t i o n: Form and P r i n c i p l e s of the Sensible and I n t e l  
l i g i b l e World, Kant admitted that empiricists were right to 
emphasize that sense experience i s essential to human knowledge. 
Therefore, by 1781, when the Critique of Pure Reason f i r s t ap
peared, Kant had come to believe that his celebrated "Coper-
nican revolution" i n philosophic method had to, and could, 
overcome the anomalies i n both empiricism and the "dogmatic 
rationalism" of his time. In Kant's view, while the former 
could not explain the v a l i d i t y of objective knowledge i n the 
natural sciences, the l a t t e r ultimately produced a series of 
"antinomies" that a r i s e from the i n a b i l i t y of reason to meet 

I i t s own demands on thought. The crux of Kant's c r i t i c a l epis-
temology i s captured i n his "answer to Hume" and the so-called 
"Copernican revolution" i n thinking i t represented. A b r i e f 
review of these two aspects of his thought w i l l complete our 
se t t i n g of the i n t e l l e c t u a l stage for a more extended d i s 
cussion i n the next chapter of Popper's philosophy of mind, 
his views on language, and his conception of objective know
ledge. 
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i v 

Ever s ince A r i s t o t l e , i t has been customary to consider 
a judgment about r e a l i t y as cons is t ing of a subject and a 
predicate . By a subject of a judgment i s meant that about 
which the judgment af f i rms something, and the predicate i s 
that which i s predicated of the subject. -^ 4 For centur ies to 
come, there was l i t t l e r e v i s i o n i n th i s l o g i c a l schema of 
A r i s t o t l e ' s ; philosophers before Kant accordingly maintained 
that judgments were e i ther ana ly t i c or synthet ic . An a n a l y t i c 
judgment, such as "a t r iang le has three angles" , i s one i n 
which the predicate i s found by analys is of the concept of 
the subject ; such judgments are very important i n organiz ing 
and a r t i c u l a t i n g our knowledge. But ana ly t i c judgments do not 
extend our knowledge beyond what we already know about the 
subject i n quest ion, nor do they t e l l us anything about the 
existence of the subject i t s e l f . Thus, they are true a p r i o r i 
and necessar i l y true regardless of empir ica l referent and 
sense data. On the other hand, a judgment i s synthetic when 
the predicate i s not l o g i c a l l y included i n the concept of the 
subject , as i n "the woods are green". The t ru th o r ' f a l s i t y 
of such judgments can only be determined through recourse to 
experience; that i s , they are a p o s t e r i o r i . But, even i f 
t rue , such a judgment i s not necessar i l y true i n the l o g i c a l 
sense; i t i s quite conceivable when we make synthet ic judg
ments that our senses betray us , etc . 

Hume recognized th i s type of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n and he and 
i Kant agreed that ana l y t i c judgments do not give us any s c i e n 

t i f i c knowledge of r e a l i t y . They also concurred on the e x i s 
tence of synthet ic a p o s t e r i o r i judgments. For Hume, how?-. . 
ever, these judgments deal with nothing other than that with 
which our senses provide us . But, as we have seen, i f know
ledge cons is ts only of successive sense impressions, there 
can be no l o g i c a l , o r r a t i o n a l grounds to our knowledge, i n 
c luding that of natura l sc ience. Su f f i ce to say, the seep-
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t i c a l implications that Hume and others drew from a l l t h i s 
posed the gravest of problems f o r the v a l i d a t i o n of a newly 
emergent s c i e n t i f i c and i n d u s t r i a l c i v i l i z a t i o n . 

For his part, Kant believed that i n the natural sciences 
and mathematics there exists a t h i r d type of .judgment, which 
i s both synthetic (going "beyond" the subject) and a p r i o r i 
(requiring no experience i n order to amplify the subject). 
Kant was the f i r s t i n the history of philosophy to believe 
that there are such synthetic a p r i o r i s and, before his f i r s t 
C r i t i q u e , the very thought of t h e i r existence would have been 
dismissed as a contradictio i n adjecto. But, f o r Kant, they 
were absolutely es s e n t i a l even f o r synthetic a p o s t e r i o r i 
judgments, since any judgment based upon experience presup
poses an a p r i o r i synthetic judgment f o r connecting or l i n 
king one event to another as cause-and-effect. Thus, i n 
eff e c t , Kant's general "answer to Hume" was to show that 
Hume's own thesis gains i t s very p l a u s i b i l i t y only by pre
supposing the p r i n c i p l e whose necessity he i s denying.^ 

i Accordingly, the main epistemological task of the Criti q u e  
of Pure Reason i s to answer the question, "how are synthetic 
a p r i o r i judgments possible?" 

Kant's reply i s most v i v i d l y described i n what has be
come known as his "Copernican revolution" i n philosophy. 
In the famous Preface to the Second e d i t i o n of the Criti q u e 
(1787), Kant observed that the "students of metaphysics" 
could manage so l i t t l e agreement that "metaphysics [should] 
rather . . . be regarded as a battleground", though one where 
very l i t t l e t e r r i t o r y had been gained or l o s t (B, xv). While 
metaphysicians were "groping and fumbling", caught i n the 

I throes of t o t a l l y inconclusive "opinion-mongering", Kant was 
convinced that mathematics and the physical sciences had ob
tained "the sure path of science". 

The mathematician does not 
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inspect what he discerns either i n the figure 
or the mere concept of i t , and from t h i s , as 
i t were, read o f f i t s properties, but brings  
out what was necessarily implied i n the con
cepts he has himself formed a p r i o r i and has 
put into the figures i n the construction by 
which he presents i t to himself (B, x i i ; 
emphasis added). 

According to Kant, the "sure path" i n mathematics had been 
discovered long ago by the Greeks: 

. . . [and] the transformation must have been 
due to a revolution brought about by the happy 
thought of a single man i n an experiment—an 
experiment a f t e r which the road that must be 
taken could never again be missed, and the sure 
path of a science was entered upon and sign
posted f o r a l l time to come and into the i n 
f i n i t e distance (B, x - x i ) . 

The "revolutionary experiment" Kant had i n mind was c l e a r l y 
the f i r s t ancient geometrical construction: "A l i g h t flashed 
upon the mind of the f i r s t man . . . who demonstrated the pro
perties of the isoceles t r i a n g l e " ( i b i d . , x i - x i i ) . 

Thus, the great achievement of the ancient geometers was 
t h e i r discovery of a "true method", a Cartesian-like v i t a 
methodica, which r a d i c a l l y transformed t h e i r fumbling guess
work into the cumulative, incremental development of objec
t i v e , s c i e n t i f i c knowledge. S p e c i f i c a l l y , . t h e i r discovery 
was that, 

i f he i s to know anything with a p r i o r i c e r t a i n 
ty he must not ascribe to the figure anything 
but what necessarily follows from what he has  
himself put into i t i n accordance with his con 
cept ( i b i d . , x i i ; emphasis added). 

Kant also maintained that the development of the natural 
sciences had been s i m i l a r to that of mathematics, although 
somewhat slower: 

Natural science was much longer i n entering 
upon the highway of science. I t i s , indeed, 
only about a century and a h a l f since Bacon, 
by h i s ingenious proposal, p a r t l y i n i t i a t e d 
t h i s discovery, p a r t l y inspired fresh vigour 
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i n those who were already on the way to i t . 
In t h i s case also the discovery can be ex
plained as being the sudden outcome of an 
i n t e l l e c t u a l revolution ( i b i d . ) . 

A f t e r having discussed the contributions of G a l i l e o , 
T o r r i c e l l i , and Stahl to t h i s i r r e v e r s i b l e " i n t e l l e c t u a l 
revolution", Kant notes, 

. . . a fresh l i g h t broke upon a l l students 
of nature. They learned that reason has i n  
sight only into that which i t produces a f t e r  
a plan of i t s own, and that i t must not allow 
i t s e l f to be kept, as i t were, on nature's 
leading-strings, but must i t s e l f show the way 
with p r i n c i p l e s of judgement based on fix e d 
laws, constraining nature to give answers to  
questions of reason's own determining ( i b i d . , 
x i - x i i ; emphasis added). 

In other words, Kant points out that nature w i l l answer only 
such questions as we ask of her. We can have ce r t a i n , u n i 
v e r s a l knowledge, an accumulated body of synthetic a p r i o r i 
judgments, only i n s o f a r as our mind a c t i v e l y contributes 
to nature i t s e l f the concepts through which we come to un
derstand i t . 

Reason, holding i n one hand i t s p r i n c i p l e s , 
according to which alone concordant appearances 
can be admitted as equivalent to laws, and i n 
the other hand the experiment which i t has de
vised i n conformity with these p r i n c i p l e s , must 
approach nature i n order to be taught by i t . 
I t must not, however, do so i n the character of 
a p u p i l who l i s t e n s to everything that the tea
cher chooses to say, but of an appointed judge 
who compels the witnesses to answer questions  
which he himself formulated ( i b i d . , x i i i ; em-
phasis added). 

In the case of metaphysics, however, such a "sure path" 
and "true method" had not yet been found. The problem, Kant 
t e l l s us, has been that 
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i t has hitherto been assumed that a l l our know
ledge must conform to objects. But a l l attempts 
to extend our knowledge of objects by e s t a b l i 
shing something i n regard to them a p r i o r i by 
means of concepts have, on this assumption, 
ended i n f a i l u r e . We must therefore make t r i a l 
whether we may not have more success i n the 
tasks of metaphysics i f we suppose that objects  
must conform to our knowledge . . . We should 
then be p r e c i s e l y along the l i n e s of Copernicus' 
p r i n c i p a l thought ( i b i d . , x v i ; emphasis added). 

Kant's a l l u s i o n to Copernicus i s meant to focus our attention 
on the fact that i n the great discoveries of Bacon, G a l i l e o , 
T o r r i c e l l i , Stahl and, above a l l , Copernicus himself, the 
mind was somehow attending to what i t i t s e l f had "put into" 
i t s objects. Analogously, philosophers before Kant ( i n c l u 
ding Hume) had found i t impossible to explain how there 
could be a p r i o r i knowledge of things on the assumption that 
knowledge of things consists of passive conformity to an ob
j e c t . Therefore, as Copernicus had hypothesized that the 
complex observed planetary motions were not r e a l motions, 
but rather apparent motions dependent upon the r e a l motion 
( i . e . , the perspective) of the, observer, so Kant maintained 
that i f the phenomenal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of objects are ex
plained i n terms of the constructions of the active knowing 
mind, i t i s possible to see how knowledge of them can be, 
and indeed must be, a p r i o r i . Rather than "turning the 
knower around the world, we change our d i r e c t i o n and move 
the world around the knower". That i s , a l l objects of 
knowledge must conform to the structure and a c t i v i t y of the 
knowing mind which, i n turn, constitutes the ground or pos 
s i b i l i t y of such knowledge. Ultimately, we can be c e r t a i n 
only of our own constructions. 

Kant's "Copernican revolution" i n philosophy thus yielded 
a powerful method of transcendental analysis with which he 
t r i e d to answer three p r i n c i p a l questions of the C r i t i q u e : 

a) What are the grounds of the p o s s i b i l i t y 
of mathematics?—answered i n the Trans
cendental Aesthetic. 
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b) What are the grounds of the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
pure natural science?—answered i n the Trans
cendental An a l y t i c . 

c) Given both of the above answers, i s a science 
of metaphysics possible?—answered i n the 
Transcendental D i a l e c t i c . J J 

In l i g h t of t h e i r significance f o r those, l i k e Popper, 
who develops a s i m i l a r metaphysical p o s i t i o n i n the wake of 
Einstein's theories of r e l a t i v i t y , two other aspects of Kant's 
philosophy deserve mention: his conception of the mind, and 
the antinomies of reason i t s e l f . F i r s t l y , the emphasis placed 
upon the ac t i v e , constructive, and synthetic capacity of the 
mind necessitates and presupposes a cle a r d i s t i n c t i o n between 
the phenomenal and r e a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of objects. Kant was 
the f i r s t philosopher to consistently formulate a "three f a 
culty" conception Of the mind, though Johann Tetans (the "Ger
man Locke", according to Herder) c l e a r l y anticipated him i n 
t h i s , and i t was upon th i s foundation that Kant distinguished 
the r e a l from the phenomenal realms of existence. 

According to Kant, the mind i s composed of three cogni
t i v e f a c u l t i e s . S e n s i b i l i t y , or our r e c e p t i v i t y to sense data, 
i s the fa c u l t y by which we gain sensations f o r our conceptions 
and through which our conceptions are, i n turn, related to 
actual objects. Kant argues that the a p r i o r i "forms of sense 
i n t u i t i o n " , to which a l l objects we can ever know must conform, 
are space and time. In other words, a l l objective knowledge, 
v i z . , possessing a p r i o r i u n i v e r s a l i t y and necessity, must be 
spatiotemporal i n nature. In some of the most frequently c i t e d 
passages from the C r i t i q u e , Kant makes i t cl e a r that we cannot 
bring a p r i o r i concepts, p r i n c i p l e s , and forms to bear upon 
objects without sense i n t u i t i o n , and thi s bears a s t r i k i n g s i 
m i l a r i t y to Hume's "c e r t a i n manners": 

In whatever manner and by whatever means cog
n i t i o n may relate to objects, i n t u i t i o n i s that 
through which i t i s i n immediate r e l a t i o n to 
them, and to which a l l thought as a means i s d i -

! 
I 
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rected. . . . A l l thought must d i r e c t l y or i n 
d i r e c t l y be related to i n t u i t i o n s (A 19-B 7 5 ) . 

Thoughts without contents are empty, i n 
t u i t i o n s without concepts are b l i n d (A 51-B 7 5 ) . 

Understanding (Verstand) i s the second f a c u l t y of the 
mind and i t s function i s to connect our perceptual con
ceptions of things into synthetic judgments of knowledge 
about phenomenal objects. Kant explicates these a p r i o r i 
rules f o r the syntheses of concepts into judgments about 
objects i n the Transcendental Analytic and c a l l s them " p r i n 
c i p l e s of pure understanding". B a s i c a l l y , he derives these 
"categories" from t r a d i t i o n a l ( A r i s t o t e l i a n ) l o g i c and they 
can be summarized as follows: 

a) "Axioms of I n t u i t i o n " — i n these the mind em
ploys the three categories of quantity (unity, 
p l u r a l i t y , and t o t a l i t y ) . 

b) "Anticipations of Perception"—these re f e r to 
the categories of quality ( r e a l i t y , negation, 
and l i m i t a t i o n ) . 
These two sets of categories together simply 
state the grounds by which mathematical ope
rations can be applied to objects (e.g., a l l 
phenomena must be spatiotemporal, extensive, 
and intensive i f we are to measure "forces", 
e t c . ) . 

c) "Analogies of Experience"—here, the mind em
ploys the three categories of r e l a t i o n (sub
stanti a l i t y / i n h e r e n c e , causality/dependence, 
and community/interaction). 
Without a doubt, these are the most important 
categories inasmuch as they constitute the 
foundation of Newtonian physics: the f i r s t , 
s t a t i n g the "conservation of matter", the 
second,"the law of uniformity" or universal 
determinism, and the t h i r d , Newton's Third 
Law of Motion. They are the crux of Kant's 
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more s p e c i f i c "answer to Hume" and of 
his r e v a l i d a t i o n of modern science 
against scepticism, 

d) "Postulates of Empirical Thought"—these 
r e f e r to the categories of modality (pos
s i b i l i t y , existence, and necessity). Kant 
argued that these were necessary i n order 
to j u s t i f y the a p p l i c a t i o n of s c i e n t i f i c 
hypotheses to phenomena and to confirm i n -

40 
ductive inferences. 

Kant's main point i s that without these "categories" we would 
simply be l e f t with a "b l i n d , buzzing confusion" of chaotic 
sensations. Thus, he drew a r i g i d demarcation between the 
form of knowledge, which i s supplied by our understanding, 
and i t s content or substance, which we " i n t u i t " from the phe
nomenal world. As i s well known, an at times f i e r c e b a t t l e 
has been waged ever since over the r i g i d i t y and transcenden
t a l nature of t h i s dualism of nature and mind. 

The combined constructions of s e n s i b i l i t y and understan
ding are "subjective" i n the sense that they are the form or 
structure of our experience and do not correspond to metaphy
s i c a l r e a l i t i e s or "things-in-themselves". Moreover, as 
"pure" systems of measurement and frames of reference, they 
extend beyond the l i m i t s of our fragmentary observations and 
therefore are transcendentally i d e a l . Yet they are also "ob
j e c t i v e " (or empirically real) i n that they are not personal, 
s u b j e c t i v i s t i c , or psychological p e c u l i a r i t i e s of a given 
person; they are the boundaries of our ordered, conceptual, 
public knowledge of phenomena. Thus, Wittgenstein's famous 
claim i n the Tractatus that language l i m i t s the world i s de
cidedly Kantian i n i n s p i r a t i o n and design. 4^ Reminiscent of 
L e i b n i z ' New Essays i n t h i s respect, Kant observes, 

There can be no doubt that a l l our knowledge 
begins with experience. • . But though a l l our 
knowledge begins with experience, i t does not 
follow that i t a l l arises out of experience. 
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For i t may well be that even our empirical 
knowledge i s made up of what we receive 
through impressions and of what our own f a 
cul t y of knowledge supplies from i t s e l f 
( B , i ) . * 2 

As we w i l l see i n the next chapter, Popper s p e c i f i c a l l y 
refers to t h i s i n s i g h t as holding the key to "the r i d d l e of 
natural s c i e n c e " — t h a t i s , though science i s based upon ex
perience, our theories are not derived from observations 
( c f . , CR, Chapter 8). 

While i n s e n s i b i l i t y and understanding, and the world 
of experience they underlie, there i s no way to prevent an 
i n f i n i t e regress of phenomenal conditions ( i . e . , every phe
nomenon has other phenomena as i t s condition), reason, our 
t h i r d f a c u l t y of the mind, demands a t o t a l i t y of these con
d i t i o n s . Otherwise, everything remains contingent. For Kant, 
reason i s the f a c u l t y of systematic thought, "of providing a 
wherefore f o r every therefore", as Beck observ e s , ^ and i t s 
demands cannot be met by a faculty such as our understanding 
which merely seeks out fragmentary, proximate (or " e f f i c i e n t " ) 
causes. Therefore, i f reason i s to achieve i t s own demands 
fo r a causa s u i , i t must speculate beyond any possible ex- 
peri ence to f i n d the unconditioned, the supersensible realm 
of "things-in-themselves" (dinge-an-sich). 

Kant accordingly maintains that i n speculating beyond 
and negating the r e s t r i c t i o n s of the " c a t e g o r i e s " — t h a t i s , 
beyond nature i t s e l f i n s ofar as i t i s simply phenomena un
der the laws of understanding—reason necessarily transcends 
the spatiotemporal order. As Randall notes, "the pattern of 

r _ 4 4 'pure reason' l±s] timeless and eternal". Thus, while a 
category and i t s schema are con s t i t u t i v e of nature, the ob
ject of speculative reason can function only as a "regu 
l a t i v e idea". In other words, the "regulative p r i n c i p l e s of 
Reason" do not extend our objective knowledge i n the sense 
that the categories do, but guide reason i n i t s quest f o r 
greater unity (or t o t a l i t y ) beyond s e n s i b i l i a ( c . f . , A 680-B 
708). But to r e c a l l an e a r l i e r point, since a category can 
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be applied, or "schematized", to an object only v i a a 
sensuous representation (or " i n t u i t i o n " ) , they w i l l not 
permit us to know the supersensible realm, but only to think 
of i t . Again, as we w i l l see i n the following chapter, 
Popper also t r i e s to take advantage of these assumptions 
i n formulating the l o g i c a l demarcation between genuine 
" s c i e n t i f i c " knowledge and metaphysics. By so doing, he 
hopes to preserve the empirical foundation of cognitive 
progress without denying the p o s i t i v e role of speculative 
reasoning i n the process as well. 

Kant's epistemology thus necessarily r e f l e c t s reason 
divided against i t s e l f . While t h e o r e t i c a l reason does i t s 
best to organize and "reduce our knowledge into l o g i c a l l y 
formal and mathematical systems which give us parsimonious 
explanations of phenomena, speculative reason pushes onwards 
and upwards f o r " f i n a l answers", outside and beyond our cau
s a l l y ordered knowledge of "objective r e a l i t y " , towards the 
noumenal realm of the "ding-an-sich". Despite the fact that 
speculative reason must necessarily cut i t s e l f o f f from the 
world of conditioned or "determined" phenomena, i t neverthe
l e s s must r e l y on the "categories" of thought i n order to do 
so. In short, Kant met modernity's underlying tension be
tween the v a l i d a t i o n of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge and the enchant 
ment or meaning of i t s effects on modern l i f e by f i n d i n g v i r 
tue i n both t h e i r demands. 

This leads us to one f i n a l dimension of Kant's epistemo
logy, namely, the "antinomies of Pure Reason" found i n the 
Transcendental D i a l e c t i c (A 4 4 4 - 5 5 8 - B 4 7 2 - 5 8 6 ) . In the se
cond C r i t i q u e of P r a c t i c a l Reason ( 1 7 8 8 ) , Kant wrote that 
"the antinomy of pure reason, which becomes obvious i n i t s 
d i a l e c t i c , i s , i n f a c t , the most fortunate perplexity i n 
which human reason could ever have become involved, since 

4 

i t f i n a l l y compels us to seek to escape from t h i s l a b y r i n t h " . 
Indeed, some ten years l a t e r , Kant wrote to his good f r i e n d 
and follower, C h r i s t i a n Garve, that the discovery of the a n t i -



- 7 0 -

nomy of speculative reason was the beginning of his " c r i t i -
c a l philosophy". In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant 
t r i e s to explicate the problem by exploring four "antinomies  
within speculative reason. That i s , he proceeds to demon
strate that f o r every synthetic a p r i o r i judgment, there i s 
an equally v a l i d and "necessary" ( i n the l o g i c a l sense) argu 
ment that could prove i t s contradiction, and which also ex
presses an inescapable i n t e r e s t of reason. The " t h i r d a n t i 
nomy" i s perhaps the most revealing i n that i t exposes the 
c o n f l i c t within the idea of causality i t s e l f . B r i e f l y , the 
thesis states the existence of causes not subsumed under the 
laws of nature, or causation other than mechanical causation 
while the a n t i t h e s i s asserts the s u f f i c i e n c y of natural cau
sation, or causation under the laws of nature (both those a l 
ready known and yet to be discovered). 

Kant believed that uncovering such antinomies was "the 
most fortunate perplexity" into which reason could ever f a l l 
because " c r i t i c a l l y " understood, they need not be taken se
r i o u s l y at a l l . Instead, "they can be laughed at, as mere 
chi l d ' s play" (A 743-B 7 7 1 ) . Continuing, he notes, 

Both parties beat the a i r , and wrestle with 
t h e i r own shadows, since they go beyond the  
l i m i t s of nature, where there i s nothing they 
can seize and hold with t h e i r dogmatic grasp. 
Fight as they may, the shadows which they 
cleave asunder grow together again forthwith, 
l i k e the heroes of V a l h a l l a , to disport them
selves anew i n bloodless contests (A 756-B 7 8 6 ; 
Kemp-Smith t r a n s l a t i o n , emphasis added). 

Therefore, the only adequate resolution of the t h i r d a n t i 
nomy, Kant maintained, l i e s i n the recognition that both 
the thesis and a n t i t h e s i s may be true i f t h e i r respective  
spheres of a p p l i c a t i o n are distinguished. Each i s defined, 
by the nature of the experience supporting i t , and neither 
can possibly be v a l i d i f employed beyond the realm to which 
t h e i r respective proofs extend. 

The thesis presents the claims of reason, which require 
a s u f f i c i e n t cause f o r every phenomena. However, as we have 
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seen, such a s u f f i c i e n t cause cannot be found within the 
realm of phenomena due to an i n f i n i t e regress of phenomenal 
conditions. The a n t i t h e s i s , on the other hand, represents 
the i n t e r e s t of understanding i n i t s e f f o r t s to apply the 
law of ca u s a l i t y to a spatiotemporal series of events. 

As Beck r i g h t l y notes, the whole argument shows "that 
the assumption of a free cause among phenomena would i n t e r -

47 
rupt the continuity required by natural law". 1 The contra
d i c t i o n disappears, however, when the thesis i s applied to 
rela t i o n s between noumena ("things-in-themselves") and the 
ant i - t h e s i s to rel a t i o n s among phenomena. As Kant observes 
i n the Cr i t i q u e of P r a c t i c a l Reason, 

• • . there i s no true c o n f l i c t i f the events 
and even the world i n which they occur are re
garded as only appearances (as they should be) 
• . . one and the same being acting as ap 
pearance (even to h i s own inner sense) has a 
caus a l i t y i n the sensuous world always i n ac 
cordance with the mechanism of nature; while 
with respect of the same event, so f a r as the 
acting person regards himself as noumenon (as 
pure i n t e l l i g e n c e , e x i s t i n g without temporal 
determination), he can contain a determining  
ground of that cau s a l i t y according to natural  
laws, and t h i s determining ground of natural 
ca u s a l i t y i s free from every natural law (Pr. 
Reas., TT8-19; emphasis added). 

Without th i s dualism between homo noumenon and homo pheno 
menon, obviously of Platonic provenance, Kant's entire " c r i 
t i c a l " project collapses into either one of i t s dominant mo
ments or p o l a r i t i e s : l o g i c a l empiricism or positivism, on 
the one hand, or some va r i e t y of absolute idealism or roman-

48 
ticism, on the other. 

For his part, Kant argued f o r the necessity of the dualism 
to the very l a s t . Against the disenchantment and "unhappy 
consciousness" of the early German Romantics (or Sturm und  
Drangers), es p e c i a l l y Herder and Jacobi, Kant repeatedly c r i 
t i c i z e d t h e i r claims of being able to "know" the super-sen
s i b l e realm of noumena and f o r having ignored the necessity 
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of both poles of his " c r i t i c a l " r e v i s i o n of metaphysics. 
For instance, Fichte's Absolute Idealism with i t s claim of 
being a more f a i t h f u l descendant of " c r i t i c a l philosophizing" 
than even Kant's own l a t e r work had been brought stern rebuke 
from the old master himself. Kant argued to the end that i t 
was only by embracing such a transcendental dualism that we 
can consistently defend ourselves against Hume's scepticism 
and be able to af f i r m our p r a c t i c a l freedom. Thus, as he 
observed i n the Preface to the second e d i t i o n of the f i r s t 
C r i t i q u e , "I have found i t necessary to deny knowledge i n 
order to make room f o r f a i t h " ( B , xxx; emphasis added). Theo
r e t i c a l knowledge of the noumenal realm, he argued, would 
destroy the very p o s s i b i l i t y of "free", undetermined actions. 
And only such an assumption can j u s t i f y our b e l i e f that the 
moral demands we place upon ourselves can be met; i n other 
words, only through t h e o r e t i c a l ignorance of the future can 
there be a secure basis f o r our p r a c t i c a l f a i t h i n the im
provement of mankind. Popper extends th i s view i n several 
i n t e r e s t i n g directions i n his denial that there can ever be 
such a thing as "laws" i n history, but that nonetheless, 
though "history as such" has no "meaning" or enchantment, 
there i s s t i l l hope i n proceeding as jlf we can "give i t 
meaning" through our endeavours. I w i l l return to these 
themes i n chapters to follow, but esp e c i a l l y i n Chapter 6 t and 
some of the p a r t i c u l a r problems that a r i s e i n connection with 
Kant's and Popper's equally d u a l i s t i c form of transcendenta
lism w i l l be the subject of Chapter 7 . 

In the f i r s t C r i t i q u e , Kant's defense of the r a t i o n a l i t y 
of our f a i t h i n freedom—and, by implication, of the possi
b i l i t y of progress upon which i t r e s t s — a s a supersensible, 
noumenal mode of ca u s a l i t y , was li m i t e d to his f i x i n g a 
boundary beyond which s c i e n t i f i c knowledge cannot v a l i d l y 
aspire, and to hi s proof that mechanism i s not the only pos
s i b l e form of ca u s a l i t y . But, for Kant, the r e a l i t y of fr e e 
dom has to be grounded i n the same transcendental manner as 



- 7 3 -

pure t h e o r e t i c a l reason had been defended against Hume's 
empiricism and scepticism. Therefore, i n the Groundwork  
for the Metaphysics of Morals ( 1 7 8 5 ) and the C r i t i q u e of  
P r a c t i c a l Reason, Kant j u s t i f i e s freedom more p o s i t i v e l y 
by i n d i c a t i n g i t s existence as a necessary a p r i o r i con
d i t i o n of a c e r t a i n type of experience, namely, of mora
l i t y with i t s un i v e r s a l and necessary injunctions. Kant's 
point i s that, i n order to r a t i o n a l l y j u s t i f y the p o s s i b i 
l i t y and phenomenon of moral necessitation, we must pre
suppose a "free cause". Only i f free causes are held to 
ac t u a l l y exist can the unconditional necessity of moral 
law be explained: 

Freedom . . . among a l l the ideas of specu
l a t i v e reason i s the only one whose p o s s i b i 
l i t y we know a p r i o r i . We do not understand 
i t , but we know i t as the condition of the 
moral law which we do know. 

There r e a l l y i s freedom, f o r t h i s Idea i s 
revealed by moral law.49 

There i s thus a perfect p a r a l l e l i s m between Kant's 
" t h e o r e t i c a l " and " p r a c t i c a l " philosophies insofar as the 
function of reason i s concerned. In both phases, reason 
functions as the active law-giver and i s bound by the laws  
o r rales which i t gives. While the a p r i o r i t y of knowledge 
can be guaranteed and secured only by rooting i t i n our 
transcendental understanding, so too the a p r i o r i t y of moral 
duty and o b l i g a t i o n can be preserved only by basing i t on an 
equally "pure", a l b e i t acting, p r a c t i c a l reason. Kant com
pares the two functions as follows: 

The L e g i s l a t i o n of human reason (philosophy) has 
two objects, nature and freedom, and therefore 
contains not only the laws of nature, but also 
the moral law, presenting them at f i r s t i n two 
d i s t i n c t systems, but ultimately i n one single 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l system. The philosophy of nature 
deals with a l l that i s , the philosphy of morals 
with a l l that which ought to be (A 840-B 8 6 8 ; 
emphasis added). 
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Accordingly, there i s much wisdom i n Tarhet's obser
vation that "there i s ju s t i c e i n c a l l i n g the l e g a l metaphor 
the main s t r u c t u r a l metaphor of the ( f i r s t ) C r i t i q u e " , 
and i n affirming Kant's b e l i e f that "the c r i t i q u e of pure 
reason can be regarded as the true t r i b u n a l of a l l disputes 
of pure reason, . . . i n which our disputes have to be con
ducted by the recognized methods of l e g a l action" (A 751-B 779)• 
On Kant's view, the only r a t i o n a l response to the c r i s i s of 
Enlightenment i d e a l s — e s p e c i a l l y the p o t e n t i a l l y destructive 
r i f t between the v a l i d a t i o n of the Baconian maxim that know
ledge i s power and the threat t h i s poses to the enchantment 
and meaningfulness of modern l i f e — w a s to s e t t l e the matter 
" i n court", as i t were, before the tribunal of a once-again 
sovereign, because methodically f o r t i f i e d , reason. 

v 

The most valuable insights are arrived at 
l a s t ; but the most valuable insights are 
methods. t - , 

— F r i e d r i c h Nietzsche 

I t would be d i f f i c u l t to overestimate the impact of 
Kant's " c r i t i c a l " philosophy on 19th and 20th century phi
losophy and the s o c i a l sciences. Hence, the widespread view 
referred to i n the previous chapter that one may philoso
phize f o r or against but not without a serious consideration 
of his thought. Insofar as my in t e r p r e t a t i o n of Popper's 
thought i s concerned, the following points deserve pa r t i c u 
l a r note at t h i s juncture (the c r i t i c a l discussion of which 
w i l l follow i n chapters to come): 

F i r s t , with regard to the general function of philoso
phy, Kant's greatest concern was to retrieve our r a t i o n a l 
f a i t h i n "progress" understood as the p o s s i b i l i t y of u l t i 
mately knowing r e a l i t y and of increasing human autonomy. 
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As we have seen, while scepticism and i r r a t i o n a l i s m had come 
to pose the severest of challenges to the f i r s t of these phi
losophical p i l l a r s of modernity, the very v a l i d i t y of New
tonian mechanism i t s e l f seemed to jeopardize our status as 
"free", self-determining h i s t o r i c a l agents. To the extent 
that t h i s c r i s i s i n optimism and i n t e l l e c t u a l self-confidence 
went unanswered, Kant knew a l l too well that we would be l e f t 
i n a state of unenlightened " s e l f - i n c u r r e d immaturity", i n 
conclusive "opinion-mongering", and b l i n d "fumbling and guess
work" as to the future course of events. In the absence of 
an adequate response, no longer—indeed, perhaps never again^— 
would we be able to believe (as had been the custom since the 
Renaissance and Enlightenment) that "what mind might encom
pass of knowledge of the physical universe has a di r e c t 
bearing upon the quality of human existence, and . . . that 

53 
mind can . . . be decisive i n p o l i t i c a l l i f e " . J 

Taking a step back from the pa r t i c u l a r s of his thought, 
Kant's solu t i o n to thi s dilemma was to propose a set of r a d i 
c a l l y new "methodical" c r i t e r i a and philosophical premises 
for the reenchantment of reason, and thus, of renewing our 
f a i t h i n the prospects and p o s s i b i l i t y of orderly, purposeful  
growth i n mind and society a l i k e . Above a l l , t h i s entailed 
subjecting reason i t s e l f to a transcendental c r i t i q u e of i t s 
own powers of knowing. And ultimately, this meant set t i n g  
l i m i t s to the p o t e n t i a l l y destructive, contradictory a s p i 
rations that thought i t s e l f can be seen to embody—reckless
l y "leaving the ground of experience" i n quest of a sense of 
greater " t o t a l i t y " and the discovery of an ultimate causa s u i . 
As Kant observed i n the Criti q u e of Pure Reason, he considered 
himself, along with David Hume, "one of those geographers of 
human reason" (A 760-B 7 8 8 ) , forever mapping or demarcating 
the respective spheres and inte r e s t s of our understanding 
nature as an order of contingent, " e f f i c i e n t l y " caused (but 
"meaningless") phenomena and of reason which continually 
presses "onwards and upwards" beyond the categories of our 
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phenomenal s e n s i b i l i t y and de facto determination toward 
the mundus i n t e l l i g i b u s of "ends". Unfortunately, Kant l e f t 
a l l the relationships and precise mediations between the two 
v a l u e s — t h e realms of necessity and freedom—quite obscure 
i n l i g h t of his purely formal characterisation of the "trans
cendental" and a p r i o r i nature of the s e l f . I w i l l return to 
this problem,in connection with Popper's thought,in Chapter 7. 

This emphasis, i n Kant, on the preventative or prophy
l a c t i c function of philosophy as a necessary precondition 
f o r progress toward "enlightenment" ideals i s f a r from a c c i 
dental. On the contrary, i t takes us to the center of his 
metaphysics and universe of discourse. Whether i t be i n the 
Preface to the f i r s t C r i t i q u e , where he r e c a l l s "having found 
i t necessary to deny knowledge i n order to make room f o r f a i t h " 
(B, xxx), or the concluding paragraph of the Critique of Prac 
t i c a l Reason, where he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y notes "that the i n 
scrutable wisdom through which we exist i s not less worthy of 
veneration i n respect to what i t denies us than i n what i t has 
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granted", Kant's underlying presupposition was the same: 
Nature i t s e l f f i x e s l i m i t s to how we should conduct our i n 
vestigations, l i m i t s which we ignore only at great p e r i l to 
the future development of the species. 

In t h i s context, i t i s also i n t e r e s t i n g to note the cen-
t r a l i t y of Seneca's Stoicism i n Kant's p o l i t i c a l thought and 
philosophy of hist o r y as best evidenced by his frequent re
ference to one of the E p i s t l e s , "Duncunt volentum f a t a , nolen-
tum trahunt/The fates lead him who i s w i l l i n g , but drags him 
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who i s unwilling". Kant's project i s thus best understood 
as an attempt to formulate the necessary, l o g i c a l l i m i t s to 
what we can know and, accordingly, what we ought to do and 
may hope f o r . Above a l l else, his i s a metaphysics of orderly, 
lawful growth, of p o s s i b i l i t i e s and progress within predeter 
mined l i m i t s . 

Seldom have these central assumptions and ideals of l i 
beralism and the Enlightenment suffered from as many assaults, 
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and from as many directions of both an i n t e l l e c t u a l and 
s o c i a l kind, as during the f i r s t h a l f of Popper's l i f e . I f , 
as the l a t e George Lichtheim observed, "the decade 1914-24 
witnessed the greatest upheaval Europe had undergone since 
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Napoleon", t h i s was even more true during the next decade 
and a h a l f f o r i n t e l l e c t u a l s such as Popper, who not only 
endured the tragic aftermath of the war, but who t r i e d to 
make sense of i t s causes and provide the necessary means 
with which to combat t h e i r possible recurrence. And i t i s 
pr e c i s e l y i n that context that the metaphysical structure 
of Kant's thought emerges as of such importance i n s i t u a t i n g 
Popper's work v i s - a - v i s the p a r t i c u l a r series of c r i s e s his 
theories were intended to address. 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y , f o r Popper the underlying motivation 
and structure of Kant's "reply to Hume" came to serve as the 
cornerstone of a systematic defense of r a t i o n a l i t y and pro
gress during a period i n which they were under f a r more serious 
attack than anything Kant ever envisioned. I f Enlightenment 
ideals about the e f f i c a c y of reason i n c l a r i f y i n g and helping 
us to solve s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l problems are once again "be
coming increasingly t h i n and unconvincing" to many sensitive 
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thinkers among us, so much les s secure must t h e i r stature 
and place have been i n what Popper r e c a l l s as "starving post
war Vienna"—the aftermath of a war that "had destroyed the 
world i n which [he] had grown up". There i s strong evidence 
to suggest that Popper's experience during the 1920s and 30s 
i n Vienna of the widespread assault upon Enlightenment i d e a l s , 
not only i n s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l a f f a i r s but within the natural 
sciences and espitemology as well, i s of decisive importance 
to an understanding of h i s thought and the widespread reception 
i t subsequently has received. 

As we s h a l l see i n the chapters to follow, the doctrines 
and "enemies" Popper i n i t i a l l y chose and continues to attack, 
the weapons he u t i l i z e s i n attempting to counteract, i f not 
t o t a l l y defeat, t h e i r c r e d i b i l i t y and p o t e n t i a l influence, 
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and the p o s i t i v e thrust of his own philosophy are profoundly 
Kantian and deeply committed to defending the p r o s p e c t s — o r 
what Weber and, more recently, Dahrendorf c a l l the " l i f e chan-
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ces" of a r a t i o n a l , l i b e r a l way of l i f e against forms of i r -
rationalism and authoritarianism that were endemic i n the post
war c a p i t o l of the, by-then, truncated Austrian Republic. 

Popper himself, l i k e Kant, t e l l s us that philosophy un
derstood as the " l e g i s l a t i o n of human reason" has "two objects, 
nature and freedom". And, l i k e Kant, Popper contends that 
these "two objects" must ultimately be presented i n one uni
f i e d philosophy f o r , i n both contexts, i t i s man's reason, 
the knowing mind, that determines t h e i r respective natures 
and the conditions of t h e i r p o s s i b i l i t y . Thus, i n the opening 
section of The S e l f and I t s Brain, f i t t i n g l y e n t i t l e d , "Kant's 
Argument", Popper observes that "Kant i s es-sentially ri g h t " 
i n seeing the seriousness of the p o t e n t i a l contradiction be
tween the v a l i d a t i o n of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge and the prospects 
of leading an enchanted, meaningful existence. But, f o r both 
Kant and Popper, disenchantment with the p o s s i b i l i t y of pro
gress and "enlightenment" need not follow. Theirs are p h i l o 
sophies of hope i n orderly growth. In Popper's own words, 
though s c i e n t i f i c knowledge "annihilates the importance of 
a man, considered as a part of the physical universe", a pro
per understanding of "the i n v i s i b l e s e l f " and the human per
sonality "raises immeasurably his value as an i n t e l l i g e n t and 
responsible being" (SB, 3). 

Echoing Josef Popper-Lynkeus (1838-1921), a well-known 
engineer-inventor, s o c i a l reformer, and leading l i t e r a r y 
figure i n Vienna during the f i r s t two decades of the century, 
Popper notes that "every time a man dies, a whole universe i s 
destroyed. (One r e a l i z e s t h i s when one i d e n t i f i e s oneself with 
that man)". Human beings, he continues, 

are irreplaceable; and i n being irreplaceable 
they are c l e a r l y very d i f f e r e n t from machines. 
They are capable of suffering, and of facing 
death consciously. They are selves; they are 
ends i n themselves, as Kant said ( i b i d ) . 
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Underlying everything Popper has written i s this conviction 
that i n d i v i d u a l human beings are "irreplaceable", the pre
servation and development of which ultimately should govern 
a l l our attitudes and actions. As he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y ob
served i n a recent essay, "How I see Philosophy", 

We do not know how i t i s that we are a l i v e 
on t h i s wonderful l i t t l e p l a n e t — o r why there 
should be something l i k e l i f e , to make our 
planet so b e a u t i f u l . But here we are, and 
we have every reason to wonder at i t , and to 
f e e l g r a t e f u l f o r i t . I t comes close to being 
a miracle. • . • There may be many other planets 
with l i f e on them. Yet i f we pick out at random 
a place i n the universe, then the p r o b a b i l i t y . 
• . of f i n d i n g a l i f e - c a r r y i n g body at that 
place w i l l be zero, or almost zero. So l i f e 
has at any rate the value of something rare; 
i t i s precious. We are i n c l i n e d to forget t h i s , 
and treat l i f e cheaply, perhaps out of thought
lessness; or perhaps because this b e a u t i f u l 
earth of ours i s , no doubt, a b i t overcrowded. 

. . . There are those who think that l i f e 
i s valueless because i t has an end. They do 
not think that the opposite argument might also 
be proposed: that i f there were no end to l i f e , 
i t would have no value; that i t i s , i n part, 
the ever-present danger of l o s i n g i t which helps 
to bring home to us the value of l i f e ("Philo
sophy", 55). 

Not only i s t r e a t i n g human beings as "ends i n themselves" 
rather than as mere "means" thus incompatible "with the ma
t e r i a l i s t doctrine that men are machines", but equally, i f 
not more importantly, with any and a l l denials that mind or 
" c r i t i c a l " r a t i o n a l i t y can be "decisive" i n i n t e l l e c t u a l and 
p o l i t i c a l a f f a i r s . This Kantian-inspired c r i t i q u e of a l l 
"determinisms" because of t h e i r i n t e l l e c t u a l and moral con 
sequences—above a l l , t h e i r anti-humanitarian i m p l i c a t i o n s — 
represents the underlying and sustaining motivation to Popper's 
better-known views concerning epistemological f a l l i b i l i s m , 
methodological f a l s i f i c a t i o n i s m , and the philosophies of h i s 
tory and p o l i t i c s (the subjects of the l a s t three chapters 
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of this study). 
In the follwing chapter, I w i l l characterize t h i s moral 

and i n t e l l e c t u a l consequentialism of Popper's thought as a 
kind of L o g i c a l Pragmatism, the view of "truth as consequences". 
There, we s h a l l see that what distinguishes Popper's thought 
from other v a r i e t i e s of Neo-Kantianism i s i t s pragmatic, prob
lem-solving, evolutionary core, while what distances his 
thought from most other types of pragmatism (that of C. S. 
Peirce being the one notable exception), i s his logicism, 
the presupposition which he shares with the members of the 
Vienna C i r c l e that formal l o g i c occupies a p r i v i l e g e d , es
s e n t i a l l y normative, j u r i d i c a l role i n the philosophy of 
science which, i n turn, represents our best standard of 
r a t i o n a l i t y , the growth of knowledge, and a free and "open" 
society as a whole. And, u n i t i n g the two poles of Popper's 
thought—the dynamic and the s t a t i c , the anthropological and 
the transcendental, the pragmatic and the l o g i c a l , the demands 
of order and growth—is Kant's conception of human autonomy, 
the view of man as p o t e n t i a l l y " c i t i z e n and b u i l d e r of his 
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own world". This, Popper never t i r e s of reminding us, is 
a hope worth f i g h t i n g f o r i n the realm of ideas. 

I believe that t h i s aspect of Popper's thought i s one of 
the primary reasons f o r the tremendous—some have claimed, un
precedented—following his thought now enjoys, evidenced by 
both the quantity of secondary l i t e r a t u r e and commentary his 
writings have commanded, and the presence of organized bodies 
and i n s t i t u t i o n s now conducting themselves with the i n s p i r a t i o n 
and d o c t r i n a l guidance of Popper foremost i n mind.^ In a cen
tury known primarily f o r i t s wars and b r u t a l i t i e s , i t s sense 
of quiet desperation and meaninglessness, and a profoundly 
deep resignation to a future of n e g l i g i b l e , i f any, improve
ments i n the condition of the species as a whole, Popper's i s 
a message of hopeful but l i m i t e d p o s s i b i l i t i e s — o f s u r v i v a l 
and purposeful growth f o r those who are s t i l l w i l l i n g to learn. 

Not c o i n c i d e n t a l l y , as we s h a l l see at greater length i n 
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the next chapter, Popper's i n t e l l e c t u a l odyssey began i n the 
area of educational psychology and learning theory. And, i n 
spite of his subsequent "changeover" from the psychology to 
the methodology of knowledge, Popper's thought i s reminiscent 
of John Dewey's i n i t s l i f e - l o n g attempt to l i n k the s u r v i v a l 
and proper understanding of the values and purposes we cherish 
most with the reform of our habitual ways of thinking, edu
cat i o n a l p r a c t i c e , and pedagogical methodology. The rationa
l i t y of a free, open, and progressive society, he t e l l s us, 
i s above a l l else successful problem-solving understood as 
the methodical elimination of error. More than anything else, 
as merchants of the mind we must learn to teach our society 
how to l i v e within the l o g i c and l i m i t s of our experience. 

Though many have r i g h t l y taken offense at Popper's f r e 
quently combative s t y l e and the strident tone of his prose, 
( i n many but the more technical of his writings), one would 
do well to bear i n mind the moral consequentialism and the 
r a d i c a l humanitarianism and individualism that motivates and 
sustains such rhetoric and his use of the language. Time and 
time again, Popper argues, 

The choice before us i s not simply an i n t e l l e c t u a l 
a f f a i r , or a matter of taste. I t i s a moral de
c i s i o n . . . . For the question whether we adopt 
some more or le s s r a d i c a l form bf i r r a t i o n a l i s m , 
or whether we adopt . . . ' c r i t i c a l rationalism', 
w i l l deeply a f f e c t our whole attitude towards 
other men, and towards the problems of s o c i a l 
l i f e . 

• . • , [And] whenever we are faced with a 
moral decision of a more abstract kind, i t i s 
most h e l p f u l to analyse c a r e f u l l y the conse 
quences which are l i k e l y to r e s u l t from the a l 
ternatives between which we have to choose. For 
only i f we can v i s u a l i z e these consequences i n 
a concrete and p r a c t i c a l way, do we r e a l l y know 
what our decision i s about; otherwise we decide 
b l i n d l y (OS, I I , 232; emphasis added). 

Ideas, he notes i n one of his l a t e r c o l l e c t i o n s of essays, 
"are dangerous and powerful things" (CR, 5). In spite of the 
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fact that the theory of knowledge or epistemology i s "reputed ~ 
to be the most abstract and remote and altogether i r r e l e v a n t 
region of pure philosophy", Popper reminds us that Kant's a t t i 
tude toward the subject was completely d i f f e r e n t . Popper be
l i e v e s that Kant and, more recently, Bertrand Russell, were 
both r i g h t i n a t t r i b u t i n g "to epistemology p r a c t i c a l conse
quences f o r science, ethics, and even p o l i t i c s " ( i b i d , 4). 
C i t i n g Russell's Let the People Think (1941), Popper concurs 
with the view that "epistemological r e l a t i v i s m , or the idea 
that there i s no such thing as objective truth, and epistemo
l o g i c a l pragmatism, or the idea that truth i s the same as 
usefulness, are c l o s e l y linked with authoritarian and t o t a 
l i t a r i a n ideas" ( i b i d , 4-5)• 

I t i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Popper's thought that, 
The s i t u a t i o n i s r e a l l y very simple. The b e l i e f 
of a l i b e r a l — t h e b e l i e f i n the p o s s i b i l i t y of a 
rule of law, of equal j u s t i c e , of fundamental 
r i g h t s , and a free s o c i e t y — c a n e a s i l y survive 
the recognition that judges are not omniscient 
and may make mistakes about facts and that, i n 
p r a c t i c e , absolute j u s t i c e i s hardly ever rea
l i z e d i n any p a r t i c u l a r l e g a l case. But t h i s 
b e l i e f i n the p o s s i b i l i t y of a rule of law, of 
j u s t i c e , and of freedom, cannot well survive 
the acceptance of an epistemology which teaches 
that there are no objective f a c t s ; not merely 
i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case, but i n any other case; 
and that the judge cannot have made a f a c t u a l 
mistake because he can no more be wrong about 
the facts than he can be right ( i b i d , 5; empha
s i s added). 

Indeed, Popper has gone so f a r as to argue that i t i s the 
acceptance of such a conception of standards of r a t i o n a l 
c r i t i c i s m and objective truth 

which creates the dignity of the i n d i v i d u a l man; 
which makes him responsible, morally as well as 
i n t e l l e c t u a l l y ; which enables him not only to act 
r a t i o n a l l y , but also to contemplate and adjudicate, 
and to discriminate between, competing theories. 

These standards of objective truth and c r i t i 
cism may teach him to try again, and to think 
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again; • . • They may teach him to apply the 
method of t r a i l and error i n every f i e l d , and 
e s p e c i a l l y i n science; and thus they may teach 
him how to learn from his mistakes, and how to 
search f o r them. These standards may help him 
to discover how l i t t l e he knows, and how much 
there i s that he does not know. . . . They may 
help him to become aware of the fact that he 
owes hi s growth to other people's c r i t i c i s m s , 
and that reasonableness i s readiness to l i s t e n 
to c r i t i c i s m . And i n this way they may even 
help him to transcend his animal past, and with 
i t that subjectivism and voluntarism i n which 
romantic and i r r a t i o n a l i s t philosophies may try 
to hold him captive (CR, 3 8 4 ) . 

One would be hard pressed to f i n d a more p r i n c i p l e d and 
outspoken h e i r to Kant's defense of the p o s s i b i l i t y and ideals 
of "enlightenment" than Popper. In this connection, i t i s a l l 
too frequently forgotten that Kant ultimately answered the 
question,"What i s Enlightenment?" i n terms of the philosophy 
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of history, not metaphysically or epistemologically. In 
1784, he thus defined enlightenment as mankind's departure 
from i t s own s e l f - i n c u r r e d immaturity and s e r v i t u d e — i n short, 
as autonomy. And, s i g i f i c a n t l y , Kant defined the h i s t o r i c a l 
place and s i g n i f i c a n c e of his own philosophy by viewing the 
epoch i n which he l i v e d as a whole as one of enlightenment. 
To the extent that enlightenment could be achieved, Kant con
tended, i t was not as a private accomplishment, but instead 
as a general c u l t u r a l and h i s t o r i c a l , universal process. As 
a keen student of the concept observes, 

In r e l i g i o n , i t means the struggle f o r tolerance 
against s u p e r s t i t i t o n and a revolt of reason 
against the orthodox priesthood; i n p o l i t i c s , 
the struggle f o r freedom before the law against 
the a r b i t r a r y despotism of estates; i n natural 
science, empiricism; i n philosophy, the l i 
beration from the tutelage of theology and the 
f i g h t against dogmatism and metaphysics. 5 2 

Confronted with the imminent threat of a new Dark Age, 
Popper was understandably wary of a l l "pr o g r e s s i v i s t " p h i l o 
sophies of h i s t o r y which Kant's thought inspired, but none-
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theless, he realizes^ the depths of our longing f o r meaning 
and purpose i n l i f e , f o r having some r a t i o n a l grounds f o r 
hope and progress. And, l i k e Kant, these he would eventually 
come to locate i n our understanding of the orderly and metho
d i c a l growth of knowledge: "our mind grows and transcends 
i t s e l f . I f humanism i s concerned with the growth of the hu
man mind, what then i s the t r a d i t i o n of humanism i f not a 
t r a d i t i o n of c r i t i c i s m and reasonableness?" (CR, 384). Thus, 
"although hi s t o r y has no meaning, we can give i t a meaning" 
provided we lear n to l i v e within the l i m i t s of how l i t t l e 
we r e a l l y know (OS, I I , 269, 278). Like the j u r i s t i n Musil's 
Man Without Q u a l i t i e s , Popper "does not go to Nature f o r his 
concepts; what he does i s to penetrate into Nature with the 
flame of i n t e l l e c t and the sword of the moral law". J 

The remainder of t h i s study traces the impact of this 
metaphysical structure and moral impulse of Kantianism on 
Popper's epistemology and methodology of the natural sciences 
(Chapter 4), his corresponding recommendations f o r the con
duct of s o c i a l inquiry (Chapter 5), as well as his defense of 
l i b e r a l democracies against a host of challenges of both an 
i n t e l l e c t u a l and p r a c t i c a l v a r i e t y (Chapter 6). In Chapter 
7, I take up the so-called "Darwinian turn" to Popper's l a t e r 
thought and conclude with some c r i t i c a l reservations about 
the consistency, implications, and l i m i t s of his attempt to 
conserve the l i b e r a l way of l i f e i n the manner he suggests. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Truth as Consequences: The Unity of Popper's Thought 

Find a s c i e n t i f i c man who proposes to get 
along without any metaphysics . . . and 
you have found one whose doctrines are 
thoroughly v i t i a t e d by the crude and un-
c r i t i c i z e d metaphysics with which they 
are packed. , 

— C . S. Peirce 

The his t o r y of science, l i k e the history 
of a l l human ideas, i s a history of i r r e s 
ponsible dreams, of obstinacy, and of error. 

— K a r l Popper, 
Conjectures and  
Refutations, 216 

i 

In Popper's hands, the metaphysical impulse and structure 
of Kant' s philosophy becomes a powerful exemplar of contemporary 
l i b e r a l i s m , a f o r t i f i e d v a r i e t y of s c i e n t i f i c moralism—at 
once an ethic and a methodology of orderly growth i n mind and 
society. As such, I believe that Popper's epistemology i s 
best described as a d i s t i n c t i v e l y 20th century va r i e t y of Neo-
Kantianism, which ultimately I w i l l characterize as a type of 
Logical Pragmatism. The i n t e l l e c t u a l foundations of this out
look are best expressed i n the view of "truth as consequences", 
the components of which were a l l l a i d by the time Popper f l e d 
his native Vienna f o r New Zealand. As opposed to the i n t e l 
l e c t u a l development of Russell or Carnap, both of whom regu
l a r l y revised t h e i r views on analogy with the experimenta
lise! and f a l l i b i l i s m of science, Popper has not s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
altered the major tenets of his early philosophy. Instead, as 
Lieberson r i g h t l y points out, Popper has elaborated his early 

i views "again and again, extended, refined, and generalized 
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them i n an e f f o r t to explain and understand even broader and 
2 

more areas of human inquiry". 
This suggests that i f one i n s i s t s on d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g an 

"early" from a " l a t e r " Popper, l e t alone on seeing three of 
h i m — " P Q , P . J , P 2" — then t h i s can only be j u s t i f i e d on the ex
p l i c i t l y "whiggish" desire to regard his thought as a c o n t i 
nuous but unfinished stage i n the development of someone else's 
philosophy ( i n t h i s case, that of the l a t e Imre Lakatos).^ I 
believe, to the contrary, that a close reading of Popper's work 
against the philosophical background of i t s formation i n Vienna 
y i e l d s but one Popper, the unity of whose thought i s a decided
l y Kantian i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and j u s t i f i c a t i o n of i n t e l l e c t u a l — 
•above a l l , s c i e n t i f i c — p r o g r e s s , and the moral autonomy that 
modernity once promised and, at l e a s t to some, s t i l l poten 
t i a l l y embodies. I accordingly intend to underscore the a l 
ready well-documented a f f i n i t i e s between Popper's s c i e n t i f i c 
philosophizing and the "pragmaticism" of Charles Saunders 
Peirce. But I w i l l emphasize more than hitherto has been 
the case that the cornerstone of both t h e i r philosophies Of 
f a l l i b i l i s m i s the s p e c i f i c a l l y Kantian understanding of the 
dependency of l o g i c on e t h i c a l and moral considerations, the 
t r u l y revolutionary i n s i g h t that a l l conceptual thought i s , 

5 
i n the words of Richard Bernstein, " e s s e n t i a l l y normative". 
And l e t us not forget yet another momentous debt we owe to 
Kant: that a l l thought i s necessarily conceptual! 

i i 

Kant's b e l i e f that the objects of science are a c t i v e l y 
constructed by the mind (and, therefore, are "hypothetical" 
or conjectural i n nature), that science i t s e l f represents 
our best system of conceptual knowledge, and that philosophy 
as a whole should aspire to the ideals of s c i e n t i f i c c l a r i t y , 
r i g o r , o b j e c t i v i t y , and explanation as outlined i n the pre
ceding chapter have each been central assumptions i n the 
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movement of ideas within which Popper's thought should be 
viewed: " s c i e n t i f i c philosophizing". According to Herbert 
F e i g l ' s characterization of t h i s i n t e l l e c t u a l movement i n 
which he, too, i s a leading participant, the philosophies of 
Russell, Frege, Tarski and, above a l l , the p h y s i c i s t s and 
mathematicians-turned-philosophers of the Vienna C i r c l e were 
each i n t h e i r own way "philosophies f o r our age of s c i e n c e " — 
tough-minded i n William James' celebrated sense of the term, 
opposed ,to obscurantist metaphysics and mysticism, and i n 

7 

favour of the s p i r i t of Enlightenment and c l a r i f i c a t i o n . 
Above a l l , these s c i e n t i f i c philosophers sought to repudiate 
the use of what F e i g l c a l l s "verbal sedatives", that i s , 
"high-sounding phrases that may t r a n q u i l i z e s c i e n t i f i c c u r i o -

8 ' 
s i t y and thus impede the progress of research". 

In a lecture to the A r i s t o t e l i a n Society, delivered short
l y upon his a r r i v a l i n England following the Second World War, 
Popper gave the student of his thought and the period a clear 
i n d i c a t i o n of his i n t e l l e c t u a l o r i e n t a t i o n when he observed 
that he had, 

always f e l t much sympathy with Kant, the p o s i -
t i v i s t s and a l l others who, repelled by the 
extravagant claims of some philosophical sys
tem builders, began to doubt whether there 
was anything at a l l i n philosophy. I have 
only admiration f o r those who reacted against 
a p r i o r i s m — t h e attitude of possessing i f not 
a l l fundamental knowledge, at l e a s t the key 
to i t — a n d against a l l empty verbalism.9 

Elsewhere, he r e c a l l s that "what attracted me most to 
the Vienna C i r c l e was the ' s c i e n t i f i c a t t i t u d e ' or, as I now 
prefer to c a l l i t , the r a t i o n a l a ttitude" ("IA", 70). C i t i n g 
approvingly one of the c l a s s i c s of Schlick's movement (indeed, 
of a l l subsequent an a l y t i c philosophy), Rudolf Carnap's Der  
Logisch Aufbau der Welt ( 1 9 2 8 ) , Popper notes that his more 
widely p u b l i c i z e d c r i t i c i s m of Carnap's induetionism and re-
ductionism•"is almost i n s i g n i f i c a n t i n t h i s context" of t h e i r 
shared assumption about the nature of philosophizing. 
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Popper n i c e l y sums up his view of thi s i d e a l when he 
lauds Carnap's plea " f o r r a t i o n a l i t y , f o r greater i n t e l 
l e c t u a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , . . . [and f o r us] to learn from 
the way i n which mathematicians and s c i e n t i s t s proceed, 
and . . . contrasts with t h i s the depressing ways of p h i l o 
sophers". I t i s , Popper concludes, 

i n t h i s general attitude, this attitude of  
enlightenment, and i n this c r i t i c a l view of  
philosophy—of what philosophy unfortunately 
i s , and of what i t ought to b e — t h a t I s t i l l 
f e e l very much at one with the Vienna C i r c l e 
and with i t s s p i r i t u a l father, Bertrand 
Rus s e l l . This explains why I was sometimes 
thought by members of the C i r c l e , such as 
Carnap, to be one of them, and to overstress 
my difference with them" ( i b i d ; emphasis added). 

Thus, an accurate i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Popper's relationship to 
the L o g i c a l Positivism of the Wiener Kreis suggests that, a l 
though his disagreements with i t were fundamental at some 
le v e l s of analysis, these "arose only because of a shared 
conviction about what questions and ideals are important". 

That much said, however, shortly thereafter i n the same 
lecture before the A r i s t o t e l i a n Society, Popper underscored 
the depths of his Kantianism and i t s role i n helping us to 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e h is thought from the Humean empiricism and 
physicalism of the leading members of the C i r c l e . Popper 
notes that, although the Log i c a l P o s i t i v i s t s of Schlick's 
C i r c l e were a n t i - a p r i o r i s t s , who believed that "there i s no 
room f o r a t h i r d realm of studies besides the empirical 
sciences on the one hand and knowledge of lo g i c and mathe
matics on the other", they immediately found themselves en
tangled i n a series of i n t e l l e c t u a l culs-de-sac. when asked 
to produce a c r i t e r i o n of empirical knowledge ("L & P", 142). 
Much the same could be said of the S c i e n t i f i c Empiricism of 
Hans Reichenbach and other members of the B e r l i n Society f o r 
S c i e n t i f i c Philosophizing, with whom members of the Wiener  
Kreis were i n regular contact and whose general epistemology 
showed a remarkable s i m i l a r i t y to the i r own. Popper r e c a l l s 
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that, "• 

when confronted with the task to explain the 
c r i t e r i o n of meaningful language, as opposed 
to meaningless verbiage, they got themselves 
into many d i f f i c u l t i e s , proposing, f o r exam
ple, c r i t e r i a i n terms which turned out to 
be themselves meaningless ("L & P", 143)• 

The c r i t e r i o n Popper i s r e f e r r i n g to here i s , of course, the 
so-called " p r i n c i p l e of v e r i f i a b i l i t y " of the C i r c l e , 
i n i t i a l l y formulated by F r i e d r i c h Waismann and subsequently 
and more widely associated with the work of Carnap (who had 
been converted to physicalism by the t i r e l e s s Otto Neurath). 

According to Popper, these p o s i t i v i s t s , "who had st a r 
ted by denouncing philosophy as merely verbal, and who had 
demanded that, . . . we should turn away from the verbal 
problems to those which are r e a l and empirical, found them
selves bogged up i n the thankless task of analysing and un
masking verbal pseudo-problems" ( i b i d ) . As f a r as Popper 
i s concerned, the underlying problem with both the Machian 
phenomenalists and the Wittgensteinians of Schlick's seminar 
was the a p r i o r i and ultimately self-defeating nature of t h e i r 
h o s t i l i t y toward metaphysics. As he recently remarked i n 
another context, "the C i r c l e had become not only antimeta-
physical, but an t i p h i l o s o p h i c a l " ("Philosophy", 45)• 

Tracing i t s i n s p i r a t i o n to Russell's solu t i o n of the 
l o g i c a l paradoxes as pseudo-propositions which are neither 
true nor f a l s e but meaningless, Popper charges that Wittgen
stein's Tractatus denies the existence of serious philoso
p h i c a l problems. In Wittgenstein's view, Popper argues, 
most of the t r a d i t i o n a l problems of philosophy are "pseudo-
problems which a r i s e from speaking without having given 
meaning to a l l one's words". Much to Popper's consternation, 
this l e d to the technique "of branding a l l sorts of incon
venient propositions and problems as 'meaningless'" ( i b i d . , 
45-46). 

Since, i n Popper's view, metaphysical ideas are often 
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forerunners to s c i e n t i f i c ones, he considers the attempt of 
the L o g i c a l P o s i t i v i s t s and t h e i r followers to demarcate and 
l i m i t questions of science to f a c t u a l l y v e r i f i a b l e or 
"meaningful" knowledge to be a p o t e n t i a l l y dangerous l i m i 
t a t i o n on our a b i l i t y to solve our most pressing problems. 
To Popper, "the existence of urgent and serious philoso
p h i c a l problems and the need to discuss them c r i t i c a l l y i s 
the only apology f o r what may be ca l l e d professional or aca
demic philosophy" ("Philosophy", 45). In other words, Popper 
emphatically rejects the view of thinkers such as G. E. Moore 
"that the need to correct what professional philosophers say 
would be a s u f f i c i e n t excuse f o r philosophy to ex i s t " . Such 
a view, he notes, leads to something " l i k e philosophic i n 
breeding". This 

would make a specialism of philosophy, a f t e r 
the model of modern science. Now I think that 
a strong case can be made against t h i s a l l too 
fashionable s p e c i a l i z a t i o n i n the sciences; 
and the case against s p e c i a l i z a t i o n i n p h i l o 
sophy i s stronger.11 

Echoing the modernism and pedagogical progressivism so 
t y p i c a l of Glockel's School Reform Movement, Popper argued 
before the A r i s t o t e l i a n Society that "most of us think too 
much i n terms of subject-matters or d i s c i p l i n e s " ("L & P", 
144). Such d i s c i p l i n e s or bodies of knowledge, he went on 
to note, are "l a r g e l y d i d a c t i c devices designed to help i n 
the organization of teaching. The s c i e n t i s t — t h e man who 
does not only teach but adds to our knowledge—is fundamen
t a l l y aL_sJ^udj3n_t_o_f_j^^ not subject-matters" ( i b i d . , 
emphasis added). The a l l u s i o n to Popper's thinking i n re
la t i o n s h i p to Glockel's movement, and more s p e c i f i c a l l y to 
the ideas he developed as an associate at the Pedagogic In
s t i t u t e of the City and University of Vienna, provides f u r 
ther depth of in s i g h t into the fundamentally Kantian structure 
of Popper's philosophy of mind. 

As just noted, the central doctrine of Logical Positivism 
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i s the v e r i f i c a t i o n theory of meaning, the thesis that a 
contingent proposition i s meaningful i f and only i f i t can 
be empirically v e r i f i e d ; i f no empirical method exists f o r 
deciding whether or not a proposition i s true or f a l s e , i t 

1 2 
i s considered a meaningless pseudo-proposition. As b r i e f l y 
mentioned i n the introduction, for Popper th i s c r i t e r i o n of 
demarcating science from pseudo-science was f a t a l l y miscon
ceived. Predicated upon the a s s o c i a t i o n i s t psychology of 
Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, Popper argues that t h i s type of 
c r i t e r i o n "was merely a t r a n s l a t i o n of A r i s t o t e l i a n subject-
predicate l o g i c into psychological terms" ("IA", 60), the 
view we introduced e a r l i e r as the "passive storehouse con
ception of the mind". According to Popper, th i s school of 
thought committed the cardinal s i n of Kant's dogmatists— 
metaphysical "fumblers" and sceptics a l i k e — s u b r e p t i o n , ex
tending a category's l o g i c beyond the sphere of i t s compe
tence, thereby depriving s c i e n t i f i c growth and progress of 
the necessary foundation or a p r i o r i condition of i t s v a l i  
dation as objective knowledge. 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y , l e t us consider the statement "men 
are moral", Popper's i l l u s t r a t i o n of the l i m i t a t i o n s of 
A r i s t o t e l i a n l o g i c . As we have seen, there are two "terms" 
(a subject and a predicate) and a "copula" which associates 
or l i n k s them. Popper notes that, i f we translate this into 
psychological terms, "you w i l l say that thinking consists i n 
having the 'idea' of man and mortality 'associated'" ( i b i d ) . 
Popper continues his c r i t i c i s m by pointing out that such a 

subject-predicate l o g i c i s a very primitive 
thing. ( I t may be regarded as an interpre
t a t i o n of a small fragment of Boolean algebra, 
u n t i d i l y mixed up with a small fragment of 
naive set theory). I t i s i n c r e d i b l e that any
body should s t i l l mistake i t f o r empirical psy
chology ( i b i d ) . 

In other words, by elevating such a pseudo-empirical psycho
l o g i c a l c r i t e r i o n to the status of being the standard with 
which to d i s t i n g u i s h or demarcate t r u l y s c i e n t i f i c from 
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pseudo-scientific knowledge, Popper maintains that science 
i t s e l f had been jeopardized by having transferred atomism 
from physics to psychology. 

Just as Kant's c r i t i c i s m of Hume's atomism led him to 
believe that i t was our understanding that supplies the cate
gories and p r i n c i p l e s by which we order our experience, 
Popper came to believe that the sort of sense data, "simple 
ideas" or impressions assumed i n Mach's phenomenalism or the 
early Wittgenstein's notion of "facts" simply did not exist; 
"they were f i c t i t i o u s " , as he recently expressed the point 
i n his autobiography. Drawing upon the psychological theory 
of the C r i t i c a l R e a l i s t and c r i t i c of Machian positivism, 
Oswald Kulpe and his school (the Wurzburger schule), Otto 
Selz and, es p e c i a l l y , K a r l Buhler, Popper early came to the 
view that "we do not think i n images but i n terms of problems 
and t h e i r tentative solutions" ("IA", 60). 

Buhler's career had begun i n Wurzburg where he was an 
assistant of Kulpe's. Before a r r i v i n g i n Vienna i n 1922, 
Buhler had already started to develop t h i s theory of "image-
less thought" to which Popper i s indebted. Very b r i e f l y , the 
idea i s that " i n the i n t e n t i o n a l act of representation, the 
p a r t i c u l a r image or model used, i f any, need bear no imaginal 
resemblance to what i s represented". Accordingly, i n true 
Kantian s p i r i t , t h i s school of thought concluded that "ab
st r a c t words, . . . cannot be reduced to sense impressions".' 

Popper remarks that "a further step" i n the a r t i c u l a t i o n 
of t h i s t r a d i t i o n of Gestalt theorizing "showed me that the 
mechanism of t r a n s l a t i n g a dubious l o g i c a l doctrine into one 
of an alleg e d l y empirical psychology was s t i l l at work, and 
had i t s dangers, even f o r such an outstanding thinker as 
Buhler" ("IA", 60). Following Kulpe's L o g i c ] 4 Buhler con
ceived of arguments as complex judgments which, Popper con
tends, " i s a mistake from the point of view of modern l o g i c " 
( i b i d ) . Because of this error, Popper continues, "there 
could be no r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n between judging and arguing". 
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Moreover, viewing arguments i n such a fashion tends to blur 
the o r i g i n a l d i s t i n c t i o n "between the descriptive function 
of language (which corresponds to "judgments") and the argu
mentative function. In short, Popper claims that Buhler 
had not succeeded i n "seeing that they [judging and arguing] 
could be [as] c l e a r l y separated as the three functions of 
language which he had already distinguished" and which Popper 
c e r t a i n l y accepted as opposed to the atomism of Hume, Mach, 
and Russell (ibid).-

Popper's elaboration of t h i s dimension of Buhler's 
thought bears p a r t i c u l a r attention inasmuch as i t represents 
the most v i s i b l e and s i g n i f i c a n t s h i f t of perspectives of his 
entire career or, as he now r e c a l l s i t , his "turn away" from 
psychology and "changeover to methodology" ( i b i d , 61). 
Popper notes that Buhler's expressive function of language 
could be l o g i c a l l y separated from the communicative (or 
s i g n a l , or release) function "because an animal or man could 
express himself even i f there were no 'receiver' to be s t i 
mulated" ( i b i d , 60). Both the expressive and communicative 
functions could i n turn be distinguished from Buhler's des 
c r i p t i v e function because, Popper notes, "an animal or a man 
could communicate fear ( f o r example) without describing the ob
ject feared" ( i b i d , 60-61). 

Popper develops this l i n e of thought and c r i t i c i s m f u r 
ther when he notes that the descriptive function, "(a higher 
function, . . . and exclusive to man) was, I then found, 
c l e a r l y distinguishable from the argumentative function, since 
there exists languages, such as maps, which are descriptive 

1 5 
but not argumentative" ( i b i d , 61). I t i s l a r g e l y because 
of these differences i n the possible functions of language 
and, above a l l , of Popper's view of the p i v o t a l role of argu
ments i n the growth of knowledge, that he characterizes the 
f a m i l i a r analogy between s c i e n t i f i c theories and maps—in
spired by the l a t e r Wittgenstein's lectures at Cambridge— 
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as a " p a r t i c u l a r l y unfortunate one". Maps, Popper contends, 
are nonargumentative, whereas theories "are e s s e n t i a l l y argu
mentative systems of statements: t h e i r main point i s that 
they explain deductively" ("IA", 61). 

Popper c r e d i t s t h i s c r i t i c a l interrogation of Buhler's 
thought, as well as extensive conversations with the p h i l o 
sopher and Greek scholar, Heinrich Gomperz, with showing him 
"the p r i o r i t y of the study of l o g i c over the study of subjec 
t i v e thought processes" ( i b i d , emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . Popper 
notes that, "ever since that period of his i n t e l l e c t u a l de
velopment ( i . e . , 1926-7), he has been "highly suspicious" of 
many widely accepted psychological theories. In this con
nection, he r e c a l l s that "I came to r e a l i z e that the theory  
of conditioned r e f l e x was mistaken. There i s no such thing  
as conditioned r e f l e x " ( i b i d . , emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . Popper 
contends that Pavlov's dogs should not be seen as "conditioned" 
i n the sense that reduces t h e i r learning process to a mere 
r e f l e x but, instead, as a search f o r "invariants i n the f i e l d 
of food a c q u i s i t i o n (which i s necessarily ' p l a s t i c ' , i n other 
words open to modification by t r i a l and error) and as f a b r i 
cating expectations, or a n t i c i p a t i o n s , of impending events" 
( i b i d , 61). 

Popper's s c i e n t i f i c naturalism i s thus of such a magni
tude as to s p e c i f i c a l l y extend Kant's insight into the con
ceptual foundations of human cognition so f a r as to include 
other animals i n the evolutionary chain of "problem-solvers" 
as w e l l — a n evolutionism, we might add, that i s completely i n 
keeping with the thrust of the l a s t of Kant's monumental 

16 
C r i t i q u e s , the C r i t i q u e of Judgement (1790). As Popper re
marks i n another context, 

animals and men are bom with a great store
house of i n s t i n c t i v e knowledge—of ways of 
reacting to s i t u a t i o n s , of expectations. 
The new-born c h i l d expects to be fed and 
cared f o r . I t s expectations, i t s inborn 
conjectural knowledge, may be disappointed. 
In t h i s case i t may die, . . . The fact that 
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our inborn knowledge may be disappointed 
shows that even th i s inborn knowledge i s 
merely c o n j e c t u r a l . . . . , we do not l e a r n  
by observat ion, or by a s s o c i a t i o n , but by  
t r y i n g to solve problems. A problem ar ises 
whenever our conjectures or expectations 
f a i l . We t ry to solve our problems by mo
d i f y i n g our conjectures. . . . The s o l u t i o n , 
the new behaviour, the new conjecture, the 
new theory, may work; or i t may f a i l . Thus 
we lea rn by t r i a l and er ror ; or more p re -
c i s e l y , by tentat ive so lu t ion and by t h e i r 
e l iminat ion i f they prove erroneous. As 
H.3. Jennings showed i n 1910, t h i s method 
i s used even by the amoeba ("Conversat ion", 
96; emphasis added). 

The int imate connection i n th i s passage between human f a l 
l i b i l i t y and the evolutionary importance of successfu l prob
lem-so lv ing takes us to the heart of Popper's i n t e l l e c t u a l 
universe. As he notes i n one of h i s most recent essays, 
"from a Darwinian point of view, we are led to speculate 
about the s u r v i v a l value of mental processes'^ "Remarks" , 
183; emphasis added). As we s h a l l see, i t has been Popper's 
l i f e - l o n g b e l i e f i n the inherent ly i r r a t i o n a l i s t i c conse
quences of a l l v a r i e t i e s of " s u b j e c t i v i s t i c " epistemology 
and s o - c a l l e d " b e l i e f phi losophies" that has led him to make 
what he c a l l s "a somewhat daring conjecture i n the psychology 
of c o g n i t i o n " , the " p r i n c i p l e of t ransference" : "What i s 
true i n l o g i c i s true i n psychology" and, by extension, "what 
i s true i n l o g i c i s true i n s c i e n t i f i c method and i n the h i s 
tory of science" (OK, 6; c . f . , 24, 26, 67-68, & 80). 

i i i 

Echoing Hegel and Nietzsche, George Santayana once ob
served that those who are ignorant of the h i s t o r y of thought 
are destined to reenact i t . Re f lec t ing upon th i s remark, 
the authors of a well-known study of Aust r ian i n t e l l e c t u a l 
h i s to ry added the important c o r o l l a r y , " that those ignorant 
of the context of ideas are , s i m i l a r l y , destined to misun-
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derstand them". Those who would have us be l ieve that 
Popper's primary background and t r a i n i n g was that of a 
natura l s c i e n t i s t ( t y p i c a l l y , a phys i c i s t ) and/or a formal 
l o g i c i a n are g u i l t y of having committed such an error of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n by i gnor ing—or at any r a t e , d r a s t i c a l l y 
underestimating the s i g n i f i c a n c e of— r Popper's i n t e l l e c t u a l 
engagement with Buhler 's G e s t a l t i s t psychology ( i n c l u s i v e 
of h i s Ph.D. examinations and t h e s i s ) . 

One of the consequences of these types of assumptions, 
and more general ly of the neglect of the early formative 
period of Popper's thought, has been to l i cense a deep mis 
understanding about the place and r e l a t i v e importance of 
methodological as opposed to moral or substantive c o n s i 
derations i n the st ructure of h i s philosophy as a whole. 
This i s perhaps even more true of those who i n s i s t on d i 
v i d i n g Popper's thought into a youthful "methodological" 
phase (represented by h is Logik der Forschung) and a l a t e r 
"metaphysical" one (evidenced by the topics presented i n 
several volumes of essays released f o r p u b l i c a t i o n i n the 
1 9 6 0 s and 7 0 s : Conjectures and Refutat ions , Objective Know-

* — 1 U 
ledge, and The S e l f and I t s B r a i n ) . According to th i s i n 
c reas ing ly i n f l u e n t i a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i n the e a r l i e r period 
Popper's main target was the Log ica l P o s i t i v i s m of the Wiener  
K r e i s , whereas i n l a t e r years h i s ch ief concern has been to 
refute the " r e l a t i v i s m " of philosophers such as Michael 
Po lany i—another celebrated refugee from the Fasc i s t scourge 
i n Centra l Europe, Thomas 3 . Kuhn, and proponents of the l a t e 
Wit tgenste in 's phi losophy, above a l l , Peter Winch. 

I t i s not so much.that what these commentators c laim 
about Popper's thought i s wrong i n any st ra ightforward sense 
of the term, though sometimes t h i s , i n f a c t , has been the cas 
fo r instance , i n numerous p o r t r a i t s of Popper as a Log ica l 
P o s i t i v i s t , or has having "been trained i n physics" or "the 
natura l sc iences" , and i n the repeated neglect of the fact 
that the major i ty of the ideas and arguments pub l i shed . in 



- 105 -

the 1960s and 70s were formulated much e a r l i e r i n h i s career ' 
and under the i n f l u e n c e of t r a d i t i o n s of thought l a r g e l y a l i e n 
to the E n g l i s h - s p e a k i n g world a t the time. Rather, what these 
e x e g e t i c a l h a b i t s do i s to skew the p r i o r i t y inherent i n the 
Kantian s t r u c t u r e of Popper's thought between u n d e r l y i n g and 
s u s t a i n i n g moral and "metaphysical" concerns and those of a 
more narrowly construed "methodological" k i n d . 

As we s h a l l see, the heat of Popper's v i s i o n , so to 
19 

speak, flows from an e x p l i c i t l y metaphysical and moral com
mitment to consequentialism i n matters of s c i e n t i f i c metho
dology and the a n a l y s i s of p o l i t i c s and s o c i e t y a l i k e . 
Throughout h i s c a r e e r , i t has been the p o t e n t i a l " s u r v i v a l 
value" of a l t e r n a t i v e mental p r o c e s s e s — a n d the perceived 
t h r e a t s t h e r e t o — t h a t has u n i f i e d the t o t a l corpus of Popper's 
work. The r o l e of l o g i c and whatever formal a n a l y t i c a l t o o l s 
Popper r e l i e s upon are a n c i l l a r y to t h i s o v e r r i d i n g concern 
f o r "the r a t i o n a l and imaginative a n a l y s i s " of the consequence 
of proposed s o l u t i o n s to our most p r e s s i n g s c i e n t i f i c and 
p o l i t i c a l problems ( c . f . , OS, I I , 232-33) . 

Some of the strongest support f o r such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
can be found by pursuing a b i t f u r t h e r the i m p l i c a t i o n s of 
Popper's immanent c r i t i q u e of Buhler's theory of language f o r 
the metaphysical s t r u c t u r e of h i s thought, p a r t i c u l a r l y h i s 
o b j e c t i v i s t conception of mind and the "transcendental" j u s 
t i f i c a t i o n of freedom ( o r , as he now p r e f e r s to c a l l i t , our 
c a p a c i t y f o r " p l a s t i c c o n t r o l " ) . Popper b e l i e v e s that "dog
matic ways of t h i n k i n g " a r i s e from an inborn need f o r regu
l a r i t i e s " and our "inborn mechanisms of d i s c o v e r y , mechanisms 
that make us search f o r r e g u l a r i t i e s " ("IA", 37 ) . Next, 
Popper contends that i n s p i t e of "an important environmental 
component" i n language a c q u i s i t i o n and other s u c c e s s f u l prob
l e m - s o l v i n g c o n t e x t s , "genetic f a c t o r s are much more important 
to the long-term a d a p t a b i l i t y of a g i v e n species ( i b i d , 38) . 
I t was t h i s G e s t a l t i s t - i n s p i r e d n o t i o n that s u c c e s s f u l l e a r n i n 
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presupposes c e r t a i n "inborn dispositions"—above a l l , the 
capacity to t h e o r i z e — t h a t Popper drew upon and developed 
systematically i n r e j e c t i n g Hume's psychological theory of 
learning by induction, as well i n a r r i v i n g at the unmis
takably Kantian conclusion that "there i s no such thing as 
passive experience; no passively impressed association of 
impressed ideas" ( i b i d , 40). 

Echoing not only Kant, but John Dewey's pragmatism as 
20 

well, Popper continues this t r a i n of thought by noting that 
experience i s the r e s u l t of active exploration 
by the organism, the search f o r r e g u l a r i t i e s or 
in v a r i a n t s . There i s no such thing as per
ception except i n the context of in t e r e s t s and 
expectations, and hence of r e g u l a r i t i e s or 
'laws' ( i b i d ) . 

Thus, he notes with s p e c i f i c reference to Kant's central  
idea, "without theories we cannot even begin, f o r we have 
nothing else to go by" i n t r y i n g to cope with our environment 
and the problems i t presents us with ( i b i d , 46). But i f 
there i s "no such thing" as passive experience, Popper none
theless sees experience playing a c r u c i a l negative role i n 
the s u r v i v a l and successful evolution a n d learning of the 
species. 

While on a " p r e - s c i e n t i f i c " or "dogmatic" l e v e l , Popper 
notes, "we hate the very idea that we may be mistaken" and 
do our very best to c l i n g to our previous conjectures just 
"as long as possible", i t i s the hallmark of science to 
"systematically search f o r our mistakes, f o r our errors" 
("Conversation", 96). In this respect, Popper points out 
i n an i n t e r e s t i n g digression on Konrad Lorenz's work i n the 
f i e l d of animal psychology, "dogmatic theory formation comes 
very close to imprinting" ("IA", 34-35). On Popper's account, 
however, imprinting i s "an absolutely i r r e v e r s i b l e process of 
learning, . . . not subject to correction or r e v i s i o n " , whereas 
c r i t i c a l thought, of which science i s our very best exemplar, 
consists p r e c i s e l y of gi v i n g up a dogma "under the pressure of 
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disappointed expectations, and i n t r y i n g out other dogmas" 
( i b i d , 35). 

Popper underscores the pragmatic and evolutionary d i 
mension of t h i s conception of science when he notes that 
the greatest v i r t u e about science i s that "we are consciously 
c r i t i c a l i n order to detect our errors" and that c r i t i c i s m 
thus understood "may be said to continue the work of natural  
s e l e c t i o n . . . " ("Conversation", 96 and "IA", 112 respec
t i v e l y ; emphasis added). As long as we remain at the pre-
s c i e n t i f i c l e v e l , "we are often-destroyed, eliminated, with 
our f a l s e theories". But once we manage to c u l t i v a t e our 
taste or preference f o r the f r u i t s of our f a l l i b i l i s m and 
attempt to systematically eliminate our f a l s e theories, we 
can happily " t r y to l e t our f a l s e theories die i n our 
stead" ("Conversation", 96-97). 

This, Popper concludes, " i s the c r i t i c a l method of error  
elimination" and constitutes nothing l e s s than "the method 
of science" ( i b i d , 96-97; second emphasis added). In f a c t , 
Popper elsewhere contends that "there i s no better idea of 
r a t i o n a l i t y than that of readiness to accept c r i t i c i s m " 
("IA", 81). Somewhat l a t e r i n his career, but c e r t a i n l y by 
1937, Popper notes that he sharpened and condensed this con
ception of r a t i o n a l i t y and the best methodology of science 
into the following schema: 

P 1 > TT EE -> P 2 -> 0 0 

where: P^ = an i n i t i a l problem with which 
s c i e n t i f i c discussion begins 

TT = a tentative theory, which 
a f t e r c r i t i c i s m undergoes 

EE = error elimination, which 
i n turn produces 

Pg = new problems, ad infinitum 

("IA", 205; c.f., OK* 
121, 126, and 174-77). 
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i v 

Popper i s at one with this century's overriding concern 
with the unique place of language i n our evolutionary develop-

21 
ment. Unlike the type of imprinting encountered i n lower 
organisms, the c r i t i c a l method of error elimination neces
s a r i l y presupposes "that we can look at our theories c r i t i 
c a l l y — a s something outside ourselves. They are not any lon
ger our subjective b e l i e f s — t h e y are our objective conjec
tures" ("Conversation", 97) • Therefore, language i s the 
foundation both of c r i t i c i s m and of our humanity since "hu
man consciousness—the consciousness of s e l f — i s the r e s u l t 
of language" ( i b i d , 102). 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y , i t i s only through the development of 
the de s c r i p t i v e use of sentences and our innate capacity and 

I need to c r i t i c i z e them that the cumulative growth of know
ledge i n f a c t becomes possible. Thus, Popper notes i n one of 
his most co n t r o v e r s i a l essays, "Epistemology Without A Knowing 
Subject", i t i s only with the development of the descriptive 
function of language that "the regulative idea of truth emer
ges, that i s , of a description which f i t s the f a c t s " (OK, 120). 
Continuing, he adds, that the fourth and highest function of 
language, the argumentative function, "presupposes the des
c r i p t i v e function: arguments are fundamentally about des
c r i p t i o n s : they c r i t i c i z e descriptions from the point of 
view of the regulative ideas of truth; content; and v e r i s i m i 
l i t u d e " ( I b i d ) . And s i g n i f i c a n t l y , Popper argues that i t i s 
to the combined development of these two higher functions of 
language "that we owe our humanity, our reason. For our 
powers of reasoning are nothing but powers of c r i t i c i a l argu
ment" ( i b i d , 121). 

Of l a t e , Popper has developed his theory of language 
within the e x p l i c i t l y "metaphysical research program" of Dar
winian evolutionism, a turn i n his thought I w i l l address i n 
Chapter 7» But the connection between th i s development and 
his e a r l i e r c r i t i q u e of Buhler's ideas should not be forgot-
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ten since i t indicates the type of unity and continuity i n 
Popper's thought that many commentators seem determined to 
deny (or at any rate to minimize). Popper grounds his ar
gument i n t h i s respect by distinguishing between two senses 
of thought and knowledge. F i r s t , there i s knowledge or  
thought i n the subjective sense, "consisting of a state of 
mind or consciousness or a d i s p o s i t i o n to behave or react", 
and secondly, there i s knowledge or thought i n the objec 
t i v e sense, "consisting of problems, theories, and arguments 
as such" (OK, 108-9). Whereas i n the former instance, "my 
knowledge consists of my_ dispositions, [and] your knowledge 
consists of your d i s p o s i t i o n s " , i n the l a t t e r , objective 
sense, knowledge "consists of spoken or written or printed 
statements" ("Conversations", 98). Like Kant, and more re
cently Bolzano, Frege, and Tarski, Popper repeatedly and 
consistently has maintained the c r u c i a l importance of drawing 
this d i s t i n c t i o n with a l l the i n t e l l e c t u a l resources at our 
disposal; without i t we lose a l l hope of understanding and  
preserving that which i s d i s t i n c t i v e l y human, v i z . , our 
ineradicable f a l l i b i l i t y and the capacity to survive our 
errors by gradually eliminating our mistaken theories or con-
j ectures. 

Although both kinds of knowledge are inherently "uncer
t a i n or conjecturual or hypothetical! 1, Popper maintains that 
i t makes an important evolutionary difference f o r the human 
race to put our ideas into words, "or better, writing them 
down. . . For i n this they become c r i t i c i z a b l e . [Whereas] be
fore t h i s , they are part of ourselves" (Conversation", 98). 
One of the c l e a r e s t statements of this anthropological and 
evolutionary core of Popper's thought comes on the f i n a l page 
of the concluding essay i n Conjectures and Refutations. 
Given i t s c e n t r a l i t y to his thought as a whole, I w i l l quote 
the passage at length: 

In t h i s way [by e x p l i c i t l y formulating our con
jectures into theories], r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m may 
develop and standards of r a t i o n a l i t y — s o m e of 
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the f i r s t intersubjective standards—and the 
idea of an objective truth. . . I t i s by t h i s 
mutual c r i t i c i s m that man, i f only by degrees, 
can break through the s u b j e c t i v i t y of a world 
of b i o l o g i c a l release signals, and, beyond 
t h i s , through the s u b j e c t i v i t y of his own ima
ginative inventions, and the s u b j e c t i v i t y of 
the h i s t o r i c a l accidents upon which these i n 
ventions may i n part depend. For these stan
dards of r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m and of objective 
truth make his knowledge s t r u c t u r a l l y d i f f e r e n t 
from i t s evolutionary antecedents . . . I t i s 
the acceptance of these standards which create 
the dignity of the i n d i v i d u a l man; which makes 
him responsible, morally as well as i n t e l l e c 
t u a l l y . . . These standards may help him to 
discover how l i t t l e he knows, and how much 
there i s that he does not know. . . . and i n 
t h i s way they may even help him to transcend 
his animal past, and with i t that subjectivism 
and voluntarism i n which romantic and i r r a t i o -
n a l i s t philosophies may try to hold him cap
t i v e (CE, 3 8 4 ) . 

Popper's reference to "breaking through the s u b j e c t i 
v i t y " of the b i o l o g i c a l and h i s t o r i c a l dimensions of exis
tence i n the preceding passage takes us to the center of 
one of the most co n t r o v e r s i a l aspects of his metaphysics, 
his determination to eliminate a l l traces of psychologism 
from epistemological and methodological inquiry. Accor
ding to Popper, t r a d i t i o n a l epistemology (perhaps best e v i 
denced i n our discussion e a r l i e r of Descartes) has been be
d e v i l l e d by one v a r i e t y or another of subjectivism. In es
sence, t h i s i s the assumption that regards the nature and 
p o s s i b i l i t y of o b j e c t i v i t y , r a t i o n a l i t y , and s c i e n t i f i c 
knowledge as " i d e n t i c a l with the psychological process by 

22 
which we come to make use of them" ( f o r Descartes, t h i s 
i d e a l found expression simply as the " f e l i c i t o u s " r e l a t i o n 
holding between a subjective, "cogitating" mind and an onto-
l o g i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t material world). On such a view, already 
encountered i n Popper's c r i t i q u e of the " a s s o c i a t i o n i s t " psy
chology of Locke and Hume and perhaps given i t s c l a s s i c a l 
formulation i n more recent times by J . 3 . M i l l i n his Exami-



- 1 1 . 1 -

nation of S i r William Hamilton's Philosophy (1865), r a t i o 
n a l i t y i s construed as a function of our b e l i e f s or a state 
of mind i n which one i s open to arguments, and o b j e c t i v i t y 
becomes a willingness to make an e f f o r t to avoid bias. Thus, 
M i l l observed of l o g i c that "as f a r as i t i s a science at a l l , 
i t s theoretic grounds are wholly borrowed from psychology". 2-^ 

Throughout the l a t t e r h a l f of the 19th century, a num
ber of thinkers became increasingly c r i t i c a l of such psycho-
logism, arguing that i t ultimately succumbs to epistemologi-
ca l r e l a t i v i s m and/or scepticism concerning our a b i l i t y to 
know. That i s , i f r a t i o n a l i t y , o b j e c t i v i t y , and knowledge 
are construed to be a state of mind, an att i t u d e , or the 
psychology of the knowing subject, and i f the subject's f a l 
l i b i l i t y was to be taken seriously (as was increasingly the 
case), then the warrant or j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r applying such 
epistemological notions i s bound to change from person to 

24 
person, or at any rate from context to context. In his 
C r i t i q u e of Pure Reason, Kant had already advanced the major 
premises f o r such a c r i t i q u e of psychologism when he c r i t i 
cized Locke f o r having f a i l e d to d i s t i n g u i s h between the 
quaestio f a c t i or the "physiological derivation" of a p r i o r i 
concepts ( i . e . , t h e i r f a c t u a l occurrence i n the mind or con
sciousness of man) and the quaestio j u r i s of t h e i r v a l i d i t y , 
which depends e n t i r e l y upon c e r t a i n "transcendental" univer-
sals or a p r i o r i categories f o r t h e i r determination. In his 
masterly h i s t o r y of contemporary philosophy, Passmore explains 
the contrast as follows: 

Psychological laws are no more than inductive 
generalizations, subject therefore to correc
t i o n i n the l i g h t of further experience, whereas 
l o g i c a l and mathematical p r i n c i p l e s are 'neces
s a r y ' — t h e y must be true — a n d therefore cannot 2C-
be 'grounded' upon inductively derived premises. 

These Kantian premises figured prominently i n the work 
of those immediately preceding Popper i n r e j e c t i n g psycholo
gism. For example, i n his Logik (1874), Rudolf Lotze main-
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tained that the psychological act of thinking i s categori
c a l l y d i s t i n c t from the content of thought; whereas the f o r 
mer i s inherently a determinate, temporal phenomenon, the 
l a t t e r partakes of another "mode of being", v a l i d i t y . In 
the f i e l d of mathematics, Frege observed i n the introduc
t i o n to Die Grundlagen der Arithmetik (1884) that we should 

never take a description of the o r i g i n of an 
idea f o r a d e f i n i t i o n , or f o r an account of 
the mental and physical conditions through 
which we become conscious of a proposition 
f o r a proof of i t . A proposition may be 
thought, and again i t may be true; never 
confuse these two things. We must remind 
ourselves, i t seems, that a proposition no 
more ceases to be true when I cease to think 
of i t than the sun ceases to exist when I 
shut my eyes. 7 

Frege maintained that there i s a deep, underlying phi
l o s o p h i c a l flaw i n psychologism, that of being forced to 
choose between the f a l s e a n t i t h e s i s of either treating num
bers as s p a t i a l (whether as groups of objects or as marks 
on a page) or else as merely subjective. For Frege (as f o r 
Peano, Russell and Whitehead, and other proponents of the 
new mathematical l o g i c ) , "numbers are neither s p a t i a l nor 
physical nor yet subjective l i k e ideas, but non-sensible and 

28 
objective". In other words, numbers are not applied to 
"things" but to "concepts", and concepts ( i n true Kantian 
fashion) are to be understood not as an image i n an i n d i v i 
dual mind, but as an "object of Reason". 

Perhaps the most systematic c r i t i q u e of psychologism 
p r i o r to the F i r s t World War was contained i n Edmund Husserl's 
early e f f o r t s to develop a "pure" or presuppositionless l o g i c 
and phenomenology. Very b r i e f l y , Husserl argued that i f psy
chologism were true and l o g i c was indeed a branch of psycho
logy, the laws of l o g i c would bear the same stamp as those 
of psychology. In short, they should be vague and approxi
mate; l i k e a l l empirical laws, they should be based upon i n 
duction which only y i e l d s probable knowledge; and they should 
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presuppose the existence of mental phenomena such as repre
sentation and judgment. On each count, Husserl found se
rious f a u l t i n t h i s whole l i n e of reasoning: i t i s absurd 
to consider l o g i c a l laws to be merely probable since they 
possess apodictic certainty and r e f l e c t necessary re l a t i o n s 
e x i s t i n g independently of empirical f a c t s . 

Popper would undoubtedly take great offence at the 
mention of Husserl*s thought i n conjunction with his own since 
he sees the l a t t e r ' s "phenomenology" as "a systematic r e v i 
v a l of the methodological essentialism of Plato and A r i s 
t o t l e " , that i s , the view that " i t i s the aim of science to 
reveal essences and to describe them by means of d e f i 
n i t i o n s " (OS, 1: 216, note 30 and p. 32 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . Ac
cording to Popper, such a doctrine i s decidedly u n s c i e n t i 
f i c , u ltimately r e s t i n g on a bedrock of i r r a t i o n a l i s m : " A l l 
that can be done i s to assert dogmatically of a c e r t a i n de
f i n i t i o n that i t i s a true description of i t s essence; and 
i f asked why t h i s and no other description i s true, a l l that 
remains i s an appeal to the ' i n t u i t i o n of the essence'" (OS, 
11, 289, note 33)• 

But i n fairness to Husserl, the fact remains that pheno
menology was at one with the C r i t i c a l Realism inspired by 
Kant's thought i n considering "psychologism" and the r e l a t i 
vism i t p o t e n t i a l l y engenders to be a major problem, i f not 
the major problem, of modern epistemology. In this respect, 
one might do well to r e c a l l that Husserl's Prolegomena to  
Logic, which comprised the f i r s t volume of h i s i n f l u e n t i a l 
L o g i c a l Investigations (1900-1901), contains a trenchant 
c r i t i q u e of " h i s t o r i c i s m " or c u l t u r a l r e l a t i v i s m . Reminis
cent of both Plato's Theaetetus and Kant's "reply to Hume", 
Husserl contends that r e l a t i v i s m presupposes the existence 
of absolute truths i n the very act of denying that they 
ex i s t ; the point being that even before they can advance 
t h e i r own theory, they must treat i t , and the evidence they 
present, as being absolutely true l e s t the charge of vi c i o u s 
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c i r c u l a r i t y be made. Somewhat i r o n i c a l l y i n l i g h t of his 
c r i t i c i s m s of Husserl, one would be hard pressed to f i n d an 
e a r l i e r a n t i c i p a t i o n of Popper's own c r i t i c i s m of the prob
lem i n s o c i a l theory known more recently as "Mannheim's Para
dox" than i n Husserl's Prolegomena. 

For his part, Popper re a d i l y concedes "that every d i s 
covery contains 'an i r r a t i o n a l element' or a 'creative i n 
t u i t i o n ' , i n Bergon's sense" (LSD, 32). Continuing th i s 
t r a i n of thought, he approvingly notes Einstein's conception 
i n Mein Weltbild (1934) of 

the search f o r those highly universal laws . . 
. from which a picture of the world can be ob 
tained by pure deduction. There i s no l o g i c a l  
path leading to these . . . laws. They can only 
be reached by i n t u i t i o n , l i k e an i n t e l l e c t u a l 
love ('Einfuhlung') of the objects of experience 
( i b i d ; emphasis added). 

But, f o r Popper, such an admission of the de facto existence 
and obvious importance of " i n t u i t i o n " i n the process of i n t e l 
l e c t u a l discovery i n no way should be confused with the cate 
g o r i c a l l y d i s t i n c t l o g i c a l evaluation of questions of the f o l 
lowing kind: "Can a statement be j u s t i f i e d ? And i f so, how? 
Is i t testable? Is i t l o g i c a l l y dependent on c e r t a i n other 
statements? Or does i t perhaps contradict them?" (LSD, 31). 

Referring s p e c i f i c a l l y to Kant's dichotomy between quid  
f a c t i and quid j u r i s modes of discourse, Popper i n s i s t s on 
sharply separating "the process of conceiving a new idea 
and the methods and re s u l t s of examining i t l o g i c a l l y " ( i b i d ) . 
The cornerstone of Popper's methodology, the f a l s i f i c a t i o -
n i s t c r i t e r i o n of demarcating s c i e n t i f i c from pseudo-scien
t i f i c knowledge, i s d i r e c t l y predicated upon th i s h o s t i l i t y 
towards psychologism and h i s l i f e - l o n g determination not to 
confuse the realm of o b j e c t i v i t y and s c i e n t i f i c knowledge with 
the realm of subjective f e e l i n g and conviction or b e l i e f . 

And once again, Kant's " c r i t i c a l " philosophy provides 
the i n s p i r a t i o n and leading l i n e of Popper's own v a r i e t y of 
rationalism; as he notes i n a key opening section of The 
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Logic of S c i e n t i f i c Discovery. 
My use of the terms 'objective' and subjective 
i s not unlike Kant's. He uses the word 'objec
t i v e ' to indicate that s c i e n t i f i c knowledge 
should be j u s t i f i a b l e , independently of any
body.' s whim: a j u s t i f i c a t i o n i s 'objective' i f 

% i n p r i n c i p l e i t can be tested and understood by 
anybody. 'If something i s v a l i d ' , he writes, 
' f o r anybody i n possession of his reason, then 
i t s grounds are objective and sufficient'(LSD, 
44; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ; c.f., CR, 47-48). 

In Popper's estimation of the philosophical t r a d i t i o n , "Kant 
was perhaps the f i r s t to r e a l i z e that the o b j e c t i v i t y of 
s c i e n t i f i c statements i s c l o s e l y connected with the con
s t r u c t i o n of t h e o r i e s — w i t h the use of hypotheses and un i 
v e r s a l statements" (LSD, 45). 

Against a l l attempts to "ground" o b j e c t i v i t y i n either 
the "authority" of sense-based "observations" or i n reason 
i t s e l f or our "power of i n t e l l e c t u a l i n t u i t i o n " , Popper main
tains that the o b j e c t i v i t y of the statements of science re
sides i n t h e i r being i n t e r s u b j e c t i v e l y testable (LSD, 47; 
c.f., CR, 4 and 20-26). And most revealingly from the point 
of view of the present argument, the way i n which we go about 
tes t i n g such statements i s "by th e i r deductive consequences" 
(LSD, 98). Consequentialism i n s c i e n t i f i c matters i s thus 
just as ce n t r a l as we found i t to be i n his moral outlook at 
the end of the preceding chapter. 

In one of his most memorable and provocative passages, 
Popper goes so f a r as to contend that 

The empirical basis of objective science has 
. . • nothing 'absolute' about i t . Science 
does not rest upon s o l i d bedrock. The bold 
structure of i t s theories r i s e s , as i t were, 
above a swamp. I t i s l i k e a b u i l d i n g erec
ted on p i l e s . The p i l e s are driven down 
from above into the swamp, but not down to 
any natural or 'given' base; and i f we stop 
d r i v i n g the p i l e s deeper, i t i s not because 
we have reached firm ground. We simply stop 
when we are s a t i s f i e d that the p i l e s are firm 
enough to carry the structure, at l e a s t f o r 
the time being ( i b i d , 111). 
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Though a number of commentators have interpreted such 
passages as t e l l i n g signs of a vicious scepticism, I believe 
this to be an erroneous and serious misreading of the struc
ture and i n t e n t i o n of his thought.-^0 More s p e c i f i c a l l y , i t 
ignores the f a c t that Popper continually emphasises the non-
a r b i t r a r y and rational—because c r i t i c a l as opposed to dog
matic—nature of his proposals f o r t e s t i n g and the accep
tance of such statements i n science. Popper i s the f i r s t 
to admit that "any basic statement can again i n i t s turn be 
subjected to s c i e n t i f i c tests" ( i b i d , 104). Moreover, with 
s p e c i f i c reference to the great French p h y s i c i s t and p h i l o 
sopher of the turn of the century, P i e r r e Duhem, Popper de
velops t h i s point further when he observes that 

no conclusive disproof of a theory can ever be 
produced; f o r i t i s always possible to say that 
experimental results are not r e l i a b l e , or that 
discrepancies. . • between the experimental re
s u l t and the theory are only apparent and . . . 
w i l l disappear with the advance of our understan
ding ( i b i d , 50 c f . , 42, 82-83, and 108). 

But, though his c r i t i c s frequently f a i l to recognize 
this aspect of his thought, Popper proceeds to propose well 
over twenty methodologically p r e s c r i p t i v e rules i n the Logic  
of S c i e n t i f i c Discovery that are s p e c i f i c a l l y designed to 
increase the v u l n e r a b i l i t y of our most cherished theories or 
conjectures to p o t e n t i a l f a l s i f i c a t i o n and r e f u t i n g expe
riences. In short, i t i s p r e c i s e l y because "there are a l l 
kinds of sources of our knowledge" and because "no conclu
sive disproof of a theory can ever be produced" that leads 
Popper to i n s i s t on the adoption of methodological rules 
that f o r b i d the use of what he i n i t i a l l y characterized as 
"ad hoc a u x i l i a r y assumptions" and more recently has c a l l e d 
"conventionalist stratagems" and"immunizing stratagems" (CR, 
24; c f . , 42 and 44, as well as OK, 15-16 and 30). 

Among the many such methodological prescriptions or l i  
mits that Popper demands we place on our ultimately dogmatic 
preference of protecting our theories against refutation, a 
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few of the following are p a r t i c u l a r l y worth noting: 
[a] . . . adopt such rules as w i l l ensure the 

t e s t a b i l i t y of s c i e n t i f i c statements; which 
i s to say, t h e i r f a l s i f i a b i l i t y (LSD, 49). 

[b] . . . only such statements may be introduced 
i n science as are i n t e r - s u b j e c t i v e l y tes
table ( i b i d , 56). 

[c] . . . only those [ a u x i l i a r y hypotheses] are 
acceptable whose introduction does not d i 
minish the degree of f a l s i f i a b i l i t y or tes
t a b i l i t y of the system i n question, but on 
the contrary, increases i t ( i b i d , 83). 

[d] . . . We s h a l l take i t [a theory] as f a l s i 
f i e d only i f we discover a reproducible  
e f f e c t which refutes the theory. In other 
words, we only accept the f a l s i f i c a t i o n i f 
a lower-level empirical hypothesis which 
describes such an effect i s proposed and 
corroborated ( i b i d , 86; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

[e] . . • those theories should be given prefe
rence which can be most severely tested 
( i b i d , 121). 

[ f ] . . • a u x i l i a r y hypotheses should be used 
as sparingly as possible ( i b i d , 273). 

[g] . . . any new system of hypotheses should 
y i e l d , or explain, the old, corroborated 
r e g u l a r i t i e s ( i b i d , 253).^ 

These are hardly the recommendations of a thinker who doubts 
that r e a l progress can be made i n our understanding of the 
laws of nature. In his own words, " i t seems c l e a r that the 
growth of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge i s the most important and i n 
te r e s t i n g case of the growth of knowledge [ i n general]" (LSD, 
19). 

In more recent writings, Popper has been even more spe
c i f i c i n replying to allegations of scepticism or i r r a t i o -
nalism i n h i s thought. Thus, i n his f r o n t a l c r i t i q u e of po
s i t i v i s m , idealism, phenomenalism, phenomenology, and a host 
of related " b e l i e f philosophies", he observes, 
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The p o s i t i o n here defended [ c r i t i c a l realism] 
i s r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t from what has i n modern 
times been c a l l e d 'scepticism', at lea s t since 
the Reformation. For i n modern times s c e p t i 
cism i s described as the theory which i s pe s s i  
mistic with respect to the p o s s i b i l i t y of know 
ledge. But the view proposed here hopefully ad
heres to the p o s s i b i l i t y of the growth of knowledge. 
I t merely removes the quality of certainty which 
common sense assumed as esse n t i a l to knowledge. 
. . (OK, 99; emphasis added). . 

Thus, although Popper's epistemology and methodology require 
us to give up our b e l i e f that science can y i e l d certainty, 
they i n no way throw into doubt the fac t that our knowledge 
nonetheless progresses, or grows i n a r a t i o n a l and directed 
sort of fashion. 

v 

In his most recent works, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n several of 
the essays published i n Objective Knowledge (1972) and his 
contributions to The S e l f and I t s Brain (1977), Popper has 
continued to forge the already tight l i n k between the exclu 
s i v e l y l o g i c a l nature and evaluation of objective knowledge 
and the evolutionary, problem-solving concerns outlined above. 
In p a r t i c u l a r , Popper's determination to reaffirm Kant's d i s 
t i n c t i o n between the quaestio j u r i s (or i t s l o g i c a l v a l i d i t y 
and evaluation or the "context of i t s j u s t i f i c a t i o n " ) has 
led him to propose a p l u r a l i s t i c metaphysics which he c a l l s 
"the t h i r d world theory". A b r i e f summary of this metaphy
s i c a l dimension of Popper's most recent writings w i l l provide 
a h e l p f u l vantage point from which to discuss the intimate 
connection i n his thought between the growth and r a t i o n a l i t y 
of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge and human freedom or autonomy—that 
i s , the l i g h t of his v i s i o n . 

In an address delivered i n 1967, "Epistemology Without 
A Knowing Subject", Popper outlines his metaphysical plura
lism as follows: 
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without taking the words 'world' or '•universe' 
too seriously, we may dis t i n g u i s h the following 
three worlds or universes: f i r s t , the world of 
physical objects or physical states; secondly, 
the world of states of consciousness, or of 
mental states, or perhaps of behavioural d i s 
positions to act; and t h i r d l y , the world of 
objective contents of thought (OK, 106; empha
s i s i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Popper expands upon what he refers to here as the "objective 
contents of thought" i n the"following manner: 

Among the inmates of my 'third world' are, 
more espec i a l l y , t h e o r e t i c a l systems; but i n 
mates just as important are problems and prob-
lem s i t u a t i o n s . And . . . the most important 
.inmates of t h i s world are c r i t i c a l arguments, 
and what may be c a l l e d — i n analogy to a physi
c a l state or to a state of consciousness—the 
state of a discussion or the state of a c r i t i  
c a l argument; and, of course, the contents of 
journals, books, and l i b r a r i e s ( i b i d , 107; em
phasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Whereas t r a d i t i o n a l epistemologists such as Descartes, Locke, 
Berkeley, Hume and even Kant, and Russell, to some extent, a l l 
tended to conceive of knowledge as a sp e c i a l kind of subjec
tive, b e l i e f and were p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned with i t s "basis 
or o r i g i n " , Popper i n s i s t s on drawing a hard d i s t i n c t i o n be
tween two d i f f e r e n t senses of knowledge or thought: 

[1] knowledge or thought i n the subjective sense, 
consisting of a state of mind or conscious
ness or a d i s p o s i t i o n to behave or to react, 
and 

[2] knowledge or thought i n an objective sense, 
consisting of problems, theories, and argu
ments as such. Knowledge i n thi s objective 
sense i s t o t a l l y independent of anybody's 
claim to know; i t i s also independent of 
anybody's b e l i e f , or d i s p o s i t i o n to assent, 
or to assert, or to act. Knowledge i n the 
objective sense i s knowledge without a knower: 
i t i s knowledge without a knowing subject 
( i b i d , 108-109; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Santanya's argument i n his Realms of Being that two d i -
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visions are simply "not enough when we turn to an attempt to 
formulate a world-view" i s once again a most i n s t r u c t i v e van
tage point from which to discuss the t r i a d i c and transcenden-
t a l i s t t r a d i t i o n of thought within which Popper's metaphysics 
should be discussed. Popper readily concedes the a f f i n i t y be
tween his pluralism and Plato's theory of the Forms—and there
fore, with a good deal of Hegel's conception of Objective 3 p i — 
r i t , Bolzano's theory of a universe of propositions and truths 
i n themselves, and with Frege's universe of the objective con
tents of thought. For each of the thinkers mentioned, there-
can be no doubt that i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y and purposiveness requires 
what K e l l y characterizes as " r e l a t i o n a l continuity of catego
r i e s and terms—something only t r i a d i c and not dyadic systems 
can provide" ( c f . , "IA", 180, n . 302). ̂ 2 And throughout his 
career, Popper has rejected both monism and naive dualism, f o r 
pre c i s e l y t h i s reason, maintaining that the emergence of human 
consciousness, the growth of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge, and the pros
pects f o r an "open society" a l l presuppose a doctrine of three 
equally and i r r e d u c i b l y " r e a l " worlds—each developmentally 
"emergent" though r e l a t i v e l y autonomous from one another ( c f . , 
OK, 153 and SB, Chapters P2 and P4). 

In the other major lecture expounding his three worlds 
doctrine, "On the Theory of the Objective Mind" (also dating 
from the l a t e 1960s), Popper explains that his "central the
s i s i s that any i n t e l l e c t u a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t analysis of the 
a c t i v i t y of understanding has mainly, i f not e n t i r e l y , to 
proceed by analysing our handling of t h i r d world s t r u c t u r a l 
units and tools" (OK, 166). I t should be clea r by now that 
Popper i s p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned i n such contexts with scien
t i f i c theories, conjectured solutions to the problems we face, 
and the background knowledge necessary to c r i t i c a l l y appraise 
and evaluate such theories and conjectures. Popper elaborates 
on the r e l a t i v e autonomy of the contents or products of the 
t h i r d world as follows: 

the t h i r d world (part of which i s human l a n 
guage) i s the product of men, just as honey 
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i s the product of bees, or spiders' webs of 
spiders. Like language (and l i k e honey), 
human language, and thus la r g e r parts of the 
t h i r d world are the unplanned product of hu 
man actions, though they may be solutions to 
b i o l o g i c a l or other problems (OK, 160-161; 
emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

To i l l u s t r a t e the o b j e c t i v i t y and autonomy of such pro
ducts i n a number of d i f f e r e n t contexts, Popper advances se
ve r a l arguments. Against the view of those who hold that a 
book i s nothing without a reader, Popper maintains that "a 
book remains a book—a c e r t a i n type of product—even i f i t 
i s never read (as may e a s i l y happen nowadays)". Moreover, 
he continues, "a book, or even a l i b r a r y , need not even have 
been written by anybody: a series of books or logarithms, 
f o r example, may be produced and printed by a computer" (OK, 
115). The fa c t of the matter i s that even i f many of the 
figures i n such a hypothetical book of logarithms (which re
present mathematical theorems) are never even looked at, 
they nonetheless contain objective knowledge—"true or f a l s e , 
u s e f u l or useless; and whether anybody ever reads i t and 
•r e a l l y graps i t s contents i s almost accidental" ( i b i d , 115). 

S i m i l a r l y , even though the natural numbers are human 
creations, Popper notes that 

there i s an i n f i n i t y of such numbers, more than 
w i l l ever be pronounced by men, or used by com
puters. And there i s an i n f i n i t e number of true 
equations' between such numbers, and of f a l s e 
equations; more than we ever pronounce as true ;, : 

or f a l s e . 

But what i s even more in t e r e s t i n g , unexpected new 
problems a r i s e as unintended by-products of the 
sequence of natural numbers; f o r instance the un
solved problems of the theory of prime numbers 
(Goldbach's conjecture, say). These problems are 
c l e a r l y autonomous. They are i n no sense made by 
us; rather, they are discovered by us; and i n this 
sense they e x i s t , undiscovered, before t h e i r d i s 
covery. Moreover, at le a s t some of these. . . may 
be insoluble (OK, 160-161; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Or, as he more recently and succinctly observed i n The Self 
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and I t s B r a i n , "One may say that World 3 i s man-made only i n 
i t s o r i g i n s , and that once t h e o r i e s e x i s t , they begin to have 
a l i f e of t h e i r own: they produce p r e v i o u s l y i n v i s i b l e con 
sequences ; they produce new problems (SB, 40; emphasis added). 
One of Popper's former students c h a r a c t e r i z e s the r e l a t i o n s 
between the 3 Worlds i n the f o l l o w i n g manner: 

These worlds are i n a high degree autonomous, 
but they are a l s o interconnected i n that they 
have a feedback e f f e c t on each other. World 1 
and World 2 can (and do) i n t e r a c t d i r e c t l y , as 
can (and do) Worlds 2 and 3; but Worlds 1 and 3 
can i n t e r a c t only through the mediation of World 
2. A book i s a p h y s i c a l o b ject (World 1), but 
i t a l s o contains ideas (World 3), and i t i s only 
through mental s t a t e s (World 2) that those ideas 
(which may be ideas about o b j e c t s i n Worlds 1, 
2, or 3) can be grasped by us. These ideas may 
be c o r r e c t l y grasped by you but i n c o r r e c t l y 
grasped by me, and t h i s i s p o s s i b l e because 
they e x i s t independently of my p a r t i c u l a r mind  
and yours.33 

Popper leaves no doubt as to the r o l e of the t h i r d world 
i n the context of h i s e a r l i e r accounts of language, standards 
of r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m , and s u c c e s s f u l problem-solving or adap
t a t i o n to new challenges i n our environment. I n h i s autobio
graphy, f o r example, he reminds us of the f a c t that h i s Logik  
der Forschung already " c o n t a i n e d a theory of the growth of 
knowledge by t r i a l and e r r o r e l i m i n a t i o n , that i s by Darwi
n i a n ^ s e l e c t i o n " ("IA, 133). I n h i s f i r s t Herbert Spencer 
Lecture d e l i v e r e d a t Oxford i n 1961, Popper expressed much 
the same p o i n t as f o l l o w s : 

. . . the growth of our knowledge i s the r e s u l t 
of a process c l o s e l y resembling what Darwin c a l l e d 
• n a t u r a l s e l e c t i o n ' ; that i s , the n a t u r a l s e l e c  
t i o n of hypotheses: our knowledge c o n s i s t s , at 
every moment, of those hypotheses which have shown 
t h e i r (comparative) f i t n e s s by s u r v i v i n g so f a r i n 
t h e i r s t r u g g l e f o r exist e n c e ; a competitive s t r u g 
g l e which e l i m i n a t e s those hypotheses which are 
u n f i t . .' . What i s p e c u l i a r to s c i e n t i f i c knowledge 
i s t h i s : t hat the s t r u g g l e f o r existence i s made  
harder by the conscious and systematic c r i t i c i s m  
of our t h e o r i e s . . . . , e l i m i n a t i n g our mistaken 
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b e l i e f s before such b e l i e f s lead to our own e l i  
mination (OK, 261; second emphases added). 

While a l l organisms possess an i n s t i n c t f o r self - p r e s e r 
vation, Popper notes i n The S e l f and Its Brain, "they do not 
take these r i s k s consciously". Consequently, "they are not 
aware of death. I t i s only man who may consciously face 
death i n h i s search f o r knowledge". And t h i s i s because, he 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y observes,"only a human being capable of 
speech can r e f l e c t upon himself" and, i n so doing, become 
conscious of (and able to modify) various courses of action 
(SB, 144). 

Popper e x p l i c i t l y intends his conception of conscious
ness and the s e l f to be read, as he phrases i t , " i n the sense 
of Kant's two statements: 'A person i s a subject that i s 
responsible f o r h i s actions', and 'A person i s something that 
i s conscious, at d i f f e r e n t times, of the numerical i d e n t i t y 
of i t s s e l f " (SB, 115; c.f., 145). Thus, i t i s only a man 
that "can make an e f f o r t to become a better man, to master 
his fears, his la z i n e s s , his selfishness; to get over his  
lack of s e l f - c o n t r o l ( i b i d , 144; emphasis added). At l e a s t 
i n Popper's hands, i f not elsewhere i n our culture, the t r a 
d i t i o n a l i d eals of "enlightenment" are s t i l l p o t e n t i a l l y se
cure and worthy of our veneration. 

As one might expect i n l i g h t of the preceding analysis, 
Popper contends that "In a l l these matters i t i s the ancho
rage of the s e l f i n World 3 that makes the difference". It's 
basis, he continues, 

i s human language which makes i t possible f o r 
us to be not only subjects, centers of action, 
but also objects of our own c r i t i c a l thought, 
of our own c r i t i c a l judgment. This i s made 
possible by the s o c i a l character of language; 
by the fac t that we can speak about other peo
ple, and that we can understand them when they 
speak ( i b i d ) . 

We thus not only owe our status as selves to the development 
of language and the b i o l o g i c a l "emergence" of the other pro-
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ducts of World 3, but our humanity and r a t i o n a l i t y as well 
( c . f . , OK, 147, 120, 130-131). 

v i 

One of Popper's clearest expositions of r a t i o n a l i t y and 
freedom i n the context of his evolutionism i s to be found i n 
his celebrated Arthur Holly Compton Memorial Lecture, d e l i 
vered at Washington University i n 1 9 6 5 , "Of Clouds and 
C l o c k s " . T h e r e , Popper notes that 

the a r t of c r i t i c a l argument has developed by 
the method of t r i a l and error-elimination, and 
i t has had the most decisive influence on the 
human a b i l i t y to think r a t i o n a l l y . (Formal 
l o g i c i t s e l f may be described as an 'organon 
of c r i t i c a l argument'.) Like the descriptive 
use of language, the argumentative use has l e d 
to the evolution of i d e a l standards of control, 
or of 'regulative ideas' (using a Kantian term): 
the main regulative idea of the descriptive use 
of language i s truth (as d i s t i n c t from f a l s i t y ) ; 
and that of the argumentative use of language, 
i n c r i t i c a l discussion, i s v a l i d i t y (as d i s 
t i n c t from i n v a l i d i t y ) . (OK, 237; emphasis i n 
o r i g i n a l ) . 

In addition to the new functions of language which, Popper 
notes, "have evolved and emerged together with man, and with 
human r a t i o n a l i t y " , we must remind ourselves of the almost 
equally important d i s t i n c t i o n between the evolution of or 
gans and that of tools or machines, a d i s t i n c t i o n credited 
to Samuel Butler who Popper describes as "one of the grea
test of English philosophers" (OK, 238). 

Popper himself draws the contrast as follows: 
Animal evolution proceeds l a r g e l y , though not 
exclusively, by the modification or organs (or 
behaviour) or the emergence of new organs (or 
behaviour). Human evolution proceeds", l a r g e l y , 
by developing new organs outside our bodies or  
persons: 'exosomatically', as b i o l o g i s t s c a l l 
i t , or 'extra-personally'. These new organs 
are tools, or weapons, or machines, or houses. 
. . . instead of growing better memories and 
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brains, we grow paper, pens, pencils, type
writers, dictaphones, the p r i n t i n g press and 
l i b r a r i e s . . . . The l a t e s t development (used 
mainly i n support of our argumentative a b i l i 
t i e s ) i s the growth of computers (OK, 238-239; 
emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

There can be l i t t l e doubt as to Popper's intention i n introdu
cing t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between animal and human evolution, 
namely, to help explain the p o s s i b i l i t y of freedom as opposed 
to mere randomness or indeterminism—not to mention determi
n i s m — i n human a f f a i r s . We want to explain, he observes, 

how freedom i s not just chance but, rather, 
the r e s u l t of a subtle interplay between some 
thing almost random or haphazard and something  
l i k e a r e s t r i c t i v e or selective c o n t r o l — sueh 
as an aim or a standard—though c e r t a i n l y not 
a c a s t - i r o n control (OK, 232). 

Popper's solut i o n to t h i s problem i s contained i n his much 
neglected notion of " p l a s t i c control" or freedom plus control. 

Compton's problem had been to explain how "such non-
physical things as purposes, deliberations, plans, decisions, 
theories, intentions, and values, can play a part i n bringing 
about physical changes i n the physical world" ( i b i d , 229). 
Popper immediately adds "that they do this seems to be ob
vious, pace Hume and Laplace and Schlick". As he t r i e d to 
show at greater length e a r l i e r i n the'lecture, i t i s c l e a r l y 
untrue that 

a l l those tremendous physical changes brought 
about hourly by our pens, or pencils, or b u l l 
dozers, can be explained i n purely physical 
terms, either by a deterministic physical theory, 
or (by a stochastic theory) as due to chance 
( i b i d ) . 

In other words, what we need f o r understanding r a t i o n a l human 
behaviour " i s something intermediate i n character between per
fect chance and perfect determinism—something intermediate 
between perfect clouds and perfect clocks" ( i b i d , 228). 

As a personal example of the problem at hand, Compton 
provided the following anecdote: 



- 126 -

I t was some time ago when I wrote to the 
secretary of Yale University agreeing to give 
a lecture on November 10 at 5 p.m. He had 
such f a i t h i n me that i t was announced pu b l i c 
l y that I should be there, and the audience 
had such confidence i n his word that they came 
. . . at the s p e c i f i e d time. But consider the 
great physical improbability that t h e i r c o n f i 
dence was j u s t i f i e d . In the meanwhile my work 
c a l l e d me to the Rocky Mountains and across 
the ocean to sunny I t a l y . A phototropic orga
nism [such as I happen to be, would not e a s i l y 
. . .] tear himself away from there to go to 
c h i l l y New Haven ( i b i d , 229). 

Given the f a n t a s t i c a l l y small p r o b a b i l i t y that he would show 
up to d e l i v e r the lecture i n question, Compton asks, why were 
his audience's and his sponsor's b e l i e f s that he would i n fact 
do so j u s t i f i e d ? Because, Compton declares, "they knew my 
purpose, and i t was my purpose [which] determined that I 

34 
should be there". 

This and t h i s alone, Popper contends, should be reason 
enough f o r us to r e a l i z e that mere indeterminism i s not enough 

35 
f o r those who believe i n human freedom and r a t i o n a l i t y . That 
i s to say, 

hardly anybody w i l l believe that what I am rea
ding to you i s the re s u l t of nothing but chance— 
just a random sample of English words, or per
haps l e t t e r s , put together without any purpose, 
del i b e r a t i o n , plan, or intention (OK, 227). 

And i f physical determinism were true, the b e l i e f that Comp-
ton and Popper i n preparing t h e i r lectures used t h e i r brains 
to create something new would be a mere i l l u s i o n — a prospect 
Popper repeatedly describes as both a nightmare and an absur
d i t y ( i b i d , 222-229). A well-known commentator on this facet 
of Popper's thought sums this up n i c e l y when he observes, "de
terminism means there i s no freedom, only absolute control", 
while indeterminism "allows freedom, but only i n the sense 
that control i s no longer absolute, because there i s an ele
ment of sheer chance. • • whereas the kind of freedom that 
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a s a t i s f a c t o r y s o l u t i o n must allow f o r i s one that i s , i n 
t y p i c a l instances, subject to control". 

In several i l l u s t r a t i o n s of the kinds of systems that 
embody "the idea of combining freedom and control" (OK, 232), 
Popper outlines the s p e c i f i c attributes of p l a s t i c i t y . Given 
the depths of his evolutionism, i t i s obviously important f o r 
Popper (as Hannay r i g h t l y notes) "to locate the phenomenon 
of p l a s t i c control i n the non-mental, i n fact preferably i n 
the inorganic world". Accordingly, Popper proposes a "sim
ple physical model", a soap-bubble, to i l l u s t r a t e the sort 
of process he has i n mind (OK, 249-250). A soapy f i l m that 
encloses the bubble accommodates i t s e l f to fluctuations i n 
the a i r i t encloses. 

Such a power of accommodation or "openness" should not 
be confused with leakiness or seepage, as might occur i n the 
case of a "ca s t - i r o n control" that was to some extent l e f t 
"open". Rather, the notion of p l a s t i c i t y suggested by the 
soap-bubble, Popper observes, should recognize that the bub
ble 

. . . consists of two subsystems which are 
both clouds and which control each other: 
without a i r , the soapy f i l m would collapse, 
and we should have only a drop of soapy wa
ter. Without the soapy f i l m , the a i r would 
be uncontrolled: i t would d i f f u s e , ceasing 
to exist as a system. Thus the control i s 
mutual; i t i s p l a s t i c , and of a feed-back 
character. Yet i t i s possible to make a 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the controlled system 
(the a i r ) and the c o n t r o l l i n g system (the 
f i l m ) . . . (OK, 249). 

In other words, f o r Popper the soap-bubble exemplifies res
ponsiveness, two-way dependence between "higher" c o n t r o l l i n g 
centers and "lower" s t r u c t u r a l units, and a constant feedback 
between the subsystems of the system as a whole. Popper also 
notes more generally that what he was looking f o r when he h i t 
upon the soap-bubble i l l u s t r a t i o n was 

a simple physical model of Peircean indeter-
minism; a purely physical system resembling 
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a very cloudy cloud i n heat motion, con
t r o l l e d by some other cloudy c l o u d s — 
though by somewhat less cloudy ones ( i b i d , 
248). 

By a "cloud" Popper means to suggest systems which 
l i k e gases, are highly i r r e g u l a r , disorderly, and more or 
less unpredictable" and by "less cloudy", he accordingly 
means "ex h i b i t i n g less such i r r e g u l a r i t y " ( i b i d , 207). Of 
course, i n Popper's view, a l l systems (whether physical, 
b i o l o g i c a l , or s o c i a l ) are somewhat cloudy: "to some de
gree a l l clocks are clouds" ( i b i d , 213)• Thus, i n his termi
nology, a very cloudy cloud should not be seen as a system 
teetering on the edge of collapse or disaster. There sim
ply i s no l o g i c a l connection, he maintains, between i n s t a 
b i l i t y at the macro-level and any s i g n i f i c a n t degree of i r 
re g u l a r i t y at the micro-level of such systems. Rather, such 
systems are best understood as " f a i r l y stable and enduring" 
e n t i t i e s , whose parts "behave i n a highly i r r e g u l a r f a s h i o n — 
l i k e c h i l d r e n during playtime at school". 

Popper's other i l l u s t r a t i o n s of p l a s t i c i t y are intended 
to suggest the same mixture of freedom and control i n b i o l o 
g i c a l systems as the soap-bubble example suggests. Take a 
c l u s t e r of gnats, f o r instance. Though each i n d i v i d u a l gnat, 
he points out, "does exactly what he l i k e s , i n a lawless or 
random manner", the c l u s t e r as a whole "does not dissolve or 
d i f f u s e , but. . . keeps together f a i r l y well"(OK, 208-209). 
The c l u s t e r , i t seems, has devised an analogue to the gra
v i t a t i o n a l forces known to operate i n s u f f i c i e n t l y large gas 
clouds ( l i k e our atmosphere, or the sun). So though the 
gnats 

f l y quite i r r e g u l a r l y i n a l l d i r e c t i o n s , those 
that f i n d they are getting away from the crowd 
turn back towards that part which i s the den
sest (OK, 209). 

Popper also finds t h i s sort of system of controls over the 
highly i r r e g u l a r movements of the constituent parts of a 

I 
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I greater "whole" to be evident i n s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n such as 
a picknicking family: 

parents with a few children and a dog—roaming 
the woods f o r hours, but never straying f a r 
from the family car (which acts l i k e a centre 
of a t t r a c t i o n , as i t were). This system may 
be said to be even more c l o u d y — t h a t i s , l e s s 
regular i n the movement of i t s p a r t s — t h a n our 
cloud of gnats ( i b i d , 210). 

Popper's notion of freedom and "autonomy" as p l a s t i c control 
thus rests on "a c e r t a i n view of evolution as a growing 
h i e r a r c h i c a l system of p l a s t i c controls, and of a c e r t a i n 
view of organisms as i n c o r p o r a t i n g — o r , . . . , evolving 
e x o s o m a t i c a l l y — t h i s growing h i e r a r c h i c a l system of plas
t i c controls" ( i b i d , 242). With the emergence and c r i t i c a l 
s e l e c t i o n or adoption of standards of r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m and 
objective truth, human knowledge becomes " s t r u c t u r a l l y d i f 
ferent from i t s evolutionary antecedents" (CR, 384). Thus, 
working from the thoroughly r e a l i s t i c and pragmatic assump
ti o n that "the o r i g i n of l i f e and the o r i g i n of problems 
coincide" ("IA", 142), Popper's thought has increasingly come 
to focus on c r i t i c a l l y analyzing "the b i o l o g i c a l function of 
consciousness" and the s u r v i v a l value of a l t e r n a t i v e mental 
processes ( c . f . , SB. 121-124). 

v i i 

. . . fashions are stupid and b l i n d , e s p e c i a l l y 
philosophical fashions; and that includes the 
b e l i e f that history w i l l be our judge. 

. . . truth i s timeless (and so i s f a l s i t y ) . 
L o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s such as contradictoriness 
or compatibility are also timeless, and even 
more obviously so. 

— K a r l R. Popper 
" I n t e l l e c t u a l Autobio

graphy" 
In a penetrating essay, "Facing Up To I n t e l l e c t u a l Plu

ralism", J u d i t h N. Shklar notes that although "science may 
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have no answers to moral questions, . . . i t has obviously 
made i t impossible to deal with them i n the t r a d i t i o n a l way".^ 
As we have seen, Kant's manifest greatness was to face t h i s 
p o t e n t i a l antagonism between v a l i d a t i o n and enchantment head 
on, as i t were, never wavering i n his f a i t h and hope i n the 
prospects of orderly growth i n science and society a l i k e . 
Ernest Gellner expresses the issue n i c e l y i n his provocative 
study, Legitimation of B e l i e f , when he argues that K a n t — 
"the greatest thinker of them a l l " — e x p l o r e d this s i t u a t i o n 
"from the i n s i d e " better than any thinker before or since. 
His thought, Gellner r i g h t l y notes, was 

simultaneously inspired by two fears which, 
s u p e r f i c i a l l y , one might expect to make each 
other re'dundant. The f i r s t fear i s that the 
mechanical v i s i o n does not hold; the second 
fear i s that i t does. The f i r s t fear i s f o r 
science, and the second f o r morality. . . 
E i t h e r way, disaster. Kant never stooped to 
the s i l l y supposition that accepting either 
one of the two disasters would evade the other. 
He attempted to prevent both.40 

Now, during f a r more i n t e l l e c t u a l l y and p o l i t i c a l l y prob
lematic times, Popper s i m i l a r l y i s determined to redeem the 
best i n the t r a d i t i o n of the Enlightenment—our commitment to 
reasonableness and r a t i o n a l i t y , our Faustian quest to "be
come better" and overcome our "lack of s e l f - c o n t r o l " , and i n 
so doing, to help us "transcend our animal past" ( c f . , SB, 
144 and CR, 383-84). Popper perhaps captured the point best 
i n concluding a review a r t i c l e published i n the early 50s 
with the following question, " I f humanism i s concerned with 
the growth of the human mind, what then i s the t r a d i t i o n of 
humanism i f not a t r a d i t i o n of c r i t i c i s m and reasonableness?" 
(CR, 384). 

From a b i o l o g i c a l point of view, Popper notes i n one of 
the key chapters of The S e l f and Its Brain, 

i t i s , e s p e c i a l l y i n the case of the higher a n i 
mals, the i n d i v i d u a l organism that i s f i g h t i n g  
f o r i t s existence; that i s relaxing; that i s 
acquiring new experiences and s k i l l s ; that i s 
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s u f f e r i n g ; and that i s ultimately dying 
(SB, 127; emphasis added). 

One would be hard pressed to f i n d a more revealing dimension 
of Popper's thought, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the context of i t s un
derlying and sustaining moral impulse. Indeed, i n many res
pects which I believe should be clear by now, Popper's 
thought may f r u i t f u l l y - b e understood as a species of scien 
t i f i c moralism. In his well-known study, The L i b e r a l Mind, 
Kenneth Minogue points out that the main props of s c i e n t i f i c 
moralism t r a d i t i o n a l l y have been "psychology, physiology, and 
biology i n close a l l i a n c e " and that i t s programme i s " c l e a r l y 
u t i l i t a r i a n " and pragmatic i n design: " I t i s a technology 
f o r g e tting the largest quantity of preferred things which 

A 1 

the condition of the world w i l l allow". Above a l l else, 
i t i s t h e i r s c i e n t i f i c studies that have convinced such mo
r a l i s t s "to look deeper into the mind i n search of the func-

42 
t i o n of c e r t a i n kinds of preference". For his part, Popper 
c e r t a i n l y seems to agree: " . . . what may perhaps be iden
t i f i e d with higher forms of l i f e i s a b e h a v i o u r i s t i c a l l y 
r i c h e r preference s t r u c t u r e — o n e of greater scope". ("IA", 
141). 

Thus, Popper notes, though science may "annihilate the 
importance of man, considered as part of the physical uni
verse" , a proper understanding of the Kantian s e l f — a s c i t i 
zen and b u i l d e r of h i s own world—can rais e "immeasurably 
his value as an i n t e l l i g e n t and responsible being" (SB, 3). 
Such a determination to treat human beings as "ends i n them
selves" i s evident throughout a l l periods of Popper's career, 
and i s seldom f a r from the center of his writings (save on 
the most technical of subjects). Indeed, the heat of his  
v i s i o n might best be described as the type of morally-
inspired consequentialism this concern of his e n t a i l s . For 
Popper, the choice before us i n selecting among alt e r n a t i v e 
theories and ideas i s never "simply an i n t e l l e c t u a l a f f a i r , 
or a matter of taste. I t i s a moral decision"(OS, I I , 232). 
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Time and time again, we see Popper i n s i s t i n g on the 
anti-humanitarian and authoritarian p o l i t i c a l implications 
of embracing the wrong sorts of approaches to a wide va
r i e t y of subjects. I t was, Popper candidly writes i n his 
autobiography, 

my sense of s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y [that] told 
me that taking such problems [as psychologism, 
idealism, positivism, phenomenalism, and s o l i p 
sism] seriously was a kind of treason of the 
i n t e l l e c t u a l s — a n d a misuse of the time we 
ought to be spending on r e a l problems ("IA", 59). 

S i m i l a r l y , i n a well-known lecture before the B r i t i s h Aca
demy i n January, 1960, he contends that overly pessimistic 
accounts of our capacity to know and denials of our a b i l i t y 
to learn about the world through controlled inquiry tend "to 
lead to the demand f o r the establishment of powerful t r a 
d i t i o n s and the entrenchment of powerful authority", whereas 
overly optimistic accounts f o s t e r disillusionment because of 
the i n e v i t a b l e f a l l i b i l i t y of our theories and observations. 
The overly optimistic search f o r untainted and c e r t a i n "foun
dations" to knowledge, thus also "begs f o r an authoritarian 
answer" (CR, 6 and 25). 

Popper states the a l t e r n a t i v e to such a foundationalist 
l i n e of thinking as follows: 

Every solu t i o n to a problem raises new unsolved 
problems; the more so the deeper the o r i g i n a l 
problem and the bolder i t s solution. The more 
we l e a r n about the world, and the deeper our 
learning, the more conscious, s p e c i f i c , and ar
t i c u l a t e w i l l be our knowledge of what we do 
not know, our knowledge of our ignorance. For 
t h i s , indeed, i s the main source of our igno
rance-—the fact that our knowledge can be only 
f i n i t e , while our ignorance must necessarily be 
i n f i n i t e (CR, 28). 

But i n no sense need our f a l l i b i l i t y lead us to despair of 
the f a c t that mind can s t i l l encompass more and more of the 
mysteries of nature and a l l e v i a t e the sufferings of society. 
Echoing the conclusion of Kant's second c r i t i q u e , that wis-
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dom " i s not l e s s worthy of veneration i n respect to what i t 
denies us than i n what i t has granted", Popper thus contends 
that 

. . . i t would he worth try i n g to learn some
thing about the world even i f i n t r y i n g to do 
so we should merely learn that we do not know 
much. This state of learned ignorance might 
be a help i n many of our troubles. I t might 
be well f o r a l l of us to remember that, while 
d i f f e r i n g widely i n the various l i t t l e b i t s we 
know, i n our i n f i n i t e ignorance we are a l l  
equal (CR, 2% emphasis added). 

I t i s hardly coincidental on my account that one of 
Popper's f a v o r i t e metaphors f o r the r a t i o n a l (because c r i t i -
cizable) growth of s c i e n t i f i c knowledge i s e x p l i c i t l y j u r i 
d i c a l , as Kant's also had been. For example, i n the conclu
ding section to the all-important f i f t h chapter to The Logic  
of S c i e n t i f i c Discovery, Popper compares the acceptance of 
test statements by a s c i e n t i f i c community with the verdict 
of a jury. There, he observes, 

The v e r d i c t of the jury (vere dictum-spoken 
t r u l y ) , l i k e that of the experimenter, i s an 
answer to a question of fact (quid f a c t i ? ) 
which must be put to the jury i n the sharpest, 
the most d e f i n i t e form. But what question i s 
asked, and how i t i s put, w i l l depend very 
l a r g e l y on the l e g a l s i t u a t i o n , i . e . , on the 
p r e v a i l i n g system of criminal law (correspon
ding to a system of theories). By i t s de
c i s i o n , the jury accepts, by agreement, a 
statement about a f a c t u a l occurrence—a basic 
statement, as i t were. The s i g n i f i c a n c e of 
t h i s decision l i e s i n the fact that from i t , 
together with the universal statements of the 
system (of criminal law) c e r t a i n consequences  
can be deduced. . . . But i t i s c l e a r that the 
statement need not be true merely because the 
jury accepted i t . This fact i s acknowledged 
i n the rule allowing a verdict to be . . . re
vised (LSD, 109-110; emphasis added). 

Another comparison that Popper makes between epistemological 
and j u r i d i c a l i n q u i r i e s i s even more revealing i n terms of the 
extremely t i g h t l i n k he draws between the pursuit of truth • 
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and the consequences of c e r t a i n rules and procedures we 
should adopt i n order to l i v e more r a t i o n a l l i v e s : 

The s i t u a t i o n i s r e a l l y very simple. The be
l i e f of a l i b e r a l — t h e b e l i e f i n the p o s s i b i 
l i t y of a rule of law, of equal j u s t i c e , of 
fundamental right s , and a free s o c i e t y — c a n 
e a s i l y survive the recognition that judges 
are not omniscient and may make mistakes about 
facts...But this b e l i e f i n the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
a rule of law, of j u s t i c e , and of freedom, 
cannot well survive the acceptance of an epi
stemology which teaches that there are no ob
j e c t i v e f a c t s . . . (CR, 5). 

For Popper, science and s c i e n t i f i c method are not ends 
i n themselves, but rather the very best examples of r a t i o n a l 
problem-solving, the undisputed paradigms of the systematic 
elimination of error and ignorance. In the opening l i n e of 
the f i r s t volume of his just released P o s t s c r i p t to The 
Logic of S c i e n t i f i c Discovery, Realism and the Aim of Science, 
Popper notes, "As a rule, I begin my lectures on S c i e n t i f i c 
Method by t e l l i n g my students that s c i e n t i f i c method does 
not e x i s t . . . there are only problems, and the urge to 

43 
solve them". Indeed, a few pages l a t e r , Popper argues . 
that two of the more dangerous ideas of our time are "the 
aping of physical science" and "the authority of the specia
l i s t " ( i b i d , 7-8). 

Popper's i n t e r e s t and use of science has always been 
admittedly "heroic" ("IA", 977). That i s to say, his concern 
has never been to describe a l a Ranke science "as i t r e a l l y 
has happened". Rather, science has commanded the amount of 
his time and attention that i t has because of what Popper 
believes we can learn i n general from i t about l i v i n g more 
securely and harmoniously i n the future. And above a l l else, 
i t i s the dynamic interplay of l o g i c a l deduction and success
f u l problem-solving that most impresses Popper about the h i s 
tory of science—hence, my view that L o g i c a l Pragmatism may 
be the most appropriate general characterization of his 
thought. 
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In his second Herbert Spencer Lecture, "The Ratio
n a l i t y of S c i e n t i f i c Revolutions", Popper notes that the 
lo g i c of science i s such that new theories should contra-

I diet t h e i r predecessors—that i s , they should "overthrow" 
them by pr e d i c t i n g at l e a s t some c o n f l i c t i n g r e s u l t s — a n d 
each "must always be able to explain f u l l y the success of 

44 
i t s predecessor". The important thing about these two 
c r i t e r i a Popper goes on i s 

that they allow us to decide of any new 
theory, even before i t has been tested, 
whether i t w i l l be better than the old 
one, provided i t stands up to tests. . . 
this means that, i n the f i e l d of science, 
we have something l i k e a c r i t e r i o n f o r 
judging the quality of a theory as compared 
with i t s predecessor, and therefore a c r i 
t e r i o n of progress. And so i t means that 
progress. . . can be assessed r a t i o n a l l y . 
This p o s s i b i l i t y explains why, i n science, 
only progressive theories are regarded as 
in t e r e s t i n g ; and i t thereby explains why, 
as a matter of h i s t o r i c a l f a c t , the h i s 
tory of science i s , by and large, a h i s 
tory of progress ( i b i d , 83). 

In short, science i s the embodiment of orderly growth par  
excellence. 

Obviously f o r the future of l i b e r a l s o c i e t i e s such an 
understanding and v i n d i c a t i o n of the p o s s i b i l i t y of pro 
gress i s of paramount importance. In one of the clos i n g 
passages of h i s autobiography, revealingly e n t i t l e d 
"Values i n A World of Facts", Popper expresses the con
nection as follows: 

One way of l i f e may be incompatible with 
another way of l i f e i n almost the same sense 
i n which a theory may be l o g i c a l l y incompa
t i b l e with another. These i n c o m p a t i b i l i t i e s 
are there, objectively, even i f we are un
aware of them. And so our purposes and our 
aims, l i k e our theories, may compete, and 
may be discussed c r i t i c a l l y ("IA", 155-156). 
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More poignantly s t i l l , shortly a f t e r the defeat of H i t l e r , 
Popper wrote, 

. . . I am today no less hopeful than I 
have ever been that violence can be de 
feated. I t i s our only hope; and long 
stretches i n the history of Western as 
well as of Eastern c i v i l i z a t i o n s prove 
that i t need not be a vain hope—that 
violence can be reduced, and brought  
under the control of reason. . . . I am 
a r a t i o n a l i s t because I see i n the a t t i 
tude of reasonableness the only a l t e r 
native to violence (CR, 355; emphasis 
added). 

Standing as we do on the edge of destruction through nuclear 
warfare and the ecological consequences of a less d i s c i 
plined v a r i e t y of progress, a great deal i n d e e d — i f not 
l i f e i t s e l f — w o u l d seem to ride on the truth of this hope. 

v i i i 

In An Essay on Philosophical Method, R. G. Collingwood 
described the i d e a l c r i t i c as "a reader who agrees with his 
author's views up to a c e r t a i n point, and on that l i m i t e d 
agreement builds his case f o r refusing a complete agreement". 
Before turning to the implications of Popper's epistemology 
and methodology f o r the conduct of s o c i a l inquiry, i t i s per
haps an appropriate time to lay at l e a s t the foundations f o r 
a l i n e of c r i t i c i s m that w i l l become increasingly important 
as t h i s study proceeds—a l i n e of c r i t i c i s m , I hope, that 
i s worthy of Collingwood's idea and the methodological c r i 
t e r i a or desiderata outlined i n my Preface and Chapter 1. 

As we s h a l l see at much greater length i n Chapter 7, 
there i s good reason to believe that Popper's intention, to 
conserve the i n t e l l e c t u a l foundations of progress and the 
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l i b e r a l way of l i f e , i s not well served by his r i g i d b i f u r 
cation of l o g i c a l and psychological (and s o c i o l o g i c a l ) l e 
vels of a n a l y s i s , nor by the increasingly "Darwinian" turn 
to his thought of l a t e . Arguing, as Popper does, that the 
ultimate v a l i d i t y of a theory depends upon the existence of 
c r i t e r i a of evidence and rules of inquiry which exist inde
pendently of my_ p a r t i c u l a r wishes and yours i s one thing; 
but to i n s i s t that truth-claims and. theories l i t e r a l l y are 
best conceived of without any reference whatsoever to "know
ing subjects" i s a b s u r d — e s p e c i a l l y f o r someone interested 
i n the improvement of our cognitive and moral performance. 

In several d i f f e r e n t contexts to follow, I w i l l argue 
that improvement or progress i n these respects presupposes 
a more concrete and situated (or "embedded") notion of hu
man agency and p r a c t i c a l judgment—in the A r i s t o t e l i a n sen
ses of these terms—than Popper's thought allows. I w i l l 
also argue that neither of these uniquely human capacities 
or endowments i s reducible to, nor adequately illuminated 
by, the Kantian-inspired notions of morality and s c i e n t i f i c 
progress as mere rule-foliowing behavior and a purely f o r 
mal (or "theoretical") characterization of r a t i o n a l deter
mination as the subsumption of the "contingent" and p a r t i 
c ular by the timeless and "universal". Stated negatively 
i n terms of one of Kant's f a v o r i t e p h r a s e s — i n f a c t , the 

, peroration on h i s tombstone—it i s simply not adequate "to 
deny knowledge i n order to make room fo r f a i t h " when i t 
comes to the evaluation and improvement of human i n s t i 
tutions and practices l i k e science, the quality of our 
moral l i f e , or our p o l i t i c a l arrangements. On such oc
casions, progress demands the on-going exercise of respon
s i b i l i t y and d e l i b e r a t i o n i n concrete contexts of asso
c i a t i o n with diversely i n c l i n e d i n d i v i d u a l s . As Oakeshott 

j observes i n h i s t y p i c a l l y elegant and suggestive manner, 
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"the ' s o c i a l ' character of conduct i n t e r homines i s i t s 
character i n respect of agents being associated i n terms 
of some s p e c i f i c and understood conditions of associa-

46 
t i o n " . The only s i g n i f i c a n t dimensions of s o c i a l l i f e 
that Professor Oakeshott's formulation appears to neglect 
are the incoherences and frequent misunderstandings that 
are at play i n our d a i l y l i v e s . 

Thus understood, as an inherently s o c i a l , embedded, 
and sometimes contradictory form of conduct and a s p i r a t i o n , 
the measure of cognitive and moral achievement—or r a t i o n a l 
conduct—becomes a function not of the mere ap p l i c a t i o n of 
formal rules of inquiry or human behavior, though these 
are c e r t a i n l y not to be ignored, but instead, of the exer
cis e of p r a c t i c a l judgment and prudence with regard to the 
s p e c i f i c circumstances at hand: i n short, of A r i s t o t l e ' s 
phronesis rather than the Kantian (and Cartesian) "metho-
dism" that l i e s at the root of Popper's thought as already 
discussed i n the l a s t chapter. As o r i g i n a l l y formulated by 
A r i s t o t l e i n Book VI of the Nichomachean Ethics, and more 
recently illuminated i n the work of Arendt, Voegelin, Oake-
shott, Gadamer, and Habermas to some extent, phronesis i s 
not simply one v i r t u e among others, but our most important 
and comprehensive moral c a p a c i t y — e n t a i l i n g , not only pos
sessing " t h e o r e t i c a l " knowledge of which p a r t i c u l a r course 
of a c t i o n i s appropriate i n a s p e c i f i c context, but also the 

' 47 
a b i l i t y and strength of character to act on that knowledge. 
Above a l l else, phronesis thus defined i s our a b i l i t y to 
move back and f o r t h , from the universal (and c r i t e r i a l ) to 
the p a r t i c u l a r case at hand, and vice versa, such that praise
worthy and virtuous conduct of a moral and cognitive kind 
can be discerned and adjudicated, preferred i n p r a c t i c e , 
v i s - a - v i s other forms of conduct. 

Unfortunately, P o p p e r — l i k e Kant before him—tends to 
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dismiss such a l i n e of c r i t i c i s m and the underlying appre
c i a t i o n of prudence as succumbing to a form of t e l e o l o g i c a l 
"essentialism", but I think that i t can be shown that much 
of substance and human significance i s unnecessarily l o s t i n 
the excessively abstract nature of his conception of the s e l f 
and his retreat from the e x i s t e n t i a l dimensions of human 
autonomy into a realm of "propositions-in-themselves". In 
keeping with my previously stated methodological commit
ments, I only intend to provide a f u l l account of this per
haps too stark and bold a conclusion to an appreciative 
study incrementally and cautiously. Nothing le s s b e f i t s a 
thinker the stature and complexity of Popper. 

Therefore, addressing only those aspects of his thought 
which already have been thoroughly discussed, but admitted
l y with an eye on the broader c r i t i c i s m and dispute that 
l i e s ahead, I think that there are several l e v e l s of analy
s i s at which i t can be shown that the metaphysical foun
dations of Popper's thought are an i n s u f f i c i e n t basis f o r 
the conservation, l e t alone the renewal, of the l i b e r a l way 
of l i f e . For now, I w i l l explore t h i s claim i n three res
pects: [1] the unfortunately r e d u c t i o n i s t i c implications 
of his evolutionary " f u n c t i o n a l i z a t i o n " of K a r l Buhler's 
theory of language; [2] the d i f f i c u l t i e s he creates f o r 
himself because of his i n a b i l i t y , or unwillingness, to ap
preciate the p o s i t i v e need f o r inductive habits of thought 
i n a l l p r a c t i c a l a c t i v i t y , including science i t s e l f ; and 
[3] the problems that consequently a r i s e f o r his o v e r a l l 
conception, his "heroic" conception, of science and the 
nature of s c i e n t i f i c progress. 

As we have seen ( c f . , supra, pp. 100-103), Popper's 
understanding of science as the deductive search f o r and 
ruthless elimination of error i s grounded i n his transcen
dental c r i t i q u e of Buhler's G e s t a l t i s t psychology, espe-
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c i a l l y his theory of language. For Buhler, l e t us r e c a l l , 
the "highest" function of language i s i t s descriptive capa
b i l i t y . While even lower animals can express and communi
cate fear, only human beings seem capable of describing the 
object of t h e i r fear. And disputes about the merits of one 
p a r t i c u l a r d e s c r i p t i o n over another are conceived of as i n 
volving questions of complex judgments. 

The cornerstone of Popper's thought i s to be found i n 
his contention that conceiving of arguments as complex 
judgments—the handiwork of mere " s e n s i b i l i t y " and "under
standing" i n Kant's terminology—"is a mistake from the 
point of view of modern l o g i c " — t h e transcendental, a p r i o r i 

| frame of Pure Reason i t s e l f . More s p e c i f i c a l l y , Popper main
tains that t h i s basic l o g i c a l mistake prevented Buhler from 
appreciating the all-important difference between judging 
and arguing and, more p a r t i c u l a r l y , of how the theories 
within which a l l our arguments are pressed and defined 
always "explain deductively" ("IA", 61; c f . P o s t s c r i p t , I, 
Chapter 1, Sections 1-6 and 11-12). 

As i l l u m i n a t i n g as Popper's point may be f o r the s t r i c t 
or purely l o g i c a l comparison of d i f f e r e n t arguments which w i l l 
allow f o r the sort of abstract symbolization and propositional 
formalization that modern l o g i c requires, i t seems of dubious 
value i n adjudicating disputes that a r i s e i n the ordinary con-

' text of everyday l i f e . Popper's error, i t seems to me, con
s i s t s i n having overgeneralized the obvious s u p e r i o r i t y and 
explanatory power of deductive forms of demonstrative i n 
ference f a r beyond the contexts i n which they are appropriate 
as u s e f u l guides to conduct; so f a r , i n f a c t , "beyond" that 
he cannot possibly hope to systematically promote the goals 
he cherishes most. 

Let me t r y to i l l u s t r a t e the point f o r now by returning 
to Popper's c r i t i c i s m of Wittgenstein's view that theories 
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are l i k e maps. For Popper, maps are merely descriptive 
devices which help us get from where we are to where we 
plan to go, whereas, again, s t r i c t l y speaking, theories 
are always deductive explanations of some problem which 
confronts us and demands a response. In recent years, 
Popper has even gone so f a r as to suggest that the fun
damental d i s t i n c t i o n here between describing and arguing, 
understanding and explaining, j u s t i f i e s the "somewhat 
daring" conjecture of "the p r i n c i p l e of transference": 
that "what i s true i n l o g i c i s true i n psychology" and, 
by extension, "what i s true i n l o g i c i s true i n scien
t i f i c method and i n the history of science" (OK, 6). 

For most p r a c t i c a l purposes, however, maps and a 
host of s i m i l a r "inductive" and "descriptive" aids are 
more conducive to successful human conduct than the mere 
invocation of purely l o g i c a l considerations and the sort 
of inferences that can s e t t l e the dispute or dilemma at 
hand "once and f o r a l l " ( i n the manner that Popper's l a n 
guage concerning the s t r i c t l y propositional nature of f a l 
s i f i c a t i o n i mplies). The same i s even truer of s k i l l s 
that can only be adequately described as "communicative" 
rather than "argumentative" i n the sense that Popper uses 
those terms above. In other words, i f freedom or "auto
nomy" are ever to be r e a l i z e d and i f the pursuit of know
ledge i n practice i s ever to be improved along the l i n e s 
that Popper proposes, then a f a r more substantial con
ception of the a r t and agency by which praiseworthy 
choices are made i s necessary than that which he provides. 

Let me i l l u s t r a t e t h i s lacuna i n Popper's thought by 
sketching two of the unfortunate implications of h i s i n 
a b i l i t y to recognize the l i m i t e d force and a p p l i c a b i l i t y 
of the s t r i c t rules of l o g i c a l inference. F i r s t of a l l , 
i f we c o n s i s t e n t l y follow Popper's own s t r i c t non-
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i n d u e t i v i s t l i n e of reasoning, and b e l i e v e , f o r example, 
that " l e a r n i n g by observation" and our past experience 
" i s a f i c t i o n " , then i t seems d i f f i c u l t , i f not impossi
b l e , to see [1] why i t should be r a t i o n a l at a l l to pre
f e r the best t e s t e d theory as a ba s i s of a c t i n g , and [ 2 ] 
how i t i s that we are even able to decide whether or not 
a theory i s w e l l t e s t e d . Let i t be r e c a l l e d that Popper 
agrees w i t h Hume i n h o l d i n g that there i s no j u s t i f i c a t i o n 
i n e m p i r i c a l science f o r reasoning from instances we have 
experience of to others of which we have none. S u f f i c e 
i t to say, the t y p i c a l defense of i n d u c t i o n which holds 
that such reasoning has worked i n the past simply w i l l 
not do as a coherent response, since i t assumes that what 
has occurred i n the past i s l i k e l y to happen again i n the 
f u t u r e , which i s p r e c i s e l y what needs to be shown. 

Popper's s o l u t i o n to t h i s d i f f i c u l t y , and the brunt 
of a number of d e t a i l e d c r i t i c i s m s r a i s e d by O'Hear and 
se v e r a l others w i t h whom I concur, i s to i n s i s t that a l l 
that the l o g i c of science can suggest under such circum
stances i s which among a number of competing t h e o r i e s has 
been more h i g h l y corroborated than the a l t e r n a t i v e s i n 
the past. But the degree of c o r r o b o r a t i o n i t s e l f , 
Popper concedes,"says nothing whatever about f u t u r e per
formance, or about the ' r e l i a b i l i t y ' of a theory" (OK, 18). 
Thus, a l l that the measure of c o r r o b o r a t i o n can help us 
to do i s to d i s c a r d o r e l i m i n a t e some of our p r e v i o u s l y 
f a l s e t h e o r i e s and i n d i c a t e which among the s u r v i v o r s 
has done w e l l up t i l l now, no more and no l e s s . 

Given the enormous l a c k of d i r e c t i o n that f o l l o w s 
from such an approach, i t seems qu i t e obvious that the 
only manner by which we might e s t a b l i s h the r a t i o n a l pre-
f e r a b l l i t y of one theory to another as a b a s i s of a c t i o n , 
as w e l l as to decide i f , i n f a c t , i t has been w e l l t e s t e d , 



- 143 -

i s to admit some determinate l i n k s of an inductive va r i e t y 
between f a i l e d refutations (or prov i s i o n a l corroborations) 
and future r e l i a b i l i t y (or t h e i r truth on Popper's ac
count). In short, only i f Popper i s w i l l i n g to concede 
the need f o r at l e a s t a "whiff of inductivism" can he pro
vide an answer to the major problematic facing a l l non-
i n d u c t i v i s t s : "why i s the past performance of a theory 

49 
any good reason f o r adopting i t i n the future?" And i n 
practice, i f not i n conformity with his own theory, Popper 
had admitted as much when he inst r u c t s s c i e n t i s t s to scru
t i n i z e the "background knowledge" of t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r pro
blem i n order to decide whether or not a theory has been 
well tested, or whether or not i t should s t i l l be retained 
when confronted with adverse evidence ( c . f . , CR, pp. 112, 
235, 244, 247, and 288). Had he not driven the wedge be
tween questions of l o g i c and those of psychology as deep 
as i n i t i a l l y he was i n c l i n e d to do, Popper's advice could 
be explored and developed i n ways more consistent with 
other parts of his philosophy than presently i s the case.^ 0 

In the course of his i n t e r e s t i n g examination of the 
actual l o g i c a l procedures used i n d i f f e r e n t f i e l d s of ar
gument—with l o g i c a l p ractice, i f you w i l l — S t e p h e n Toulmin 
draws an important d i s t i n c t i o n between the "i d e a l i s e d 
l o g i c " of formal l o g i c i a n s and the type of "working l o g i c " 
found i n the d i s c i p l i n e of jurisprudence.'' I think t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n i s an important one for anyone concerned with 
the s o c i a l sciences, and can be drawn upon to illuminate 
another unfortunate, because r e d u c t i o n i s t i c , implication 
of Popper's unwillingness to recognize the p r a c t i c a l l i m i 
tations of a purely deductive and s t r i c t l y " l o g i c a l " con
ception of the growth of science. I venture to say that 
there i s hardly a p r a c t i c i n g or "bench" s c i e n t i s t who 
would support Popper's view that a l l good, "heroic" science 
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should aim at i s the disconfirmation of bold hypotheses 
(or " f a l s i f i c a t i o n s " i n his celebrated sense of that 

5 2 
term). 

The f u l l range of legitimate (or systematic) paths to 
knowledge i s v i r t u a l l y l i m i t l e s s , but at a minimum, these 
would include analogical thinking (or what C. S. Peirce 
c a l l e d "abduction"), induction (or the c o r r e l a t i o n of 
events), and a r a d i c a l l y indeterminate number of success
f u l instances of "puzzle-solving" r e s e a r c h — a l l of which 
defy the type of formalization required of "demonstrative", 

5 3 
deductive forms of inference. I f " l o g i c " ceases to bear 
the " i d e a l i s e d " (Platonic and Kantian) stamps of timeless-
ness and s t r i c t implication, these and a host of other 
important dimensions to the growth of knowledge can f r u i t 
f u l l y be studied; but as long as Popper follows t h i s ex
cessively formal and transcendentalist l i n e of argument, 
they must remain either "mysterious" aspects of empirical 
psychology or become what he al t e r n a t e l y dismisses or con
demns as " f i c t i o n s " , "dogmas", or as e n t a i l i n g some form 
of i r r a t i o n a l i s m . This i s hardly a happy state of a f f a i r s 
f o r a self-professed "problem-solver". 

As Toulmin r i g h t l y observes i n a passage worth quoting 
at length i n bringing t h i s part of my discussion to a close: 

The formal l o g i c i a n demands to be shown the 
statements, a l l the statements and nothing 
but the statements: looking down from his 
Olympian throne, he then sets himself to pro
nounce about the unchangeable relations bet
ween them. But taking this kind of G-od's-eye-
view d i s t r a c t s one completely from the prac
t i c a l problems out of which the question of 
v a l i d i t y i t s e l f springs: whether we ought 
to accept, trust and rely on the man's pre
d i c t i o n s , his grounds for i t being what they 
are, or a l t e r n a t i v e l y whether we should re
ject and discard i t — t h a t i s the question 
we express i n practice by the words, 'Is 
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t h i s argument sound? 1, and by divorcing 
' l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s ' from a l l possible 
contexts we deprive ourselves of the 
means of asking i t . ^ 4 

In the three chapters that follow, I w i l l return to 
this issue of the connection between sound arguments, on 
the one hand, and p r a c t i c a l problems and "possible con
texts", on the other, from several d i f f e r e n t vantage 
points ranging from Popper's conception of s o c i a l science 
as a "piece-meal s o c i a l technology" to his notion of free
dom or "autonomy" as " p l a s t i c control". For now, s u f f i c e 
i t to say that the combined effect i n Popper's thought of 
the r a d i c a l divorce between l o g i c and psychology, between 
prudence and a p r i o r i p r i n c i p l e s of Reason, and his almost 
obsessive deductivism has been to produce a t h e o r e t i c a l 
v i s i o n bereft of p l a u s i b l e linkages, mediations, and l i g a 
t u r e s — t h a t i s , a v i s i o n that i s remarkably " t h i n " with 
regard to the e x i s t e n t i a l bonds and communal foundations 

5 5 
of human autonomy and r a t i o n a l conduct. J 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note i n this context that, a l 
though one of Popper's f a v o r i t e metaphors i s , l i k e Toulmin's, 
j u r i d i c a l i n nature, Popper's invocation of i t characteris
t i c a l l y occurs only i n connection with defending the possi
b i l i t y of establishing the "objective fa c t s " of the matter 
at issue (CR, 5), whereas Toulmin i s concerned with the 
f u l l range of considerations, d i s p o s i t i o n a l as well as c r i -
t e r i a l or statutory, which ac t u a l l y explain what we recog
nize to be exercises i n sound j u d i c i a l reasoning. So, 
whereas Popper's thought might best be thought of as being 
primarily concerned with what lawyers c a l l the "rules of 
evidence" and the rule-foliowing nature and determination 
of truth and f a l s i t y , Toulmin's d i s t i n c t i o n , l i k e A r i s 
t o t l e ' s c haracterization of prudence and p r a c t i c a l judg
ment, draws our attention to the mastery of p a r t i c u l a r 
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j u d i c i a l dilemmas, only a few of which concern simply 
questions of evidence and truth and instead revolve 
around problems of l e g a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and j u d i c i a l im
provisation. 

In short, i f , as I happen to believe, "the essence 
of b e l i e f i s the establishment of a habit" (as Peirce 
convincingly argued nearly a century ago), then a large 
part of Popper's o v e r a l l p r o j e c t — t o conserve the l i b e r a l 
way of l i f e i n an increasingly h o s t i l e environment and 
the foundations of s c i e n t i f i c progress—must remain u n f u l 
f i l l e d u n t i l a r i c h e r , more substantial understanding of 
the s e l f — a n d the sort of r e f l e c t i v e judgment that must 
be exercised i n order f o r those goals to be r e a l i z e d — 
i s formulated than that which he provides. Thus under
stood, the s e l f i s not simply reducible to our "conscious
ness" of being nature's most g i f t e d "problem-solvers", as 
Popper's language i n c l i n e s us to believe, but a substan
t i v e personality, the re s u l t of what Oakeshott r i g h t l y 
characterizes as "a d i f f i c u l t achievement..., the outcome 
of an education, whose resources are col l e c t e d i n s e l f -
understanding" and which are deployed and redeployed i n 
midst of or on the stage of an endless series of dramas 
and s o c i a l practices "whose resources i t has made i t s 
own".^ Popper's excessive formalism obscures f a r too many 
dimensions of such an achievement. 
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C. S. Peirce c i t e d by Thomas A. Spragens, J r . , The Dilemma  
of Contemporary P o l i t i c a l Theory. Toward a Post-Behavioral  
Science of P o l i t i c s (New York, 1973), 162. 
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Jonathan Leiberson, "Karl Popper", S o c i a l Research, XXXXIX 
(Spring, 1982), 69. 
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For Lakatos' d i s t i n c t i o n between "Po, P i , P2"1 s e e his Appen
dix to " F a l s i f i c a t i o n and the Methodology of S c i e n t i f i c Re
search Programmes", e n t i t l e d , "Popper, F a l s i f i c a t i o n , and the 
'Duhem-Quine Thesis'", i n Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave, eds., 
op_. c i t . , 180-189. According to Lakatos,PQ represents "the 

! dogmatic f a l s i f i c a t i o n i s t [of the 1920s] who never published 
a word: he was invented—and ' c r i t i c i z e d ' — f i r s t by Ayer and 
then by many others". Lakatos notes that he hopes his paper 
w i l l " f i n a l l y k i l l t h i s ghost" (181). On the other hand, 
Lakatos argues that P^ and P2 represent the r e a l Popper's i n 
t e l l e c t u a l odyssey from a "naive" to a sophisticated" variety 
of methodological f a l s i f i c a t i o n i s m . Lakatos maintains that 
"the r e a l Popper never abandoned his e a r l i e r (naive) f a l s i f i -

• cation rules", though he did r e a l i z e the need to go beyond the 
simple requirement that genuine s c i e n t i f i c theories be testable. 

The immediate occasion of Lakatos' discussion was the chal
lenge posed to Popper's conception of s c i e n t i f i c progress as the 
r a t i o n a l elimination of error by Thomas S. Kuhn's i n f l u e n t i a l 
work on the history of s c i e n t i f i c revolutions, p a r t i c u l a r l y his 
insistence on the fundamentally non-cumulative nature of scien
t i f i c knowledge across d i f f e r e n t paradigms and the at leas t 
p a r t i a l l y " i r r a t i o n a l " , s o c i o l o g i c a l and psychological reaso
ning that sustains and p e r i o d i c a l l y undermines so-called periods 
of "normal" growth or "puzzle-solving" a c t i v i t y . In the end, 
the issues at stake i n t h i s dispute, and p a r t i c u l a r l y i n Lakatos' 
attempt to rescue Popper's allegedly imperfect mixture of "naive" 
and "sophisticated" v a r i e t i e s of methodological f a l s i f i c a t i o n i s m 
from Kuhn's (and others') objections revolve around the role 
that i n d i v i d u a l propositions and t h e o r e t i c a l formalizations play 
i n the evaluation of r i v a l theories. We w i l l be addressing 
these issues l a t e r i n the text. For now, we need simply note 
that our charge of "whiggishness" i n Lakatos' periodization of 
Popper's thought finds substantial support i n a note of s e l f -
r e f l e c t i o n that Lakatos added to one of the l a s t pieces he 
wrote before his untimely death i n February, 1974. "Never i n 
my l i f e " , he observed, i n a tribute to Popper, "have I expe
rienced more sharply pains of the h i s t o r i a n than i n this analy
s i s " [of the putative s h i f t s i n Popper's thought]. After a 
care f u l c o l l a t i o n of his own i n t e l l e c t u a l development with the 
"three Poppers", Lakatos candidly admitted to the "grave sus-
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I p i c i o n that I might have missed some v i t a l ingredient i n the 
whole analysis". See Imre Lakatos, "Popper on Demarcation 
and Induction", i n P. A. Schilpp, ed., op. c i t . , 244-245. 
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Freeman and Henryk Skolimowski, "Peirce and Popper—Simila
r i t i e s and Differences", Part III of "The Search f o r Objec
t i v i t y i n Peirce and Popper", i n P. A. Schilpp, ed., op. c i t . , 
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Peirce coined the term "pragmaticism" to describe his phi
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tween his p o s i t i o n and more common v a r i e t i e s of pragmatism and 
positivism. Perhaps the most important of these differences 
was Peirce's i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the meaning of a proposition 
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general as opposed to a set of discrete experiments, obser
vations, or f a c t s . He was also anxious to d i f f e r e n t i a t e what 
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Richard Rorty, "Pragmatism, Categories, and Language", The  
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perience along the l i n e s that Popper suggests here i n the 
text. Perhaps h i s most o r i g i n a l insights on the subject are 
to be found i n his essay, "The Need f o r a Recovery of P h i l o 
sophy", where he l i s t s f i v e contrasts between his conception 
and the "orthodox" of " t r a d i t i o n a l " view of experience. In 
the present context, the most important of these f i v e con
trasts are the f i r s t three: 

1. ) "In the orthodox view, experience i s regarded 
primarily as a knowledge-affair. But to eyes not l o o 
king through ancient spectacles, i t assuredly appears 
as an a f f a i r of intercourse of a l i v i n g being with i t s 
physical and s o c i a l environment". 

2. ) "According to t r a d i t i o n experience i s (at 
l e a s t primarily) a physical thing, infected throughout 
by ' s u b j e c t i v i t y ' . What experience suggests about i t 
s e l f i s a genuinely objective world which enters into 
the actions and sufferings of men and undergoes modi
f i c a t i o n s through t h e i r responses". 
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to precedent, i s believed to be the essence of expe
rience. Empiricism i s conceived of as t i e d up to what 
has been, or i s 'given'. But experience i n i t s v i t a l 
form i s experimental, an e f f o r t to change the given; 
i t i s characterized by projection, by reaching forward 
into the unknown, connection with a future i s i t s sa
l i e n t t r a i t " . 
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CHAPTER 5 

C r i t i c a l Rationalism and the Logic of the S o c i a l Sciences 

The u t i l i t y of moral and c i v i l philosophy 
i s to be estimated, not so much by the com
modities we have by knowing these sciences, 
as by the calamities we receive from not 
knowing them. ^ 

—Thomas Hobbes 

Every discovery of a mistake constitutes a 
r e a l advance i n our knowledge. As Roger 
Martin du Gard says i n Jean Barois, ' i t i s 
something i f we know where truth i s not to 
be found. 1 

— K a r l Popper, The Open  
Society and Its  
Enemies, I I , 376 

i 

Popper's contribution to the s o c i a l sciences originates 
i n the conviction that "the c o n f l i c t between rationalism and 
i r r a t i o n a l i s m has become the most important i n t e l l e c t u a l , 
and perhaps even moral, issue of our times" (03, I I , 224). 
By rationalism, Popper does not mean to use the term i n the 
t r a d i t i o n a l sense as a contrast to empiricism but, instead 
more broadly, as the opposite of a l l v a r i e t i e s of i r r a t i o 
nalism. Thus, i n s t r i c t keeping with the outlook of the 
Enlightenment, he describes rationalism as "an attitude 
that seeks to solve as many problems as possible by an ap
peal to reason, i . e . , to c l e a r thought and experience, 
rather than by an appeal to emotions and passions" ( i b i d ) . 
Given the admittedly vague nature of terms such as "reason" 
and "passion", however, Popper adds that i t may be more i l l u 
minating to explain rationalism i n terms of our p r a c t i c a l 
attitudes or behaviour. Thus, he observes 
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. . . rationalism i s an attitude of readi
ness to l i s t e n to c r i t i c a l arguments and to 
l e a r n from experience. I t i s fundamentally 
an a t t i t u d e of admitting that 1 I may be  
wrong and you may be right, andlby an e f f o r t , 
we may get nearer the t r u t h 1 . . . In short, 
the r a t i o n a l i s t attitude, or, as I may per
haps l a b e l i t , the 'attitude of reasonable
ness', i s very s i m i l a r to the s c i e n t i f i c 
a t t i t u d e , to the b e l i e f that i n the search 
f o r truth we need co-operation, and that 
with the help of argument, we can i n time 
a t t a i n something l i k e o b j e c t i v i t y ( i b i d , 
225; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

That Popper sees the stakes r i d i n g on the adoption of 
such a r a t i o n a l i s t a ttitude i n s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l matters 
to be extremely high, to say the very l e a s t , i s s t r i k i n g l y 
c l e a r to anyone f a m i l i a r with the moral i n t e n s i t y of his 
c r i t i q u e s of i t s a l t e r n a t i v e s — i r r a t i o n a l i s m , mysticism, 
and pseudo-rationalism. For instance, i n a sequel to his 
cont r o v e r s i a l exchange with T. W. Adorno and other members 
of the Frankfurt School i n 1961 at a congress of the German 
So c i o l o g i c a l Association, Popper declares that 

I f the method of c r i t i c a l discussion should 
e s t a b l i s h i t s e l f , then this w i l l make the 
use of violence obsolete: [since] reason i s 
the only a l t e r n a t i v e to violence so f a r d i s 
covered. 2 

I t i s , he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y continues, the "obvious duty" 
of a l l i n t e l l e c t u a l s to work f o r this revolution, " f o r the 
replacement of the eliminative function of violence by the 
eliminative function of r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m " ( i b i d ) . 

According to Popper, a l l forms of anti-rationalism are 
ultimately based on the assumption—originally of Platonic 
i n s p i r a t i o n — t h a t reason i s a kind of "fac u l t y " which may 
vary a great deal from one person to the next (OS, I I , 226). 
Popper argues that such a p o s i t i o n i s best described as a 
"pseudo-rationalism", or perhaps better s t i l l , as an "autho
r i t a r i a n i n t e l l e c t u a l i s m " with i t s b e l i e f that an i n f a l l i b l e 
method of discovery e x i s t s . For Popper, to the contrary, 
r a t i o n a l i t y i s not to be construed as the i n t e l l e c t u a l g i f t 
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or cleverness of "genius", but as a product of "the 
s o c i a l character of reasonableness" (225)« Thus, a l 
though a Robinson Crusoe-like i n d i v i d u a l , who has been 
marooned i n early childhood, might be able to cope with 
a number of d i f f e r e n t problems, he could never invent 
language or the a r t of argumentation f o r "we owe our rea
son, l i k e our language, to intercourse with other men" 
( i b i d ) . 

In contrast to the authoritarianism and "pseudo-
rationalism" of Plato, Popper offers the "true rationa
lism" of Socrates with i t s 

awareness of one's l i m i t a t i o n s , the i n t e l 
l e c t u a l modesty of those who know how often 
they err, and how much they depend on others 
even f o r t h i s knowledge. I t i s the r e a l i 
zation that we must not expect too much from  
reason ( i b i d " 227; emphasis added). 

Whereas a l l forms of authoritarianism, l e t alone t o t a l i 
tarianism, are necessarily h o s t i l e to c r i t i c i s m , the 
rationalism of Socrates "with i t s r e j e c t i o n of any pre
tension to knowledge or wisdom" embodies a f a i t h i n — 
indeed, "the very l i f e of"—democracy (CR, 16). Above a l l 
else, Popper contends that Socrates courageously i n s i s t e d 

I on the p o l i t i c a l and, i f you w i l l , methodological i m p l i 
cations of human f a l l i b i l i t y . 

Popper writes i n hi s celebrated introduction to Con- 
jectures and Refutations that we are most indebted to 
Socrates f o r the maieutic a r t of c r i t i c i s m and counter
example. This e s s e n t i a l l y consists " i n asking questions 
designed to destroy prejudices; f a l s e b e l i e f s which are 
often t r a d i t i o n a l or fashionable b e l i e f s ; [and] f a l s e 
answers, given i n the s p i r i t of cocksureness" (CR, 12—13)• 
As opposed to the i n t e l l e c t u a l i n t u i t i t i o n i s m of Plato, 
Socrates did not "pretend to know" and his teaching accor
dingly sought to purge and cleanse the soul "of i t s f a l s e 
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b e l i e f s , i t s seeming knowledge, i t s prejudices". And t h i s 
i t achieved "by teaching us to doubt our own convictions" 
(CR, 13). 

As one might expect i n l i g h t of my preceding discus
sion, i n The Open Society and I t s Enemies Popper l i n k s t h i s 
Socratic docrtine of our essential f a l l i b i l i t y with the 
Kantian b e l i e f i n treating human beings as ends i n them
selves. The b e l i e f that there i s nothing more important 
i n our l i f e than other i n d i v i d u a l s , he observes, leads d i r -
r e c t l y to "the appeal to men to respect one another and 
themselves" (OS, I, 190). Above a l l else, Socratic rea
son " i s aware of i t s l i m i t a t i o n s . . . respects the other 
man and does not aspire to coerce him—not even into hap
piness" ( i b i d , I I , 238-239). 

Popper i s adamant i n his conviction that "rationalism" 
i n his and Socrates' sense of the term i s i r r e c o n c i l a b l e 
with a l l philosophical j u s t i f i c a t i o n s of authoritarianism. 
Since we "not only owe our reason to others, but . • . can 
never excel others i n a way that would e s t a b l i s h a claim 
to authority", we must do our very best to e s t a b l i s h the 
necessary preconditions of such a " r a t i o n a l unity of man
kind" ( i b i d , I I , 226 and 225 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . This e n t a i l s 
not only recognizing "everybody with whom we communicate 
as a p o t e n t i a l source of argument and of reasonable i n f o r 
mation" , but much more importantly, "'planning' i t s growth" 
by developing i n s t i t u t i o n s which w i l l protect the freedom 
of thought ( i b i d , 225 and 227). Unfortunately, Popper's 
thought i n t h i s respect of developing a theory of l i b e r a l ' 
i n s t i t u t i o n s seldom r i s e s above the programmatic and ab
s t r a c t l e v e l of analysis, once again f a i l i n g to provide us 
with much guidance as to how best to preserve our freedoms 

i i n tough, p a r t i c u l a r cases. I w i l l return to t h i s c r i t i 
cism l a t e r i n my analysis. 
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Popper maintains that such a conception of rationa
lism and i t s i n s t i t u t i o n a l approach to science and f r e e 
dom must be sharply distinguished from three other trains 
of thought that have become increasingly fashionable 
during our time: the " c o l l e c t i v i s m " of Hegel and Hegelia-
nism, a l l v a r i e t i e s of outright i r r a t i o n a l i s m , and " u n c r i 
t i c a l " or "comprehensive rationalism". Popper's s o c i a l 
and i n s t i t u t i o n a l conception of science and r a t i o n a l i t y 
d i f f e r s from the thought of Hegel and his followers i n 
that, 

They argue that, since we owe our reason 
to ' s o c i e t y ' — o r to a c e r t a i n society such 
as a n a t i o n — ' s o c i e t y ' i s everything and 
the i n d i v i d u a l nothing; or that whatever 
the i n d i v i d u a l possesses i s derived from 
the c o l l e c t i v e , the r e a l c a r r i e r of a l l 
values. As opposed to t h i s , the p o s i t i o n 
presented here does not assume the exis
tence of c o l l e c t i v e s ; i f I say, . . . that 
we owe our reason to 'society', then I a l 
ways mean that we owe i t to c e r t a i n con
crete i n d i v i d u a l s . , . , Therefore, i n 
speaking of a ' s o c i a l ' theory- of reason (or 
of s c i e n t i f i c method), I mean more precise
l y that the theory i s an inter-personal one, 
and never . . . a c o l l e c t i v i s t theory. . 
• • [ S i m i l a r l y ] the term ' t r a d i t i o n ' also 
has to be analysed into concrete personal 
r e l a t i o n s ( i b i d , I I , 226: emphasis i n o r i 
g i n a l , c.f., CR, 1 2 0 - 1 3 5 ) . 

Popper points out that the open c o n f l i c t between 
rationalism and i r r a t i o n a l i s m o r i g i n a l l y broke out during 
the Middle Ages and centered around the opposition bet
ween scholasticism and mysticism, though the issue sepa
ra t i n g them dates back to Greek antiquity ( c . f . , OS, I I , 
2 2 9 ) . But the t i d e against rationalism r e a l l y only began 
to turn a f t e r Kant's death with the establishment of "ora
cular i r r a t i o n a l i s m " . There can be no doubt on Popper's 
analysis that the chief c u l p r i t i n the emergence of such 
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a doctrine i s Hegel, whose d i a l e c t i c s — t h a t "mystery 
method"—he regards with "a mixture of contempt and horror" 
( i b i d , 28). Hegel's success, Popper contends, marked the 
beginning of what Schopenhauer r i g h t l y characterized as the 
"age of dishonesty" and of the "age of i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y " 
(a phrase he borrows from Konrad Heiden's p o r t r a i t of mo
dern t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m ) . Because Hegelian philosophy "does 
not argue" but decrees, and instead constantly "escapes : 
into verbiage", i t represents one of the most irrespon-

| s i b l e forms of dogmatism, the harbinger "of a new age con
t r o l l e d by the magic of high-sounding words, and by the 
power of jargon" ( i b i d , 243 and 28). 

As f o r the i r r a t i o n a l i s t doctrines and mysticism to 
which Hegel's thought alle g e d l y gave r i s e , Popper's s t r i c 
tures are no l e s s severe. I r r a t i o n a l i s t s " i n s i s t that 
'human nature' i s i n the main not r a t i o n a l " ( i b i d , 228). 
For thinkers sharing t h i s outlook—Popper c i t e s Wilhelm 
Dilthey, A. N. Whitehead, A. J . Toynbee, Franz Kafka, and 
Ludwig Wittgenstein, among others, as representative f i 
gures who thus "despair of reason"—man i s at one and the 
same time more and l e s s than a r a t i o n a l animal. "Less", 
because the majority of mankind " w i l l always have to be 
tackled by an appeal to t h e i r emotions and passions rather 
than by an appeal to t h e i r reason"; and "more", since " a l l 
that r e a l l y matters i n l i f e goes beyond reason" ( i b i d ) . 
To such i r r a t i o n a l i s t s , the r a t i o n a l i s t and s c i e n t i s t "are 
poor i n s p i r i t , pursuing soulless and l a r g e l y mechanical 
a c t i v i t i e s , and completely unaware of the problems of hu
man destiny" ( i b i d , 229). 

Popper leaves absolutely no doubt as to the morally 
repugnant aspects of such views: " I t i s my firm conviction 
that t h i s i r r a t i o n a l emphasis upon emotion and passion 
leads to what I can only describe as crime" ( i b i d , 234). 
Whether i t manifests i t s e l f as an attitude of mere r e s i g 
nation towards the i r r a t i o n a l or, much worse, as an out-
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right scorn f o r human reason, Popper argues that this 
a t titude ultimately must lead to the use of force to 

I s e t t l e disputes. Even "he who teaches that not reason 
but love should rule opens the way f o r those who rule 
by hate" ( i b i d , 236). For i f a dispute or open con
f l i c t a r i s e s , then t h i s i t s e l f indicates that "the more 
constructive emotions and passions" such as love, re
verence, devotion to a common cause, etc. have shown 
themselves incapable of solving i t , prompting Popper to 
ask: 

But i f this i s so, then what i s l e f t to 
the i r r a t i o n a l i s t except the appeal to 
other and l e s s constructive emotions 
and passions, to fear, hatres. envy, 
and ultimately, to violence? ( i b i d , 234). 

Moreover, and adding i n s u l t to t h e i r already damaged 
case, Popper a d d i t i o n a l l y charges that, given t h e i r empha
si s on emotions and passions, i r r a t i o n a l i s t s i n e v i t a b l y 
must be against equalitarianism since i t i s impossible to 
have the same emotions towards everyone. By not judging 
a thought on i t s own merits, we i n e v i t a b l y tend towards 
the b e l i e f that "we think 'with our blood', or 'with our 
national heritage', or 'with our c l a s s ' ( i b i d , 235). For 
his part, Popper asserts, "I refuse, on moral grounds, to 
be impressed with these differences" ( i b i d , 235-236; empha
s i s added). Ultimately, he continues, 

. • . the adoption of an a n t i - e q u a l i t a r i a n 
a t t i t u d e i n p o l i t i c a l l i f e , i . e . i n the 
f i e l d of problems concerned with power of 
man over man, i s just what I should c a l l 
c r i m i n a l . For i t o f f e r s a j u s t i f i c a t i o n 
of the attitude that d i f f e r e n t categories 
of people have d i f f e r e n t r i g h t s . . . . 
Ultimately, i t w i l l be used, as i n Plato, 
to j u s t i f y murder ( i b i d ; emphasis added). 

I t i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Popper's thought that i n the 
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struggle between rationalism and i r r a t i o n a l i s m , he i s 
" e n t i r e l y on the side of rationalism" ( i b i d , 2 2 9 ) . There 
are only two options i n the resolution of c o n f l i c t : "one. 
i s the use of emotion, and ultimately of violence, and the 

j other i s the use of reason, of i m p a r t i a l i t y , of reasonable 
compromise" ( i b i d , 2 3 6 ) . Of course, none of this i s inten
ded to suggest, he adds, that he does not appreciate the 
difference between love and hate, or that he thinks that 
" l i f e would be worth l i v i n g without love", but simply 
"that no emotion, not even love, can replace the rule of  
i n s t i t u t i o n s c o n t r o l l e d by reason" ( i b i d ; emphasis added). 

Against the " i n t e l l e c t u a l i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of a mys
tic i s m which escapes into dreams and of an oracular p h i l o 
sophy which escapes into verbiage", Popper notes that 
rationalism i n general and modern science i n p a r t i c u l a r 
"enforces upon our i n t e l l e c t the d i s c i p l i n e of p r a c t i c a l  
t e s t s . S c i e n t i f i c theories can be tested by t h e i r p r a c t i  
c a l consequences" ( i b i d , 2 4 3 ; emphasis added). These are 
the c r u c i a l ingredients of what might best be described as 
Popper's combat-toughened conception of r a t i o n a l i t y . Though 
"the 'world' i s not r a t i o n a l , i t i s the task to r a t i o n a l i z e 
i t " . S i m i l a r l y , though our society may not be r a t i o n a l at 
t h i s time, 

. . . i t i s the task of the s o c i a l engi
neer to r a t i o n a l i z e i t . (This does not 
mean, of course, that he should 'direct' 
i t , or that c e n t r a l i z e d or c o l l e c t i v i s t 
'planning' i s desirable). Ordinary l a n 
guage i s not r a t i o n a l , but i t i s our task 
to r a t i o n a l i z e i t , or at l e a s t to keep up 
i t s standards of c l a r i t y . The attitude 
here characterized could be described as 
'pragmatic rationalism'. . . pragmatic 
rationalism may recognize that the world 
i s not r a t i o n a l , but demand that we sub
mit or subject i t to reason, as f a r as 
possible ( i b i d , 3 5 7 , note 1 9 ; emphasis i n 
o r i g i n a l ) . 
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The foregoing case against i r r a t i o n a l i s m constitutes 
one of Popper's most important reasons f o r adopting a po-

' s i t i o n he more t y p i c a l l y characterizes as " c r i t i c a l r a t i o 
nalism". He elaborates upon the merits of c r i t i c a l r a t i o 
nalism by contrasting i t with another v a r i e t y of rationalism 
which he l a b e l s " u n c r i t i c a l " or "comprehensive rationalism". 
Popper describes the l a t t e r p o s i t i o n as follows: 

U n c r i t i c a l or comprehensive rationalism 
• • • [ i s ] the attitude of the person 
who says 'I am not prepared to accept 
anything that cannot be defended by means 
of argument or experience' ( i b i d , 230). 

Popper's main objection to such an "excessive rationalism" 
i s that ultimately " i t tends to undermine i t s own position" 
and thereby contributes to an i r r a t i o n a l r e a c t i o n — t h e ana
logue of the alleged consequences of Hume's inductivism on 
epistemological disputes. 

Popper's b e l i e f that u n c r i t i c a l rationalism i s incon
s i s t e n t follows from the simple insight that "since a l l ar
gument must proceed from assumptions, i t i s p l a i n l y impos
s i b l e to demand that a l l assumptions should be based on ar
gument" ( i b i d , 230). Let us r e c a l l that t h i s was p r e c i s e l y 
Kant's point about needing to "deny knowledge i n order to 
make room f o r f a i t h " i n human freedom and autonomy. Seen 
i n this l i g h t , the demand that we discard whatever assump
tions that cannot be conclusively supported by argument or 
by experience i s analogous to the so-called paradox of the 
l i a r (that i s , to a sentence which asserts i t s own f a l s i t y ) . 
Popper sums up t h i s problem n i c e l y when he observes: 

U n c r i t i c a l rationalism i s therefore l o g i 
c a l l y untenable; and since a purely l o g i 
c a l argument can show t h i s , u n c r i t i c a l 
rationalism can be defeated by i t s own 
chosen weapon, argument ( i b i d ) . 

Popper's main concern i n pointing out the l o g i c a l l y 
untenable nature of comprehensive or u n c r i t i c a l rationalism 

I 
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c l e a r l y seems to be with preventing us from "expecting 
too much from reason" ( i b i d , 2 2 7 )• Though the r a t i o n a l i s t 
attitude i s pr i m a r i l y characterized by the importance of 
reason and argument, he i s quick to remind us that "neither 
l o g i c a l argument nor experience can establish" such a 
po s i t i o n ; "only those who are ready to consider argument 
or experience, and who have therefore adopted this a t t i 
tude already, w i l l be impressed by them" ( i b i d , 2 3 0 ; empha
si s added). Above a l l else, the c r i t i c a l r a t i o n a l i s t must 
embrace and advocate "a modest and s e l f - c r i t i c a l rationa
l ism"—one which recognizes i t s own assumptions and l i m i 
t ations. 

R a t i o n a l i s t s must never think of reason as " s e l f -
contained", but instead should recognize the fact that 
"the fundamental r a t i o n a l i s t attitude r e s u l t s from an (at 
l e a s t tentative) act of f a i t h — f r o m f a i t h i n reason" ( i b i d , 
2 3 1 ; emphasis added). In short, the decision to embrace 
the attitude of a c r i t i c a l r a t i o n a l i s t i s thus not a scien
t i f i c deduction but a profound moral choice. And as we 
have seen, Popper's choice amidst the chaos, carnage and 
b r u t a l i t y of the two World Wars was unhesitant: "I am a 
r a t i o n a l i s t because I see i n the attitude of reasonable
ness the only a l t e r n a t i v e to violence" (CR, 3 5 5 ) • 

C r i t i c s of Popper's so-called "decisionism" or non-
cognitivism" i n ethics would do well to remember the fa c t 
that just because arguments cannot determine such funda
mental choices, t h i s does not imply f o r him that "our 
choice cannot be helped by any kind of argument whatever" 
(OS, I I , 2 3 2 ; emphasis added).^ On the contrary, f o r 
Popper contends that 

whenever we are faced with a moral de
c i s i o n of a more abstract kind, i t i s 
most h e l p f u l to analyse c a r e f u l l y the 
consequences which are l i k e l y to r e s u l t 
from the alte r n a t i v e s between which we 
have to choose ( i b i d ) . 



- 166 -

Popper's l i n e of reasoning i n this respect bears a s t r i 
king s i m i l a r i t y to what Max Weber termed "an ethic of res
p o n s i b i l i t y " . 

Working from the assumption, which he, too, derived 
from Kant, that questions of fac t u a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n and 
those of e t h i c a l evaluation are " e n t i r e l y heterogeneous 
problems", Weber repeatedly i n s i s t e d that " i t can never 
be the task of an empirical science to provide binding 
norms and i d e a l s from which d i r e c t i v e s f o r immediate prac
t i c a l a c t i v i t y can be derived".^ Nonetheless, as Giddens 
r i g h t l y notes, " t h i s does not mean to say that empirical 
knowledge i s i r r e l e v a n t to the pursuit of values". Em
p i r i c a l knowledge gained through s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n 
can help us a great deal i n adjudicating the appropriate
ness, of a p a r t i c u l a r means to the achievement of a given 
end. Concretely, t h i s means that science can provide a 
basis f o r what he termed the " i n d i r e c t c r i t i c i s m " of an 
end as, f o r instance, being "impractical" i n a p a r t i c u l a r 
set of circumstances, or as e n t a i l i n g unforeseen conse
quences or hidden costs, and the l i k e . Moreover, the 
kind of l o g i c a l l y deductive analysis more frequently 
encountered i n the conduct of s c i e n t i f i c inquiry can 
also help people c l a r i f y the ends they a c t u a l l y hold by 
elaborating the hierarchy or axiology of t h e i r values 
r e l a t i v e to those of others. 

That much said, however, Weber vehemently opposed 
those who claimed that an empirical science can t e l l us 
what we should do. He "believed that such a confusion be
tween facts and standards or values was increasingly e v i 
dent i n the u n i v e r s i t i e s of h i s time and posed the gravest 
dangers to our a b i l i t y to make clear-sighted and respon
s i b l e choices of the normative c r i t e r i a by which to l i v e . 
For example, Weber f e l t the confusion between the two kinds 
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of analysis to be equally present i n theories of natural 
right as well as Marxist theories of the r a t i o n a l pro
gress of h i s t o r y ; whereas the former claimed that "what 
was normatively r i g h t was i d e n t i c a l . . . with the immu
tably existent", the l a t t e r held that the "normatively 
r i g h t " course of action was to be found i n "the i n e v i -
tably emergent"• 

Against both, Weber i n s i s t e d that 
The fate of an epoch which has eaten of 
the tree of knowledge i s that i t must 
know that we cannot le a r n the meaning 
of the world from the results of i t s 
analysis, be i t ever so perfect; i t 
must rather be i n a po s i t i o n to create 
t h i s meaning i t s e l f . . . .general 
views of the l i f e can never be the pro
ducts of increasing empirical knowledge, 
and that the highest i d e a l s , which move 
us most f o r c e f u l l y , are always formed 
only i n the struggle with other ideals 
which are just as sacred to others as 
ours are to us.• 

In his seminal lecture at the University of Munich i n 1918, 
" P o l i t i c s As A Vocation", Weber thus argued that 

we must be cl e a r about the fac t that a l l 
e t h i c a l l y oriented conduct may be guided 
by one of two fundamentally d i f f e r i n g 
and i r r e c o n c i l i a b l y opposed maxims: con
duct can be oriented to an 'ethic of u l t i 
mate ends' or to an 'ethic of responsi
b i l i t y . ° 

And the decisive point i n the contrast, Weber notes, i s 
that whereas the absolute ethic "just does not ask f o r 
'consequences'," the maxim of an ethic of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
i s that "one has to give an account of the foreseeable re-

q 
suits of one's action". As we s h a l l see i n the remainder 
of t h i s and the following chapter, such an ethic of res
p o n s i b i l i t y based on what Popper terms the "dualism of 
facts and standards" l i e s at the heart of his views on 
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the proper methodology of the s o c i a l sciences as well as 
his i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of l i b e r a l i s m ( c f . , OS, I I , 383-393) . 

i i 

In the c r u c i a l f i f t h chapter of The Open Society And  
It s Enemies, e n t i t l e d "Nature and Convention", Popper ar
gues that the c r i t i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n between "facts and de
c i s i o n s " i s absolutely "indispensible f o r a reasonable 
understanding of our s o c i a l environment" (OS, I, 67 ) . As 
one would expect from a thinker as Kantian i n outlook as 
Popper, the e t h i c a l and methodological dimensions of the 
dualism are deeply intertwined with each other—one, the 
warp, and the other, the weft of a boldly sculpted defense  
of the p o s s i b i l i t y of progress i n mind and society. Popper 
i n s i s t s that i t i s only by honouring and appreciating t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n between facts and decisions that we can gra
dually come to provide a more adequate and secure basis 
fo r the l i b e r a l t r a d i t i o n than previously i t has enjoyed. 
And t h i s feat i s , above a l l , to be achieved by learning 
the very most we can about the consequential analysis of 
society from the methodology of the natural sciences as 
he portrays i t . 

Thus, although i t i s impossible to demonstrate or 
"prove the Tightness of any e t h i c a l p r i n c i p l e , or even 
to argue i n i t s favour i n just the manner i n which we 
argue i n favour of a s c i e n t i f i c statement", Popper none-: 
theless i s at pains to remind us that, "the r a t i o n a l and ' 
imaginative analysis of the consequences of a moral theory" 
does i n f a c t possess "a c e r t a i n analogy i n s c i e n t i f i c me
thod" ( i b i d , I I , 238 and 233 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . In science as 
i n morals, 

we do not accept an abstract theory because 
i t i s convincing i n i t s e l f ; we rather decide 

I 
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to accept or reject i t a f t e r we have inves 
tigated those concrete and p r a c t i c a l conse 
quences which can be more d i r e c t l y tested by 
experience ( i b i d , 2 3 3 ; emphasis added). 

But, i n s p i t e of the obvious benefits of the analogy, Popper 
r i g h t l y emphasizes the fact that "there i s a fundamental 
difference" between s c i e n t i f i c and moral theories. Whereas 
i n deciding between r i v a l s c i e n t i f i c theories, our de
c i s i o n 

depends upon the r e s u l t of experiments, 
. . • [ i n the case of moral theories] we 
only confront . . . [ t h e i r ] consequences 
with our conscience. And while the ver
d i c t of experiments does not depend upon 
ourselves, the v e r d i c t of our conscience 
does ( i b i d ) . 

The major thrust of Popper's methodological prescrip
tions f o r the s o c i a l sciences i s , above a l l else, to keep 
this t y p i c a l l y Kantian tension between the p o t e n t i a l bene 
f i t s but l i m i t e d nature of s c i e n t i f i c method foremost i n 
mind. Time and again, we see him r u l i n g r i v a l methodologies 
and s o c i a l theories out of court, as i t were, f o r f a i l i n g 
to r e a l i z e that although "ethics i s not a science . . . 
[and that] there i s no 'rational s c i e n t i f i c basis' of 
ethics, there i s an e t h i c a l basis of science, and of r a t i o 
nalism" ( i b i d , 2 3 8 ; emphasis added). In r e f e r r i n g to an 
" e t h i c a l basis of science" i n this context, Popper means to 
draw our attention to a number of intimate connections that 
exist between underlying e t h i c a l and moral concerns, on the 
one hand, and the evaluation of r i v a l methodologies, and theo
r e t i c a l positions i n the s o c i a l sciences, on the other. Such 
connections recur i n his writings on the subject throughout 
his career. 

F i r s t , without the c r i t i c a l "dualism of facts and stan
dards" or decisions, nothing even vaguely resembling a l i 
beral t r a d i t i o n can be sustained. For, as Popper notes i n 

I 
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one of his clearest expositions of the matter, the 1961 
Addenda to The Open Society, 

. . . an ess e n t i a l part of t h i s t r a d i t i o n 
i s the recognition of the i n j u s t i c e that 
does exist i n this world, and the resolve 
to t r y to help those who are i t s victims. 
[But] t h i s means that there i s , or that 
there may be, a c o n f l i c t , or at l e a s t a 
gap, between facts and standards? facts 
may f a l l short of right (or v a l i d or true) 
s t a n d a r d s — e s p e c i a l l y those s o c i a l and po
l i t i c a l facts which consist i n the actual 
acceptance and enforcement of some code of 
ju s t i c e ( I I , 392). 

Thus, Popper contends that a l l monisms—that i s , the ten
dency towards reducing norms to f a c t s — a r e dangerous as 
well as mistaken ( c f . , OS, I, 73 and I I , 392-393). They 
are mistaken because time and again we f i n d s o c i e t i e s , par
t i c u l a r l y ( i f not exclusively) l i b e r a l ones, "searching f o r 
ever better standards" with which to run t h e i r a f f a i r s . 
And they are dangerous because they lead to "the i d e n t i f i 
c ation of standards with established might or with future 
r i g h t : i t leads to a moral positivism or to a moral h i s 
t o r i c ism " ( i b i d , I I , 393). 

More than anything else, t h i s conviction stands i n 
the foreground of Popper's extreme h o s i t i l i t y towards Hegel 
and a l l v a r i e t i e s of Hegelianism. As f a r as Popper i s con
cerned, Hegel's philosophy of id e n t i t y could not help but 
play "a major role i n the downfall of the l i b e r a l movement 
i n Germany" ( i b i d , 395)• In thus "contributing to h i s t o r i 
cism, and to an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of might and r i g h t , [Hegel] 
encouraged t o t a l i t a r i a n modes of thought" i n general and, 
by so doing, deserves nothing but the most scathing of re
bukes. 

A second and equally important reason f o r preserving 
the c r i t i c a l dualism of facts and standards i s that i t i s 
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an absolutely e s s e n t i a l precondition f o r the emergence of 
s o c i a l science i t s e l f . • No more than there are such things 
as "pure, untainted" observations or s i m i l a r "sources or 
foundations" to our knowledge, Popper i n s i s t s that "facts 
as such have no meaning; they can gain i t only through our 
decisions" ( I I , 228 - 2 2 9 ) . Thus, i t i s central to Popper's 
argument that only by maintaining this d i s t i n c t i o n with 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and methodical determination can "a t h e o r e t i 
c a l understanding of the difference between 'nature' and 
'society' develop" (OS^ I, 57). 

Popper contends that we owe i t to the generation of 
Protagoras—"the f i r s t of the great thinkers who c a l l e d 
themselves ' S o p h i s t s ' " — f o r the decisive discovery and 
understanding of the d i s t i n c t i o n at hand. According to 
Popper's reconstruction of the Western t r a d i t i o n , Protagoras 
and others of that "Great Generation which l i v e d i n Athens 
just before, and during, the Peloponnesian war" were f i n a l l y 
able to demystify the "magical attitude of a primitive t r i 
bal or 'closed' society" by formulating the doctrine that, 

human i n s t i t u t i o n s of language, custom, and 
law are not of the magical character of t a 
boos but man-made, not natural but conven
t i o n a l , i n s i s t i n g at the same time, that we 
are responsible f o r them(I, 185). 

By thus drawing our attention to the "need to d i s t i n g u i s h 
between two elements i n man's environment—his natural en
vironment and h i s s o c i a l environment", the Sophists were 
the f i r s t group of thinkers to grasp the c r u c i a l d i s 
t i n c t i o n between natural laws, or laws of nature, and nor 
mative laws, or prohibitions and commandments ( I , 57-61). 

Popper himself explains the d i s t i n c t i o n as follows: 
a natural law i s a description of a s t r i c t , 
unvarying r e g u l a r i t y which either i n fact 
holds i n nature. . . or does not hold . . . . 
A law of nature i s unalterable; there are 
no exceptions to i t . . . . Since laws of 
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nature are unalterable, they can be neither 
broken nor enforced. They are beyond human 
control although they may possibly be used 
• • • f o r technological purposes, and . . . 
we may get into trouble by not knowing them, 
or by ignoring them ( i b i d , 58). 

In contrast, normative laws are al t e r a b l e . Whether we 
encounter them i n the form of l e g a l enactments or as 
moral commandments, a normative law 

can be enforced by men. . . I t may be per
haps described as good or bad, ri g h t or 
wrong, acceptable or unacceptable; but only 
i n the metaphorical sense can i t be c a l l e d 
'true' or 'fa l s e ' , since i t does not des
cri b e a f a c t , but lays down directions f o r 
our behaviour. . . . I f a s i g n i f i c a n t nor
mative law i s observed, then t h i s i s always 
due to human c o n t r o l — t o human actions and 
decisions ( i b i d ) . 

Later i n hi s exposition, Popper explains that this i s not 
to say that a l l " s o c i a l laws" are "normative and man-
imposed" ( i b i d , 67)0 On the contrary, he continues by 
conceding that "there are important natural laws of 
s o c i a l l i f e " , such as those formulated by modern eco
nomics into theories of in t e r n a t i o n a l trade and the 
business cycle (03, I, 67). 

These, and other of what Popper here terms "so c i o l o 
g i c a l laws", are c l o s e l y connected, he t e l l s us, "with the 
functioning of s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s " ( i b i d , emphasis i n 
o r i g i n a l : c f . , Chapters 3 and 9). Such laws f o r Popper 
perform a ro l e i n s o c i a l l i f e "corresponding to the ro l e 
played i n mechanical engineering by, say, the p r i n c i p l e 
of the lever" ( i b i d ) . As i n the case of levers, i t i s 
only through i n s t i t u t i o n s that we can "achieve anything 
which goes beyond the power of our muscles" and i n d i 
v i d u a l c a p a c i t i e s . 

Pursuing the analogy further s t i l l , Popper writes, 
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Like machines, i n s t i t u t i o n s multiply our  
power, f o r good and e v i l * Like machines, 
they need i n t e l l i g e n t supervision by some
one who understands t h e i r way of f u n c t i o 
ning and most of a l l , t h e i r purposes . . . 
[and of the] s o c i a l r e g u l a r i t i e s which im 
pose l i m i t a t i o n s upon what can be achieved  
by i n s t i t u t i o n s ( I , 67; emphasis added). 

The point here being that since f o r a large proportion of 
our s o c i a l l i f e , both normative laws and s o c i a l r e g u l a r i 
t i e s are co-present and so c l o s e l y interwoven into the 
f a b r i c of i n s t i t u t i o n a l existence, i t i s absolutely impos
s i b l e to systematically improve t h e i r functioning and per
formance without being able to d i s t i n g u i s h between the two 
types of laws. There can be no doubt that the vast majo
r i t y of i n s t i t u t i o n s that exist are those which have arisen 
as "the undesigned re s u l t s of human actions. . ., [and] the 
i n d i r e c t r e s u l t s of purposive actions", but even i n these 
cases " t h e i r functioning depends, l a r g e l y , on the obser
vance of norms" ( i b i d , 63). 

Looking back over the h i s t o r i c a l development of Wes
tern thought, Popper underscores two main tendencies which 
have stood i n the way of adopting the kind of s c i e n t i f i c 
rationalism or c r i t i c a l dualism he advocates. The f i r s t , 
he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y describes as "a general tendency to
wards monism, . . . [ i . e . ] towards the reduction of norms 
to f a c t s " ( i b i d , 73). The second, he believes, l i e s deeper 
and perhaps even constitutes the background of the f i r s t ; 
Popper characterizes t h i s as 

our fear of admitting to ourselves that res
p o n s i b i l i t y f o r our e t h i c a l decisions i s en
t i r e l y ours and cannot be s h i f t e d to anybody 
else; neither to God, nor to nature, nor to 
society, nor to history ( i b i d ) . 

As seductive as we may f i n d c e r t a i n theories to be 
that promise to "take the burden from us", Popper i n s i s t s 
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emphatically that "we cannot shirk t h i s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y " . 
For whatever norms and authority we accept to l i v e by, 
" i t i s we who accept them".' I t i s sheer m y s t i f i c a t i o n 
and a dangerous s e l f - d e l u s i o n to think otherwise. But, 
just because "the realm of ends goes l a r g e l y beyond the 
power of s c i e n t i f i c argument", Popper argues emphatically 
that that does not mean that i t "goes altogether beyond 
the power of r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m " (CR, 359)• 

Between the naive monism that Popper finds most cha
r a c t e r i s t i c of "closed s o c i e t i e s " and the c r i t i c a l dualism 
(or c r i t i c a l conventionalism) of the "open society", there 
are a number of intermediate stages or steps i n the deve
lopment toward the kind of " r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n " and enlighten
ment he portrays. The greatest weakness of naive monism, 
i n which the d i s t i n c t i o n between natural and normative 
laws has yet to be made, i s that i t cannot d i f f e r e n t i a t e 
the "unpleasant experiences suffered i n the natural envi
ronment" from those i n t e n t i o n a l l y and unintentionally 
"imposed by other men" as sanctions or consequences of 
s o c i a l l i v i n g . In other words, i t leaves our adjustment 
to our environment at a completely random or ad hoc, and 
therefore i r r a t i o n a l , l e v e l of development. 

Popper a d d i t i o n a l l y points out that, within the naive  
monist stage, two other positions are worthy of note. The 
f i r s t he describes as naive naturalism, and the second and 
more important one as naive conventionalism. In the former 
stage, which Popper notes " i s only an abstract p o s s i b i l i t y 
which probably was never r e a l i z e d " , r e g u l a r i t i e s — w h e t h e r 
natural or conventional—are believed to be beyond any and 
a l l a l t e r a t i o n ( i b i d , 60). In the case of naive conven
tionalism, 

both natural and normative r e g u l a r i t i e s 
are experienced as expressions of, and 
as dependent upon, the decisions of man-
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l i k e Gods or demons. • . . I t i s understan
dable that those who think i n t h i s way 
may believe that even the natural laws 
are open to modifications, under c e r t a i n 
exceptional circumstances; that with the 
help of magical practices man may some
times influence them; and that natural 
r e g u l a r i t i e s are upheld by sanctions, as 
i f they were normative (OS, I, 60). 

Popper's own explanation of the actual breakdown of 
such "magical t r i b a l i s m " seems to equivocate, as b e f i t s 
a species of s c i e n t i f i c moralism, between m a t e r i a l i s t i c 
or s o c i o l o g i c a l and i d e a t i o n a l or subjective causes; i t 
s i m i l a r l y v a c i l l a t e s between descriptive and p r e s c r i p t i v e 
vocabularies and tones. For example, i n a passage imme
di a t e l y following the analysis of naive naturalism and 
naive conventionalism, Popper maintains that the break
down of magic t r i b a l i s m 

i s c l o s e l y connected with with the r e a l i 
zation that taboos are d i f f e r e n t i n various 
t r i b e s , that they are imposed and enforced 
by man, and that they may be broken without 
unpleasant repercussions i f one can only 
escape the sanctions imposed by one's f e l 
low-men. This r e a l i z a t i o n i s quickened 
when i t i s observed that laws are altered 
and made by human lawgivers ( i b i d ) . 

But e a r l i e r , i n his introductory remarks on Protagoras 
and the Sophists, he wrote that 

i t i s only a f t e r t h i s magical 'closed so
c i e t y ' has a c t u a l l y broken down that a 
t h e o r e t i c a l understanding of the d i f 
ference between 'nature' and 'society' 
can develop ( i b i d , 57). 

Whatever i t s s p e c i f i c causes, when this l a s t d i s 
t i n c t i o n i s c l e a r l y understood, on Popper's analysis, 
"a c r i t i c a l dualism, or c r i t i c a l conventionalism" can be 

To 
said to e x i s t . In order to avoid a number of t y p i c a l 
misunderstandings, Popper explains t h i s p o s i t i o n i n d e t a i l 
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as follows: 
C r i t i c a l dualism. • • asserts that norms 
and normative laws can he made and changed 
by man, more especially by a decision or 
convention to observe them or to a l t e r 
them, and that i t i s therefore man who i s  
morally responsible f o r them; . . . Norms 
are man-made i n the sense that we must 
blame nobody but ourselves f o r them; n e i 
ther nature, nor God. I t i s our business  
to improve them as much as we can^ i f we 
f i n d that they are objectionable . . . . 
Nature consists of facts and of r e g u l a r i 
t i e s , and i s i n i t s e l f neither moral nor 
immoral. I t i s we who impose our standards  
upon nature, and who i n this way introduce 
morals into the natural world, i n spite of 
the f a c t that we are part of t h i s world. • 
. r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , decisions, enter the 
world of nature only through us ( i b i d , 61; 
a l l emphasis added but the f i r s t ) . 

Popper goes to great lengths to d i s t i n g u i s h his v a r i e t y of 
c r i t i c a l conventionalism or "pragmatic rationalism" from 
the "fundamental misapprehension, . . . t h a t 'convention' 
implies ' a r b i t r a r i n e s s ' ; that i f we are free to choose any 
system of norms we l i k e , then one system i s just as good 
as any other" ( I , 64-65). 

Popper claims that nothing could be further from the 
truth than such r e l a t i v i s m and conceptual anarchism. A 
commitment to rationalism implies that 

there i s common medium of communication, a 
common language of reason; i t establishes 
something l i k e a moral o b l i g a t i o n towards 
that language, the o b l i g a t i o n to keep up i t s 
standards of c l a r i t y and to use i t i n such 
a way that i t can r e t a i n i t s function as a 
v e h i c l e of argument. . .; to use i t as an 
instrument of r a t i o n a l communication, of 
s i g n i f i c a n t information, rather than as a 
means of 'self-expression* . . . And i t 
implies the recognition that mankind i s  
united by the fact that our d i f f e r e n t  
mother tongues, i n so f a r as they are 
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r a t i o n a l , can be translated into one 
another. I t recognizes the unity of human 
reason (OS, I I , 239; emphasis added). 

As we s h a l l see i n the following chapter, the p o l i t i c a l im 
p l i c a t i o n s of t h i s e g a l i t a r i a n conception of reason—of 
reason as the universal medium of communication and s i g 
n i f i c a n t information—takes us to the heart and soul of 
Popper's l i b e r a l i s m ; f o r now, however, l e t us trace i t s 
ramifications through h i s proposals f o r the methodology 
of the s o c i a l sciences and the study of society. 

i i i 

In the t r a n s i t i o n between the exposition and his 
well-known c r i t i q u e of " h i s t o r i c i s t doctrines" i n The 
Poverty of Historicism, Popper h e l p f u l l y reminds the 
would-be student of s c i e n t i f i c method that 

there can be no doubt that, from the stand- . 
point of h i s t o r y although not of l o g i c , metho
dologies are usually by-products of philoso
p h i c a l views (PH, 54). 

We take i t that by now Popper's general philosophical 
views are known well enough to require l i t t l e further com
ment, so l e t us consider his major methodological prohi
b i t i o n s and injunctions d i r e c t l y i n t h e i r l i g h t . I t seems 
doubtful to me that the Poverty of Historicism deserves to 
"stand alongside Durkheim's Rules of S o c i o l o g i c a l Method o 

11 
Weber's Methodology of the S o c i a l Sciences". In terms of 
both i t s structure and i t s content, The Poverty of Histo 
ricism leaves a good deal of balance, r i g o r , and consisten 
cy to be desired i n comparison with the methodological dis 
cussions of Durkheim and Weber. But there can be l i t t l e 
doubt that of a l l the many facets of his thought, Popper's 
views on the l o g i c of the s o c i a l sciences have been neglec 
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ted the most. 
To a great extent, this neglect mirrors the scholarly 

response to several of the major problems of The Poverty, 
i t s e l f . I f , as Jarvie recently has argued, " i t has be
come an a n t i c l a s s i c : read but not praised; diffused but 

12 
not read; i n f l u e n t i a l but disparaged", this i n no small 
measure i s the book's or, more c o r r e c t l y , Popper's own 
f a u l t . Much to his c r e d i t , Popper himself grants as much. 
In his autobiography, f o r example, he writes, 

The Poverty of Historicism i s , I think, one 
of my stodgiest pieces of writing. Besides, 
a f t e r I had written the ten sections which 
form the f i r s t chapter, my whole plan broke  
down; section 10, on essentialism, turned 
out to puzzle my friends so much that I be
gan to elaborate i t ; and out of t h i s elabo
r a t i o n . . . there grew, or exploded, without 
any plan and against a l l plans, a t r u l y un
intended consequence, The Open Society. 
[Only] a f t e r i t had begun to take shape I 
cut i t out of The Poverty and reduced The  
Poverty to what was more or less i t s o r i g i 
n a l l y intended content ("IA", 90-91; empha
s i s added). 

Let us b r i e f l y review a few of the weaknesses that 
were the r e s u l t of t h i s admittedly "broken plan". F i r s t , 

i unlike the Logik der Forschung, The Poverty of Historicism 
does not begin with a problem but with a doctrine, h i s t o r i 
cism. Had he not employed such an eccentric construction 
of what "h i s t o r i c i s m " amounted to, then the lack of a clear
l y stated problem might not have been p a r t i c u l a r l y trouble
some. But the f a c t of the matter i s that he did, and one 
consequently has the impression of witnessing the summary 
cou r t - m a r t i a l l i n g and conviction of an entire b a t t a l i o n of 
only vaguely related troops or ideas. As Popper o r i g i n a l l y 
intended the term, "his t o r i c i s m " was every b i t as much a 

1 3 "struggle concept" as i t had been f o r F r i e d r i c h Meinecke. 
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Of course, there was a world of difference between the 
enemy and the nature of the struggle separating the two. 
Whereas f o r Meinecke, "historicism" represented a lauda
tory reaction against the excessively a r i d Cartesianism of 
18th century rationalism, f o r Popper, i t i n i t i a l l y "became 
a matter of concern because he held that i t "inspired both 
Marxism and fascism" ("IA", 80). 

I t seems doubtful that scholarly i n t e r e s t s and a 
clear e r understanding of successful problem-solving i n so
c i e t y have been well served by the fact that Popper's f o r 
mulation broke so r a d i c a l l y with more widely accepted usage. 
In f a c t , accepted usage had always linked the doctrine (what
ever else i t may have implied f o r p a r t i c u l a r writers) with 
the exact opposite of the p o s i t i o n Popper has portrayed. 
That i s , f o r Popper, h i s t o r i c i s m i s the doctrine that there 
are h i s t o r i c a l laws of s o c i a l development ( i n roughly the 
same sense that there are laws of nature), whereas most of 
those who have described themselves as h i s t o r i c i s t s follow 
Wilhelm Dilthey and others i n the t r a d i t i o n of the Geiste- 
swissenschaften. They thus drew an important d i s t i n c t i o n 
between natural science and the " h i s t o r i c a l " or " c u l t u r a l " 
sciences. 

For Dilthey, whereas the natural sciences are concerned 
with nomothetic or law-like, causal "explanation" (or erk- 
l a r e n ) , the Geisteswissenschaften are primarily to be under
stood as pursuing the systematic study of the "understan
dings" and meaningful dimension of human actions and s o c i a l 

14 

p r a c t i c e s . I t i s surely at once promising though i r o n i c 
that Popper has recently t r i e d to r e b u i l d a bridge between 
his doctrine of the "autonomous" and "objective" nature of 
the Third World and the "hermeneutics" of Dilthey and Col-

15 
lingwood. Had Popper been l e s s "whiggish" and c a v a l i e r i n 
his use of l a b e l s i n i n t e l l e c t u a l h i s t o r y and, above a l l , 
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i n drawing the i n i t i a l (strained) terms of discourse and 
debate with other t r a d i t i o n s of thought than his own, i t 
surely would have taken much less than three decades to 
get such an important dialogue o f f the ground. 

Another problem with The Poverty of Historicism l i e s 
i n i t s s t r u c t u r e — a problem raised but not explored by 
Popper's own s e l f - c r i t i c i s m . The work i t s e l f i s divided 
into four parts: 

Part I outlines " a n t i - n a t u r a l i s t i c " ob
j e c t i o n s to the extension of the l o g i c 
and methods of the natural sciences to 
the s o c i a l sciences; 

Part II outlines some " p r o - n a t u r a l i s t i c " 
p a r a l l e l s between the methods of the 
natural sciences and the s o c i a l sciences; 

Parts I I I and IV s u p e r f i c i a l l y (that i s , 
by t h e i r title's] - seem as though they are 
both going to be c r i t i c i s m s of the "pro-
and a n t i - n a t u r a l i s t i c " arguments presen
ted i n Parts I and II respectively. 

But, as J a r v i e r e l u c t a n t l y admits, "the p a r a l l e l one hopes 
16 

fo r i s not quite there i n the text". To be more s p e c i f i c , 
i n Part I, ten arguments are advanced as to why the s o c i a l 
sciences cannot follow the methodological prescriptions 
of the natural sciences; but i n Part I I I , we f i n d only 
eight sections, few of which s p e c i f i c a l l y address the claims 
and positions encountered i n Part I. Instead, of the eight 
sections i n Part I I I , we f i n d two containing the essence of 
Popper's own p o s i t i v e p o s i t i o n on the l o g i c of the s o c i a l 
sciences (sections 19 and 20); two on utopianism that have 
more to do with points raised i n Part II (sections 15-17); 
one ( s e c t i o n 25) c r i t i c i z i n g the arguments encountered i n 
section 2 on experimental design; and one (section 26) c r i 
t i c i z i n g the views concerning generalization raised i n the 
f i r s t s ection of the book. In short, the other sections on, 
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f o r example, novelty, complexity, and inexactitude do 
not receive p a r a l l e l sections of c r i t i c i s m . To a large 
extent, the same asymmetry and problem of inconsistency 
i s evident i n the structure of Parts II and IV as well. 
(Please see the thematic schema on the following page). 

Confronted with these and several other s t r u c t u r a l 
problems i n the book i t s e l f , Jarvie has proposed, as part 
of his l a r g e r campaign to raise i t s status to that of a 
" c l a s s i c " i n the l i t e r a t u r e , that we restructure The Po-

T7 

verty along "the same l i n e s as Logik der Forschung". 
In t h i s l i g h t , we i n i t i a l l y want to answer the question 
of "what problem does the work address?" And J a r v i e 
r i g h t l y r e p l i e s that i t i s : "what are the methods of 
the s o c i a l sciences?" More s p e c i f i c a l l y , Jarvie suggests 
that Popper's two main questions i n The Poverty were: 

How, i f at a l l , do the methods of the s o c i a l 
sciences d i f f e r from the methods of the 
natural sciences? [And] how do the answers 
to these questions bear on (then) current 
s o c i a l problems, including war and post-war 
reconstruction? «° 

' In l i g h t of Popper's own r e c o l l e c t i o n s of the mid and 
l a t e 1930s, such a proposal seems to be on secure enough 
ground (see Popper's " H i s t o r i c a l Note" prefacing the book 
as well as section 24 of his autobiography). But Jarvie's 

V l a r g e r e f f o r t t o discover more consistency and r i g o r i n the 
book than i t exhibits on i t s own by catching "glimpses" of 
i t s "subtext [evidenced] ( i n notes and asides) than on the 

19 
surface", i s a dubious and, at any rate, a completely un
necessary exegetical strategy. For, i n point of f a c t , 
Popper has advanced his views on the l o g i c and methodology 
of the s o c i a l sciences on a number of occasions with a 
great deal more c l a r i t y , consistency, and force than i n 
The Poverty of H i s t o r i c i s m . I believe that several of h i s 
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Thematic Structure of The Poverty of 20 
Historicism 

Part I: Anti-Naturalis t i c Part I I I : C r i t i c i s m s of 
Doctrines of H i s t o r i c i s m Anti-- N a t u r a l i s t i c Doctrines 

1. Generalization (see 26). 19. P r a c t i c a l Aims of t h i s 
t h i s C r i t i c i s m . 

2. Experiment (see 25). 20. The Technological 
Approach to Sociology. 

3. Novelty. 2 1. Piecemeal vs. Utopian 
S o c i a l Engineering 

4. Complexity. (see 15 and 17). 

5. Inexactitude of Prediction. 22. The Unholy A l l i a n c e 
with Utopianism (see 16). 

6. O b j e c t i v i t y and Valuation. 23. C r i t i c i s m of Holism (see 7 

7. Holism. 24. The H o l i s t i c Theory of 
S o c i a l Experiments. 

8. I n t u i t i v e Understanding. 25. The V a r i a b i l i t y of I n t u i t i v e Understanding. 
Experimental Conditions 

9. Quantitative Methods. (see 2). 

10. Essentialism vs. Nominalism. 26. Are Generalizations 
Confined to Periods (see 1 

Part I I : P r o - N a t u r a l i s t i c Part IV: C r i t i c i s m of Pro-
Doctrines of H i s t o r i c i s m N a t u r a l i s t i c Doctrines 

11. Comparison with Astronomy. 
Long-term Forecasts and 
Large-Scale Forecasts. 

12. The Observational Basis. 

13» S o c i a l Dynamics. 

14. H i s t o r i c a l Laws. 

15. H i s t o r i c a l Prophecy vs. 
S o c i a l Engineering. 

16. The Theory of H i s t o r i c a l 
Development. 

17. Interpreting vs. Planning 
S o c i a l Change. 

18. Conclusion of Analysis. 

27. Is There a Law of Evo
lution? Laws and Trends 
(see 14). 

28. The Method of Reduction. 
Causal Explanation. 
P r e d i c t i o n and Prophecy 
(see 11). 

29. The Unity of Method 
(see 12). 

30. Theoretical and Histo
r i c a l Sciences (see 14, 
15, 16). 

31. S i t u a t i o n a l Logic i n 
History. H i s t o r i c a l 
Interpretation. 

32. The I n s t i t u t i o n a l Theory 
of Progress (see 6). 

33. Conclusion. The Emotional 
Appeal of H i s t o r i c i s m . 
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lectures and addresses on the subject prove to he much more 
f r u i t f u l sources of information and perspective than The  
Poverty does about Popper's philosophy of s o c i a l science. 
For whatever reasons, c r i t i c s and proponents a l i k e of 
Popper's s o c i a l theory have not appreciated this fact with 
any seriousness or r e g u l a r i t y . 

i v 

Popper's most systematic and detailed exposition of 
his thinking about the s o c i a l sciences i s to be found i n 
his address, "Twenty-Seven Theses and A Few Thoughts On 
the Logic of the S o c i a l Sciences", which he delivered to 
a 1961 meeting of the German S o c i o l o g i c a l Association i n 
Tubingen. Very b r i e f l y condensed, Popper's argument runs 
as follows. F i r s t (theses 1-3), and r e f l e c t i n g his p r i 
mary commitments to both f a l l i b i l i s m and the dynamic 
growth of knowledge, Popper asserts that the l o g i c of any 
inquiry must be able to c l a r i f y "the relations between our 
remarkable and constantly increasing knowledge and our con
stantly increasing i n s i g h t that we r e a l l y know nothing" 
("LSS", 88). In other words, the l o g i c of the knowledge 
"has to discuss t h i s tension between knowledge and igno 
rance" ( i b i d ; emphasis added). 

With his 4th thesis, Popper t e l l s us, "we have arri v e d 
at the heart of our topic". Popper expresses the matter as 
follows: 

Knowledge does not s t a r t from perceptions 
or observations or the c o l l e c t i o n of data 
or f a c t s , but i t s t a r t s , rather, from prob 
lems. . . No knowledge without problems; 
but "also, no problems without knowledge. 
But t h i s means that knowledge s t a r t s from 
the tension between knowledge and ignorance. 
Thus we might say not only, no problems 
without knowledge; but also, no problems 

I 
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without ignorance. For each problem 
arises from the discovery that something 
i s not i n order with our supposed know
ledge ( i b i d ; emphasis added). 

Anyone even f a i n t l y f a m i l i a r with John Dewey's writings on 
cognition and s c i e n t i f i c method w i l l c e r t a i n l y be struck by 
the s i m i l a r i t y of Popper's remarks i n t h i s context and those 
of that great pioneer of American pragmatism, especially 
those concerning the "tensional" nature of knowledge and 
the evolutionary dimension of problem-solving a c t i v i t y . 

The emphasis i n the preceding thesis on the problems 
that l i f e continually poses f o r us colours a l l of Popper's 
other pronouncements on the l o g i c of the s o c i a l sciences. 
Bearing this i n mind, that "the o r i g i n of l i f e and the 
o r i g i n of problems coincide" ("IA", 142; emphasis added), 
Popper thus observes i n the 5th thesis: 

As i n a l l other sciences, we are i n the s o c i a l 
sciences, either successful, i n t e r e s t i n g or 
d u l l , f r u i t f u l or u n f r u i t f u l , i n exact propor
t i o n to the si g n i f i c a n c e or i n t e r e s t of the 
problems we are concerned with; and also, of 
course, i n exact proportion to the honesty, 
directness, and s i m p l i c i t y with which we tackle 
these problems. In a l l t h i s we are i n no way 
confined to t h e o r e t i c a l problems. . . . [And] 
i n a l l cases, without exception, i t i s the 
character and the quality of the problem—and 
also of course the boldness and o r i g i n a l i t y of 
the suggested solution—which determine the  
value, or the lack of value, of a s c i e n t i f i c  
achievement ("LSS", 88-89; emphasis added). 

Observations on such an account thus always "plays a p a r t i 
cular r o l e " , that of creating (or as he says i n the Logik  
der Forschung, of "motivating") a new problem s i t u a t i o n by 
clashing with c e r t a i n conscious or unconscious expectations 
we have about our environment. 

Popper i s now i n a well grounded p o s i t i o n to propose 
what he designates as "my main thesis". In essence, t h i s 
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(the 6th) thesis represents Popper's general demand f o r a 
unity of s c i e n t i f i c method i n a l l s c i e n t i f i c areas of i n 
quiry, the r a t i o n a l or c r i t i c a l approach to problem-solving* 
In Popper's own words, 

The methodology of the s o c i a l sciences, l i k e  
that of the natural sciences, consists i n 
t r y i n g out tentative solutions to c e r t a i n 
problems. . • Solutions are proposed and c r i 
t i c i z e d . I f a proposed solu t i o n i s not open  
to pertinent c r i t i c i s m then i t i s excluded as  
u n s c i e n t i f i c , although perhaps only tempo-
r a r i l y ( i b i d , 89: emphasis added). 

Popper continues by noting that i f an attempted solu t i o n 
to a problem withstands c r i t i c i s m , "we accept i t tempo
r a r i l y ; and we accept i t , above a l l , as worthy of being 
further discussed and c r i t i c i z e d " ( i b i d ) . In short, the 
method of a l l bona f i d e science i s "one of tentative at
tempts to solve our problems; by conjectures which are  
controlled by severe c r i t i c i s m " ( i b i d , 89-90; emphasis 
added). Herein l i e s the r i g h t blend of imagination and 
s e n s i t i v i t y to c r i t i c a l standards against which we can 
compare the " s u r v i v a l value" of d i f f e r e n t sets of ideas 
and theories to the growth of knowledge. 

This conception of s c i e n t i f i c method as an unending 
i series of conjectures being controlled by severe c r i t i c i s m s 

takes us to the center of Popper's thinking concerning ob
j e c t i v i t y i n the s o c i a l sciences. In f a c t , Popper observes, 
the o b j e c t i v i t y of science l i e s i n nothing other than 

the o b j e c t i v i t y of the c r i t i c a l method. , 
This means, above a l l , that no theory i s  
beyond attack by c r i t i c i s m ; and further, 
that the main instrument of l o g i c a l c r i 
t i c i s m — t h e l o g i c a l c o n t r a d i c t i o n — i s ob
j e c t i v e ( i b i d , 90; emphasis added). 

In e x p l i c a t i n g the "basic idea which l i e s behind ray central 
t h e s i s " , Popper s p e c i f i c a l l y refers us to Kant's thought yet 
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once again. Indeed, elsewhere Popper has written that 
"the c r i t i c a l rationalism (and also the c r i t i c a l empiri
cism) which I advocate merely puts the f i n i s h i n g touch 
to Kant's c r i t i c a l philosophy" (CR, 27). The crux of the 
connection i n the present context seems to he that i n 
Kant's thought, p a r t i c u l a r l y his e t h i c a l and moral theory, 
we encounter a systematic framework and paradigm fo r the 
c r i t i c a l search f o r error ( i b i d , 26). In r e a l i z i n g the 
ever-present tension between knowledge and ignorance and 
that our knowledge i s always tentative, Kant paved the 
way f o r our own appreciation of the f a c t that, 

the only way of ' j u s t i f y i n g ' our knowledge 
i s i t s e l f merely p r o v i s i o n a l , f o r i t con
s i s t s i n c r i t i c i s m or, . . . an appeal to 
the fact that so f a r our attempted solutions 
appear to withstand even our most severe 
attempts at c r i t i c i s m . 

There i s no p o s i t i v e j u s t i f i c a t i o n : no 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n that goes beyond th i s ("LSS", 
90). 

Popper i s quick to contrast such a methodological 
and ultimately i n s t i t u t i o n a l view of o b j e c t i v i t y with a. 
number of other viewpoints. Foremost among these i s 
"the misguided and erroneous methodological approach of. 
naturalism or scientism" ( i b i d ) . The major flaw i n such 
an approach i s that i t recommends that the s o c i a l sciences 
imitate a pseudo - s c i e n t i f i c methodology. In f a c t , Popper 
charges that naturalism and scientism are not only "based 
on a misunderstanding of the methods of the natural sciences" 
— t h e major s i n of " n a t u r a l i s t i c " v a r i e t i e s of h i s t o r i c i s m — 
but " a c t u a l l y on a myth. . . . the myth of the inductive 
character of the methods of the natural sciences, and of 
the character of the o b j e c t i v i t y of the natural sciences" 
("LSS", 91). What Popper here refers to as "misguided 
naturalism" recommends that we 
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begin with observations and measurements; 
thi s means, f o r instance, begin by c o l l e c 
t i n g s t a t i s t i c a l data; proceed, next, by 
induction to generalizations and to the 
formation of theories. I t i s suggested 
that i n t h i s way you w i l l approach the 
i d e a l of s c i e n t i f i c o b j e c t i v i t y . . . . 
For an objective science must be 'value-
free'; that i s , independent of any value 
judgement ( i b i d , 90-91). 

In his 11th thesis, Popper f l a t l y rejects such an i d e a l of 
o b j e c t i v i t y i n the natural sciences. I t i s a serious mis
take , he declares, 

to assume that the o b j e c t i v i t y of a science 
depends upon the o b j e c t i v i t y of the scien
t i s t . And i t i s a mistake to believe that 
the attitude of the natural s c i e n t i s t i s 
more objective than that of the s o c i a l 
s c i e n t i s t . The natural s c i e n t i s t i s just  
as partisan as other people, and unless he 
belongs to the few who are constantly pro
ducing new ideas, he i s , unfortunately, 
often very biased, favouring his pet ideas 
i n a one-sided and partisan manner ( i b i d , 
95; emphasis added). 

In a more p o s i t i v e and constructive vein, Popper continues 
i n the 12th thesis by noting that o b j e c t i v i t y i s not a 

matter of the i n d i v i d u a l s c i e n t i s t s but 
rather the s o c i a l r e s u l t of t h e i r mutual  
c r i t i c i s m , of the f r i e n d l y - h o s t i l e d i  
v i s i o n "of* labour among s c i e n t i s t s , of 
t h e i r competition. [And] f o r t h i s rea
son, i t depends, i n part, upon a number  
of s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l circumstances 
which make t h i s c r i t i c i s m possible ( i b i d ; 
emphasis added). 

In both the "Logic of the S o c i a l Sciences" and chap
ter 23 of the second volume of The Open Society and I t s  
Enemies, Popper also contrasts such a conception of ob
j e c t i v i t y with the so-called sociology of knowledge. In 
his 13th t h e s i s , f o r instance, Popper contends that pro-
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ponents of the l a t t e r approach try "to explain the objec
t i v i t y of science by the attitude of impersonal detach
ment of i n d i v i d u a l s c i e n t i s t s , and a lack of o b j e c t i v i t y 
i n terms of the s o c i a l habitat of the s c i e n t i s t " ("LSS", 
95-96). In other words, the sociology of knowledge "looks 
upon science or knowledge as a process i n the mind or 'con
sciousness' of the i n d i v i d u a l s c i e n t i s t " — t h e i n d i v i d u a l ' s 
achievement of i m p a r t i a l i t y (OS, I I , 217). Not only, Popper 
charges, does such an approach completely miss what he be
li e v e s to be the "decisive point" that " o b j e c t i v i t y rests 
upon pertinent mutual c r i t i c i s m " , but i r o n i c a l l y and more 
importantly, " i t also shows an astounding f a i l u r e to under
stand p r e c i s e l y i t s main subject, the s o c i a l aspects of  
knowledge, or rather, of s c i e n t i f i c method ( i b i d ; emphasis 

| added). ' 
Over the years, Popper has emphasized d i f f e r e n t aspects 

of this s o c i a l dimension of o j b e c t i v i t y and s c i e n t i f i c me
thod depending upon the t a s k — o r perceived dangers—at hand. 
In the 1960s, f o r instance, he argued that 

O b j e c t i v i t y can only be explained i n terms 
of s o c i a l ideas such as competition (both 
of i n d i v i d u a l s c i e n t i s t s and of various 
schools); t r a d i t i o n (mainly the c r i t i c a l 
t r a d i t i o n ) ; s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s ( f o r i n 
stance, p u b l i c a t i o n i n various competing 
journals and • . • publishers; discussion 
at congresses); the power of the state 
( i t s tolerance of free discussion) ("LSS", 
96). 

E a r l i e r , during the mid-1940s when The Open Society f i r s t 
appeared, Popper's main target was to d i s c r e d i t the pu
tati v e analogy with o b j e c t i v i t y i n the natural sciences that 
he f e l t was wrongly being advanced by s o c i o l o g i s t s of know
ledge and many Marxists. Thus, he observed, that " s c i e n t i 
f i c o b j e c t i v i t y can be described as the i n t e r - s u b j e c t i v i t y 
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of s c i e n t i f i c method" (OS, I I , 217; emphasis added). Popper 
then proceeded to single out two aspects of natural science 
f o r p a r t i c u l a r attention. Taken together, he writes, "they 
constitute what I may term the 'public character of scien
t i f i c method'" (OS, I I , 218). F i r s t , he notes, 

f 
• • •, there i s something approaching free  
c r i t i c i s m . • • . the s c i e n t i f i c a t titude  
means c r i t i c i z i n g everything; and they are 
l i t t l e deterred even by a u t h o r i t i e s . Se
condly, s c i e n t i s t s try to avoid t a l k i n g at  
cross-purposes. . . . They try very serious
l y to speak one and the same language, even 
i f they use d i f f e r e n t mother tongues ( i b i d ; 
emphasis added). 

These two c r i t e r i a at once suggest to Popper a normative 
standard according to which one can evaluate and compare the 
performance of s o c i a l science as a whole as well as p a r t i 
cular f i e l d s of i n t e r e s t or d i s c i p l i n e s within i t . In ge
ner a l , Popper remarks, "the s o c i a l sciences have not yet 
f u l l y attained [the] p u b l i c i t y of method" most characteris
t i c of the natural sciences ( i b i d , 221). In the l a t t e r , 
s c i e n t i s t s avoid " t a l k i n g at cross-purposes", above a l l else, 
"by recognizing experience as the impartial a r b i t e r of. t h e i r 
controversies". Popper continues t h i s c r u c i a l t r a i n of 
thought as follows: 

When speaking of 'experience' I have i n mind 
experience of a 'public' character, l i k e ob
servations and experiments, as opposed to ex
perience i n the sense of more 'private' aesthetic 
or r e l i g i o u s experience; and an experience i s 
'public' i f everybody who takes the trouble can 
repeat i t . In order to avoid speaking at cross-
purposes, s c i e n t i s t s try to express t h e i r theo 
r i e s i n such a form that they can be tested, i . e . 
refuted (or else corroborated) by such experience 
( i b i d , 218; emphasis added). 

The fact that p a r t i c u l a r judgements or i n d i v i d u a l s are 
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" p a r t i a l or even cranky" cannot be avoided, Popper notes, 
and i n any case, w i l l not "seriously disturb the working 
of various s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s which have been designed to 
further s c i e n t i f i c o b j e c t i v i t y and c r i t i c i s m " ( i b i d ; empha
s i s i n o r i g i n a l ) . For Popper, this dimension of the objec
t i v i t y of science i n fa c t 

shows what can be achieved by i n s t i t u t i o n s 
designed to make public control possible, and 
by the open expression of public opinion, even 
i f t h i s i s l i m i t e d to a c i r c l e of s p e c i a l i s t s . 
Only p o l i t i c a l power, when i t i s used to sup
press free c r i t i c i s m , or when i t f a i l s to pro
tect i t , can impair the functioning of these 
i n s t i t u t i o n s , on which a l l progress, s c i e n t i 
f i c , technological, and p o l i t i c a l , ultimately 
depends ( i b i d ) . 

Throughout h i s career, such a view also has translated 
into a ( t r a d i t i o n a l l y p o s i t i v i s t ) hierarchy of d i f f e r e n t 
bodies of knowledge within the s o c i a l sciences. For i n 
stance, i n his 8th thesis, Popper laments what he believes 
to be the postwar reversal of the proper relationship be
tween sociology and anthropology. Whereas before the Second 
World War, the former was "regarded as a general t h e o r e t i c a l 
s o c i a l science, comparable, perhaps, with t h e o r e t i c a l phy
s i c s " , and the l a t t e r was "regarded as a very s p e c i a l kind 
of s o c i o l o g y — a d e s c r i p t i v e sociology of primitive s o c i e t i e s " , 
i n the 1960s Popper laments " t h i s relationship has been com
p l e t e l y reversed" ("LSS", 91). Popper continues by noting 
that, 

S o c i a l anthropology has been promoted from 
an applied descriptive d i s c i p l i n e to a key 
t h e o r e t i c a l science and the anthropologist 
has been elevated from a modest and somewhat 
short-sighted descriptive fieldworker to a 
far-seeing and profound s o c i a l t h e o r i s t and 
depth-psychologist. [Whereas] the former 
t h e o r e t i c a l s o c i o l o g i s t . . . must be happy 
to f i n d employment as a fieldworker and a 
s p e c i a l i s t ( i b i d , 92). 
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Popper emphatically i n s i s t s that such a reversal i n the re
la t i o n s between ..sociology and anthropology i s a prime exam
ple of the v i c t o r y of pseudo-scientific method i n the s o c i a l 
sciences. I t not only represents yet another example of the 
triumph of the erroneous, ultimately behaviouristic i d e a l 
of s c i e n t i f i c o b j e c t i v i t y outlined above but, more s i g n i f i 
cantly, i t r e f l e c t s the influence of a deep-seated and per
nicious mixture of h i s t o r i c a l and s o c i o l o g i c a l r e l a t i v i s m s . 
H i s t o r i c a l r e l a t i v i s m represents the claim "that there i s 
no objective truth but instead merely truths f o r this or 
that age", while s o c i o l o g i c a l r e l a t i v i s m "teaches that 
there are truths of sciences f o r thi s or that class or 
group or profession, such as pr o l e t a r i a n science and bour
geois science" ( i b i d , 95). 

There can be l i t t l e doubt that of the remaining s o c i a l 
sciences, economics receives pride of f i r s t place. Nor 
should t h i s come as any surprise i n the case of a thinker 
such as Popper, who spent h i s youth at the University o f 

21 
Vienna, the c i t a d e l of Austrian marginalism. At le a s t 
" i n a part of modern economics", he notes i n The Open Society, 
d i f f e r e n t researchers " t r y very seriously to speak one and 
the same language, even i f they use d i f f e r e n t mother tongues" 
(OS, I I , 218). They thus come much closer than t h e i r coun
terparts i n other f i e l d s of s o c i a l inquiry to the type of 
" p u b l i c i t y of method" that i s most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the 
progress and growth of knowledge i n the natural sciences. 
In f a c t , Popper's 25th thesis on the "Logic of the S o c i a l 
Sciences" begins with the proposition (to be discussed 
shortly) that, "The l o g i c a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n of economics c u l 
minates i n a r e s u l t which can be applied to a l l s o c i a l 
sciences" ("LSS", 102). • 

As f o r psychology, i t w i l l probably come as no sur
pr i s e either, i n l i g h t of his e a r l i e r epistemological c'ri-.. 
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tique of psychologism, to f i n d him arguing i n the present 
methodological context that 

i t i s impossible to explain society exclu
s i v e l y i n psychological terms, or to reduce 
i t to psychology. Thus we cannot look upon 
psychology as the basis of the s o c i a l 
sciences ( i b i d , 101; 22nd t h e s i s ) . 

In The Open Society, Popper s p e c i f i c a l l y contrasts the 
views of J . S. M i l l and Marx i n terms of thi s issue. On 
Popper's analysis, M i l l believed that "the study of so
ci e t y , i n the l a s t analysis, must be reducible to psycho
logy, that the laws of h i s t o r i c a l development must be ex
p l i c a b l e i n terms of human nature, of the 'laws of the 
mind' and, i n p a r t i c u l a r , of i t s progressiveness" (OS, I I , 
88; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . Although M i l l ' s psychologism 
was not without i t s v i r t u e s — e s p e c i a l l y i t s opposition to 
holism and "methodological co l l e c t i v i s m " — P o p p e r contends 
that i t ultimately leads us to the temptation of adopting 
h i s t o r i c i s t methods. That i s to say, "The attempt to re
duce the facts of our s o c i a l environment to psychological 
facts forces us into speculations about ori g i n s and develop
ments'^ i b i d , 92). Ultimately, psychologism i s forced to 
operate, "whether i t l i k e s i t or not, . . . with the idea 
of a beginning of society" and with the mythical, dogmatic 
idea of a pr e s o c i a l human nature and psychology ( i b i d , 93) • 

Popper claims that i t was "perhaps the greatest achieve
ment of Marx as a s o c i o l o g i s t " to have successfully chal
lenged such psychologism. C i t i n g his well-known preface 
to A Contribution to a Criti q u e of P o l i t i c a l Economy (1859) 
to the e f f e c t that, " I t i s not the consciousness of man 
that determines his exi s t e n c e — r a t h e r , i t i s his s o c i a l 
existence that determines his consciousness", Popper ar
gues that Marx r i g h t l y understood that 

I 
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I f a reduction i s to be attempted at a l l , 
i t would be ...more hopeful to attempt a 
reduction or i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of psychology 
i n terms of sociology than the other way 
around (OS, I I , 93). 

Of course, Popper concedes, our s o c i a l environment i s "man-
made i n a c e r t a i n sense; that i t s i n s t i t u t i o n s and t r a d i 
tions are neither the work of God nor of nature; but the 
results of human actions and decisions" ( i b i d ) . But t h i s 
c e r t a i n l y does not mean "that they are a l l consciously de
signed, and explicable i n terms of needs, hopes or motive". 
On the contrary, Popper exclaims i n the s p i r i t of Adam Fer
guson and John M i l l a r , among others, 

even those which a r i s e as the r e s u l t of 
conscious and i n t e n t i o n a l human actions 
are, as a rule, the i n d i r e c t , the unin 
tended and often unwanted by-products of  
such actions ( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Indeed, the r e a l i z a t i o n that this i s the case constitutes 
what Popper repeatedly describes as the "main task of the 
explanatory s o c i a l sciences" (ibid,94)« Before examining 
t h i s claim i n greater d e t a i l , l e t us f i r s t discuss Popper's 
conception of the nature of theories. 

v 

In theses 14-21 of his address to the German Sociolo
g i c a l Association, Popper outlines the l o g i c a l a t t r i b u t e s 
of the c r i t i c a l approach to the methodology of the s o c i a l 
sciences. Popper's task i n these arguments i s therefore 
to illuminate his e a r l i e r claim that " o b j e c t i v i t y l i e s i n 
the o b j e c t i v i t y of the c r i t i c a l method" ("LSS", 90). As 
one might expect i n l i g h t of our e a r l i e r discussion, Popper's 
point of departure here i s reminiscent of Weber's and, of 
course before him, of Kant's: 
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What i s possible and what i s important and 
what lends science i t s special character i s 
not the elimination of e x t r a - s c i e n t i f i c i n 
terests but rather the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n be 
tween the interests which do not belong to  
the search f o r truth and the purely scien 
t i f i c i n t e r e s t i n truth ( i b i d , 96; emphasis 
added). 

Thus, Popper i n s i s t s that i n a "pertinent s c i e n t i f i c d i s 
cussion" , we must do everything i n our power to d i s t i n 
guish between the following two sorts of questions: 

(1) The question of the truth of an asser
t i o n ; the question of i t s relevance, of i t s 
i n t e r e s t and of i t s si g n i f i c a n c e r e l a t i v e 
to the problems i n which we are interested. 
(2) The question of i t s relevance and of i t s 
i n t e r e s t and of i t s significance f o r various 
e x t r a - s c i e n t i f i c problems, f o r example, prob-
lems of human welfare, or the quite d i f f e r e n t 
l y structured problem of national defence. . . 
( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

In short, Popper maintains that one of the primary tasks 
of s c i e n t i f i c c r i t i c i s m and a t r u l y s c i e n t i f i c discussion 
i s "to f i g h t against the confusion of value-spheres and, 
i n p a r t i c u l a r , to separate e x t r a - s c i e n t i f i c evaluations 
from questions of truth" ( i b i d , 97; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

None of which i s to say that the task w i l l be an easy 
one. In f a c t , Popper holds that just the opposite i s the 
case. For not only are "our motives and even our purely 
s c i e n t i f i c i d e a l s , . . . deeply anchored i n extra-scien
t i f i c and, i n part, i n r e l i g i o u s evaluations", but more 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y , our commitments to o b j e c t i v i t y and "value-
freedom" (or freedom from such attachments) "are themselves 
values" ( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . Popper i s the f i r s t 
to acknowledge the a i r of paradox i n a l l t h i s , but claims 
that i t "disappears quite of i t s own accord" provided we 
continue to "point out confusions of value and to separate  
purely s c i e n t i f i c value problems of truth, relevance, sim-
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p l i c i t y , and so f o r t h , from e x t r a - s c i e n t i f i c problems" 
( i b i d , 97-98; emphasis added). Popper sums up the con
tr a s t between his approach to the problem of o b j e c t i v i t y 
and values i n s c i e n t i f i c inquiry and the s c i e n t i s t i c or 
n a t u r a l i s t i c view singled out f o r c r i t i c i s m above as 
follows: 

. • • the 'objective' or 'value-free' 
s c i e n t i s t i s hardly the i d e a l s c i e n t i s t . 
Without passion we can achieve n o t h i n g — 
c e r t a i n l y not i n pure science. The phrase 
•the passion f o r truth* i s no mere meta
phor ( i b i d , 97). 

I t i s p r e c i s e l y i n i t s capacity of d i s c i p l i n i n g bur 
passion and i n t e l l e c t , of r e l a t i n g the consequences of 
what we currently know about the world to that which we 
believe l i e s i n the as yet unknown future, that deductive 
l o g i c comes to play such a prominent role i n Popper's metho
dol o g i c a l writings. In his 15th thesis, f o r example, Popper 
exclaims that, "The most important function of pure deduc
ti v e l o g i c i s that of an organon of c r i t i c i s m " ( i b i d , 98). 
That i s , the most important function of deductive—as op
posed to i n d u c t i v e — l o g i c i s that provided we make the 
e f f o r t i t guarantees that we can systematically learn from 
our mistaken preconceptions and erroneous theories. Popper 
sums t h i s up n i c e l y i n his 18th thesis which reads i n part: 

. . . deductive l o g i c becomes the theory of • 
r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m . For a l l r a t i o n a l c r i t i 
cism takes the form of an attempt to show ' 
that unacceptable conclusions can be derived 
from the assertion we are t r y i n g to c r i t i c i z e . 
I f we are successful i n deriving, l o g i c a l l y , 
unacceptable conclusions from an assertion, 
then the assertion may be taken to be refu
ted ("LSS", 98-99). 

A b r i e f digression on the nature of l o g i c a l f a l l a c i e s 
w i l l be h e l p f u l i n l i n k i n g Popper's demand here (and i n the 
19th thesis) that s c i e n t i s t s work with theories formulated 
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as deductive systems and his general c r i t e r i o n of demar
cation as f a l s i f i a b i l i t y . Take the example of the hypo
t h e t i c a l syllogism, " I f A i s true, then B i s true; A i s 
true; therefore, B i s true". I f we are to a r r i v e at the 
conclusion, "B i s true", we-must be able -to say that A, 
i n f a c t , i s true; t e c h n i c a l l y , we must be able to "af
firm the antecedent" of the major premise (usually re
ferred to as modus ponens) i f the conclusion i s to follow 
with l o g i c a l necessity. (Always bearing i n mind that de
ductive l o g i c i s an abstract calculus, the l o g i c a l truth 
of which i n no way depends on the f a c t u a l truth of either 
i t s major or minor premises). 

Now, i f we s l i g h t l y modify the minor premise i n our 
hypothetical syllogism to read, " I f A i s true, then B i s 
true; therefore A i s true", we are t r y i n g to "affirm the 
consequent" (rather than the antecedent)—that i s , we are 
trying to argue from the truth of the consequent, "B i s 
true", to the truth of the antecedent, "A i s true". But 
this i s a f a l l a c i o u s l i n e of reasoning because i n point 
of fact our conclusion need no longer follow with l o g i c a l 
necessity from our premises. To i l l u s t r a t e concretely: 
i f Williams i s a trained philosopher, he knows how to use 
the rules of l o g i c ; Williams knows how to use the rules 
of l o g i c ; therefore, Williams i s a trained philospher 
(which, alas, i s not the case). In short, though i t i s 
l o g i c a l l y correct to "affirm the antecedent", i t i s a f a l 
lacy to "affirm the consequent". However, i t i s always 
l o g i c a l l y correct to "deny the consequent" ( t e c h n i c a l l y • 
known as modus t o l l e n s ) . For example, i f we express the 
same hypothetical syllogism given above i n i t s negative 
form, we get: " i f A i s true, then B i s true; B i s not 
true; therefore A i s not true". To wit: i f Williams 
f a i l s to use the rules of l o g i c c o r r e c t l y , we are l o g i -
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c a l l y j u s t i f i e d i n concluding that he indeed i s not a 
22 

trained philosopher. 
This takes us to the heart of Popper's insistence on 

the l o g i c a l asymmetry between v e r i f i c a t i o n and f a l s i f i  
cation i n the evaluation of s c i e n t i f i c theories and his 
demand that we must proceed deductively i n the pursuit of 
t h e o r e t i c a l knowledge. For, from a s t r i c t l y l o g i c a l point 
of view, we can never assert that a s c i e n t i f i c hypothesis 
i s necessarily true because i t agrees with currently known 
(or i nductively arrived at) fa c t s ; that i s , i n trying to 
reason from the truth of facts to the truth of hypotheses, 
we unwittingly commit the l o g i c a l f a l l a c y of "affirming 
the antecedent". Popper exploits t h i s fundamental asym
metry and the r e a l i z a t i o n that "you can never demonstrate 
that anything i s materially true but you can demonstrate 

2 ~>> 
that some things are materially f a l s e " i n at l e a s t two 
important respects. F i r s t , i t obviously forms the basis 
for his demarcation of s c i e n t i f i c from non- and pseudo-
s c i e n t i f i c theories. And secondly, i t leads to his view, 
that genuine explanations be predictive and technological 
i n nature. Having already discussed Popper's demarcation 
rules i n the context of his general theory of problem-
solving and error-elimination (see Chapter 4, section i i i ) , 
here I w i l l be exclusively concerned with his conception 
of causal explanation. 

In h i s 20th thesis, Popper observes that 
the basic l o g i c a l schema of every expla
nation consists of a ( l o g i c a l ) deductive 
inference whose premises consist of a 
theory and some i n i t i a l conditions and 
whose conclusion i s the explicandum ("LSS", 
100). 

This formulation merely r e i t e r a t e s the theory of explanation 
i n i t i a l l y advanced i n The Logic of S c i e n t i f i c Discovery i n 
s l i g h t l y l e s s technical terminilogy. There, he writes: 
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To give a causal explanation of an event 
means to deduce a statement which describes 
i t , using as premises of the deduction one 
or more universal laws, together with cer
t a i n singular statements, the i n i t i a l con
di t i o n s (LSD, 59). 

On Popper's account, the explicandum (or statement of what 
i s to be explained) must be deduced from the explanans (or 
statement of what explains i t ) . Moreover, i n addition to 
a statement of the i n i t i a l conditions within which the event 
to be explained originates, Popper requires that the expla 
nans contain one or more universal laws. The f i r s t require
ment i s usually referred to as the "deductive thesis" and 
the second (following W. H. Dray's i n f l u e n t i a l writings, es
p e c i a l l y Laws and Explanation i n History) the "covering law 
t h e s i s " . 2 4 

In one of the most thoughtful discussions of t h i s as
pect of Popper's thought, Alan Donagan r i g h t l y points out 
that Popper's int e n t i o n was not to o f f e r a theory of expla
nation i n general, but only of the causal explanation of 
p a r t i c u l a r (or singular) events; that i s , "with explanations 
which answer questions of the form, 'why did the event E 

PR 

occur, rather than not occur?'" ' And Popper i n s i s t s that 
the causal explanation of a r e g u l a r i t y described by a u n i 
v e r s a l law must be distinguished from those of i n d i v i d u a l 
events. For although 

At f i r s t sight, one might think that the 
case i s analogous and that the law i n 
question has to be deduced from (1) some 
more general laws, and (2) c e r t a i n special 
conditions which correspond to the i n i t i a l 
conditions but which are not singular, and 
r e f e r to a c e r t a i n kind of s i t u a t i o n . This, 
however, i s not the case here, f o r the 
s p e c i a l conditions (2) must be e x p l i c i t l y 
stated.in the formulation of the law which 
we wish to explain; f o r otherwise t h i s law 
would simply contradict (1) (PH, 124-125; 
emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ; c f . , LSD, 71-72). 



- 199 -

Such a conception of explanation becomes c r u c i a l f o r Popper 
i n both the substantive and the methodological dimensions 
of his thought. 

Substantively, such a conception with i t s insistence 
that explanations state "what we cannot do" constitutes an 
ide a l formulation f o r a c r i t i c a l and pragmatic r a t i o n a l i s t 
such as Popper, f o r whom 

. . . one of the most s t r i k i n g things 
about s o c i a l l i f e [ i s ] that nothing  
ever comes o f f exactly as intended. . 
~ . [HenceJ the r e a l task of the so-
c i a l sciences i s to explain those things 
which nobody wants—such as, f o r example, 
a war, or a depression. . . . 

I t i s the task of s o c i a l theory to 
explain how the unintended consequences 
of our intentions and actions a r i s e , 
and what kind of consequences a r i s e i f 
people do t h i s , that or the other i n a 
c e r t a i n s o c i a l s i t u a t i o n (CR, 124-135; 
emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

And methodologically, as we s h a l l see immediately. Popper's 
major objection to both the a n t i - n a t u r a l i s t i c and natura
l i s t i c v a r i e t i e s of h i s t o r i c i s m i n The Poverty of H i s t o r i  
cism hinge upon t h e i r common i n a b i l i t y to grasp the l o g i c a l 
structure and implications of such a deductive theory of 
explanation as i t applies to the study of s o c i a l phenomena. 
That i s to say, both v a r i e t i e s of h i s t o r i c i s m rest upon 
serious misunderstandings of the methodology of the natural 
sciences. 

At bottom, Popper's objections to both variants of his 
toricism derives from his own deeply held conviction that 
" a l l t h e o r e t i c a l or generalizing sciences make use of the 
same method" (PH, 130). Throughout his career, Popper has 
i n s i s t e d that the methods of the th e o r e t i c a l natural and 
s o c i a l sciences a l i k e 
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always consist i n o f f e r i n g deductive causal 
explanations, and i n testing them (by way 
of p r e d i c t i o n s ) . This has sometimes been 
c a l l e d the hypothetical-deductive method, 
or more often the method of hypothesis, f o r 
i t does not achieve absolute certainty. . .; 
rather, these statements always r e t a i n the 
character of tentative hypotheses ( i b i d , 131). 

On such an account, there i s thus "no great difference be
tween explanation, prediction, and t e s t i n g : ( i b i d , 133)• 
Whatever the difference between these concerns may be i s 
"not one of l o g i c a l structure, but rather one of emphasis; 
i t depends on what we consider to be our problem" ( i b i d ; 
emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Of course, Popper r e a d i l y concedes that so-called " h i s 
t o r i c a l sciences" as d i s t i n c t from the "generalizing" ones 
are interested neither i n bringing about future states of 
a f f a i r s (as i s true of engineering, the object of which i s 
p r e d i c t i o n and control) nor with discovering laws ( l i k e phy
s i c s and other " t h e o r e t i c a l " sciences). But Popper vehement
l y denies against proponents of the Geisteswissenschaften 
that there i s a fundamental difference i n the subject matters 
of the generalizing and t h e o r e t i c a l sciences. There are, he 
reminds us, h i s t o r i c a l or genetic sciences of physical nature, 
such as geological h i s t o r y , no less than there are t h e o r e t i 
c a l sciences of i n d i v i d u a l s and s o c i e t i e s , such as psycho
logy and sociology (OS, I I , 265; c.f., PH, sections 30—3 i ) -

In essence, the t h e o r e t i c a l errors of h i s t o r i c i s m are 
twofold. The f i r s t has to do with the so-called p r i n c i p l e 
of holism (PH, 17-19). H i s t o r i c i s t s i n s i s t , Popper argues, 
that 

sociology, l i k e a l l ' b i o l o g i c a l ' sciences 
that deal with l i v i n g objects, should not 
proceed i n an atomistic, but i n what i s 
now c a l l e d a ' h o l i s t i c ' manner. . . The . 
s o c i a l group i s more than the mere sum 
t o t a l of the merely personal r e l a t i o n 
ships e x i s t i n g at any moment between any 
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of i t s members. . . a group has a history 
of i t s own and . . . i t s structure depends 
to a great extent on i t s history (PH, 17; 
emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . . 

Popper r e p l i e s that such claims are incompatible with the 
r e a l s p i r i t of science. More s p e c i f i c a l l y , holism—such 
as that all e g e d l y advanced by K a r l Mannheim i n his Man and  
Society i n An Age of Reconstruction—depends on an equivocal 
use of the word "whole", using i t to mean both (a) the t o t a 
l i t y of the properties or aspects of a thing, and (b) the 
thing considered as an organized structure as opposed to a 
"mere heap" ( i b i d , 76). H i s t o r i c i s t s claim that n a t u r a l i s t s 
or p o s i t i v i s t s refuse to study s o c i a l relations i n either of 
these senses. With regard to the f i r s t sense ( a ) — s t u d y i n g 
society as the t o t a l i t y of a l l i t s aspects, Popper concedes 
that h i s t o r i c i s t s are r i g h t i n fact but not i n l o g i c , f o r i t 
i s simply impossible to study anything construed as such a 
t o t a l i t y : 

. . . wholes i n the sense of t o t a l i t i e s 
cannot be made the object of s c i e n t i f i c 
study. . . , as a r u l e , science i s selec
t i v e . . . . a l l knowledge, whether i n t u i 
t i v e or discursive, must be of abstract 
aspects, and . . . we can never grasp the 
'concrete structure of s o c i a l r e a l i t y i t 
s e l f ( i b i d , 78). 

And i n terms of the charge that naturalism excludes 
studying s o c i e t i e s as organized s t r u c t u r e s — a s suggested i n 
sense (b), Popper contends that the h i s t o r i c i s t s are simply 
wrong. Indeed, even atomic physics, which presumably i s 
"atomistic", studies atoms not as "mere heaps" of p a r t i c l e s , .. 
but rather as systems which c e r t a i n l y are wholes i n sense 
(b) ( i b i d , 82). Popper sums up his response to t h i s prob
lem i n h i s important address, "Prediction and Prophecy i n 
the S o c i a l Sciences", which he delivered before the 10th 
International Congress of Philosophy i n 1948 as follows: 
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. . . while there are, admittedly, such empi
r i c a l objects as the crowd of people here as
sembled, i t i s quite untrue that names l i k e 
'middle-class' stand f o r any such empirical 
groups. What they stand f o r i s a kind of 
i d e a l object whose existence depends upon 
t h e o r e t i c a l assumptions. Accordingly, the 
b e l i e f i n the empirical existence of s o c i a l 
wholes or c o l l e c t i v e s , which may be described 
as naive c o l l e c t i v i s m , has to be replaced, by 
the demand that s o c i a l phenomena, including 
c o l l e c t i v e s , should be analysed i n terms of 
i n d i v i d u a l s and t h e i r actions and relations 
(CR, 341; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

The other major error of h i s t o r i c i s m stems from what 
Donagan refers to as t h e i r p r i n c i p l e of r a d i c a l novelty. 
H i s t o r i c i s t s maintain, Popper writes, that 

In the world of physics nothing can happen 
that i s t r u l y and i n t r i n s i c a l l y new. . . New
ness i n physics i s merely the newness of ar
rangements or combinations. In d i r e c t oppo
s i t i o n to t h i s , s o c i a l newness, l i k e b i o l o g i 
c a l newness, i s an i n t r i n s i c sort of newness 
. . . . I t i s r e a l newness, i r r e d u c i b l e to the 
novelty of arrangements. . . . Historicism 
claims that nothing i s of greater moment than 
the emergence of a r e a l l y new period (PH, 10). 

Popper's objections to the p r i n c i p l e of novelty follow d i 
r e c t l y from his analysis of causal explanation. To begin 
with, the claim that unlike natural events, s o c i a l situations 
are r a d i c a l l y novel v i s - a - v i s antecedent events and that de
velopment accordingly must be "periodized" confused novelty 
of i n i t i a l conditions with novelty of laws. Even more dama
ging, since h i s t o r i c i s m advances as laws of h i s t o r i c a l de
velopment statements which i n fact are not u n i v e r s a l , Popper 
claims that they i n f a c t are not true laws at a l l . Further
more, Popper r i g h t l y points out that "periods" and "novelties" 
thus construed are not e n t i r e l y foreign to the behaviour and 
study of natural phenomena. Many r e g u l a r i t i e s of climate, 
fo r instance, are only true f o r c e r t a i n regions of the earth 
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and f o r some geological periods, but not i n others ( i b i d , 
99-100). 

More s i g n i f i c a n t l y s t i l l , whenever confronted with the 
need to explain novelties of natural phenomena, s c i e n t i s t s 
proceed not by "periodizing" t h e i r laws to c e r t a i n contexts 
or "stages" of development, but instead by discovering the 
novelties i n the i n i t i a l conditions of the phenomena i n 
question. Here, as i n several other respects, Popper's 
charge that "the poverty of h i s t o r i c i s m . . . i s a poverty 
of imagination" ( i b i d , 130) seems apposite. For h i s t o r i -
c i s t s have provided no good reasons as to why novelties i n 
s o c i a l l i f e should not be s i m i l a r l y explained i n terms of 
changes i n t h e i r i n i t i a l conditions. There seems to be "no 
reason", Popper asserts, "why we should be unable to frame 
s o c i o l o g i c a l theories which are important f o r a l l s o c i a l 
periods" ( i b i d , 101). And, we should add, that includes the 
claim that human nature i t s e l f changes, since, even i f i t 
does so change, there i s s t i l l no good reason why we can
not try to explain such development i n terms of i n i t i a l 
conditions according to universal laws ( i b i d , 102). 

Perhaps the most serious error of h i s t o r i c i s m derives 
from a " n a t u r a l i s t i c " inference, most frequently encountered 
i n Marxism, from th i s p r i n c i p l e of novelty. This i s the 
claim that 

the only u n i v e r s a l l y v a l i d laws of society 
must be laws which l i n k up the successive  
periods. They must be laws of h i s t o r i c a l 
development which determine the t r a n s i t i o n 
from one period to another ( i b i d , 41; empha
s i s i n o r i g i n a l ; c f . , CR, 338). 

Once again, Popper's c r i t i q u e of this claim d i r e c t l y follows 
from his analysis of causal explanation. F i r s t of a l l , Popper 
denies the empirical existence of such laws because the de
velopment of society, no l e s s than of l i f e on earth, i s i n 
f a c t an i n d i v i d u a l or unique process. Though such a process 
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' may proceed 
i n accordance with a l l kinds of causal laws, 
f o r example, the laws of mechanics, of chemi
st r y , of heredity . . . ,etc. Its description, 
however, i s not a law, "but only a singular h i s 
t o r i c a l statement (PH, 108). 

And on Popper's account, as we have seen, universal laws 
not only "make assertions concerning some unvarying order", 
but "must be tested by new instances before [they] can be 
taken seri o u s l y by science" ( i b i d , 108-109; emphasis i n o r i 
g i n a l ) . Obviously, the observation of one unique process 
forbids us from meeting these demands, "nor can the obser
vation of one unique process help us to foresee i t s future 
development" ( i b i d , 109). In this context, we might note, 
Popper c i t e s approvingly the view of H.A.L. Fisher i n the 
preface of his History of Europe that ". . . 1 can see only 
one emergency following upon another" ( i b i d ) . For someone 
as determined as Popper to " r a t i o n a l i z e " i t , the perception 
that h i s t o r y appears chaotic, exhibiting only "the play of 

27 
the contingent and the unforeseen", must pose the severest 
of constraints on the scope of such r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n . 

Now Popper concedes that h i s t o r i c i s t s may seek to avoid 
the force of his objection by arguing either (a) that h i s t o 
r i c a l development i s c y c l i c a l or r e p e t i t i v e , or (b) that even, 
i f i t i s nonrepetitive, i t nevertheless r e f l e c t s "a trend or 
tendency or d i r e c t i o n " , the statement of which "we may f o r 
mulate [as] a hypothesis" or law l i n k i n g successive periods 
( i b i d , 109). But once again, Popper rejects both of these 
contentions because of t h e i r l o g i c a l confusion of "trends" 
and "laws". As suggested i n the discussion of the preceding 
point, a statement concerning a trend ( i . e . , of an i n d i v i d u a l 
process following a s p e c i f i c pattern) can never constitute a 
law. Laws, Popper i n s i s t s , are unconditionally and timeless-
l y true, whereas trends only occur under s p e c i f i a b l e or de-
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terminate conditions and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y have beginnings 
and ends. In Popper's own words, 

. . . trends are not laws. A statement assert
ing the existence of a trend i s e x i s t e n t i a l , 
not u n i v e r s a l . (A universal law, on the other 
hand, does not assert existence; on the con
trary, . . . , i t asserts the Impossibility 
of something or other.) . . . [And] the prac
t i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e of this l o g i c a l s i t u a t i o n 
i s considerable: while we may base s c i e n t i 
f i c predictions on laws, we cannot (as every 
cautious s t a t i s t i c i a n knows) base them mere
l y on the existence of trends ( i b i d , 1 1 5 ; 
emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

But however important i t i s to r e a l i z e that "laws 
and trends are r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t things", Popper con
tends that the "habit of confusing" them, 

together with the i n t u i t i v e observation of 
trends (such as technical progress), inspired 
the central doctrines of evolutionism and h i s 
t o r i c i s m — t h e doctrines of the inexorable laws 
of b i o l o g i c a l evolution and of the i r r e v e r s i b l e 
laws of motion of society ( i b i d , 115-116; empha
s i s i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

In his address, "Prediction and Prophecy i n the Social 
Sciences", Popper takes a s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t l i n e of at
tack to the same problem. There, he claims that h i s t o r i -
c i s t s cannot possibly derive h i s t o r i c a l prophecies from 
conditional s c i e n t i f i c predictions because 

long-term prophecies can be derived from scien
t i f i c conditonal predictions only i f they apply 
to systems which can be described as w e l l - i s o 
l a t e d , stationary and recurrent (CR, 339). 

To which Popper r e p l i e s , not only are "these systems very 
rare i n nature [but] modern society i s surely not one of 
them" ( i b i d ) . For "the most s t r i k i n g aspects of develop
ment", he adds a l i t t l e l a t e r i n the same address, 

are non-repetitive. Conditions are changing, 
and situations a r i s e ( f o r example, i n conse
quence of new s c i e n t i f i c discoveries) which 
are very d i f f e r e n t from anything that ever 
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happened before. The fact that we can pre
d i c t eclipses does not, therefore, provide 
a v a l i d reason f o r expecting that we can 
predict revolutions ( i b i d , 340). 

As alluded to e a r l i e r , Popper argues i n his 25th the
s i s on the s o c i a l sciences that,of the e x i s t i n g s o c i a l 
sciences, "the l o g i c a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n of economics culmi
nates i n a r e s u l t which can be applied to a l l " other areas 
of s o c i a l inquiry ("LSS", 102). We are now i n a p o s i t i o n 
to see exactly why he believes this to be the case. Popper 
maintains that such an i n v e s t i g a t i o n reveals that "there 
exists a purely objective method", which he c h a r a c t e r i s t i 
c a l l y refers to as "the method of objective understanding, 

I or s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c " ( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . There 
can be no doubt that the main a t t r a c t i o n of such an app
roach l i e s i n the f a c t that 

I t s method consists i n analysing the s o c i a l 
s i t u a t i o n of acting men s u f f i c i e n t l y to ex
p l a i n the action with the help of the s i t u a 
t i o n , without any further help from psycho
logy. . . . In other words, the s i t u a t i o n i s 
analysed f a r enough f o r elements which i n i 
t i a l l y appeared to be psychological (such as 
wishes, motives, memories, and associations) 
to be transformed into elements of the s i t u a 
t i o n ( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Thus, whereas "psychological or characterological hypothe
ses are hardly ever c r i t i c i z a b l e by r a t i o n a l arguments", 
the type of explanations found i n the s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c of 
economics are " r a t i o n a l , empirically c r i t i c i z a b l e , and capa
ble of improvement" ( i b i d , 102). 

In h i s 26th thesis, Popper explains that the type of 
explanations of s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c he i s advocating must be 
understood as " r a t i o n a l , t h e o r e t i c a l reconstructions". They 
are admittedly "oversimplified and overschematized and con
sequently i n general f a l s e " ( i b i d , 103; emphasis i n o r i g i 
n a l ) . But they possess the great virtues of u t i l i z i n g an 
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i n d i v i d u a l i s t method and " i n a s t r i c t l y l o g i c a l sense" 
can "be good approximations to the truth" of deductively 
explained s o c i a l action ( i b i d ) . Popper f i r s t introduces 
us to t h i s s i t u a t i o n a l methodology of economics i n the 
c r u c i a l section 29 of The Poverty of Historicism on "The 
Unity of Method". There he c i t e s the writings of K a r l 

pQ 

Menger, the founder of Austrian marginalism, and F r i e d -
r i c h Hayek, Menger 1s best-known contemporary follower, as 
prime examples of the type of approach he himself advocate 
In p a r t i c u l a r , Popper recommends that we construct 

a model on the assumption of complete 
r a t i o n a l i t y (and perhaps also on the 
assumption of the possession of com
plete information) on the part of a l l 
the in d i v i d u a l s concerned, and of e s t i 
mating the deviation of the actual be
haviour of people from the model be
haviour, using the l a t t e r as a kind of 
zero-coordinate (PH, 141). 

A great deal of Popper's f a i t h that such causal model 
l i n g can succeed i n the study of society stems from his be 
l i e f that 

concrete s o c i a l situations are i n general  
l e s s complicated than concrete physical  
s i t u a t i o n s . For i n most s o c i a l s i t u ations, 
i f not i n a l l , there i s an element of r a t i o  
n a l i t y (PH, 140; f i r s t emphasis added). 

Popper i s , of course, the f i r s t to admit that 

human beings hardly ever act quite r a t i o 
n a l l y ( i . e . as they would i f they could 
make optimal use of a l l available i n f o r 
mation f o r the attainment of whatever ends 
they may have), but they act, more or less 
r a t i o n a l l y ; and t h i s makes i t possible to 
construct comparatively simple models of 
t h e i r actions and interactions, and to use 
these models as approximations ( i b i d , 140-
141). -

Popper, i n f a c t , goes so f a r as to describe this element 
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of r a t i o n a l i t y as "perhaps the most important difference 
i n [the] methods" "between the natural and the s o c i a l 

| sciences, since the other differences concerning problems 
of experimental design and quan t i f i c a t i o n "are differences 
of degree rather than kind" ( i b i d , 141; emphasis i n o r i 
g i n a l ) . 

That such an "economic approach" to the methodology 
of s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l analysis can indeed produce some 
impressive, i f disturbing, results w i l l come as no sur
pr i s e to anyone the l e a s t b i t f a m i l i a r with the massive 
l i t e r a t u r e on the so-called l o g i c of c o l l e c t i v e choice. 2^ 
As to whether the findings of such studies are conducive 
to the health and future v i t a l i t y of l i b e r a l democracies 
or not i s a question best l e f t to the l a s t two chapters 
of this study and the discussion there of Popper's hope 
that they are. Before turning to that order of issues, 
however, several other objections to Popper's writings on 
the methodology of the s o c i a l sciences merit serious con
sideration. 

v i 

To begin with, I think there are several respects i n 
which Popper's l i n e of reasoning i s f a r too blunt and re-
du c t i o n i s t i c v i s - a - v i s the actual practice or conduct of a 
number of forms of s o c i a l inquiry to sustain the claims that 
he makes on behalf of a single, u n i f i e d " l o g i c " f o r the so
c i a l s c i e n c e s — a l i b e r a l s o c i a l science of "piecemeal tech
nologies". Let me try to i l l u s t r a t e this problem i n con
nection with Popper's conception of h i s t o r i c a l analysis. 

As we have seen, Popper's approach to h i s t o r i c a l i n 
quiry and his c r i t i q u e of h i s t o r i c i s m are both predicated 
upon several epistemological and methodological assumptions, 
perhaps the most important of which are: (a.) the unity of 
s c i e n t i f i c method; (b.) that a l l s c i e n t i f i c statements must 
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be empirically c o r r i g i b l e or f a l s i f i a b l e ; and (c.) that 
there i s an ontological dualism between facts and moral 
standards. With a l i t t l e more care devoted to the use 
and meaning of words than Popper's thought encourages, I 
think that i t can be shown that the f i r s t (a.) and the 
t h i r d (c.) assumptions are l o g i c a l l y incompatible with 
one another—that i s , they are incompatible with one an
other i f we sincerely believe there to be important d i f 
ferences between fa c t s , "brute f a c t s " , and our moral c r i -
t e r i a l and deliberations. 

Whereas Popper concludes that the three p r i n c i p l e s 
set out above preclude us from ever f i n d i n g any "meaning" 
i n history, since at most i t can reveal conditional "trends", 
what he a c t u a l l y means to deny i s that we can ever f i n d 
the meaning of h i s t o r y . Following W. H. Walsh and, more 
recently, B . T . Wilkins, l e t us draw the d i s t i n c t i o n at 
issue here, between there being "meaning i n history" and 
there being a "meaning of h i s t o r y " as follows: a meaning 
i n h i s t o r y i s an explanation that renders a p a r t i c u l a r h i s 
t o r i c a l event i n t e l l i g i b l e . - ^ There cannot help but be many 
such "meanings" i n h i s t o r y , and they surely represent the 
proper objects of h i s t o r i c a l research. On the other hand, 
to seek the meaning of history i s to search f o r either a 
system of laws or some pattern governing the h i s t o r i c a l 
process as a whole or a goal that u n i f i e s i t and endows i t 
with moral sig n i f i c a n c e and purposiveness. The great s i n 
of h i s t o r i c i s m , Popper charges, l i e s i n i t s leading us to 
believe that we can ever f i n d the meaning of history i n 
both these respects. Had Popper been more concerned with 
c l a r i t y of expression, I think he would not have confused 
these two quite d i f f e r e n t senses of the question at hand. 

Let us r e c a l l that i n The Poverty of Historicism and 
The Open Society, Popper argues that several inherent l i m i 
tations to h i s t o r i c a l knowledge prevent us from ever d i s 
covering history's meaning i n the second sense of the term, 
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the meaning of h i s t o r y . Popper reasons that whereas h i s 
tory i s concerned with explaining singular or p a r t i c u l a r 
events, the generalizing or t r u l y " t h e o r e t i c a l " sciences 
are concerned with discovering universal laws. Secondly, 
although such singular events can be explained by deducing 
them from universal (or "covering") laws, there are no such 
things as d i s t i n c t i v e l y h i s t o r i c a l laws; the laws h i s t o 
rians u t i l i z e are t y p i c a l l y derived from other sciences and, 
i n any case, Popper argues, are usually t r i v i a l . And t h i r d 
l y , usually the h i s t o r i a n does not employ the o r e t i c a l con
cepts consciously, as a natural s c i e n t i s t would but, i n 
stead, i n a l a r g e l y u n r e f l e c t i v e manner, allowing them to 
remain i m p l i c i t i n t h e i r very terminology. F i n a l l y , Popper 
contends that h i s t o r i c a l research i s necessarily s e l e c t i v e , 
the outcome of preconceived points of view which are large
l y u n f a l s i f i a b l e . 

In the l i g h t of the best h i s t o r i c a l research of, say, 
the l a s t f i f t y years, one cannot help but be struck by 
Popper's profound i n s e n s i t i v i t y to the r e a l d i v e r s i t y of-
interests among his t o r i a n s and the kinds of theories they 

31 
employ. Even i f some hist o r i a n s do i n fact employ t r i v i a l 
laws, or sometimes r e l y upon untestable hypotheses and t a c i t 
l y held theories, Popper i n no way has shown that this must 
necessarily (or l o g i c a l l y ) be the case. More importantly, 
Popper at no point has shown that the type of s e l e c t i v i t y 
and reliance on preconceived interpretations i s any more 
central to the practice of hi s t o r y than he himself already 
has shown them to be i n the course of s c i e n t i f i c change. 
I r o n i c a l l y , Popper here seems to revert to p r e c i s e l y the 
sort of h i s t o r i c a l r e l a t i v i s m that he opposes so strenuously 
i n his epistemology and philosophy of science. And, once 
again, as was true i n the preceding chapter, the gap here 
between Popper's epistemology and concrete human practices 
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i s to be found- i n the legacy of Kant's philosophy on his 
thought; that human history, at best, i s an object of hope 
and not knowledge i s a b e l i e f that i s d i f f i c u l t , i f not im
possible, to reconcile with the drive to " r a t i o n a l i s e " our 
s o c i a l existence. I w i l l be returning to t h i s problem i n 
the f i n a l two chapters. Had Popper been more concerned 
with the "working" history of our time—with h i s t o r i c a l 
p r a c t i c e — t h a n using i t as a domain of knowledge within 
which to resolve disputes about the " i d e a l " l o g i c of the 
s o c i a l sciences, no such h i s t o r i c a l r e l a t i v i s m or s c e p t i 
cism regarding h i s t o r i c a l knowledge would have needed to 
be contemplated. This, of course, would presuppose that, 
pace Popper, we highlight the s i m i l a r i t i e s , rather than 
the differences, between h i s t o r i c a l theories and those u t i 
l i z e d i n science. 

The deeper problem with Popper's writings on h i s t o r i 
c a l analysis and, more generally, on the conduct of s o c i a l 
research, concerns the l o g i c a l incompatibility between the 
unity of s c i e n t i f i c method and the dualism between facts 
and moral standards. There are good reasons to. believe 
that once we embrace the p o s i t i o n that h i s t o r i c a l analysis 
and natural science are methodologically i d e n t i c a l , then we 
are unable to explain that which i s d i s t i n c t i v e about h i s 
tory on the basis of the difference between facts and de
c i s i o n s . I t seems to me, as i t did to Vico some three cen
turi e s ago, that the two types of inquiry must be d i s t i n 
guished according to t h e i r subject matters, not according 

32 
to method* 

Vico's dictum, verum factum—that we can only know 
truths that have been made by man—underscores an absolute
l y e s s e n t i a l difference between the natural sciences and 
h i s t o r i c a l a n a l y s i s , or any of the other s o c i a l sciences 
a s p i r i n g to be relevant and s i g n i f i c a n t to human beings, 
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for that matter. Unlike i n science, i n history and a l l 
but the most manipulated and contrived of s o c i a l s i t u a 
tions, the creation and the discovery of meaning are i n 
separable. The h i s t o r i a n , or the s o c i o l o g i s t or student 
of p o l i t i c s , i s able to reconstruct the meanings of the 
past p r e c i s e l y because they are already there. Popper's 
assumption—Kantian i n o r i g i n and L o g i c a l P o s i t i v i s t i n 
complexion i n more recent t i m e s — t h a t there i s an abso
lu t e g u l f between the context and l o g i c of cognitive jus
t i f i c a t i o n , on the one hand, and the l o g i c or context of 
the discovery of an idea or problem, on the other, thus 
works an unnecessary hardhip on, as well as d i s t o r t s the 
practice of, a l l those forms of inquiry that address 
questions of morality, value-formation, c o n f l i c t s of 
taste, and the whole spectrum of contingent choice that 
constitutes the texture of that drama known as history 
and human culture. 

Popper himself would probably admit as much qua mora
l i s t were he not as determined, indeed driven, by a p r i o r i 
l o g i c a l and methodological ideals which themselves are a l l 
too frequently presented as being beyond deep or fundamen
t a l dispute, beyond the immature "Babel of words" and, as 
Kant had said, the "b l i n d , fumbling guesswork" of non-
s c i e n t i f i c modes of reasoning. With commitments such as 
these, the thrust of Popper's thought cannot help but be 
unfortunately r e d u c t i o n i s t i c when i t comes to perhaps the 
most s i g n i f i c a n t dimensions of s o c i a l i n q i u r y — i t s i n 
terest i n the d e l i b e r a t i v e , communicative, and hermeneu-
t i c a l nature of human a c t i v i t y ( i n the broadest sense of 
these terms). ̂  Although parts of Popper's thought, such 
as his notion of the " l o g i c of the s i t u a t i o n " , p o t e n t i a l l y 
could address these c o n s t i t u t i v e dimensions of our l i v e s , 
they cannot be reconciled with his commitment to the unity 
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I of method and the "covering law" model of explanation i n 
which p r e d i c t i v e and self-professed "technological" i n 
terests necessarily lead us to sever a l l connection and 
mediation between the creation and the discovery (and ex
planation) of meaning and value i n human a f f a i r s . 

A related problem i n Popper's thought arises i n con
nection with his conception of o b j e c t i v i t y i n s o c i a l 
science. As we have seen at several stages of this study, 
but e s p e c i a l l y i n the concluding section to the l a s t chap
ter, Popper predictably follows Kant i n d r i v i n g the wedge 
between l o g i c and psychology, between the i d e a l "form" and 
the content of knowledge, just as deep as i t conceivably 
can go. Consequently, when discussing the nature of objec
t i v i t y i n s o c i a l inquiry, there i s a tendency on Popper's 
part to dismiss our e f f o r t to "be objective" as an unwanted 
concession to "psychologism" and related " s u b j e c t i v i s t " 
doctrines. Here, as on several other occasions, Popper has 
asked us to deny much more than i s advisable i f we a c t u a l l y 
hope to c u l t i v a t e and produce the kinds of scholars and re
searchers who w i l l honour the values of r a t i o n a l i t y which 
he himself proposes with such force and conviction. 

That i s to say, Popper argues that because bias i s 
v i r t u a l l y u n i v e r s a l , we should never l i n k the ..objectivity 
of our i n q u i r i e s to the attempt to become more impartial 
or detached from the sources of cognitive d i s t o r t i o n . Hence, 
his notorious h o s t i l i t y towards the proponents of the socio
logy of knowledge, f o r whom this endeavour becomes one of 
the f o c a l points of t h e i r analyses.^ 4 But, I would ask, 
how i s i t that we are to explain the fact that some, but 
only some, i n d i v i d u a l s nevertheless do manage to c u l t i v a t e 
the sorts of scholarly predilections and habits of research 
necessary to achieve the " p u b l i c i t y of method", intersub-
j e c t i v i t y , and other ingredients of i n t e l l e c t u a l c r i t i c i s m 
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and progress? Were Popper le s s preoccupied with denying 
the p o s i t i v e contributions of psychological and socio
l o g i c a l i n q u i r i e s to the matter at hand, he would be able 
to appreciate the f a c t that i n d i v i d u a l e f f o r t s to "become 
more objective" can contribute, at l e a s t to some extent, 
to the eradication of the viciousness of bias, the abuse 
of data, and to a general improvement i n the methodological 
"self-consciousness" of the researcher i n question—and of 
course, of the d i s c i p l i n e or scholarly community to which 

35 
he or she belongs. 

In f a c t , there are good grounds to believe that scho
l a r l y t r a d i t i o n s and s c i e n t i f i c d i s c i p l i n e s can only begin 
to steer or "guide" t h e i r c o l l e c t i v e destinies and c l a r i f y 
t h e i r o b j e c t i v e s — o r " r a t i o n a l i s e " t h e i r futures i n Kant's, 
Popper's and Weber's usage of the term—through the elabo
r a t i o n and development of a systematic and t h e o r e t i c a l l y 
sophisticated approach to the s o c i o l o g i c a l and psychologi
c a l structures and dynamics sustaining the p a r t i c u l a r  
bodies of knowledge i n question. Moreover, given the enor
mous d i v e r s i t y of explanatory frameworks within even a s i n 
gle d i s c i p l i n e , i t seems extremely doubtful that a pheno-
menologically r i c h and detailed account of the f i e l d i n 
question w i l l lend i t s e l f to a purely "causal" formali-
sation i n Popper's sense of the term. In contemporary po
l i t i c a l science, f o r example, one regularly encounters a-
wide array of explanatory p r a c t i c e s — p r a c t i c e s whose diver
s i t y i n intent and l o g i c are surely not related i n the way 
required by a commitment to an overarching, general theory 
of explanation. The practices i n question—genetic expla
nations, explanations i n terms of "law-like" and other 
types of generalisations, explanations-by-redescription, 
functional explanations, idiographic explanations, expla
nations which take the form of p r a c t i c a l inferences, e t c . — 
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each i n t h e i r own way form a loosely-knit family, and an 
extended, non-nuclear one at that, but i n no sense do they 
conform to a single l o g i c a l form, nor do I see the prospect 
of t h e i r doing so very l i k e l y or necessary i n the manner 
that Popper suggests. 

As we have also seen, among the s o c i a l sciences, 
Popper gives pride of place and paradigmatic status to neo
c l a s s i c a l economics. At l e a s t within this part of economics, 
Popper sees investigators earnestly t r y i n g to "speak one and 
the same language, even i f they use d i f f e r e n t mother tongues" 
(OS, I I , 218). And the d e s i r a b i l i t y of doing so i s , once 
again, part of Popper's general offensive against having 
any recourse to psychological and c u l t u r a l factors i n the 
conduct of s o c i a l inquiry. For l e t us r e c a l l that, accor
ding to Popper, the l o g i c of t h i s part of economics proceeds 
u n t i l the situations that human beings f i n d themselves - i n 
are "analysed f a r enough fo r elements which i n i t i a l l y ap
peared to be psychological. . . [are] transformed into ele
ments of the s i t u a t i o n " ("LSS", 102). The problem here, how
ever, i s that the alembic-like "transformation" i n question 
has f a i l e d to y i e l d anything l i k e the objective and predic-
t i v e l y cumulative body of f a l s i f i e d propositions that Popper 
claims we should emulate. Indeed, something close to just 
the opposite has proven to be the case, with " c r i s i s " talk 
now as frequent i n discussions of professional economics as 
i t i s i n the context of the contemporary state's l e g i t i -

36 
j . macy. ^ 

Not c o i n c i d e n t a l l y , the most plausible explanation f o r 
this lack of performance on the part of the n e o - c l a s s i c a l 
research programme i n economics—and, by implication, with 
the sort of s o c i a l science Popper e n v i s a g e s — i s i t s exces
s i v e l y "thin" conception of r a t i o n a l i t y or human agency and 
the s e l f . A. K. Sen, one of the most respected p r a c t i t i o n e r s 
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I of his c r a f t , has expressed t h i s inadequacy poignantly 
as follows: 

A person i s given one preference ordering, 
and as and when the need arises t h i s i s 
supposed to r e f l e c t his i n t e r e s t s , repre
sent his welfare, summarise his idea of 
what should be done, and describe his ac
t u a l choices and behaviour. Can one pre
ference ordering do a l l these things? A 
person thus described may be ' r a t i o n a l ' i n 
the l i m i t e d sense of revealing no inconsis
tencies i n his choice behaviour, but i f he 
has no use f o r these d i s t i n c t i o n s between 
quite d i f f e r e n t concepts, he must be a b i t 
of a f o o l . The purely economic man i s i n 
deed close to being a s o c i a l moron. Econo
mic theory has been much preoccupied with 
this r a t i o n a l f o o l decked i n the glory of 
his one all-purpose preference ordering. 
To make room f o r the d i f f e r e n t concepts 
related to his behaviour we need a more 
elaborate structure.37 

I m p l i c i t i n the concept of the s e l f underlying this image 
of "economic man" i s an even wore problematic notion of so
c i e t y , and of the nature and f u l f i l l m e n t of human needs. 
The sort of society envisaged by many contemporary econo
mists i s simply one without s t r u c t u r a l complexity: society 
i t s e l f i s conceived to be nothing more than a mere agglo
meration of atomised "consumers"; "goods are d i v i s i b l e l i k e 
peanut butter (and not l i k e babies)";3^ individuals are as
sumed to be so much l i k e one another i n t h e i r wants, needs, 
and goals that t h e i r differences do not seriously a f f e c t 
questions of value; and we a l l are accorded an inordinate 
degree of consistency, clairvoyancy, and s t a b i l i t y — i n d e e d , 
homogeneity, i n ordering our preferences and v i r t u a l l y a l l 
other matters of the mind. 

In Popper's thought, these commitments manifest them
selves i n several d i f f e r e n t respects, but perhaps the most 
revealing i s h i s characterisation of s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c and 
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i t s assumptions about "complete r a t i o n a l i t y " and information. 
They also figure prominently i n his view that r a t i o n a l i t y 
renders human situations less complicated than purely phy
s i c a l ones. I t seems to me that both of these claims are 
wrong, each the product of an excessively abstract and f o r 
mal portrayal of the s e l f and human agency. Let me bring 
this part of the discussion to an end by c l a r i f y i n g the 
basis of t h i s charge against Popper, the substance of which 
I w i l l be returning to i n the f i n a l two chapters. 

I began to suggest toward the conclusion of the l a s t 
chapter that, f a r from being reducible to the calculations 
of an universal egoist and ruthless maximiser—or "economic 
man"—our selves are enormously complicated, sometimes con
trad i c t o r y , and always multi-layered achievements and on
going transactions, taking place and being defined i n the 
context of innumerable relationships and interdependencies 
with other human beings. I t i s la r g e l y t h i s transactional 
and socially-embedded quality of our selves that leads 
Norbert E l i a s to observe, i n the second volume of his re
markable study, The C i v i l i s i n g Process, that as s o c i e t i e s 
have become more " r a t i o n a l i s e d " and as individualism has 
been elevated to the status of an unquestioned premise i n 
philosophical and s o c i a l analysis, "the conveyor belts run
ning through [one's] existence grow longer and more coin-

39 
plex". Thus, as the i n d i v i d u a l s t e a d i l y exercises more 
" s e l f - c o n t r o l " , E l i a s points out that "he i s now less a 
prisoner of h i s passions than before". But, as his l i f e 
i s increasingly bound by a host of multiplying functional 
dependencies, he also 

. . . i s much more r e s t r i c t e d i n his con
duct, i n his chances of d i r e c t l y s a t i s f y i n g 
his drives and passions. L i f e becomes i n a 
sense less dangerous but also l e s s emotional 
or pleasurable, at l e a s t as f a r as the d i 
rect release of pleasure i s concerned. And 
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for what i s lacking i n everyday l i f e a 
substitute i s created i n dreams, books 
and pictures.40 

And, I might add, i t i s widely acknowledged that the e v i 
dence to date from the a n l y s i s of dreams, modern l i t e r a 
ture, f i l m s , and a large body of social-psychological re
search and speculation suggests that the drives and pas
sionate effects which no longer manifest themselves d i r e c t 
l y i n relationships between people nevertheless struggle 
no less v i o l e n t l y within and between d i f f e r e n t "colonies" 

41 ~ 
of our selves. 

These "colonies" of our selves come strongly into 
play even i n our conduct as "economic" beings—as workers 
and consumers, as union members and corporate managers, as 
indigents and i n d u s t r i a l i s t s — i n ways that scarcely have 
been contemplated to date by mainstream economists, i f not 
the majority of s o c i o l o g i s t s and p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s i n 
t h e i r f i e l d s , as well. For the various formalisms that 
these d i s c i p l i n e s have adopted i n recent decades—whether 
of a u t i l i t a r i a n or Kantian, Marxist or f u n c t i o n a l i s t k i n d -
demand that the researcher eschew as much of the r e a l i t y 
and vocabulary of the " s e l f " and i t s subject-related qua-

42 
l i t i e s and c o n s t i t u t i v e practices as possible. But the 
c o n s t i t u t i v e experiences of s u b j e c t i v i t y , those peaks and 
valleys of our i n t e r i o r geography, and t h e i r impact upon 
our conduct and c h a r a c t e r — o r our public selves—stubborn
l y continue to impress themselves upon students of society. 
In economics i t s e l f , f o r instance, a number of studies have 
shown that many forms of commitment, status awareness, a l 
truism, welfare (or "other-regarding") considerations, arid 
a constant readjusting of expectations and preferences (to 
name only a few f i n d i n g s ) , regularly occur i n market con
texts i n such a way as to seriously v i o l a t e the t h e o r e t i c a l 
desiderata of i n d i v i d u a l l y maximising and instrumentally 
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r a t i o n a l a c t i o n i n the n e o - c l a s s i c a l model. 
What I would l i k e to suggest i s that these and a host 

of related forms of conduct and i d e n t i t y are, i n the f i n a l 
analysis, "subjective" phenomena—phenomena i r r e d u c i b l e to 
mere "means/ends" e f f i c i e n c y c alculations, and seldom, i f 
ever, simply the product of objective circumstances. A 
fa r more complicated chain of influences and considerations, 
as well as a d i f f e r e n t " l o g i c " f o r t h e i r investigation, w i l l 
need to be brought into the story of our s o c i a l r a t i o n a l i t y 
than the one that orthodox economists and, by extension, 
Popper, have t o l d . 

Perhaps an a l t e r n a t i v e starting-point to the purely 
instrumental account of r a t i o n a l i t y can be found i n the 
suggestion of Herbert Simon, that we abandon the quest f o r 
substantive r a t i o n a l i t y — a l w a y s minimising costs and maxi
mising p r o f i t s given some sp e c i f i e d g o a l — a n d pursue, i n 
stead, the study of procedurally r a t i o n a l behavior—be
havior that i s "the outcome of appropriate deliberation" 

44 
i n a v a r i e t y of d i f f e r e n t contexts. Such an approach 
would have the merit of allowing us to understand d i f f e r e n t 
types of problem-solving more i n terms of t h e i r own "working 
l o g i c s " than on the basis of an overarching l o g i c a l " i d e a l " 
whose connection with the world of human a c t i v i t y i s i t s e l f 
problematic, except, perhaps, i n a narrowly circumscribed 
and d i s c i p l i n e d set of rela t i o n s h i p s . The studies of Simon 
and others suggest that, even as "maximisers", we may 
a c t u a l l y be more appropriately conceived of as " s a t i s f i c e r s " ; 
an i n d i c a t i o n of how much r i c h e r our account of human action 
s t i l l needs to become can be gleaned from the fact that we 

45 
are also "dramatisers" and "moralisers" as well! 

A l l Of which i s meant to suggest, once again, pace 
Popper, that contemporary s o c i a l inquiry and any philosophy 
hoping to illuminate i t s practice can i l l a f f o r d to do with-



- 220 -

out a sustained dialogue with psychoanalysis, the socio
logy of knowledge, and other forms of i n t e r p r e t i v e analy
s i s which attempt to get at the psychological and c u l t u r a l 
roots of our reason—roots which i n no way are to be con
fused with t h e i r i n t e l l e c t u a l f r u i t s or results* In s p i t e 
of Popper's protestations to the contrary, u t i l i s i n g such 
approaches, and j e t t i s o n i n g c e r t a i n parts of the i d e a l of 
a u n i f i e d " l o g i c " of s o c i a l inquiry, are absolutely essen
t i a l ingredients to the story of trying to enlarge the 
sphere of human autonomy and responsible a c t i v i t y . 
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An indefatigable nominalist, Menger argued that so-
c a l l e d "exact laws" were to be found by analysing a given, 
aspect of r e a l i t y into i t s simplest parts and then, through 
what he terms the "compositive method", demonstrate how com
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ductive axioms and yet y i e l d knowledge of empirical f a c t s . 
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actions i n economic l i f e . Thus, i n spite of i t s deductive 
form, Menger's marginalism nonetheless presupposed a foun
dation i n introspective and i n t e r p r e t i v e psychology, since 
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CHAPTER 6 

Conserving Liberalism: An Interpretation of Truth, 
Hope, and Power i n Popper's Philosophy 

I t has f o r some time seemed to me that a c r i t i 
cism which has at heart the interests of l i b e r a 
lism might f i n d i t s most useful work not i n con
firming l i b e r a l i s m i n i t s sense of general T i g h t 
ness but rather i n putting under some pressure the 
l i b e r a l ideas and assumptions of the present time. 

i 
— L i o n e l T r i l l i n g 

i 

Perhaps the most s t r i k i n g c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Western 
p o l i t i c a l thought since the Second World War has been i t s 
deep sense of disillusionment—sometimes bordering on des
p a i r — w i t h i t s i n h e r i t e d t r a d i t i o n s of discourse. I f ear
l i e r periods of c r i s i s , as Wolin persuasively argues, ten
ded to awaken i n p o l i t i c a l philosophers an architectonic 
impulse towards mastery, "a b e l i e f that mind can furnish 
the formula f o r c o n t r o l l i n g the dynamics of change, and 
that, guided by t h i s knowledge, p o l i t i c a l power can trans-

2 
form society into a community tinged by truth", the unpre
cedented b r u t a l i t i e s of the l a s t World War and the massive 
convulsions and s o c i a l reorganization that have followed i n 
i t s wake seem to have eroded the necessary basis of i n t e l 
l e c t u a l optimism that such c r e a t i v i t y and p o l i t i c a l imagi
nation require. 

Writing i n the early 1950s, and representative of this 
acute sense of decline i n p o l i t i c a l f a i t h , Judith 3hklar ob
served that 

i t i s next to impossible to believe strong 
l y that the power of human reason expressing 
i t s e l f i n p o l i t i c a l a ction i s capable of 
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achieving i t s ends. The various theories 
of h i s t o r i c a l determinism prevalent since 
the l a s t century have long since under-
minded th i s hope, and h i s t o r i c a l disaster 
has completed the process. 3 

There can he no doubt that the decline i n optimism and the 
eclipse of the "urge to construct grand designs f o r the 
p o l i t i c a l future of mankind" that Shklar and many others 
have chronicled so well i s especially troubling to contem
porary l i b e r a l i s m . For i t s "primal act of imagination by 
which i t establishes i t s essence and existence . . . [ i s ] 
i t s v i s i o n of a general enlargement and freedom and r a t i o -
nal d i r e c t i o n of human l i f e " . 

As indicated throughout t h i s study, I believe that 
one of the most noteworthy features of Popper's thought i s 
pre c i s e l y i t s determination to retrieve the essence of thi s 
l i b e r a l v i s i o n — i t s meliorism and optimistic f a i t h i n the 
powers of reason to enlarge the prospects of human freedom. 
But unlike the, a l b e i t caricatured, optimism of older l i 
b eral v i s i o n s , Popper's i s of a profoundly more conserva
t i v e and cautious kind. In t h i s sense, I believe that 
Popper's p o l i t i c a l theory represents a sustained i n t e r r o -

I gation of l i b e r a l i s m ' s own t y p i c a l l y u t i l i t a r i a n vocabu
l a r y of de s i r i n g and the reaffirmation of a sobered, com
bat-toughened conception of r a t i o n a l i t y and the "ends" i t 
i s r a t i o n a l to pursue. 

With a sense of h i s t o r i c mission and a degree of moral 
i n t e n s i t y seldom encountered i n our times, Popper proclaims 
that just as there i s no reason to despair of the growth of 
knowledge and the progress of science, there i s no reason 
to forsake the essence of l i b e r a l i s m provided we come to 
learn from our mistakes i n the manner that he suggests i s 
possible. Although h i s t o r y i n and of i t s e l f "has no mean
ing" , Popper never t i r e s of i n s i s t i n g that "we can give i t 
meaning" provided we learn to l i v e within the l i m i t s of how 
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l i t t l e we know about i t s ultimate structure and the con
sequences of our actions (OS, I I , 169 and 278). 

One of the clearest statements of this dimension of 
his thought i s to be found i n a lecture delivered but a 
decade a f t e r the defeat of H i t l e r ' s troops and his a l l i e s , 
"The History of Our Time: An Optimist's View". There, he 
conceded that although ". . . i t i s much easier f o r us to 
regress than to progress", nonetheless he continued, 

. . . 1 think I may f a i r l y describe my
s e l f as an optimist. For my optimism 
l i e s . . . i n my strongly appreciative 
view of our time. . . . No doubt there 
i s much i n our world about which we can 
r i g h t l y complain i f only we give our 
mind to i t ; and no doubt i t i s some
times most important to f i n d out what 
i s wrong with us. But I think that the 
other side of the story might also get 
a hearing (CR, 365). 

But, i n a marked departure from the s t y l e and measured man
ner of a presiding judge, Popper continues his lecture by 
giving "the other side" no mere hearing, but instead pro
vides a s p i r i t e d defense of the "strongly appreciative view 
of our time" he believes i t deserves. 

To begin with, Popper challenges the view of fellow 
r a t i o n a l i s t s such as Bertrand Russell, whom he "greatly 
admires as a man and as a philosopher", that i t i s a mix-, 
ture of cleverness and wickedness [that] l i e s at the root 
of our troubles" ( i b i d ) . A f t e r noting Russell's increa
sing fear that we have not been able to achieve the degree 
of moral and p o l i t i c a l growth and maturity necessary to 
d i r e c t our tremendous i n t e l l e c t u a l achievements, including 
thermonuclear bombs, Popper proclaims just the opposite 
view. Popper's f i r s t thesis reads: 

We are good, perhaps a l i t t l e too good, 
but we are also a l i t t l e stupid; and i t 
i s t h i s mixture of goodness and s t u p i d i t y 
which l i e s at the root of our troubles ( i b i d ) . 
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Not only, Popper c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y notes, i s the imputed 
wickedness of human nature more d i f f i c u l t to remedy and 
combat than the assumption of a degree of st u p i d i t y but, 
perhaps more importantly, i t i s surely more i n keeping 
with an optimist's view that we are not "hopelessly stu
pid". As Samuel Butler understood so well i n Erewhon, 
"what i s wrong with us i s that we so e a s i l y mislead our
selves, and . . . are so e a s i l y 'led by the nose' by others", 
p a r t i c u l a r l y f a l s e prophets, irresponsible ideologues, and 
d i c t a t o r s . Popper sums up th i s aspect of his argument when 
he observes that 

The main trouble of our time—and I do not 
deny that we l i v e i n troubled t i m e s — i s 
not due to our moral wickedness, but*, on 
the contrary, to our often misguided moral  
enthusiasm: to our anxiety to better the 
world we l i v e i n . Our wars are fundamen
t a l l y r e l i g i o u s wars; they are wars between 
competing theories of how to est a b l i s h a 
better world. And our moral enthusiasm i s 
often misguided because we f a i l to r e a l i z e 
that our moral p r i n c i p l e s , which are sure 
to be over-simple, are often d i f f i c u l t to 
apply to the complex human and p o l i t i c a l 
s i tuations to which we f e e l bound to apply 
them ( i b i d , 3 6 6 ; emphasis added). 

In short, f o r Popper—as f o r many other prominent 
5 

l i b e r a l s of the period — o n e of the gravest dangers to our 
freedom and humanity i s an excess of moral fervour and cer
tainty i n p o l i t i c s . We constantly must be on guard as to 
"how dangerous goodness can be i f too much of i t i s com
bined with too l i t t l e r a t i o n a l c r i t i c i s m " ( i b i d , 3 6 7 ) • 
That the attempt to "make heaven on earth inva r i a b l y pro
duces h e l l " i s one of the most important, though admitted
l y p a i n f u l , lessons that l i b e r a l i s m must lea r n about i t s 
past and i t s enemies (OS, I I , 2 3 7 ; c f . , I, Chapter 9 ) . 
As we s h a l l see, such a lesson not only takes us to the 
center of Popper's well-known h o s t i l i t y to utopianism and 
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a l l attempts at wholesale or revolutionary s o c i a l reform, 
but also to h i s self-described "modification" of u t i l i 
tarianism as well. 

Popper's "deeply appreciative" attitude toward our 
time and i n s t i t u t i o n s i s even more apparent i n a second 
thesis he advances. Once again he begins by dissenting 
from the view of another well-known optimist, Leibniz, 
that ours i s the best of a l l possible worlds. Popper 
asserts this i s simply not true. But he goes on to add 
that 

i n s pite of our great and serious troubles, 
and i n spite of the fact that ours i s not 
the best possible society, I assert that 
our own free world i s by f a r the best so 
c i e t y which has come into existence during 
the course of human history (CR, 36*9; empha
si s added). 

That Popper's standard of evaluation i n the present con
text i s the same Kantian demand that we treat human beings 
as i n d i v i d u a l "ends i n themselves" as we have encountered 
at e a r l i e r junctures i n our discussion i s pe r f e c t l y c l e a r 
from his judgment that 

At no other time, and nowhere else, have 
men been more respected, as men, than i n 
our society. Never before have t h e i r hu
man r i g h t s , and t h e i r human dignity, been 
so respected, and never before have so many 
been ready to bring great s a c r i f i c e s f o r 
others, especially f o r those l e s s fortunate 
than themselves ( i b i d ) . 

Which i s not to say that he i s oblivious or i n d i f f e r e n t 
to other facts and dangers that exist r e l a t i v e to such 
i d e a l s . "Power s t i l l corrupts, even i n our world" , he rea
d i l y concedes. And " c i v i l servants s t i l l behave l i k e un
c i v i l masters" , while "pocket dictators s t i l l abound" ( i b i d , 
369-370). But the f a c t of the matter i s , Popper argues, 
that "our own free world"—the Society of the A t l a n t i c Com-
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munity and i t s a l l i e s — h a s "very nearly, i f not completely, 
succeeded i n abolishing the greatest e v i l s which haveahither-
to beset the s o c i a l l i f e of man" ( i b i d , 3 7 0 ) . Popper even 
proffers a l i s t of what he believes to be "some of the grea
test of those e v i l s which can be remedied, or relieved, by 
s o c i a l co-operation". Popper's l i s t runs as follows: 

Poverty 
Unemployment and some si m i l a r forms of S o c i a l 

Insecurity 
Sickness and Pain 
Penal Cruelty 
Slavery and other forms of Serfdom 
Religious and Racial Discrimination 
Lack of Educational Opportunities 
Rigid Class Differences 
War ( i b i d ) . 

The point here being not so much that each and every 
one of these " e v i l s " have been completely remedied or era
dicated, but rather that enormous stri d e s i n the l i b e r a l and 
humane d i r e c t i o n of doing so have been accomplished. For 
example, abject poverty "has been p r a c t i c a l l y abolished. In
stead of being a mass phenomenon, the problem has become one 
of detecting the i s o l a t e d cases which s t i l l p e r s i s t " (CR, 
3 7 0 ) . As opposed to e a r l i e r periods of widespread insecurity, 
Popper argues "we are now faced with new problems brought 
into being by the fact that the problem of mass-unemployment 
has l a r g e l y been solved" ( i b i d ) . S i m i l a r l y , "class d i f 
ferences have diminished enormously everywhere" ( i b i d , 3 7 1 ) . 
In f a c t , on t h i s score, Popper goes so f a r as to maintain 
that " i n Scandinavia, the United States, Canada, A u s t r a l i a , 
and New Zealand, we have, • . . , something approaching 
c l a s s l e s s s o c i e t i e s " ( i b i d ) . And even though the problem 
of blocked educational opportunities i s " s t i l l very serious", 
Popper nonetheless maintains that " i t i s being tackled s i n -

! cerely and with energy" ( i b i d ) . 
Perhaps the most important item on his l i s t i s the 

problem of war. At any rate, that seems to be Popper's own 
view, f o r he f e e l s i t to be of s u f f i c i e n t gravity to merit 
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discussing i t i n the form of yet another thesis. Since 
the time of the Boer War, he contends, 

none of the democratic governments of the 
free world has been.in a po s i t i o n to wage 
a war of aggression. No democratic govern
ment would be united upon the issue, . . . 
Aggressive war has become almost a moral im
p o s s i b i l i t y ( i b i d , 371). 

Indeed, on Popper's account, i t was l a r g e l y because of the 
revulsion of f e e l i n g that the Boer War engendered, "amoun
ting to a moral conversion i n favour of peace", that was 
responsible f o r B r i t a i n ' s i n i t i a l h e s i t a t i o n i n r e s i s t i n g 
the Kaiser and f o r i t s readiness "to make allowances f o r 
H i t l e r " p r i o r to entering the Second World War ( i b i d ) . 
Only when accompanied by widespread outbursts of public 
indignation and outrage, as happened when Mussolini open
l y attacked Ethiopia, could the government meet such chal
lenges. Even a so-called preventive war against the' Soviet 
Union of S t a l i n i n 1950 or so, which Popper (following 
Russell's l i n e of reasoning) suggests "there were strong 
reasons i n favour of was out of the question. "Even 
i n these c r u c i a l circumstances, and with the then p r a c t i c a l 
certainty of v i c t o r y " , an aggressive war Popper believes, 
"had become morally impossible" ( i b i d , 371)• Thus, although 
the free world i s ready to go to war i n the face of unam
biguous aggression, "as f a r as the free world i t s e l f i s con
cerned war has been conquered" ( i b i d , 371). 

One of the dominant themes running throughout Popper's 
p o l i t i c a l thought i s t h i s "appreciative" attitude towards 
our major i n s t i t u t i o n s and practices, his sense of just how 
p r e c i o u s — l i k e l i f e i t s e l f — t h e s e achievements of the "free 
world" should be taken to be. From such an attitude flows 
a profoundly conservative impulse i n terms of preserving 
the necessary b e l i e f s and other i n t e l l e c t u a l preconditions 
f o r the continued growth of t h i s kind of freedom and auto-
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nomy of the i n d i v i d u a l . For example, i n the concluding 
chapter to The Open Society and Its Enemies, Popper i s 
extremely c r i t i c a l of the tendency to equate individualism 
and egoism, on the one hand, and altruism and c o l l e c t i v i s m , 
on the other, f o r i t "bars the way even to a c l e a r formu
l a t i o n of the main problem [of e t h i c s ] , the problem of how 
to obtain a sane appreciation of one's own importance i n 
r e l a t i o n to other i n d i v i d u a l s " (OS, I I , 1 7 7 ) . And i n the 
lecture on "The History o'f Our Times", he s i m i l a r l y argues 
that 

I believe that i t i s most important to 
say what the free world has achieved. 
For we have become unduly s c e p t i c a l about 
ourselves. We are suspicious of anything 
l i k e self-righteousness, and we f i n d s e l f -
praise unpalatable. One of the great things 
we have learned i s not only to be tolerant 
of others, but to ask ourselves seriously 
whether the other fellow i s not perhaps i n 
the r i g h t , . . . We have learned the funda
mental moral truth that nobody should be 
judge i n his own cause. This, no doubt, i s 
a symptom of a c e r t a i n moral maturity; yet 
one may learn a lesson too well. Having d i s 
covered the s i n of self-righteousness, we 
have f a l l e n into i t s stereotyped inversion: 
into a stereotyped pose of self-depreciation, 
of inverted smugness. Having learned that 
one should not judge i n one's own cause, 
we are tempted to become advocates f o r our  
opponents. Thus we become b l i n d to our own 
achievements. But t h i s tendency must be re
s i s t e d (CR, 3 7 1 ; emphasis added). 

One of our greatest achievements—for Popper perhaps 
the g r e a t e s t — i s the " p o s s i b i l i t y of f i g h t i n g with words 
instead of f i g h t i n g with swords" ( i b i d , 3 7 3 ) . As a firm 
b e l i e v e r i n the "power of ideas, including the power of 
f a l s e and pernicious ideas", Popper sees a great d e a l — i f 
not the s u r v i v a l of the human species, not to mention the 
fate of l i b e r a l i s m — r i d i n g on what he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y 
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refers to as the "war of ideas". To see just how "power
f u l ideas have become since the days of the Greeks", he 
notes, 

we only need to remember that a l l re
l i g i o u s wars are wars of ideas, and that 
a l l revolutions were revolutions of ideas. 
[And] although these ideas were more often 
f a l s e and pernicious than true and bene
f i c i a l there i s perhaps a c e r t a i n tendency 
f o r some of the better ones to survive, 
provided they f i n d s u f f i c i e n t l y powerful 
and i n t e l l i g e n t support ( i b i d ) . 

Whereas lower organisms and those indiv i d u a l s who remain 
on a dogmatic or " p r e - s c i e n t i f i c " l e v e l of problem-solving 
are often destroyed and eliminated with t h e i r f a l s e theo
r i e s or conjectures, those who have mastered the c r i t i c a l 
method of error elimination and have .come to respect the 
views of others can l e t t h e i r f a l s e theories die i n t h e i r 
stead ( c f . , "Conversation", 96-97). I t i s thus l a r g e l y 
because of t h e i r p o t e n t i a l effects on, and contributions 
to, the quality of l i f e that Popper proposes another the
s i s which reads: "The power of ideas, and especially or 
moral and r e l i g i o u s ideas, i s at l e a s t as important as 
that of physical resources" (CR, 373). 

I f we ask ourselves, as seems appropriate i n l i g h t of 
our preceding discussion, the Kantian question of "In what 
kind of world i s p o l i t i c a l theory i n p r i n c i p l e possible?" 
the answer must be, as Isaiah B e r l i n r i g h t l y reminds us, 
"Only i n a world where ends c o l l i d e " . ^ Popper's overriding 
concern i s accordingly to formulate the means by which we 
can protect the clash of ends that seems inherent i h an 
i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c and p l u r a l i s t i c universe. Seldom has 
Popper expressed this concern as c l e a r l y as i n an address 
delivered to the I n s t i t u t des Arts i n Brussels, i n 1947, 
poignantly e n t i t l e d , "Utopia and Violence". As opposed to 
those Utopians that "dream about distant i d e a l s " and who 
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are w i l l i n g to f i g h t over "blueprints f o r a new world 
and a new man", Popper proudly numbers himself among 
those 

who believe i n man as he i s , and who have 
therefore not given up the hope of defea
ti n g violence and unreason, [and who] must 
demand instead that every man should be  
given the r i g h t to arrange his l i f e himself  
so f a r as t h i s i s compatible with the equal  
righ t s of others (CR, 363; emphasis added)* 

As a t t r a c t i v e as Utopianism may seem to be, Popper 
i n s i s t s not only that i t i s dangerous and pernicious i n 
i t s consequences, but that i t i s self-defeating as well. 
Because the Utopian method "chooses an i d e a l state of 
society as the aim which a l l our p o l i t i c a l actions should 
serve", i t cannot tolerate, l e t alone r a t i o n a l l y adjudi
cate, differences of opinion which invariably a r i s e as to 
what ends the i d e a l state should pursue ( i b i d , 360). 
Given the i m p o s s i b i l i t y of ever determining ends s c i e n t i 
f i c a l l y and given the f a c t that "the r a t i o n a l i t y of his 
p o l i t i c a l a c tion demands constancy of aim f o r a long time 
ahead", the Utopianist cannot help but try to "win over, 
or else crush, his * . . competitors" and "as f a r as possi
ble stamps out a l l memory of them" ( i b i d , 359-360). Thus, 
however benevolent i t s ends, Utopianism must stand condemned 
as a s e l f - d e f e a t i n g doctrine. For " i t does not bring hap
piness, but only the f a m i l i a r misery of being condemned to 
l i v e under a tyrannical government" ( i b i d , 360). 

Far from being the case that this r e s u l t i s accidental 
or merely a contingent feature of periods of r a d i c a l s o c i a l 
change, Popper argues that the problems outlined above—and 
pressed at great length against Plato, Marx, and Mannheim 
i n The Open S o c i e t y — a r e inherent i n the very l o g i c of the 
Utopian project. For whereas " e v i l s " are concrete, the 
case with " i d e a l goods" i s e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t : 



- 240 -

These we know only from our dreams and 
from the dreams of our poets and pro
phets. They cannot he discussed, only 
proclaimed . . . They do not c a l l f o r 
the r a t i o n a l attitude of the impartial 
judge, but f o r the emotional attitude 
of the impassioned preacher (CR, 361). 

Ultimately, Popper contends, Utopianism i s best understood 
as yet another expression of the "f a l s e rationalism" out
l i n e d at greater length i n the l a s t chapter, at bottom a 
claim to power "on the basis of one's superior i n t e l l e c 
tual g i f t s " . Of a l l p o l i t i c a l i d e a l s , he writes i n "The 
Aftermath" to The Open Society and Its Enemies, 

that of making the people happy i s per
haps the most dangerous one. I t leads 
i n v a r i a b l y to the attempt to impose our 
scale of 'higher' values upon others, i n 
order to make them r e a l i z e what seems to 
us of greatest importance f o r t h e i r hap
piness. . . . I t leads to intolerance. 
I t leads to r e l i g i o u s wars, and to saving 
souls through the i n q u i s i t i o n . And i t i s , 
I believe, based upon a complete misunder
standing of our moral duties (OS, I I , 237). 

Before turning to Popper's own understanding of our 
moral duties and of t h e i r connection to the po l i c y agenda 
of the "open society", l e t us turn to the f i n a l thesis he 
advances with regard to "The History of Our Time". For i t 
i s here that the cautious nature of Popper's optimism be
comes most evident. The l i b e r a l i s m and rationalism of the 
18th and 19th centuries, he notes, not only believed i n 
the power of ideas. I t also believed i n the mistaken doc
tri n e that "truth, once put forward, would always be recog
nized". At bottom t h e i r error was to believe that "truth 
i s m a n i f e s t — t h a t i t cannot be missed once the powers which 
are interested i n i t s suppression and perversion are des
troyed" (CR, 373). This, Popper argues, ' 

i s one form of optimism which I cannot 
support. I am convinced that i t i s mis-
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taken, and that, on the contrary, truth 
i s hard, and often p a i n f u l , to come by 
( i b i d ) . 

This, then, i s Popper's f i n a l thesis of the lecture at hand: 
"Truth i s hard to come by". 

There can be no doubt, Popper read i l y concedes, that 
the naive and mistaken view that truth i s manifest—"that 
i t i s an open book, there to be ready by anybody of good 
w i l l " — h a s contributed a great deal that i s laudable and 
noteworthy to modern c i v i l i z a t i o n . I t not only became the 
i n s p i r a t i o n f o r the advancement of learning and the b i r t h 
of modern science and technology, but i t also led to "the 
doctrines of i n d i v i d u a l moral and i n t e l l e c t u a l responsi
b i l i t y and of freedom", thereby making "the s p i r i t u a l autho
r i t y of the Church and i t s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the truth su
perfluous, and even pernicious" (Ibid, 374). A less o p t i 
m i s t i c , more s c e p t i c a l attitude towards the truth, Popper 
argues i n v a r i a b l y 

leads to an emphasis upon the authority 
of the Church, and to other forms of 
authoritarianism. For i f truth i s not 
manifest, then you cannot leave i t to 
each i n d i v i d u a l to interpret i t ; f o r 
this would of necessity lead to chaos, 
to s o c i a l d i s i n t e g r a t i o n , to r e l i g i o u s 
schisms, and to r e l i g i o u s wars ( i b i d ) . 

T y pical of his dichotomous forma mentis, Popper sums 
up the c o n f l i c t here as "one between i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c r a t i o 
nalism and authoritarianism". As though a whole range of 
middling positions and combinations of tra d i t i o n a l i s m and 
individualism, on the one hand, or of rationalism and au
thoritarianism, on the other, are not equally p l a u s i b l e . 
But, f o r Popper, 

The issue between rationalism and authori
t a r i a n t r a d i t i o n a l i s m i s best described as 
that between, on the one hand, f a i t h i n man, 
i n human goodness as well as human reason, 
and, on the other hand, d i s t r u s t of man, of 
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h i s goodness and of h i s reason ( i b i d , 
374). ~ ~ 

And to the extent that the issue i s posed thusly, as "be
tween f a i t h i n man and d i s t r u s t i n man", Popper leaves 
absolutely no doubt as to where his sympathies l i e : 

my feelings are a l l on the side of the 
naive l i b e r a l optimists, even though my 
reason t e l l s me that t h e i r epistemology 
was a l l wrong, and that truth i s i n f a c t 
hard to come by ( i b i d ) . 

The main reasons that the excessively optimistic 
epistemology of those that hold that "truth i s manifest" 
i s " a l l wrong" were outlined by Popper i n a lecture he 
read before the B r i t i s h Academy i n I960, "On the Sources 
of Knowledge and Ignorance". I t i s not just, Popper argues, 
"that truth i s often hard to come by", but that "once found 
i t may be e a s i l y l o s t again" (£R, 8). Erroneous b e l i e f s , 
he continues, 

may have an astonishing power to survive, 
f o r thousands of years, i n defiance of ex
perience, and without the aid of any con
spiracy. The history of science, and es
p e c i a l l y of medicine, could furnish us with 
a number of good examples ( i b i d ) . 

What's worse, Popper adds, are the disastrous consequences 
that follow from adopting such a doctrine. F i r s t of a l l , 
i f one assumes that "truth i s manifest" and easy to come 
by, we only f e e l the need to explain falsehood. Needless 
to say, such a view leaves a great deal to be desired i f , 
as Popper believes should be the case, "the central prob
lem of epistemology. . . i s the problem of the growth of 
knowledge" (LSD, 15). 

Second, and more important to students of p o l i t i c s 
and society, Popper asks, "how can we ever f a l l into error 
i f truth i s manifest?" ( i b i d ) . Only, he believes, 

through our own s i n f u l r e fusal to see the 
manifest truth; or because our minds har-
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bour prejudices inculcated by education 
and t r a d i t i o n , or other e v i l influences 
which have perverted our o r i g i n a l l y pure 
and innocent minds. Ignorance may be the 
work of powers conspiring to keep us i n 
ignorance, to poison our minds by f i l l i n g 
them with falsehood ( i b i d ) . 

Thus, whatever the s p e c i f i c form this p a r t i c u l a r doctrine 
assumes—his favourite targets for c r i t i c i s m are the Marxist 
"conspiracy theory" of the c a p i t a l i s t press and "big 
business" and Plato's attitude toward r e l i g i o n as nothing 
but a "noble l i e " and h i s "myth of the metals" i n man ( c . f . , 
OS, I, Chapter 8 , section i i ; and I I , 94 -95 , 101 and 133)— 
Popper i n s i s t s that the excessively optimistic view that 
"truth i s manifest", no less than pessimistic accounts of 
reason and human nature, breeds fanaticism and, ultimately; 
authoritarianism (CR, 8 - 9 ) . 

Perhaps the most revealing i n d i c a t i o n of the cautious, 
indeed Burkean, s p i r i t of Popper's optimism comes i n his 
contrast between the " c r i t i c a l form" of his own rationalism 
and the excessively o p t i m i s t i c — i n d e e d " f a l s e " — r a t i o n a l i s m 
of the French and Russian revolutionaries. As much as he i s 
"repelled by the idea of keeping men under tutelage and 
authority", he nonetheless finds himself forced to admit 
"that the pessimists who feared the decline of authority 
and t r a d i t i o n were wise men" (CR, 374) . Their wisdom and 
foresight has been proven, Popper observes, by "the t e r 
r i b l e experience of the great r e l i g i o u s wars, and of the 
French and Russian revolutions ( i b i d ) . But, Popper i s 
quick to add, "although these wars and revolutions prove 
that the cautious pessimists were wise, they do not prove 
them r i g h t " , f o r there "were other revolutions, the Glo
rious Revolution, and the American Revolution. And there 
i s our present free world, our A t l a n t i c Community" ( i b i d , 
374 and 375 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . The p a r a l l e l with Edmund Burke's 
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account of the same events—excepting the l a s t of c o u r s e -
i s s t r i k i n g indeed. 

Popper notes that there can he no doubt that as a con
sequence of the Reformation, "the society of our free world" 
has "seen a decline of authority without p a r a l l e l i n any 
other epoch" ( i b i d , 375). Indeed, i t i s a society with
out authority, "or, as one might c a l l i t , a fatherless so
c i e t y " . Given the emphasis of the Reformation, on the con
science of the i n d i v i d u a l , we have "dethroned God as the 
responsible r u l e r of Man's World. . . . The r e p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r the world i s mine and yours: this i s the Protestant 
f a i t h " ( i b i d ; emphasis added). But, whereas authoritarians 

"- and t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s were convinced that such a "fatherless" 
or non-authoritarian society "must s p e l l the destruction of 
a l l human values", Popper vehemently maintains they were 
wrong. For a "fatherless" society "ruled by the interplay 
of our own i n d i v i d u a l conscience" i s , "as I have t r i e d to 

' convince you, . . . the best society that has ever existed" 
I ( i b i d ) . 

In p a r t i c u l a r , Popper sees "three elements of our free 
world which have successfully replaced the dethroned autho
r i t y " ( i b i d ) . F i r s t of a l l , there i s our 

respect f o r the authority of truth: of 
an impersonal, interpersonal objective 
truth which i t i s our task to f i n d , and 
which i t i s not i n our power to change, 
or to i n t e r p r e t to our l i k i n g ( i b i d ) . 

Popper repeatedly emphasizes that this b e l i e f i n the autho
r i t y of objective truth " i s indispensable f o r a free society 
based on mutual respect" ( i b i d ) , f o r i t constitutes the 
necessary precondition of f a l l i b i l i t y and the tolerance.im
p l i e d i n the l i b e r a l notion that we can learn from our mis
takes. For example, i n his important Addenda to The Open  
Society, "Facts, Standards, and Truth", Popper argues at 
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great length that such a notion of truth as a progressively 
closer approximation to, or correspondence with, the facts 
of whatever we are investigating i s an absolutely essential 
part of the l i b e r a l t r a d i t i o n , which holds that p a r t i c u l a r 
facts "may f a l l short of right (or v a l i d or true) standards, 
especially i n the f i e l d of p o l i t i c s and of l e g i s l a t i o n " 
(03, I I , 392). S i m i l a r l y , i n the lecture, "On the Sources 
of Knowledge and Ignorance", he argues that the "very idea 
of error or human f a l l i b i l i t y involves another one—the 
idea of objective truth: the standard which we may f a l l 
short of " (CR, 16; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . Expanding upon 
the p o l i t i c a l import of the notion, Popper notes that i t 
was p r e c i s e l y " t h i s doctrine of an essential f a l l i b i l i t y " , 
which Nicolas of Cusa, Erasmus of Rotterdam, Montaigne, 
Locke, V o l t a i r e , John Stuart M i l l and Bertrand Russell, 
among others, made the basis of the doctrine of tolerance, 
and which more recently has been made the basis of p o l i t i c a l 
freedom by F r i e d r i c h Hayek i n his well-known work, The Con--
s t i t u t i o n of Liberty ( c . f . , CR, 16-17). 

A second element which has successfully replaced the 
dethroned authority of the Church i s "a lesson learnt i n 
the r e l i g i o u s wars" ( i b i d , 375). Popper writes: 

We learnt that r e l i g i o u s f a i t h and other 
convictions can only be of value when they are 
f r e e l y and sincerely held, and that the at
tempt to force men to conform was pointless 
because those who resisted were the best, 
and indeed the only ones whose assent was 
worth having. Thus we learnt not only to 
tolerate b e l i e f s that d i f f e r from ours, but 
to respect them and the men who sincerely 
held them. . . . And we learnt that we must 
not draw authoritarian conclusions from this 
great truth [that truth i s not manifest] but, 
on the contrary, suspect a l l those who claim 
that they are authorized to teach the truth ( i b i d ) . 

And f i n a l l y , the t h i r d thing we have learned from pur past 
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mistakes, "though i n s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l f i e l d s this 
seems a rare and d i f f i c u l t thing", i s that "by l i s t e n i n g 
to one another, and by c r i t i c i z i n g one another, we may 
get nearer to the truth" ( i b i d ) . Popper sums up the fun
damental temper of his p o l i t i c a l thought n i c e l y when he 
notes that the " c r i t i c a l approach" he advocated thus 

makes room, at the same time, f o r a recon
c i l i a t i o n between rationalism and t r a d i t i o 
nalism. The c r i t i c a l r a t i o n a l i s t can appre
c i a t e t r a d i t i o n s , f o r although he believes i n 
truth, he does not believe that he himself i s 
i n c e r t a i n possession of i t . He can appre
c i a t e every step, every approach towards i t , 
as valuable, indeed as invaluable; and he can 
see that our t r a d i t i o n s often help to encourage 
such steps, and also that without an i n t e l l e c t u a l  
t r a d i t i o n the i n d i v i d u a l could hardly take a  
single step toward the truth ( i b i d , 376; empha
s i s added) . 

Such a compromise between rationalism and scepticism, 
between "the respect f o r t r a d i t i o n s , and at the same time 
the recognition of the need to reform them", he candidly 
adds, "has been the basis of the B r i t i s h middle way" f o r a 
long time ( i b i d ) . This seems only a f i t t i n g tribute to a 
newly-adopted homeland from someone born and raised i n the 
fractured and increasingly i l l i b e r a l p o l i t i c a l culture of 
war-torn Vienna. Indeed, Popper recently observed that 
he f i r s t h i t upon the notion of an "open society" as a d i 
rect r e s u l t of his f i r s t v i s i t s to Great B r i t a i n i n the mid-
1930s: "I now found that I could at l a s t breathe f r e e l y . 
I t was as i f windows had been flung open. The term "open 

7 
society' . . . derives from this experience". 

i i 

Less p r o s a i c a l l y , Popper's conception of the "open so
c i e t y " i s at once a powerful, r h e t o r i c a l , moral and metho-
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dological defense of individualism and l i b e r a l democracy 
against some of the best-known j u s t i f i c a t i o n s of c o l l e c t i 
vism and Utopianism i n the Western t r a d i t i o n — t h o s e of 
Plato, Hegel, and Marx. Though the terms "open society" and 
"closed society" apparently were f i r s t used by Henri Bergson 
i n his work Two Sources of Morality and Religion, Popper's 
use of the terms i s r e a l l y quite d i f f e r e n t . For, whereas 
Bergon's contrast was primarily a r e l i g i o u s d i s t i n c t i o n i n 
tended to capture the drama of the opening of the soul 
through love, philosophic r e f l e c t i o n , and revelation to the 
world-wide community of man—involving what.Eric Voegelin 
recently has described as the "leap i n being" i n his monu-

q 
mental study, Order i n History, Popper's i s a thoroughly 
secular and r a t i o n a l i s t d i s t i n c t i o n which he describes as 
follows: 

the closed society i s characterized by the 
b e l i e f i n magical taboos, while the open so
ci e t y i s one i n which men have learned to be 
to some extent c r i t i c a l of taboos and to base 
decisions on the authority of th e i r own i n t e l 
ligence ( a f t e r discussion) (OS, I, 202, note 
to Introduction). 

Thus, i n terms of the vacabulary introduced i n the l a s t 
chapter, proponents of the "closed society" are "monists" 
of one s t r i p e or another. 

In the concluding chapter to the f i r s t volume of The  
Open Society and Its Enemies, Popper explains that he i n 
tends to use the term closed society to capture the main 
element of "the magical or t r i b a l or c o l l e c t i v i s t . s o c i e t y " , 
which he describes as 

the lack of d i s t i n c t i o n between customary 
of conventional r e g u l a r i t i e s of s o c i a l l i f e 
and the r e g u l a r i t i e s found i n 'nature'; and 
th i s often goes together with the b e l i e f that 
both are enforced by a supernatural w i l l . The 
r i g i d i t y of s o c i a l customs i s probably. . . 
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only another aspect of the same attitude 
( i b i d . 172). 

Popper explains that i t i s not so much that "no changes can 
occur i n the t r i b a l ways of l i f e " . Rather, the "compara
t i v e l y infrequent changes" that do occur "have the charac
ter of r e l i g i o u s conversions or revulsions, or the i n t r o 
duction of new magical taboos. They are not based upon a  
r a t i o n a l attempt to improve s o c i a l conditions" ( i b i d ; empha
si s added). By contrast, the open s o c i e t y — " t h e society i n 
which i n d i v i d u a l s are confronted with personal d e c i s i o n s " — 
i s increasingly able to free i t s e l f from such tabooism and 

make r a t i o n a l decisions concerning the de
s i r a b i l i t y or otherwise of new l e g i s l a t i o n , 
and of other i n s t i t u t i o n a l changes, . . . , 
decisions based upon an estimate of possible  
consequences, and upon a conscious preference  
f o r some of them. We recognize r a t i o n a l per 
sonal r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ( i b i d , 173; emphasis added). 

In short, "the great difference" between the open and 
the closed society " i s the p o s s i b i l i t y [ i n the former] of 
r a t i o n a l r e f l e c t i o n " about our personal and p o l i t i c a l des
t i n i e s ( i b i d ) . At this point i n the analysis, i t should 
come as no surprise to f i n d Popper invoking the thought of. 
Kant as an exemplar of "the p o s s i b i l i t y of r a t i o n a l r e f l e c 
tion" and hope i n ethics and p o l i t i c s . In his p r i n c i p l e  
of autonomy, Popper notes, Kant re a l i z e d that 

we must not accept the command of* an autho
r i t y , however, exalted, as the basis of ethics. 
For whenever we are faced with a command by an 
authority, i t i s f o r us to judge, c r i t i c a l l y , 
whether i t i s moral or immoral to obey. . . . 
i f we have the physical power of choice, then 
the ultimate r e s p o n s i b i l i t y remains with us 
(CR, 26). 

And, on a number of occasions, Popper has drawn several-im
portant p o l i t i c a l lessons from this legacy of Kant's " c r i 
t i c a l rationalism". I believe they take us to the heart of 
his v i s i o n of the "open society". 
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F i r s t and foremost, Popper believes that i t suggests 
a r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t approach to the problems of p o l i t i c s 
than t r a d i t i o n a l l y has been proposed. I f we follow Plato 
and the mainstream of Western p o l i t i c a l thought i n b e l i e v i n g 
that the fundamental problem of p o l i t i c a l theory i s "Who 
should rule?", Popper contends that 

i t i s hard to avoid some such reply as 
'the best' or 'the wisest' or 'the born 
r u l e r ' or 'he who masters the a r t of r u l i n g ' 
(or, perhaps, 'The General W i l l ' or "The 
Master Race' or 'The I n d u s t r i a l Workers' or 
'The People') (OS, I, 120). 

What a l l these responses have i n common i s the t a c i t assump
ti o n "that p o l i t i c a l power i s 'es s e n t i a l l y ' unchecked 
They assume that p o l i t i c a l power i s , e s s e n t i a l l y , sovereign" 
( i b i d , 121). From Popper's point of view, not only i s the 
i n i t i a l question wrongly put, but the sorts of answers i t 
e l i c i t s are paradoxical as well. Thus, ultimately, such an 
approach to p o l i t i c s precludes precisely the type of r a t i o n a l 
analysis that a non-authoritarian and "open" society requires. 

Turning f i r s t to the question i t s e l f , Popper points out 
that even those who share Plato's assumption are forced to 
admit that rulers are not always—indeed, i f e v e r — s u f f i c i e n t 
l y "good" or "wise" (however we define these notoriously d i f 
f i c u l t terms), and "that i t i s not at a l l easy to get a govern
ment on whose goodness and wisdom one can i m p l i c i t l y r e l y " 
( i b i d ) . Popper then goes on to argue that, i f this i s gran
ted, 

then we must ask whether p o l i t i c a l thought 
should not face from the beginning the pos 
s i b i l i t y of bad government; whether we should 
not prepare f o r the worst leaders, and hope  
fo r the best ( i b i d ; emphasis added). 

For Popper, t h i s i n turn leads us to an e n t i r e l y new approach 
to the problem of p o l i t i c s , 
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f o r i t forces us to replace the question; 
Who should rule? by the new question: How 
can we so organize p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s 
that bad or incompetent rulers can be pre
vented from doing too much damage?, ( i b i d ) . 

I t i s thus only, Popper argues elsewhere, "by changing our 
question i n t h i s way [that] we can hope to proceed towards 
a reasonable theory of p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s " (CR, 135). 
Only then w i l l we be i n a p o s i t i o n to learn from our mis
takes and eliminate peacefully some of t h e i r known causes. 

As mentioned above, Popper not only believes that the 
t r a d i t i o n a l "genetic" question of p o l i t i c a l theory i s en
t i r e l y misconceived because i t "begs fo r an authoritarian" 
answer, but also that i t produces paradoxical r e s u l t s . 
Popper cre d i t s Plato i n the Republic (562b-565e) with sug
gesting that a free man may exercise his absolute freedom 
" f i r s t by defying laws and ultimately be defying freedom 
i t s e l f and by clamouring f o r a tyrant" ( i b i d , 123). Popper 
believes that " a l l theories of sovereignty are [ s i m i l a r l y ] 
paradoxical" ( i b i d , 124; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . For we may 
choose "the wisest" or "the best" to be our r u l e r , 

but 'the wisest' i n his wisdom may f i n d 
that not he but 'the best' should rule, 
and 'the best' i n his goodness may per
haps decide that 'the majority' should 
rule. . . . even that form of the theory 
of sovereignty which demands the 'King
ship of Law' i s open to the same objec
tion. . . . [ f o r ] as Heraclitus' remark 
shows: 'This law can demand, too, that 
the w i l l of One Man must be obeyed ( i b i d ) . 

Such choices are "not just far-fetched" on Popper's 
account, "but [have] happened a number of times". What's 
worse, every time that they have, i t has put " a l l those 
democrats who adopt, as the ultimate basis of t h e i r p o l i 
t i c a l creed, the p r i n c i p l e of sovereignty" i n an absolutely 
"hopeless i n t e l l e c t u a l p osition" ( i b i d , i 23) - And worse 
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s t i l l , the "inconsistency of t h e i r theory must, . . . , 
paralyse t h e i r actions" ( i b i d ) . Ultimately, Popper ex
claims, democrats who demand "the i n s t i t u t i o n a l control 
of the rule r s by the ruled" must f i n d better grounds f o r 
th e i r demand than the empirically and l o g i c a l l y weak ones 
advanced i n naively optimistic accounts of l i b e r a l i s m , 
democracy, and majority rule. 

The grounds Popper has i n mind with which to demon
strate that a "theory of democratic control can be deve
loped which i s free of the paradox of sovereignty" are as 
follows. Rather than proceed "from a doctrine of the i n 
t r i n s i c goodness or righteousness of a majority rule", we 
should b u i l d our p o l i t i c a l arrangements around the Kantian-
inspired assumption "of the baseness of tyranny; or more 
pr e c i s e l y , . . . upon the decision, or upon the adoption of 
the proposal, to avoid and to r e s i s t tyranny" ( i b i d , 124). 
Once we proceed towards this more .cautious goal of avoiding 
tyranny or a r b i t r a r y forms of governance, a number of other 
important d i s t i n c t i o n s follow s u i t . F i r s t , as f a r as Popper 
i s concerned, "there are only two kinds of governmental i n 
s t i t u t i o n s , those that provide f o r change of'government 
without bloodshed, and those which do not" (OR, 344). Where
as i n s o c i e t i e s of the l a t t e r type, the government "cannot, 
i n most cases, be removed at a l l " , i n s o c i e t i e s governed 
according to the former type of arrangement 

the s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s provide the means 
by which the rulers may be dismissed by 
the ruled, and s o c i a l t r a d i t i o n s ensure 
that these i n s t i t u t i o n s w i l l not easily be 
destroyed by those who are i n power (03, I, 
124). 

Furthermore, once we r e a l i z e — a s we must on such an account— 
that " a l l long-term p o l i t i c s are i n s t i t u t i o n a l " , we can be
gin to develop a r a t i o n a l and systematic appreciation of 
what can and cannot be achieved i n the pursuit of c o l l e c t i v e 
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goals i n a l i b e r a l society ( i b i d , 126; emphasis i n o r i 
g i n a l ) . 

In his important lecture, "Towards a Rational Theory 
of T r a d i t i o n " , Popper argues that i n s t i t u t i o n s and the t r a 
ditions which mediate and sustain them can "give people a 
clear idea of what to expect and how to proceed" (CR, 130). 
By so doing, they furnish perhaps the most important a n t i 
dote—excepting eternal v i g i l a n c e — t o the appeal of tota
l i t a r i a n i s m , which promises to rel i e v e us from the 

s t r a i n created by the e f f o r t which l i f e 
i n an open and p a r t i a l l y abstract society 
continually demands from u s — b y the en
deavour to be r a t i o n a l , to forgo at le a s t 
some of our emotional s o c i a l needs, to 
look a f t e r ourselves, and to accept res
p o n s i b i l i t i e s (OS, I, 176). 

By thus "bringing some order and r a t i o n a l p r e d i c t a b i l i t y 
into the s o c i a l world i n which we l i v e " , t r a d i t i o n s and 
i n s t i t u t i o n s a d d i t i o n a l l y give r a t i o n a l i s t s and reformers 
such as Popper "something upon which we can operate; some
thing we can c r i t i c i z e and change" i n a responsible and 
humane manner (CR, 131)-

Another important benefit of drawing the d i s t i n c t i o n 
sharply between the personal and the i n s t i t u t i o n a l app
roaches to p o l i t i c s i s that i t prevents us from burdening 
democracy with tasks which i t cannot, nor should i t attempt 
to, meet i n a l i b e r a l society. C r i t i c s of democracy, f o r 
example, frequently are d i s s a t i s f i e d with i t s i n s t i t u t i o n s 
because they do not prevent a p a r t i c u l a r p o l i c y or state 
"from f a l l i n g short of some moral standard or of some po
l i t i c a l demands which may be urgent as well as admirable". 
(OS, I, 126). Popper rejoins that such attacks are misdi
rected, f o r not only do they "not understand what demo
cr a t i c i n s t i t u t i o n s may be expected to do", but more im
portantly, they f a i l to r e a l i z e what the alternatives to 
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them would be ( i b i d ) . Democracy, Popper writes, 
provides the i n s t i t u t i o n a l framework f o r 
the reform of p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s . I t 
makes possible the reform of i n s t i t u t i o n s 
without using violence, and thereby the 
use of reason i n designing new i n s t i t u t i o n s 
and the adjusting of old ones. [But] i t 
cannot provide reason. The question of the 
i n t e l l e c t u a l and moral standard of i t s c i t i 
zens i s to a large degree a personal prob
lem. . . . I t i s quite wrong to blame demo
cracy f o r the p o l i t i c a l shortcomings of a 
democratic state. We should rather blame  
ourselves, . . . Those who c r i t i c i z e demo
cracy on any 'moral' grounds f a i l to d i s 
tinguish between personal and i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
problems. I t rests with us to improve mat 
ters. The democratic i n s t i t u t i o n s cannot 
improve themselves. . . . i f we want im
provements, we must make clea r which i n  
s t i t u t i o n s we want to improve ( i b i d , 126-
127; emphasis added except the l a s t ) . 

This passage suggests another of the more notable 
themes i n Popper's p o l i t i c a l thought, i t s emphasis on the 
need to develop what might best be described as the c r i t i 
c a l pedagogy of the l i b e r a l t r a d i t i o n . Time and again, we 
fi n d Popper reminding us that " i n s t i t u t i o n s alone are never 
s u f f i c i e n t i f not tempered by t r a d i t i o n s " (CR, 351) that 
promote the three cardinal p r i n c i p l e s of a humanitarian 
and e g a l i t a r i a n ethics. B r i e f l y , these are formulated as 
follows: 

(1) Tolerance towards a l l who are not i n 
tolerant and who do not propagate into 
lerance. . . . This implies, especially, 
that the moral decisions of others should 
be treated with respect, as long as such 
decisions do not c o n f l i c t with the p r i n 
c i p l e of tolerance. 
(2) The recognition that a l l moral urgency 
has i t s basis i n the urgency of suffering 
or pain. I suggest, . . . to replace the 
u t i l i t a r i a n formula 'Aim at the greatest 
amount of happiness for the greatest num
ber' . . . by the formula 'The l e a s t amount •• 
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of avoidable suffering for a l l 1 , or b r i e f l y , 
'Minimize suffering' . . . . We should rea
l i z e that from the moral point of view suf
f e r i n g and happiness must not be treated as 
symmetrical; . . . the promotion of happi
ness i s i n any case much less urgent than 
the rendering of help to those who suffer, 
and the attempt to prevent suffering. (The 
l a t t e r task has l i t t l e to do with 'matters 
of taste', the former much.) 
(3) The f i g h t against tyranny; or . . . , 
the attempt to safeguard the other p r i n 
c i p l e s by i n s t i t u t i o n a l means of l e g i s 
l a t i o n rather than by the benevolence of 
persons i n power (03, I, 235, note 6). 

A great deal of Popper's contribution to the p o l i t i c a l 
discourse of contemporary society dervies from the inten
s i t y and the systematic rigour of the arguments he has ad
vanced i n support of these three requirements. 

With regard to the f i r s t p r i n c i p l e of tolerance, 
Popper's combat-toughened approach, i f you w i l l , allows 
him to escape from the sort of paradox which other more 
optimistic and excessively naive theories of l i b e r a l demo
cracy have succumbed to. I f we grant unlimited tolerance 
"even to those who are intolerant", he notes, and " i f we 
are not prepared to defend a tolerant society against the 
onslaught of the intolerant, then the tolerant w i l l be des
troyed and tolerance with them" ( i b i d , 265)• Of course, we 
should do everything i n our power to refute the intolerant 
by r a t i o n a l argument and to hold them at bay through the 
mobilization of public opinion, but frequently the i n t o 
lerant may be unwilling to meet us on the l e v e l of r a t i o n a l 
argument and instead "begin by denouncing a l l argument". 
At such a point, the very l i f e - b l o o d of a free and "open" 
society i s i n jeopardy. And Popper suffers from no doubt 
that the only way to avoid such a threatening state of 
a f f a i r s i s to 
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claim, i n the name of tolerance, the right 
not to tolerate the intolerant. We should 
claim that any movement preaching i n t o 
lerance places i t s e l f outside the law, and 
we should consider incitement to intolerance 
and persecution as criminal, i n the same way 
as we should consider incitement to murder, 
or to kidnapping, or to the r e v i v a l of the 
slave trade, as criminal ( i b i d ) . 

The second p r i n c i p l e of a humanitarin and e g a l i 
t a r i a n ethic which Popper outlines suggests a profound 
modification of the u t i l i t a r i a n j u s t i f i c a t i o n that l i 
beral democracy t r a d i t i o n a l l y has been given. And here 
not just the imprint of Kant's ethics, but an a f f i n i t y 
with the pragmatism of C.S. Peirce i s quite evident. 
Like Popper, Peirce believed that the e s s e n t i a l l y con
d i t i o n a l and f a l l i b l e nature of human cognition had f a r -
reaching moral and e t h i c a l consequences, not the least 
of which was his i d e a l of progress as "giving a hand to
ward rendering the world more reasonable whenever, . . . 

10 
i t i s 'up to us' to do so." I believe that such an i d e a l 
of promoting the growth of "concrete reasonableness" i s a 
remarkable a n t i c i p a t i o n of the s p i r i t , not to say the l e t 
ter, of Popper's h o s t i l i t y to Utopian radicalism as well 
as his reasoning as to why u t i l i t a r i a n i s m ' s vocabulary of 
desiring i s an inappropriate foundation f o r an "open" so
cie t y today. In "Prediction and Prophecy i n the S o c i a l 
Sciences", f o r example, Popper notes that 

since absolute freedom i s impossible, we 
must, with Kant, demand i n i t s stead equa
l i t y with respect to those l i m i t a t i o n s of 
freedom which are unavoidable consequences 
of s o c i a l l i f e ; and that, on the other hand,, 
the pursuit .of equality, especially i n i t s 
economic sense, much as i t i s desirable i n 
i t s e l f , may become a threat to freedom (CR, 
345). 

In this sense, we must always be mindful of the fact that 
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"the greatest happiness p r i n c i p l e " of the U t i l i t a r i a n s 
can " e a s i l y be made an excuse f o r a benevolent d i c t a t o r 
ship" ( i b i d ) . 

Other important considerations, many of which have 
already been noted, also suggest the i n a d v i s a b i l i t y of 
pursuing the u t i l i t a r i a n dream of s t r i v i n g f o r ever-
increasing happiness through p o l i t i c a l action. Not only 
are e v i l s concrete and tangible i n a way that " i d e a l goods" 
such as happiness are not, but p o l i c i e s which "attempt to 
make heaven on earth invariably produces h e l l " (OS, I I , 
237)• Furthermore, whereas new ideas of promoting happi
ness "are t h e o r e t i c a l , unreal things, about which i t may 
be d i f f i c u l t to form an opinion" or informed consensus, 
misery and s u f f e r i n g " i s with us, here and now, and i t 
w i l l be with us f o r a long time to come. We a l l know i t 
from experience" (CR, 3 4 6 ) . 

There are accordingly good reasons to believe that 
the goal of a l l e v i a t i n g concrete misery and suffering 
could "lead much more ea s i l y to agreement on s o c i a l re
form" than more abstract objectives ( i b i d ) . As pedagogue 
for the future well-being of l i b e r a l s o c i e t i e s , Popper ex
horts , 

Let us make i t our task to impress on pub
l i c opinion the simple thought that i t i s 
wise to combat the most urgent and r e a l so
c i a l e v i l s one by one, here and now, instead 
of s a c r i f i c i n g generations f o r a distant and 
perhaps forever unrealizable greatest good 

I In short, public p o l i c y — i n any society that t r u l y hopes 
to respect the i n d i v i d u a l i t y and freedom of i t s c i t i z e n s — 
should be oriented toward "the more modest and more r e a l i s 
t i c " goal of f i g h t i n g against avoidable misery, "while the 
increase of happiness should be l e f t , i n the main, to p r i 
vate i n i t i a t i v e " ( i b i d , 3 4 5 ) . Caring f o r the happiness of 
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others 
must be considered a p r i v i l e g e confined to 
the close c i r c l e of t h e i r friends. . . ... 
But the use of p o l i t i c a l means f o r imposing 
our scale of values upon others i s a very 
d i f f e r e n t matter. Pain, suf f e r i n g , i n j u s 
t i c e , and t h e i r prevention, these are the 
eternal problems of public morals, the 
'agenda' of public poli c y . . . . The 'higher' 
values should very largely be considered as 
'non-agenda', and should be l e f t to the 
realm of l a i s s e z - f a i r e (03, I I , 237). 

The t h i r d cardinal p r i n c i p l e of Popper's conception 
of a humanitarian and e g a l i t a r i a n s o c i a l order concerns 
"the attempt to safeguard the other p r i n c i p l e s by i n 
s t i t u t i o n a l means". Let us now consider his conception 
of the state, undoubtedly the most powerful of these 
means. In a paper e n t i t l e d "Public Opinion and L i b e r a l P r i n 
c i p l e s " , read before the Mont P e l e r i n Society, an i n t e r 
n a t i o n a l l y renowned organization of l i b e r a l s , Popper ad
vanced a group of theses, the f i r s t of which he charac
terized as the " L i b e r a l Razor" (on analogy to Ockham's 
famous "Razor" that " e n t i t i e s or essences must not be 
m u l t i p l i e d beyond what i s necessary"). Popper's p r i n 
c i p l e of the " L i b e r a l Razor" holds that "the state i s a 
necessary e v i l : i t s powers are not to be mul t i p l i e d be
yond, what i s necessary" (CR, 350). The state i s necessary, 
on Popper's account, even i f we reject the pessimistic 
Hobbesian homo-homini-lupus view of human nature and i n 
stead assume gentleness (homo homini f e l i s ) or angelic 
goodness (homo homini angelus) as the dominant characteris
t i c of man. For "there would s t i l l be weaker and stronger 
men" and, i n the absence of a state, "the weaker ones would 
have no l e g a l right to be tolerated by the stronger ones" 
( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . Anyone who finds such a state 
of a f f a i r s unsatisfactory, and "who think[s] that every per-
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son should have a right to l i v e , and . . . a l e g a l claim 
to be protected against the power of the strong", w i l l 
thus concur that "we need a state that protects the rights 
of a l l " ( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

According to Popper, i t i s not d i f f i c u l t to see why 
the state "must be a constant danger, or . . . an e v i l " , 
a l b e i t a necessary one. To begin with, even i f we assume 
the benevolence and good intentions of ru l e r s , " i f the 
state i s to f u l f i l l i t s function, i t must have more power 
at any rate than any single private c i t i z e n or public 
corporation" ( i b i d ) . And the very r e a l danger that these 
now-awesome powers w i l l be misused can never be eliminated 
completely. In this respect, i t seems pe r f e c t l y c l e a r to 
Popper that human beings " w i l l always have to pay f o r the 
protection of the state" i n one form or a n o t h e r — f o r 
example, i n the taxes exacted from i t s c i t i z e n r y , the i n -
s e n s i t i v i t y of bureaucrats, and the l i k e , "the thing i s 
not to pay too heavily f o r i t " , he cautiously warns ( i b i d ) . 
Even more worrisome, however, i s the fact that 

governments l i v e from hand to mouth, and 
discretionary powers belong to this s t y l e 
of l i v i n g — q u i t e apart from the fact that 
rul e r s are i n c l i n e d to love those powers 
fo r t h e i r own sake (OS, I I , 133)« 

Thus, although Popper i s the f i r s t to grant that unlimited  
freedom i s p a r a d o x i c a l — i t "defeats i t s e l f , i f i t i s u n l i 
mited" ( i b i d , 124)—ne repeatedly i n s i s t s on the need of 
designing i n s t i t u t i o n s which minimize the danger i n  
herent i n the power that the "pro t e c t i o n i s t " role he 
sees the state r i g h t f u l l y needing to perform i n this day. 
and age implies ( c . f . , OS, I, 111-113)' 

i i i 

I t i s commonplace i n many discussions of l i b e r a l i s m 
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to emphasize what Wolin has characterized as i t s " a n t i -
p o l i t i c a l q u a l i t y " . By this i s meant the tendency— 
perhaps f i r s t evident i n Locke, pervasive i n the great 
c l a s s i c a l economists of the 18th century, and s t i l l do
minant i n the writings of thinkers such as d'Holbach, 
Bentham, J . S. M i l l , and Herbert Spencer—towards empha
s i s i n g the primacy of economic action, the b e l i e f that 
s o c i a l l i f e can best be understood i n terms of the spon
taneity, self-adjustment, and lack of authority i n the 
market-place, and the elimination of any reference to 
the most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c element of p o l i t i c a l action, 

1 1 
the necessity of resort to power. S i m i l a r l y , i n The 

; L i b e r a l Mind, Kenneth Minogue observes that 
l i b e r a l i s m cherishes the hope that one 
day p o l i t i c s w i l l fade away, and the era 
of 'power-mad p o l i t i c i a n s ' (Lord Russell's 

• phrase) w i l l come to an end. . . . L i b e r a l s 
are rather l i k e ingenious accountants. . . 
They have, over the years, transferred many 
issues from ' p o l i t i c s ' into a variety of 
other columns.12 

So strong, i n f a c t , has the h o s t i l i t y towards p o l i t i c s 
and the "hankering a f t e r a n o n - p o l i t i c a l condition" be
come, that i t also has managed to gain sizeable support 
among Utopian S o c i a l i s t s such as Fourier and Owen, fu 
t u r i s t i c technocrats l i k e Saint-Simon and his followers, 
v i r t u a l l y the whole of the Marxist-Leninist t r a d i t i o n 
with i t s dream of the "withering away of the state" and 
i t s replacement by the mere "administration of things", 
as well as most modern p l u r a l i s t s . Except f o r perhaps 
the odd 18th century r a d i c a l l i k e Mably, or some rare, 
moments i n the struggles of 19th century socialism, on 
such accounts "the older themes of p o l i t i c a l theory as 
a saving form of knowledge and action as a means of re
generation were . . . l o s t to the Western t r a d i t i o n " of 
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p o l i t i c a l thought. J 

However accurate such an account may be f o r previous 
l i b e r a l thinkers, and however appropriate t h i s characteri
zation may be f o r contemporary figures such as F r i e d r i c h 
Hayek, i t f a i l s to do j u s t i c e to several prominent fea
tures of Popper's thought, not the l e a s t of which i s his 
defense of the autonomy of p o l i t i c s and the degree to which 
he believes that p o l i t i c a l theory, r i g h t l y understood, can 
i n fact serve as a "saving form of knowledge". The l a s t 
thing i n the world his p o l i t i c a l thought suggests i s that 
one day p o l i t i c s — t h e perpetual clash of ends and involving 
the necessity of resorting to power—should or w i l l ever 
"fade away". Let me b r i e f l y i l l u s t r a t e this dimension of 
his thought by further considering his view of the role 
of the state and r a t i o n a l problem-solving. 

For p r e c i s e l y the same reasons that our freedom of 
action must be l i m i t e d to a c e r t a i n extent, "so that every
body's freedom i s protected by law", Popper argues that un
l i m i t e d economic freedom must be s i m i l a r l y constrained. For 

even i f the state protects i t s c i t i z e n s from 
being b u l l i e d by physical violence (as i t 
does, i n p r i n c i p l e , under the system of un
restrained capitalism), i t may defeat our 
ends by i t s f a i l u r e to protect them from 
the misuse of economic power (03, I I , 124). 

That i s to say, i n the absence of some state control over 
the d i r e c t i o n of the economy, i t i s quite possible f o r the 
economically strong to "bully one who i s economically weak, 
and to rob him of his freedom" ( i b i d ) . 

I t was l a r g e l y because Marx had witnessed pre c i s e l y 
t h i s type of "shameless and cruel exploitation" during 
the middle of the l a s t century that he eventually came to 
believe that parliamentary, democracy represented "nothing 
but a v e i l e d dictatorship of the bourgeoisie" ( i b i d , 122). 
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And Popper r e a d i l y concedes that 
Using the slogan 'equal and free compe
t i t i o n f o r a l l ' , the unrestrained capita
lism of this period resisted successfully 
a l l labour l e g i s l a t i o n u n t i l the year 1833, 
and i t s p r a c t i c a l execution f o r many years 
more. The consequence was a l i f e of deso
l a t i o n and misery which can hardly be ima
gined i n our century ( i b i d ) . 

In f a c t , the depth and s i n c e r i t y of Popper's appreciation 
of Marx's "keen s o c i o l o g i c a l insight" into such conditions 
and of his " i n v i n c i b l e humanitarianism and sense of jus
t i c e " has frequently been ignored by c r i t i c s on the L e f t 
who portray him as a leading member of that White Emi
gration which has sought to rejuvenate an i d e o l o g i c a l l y 
reactionary and moribund p o l i t i c a l culture i n post-war 

14 
B r i t a i n . In l i g h t of the conditions of the working class 
even as l a t e as 1863, when Cap i t a l was being written, Popper 
notes that Marx's 

burning protest against these crimes which 
were then tolerated, and sometimes even de
fended not only by professional economists 
but also by church-men, w i l l secure him f o r 
ever a place among the l i b e r a t o r s of man
kind ( i b i d , 122). 

What Marx f a i l e d to r e a l i z e , however, was the nature 
and s i g n i f i c a n c e of p o l i t i c a l remedies that were necessary 
and available " f o r securing us that freedom which he con
sidered to be the aim of the h i s t o r i c a l development of man
kind" ( i b i d , 124). Ultimately, Marx's disparaging attitude 
towards p o l i t i c s derives from his view that mere "formal or 
l e g a l freedom" i s quite an i n s u f f i c i e n t , i f not an impotent, 
force v i s - a - v i s the underlying infrastructure of economic 
determination. As he observed i n C a p i t a l , p o l i t i c s can do 
no more than "shorten and lessen the birthpangs" of a new 
or emergent order (quoted by Popper, i b i d , 125). Popper 
traces this "extremely poor p o l i t i c a l programme" to Marx's 
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theory that " r e a l power l i e s i n the e v o l u t i o n of machi
nery; next i n importance i s the system of economic c l a s s -
r e l a t i o n s h i p s ; and the l e a s t important i n f l u e n c e i s that 
of p o l i t i c s " ( i b i d , 126). 

There are two consequences of such a view that Popper 
s e r i o u s l y d i s p u t e s . F i r s t , Marx's a t t i t u d e toward p o l i t i c a l 
power prevented him from developing "a theory of the most 
important p o t e n t i a l means of b e t t e r i n g the l o t of the eco
no m i c a l l y weak" ( i b i d , 126). Second and perhaps even more 
important, "he neglects the g r e a t e s t p o t e n t i a l danger to 
human freedom", the p a r a d o x i c a l nature of freedom and the 
necessary f u n c t i o n o f , and l i m i t a t i o n s on, s t a t e power " i n 
the s e r v i c e of freedom and humanity" ( i b i d ) . 

With regard to•the f i r s t c r i t i c i s m , Popper t y p i c a l l y 
does not mince h i s words: 

We must con s t r u c t s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s , en
f o r c e d by the power of the s t a t e , f o r the 
p r o t e c t i o n of the economically weak from 
the economically strong. The s t a t e must 
see to i t that nobody need enter i n t o an 
i n e q u i t a b l e arrangement out of f e a r of 
s t a r v a t i o n , or economic r u i n . 

T h i s , of course, means that the p r i n 
c i p l e of n o n - i n t e r v e n t i o n , of an u n r e s t r a i n e d 
economic system, has to be g i v e n up; i f we 
wish freedom to be safeguarded, then we must 
demand that the p o l i c y of u n l i m i t e d economic 
freedom be replaced by the planned economic 
i n t e r v e n t i o n of the s t a t e . We must demand 
that u n r e s t r i c t e d c a p i t a l i s m g i v e way to an 
economic i n t e r v e n t i o n . And t h i s i s p r e c i s e l y 
what has happened. The economic system des 
c r i b e d and c r i t i c i z e d by Marx has everywhere  
ceased to e x i s t ( i b i d " , 125; second emphasis 
added). 

And to opponents of s t a t e i n t e r v e n t i o n i s m , Popper l a t e r 
adds that the very i d e a of a " f r e e market" i s p a r a d o x i c a l , 
f o r " i f the s t a t e does not i n t e r f e r e , then other semi-
p o l i t i c a l o r g a n i z a t i o n s , such as monopolies, t r u s t s , unions, 
etc. may i n t e r f e r e " , reducing the whole n o t i o n of the f r e e -
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dom of the market to a mere f i c t i o n ( i b i d , 348, note 26; 
c f . , 330, note 20). Prom Popper's e s s e n t i a l l y neo
c l a s s i c a l p o i n t of view, the "only r a t i o n a l purpose" that 
an economic system i s intended to serve i s "to s a t i s f y 
the demands of the consumer", so that 

I f the consumer cannot choose; i f he must 
take what the producer o f f e r s ; i f the pro
ducer, whether a p r i v a t e producer or the 
s t a t e or a marketing department, i s master 
of the market, i n s t e a d of the consumer; then 
the s i t u a t i o n must a r i s e that the consumer 
serves, u l t i m a t e l y , as a k i n d of money-supply 
and rubbish-remover f o r the producer, i n s t e a d 
of the producer s e r v i n g the needs and d e s i r e s 
of the consumer ( i b i d ) . 

Thus, Marx completely f a i l e d to r e a l i z e that p o l i t i c a l 
power can c o n t r o l economic power, that we can pass laws which 
have s e v e r e l y c u r t a i l e d the k i n d of e x p l o i t a t i o n that was 
most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the p e r i o d of u n r e s t r a i n e d c a p i t a l i s m . 
Laws, f o r example, which l i m i t the work-day, which i n s u r e 
w o r k e r s — " o r b e t t e r s t i l l , a l l c i t i z e n s " — a g a i n s t d i s a b i l i t y , 
unemployment and o l d age, and the l i k e . By so doing, we have 
been able to 

make impossible such forms of e x p l o i t a t i o n s 
as are based upon the h e l p l e s s economic po
s i t i o n of a worker who must y i e l d to anything 
i n order not to s t a r v e . And when we are able by 
law to guarantee a l i v e l i h o o d to everybody w i l 
l i n g to work, and there i s no reason why we 
should not achieve t h a t , then the p r o t e c t i o n 
of the freedom of the c i t i z e n from economic 
f e a r . . . and i n t i m i d a t i o n w i l l approach com
plete n e s s . From t h i s point of view, . . . 
P o l i t i c a l power and i t s c o n t r o l i s everything 
( i b i d , 126; emphasis added). ' 

But by the same token and w i t h regard to Popper's 
second poi n t of c r i t i c i s m , he r i g h t l y notes that Marx's 
expe c t a t i o n that i n a c l a s s l e s s s o c i e t y " s t a t e power would 
l o s e i t s f u n c t i o n , and 'wither away'," i n d i c a t e s that he 
never understood the p o t e n t i a l abuse of power and the para-
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dox of freedom ( i b i d , 127-128). For Popper, to the con
trary, "'mere formal freedom' becomes the basis of every
thing else" ( i b i d , 127). The fact of the matter i s that 
"'merely formal freedom' i s the only guarantee of a demo
cr a t i c economic policy" ( i b i d ) . Democracy, Popper observes, 
or 

the r i ght of the people to judge and to 
dismiss t h e i r government, i s the only 
known device by which we can try to pro
tect ourselves against the misuse of po
l i t i c a l power; i t i s the control of the 
rulers by the ruled. . . . Without demo
c r a t i c control there can be no earthly 
reason why any government should not use 
i t s p o l i t i c a l and economic power f o r pur
poses very d i f f e r e n t from the protection 
of the freedom of i t s c i t i z e n s ( i b i d , 127). 

In at l e a s t one fundamental respect, then, we must think 
" i n even more m a t e r i a l i s t terms, as i t were" than Marx 
ever managed to do ( i b i d , 128). For "we must r e a l i z e 
that the control of physical power and of physical ex- . 
p l o i t a t i o n remains the central p o l i t i c a l problem" ( i b i d ; 
emphasis added). Against the Marxist dogma that "econo
mic power i s at the root of a l l e v i l " , we accordingly 
must come to understand "the dangers of any form of un
controlled power" ( i b i d ; emphasis i n o r i g i n a l ) . 

Once one f u l l y appreciates that "the most fundamen 
t a l problem of a l l p o l i t i c s [ i s ] the control of the con 
t r o l l e r , of the dangerous accumulation of power represen
ted i n the state", Popper i s convinced that the merits of 
democracy r e l a t i v e to more r a d i c a l and Utopian methods of 
s o c i a l planning w i l l be overwhelmingly c l e a r ( i b i d , 129; 
emphasis added). Indeed, Popper refers to his c r i t i c i s m 
of the Marxist doctrine of the impotence of p o l i t i c s and 
to his own defense of the view that " p o l i t i c a l power and 
i t s control i s everything" as "the most central point i n 
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[ h i s ] a n a l y s i s " of h i s t o r i c i s m and i t s e f f e c t upon p u b l i c 
p o l i c y ( i b i d , 125)« More s p e c i f i c a l l y , i n s p i t e of h i s w e l l -
founded c o n v i c t i o n that " l i b e r a l i s m and s t a t e - i n t e r f e r e n c e 
are not opposed to each other", since f o r reasons given 
above "there i s no freedom i f i t i s not secured by the 
s t a t e " , Popper c o n t i n u a l l y reminds us that such i n t e r 
v e n t i o n i s "extremely dangerous"(OS, I , 111, and I I , 130). 

Whereas Marx and h i s f o l l o w e r s assume that s t a t e power 
i n and of i t s e l f presents no important problem, "and that 
i t i s bad only i f i t i s i n the hands of the b o u r g e o i s i e " , 
Popper cautions us to r e a l i z e that even the "piecemeal" 
method of s o c i a l planning he advocates w i l l run up against 
the "paradox of s t a t e planning" ( i b i d , 129). That i s , " I f 
we p l a n too much, i f we g i v e too much power to the s t a t e , 
then freedom w i l l be l o s t , and that w i l l be the end of . 
planning" ( i b i d , 130). Which i s not to say that we should 
completely r e s i s t i t ; the costs i n terms of human misery 
and s u f f e r i n g would be f a r too high f o r t h a t . 

But i t should be a warning that i f we r e l a x  
our watchfulness, i f we do not strengthen  
our democratic i n s t i t u t i o n s while g i v i n g more 
power to the s t a t e by ' i n t e r v e n t i o n i s t ' 'plan
n i n g ' , then we may l o s e our freedom. And i f  
freedom i s l o s t , everything i s l o s t , i n c l u d i n g 
'planning'. For why should plans f o r the wel
f a r e of the people be c a r r i e d out i f the peo 
ple have no power to enforce them. Only f r e e  
dom can make s e c u r i t y secure ( i b i d ; emphasis 
added). 

Thus, although the market must be c o n t r o l l e d , the most im
portant challenge to s o c i a l engineering i n an "open s o c i e t y " 
i s to do so 

i n such a way that the c o n t r o l does not im
pede the f r e e choice of the consumer and 
that . . . does not remove the need f o r pro
ducers to compete f o r the favour of the con
sumer. Economic 'planning' which does not  
p l a n f o r economic freedom i n t h i s sense w i l l  
l e a d dangerously c l o s e to t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m 
(OS, I I , 34b, note 26; emphasis added). 
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In a passage s t r i k i n g l y reminiscent of John Stuart' 
M i l l ' s On L i b e r t y , Popper a d d i t i o n a l l y reminds us of the 
f a c t that "there w i l l always be b o r d e r l i n e cases...[and] 
these must be welcomed, f o r without the stimulus of po 
l i t i c a l problems and p o l i t i c a l s t r uggles of t h i s k i n d , the 
c i t i z e n s ' readiness to f i g h t f o r t h e i r freedom would soon  
disappear, . . . ( I , 111; emphasis added). These s o r t s of 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , Popper r i g h t l y notes, lead us d i r e c t l y 
back to h i s e a r l i e r demand "that measures should be planned 
to f i g h t concrete e v i l s r a t h e r than to e s t a b l i s h some i d e a l 
good". Such a demand represents a profoundly s i g n i f i c a n t 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n of what might be c a l l e d the e m p i r i c a l and 
methodological p r e c o n d i t i o n s of l i b e r a l democracy. In 
t h i s respect, i t would seem to deserve c l o s e r study i n 
l i g h t of Schumpeter's s i m i l a r aim i n C a p i t a l i s m , S o c i a l i s m 

1 5 
and Democracy. y Yet, u n l i k e those who have claimed that 
the nature and value of democracy i s but a r e l a t i v e s o r t 
of a f f a i r — u n a b l e to c l a i m any s u p e r i o r moral v i r t u e or 
elevated " c o g n i t i v e " s t a t u s f o r i t s e l f v i s - a - v i s other 
ways of l i f e — Popper professes u n f l a g g i n g commitment to 
the r a t i o n a l i t y , indeed o b j e c t i v e b a s i s , and p o t e n t i a l 
problem-solving c a p a b i l i t y of l i b e r a l democracy r e l a t i v e , 
to a l l a l t e r n a t i v e s o c i a l orders. Never does he doubt 
that "we can l e a r n from our mistakes" (CH, v i i ) ; but 
e q u a l l y , Popper contends, we r e a l l y only " l e a r n " from our 
mistakes ( t h a t i s , s y s t e m a t i c a l l y ) to the extent that we 
formulate our t h e o r i e s and couch our p o l i t i c a l demands i n 
a p a r t i c u l a r f a s h i o n , one that corresponds to the powerful 
blend of cautiousness and meliorism h i s thought, e s p e c i a l l y 
h i s methodological p r e s c r i p t i o n s , embodies. 

i v 

Since Kant, two of the most important f u n c t i o n s of 
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philosophy have been to prevent reason from exceeding 
the l i m i t s of experience and to watch over the power 

17 

of p o l i t i c a l r e l a t i o n s . E a r l i e r i n my d i s c u s s i o n , I 
c h a r a c t e r i s e d t h i s r e c u r r i n g preoccupation with the 
twin problem of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n and the p o t e n t i a l ex
cess of p o l i t i c a l power as a metaphysics of o r d e r l y  
growth. I n d i c a t i v e of t h i s simultaneous concern f o r 
order and growth i s Popper's b e l i e f that " s t a t e i n t e r 
v e n t i o n should be l i m i t e d to what i s r e a l l y necessary 
f o r the p r o t e c t i o n of freedom" (03, I I , i 30)• S i m i l a r 
l y , i n concluding the S i x t h Eleanor Hathbone Memorial 
Lecture, Popper c h a r a c t e r i s e d h i s brand of " c r i t i c a l 
r a t i o n a l i s m " as e n t a i l i n g , f i r s t , t h e " b e l i e f i n the 
a u t h o r i t y of o b j e c t i v e t r u t h " , and secondly, i t s " r e 
c o n c i l i a t i o n between r a t i o n a l i s m and t r a d i t i o n a l i s m " — t h a t 
i s , hope i n the o r d e r l y growth of mind and s o c i e t y . And 
j u s t above, we have come to appreciate that one of the 
most d i s t i n c t i v e q u a l i t i e s of h i s s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l 
theory i s i t s unimpeachable moral commitment to conser 
v i n g what he takes to be the e m p i r i c a l and methodological 
p r e c o n d i t i o n s of an "open s o c i e t y " , one that i s a t once  
i n d i v i d u a l i s t and humanitarian i n nature. As such, I b e 
l i e v e h i s thought i s an i m p r e s s i v e — t h o u g h , to be sure, 
not a completely unproblematic—response to the 20th cen
tury convergence of the d e c l i n e i n the optimism of the 
Enlightenment and the unprecedented transformation of "Che 
h i t h e r t o " l i m i t e d " nature of s t a t e a c t i v i t y . 

Popper has thus been one of the f i r s t t h i n k e r s to pro
pose at l e a s t what appear to be the most important formal 
requirements and p o l i c y g u i d e l i n e s f o r s u c c e s s f u l problem-
s o l v i n g i n the l i b e r a l s o c i e t i e s of today. Herein l i e s 
no s m all measure of the genius i n v o l v e d i n h i s powerful 
sy n t h e s i s of neo-Kantianism and pragmatism. More s p e c i f i -
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c a l l y , Popper i s one of the f i r s t to r e a l i z e that i n 
l i g h t of the many p o t e n t i a l paradoxes of p o l i t i c a l a c t i o n — 
p a r t i c u l a r l y those surrounding the nature and e x e r c i s e 
of p u b l i c power and of the d e b i l i t a t i n g , i f not f a t a l , 
e f f e c t such problems can have on the democratic c i t i z e n — 
" i t i s not enough to say that our s o l u t i o n should be a 
minimum s o l u t i o n ; that we should be w a t c h f u l ; and that 
we should not g i v e more power to the s t a t e than i s neces
sary f o r the p r o t e c t i o n of freedom" (03, I I , 130). For 
the t r u t h of the matter i s that the most s t r i k i n g charac
t e r i s t i c of s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l a f f a i r s i s "that nothing  
ever comes o f f e x a c t l y as intended" (OR, 124; emphasis i n 
o r i g i n a l ) . Thus, f o r Popper a s o c i a l science that i s wor
thy of an "open s o c i e t y " must be one which can " e x p l a i n 
those things which nobody wants" ( i b i d , 125). This i s a 
tremendously important l e s s o n f o r l i b e r a l i s m to l e a r n 
during a century of e s c a l a t i n g v i o l e n c e , s h r i l l i d e o l o g i 
c a l combat, and profound ignorance about what the f u t u r e 
holds i n hand. 

Read i n t h i s l i g h t , one of the most neglected aspects 
of Popper's p o l i t i c a l thought i s what might best be des
c r i b e d as h i s theory of c r i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n a l i s m . For 
Popper, l i f e i n s o c i e t y i s 

not only a t r i a l of s t r e n g t h between oppo
s i n g groups: i t i s a c t i o n w i t h i n a more or  
l e s s r e s i l i e n t or b r i t t l e framework of i n  
s t i t u t i o n s and t r a d i t i o n s , and i t creates:— 
apart from any conscious c o u n t e r - a c t i o n — 
many unforeseen r e a c t i o n s i n t h i s framework, 
some of them perhaps even unforeseeable 
(OS, I I , 95; emphasis added). 

Thus, despite the f a c t that our primary concern should be 
"to f i n d c o n d i t i o n s of progress", above a l l e l s e , we must 
" t r y to imagine c o n d i t i o n s under which progress would be 
a r r e s t e d " (PH, 154; emphasis added). 

I 
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•For Popper, there can be no doubt that the greatest 
obstacles to progress are primarily p o l i t i c a l and i n s t i 
t u t i o n a l i n nature. How, Popper asks, could we arrest 
s c i e n t i f i c and i n d u s t r i a l progress? 

By cl o s i n g down, or by c o n t r o l l i n g , labora
to r i e s f o r research, by suppressing or con
t r o l l i n g s c i e n t i f i c p eriodicals and other 
means of discussion, . . . A l l these things 
which indeed might be suppressed or con
t r o l l e d are s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s . Language 
i s a s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n without which scien
t i f i c progress i s unthinkable, . . . Writing 
i s a s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n , and so are . . . 
a l l the other i n s t i t u t i o n a l instruments of 
s c i e n t i f i c method. S c i e n t i f i c method i t 
s e l f has s o c i a l aspects. Science, and more 
especially s c i e n t i f i c progress, are the re
sults not of i s o l a t e d e f f o r t s but of the 
free competition of thought. For science 
needs ever more competititon between hypo
theses and ever more rigorous tests. And 
the competing hypotheses need personal re
presentation, as i t were: they need advo
cates, they need a jury, and even a public. 
This personal representation must be i n s t i 
t u t i o n a l l y organized i f we wish to ensure 
that i t works. . . . Ultimately, progress  
depends very l a r g e l y on p o l i t i c a l factors; 
on p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s that safeguard the 
freedom of thought; on democracy (PH, 154-
155; second emphasis added). 

The great v i r t u e of what Popper characterises as the 
methodology of piecemeal s o c i a l engineering i s that i t re
presents "the kind of experiment from which we can learn 
[the] most" about our constantly changing s o c i a l environ
ment (0S_, I, 163). Above a l l else, this i s because i t i n 
volves "the a l t e r n a t i o n of one s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n at a tim 
For only i n this way 

can we learn how to f i t i n s t i t u t i o n s into the 
framework of other i n s t i t u t i o n s , and how to 
adjust them so that they work according to 
our intentions. And only i n this way can we 
make mistakes, and learn from our mistakes, 
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without r i s k i n g repercussions of a gravity  
that must endanger the w i l l to future re 
forms (OS, I, 153; emphasis added). 

Unlike the piecemeal s o c i a l technologist, who "knows, 
l i k e Socrates, how l i t t l e he knows", the h o l i s t i c or 
Utopian s o c i a l engineer "aims at remodelling the 'whole 
of society' i n accordance with a d e f i n i t e plan or blue
pr i n t " (PH, 6 7 ) . As such, the h o l i s t i c approach i s " i n 
compatible with a t r u l y s c i e n t i f i c a ttitude" since i t 
denies the existence and p o s s i b i l i t y of any independent 
tes t i n g of the success or f a i l u r e of the plan at hand: 

while the piecemeal engineer can attack 
his problem with an open mind as to the 
scope of the reform, the h o l i s t cannot do 
t h i s ; f o r he has decided beforehand that 
a complete reconstruction i s possible and 
necessary (PH, 6 9 ) . 

And a l l too frequently the Utopian "substitutes f o r his 
demand that we b u i l d a new society, f i t f o r men and women 
to l i v e , i n , the demand that we 'mould' these men and women 
to f i t into his new society" ( i b i d , 7 0 ) . 

Once again, i t i s Popper's firm moral conviction and 
determination to treat i n d i v i d u a l s as Kantian "ends i n 
themselves" that leads him to denounce the " a e s t h e t i c i s t " 
impulse and radicalism of Utopian schemes. " I do not be
l i e v e " , Popper protests, "that human l i v e s may be made the 
means fo r s a t i s f y i n g an a r t i s t ' s desire f o r self-expression" 
( 0 3 , I, 165). Although Popper concedes that a e s t h e t i c i s m — 
"the desire to b u i l d a world which i s not only a l i t t l e bet
ter and more r a t i o n a l than ours, but which i s free from a l l 
i t s u g l i n e s s " — i s a very understandable at t i t u d e , i t can be 
valuable "only i f i t i s b r i d l e d by reason, by a f e e l i n g of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , and by a humanitarian urge to help" ( i b i d ) . 
We must demand, he exhorts, 

that every man should be given, i f he wishes, 
the r i g h t to model his l i f e himself, as f a r 
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as t h i s does not i n t e r f e r e too much with 
others ( i b i d ) . 

A l l dreams of beauty or p e r f e c t i o n i n p o l i t i c s must, he 
i n s i s t s , "submit to the n e c e s s i t y of h e l p i n g men i n d i s 
t r e s s , and men who s u f f e r i n j u s t i c e ; and to the n e c e s s i t y 
of c o n s t r u c t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s to serve such purposes" (OS, 
I , 165). For "at present, the s o c i o l o g i c a l knowledge 
necessary f o r l a r g e - s c a l e engineering i s simply non
e x i s t e n t " ( i b i d , 162). 

I n the Preface to h i s well-known group of essays on 
The L i b e r a l Imagination, L i o n e l T r i l l i n g eloquently notes 
that the primary job of c r i t i c i s m "which has at heart the 
i n t e r e s t s of l i b e r a l i s m " w i l l be one which "takes i n t o 
account the value and n e c e s s i t y of i t s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l im-

18 
pulse". Popper's i n s t i t u t i o n a l i s m i s a most notable con
t r i b u t i o n to such a discourse and of the problems i t en
counters i n contemplating the f u t u r e w e l l - b e i n g of l i b e r a l 
democracies. By f o c u s s i n g our a t t e n t i o n on the i n s t i t u t i o 
element i n p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s , Popper hopes to 
l a y the foundation upon which 

we may get over the very g r e a t e s t p r a c t i c a l 
d i f f i c u l t y of a l l reasonable p o l i t i c a l reform, 
namely, the use of reason, i n s t e a d of passion 
and v i o l e n c e , i n executing [a p a r t i c u l a r ] pro
gramme (_0S, I , 159; emphasis added). 

B y t h e i r very nature, i n s t i t u t i o n s are " i n e v i t a b l y the r e 
s u l t of compromise wi t h circumstances, i n t e r e s t s , etc." 
( i b i d ) . Learning to conduct our a f f a i r s and s o c i a l s c i e n 
t i f i c i n q u i r y according to t h e i r l o g i c and l i m i t a t i o n s , 
Popper contends, holds the key to a r a t i o n a l model of pub
l i c p o l i c y i n an "open s o c i e t y " . Herein l i e s the g r e a t e s t 
hope f o r the p r e s e r v a t i o n and " r a t i o n a l " enlargement of 
what Weber and, more r e c e n t l y , Half Dahrendorf have des-

19 
c r i b e d as our " l i f e chances". 

In a very r e a l sense, Popper has never ceased being a 
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keen student of l i b e r a l psychology, p a r t i c u l a r l y i t s v u l 
n e r a b i l i t y to habits of thought h o s t i l e to freedom of the 
i n d i v i d u a l and to the autonomy of the mind, and of p o l i t i 
c a l a c t i v i t y . Even the very best i n s t i t u t i o n s "can never 
be foo lproof" , he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y observes (PH, 157). 
For " i n s t i t u t i o n s are a l l f o r t resses . They must be w e l l -
designed and properly manned" ( i b i d ) . But p rec ise ly because 
the "human or personal factor" necessar i l y remains "the 
i r r a t i o n a l element i n most s o c i a l theor ies" , i t becomes 
essent ia l fo r the conservation of l i b e r a l i s m to r e a l i z e 
"that what we need i s not so much good men as good i n s t i 
tu t ions" (CR, 344). And, I should add, the r ight kind of 
c r i t i c a l t r a d i t i o n s . As Popper noted e a r l i e r , 

I n s t i t u t i o n s alone are never s u f f i c i e n t i f 
•not tempered by t r a d i t i o n s . I n s t i t u t i o n s  
are always ambivalent i n the sense that , i n 
the absence of a strong t r a d i t i o n , they may 
serve the opposite purpose to the one i n t e n 
ded (CR, 351; emphasis added). 

He i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s sort of "ambivalence" with a t y p i c a l l y 
reveal ing personal r e c o l l e c t i o n of subverted parliamentary 
oppos i t ion . Such a system of opposit ion " i s , roughly spea
k i n g , supposed to prevent the major i ty from s t e a l i n g the 
taxpayer's money", but Popper "wel l remember[s] an a f f a i r 
i n a south-eastern European country" where such a system 
was t r a g i c a l l y undermined. 

Only by developing a systematic understanding of the 
s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c and ambivalence of our t r a d i t i o n s and 
i n s t i t u t i o n s , Popper a s s e r t s , can we come to a sane appre
c i a t i o n of our place i n the universe and as members of so 
c i e t y . Some of the depth of Popper's v i s i o n i n th i s r e s 
pect i s captured n i c e l y i n the c los ing sect ion of h is auto
biography f i t t i n g l y e n t i t l e d "Values i n a World of Fac ts " . 
There he observes, 



- 273 -

One way of l i f e may be incompatible with an
other way of l i f e i n almost the same sense 
i n which a theory may he l o g i c a l l y incompa
t i b l e with another. These i n c o m p a t i b i l i t i e s 
are there, objectively, even i f we are una
ware of them. And so our purposes and our 
aims, l i k e our theories, may compete, and 
may be discussed c r i t i c a l l y . . . . every
thing .depends upon the give-and-take between 
ourselves and our task, our work, our prob
lems, . . . I t i s through the attempt to see 
object i v e l y the work we have done—that i s 
to see i t c r i t i c a l l y — a n d to attempt to do 
i t better, through the i n t e r a c t i o n between 
our actions and t h e i r objective re s u l t s , 
that we can transcend our talents, and our
selves ("IA", I 56; emphasis added). 

And more poignantly s t i l l f o r the student of p o l i t i c s and 
society, i s Popper's c l o s i n g r e f l e c t i o n to the second 
volume of The Open Society and Its Enemies; 

. . . to progress i s to move towards some 
kind of end, towards an end which exists f o r 
us as human beings. 'History' cannot do that; 
only we, as i n d i v i d u a l s , can do i t ; we can do 
i t by defending and strengthening those demo
c r a t i c i n s t i t u t i o n s upon which freedom, and 
with i t progress, depends. And we s h a l l do 
i t better as we become more f u l l y aware of the 
fa c t that progress i s with us, with our watch 
fulness, with our e f f o r t s , with the c l a r i t y of  
the conception of our ends, and with the rea
lism of t h e i r choice. 

Instead of posing as prophet we must be-
we have given up worrying whether or not h i s 
tory w i l l j u s t i f y us, then one day perhaps we 
may succeed i n getting power under control. 
In t h i s way we may even j u s t i f y history, i n 
our turn. I t badly needs j u s t i f i c a t i o n (OS, 
I I , 280; emphasis added). 

Liberalism's long-standing connection with the Faustian 
v i s i o n — a l i f e of self-mastery, self-expression, active 
pursuit of knowledge, unhesitating acceptance of moral 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y — h a s seldom found a more s p i r i t e d , i n t e l 
l e c t u a l l y g i f t e d , nor eloquent advocate than the author 
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of those words. But, as one might expect at th is point 
i n my a n a l y s i s , as we l l as i n l i g h t of our h i s t o r i c a l 
experience with humanity's imperfections and the enor
mous obstacles i n the way of a t t a i n i n g such l o f t y goa ls , 
Popper's attempt to thus define and fur ther " r a t i o n a l i s e " 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the demands of t r u t h , the r e a 
l i t i e s of p o l i t i c s and power i n our time, and the t r a 
d i t i o n a l foundations of l i b e r a l optimism and hope con
cerning the r a t i o n a l progress of mankind i s c e r t a i n l y not 
without i t s problems. Before br inging th i s study to a 
conclus ion, l e t me end the present d iscuss ion of Popper's ' 
p o l i t i c a l thought by r a i s i n g several of the more important 
of these problems—problems each of which, i n the l a s t analy 
s i s , can be traced to the legacy of Kantian categories and 
pred ispos i t ions i n h i s philosophy. 

v 

As we have seen at several stages i n th i s study, one 
of the most notable though troublesome features of Kant 's 
thought i s the yawning gap that e x i s t s , and the absence 
of e f f e c t i v e l i n k s or mediations, between the demands of 
t ru th and object ive (or " t h e o r e t i c a l " ) knowledge on the 
one hand, and a va r ie t y of human pract ices and concrete 
( " p r a c t i c a l " ) judgments, on the other. Whether i t be i n 
h is aesthet ic theory—where he held that "a judgment of 
taste i s not a cogni t ive judgment"—or i n h is moral the -
ry—where, as already noted, he found i t "necessary to 
deny knowledge i n order to make room for f a i t h " , Kant 's 
thought, as Merleau-Ponty has observed, l e f t "the two 
spheres of knowledge and pract i ce juxtaposed without any 

20 
r e l a t i o n s " , reducing h is tory to "a sort of malefactor" . 
S i m i l a r l y , i n h is p o l i t i c a l w r i t i n g s , Kant pu l led our' 



- 275 -

" b a s i c r i g h t s " and "moral d u t y " — e a c h of which are "im
m e d i a t e l y " a c c e s s i b l e to the a p r i o r i " v o i c e of r e a s o n " — 
so f a r a p a r t from our mere (because " u n c e r t a i n " ) c a l c u 
l a t i o n s o f happiness and p r u d e n t i a l d e l i b e r a t i o n s , that 
he c o u l d o n l y purchase the l a u d a b l e u n i v e r s a l i s m and de
mocratic v i r t u e s he propounded as an " e n l i g h t e n e d " l i 
b e r a l i s m i n t h i s world by having recourse to d i v i n e p r o
vidence and a type of i n s t r u m e n t a l i s m t h a t i s h a r d l y com
p a t i b l e with our s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n and r e a l , as opposed 

21 
to merely " h y p o t h e t i c a l " , autonomy. 

But the mere j u x t a p o s i t i o n of the i d e a l and formal 
requirements of n a t u r a l s c i e n t i f i c knowledge, l e t alone 
a " r a t i o n a l " p o l i t i c s , on the one hand, and the e m p i r i c a l 
realm of contingency, c h o i c e , and human need, on the other, 
i s an i n s u f f i c i e n t b a s i s upon which to a c t u a l l y b r i n g t h i s 
world i n t o c l o s e r c o n f o r m i t y w i t h such p r i n c i p l e s , how
ever l a u d a b l e and praiseworthy the i n t e n t and 1 t h e i r con
tent may be. F o r the i s s u e a t question, the improvement 
of mankind's h i t h e r t o " s e l f - i n c u r r e d immaturity", the 
achievement o f cumulative progress i n our s c i e n t i f i c , moral, 
and p o l i t i c a l a f f a i r s , i s fundamentally not a l o g i c a l but 
i n s t e a d a s o c i a l - p s y c h o l o g i c a l and, perhaps above a l l , a 
c u l t u r a l matter, a matter of conduct r a t h e r than mere b l u e 
p r i n t s o r c o r r e c t i n f e r e n c e s . T h i s i s not to suggest, of 
course, t h a t the p r i n c i p l e s of conduct, or the b l u e p r i n t s 
f o r the d e s i g n o f i n s t i t u t i o n s , are themselves to cease 
b e i n g the o b j e c t s of our c r i t i c i s m and r a t i o n a l s e c u r i t y . 
But i t does serve to remind us, once a g a i n , of a f a c t that 
I have r a i s e d on s e v e r a l e a r l i e r o c c a s i o n s , that to become 
a good s c i e n t i s t , l e t alone a g r e a t o r " h e r o i c " one, or a 
v i r t u o u s c i t i z e n or, more g e n e r a l l y , to r e g u l a r l y perform 
any s p e c i f i c a c t i v i t y i n a praiseworthy f a s h i o n , i s q u i t e 
a d i f f e r e n t t h i n g from merely having read a book, an i n -
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s t r u c t i o n manual, or some other rulehook. As Norbert 
E l i a s observes of an e a r l i e r example of the type of d i f 
ference I have i n mind here, 

People l i v i n g i n the example-setting c i r c l e 
do not need books i n order to know how 'one' 
behaves. This i s obvious; i t i s t h e r e f o r e 
important to a s c e r t a i n with what i n t e n t i o n s 
and f o r which p u b l i c these precepts are w r i t 
ten and p r i n t e d . . .22 

U n l i k e the vast m a j o r i t y of t h i n k e r s who have con
s c i o u s l y f o l l o w e d i n Kant's metaphysical f o o t s t e p s , i t i s 
much to Popper's c r e d i t , as w e l l as a testament to the 
profoundly pragmatic streak i n h i s thought, that he has 
r e a l i s e d the need to develop more e f f e c t i v e mechanisms 
f o r a c t u a l l y p r o t e c t i n g the i n t e r e s t s of "enlightenment" 
and the prospects of progress i n i n t e l l e c t u a l and' p o l i 
t i c a l a f f a i r s . Thus, as I have t r i e d to suggest, an acute 
awareness of the importance of promoting the r i g h t , " c r i 
t i c a l " i n s t i t u t i o n s and t r a d i t i o n s l i e s at the center of 
both Popper's conception of s c i e n t i f i c progress and the 
"open s o c i e t y " . But here, as on s e v e r a l e a r l i e r occasions, 
I want to suggest that the t r a c k s of Kant's path create 
serio u s d i f f i c u l t i e s f o r Popper i n t h i s regard, d i f f i c u l 
t i e s which must be remedied i f human autonomy i s to become 
more than the hollow cause of a m o r a l i s t . Let me i l l u s 
t r a t e t h i s order of d i f f i c u l t i e s i n Popper's p o l i t i c a l 
thought by r e t u r n i n g to a p o i n t r a i s e d o r i g i n a l l y toward 
the c o n c l u s i o n of the l a s t chapter: that once h i s t o r y be
comes fundamentally an object of hope and not knowledge, 
seriou s tensions a r i s e i n the thought of those hoping to 
" r a t i o n a l i s e " i t s f u t u r e and to j u s t i f y p a r t i c u l a r p o l i c y 
preferences on the b a s i s of the s u p e r i o r r a t i o n a l i t y or 
e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l c r e d i b i l i t y of the p r i n c i p l e s and c r i t e r i a 
f o r a c t i o n they propose. I t i s at t h i s p o i n t that t h i n k e r s 
who are caught i n t h i s metaphysical predicament are forced 
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to adopt a v a r i e t y of ad hoc and purely i n s t r u m e n t a l po
l i t i c a l measures, while simultaneously l e a v i n g a vast 
range of the world's problems and i r r a t i o n a l i t i e s up to 
i s o l a t e d i n d i v i d u a l s to confront and the vagaries of 
chance to remedy. 

There have been s e v e r a l t e l l i n g pieces of evidence 
submitted above that s t r o n g l y p o i n t to Popper's i n a b i l i t y 
to escape from these s o r t s of problems. F i r s t l y , l e t i t 
be r e c a l l e d t h a t , i n s p i t e of the surface optimism of h i s 
thought and h i s " h i g h l y a p p r e c i a t i v e a t t i t u d e " toward the 
"open s o c i e t i e s " of our time, f o r Popper, h i s t o r y nonethe
l e s s remains fundamentally " n o n - r e p e t i t i v e " , indeed "chao
t i c " i n nature. However much we may continue to "hope" 
f o r the best, the overwhelming tone and p o l i c y t h r u s t of 
Popper's p o l i t i c a l theory i s , to the c o n t r a r y , that we 
must "prepare f o r the worst". Darwinian n e c e s s i t i e s here 
begin to d i s p l a c e Kant's l o f t y goals. I t i s i n t h i s con
t e x t that Popper repeatedly i n s i s t s that p o l i t i c a l power 
"and i t s c o n t r o l i s everything" (see supra, pp. 209 and 
223)« Not only does t h i s general p e r c e p t i o n of h i s t o r y 
c l a s h w i t h , i f not c o n t r a d i c t , h i s b e l i e f that r a t i o n a l i t y 
renders s o c i a l l i f e l e s s complicated than most s i t u a t i o n s 
found i n nature, but perhaps more i m p o r t a n t l y , Popper's 
thought i n t h i s regard l a c k s sympathy and the vocabulary 
f o r a r t i c u l a t i n g the experience of the passage from the 

2 ̂  
r e a l i t y of the i s o l a t e d ego or "I to the we"--the substan
t i v e p r e r e q u i s i t e , I would argue, of any sustained improve
ment or "enlightenment" of p u b l i c l i f e i n even the most 
l i b e r a l and i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c of s o c i e t i e s . 

That i s to say, l i k e Kant, Popper i s so deeply com
mi t t e d to a form of r e d u c t i v e and atomic i n d i v i d u a l i s m — 
r e f u s i n g to grant even the e x i s t e n c e , l e t alone the impor
tance, of a l l forms of " c o l l e c t i v e " b e h a v i o u r — t h a t he i s 
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unable to provide us wi t h anything but the " t h i n n e s t " or 
most mechanical and i n s t r u m e n t a l — i n d e e d , admittedly "tech
n o l o g i c a l " — o f i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the i n s t i t u t i o n s and t r a 
d i t i o n s upon which the f u t u r e w e l l - b e i n g of l i b e r a l s o c i e t i e s 
depends. Thus absent from Popper's thought i s an appre
c i a t i o n of the concrete l i n k a g e s , or l i g a t u r e s , or media
t i o n s between human beings, on the one hand, and the " i d e a l " 
or t h e o r e t i c a l standards of conduct he advocates, on the 
other. For example, as noted above, as f a r as Popper i s 
concerned, the standards of a democratic c i t i z e n r y are "to 
a l a r g e degree p e r s o n a l " , as though groups and c o l l e c t i v i 
t i e s — f a m i l i e s and churches, c o r p o r a t i o n s , schools and u n i 
v e r s i t i e s , and the sprawling b u r e a u c r a t i c penumbra of s t a t e 
i n s t i t u t i o n s — d o not, o r should not, bear considerable res
p o n s i b i l i t y i n t h i s c r i t i c a l area of our l i v e s . 

I n h i s p r o v o c a t i v e study of Kant's philosophy, the 
l a t e L u c i e n Goldmann observed that Kant's was e s s e n t i a l l y 
a " t r a g i c v i s i o n " . For nowhere, Goldmann argues, i s com-

24 
munity "so a b s o l u t e l y necessary as i n a c t i o n " . And y e t , 
by l e a v i n g the whole sphere of our du t i e s to other human 
beings completely up to the i n d i v i d u a l ' s i s o l a t e d d e c i s i o n , 
Kant and h i s f o l l o w e r s , l i k e Popper, are unable to provide 
us w i t h any assurance whatsoever that the p o s s i b i l i t i e s of 
progress they envisage u l t i m a t e l y can or w i l l p r e v a i l . I n 
Goldmann's own words, 

. . . the p r o p o s i t i o n I ought i s not i n the fu t u r e tense, b u t — a s i s too o f t e n f o r g o t t e n — 
i n the present; the r e a l f u t u r e would be an 
J_ s h a l l . I n the c r i t i c a l philosophy, where 
man's l i m i t a t i o n s and the problem of h i s des
t i n y predominate, only secondary importance 
i s u l t i m a t e l y accorded to the philosophy of 
h i s t o r y ; there i s only present, duty, and 
an e t e r n i t y , r e l i g i o n , but no f u t u r e , no 

And, I would add, no c u l t u r e , nor a p p r e c i a t i o n of the r a d i -
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c a l l y "embedded" and mediated nature of human p r a c t i c e s . 
Popper t a l k s as though not only " c r e a t i n g " the i n 

s t i t u t i o n s of an "open s o c i e t y " , but having them "pro
p e r l y manned" as w e l l , i s a r e l a t i v e l y s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d 
incremental e x e r c i s e i n socio-economic and p o l i t i c a l en
g i n e e r i n g — i f you w i l l , here-a-lever/there-a-lever./every-
where-a-piece-meal-lever, each smoothly at work i n the 
i n t e r e s t s of freedom and autonomy. U n f o r t u n a t e l y , Popper's 
d i s c u s s i o n oi" t h i s process f a i l s to do j u s t i c e to the 
f a c t that the connection and r e l a t i o n s h i p between c e r t a i n 
p r a c t i c e s and a c t i v i t i e s , on the one hand, and the c r i 
t e r i a f o r t h e i r e v a l u a t i o n and performance, on the other, 
demands much more than the p u r e l y i n s t r u m e n t a l and mecha
n i c a l s e n s i b i l i t y of s o c i a l engineers w i t h t h e i r i n t e l -
l e c t u a l i s e d d e s i d e r a t a of an optimum design. P r o f e s s o r 
Oakeshott a p p o s i t e l y has remarked that 

We do not f i r s t decide that c e r t a i n be
haviour i s r i g h t or d e s i r a b l e and then 
express our approval of i t i n an i n s t i -
t u i o n ; our knowledge of how to behave 
w e l l i s , at t h i s p o i n t , the i n s t i t u t i o n . 
And i t i s because we are not always as 
c l e a r about t h i s as we should be that we 
sometimes make the mistake of supposing 
that i n s t i t u t i o n s ( p a r t i c u l a r l y p o l i t i 
c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s ) can be moved around 
from place to place as i f they were p i e 
ces of machinery i n s t e a d of idioms of 
conduct.26 

Popper's p o l i t i c a l thought, i t seems to me, proceeds a l l 
too u n c r i t i c a l l y on the reverse, erroneous assumption, 
v i z . , that our d e s i r e s and moral c a p a c i t i e s somehow e x i s t 
and can be discussed meaningfully, and independently or . 
autonomously of on-going p r a c t i c e s and human i n s t i t u t i o n s . 

Another way of r a i s i n g the same question about the 
problematic nature of Popper's conception of the r e l a t i o n 
ship between theory and p r a c t i c e , between knowledge and 
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c u l t u r e , i s to r e f l e c t upon the p o l i t i c a l impl icat ions 
of a recent reminiscence of the renowned s o c i o l o g i s t , 
Ral f Dahrendorf, on the occasion of S i r K a r l ' s 75th 
bi r thday . Popper reportedly to ld Dahrendorf how del ighted 
he was when he received messages of congratulat ion from 
both the German Chancel lor Schmidt, and the then Leader 
of the Opposit ion K o h l , as we l l as from both the Aust r ian 
Chancellor K re i sky , and the then Leader of the Oppo
s i t i o n Taus. Dahrendorf, i n turn , asked Popper i f i t d id 
not worry him that the same theories "seem to a t t r a c t 
opposi t ion and government i n very s i m i l a r ways?" Dahren
dorf continued: "Do you not bel ieve that, your theories 
should above a l l be accepted and used and bel ieved i n by 
those whose p o l i t i c a l p red i lec t ions you share?" To which 
Popper reportedly r e p l i e d : "No, not at a l l . I could not 
care l e s s . I know what I be l ieve and make i t c l e a r , and 

27 
that i s good enough". But i n l i g h t of the enormous ob
s tac les now confront ing the "open s o c i e t i e s " of the A t l a n 
t i c Community, as we l l as Popper's own f i e r c e determination 
to a c t i v e l y promote the in te res ts of "enlightenment" and a 
p o l i t i c s of reasonableness, we can only wonder i f indeed 
h is s t o i c a l r e i t e r a t i o n of Weber's "eth ic of respons ib i 
l i t y " here i s r e a l l y "good enough". For however unintended 
the r e s u l t , one of the c l e a r impl icat ions of Popper's po
s i t i o n i n t h i s regard i s , as Dahrendorf r i g h t l y worr ies , 
to leave more of the world 's " p o l i t i c a l p rac t i ce to u n - . 

pQ 

argued, unreasoned, and poss ib ly unreasonable decis ions" 
than i s compatible with the l i b e r a l and Enlightenment dream 
of a progress ive ly improving state of a f f a i r s on earth. 

To c i t e but one of the more obvious d i f f i c u l t i e s 
Popper's thought encounters i n " r a t i o n a l l y " — a s opposed 
to purely ins t rumenta l l y , or on an ad hoc b a s i s — t r y i n g 
to address developments i n the rea l world he disapproves 
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of , consider the fo l lowing problem that a r i ses i n h is 
"Reason or Revolut ion?" . There, Popper c r i t i c i z e s the 
growth of what Kuhn c a l l s "normal sc ience" , which " i s 
l i nked to the growth of ' b i g ' sc ience" . According to 
Popper, the advocate of "heroism" i n such matters, the 
continued growth of such "b ig science" i s l i k e l y to p re 
vent i f not destroy the "growth of great science" upon 
which our c i v i l i s a t i o n r e s t s . That i s , Popper wr i tes , 
" i f the many, the s p e c i a l i s t s , gain the day, i t w i l l be ' 
the end of science as we know i t — o f great sc ience. I t 
w i l l be a s p i r i t u a l catastrophe comparable i n i t s conse
quences to nuclear armament" ("RR", 258-259)• The prob
lem with th i s formulat ion i s that Popper leaves i t f a r 
from c l e a r how he would a c t u a l l y go about reversing the 
trend towards s p e c i a l i z a t i o n i n science when i t has con
s t i t u t e d the predominant p r i n c i p l e fo r the d i v i s i o n of 
a l l s o c i a l labour , manual and i n t e l l e c t u a l a l i k e , fo r 
approximately the past two hundred years. Nor, i s i t 
at a l l c l e a r how such an advocate of progress and the 
idea ls of the Enlightenment can cons is tent l y so argue, 
since the inherent ly "progressive" nature of the d i v i s i o n 
of labour has, by and l a r g e , been taken fo r granted by 
such thinkers i n the past . 

I t seems to me that Popper's unwi l l ingness to d i s 
cuss the issue of p o l i t i c a l ends, except i n terms of h is 
l a r g e l y misleading ins i s tence that "the only a l t e r n a t i v e 
to v io lence" i s h is p a r t i c u l a r story of the "open society" 
and i t s "enemies", and h is determination to eschew a l l ta lk 
of " c o l l e c t i v e " and s t r u c t u r a l phenomena, l i k e the d i v i s i o n 
of labour i t s e l f , are symptomatic of a c e r t a i n pathos and 
poverty of h i s i d e a l of the good l i f e i n a free and ega
l i t a r i a n soc ie ty . In h i s autobiography, Popper t e l l s us 
that he has been most happy i n l i f e " f i n d i n g new prob-
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lems, i n w r e s t l i n g w i t h the, and i n making some progress". 
T h i s , he continues, " i s the best l i f e , . . . a complete
l y r e s t l e s s " and " h i g h l y s e l f - c o n t a i n e d " existence ("IA", 
100). What I would l i k e to suggest i s that such an i d e a l 
i s a s i n g u l a r l y u n i l l u m i n a t i n g model f o r p o l i t i c a l a c t i 
v i t y and debate, the m o b i l i s a t i o n of a v a i l a b l e resources 
and support f o r a c o n s t a n t l y e v o l v i n g and "being renego
t i a t e d " array of c o l l e c t i v e g o a ls. Popper h i m s e l f , i n 
f a c t , almost admits as much when he r i g h t l y notes the 
a f f i n i t i e s between h i s n o t i o n of the good l i f e and the 
"autark i n P l a t o ' s sense". The degree of s e l f - s u f f i e n c y , 
r e s t l e s s n e s s , and i s o l a t i o n being proposed here by Popper-
are o b s t a c l e s c o n f r o n t i n g , r a t h e r than measures of, the 
success of today's l i b e r a l democracies. 

As they s t r u g g l e to conserve themselves i n an i n c r e a 
s i n g l y h o s t i l e i n t e r n a t i o n a l context, as w e l l as confront 
t h e i r own domestic c o n f l i c t s and p o t e n t i a l i t i e s , no small 
measure of the success of l i b e r a l democracies w i l l r e s i d e 
i n t h e i r c a p a c i t y to c o l l e c t i v e l y r e d e f i n e and give new 
l i f e to t h e i r t r a d i t i o n a l i d e a l s i n a c u l t u r a l l y r e l e v a n t 
and s e n s i t i v e manner. The degree of cosmopolitanism and 
u n i v e r s a l i s m presupposed i n Popper's atomic or near-
a u t a r k i c i n d i v i d u a l i s m f r a n k l y f l i e s i n the face of power
f u l forms of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s l y communal p o l i t i c s — t h e p o l i 
t i c s of e t h n i c i t y , of c a s t e , r e g i o n a l i s m , r e l i g i o u s commu
na l ism, and a host of v a r i e t i e s of separatism, to name only 

29 
the most e x p l o s i v e . I t seems to me that parts of Popper's 
p o l i t i c a l theory r a i s e d above place l i b e r a l democracies at 
a severe disadvantage i n t r y i n g to understand and come to 
g r i p s w i t h the d i f f e r e n t s o c i a l l o g i c s that are at play i n 
these s o r t s of c o n f l i c t s , as w e l l as leaves the perhaps 
even more important task of g i v i n g new meaning and l i f e to 
t h e i r own c o l l e c t i v e i d e n t i t i e s to s c h o l a r s yet to come. In 
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t h i s r e s p e c t , there i s l i t t l e "new" i n Popper's p o l i t i c a l 
theory, at l e a s t of a p o s i t i v e v e i n , as compared with what 
can already be found, f o r example, i n John S t u a r t M i l l ' s 
On L i b e r t y . Popper's g r e a t e s t c o n t r i b u t i o n , on t h i s r e a 
ding, l i e s i n s t e a d i n the f a c t that he has d r a m a t i c a l l y 
renewed our sense of the urgency and need to conserve che 
gains and hope of the past as we set about that other o r 
der of a f f a i r s . I have t r i e d to suggest above that t h i s 
i s indeed an important task g i v e n the nature of our times, 
but one that i s best pursued by abandoning the s p e c i f i 
c a l l y K a n t i a n conception of t r u t h that Popper propounds. 
Let me now t r y to make roughly the same p o i n t i n concluding 
t h i s study w i t h reference to Popper's l a t e s t work and h i s 
equ a l l y K a n t i a n , " t h i n " conception of the s e l f . 
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CHAPTER 7 

Conclusion: The Limits of Popper's Liberalism 

In a modern state the actual r u l e r i s 
necessarily and unavoidably the bureau
cracy . . . 

Bureaucratic administration always tends 
to exclude the public, to hide i t s know
ledge. . . . The treasury o f f i c i a l s of the 
Persian Shah have made a secret science of • 
t h e i r budgetary a r t and even use a secret 
s c r i p t . 1 

—Max Weber 

i 

In The Ramparts We Guard, R. M. Maclver wrote that 
"every s o c i a l order, l i k e every l i v i n g thing, has forces 

2 
working against i t , threatening to destroy i t " . One of 
the most important i n t e l l e c t u a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s and chal 
lenges f o r those confronting such danger and h o s t i l i t y i s 
to i d e n t i f y and l a b e l the perceived threats as "enemies" 
and to a r t i c u l a t e the necessary preconditions f o r the 
future health and well-being of the endangered society. 
This study has sought to provide the perspective and docu 
mentation necessary to appreciate the major contribution 
that K a r l Popper has made on behalf of contemporary l i b e 
r a l democracies i n t h e i r struggle against a host of threa 
tening, i l l i b e r a l tendencies they have confronted. The 
conservative nature of Popper's project i n the So c i a l Dar 
winian sense of the term i s unmistakable, save Popper's 
primary focus i s upon l i b e r a l culture as a whole rather 
than the " f i t n e s s " and " s u r v i v a l value" of this or that 
p a r t i c u l a r group or interest.-^ 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y , I have t r i e d to situate Popper's 
formidable defense of the "open society" within the struc 



I 

- 288 -

ture and unity of a comprehensive philosophical outlook 
deriving from the thought of Kant. Like Kant's, Popper's 
p o l i t i c a l theory i s deeply anchored and embedded i n a 
systematic understanding of our quest to acquire knowledge 
about ourselves and the problems we face; our freedom of 
thought and action; our r a t i o n a l i t y ; and the reasonable
ness of our hope i n the p o s s i b i l i t y of a more humane and 
tolerant future. I have woven these concerns into a 
l a r g e l y though c e r t a i n l y not exclusively sympathetic ac
count of how the problems of truth, hope, and power are 
i n t e r r e l a t e d , and at times i n tension, i n Popper's thought. 

But the fa c t that the preponderant tone and intention 
of this study has been p o s i t i v e and constructive, perhaps 
needless to say, should not be construed as a wholesale 
endorsement of Popper's thought, nor as a sign of the 
view which holds that points of c r i t i c i s m raised by more 
thoughtful and informed c r i t i c s are without merit and not 
i n need of much further debate ( e s p e c i a l l y by various 
s p e c i a l i s t s f o r whom the p a r t i c u l a r v a l i d i t y of Popper's 
arguments i s most at issue and l i k e l y to be resolved). 
Rather, as indicated i n my Preface, i t r e f l e c t s my con
sidered judgment about the kind of scholarship and the •' 
type of study of Popper's thought that needs to be done 
i n l i g h t of the reception that his work has enjoyed to 
date. F i r s t and foremost among such considerations i s 
the astounding fact that there has yet to be published 
i n English a single (!) study of Popper's p o l i t i c a l thought 
or methodology of the s o c i a l sciences. Under such circum
stances, the primary o b l i g a t i o n of the i n t e l l e c t u a l h i s t o 
r i a n and s o c i a l theorist a l i k e i s Rankean. That i s to say, 
to present what Popper r e a l l y says and means to say as 
accurately and coherently as i s possible, given the sour
ces we have to work with. 
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A second and equally s i g n i f i c a n t consideration has 
been the s p e c i f i c nature of the discussion that Popper's 
work has provoked. Very b r i e f l y , and to elaborate upon 
the discussion i n the Preface and Introduction, thus f a r 
the reception to Popper's thought has been polarised. On 
the one hand, one regularly encounters d u t i f u l l y attendant 
"masons i n the cathedral" of Popper's thought (his own 
fa v o r i t e metaphor f o r the growth of knowledge), while on 
the other hand, there are those who are so at odds with 
his moral commitments and/or " s c i e n t i f i c " s t y l e of p h i l o 
sophizing that they systematically i n d i c t Popper of i n t e l 
l e c t u a l sins he simply has not committed. So, while the 
former group seem determined to canonize his achievement 
into a s t r i c t code of s c i e n t i f i c rectitude and "good prac
t i c e " , the l a t t e r have caricatured and otherwise so misre
presented Popper's views that t h e i r contribution to a scho
l a r l y and informed understanding of his thought and the 
problems i t addresses i s n e g l i g i b l e at best. Having at
tempted to portray the unity and power of Popper's p h i l o 
sophy i n the context of his i n t e l l e c t u a l development and 
the main t r a d i t i o n s within which i t should be understood, 
I hope to have steered c l e a r of both these tendencies;- my 
reconstruction of his thought thus f a r has led me to be 
equally c r i t i c a l of the accounts of both the acolytes and 
the v i l i f i e r s . In conclusion, I would now l i k e to probe 
as immanently as possible several remaining tensions and 
ambiguities i n Popper's thought as they bear upon the pre
sent state and future v i t a l i t y of the "open s o c i e t i e s " of 
the Western world. 

F i r s t , however, mention should be made of a t h i r d con
s i d e r a t i o n that has also affected my main emphasis thus f a r 
on the unity (as opposed to the tensions and/or contra
dictions) of Popper's thought. I t i s the s t r u c t u r a l ten-
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dency of today's d i v i s i o n of i n t e l l e c t u a l labor to frag
ment complex problems and comprehensive systems of thought 
into but vaguely related s p e c i a l i s m s — a n insight shared by 
Weber, Durkheim and Marx a l i k e . Indeed, paradoxical though 
i t may be, under the increasing bureaucratization of scho
la r s h i p i n today's u n i v e r s i t i e s , the more a given thinker's 
thought defies such fragmentation, the more t h e i r work 
w i l l be so divided and compartmentalized by, and among, a 
plethora of often mutually estranged f a c u l t i e s and d i s c i 
p l i n e s . Popper i s a t r u l y polymathic, integrative thinker, 
and regrettably has suffered t h i s fate. 

In a very r e a l sense, the whole point of Popper's en
deavor has been p r e c i s e l y to unify disparate aspects of our-
i n t e l l e c t u a l c u l t u r e — p h y s i c s and biology, music and other 
forms of a r t with science, natural s c i e n t i f i c thought and 
the concerns of the humanist—and to provide coherence f o r 
an increasingly disenchanting assortment of sp e c i a l i z e d 
bodies of knowledge. As a c l a s s i c a l p o s i t i v i s t might, 
Popper i s determined to unify the sciences by applying the 
same problem-solving methodology to the f u l l range of human 
experience. On t h i s reading, Popper never ceases to be en
gaged i n the business of polemicising and moralising on be
h a l f of such an undertaking, of continuing the centuries-
old c u l t i v a t i o n of the l i b e r a l conscience, of retooling 
the discourse of l i b e r a l i s m to meet unprecedented challenges 
both from within and from without of i t s own development and 
assumptions. In short, of promoting what I have characteriz 
as the cause of orderly growth i n mind and society a l i k e . 
And yet, with the p a r t i a l exception of Bryan Magee's b r i e f 
introduction to Popper, the secondary l i t e r a t u r e on POpper 
suffers from a profound lack of s e n s i t i v i t y to these d i -

4 

mensions of t h i s thought. Once again, I found a sympa
thetic methodology and approach to Popper's thought the 
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most suitable way of generally dealing with this state of 
a f f a i r s . 

F i n a l l y , with regard to my preference of advancing an 
immanent c r i t i q u e , I perhaps should c l a r i f y the sense i n 
which I use the term. Here, by an immanent c r i t i q u e , I 
mean to suggest a l i n e of c r i t i c i s m and a series of prob
lems that flow from within Popper's own int e n t i o n or prob
lematic of attempting to secure the autonomy of the i n d i 
v idual through the progressive elaboration and a p p l i c a t i o n 
of an evolutionary naturalism inspired by Darwin. More 
generally, an immanent c r i t i q u e of Popper's thought sug
gests that the p o l i t i c a l and moral ends he wants to pro
mote are not always compatible with the s p e c i f i c means 
and methodological prescriptions he suggests toward t h e i r 
attainment. Thus, one of the deepest tensions i n Popper's 
thought that such a c r i t i q u e ultimately reveals i s that 
his own f a i t h i n the powers and progress of s c i e n t i f i c 
r a t i o n a l i t y i s frequently at odds with the maintenance 
and s u r v i v a l , l e t alone the enhancement, of the individual's 
freedom and autonomy. 

i i 

The culmination—both l o g i c a l and c h r o n o l o g i c a l — o f 
Popper's thought i s what he refers to as an elaboration 
and improvement upon the "metaphysical research programme" 
of Darwinism ("IA", 133-43; OK, Chapters 6-7). While a 
theory of the growth of knowledge and s c i e n t i f i c advance 
could be found as early as the Logik der Forschung, at 
the time Popper's argument and analysis was devoted almost 
exclusively to the philosophical foundations and i m p l i 
cations of Einstein's theories of r e l a t i v i t y f o r contem
porary physics, and more generally, with t h e i r impact and 
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paradigmatic status v i s - a - v i s the future growth and pro
gress of knowledge. 

As we have also seen, however, beginning i n the early 
1960s, a new focus and concern was added to Popper's s t i l l -
keen i n t e r e s t i n physics, that of the theory of evolution. 
Such an evolutionary focus and perspective i s at the cen
ter of a number of Popper's most important lectures and 
writings from t h i s period (although many were not pub
lis h e d u n t i l the appearance of Objective Knowledge i n 
1972). But once again, one would do well not to overem
phasize the r a d i c a l n o v e l t y — l e t alone d i s c o n t i n u i t y — 
that such a "Darwinian turn" i n Popper's thinking repre
sents. For as early as The Poverty of Historicism, Popper 
proposed what many s p e c i a l i s t s have subsequently charac
terized as "detailed and s i g n i f i c a n t comments about evo-

5 
lutionary biology". Although the d e t a i l s and ultimate 
merits of Popper's r e f l e c t i o n s on evolutionary theory are 
beyond my competence, as well as my p r i n c i p a l concern with 
c e r t a i n problems i n his work on p o l i t i c s and society, a 
b r i e f overview (and at times recapitulation) of his most 
recent writings on evolutionism i s a h e l p f u l means of ap
proaching the f i r s t problem I w i l l be r a i s i n g , his exces
s i v e l y abstract and f o r m a l i s t i c , or " t h i n " , conception of 
the s e l f . 

As might be expected from someone determined to deny 
laws of human destiny, i n The Poverty of Historicism Popper 
argues that there are n o—nor indeed can there ever b e — 
such laws of evolution (PH, 117). Whereas true laws require 
r e p e a t a b i l i t y , the evolution of l i f e on earth, l i k e that 
of human society, " i s a unique h i s t o r i c a l process" ( i b i d , 
108). Popper thus argues that evolutionary biology lacks 
the necessary l o g i c a l structure of a properly testable 
body of t h e o r e t i c a l knowledge. Popper's own recent re-
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f l e c t i o n s on the subject accordingly have been advanced 
as an extension and enrichment of what he i n s i s t s i s the 
"metaphysical" structure of Darwinism. I t i s the r e l e 
vance of t h i s n a t u r a l i s t i c metaphysics to Popper's con
ception of freedom or autonomy that w i l l be my ultimate 
concern. Although b i o l o g i s t s may n a t u r a l l y f i n d Popper's 
metaphysical speculations on t h e i r subject to be both an 
unwelcome and an unnecessary i n t e l l e c t u a l extravagance, 
students of p o l i t i c s and society should welcome them as 
potential sources of i l l u m i n a t i o n as to how his project 
of developing a comprehensive evolutionary naturalism 
and, mere generally, his s c i e n t i f i c s t y l e of philoso
phizing may be incompatible with his Neo-Kantian moral 
theory with i t s stress on the autonomy—as opposed to 
the determination—of the i n d i v i d u a l . 

Working from the assumption that "the o r i g i n of 
l i f e and the o r i g i n of problems coincide", Popper be
l i e v e s that by reconstructing Darwinism as a paradigm 
case of successful t r i a l - a n d - e r r o r elimination or "app
l i e d s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c " , we can solve the problem of the 
evolution towards "higher" forms of l i f e . In spite of a 
good deal of expert opinion and practice to the contrary,^ 
Popper contends that Darwinism i t s e l f , at l e a s t as usually 
presented, f a i l s to explain this problem, since at best 
i t can "explain something l i k e an improvement i n the de
gree of adaptation", but not the actual mechanisms, struc
tures, or rates of evolutionary change ("IA", 141). What's 
worse, Popper argues i n "Evolution and the Tree of Know
ledge" (his f i r s t Herbert Spencer lecture) that Darwinism 
cannot explain evolutionary developments which appear to 
be goal-directed, such as that of the eyes, or that of 
our higher l i n g u i s t i c and symbolic c a p a b i l i t i e s (OK, 270). 

Indeed, l e t us r e c a l l that i t was p r e c i s e l y t h e i r 
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f a i l u r e to do j u s t i c e to the higher l i n g u i s t i c functions 
as i n i t i a l l y outlined by Popper's teacher, K a r l Buhler, 
that l e d Popper to reject a l l attempts at a p h y s i c a l i s t 
or a behaviourist reduction of language. Having already 
discussed Popper's analysis and modification of Buhler's 
theory i n some d e t a i l i n Chapter 4, l e t me now simply map 
his evolutionary concerns and theory of language one upon 
the other as (he, himself, suggests as) follows: 

/perhaps 
\ 'bees 

animals, 
^ p l a n t s 

l i n g u i s t i c functions values 

(4) Argumentative V a l i d i t y / I n v a l i d i t y 

(3) Descriptive F a l s i t y / 
f Truth I 

1 (2) Signal E f f i c i e n c y / 
I n e f f i c i e n c y 

L ( 1) Expressive Revealing/Not 
Revealing \J 

(SB, 58). , 

Man 

Those who i n s i s t that language i s merely expression and 
communication w i l l necessarily neglect that which d i s t i n 
guishes human from animal language: " i t s a b i l i t y to make 
true and f a l s e statements, and to produce v a l i d and inva
l i d arguments" ( i b i d , 59). And to the extent that this i s 
true, there can be no means of explaining the difference 
between propaganda, verbal intimidation, and r a t i o n a l argu
ment. 

So, while i n the most general of terms, the process 
of problem-solving i s always the same—"from the amoeba 
to E i n s t e i n " , as Popper i s fond of putting i t — t h e r e can 
be no doubt as to the profound differences which emerge 
between human beings and lower organisms once tr a d i t i o n s 
of s c i e n t i f i c c r i t i c i s m have developed wherein our argu-
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mentative and descriptive capacities are systematically 
7 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d . In evolutionary terms, s c i e n t i f i c 
theories make i t possible f o r our theories to perish i n 
our stead, "eliminating our mistaken b e l i e f s before such 
b e l i e f s lead to our own elimination" (OK, 261). Indeed, . 
Popper sees the distinguishing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of "higher 
forms of l i f e " to be t h e i r possession of what he terms a 
" b e h a v i o u r i s t i c a l l y r i c h e r preference structure" ("IA, 
141). Elaborating upon the means whereby such a r i c h e r 
preference s t r u c t u r e — t h a t i s , one of greater scope—has 
been able to .emerge constitutes the cornerstone of Popper's 
self-described "enrichment" of Darwinism. 

Although i n i t i a l l y i t may be c e r t a i n external or en
vironmental changes that lead an animal to make adjust
ments to a new s i t u a t i o n without p r i o r genetic change, 
Popper argues that, i f successful, such a purely beha
v i o u r a l change w i l l constitute the adoption, or discovery, 
of a new ecological niche. And ultimately i t w i l l be those 
indivi d u a l s whose genetic preferences (or "aims") produce 
adequate changes i n what Popper c a l l s t h e i r s k i l l - s t r u e t u r e 
that w i l l determine t h e i r " f i t " with such a new niche. 
Popper goes so f a r as to contend that i t i s only a f t e r 
such s k i l l s have changed that changes i n the anatomical 
structure of a given species w i l l occur. In other words, 
as f a r as Popper i s concerned, most of the "problems" that 
a p a r t i c u l a r species confronts are those posed "not so 
much by s u r v i v a l [ i t s e l f ] , but by preferences, especially 
i n s t i n c t u a l preferences" which are constantly emerging 
with new problems ("IA", 142). 

When construed i n such a fashion, the primary function 
of human consciousness, or the s e l f i t s e l f , i s to help solve 
new problems and to integrate behaviour at a p a r t i c u l a r point 
i n time r e l a t i v e to expectations about impending or future 



- 296 -

courses of action (SB, 125-29). In reply to Hume's con
tention that there i s no " s e l f " beyond the p o t e n t i a l l y 
chaotic stream of our experiences, Popper thus r e p l i e s 
that our very success at coping with the relevant as
pects of our always changing environment constitutes a 
prima f a c i e argument i n favor of the unity and c o n t i 
nuity of the s e l f — a p o s i t i o n Popper also l i n k s with 
research findings from experimental neurophysiology 
( i b i d , 128-9). Popper summarizes this dimension of his 
philosophical anthropology n i c e l y when he observes: 

Most organisms, i f not a l l , are programmed 
to explore t h e i r environment, taking r i s k s 
i n so doing. But they do not take these 
r i s k s consciously. Though they have an i n 
s t i n c t f o r self-preservation, they are not 
aware of death. I t i s only man who may con
sciously face death i n his search f o r know
ledge. . . , only a man can make an e f f o r t 
to become a better man: to master his fears, 
his l a z i n e s s , h is selfishness; to get over 
his lack of s e l f - c o n t r o l ( i b i d , 144; empha-
s i s added). 

That Popper sees his contribution to Darwinism as 
the i d e a l complement or counterpart to his ontology of 
the 3 Worlds i s cl e a r from the context i n which this pas
sage occurs. Popper contends that as selves, as human 
beings, "we are a l l products of World 3" ( i b i d ) . We are 
"anchored" or orientated i n space by means of World 3 
models and theories which Popper claims we have a " d i s 
p o s i t i o n " to make conscious and e x p l i c i t at w i l l , there
by enhancing our chances f o r s u r v i v a l . Furthermore, we 
are s i m i l a r l y "anchored" i n time through our d i s p o s i t i o n 
to r e c a l l the past, and by the the o r e t i c a l expectations 
and "action programmes" we bring to bear upon the future. 

i And the basis of a l l t h i s , Popper c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y i n 
s i s t s , i s human language. I t , and i t alone, makes i t 
possible f o r us to be "not only subjects, centers of action, 
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but also objects of our own c r i t i c a l thought, of our own 
c r i t i c a l judgement" ( i b i d , 144). 

At t h i s juncture, Popper's "Darwinian turn" thus 
leads us, as so often i s the case, back to the Inspir a t i o n 
and moral theory pf Kant. C i t i n g Kant's d i c t a that "a per
son i s a subject that i s responsible f o r his actions", 
Popper goes on to explain that—what Kant, l a t e r Josiah Royce 
and, most recently, John Rawls have described a s — t h e need 
moral agents have fo r a developing plan of l i f e which gives 
unity to the person, and which la r g e l y determines our moral 
character". For Popper, i t i s prec i s e l y the possession of 
such a changing l i f e - p l a n , "or set of theories and pre
ferences, which makes us transcend o u r s e l v e s — t h a t i s to 
say, transcend our i n s t i n c t i v e desires and inclination's 
('Neigungen', as Kant c a l l e d them)" (SB, 135). Overcoming 
severe physical challenges l i k e the heights of Mt. Everest, 
and the l i f e - p l a n s of the great a r t i s t s and s c i e n t i s t s , 
provide ample evidence that the s t r i c t l y p h y s i c a l i s t view 
of man i s wrong. In a l l such cases, "somehow the mind, the 
conscious s e l f , has taken over" ( i b i d , 146). In short, f o r 
Popper, there can be no doubt that "there i s much heroism 
i n human l i f e : actions which are r a t i o n a l , but undertaken 
fo r aims which clash with our fears, our i n s t i n c t s f o r 
safety and security" ( i b i d , 146). Perhaps the greatest 
challenge of our times, and c e r t a i n l y f o r l i b e r a l s o c i e t i e s , 
i s p r e c i s e l y to prevent such heroism from degenerating into 
an evolutionary nightmare or tragedy. 

The most "democratic" of aims or l i f e - p l a n s , Popper 
writes, i s the personal task of providing f o r oneself and 
for one's dependants. Remove i t , "and you make l i f e mean
ingless f o r many" ( i b i d , 145)• As much as we may need the 
welfare state f o r those who do not succeed i n t h i s , Popper 
believes that i t i s even more important that such a state 
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not create "unreasonable and insurmountable d i f f i c u l t i e s 
for those who try to make thi s most natural and demo
c r a t i c of tasks a major part of t h e i r aims i n l i f e ( i b i d , 
146). 

i i i 

I f , as we have seen, the poverty of h i s t o r i c i s m — a t 
l e a s t as Popper presents i t — i s the poverty of imagination, 
then the poverty of Popperianism might best be charac
t e r i z e d as the poverty of formalism and i t s ef f e c t upon 
his s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l thought. Let me begin tracing 
some of these effects by exploring the problem i n terms 
of what I believe i s his excessively abstract or "thin" 
concept of the s e l f . For i t i s i n Popper's concept of 
the s e l f that the c o n f l i c t and antagonism between the 
demands of his naturalism, on the one hand, and those of 
his moral theory, on the other, manifest themselves i n 
s t r i k i n g r e l i e f . 

Throughout t h e i r respective h i s t o r i e s , l i b e r a l i s m 
and n a t u r a l i s t i c v a r i e t i e s of philosophy have shared an 
assumption about the continuity, consistency, and ultimate 
p r e d i c t a b i l i t y of the s e l f . In Popper's thought (as we 
have just seen), such a view emerges i n his c h a r a c t e r i 
zation of the unity of the s e l f as a necessary, evolu
tionary precondition f o r successful problem-solving and 
"integrated" action over time. As i s so often the case 
with Popper, i t i s not so much what he i s arguing f o r here 
that we must take issue with, but instead what his account 
leaves out and/or asks us to deny. For, i n point of f a c t , 
the alleged continuity, consistency, and u n i v e r s a l i t y of 
the a t t r i b u t e s of the s e l f (or "human nature") i s as mis
leading as i t i s unilluminating when our concern i s with 
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I 

concrete—as opposed to abstract and purely t h e o r e t i c a l — 
questions of i d e n t i t y and transformations thereof, the 
hub of any coherent theory of p o l i t i c a l culture and s o c i a l 
change. 

George Simmel, perhaps the most neglected figure i n 
modern s o c i a l theory, pointed out that we are very cautious 
a b o u t — i f indeed not incapable of—showing anything but 
"fragments" of our inner selves. Such fragments are never, 
a "representative s e l c t i o n " but "a transformation of thi s 
inner r e a l i t y , t e l e o l o g i c a l l y directed, reduced and com-

o 
posed". In the f i r s t instance, the "editing" of our 
selves that Simmel and others have since c a l l e d our at
tention to i s directed toward communication, toward crea
ti n g "the palatable and comprehensible". But e x p l i c i t l y 
p o l i t i c a l considerations are also frequently involved, f o r 
those who can command part of what Simmel c a l l e d your 
"psychological-real whole", those who know the "truth" 
about your motivations i n this or that p a r t i c u l a r con- : 

text, have power over you. And, conversely, the more you 
can reach into and command the "inner s e l f " of another by 
knowing t h e i r feelings and desires, or t h e i r emotions, the 
more you have control over t h e i r behavior. For, "by play
ing on these emotions you can regulate his r e c e p t i v i t y to 
information and his capacity to see, examine, c r i t i c i z e , 

Q 

and t e s t " . Moreover, p o l i t i c s continually a f f e c t s the 
s p e c i f i c "editions" of our selves that we present i n that 
the repertoire of s o c i a l l y acceptable and prohibited roles 
through which we gain and struggle with our i d e n t i t y i s 
the ongoing product of p r i o r c o n f l i c t s and legitimations 
of the society i n which we l i v e , e s pecially as these are 
conveyed i n the i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d rules and meanings of 
the culture (or, as i s more l i k e l y the subculture) i n 
question. In other words, "there are a l t e r n a t i v e struc-
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tures of the s e l f , just as there are a l t e r n a t i v e cultures". 
Perhaps needless to say, the complexities we must confront 
i n such contexts i s a l l the more serious once we acknowledge 
the fact, as we surely should, that any one of our " s e l v e s " — 
our "moral" s e l f , f o r example—contains a wide range of 
p o t e n t i a l l y a v a i l a b l e character ideals and relevant commu-

1 l 

n i t i e s to which they refe r . 
Even such a schematic characterization or phenomenology 

of what e a r l i e r was described as the "colony of our selves" 
suggests serious d i f f i c u l t i e s i n Popper's account of human 
autonomy and the future of l i b e r a l s o c i e t i e s . For i f , at 
any point i n time, the " s e l f " i s actually the s o c i a l l y me
diated and negotiated summation of contending personnae— 
our t a c t i c a l , our divine, our c i v i c , our moral, and our 
fr i v o l o u s selves, to name only the most obvious—then 
Popper's view of the s e l f as the formal presupposition and 
p o s s i b i l i t y of successful problem-solving, or as the evolu
tionary means of overcoming our lack of s e l f - c o n t r o l , i s 
simply not a r i c h enough p o r t r a i t of the deliberations and 
vocabularies we continually encounter i n t r y i n g to understand 
and cope with the world. Let me try to drive the point home 
by b r i e f l y reconsidering Popper's theory of freedom as "plas
t i c c o ntrol". 

Recall that Popper proposes the notion of "plastic- con
t r o l " i n order to explain ("Compton's Problem") how such 
abstract things as aims, purposes, rules, and agreements can 
influence and control our behavior. For Popper, a success
f u l explanation of such control must also explain the possi
b i l i t y of freedom since he rejects deterministic accounts 
of human action as "absurd" and a "nightmare". Furthermore, 
whereas determinism entails the unacceptable conclusion that 
freedom i s an i l l u s i o n , indeterminism can allow f o r freedom 
but only i n the sense that control of future action i s ho 
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longer guaranteed, there simply being an element of sheer 
chance at play. Neither of these solutions i s acceptable 
to Popper forwhom the kind of freedom that an adequate 
solution must allow f o r i s freedom subject to control. 

The main problem with Popper's account i s that his 
evolutionary naturalism i n i t i a l l y leads him to locate the 
phenomenon of " p l a s t i c i t y " i n the non-mental, thereby de
priving him of p r e c i s e l y the v o l i t i o n a l and deliberative 
dimensions that our self-determination implies. Stated 
d i f f e r e n t l y , there are profound differences, q u a l i t a t i v e 
differences i n kind, between the role that meanings and 
the on-going re i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and c o n f l i c t of meanings 
play i n human a f f a i r s , on the one hand, and the role of 
"centers of gravity" to gnat c l u s t e r s , or the "responsive
ness, dependency, and feedback" of a soapy bubble v i s - a - v i s 

' i t s surrounding environment, on the other. . As A l i s t a i r 
-Hannay has observed, "nothing that [Popper's hypothetical] 
picknickers do under the influence of meanings can be des
cribed as 'free' i n just the way that the hither and t h i -

1 2 
ther of gnats i s free. . ." S i m i l a r l y , unlike the exis
tence of the enclosed a i r i n a soap bubble which actually 
en t a i l s the system's performance of i t s role or function 
as soapy f i l m , the mere existence of the idea of v a l i d i t y 
i n no way e n t a i l s any actual performance of the role of 
eliminating inconsistency. Nor indeed could i t , since a l l 
t o o l s — l o g i c a l and technological a l i k e — n e e d to be used 
i n order to achieve the purposes for which they were con
t r i v e d . The same i s true of any "exosomatic control" or 
other "regulative i d e a l " f o r human conduct. 

Popper seems to f e e l that by talking about the evo
l u t i o n and b i o l o g i c a l functions of consciousness he need 
not address the question of what "consciousness" i s . 
From Popper's neo-Darwinian perspective, mind or the s e l f 
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i s simply another "control stage"-which i s "thrown up" by 
evolution, a r i c h e r preference structure", another source 
of t r i a l s and;nmethods of error elimination. And ultimate
l y , the mind, too, i s subject to yet another l e v e l of con
t r o l s : that of i t s own products with which i t interacts 
and by which i t i s controlled. In my view, such a theory 
represents an enormous confusion between the s c i e n t i f i c 
description of the processes and structures involved i n 

I the a c q u i s i t i o n of knowledge and the philosophical analysis, 
c r i t i c i s m , and j u s t i f i c a t i o n of the concepts we use to re
fe r to these processes. In short, i n proposing his enrich
ment of evolutionary theory, Popper has committed a new f a l 
lacy, the f a l l a c y of biologism. 

Biologism i s perhaps best understood, as John Kekes 
suggests, J i n contrast to two other f a l l a c i e s which Popper 
has spent the greatest part of his career try i n g to refute, 
v i z . , psychologism and sociologism. Each i n i t s own way 
represents the consequences of r e l a t i v i s m which Popper sees 
as a constant danger to our current way of l i f e . Psycholo
gism, i t w i l l be r e c a l l e d , seeks the j u s t i f i c a t i o n of r a t i o 
n a l i t y and o b j e c t i v i t y i n putatively r a t i o n a l and objective 
subjects, while sociologism seeks them i n t h e i r s o c i a l con
ditions or surrounding environment. In neither case, how
ever, can the desired j u s t i f i c a t i o n be found, f o r psycho
l o g i c a l and s o c i a l conditions vary from one i n d i v i d u a l or 
context to another. As f a r as Popper i s concerned, such 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n can only be found i n the correspondence of 
our theories with the relevant facts, not i n the conditions 
that give r i s e to them. And, i n rejoinder to c r i t i c s who 
have continued to charge that there i s no way of e s t a b l i 
shing this alleged correspondence with the fa c t s , and that 
the success or f a i l u r e of a theory i s dependent on•psycho
l o g i c a l and s o c i a l conditioning, Popper has proposed his 
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3 Worlds doctrine i n terms of which theories exist inde
pendently of subjects who discover and formulate them, as 
well as i n s i s t i n g that the c r i t i c a l attitude i s the best 
means of ultimately achieving such a correspondence and 
thereby a r r i v i n g at a true picture of the world. 

Although there i s no doubt that such a move on Popper's 
part i s based upon a much firmer s c i e n t i f i c base than either 
psychologism or sociologism, i t nonetheless represents a 
serious l o g i c a l f a l l a c y . For, whereas psychologism and 
sociologism seek to locate the source of r a t i o n a l i t y and 
o b j e c t i v i t y i n individuals or s o c i e t i e s , biologism attempts 
to place them i n the b i o l o g i c a l condition of the whole spe
c i e s . But, from a l o g i c a l point of view, the epistemic 
status of a b e l i e f or theory i s independent of t h e i r bio
l o g i c a l o r i g i n and/or f u n c t i o n — a point that Popper i s 
ce r t a i n l y the f i r s t to make when i t comes to the other 
two types of f a l l a c y being discussed here. The fact of 
the matter i s that i t i s quite conceivable that a fals e 
b e l i e f or theory could a i d the sur v i v a l of the species 
more than one which i s true. For example, i n l i g h t of the 
record of recent times, i t could be argued that " i f we 
knew more about how to manipulate our gene-pool, we would 
cause irreparable damage to our species".' 4 Here i s an 
example of our ignorance having a survival-value without 
possessing any epistemic value whatsoever. Moreover, even 
i f we grant that some theories are b i o l o g i c a l l y valuable 
for the species, as i s undoubtedly the case, this i n no 
way makes the one value logically.dependent upon, l e t 
alone entailed by, the other. 

I believe that the source of this s u r p r i s i n g con
fusion on Popper's part i s his excessively abstract and 
ultimately d u a l i s t i c ontology. To be -a person i s an 
achievement of a human organism; i t i s not a kind of thing. 
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But the whole t h r u s t o f Popper's 3 Worlds d o c t r i n e i s 
p r e c i s e l y to throw i n doubt t h i s q u a l i t a t i v e d i s t i n c t i o n . 
World 2 i s best not thought of as the realm of "sub j e c 
t i v e " experience as such, but i n s t e a d as that of persons 
capable of s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n . S i m i l a r l y , World 1 i s 
more a p p r o p r i a t e l y understood as the n a t u r a l world as 
opposed to the " p h y s i c a l " . Both m o d i f i c a t i o n s make i t 
p o s s i b l e to keep c l e a r l y i n view, f i r s t , t h a t the c l a s s e s 
of l i v i n g t h i n g s , though subsets o f the c l a s s of p h y s i c a l 
systems, are nonetheless so organized as to show remar
kable d i f f e r e n c e s from other p h y s i c a l systems and, se
condly, that while "every normal human organism possesses 

1 5 
by g e n e t i c endowment the c a p a c i t y f o r becoming a person", 
t h i s i s something they do i n r e s p e c t s u n l i k e any o t h e r a n i 
mal. W i t t g e n s t e i n may have summarized t h i s best when he 
remarked t h a t "A dog can expect h i s master; but can he ex-

1 6 
pect h i s master tomorrow?" 

Even more s i g n i f i c a n t l y , World 3 i s best thought of 
not as " o b j e c t i v e " i n the t r a n s c e n d e n t a l sense that Popper 
proposes, but as the s o c i a l and c u l t u r a l world. This world 
.includes f i r s t , and foremost languages, o t h e r symbol systems 
( r e l i g i o u s , moral, a r t i s t i c , and c o g n i t i v e , among o t h e r s ) , 
and the s o c i a l , economic, and p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s w i t h i n 
which we become human bein g s . This world i s indeed "objec
t i v e " but i n the sense t h a t i t surrounds and c o n s t r a i n s us 
at b i r t h and from then on j u s t as ' s u r e l y as the n a t u r a l 
environment does any o t h e r organism. But t h i s i s a very 
d i f f e r e n t s o r t o f o b j e c t i v e r e a l i t y from the one Popper 
i n t r o d u c e s with t a l k o f "knowledge without knowing sub
j e c t s " and the l i k e . F a r too much a r e s i d u e o f Pl a t o n i s m 
and C a r t e s i a n i s m can, I t h i n k , be seen at work i n no t i o n s 
such as these. 

Our p o s i t i o n i n the world i s f a r more " e c c e n t r i c " (to 
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borrow Helmut Plessner's apt phrase) than Popper's natura-
17 

lism allows. As "unique" and "irreplaceable" as Popper 
hopes to have shown human beings to be, his underlying 
moral commitments are compromised by an even stronger 
and more all-encompassing commitment to a neo-Darwinian 
and 3 Worlds ontology that casts serious doubt on the 
nature and i n t e r a c t i o n between d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of our 
experience (or his 3 Worlds). The relationship between 
Worlds 2 and 3 i s not as Popper implies one of external  
causality, but instead one of p a r t i c i p a t i o n and expres 
sion. Above a l l elsej World 3 i s a communal world and a 
h i s t o r i c a l woridj i t i s the ongoing and cumulative outcome 
of various traditions through which human beings have de 
fined themselves, as well as the basis upon which they 
w i l l engage the future. World 3 i s ultimately a prospec
tive and projective endeavor through which cultures and 
subcultures constitute themselves. Though science i t s e l f 
i s most appropriately understood as an endless series of 
conjectures and refutations as Popper so admirably has 
claimed, he leaves the sources of those conjectures un
explained; and, what's worse, he denies that they are 
capable of any r a t i o n a l analysis whatsoever. I believe 
that a more robust concept of the s e l f and of the nature 
of the i n t e r a c t i o n between Worlds 2 and 3 could remedy this 
state of a f f a i r s . Moreover, such a modification would add 
much needed f l e s h and blood to the excessively schematic 
nature of Popper's characterization of " s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c " . 

I r o n i c a l l y , there are dimensions of Popper's own 
thought which require exactly the sort of person or cog 
n i t i v e agency to which I am here r e f e r r i n g . More s p e c i f i 
c a l l y , i f f a l l i b i l i s m i s taken to be, as I take i t to be, 
a theory primarily about cognitive agents and t h e i r l i a 
b i l i t y to error i n various respects, then any coherent 
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f a l l i b i l i s t epistemology must allow f o r a t r u l y central 
role of the knowing "subject". And, i n the Logik der  
Forschung t Popper's methodology seemed to o f f e r a refresh
ingly bold and promising treatment of the problem. There, 
" o b j e c t i v i t y " was not construed as the transcendental pre
condition of ultimately true theories and evolutionary 
"success"—a t y p i c a l l y t a u tological v a r i e t y of transcen
dental and functional explanations a l i k e . Rather, objec
t i v i t y was emphastically to be found i n this world, i n 
the best c r i t i c a l consensus of the research community of 
the time, and i n the i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d means whereby theo
r i e s would be " r u t h l e s s l y thrown overboard" i f unable to 
stand up to the c r i t i c a l tests s c i e n t i s t s perform. From 
such a perspective, i t becomes cognitive communities and 
the rules according to which they agree to govern t h e i r 
conduct that are r a t i o n a l or i r r a t i o n a l , not the "objective" 
contents of World 3 knowledge i n Popper' sense. 

To be more s p e c i f i c , i n the l o g i k Popper readily con
cedes a f a r more active role to "knowing subjects" than i n 
l a t e r years when his p o s i t i o n has swung i n the opposite 
d i r e c t i o n . For example, i n the very formulation of the de
marcation c r i t e r i o n i t s e l f , Popper introduces an e s s e n t i a l 
reference to the nature and behavior of the dispositions of 
cognitive agents when he notes that a number of methodolo
g i c a l decisions are required i n order to guarantee that our 
theories w i l l be subject to serious tests (that i s , i n ad
d i t i o n to the purely formal and propositional tests of de
ductive l o g i c ) . S i m i l a r l y , Popper's account of "basic 
statements" requires a commitment and decision to overcome 
the thoroughly unproductive "Babel of tongues" to which 
research a l l too frequently succumbs. And on his own ac
count, l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s hold only between propositions 
and not between propositions and perceptions, so experience 
can only "motivate" but never l o g i c a l l y ground or guarantee 
the acceptance or r e j e c t i o n of a p a r t i c u l a r "basic state
ment" as r e f u t i n g evidence i n a c r i t i c a l test; only our 
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p r i o r agreement to have some s p e c i f i c statements so ex
posed can secure that r e s u l t . 

Perhaps most revealingly of a l l i n this respect i s 
the f a c t that i f Popper's orverriding concern i s with the 
growth of knowledge, the way we learn about the world, then 
his f a l l i b i l i s m requires formulations of and approaches to 
the process of acquiring knowledge which the thrust of his 
l a t e r writings on "objective knowledge" would pro h i b i t . 
Granted Popper sometimes concedes that the "autonomy" of 
the contents of World 3 i s only p a r t i a l , and that there i s 
a s i g n i f i c a n t "feed-back e f f e c t " from World 3 to 2, but I 
believe that t h i s s i t s very poorly with his o v e r a l l onto
logy i n which l o g i c a l relationships (and c e r t a i n l y the pro
positions thereof) appear timeless and s t a t i c . When one 
also r e c a l l s his proposal of the " p r i n c i p l e of transfer
ence"—"what i s true i n l o g i c i s true i n psychology" (OK, 
6 ) — I think i t becomes cle a r how f a r Popper has moved 
from the c r i t i c a l conventionalism of his youth, and of 
the problems that logicism (or the "platonization" o f l o 
g i c a l r e l a t i o n s ) raises f o r an evolutionary f a l l i b i l i s m 
such as Popper's. In short, I too believe that this as
pect of Popper's thought constitutes what some logicians 
have described as "a serious ontological extravagance-and 
hypos t a t i s i z a t i o n " and a "marked conservatism toward 
l o g i c " . 1 8 

From my point of view, the e a r l i e r approach to the 
problem of o b j e c t i v i t y was by f a r the most promising, and 
c e r t a i n l y the one that i s more l i k e l y . t o square with a 
" f u l l e r " , more.robust p o r t r a i t of how our knowledge does 
i n f a c t grow. There are not p a r t i a l or impartial propo
s i t i o n s , but impartial or p a r t i a l learners or cognitive 
agents. And there are no transcendentally secure means 
of ever eliminating or even guarding against the harmful 
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and unproductive consequences of p a r t i a l i t y ; only our con
tinuing commitment to and b e l i e f i n shared norms and c r i 
t e r i a of c r i t i c a l inquiry. That "ideas" and theories, so 
to speak, exist independently of my p a r t i c u l a r "mind" and 
yours should never lead us to think of them as ever exis
ting independently from "other minds" altogether. In 
short, at a fundamental'level of analysis, our s o c i a l and 
c u l t u r a l world represents an altogether d i f f e r e n t sort of 
r e a l i t y from that of Frege's sun (which ri s e s and sets' re
gardless of whether or not we "know" i t or a c t u a l l y see i t ) 
or the "inmates" of Popper's Third World (who i r o n i c a l l y 
enjoy more "autonomy" than we human agents possibly can, 
given the n a t u r a l i s t i c foundations he gives to our "plas
t i c i t y " ) . 

i v 

Let us draw this part of our discussion to a.close 
by tracing the problems with Popper's "thin" concept of 
the s e l f and human autonomy to t h e i r ultimate source, his 
e s s e n t i a l l y negative and abstract conception of community. 
The p o s t - i n d u s t r i a l s o c i e t i e s of our century are no longer, 

-|Q 
c u l t u r a l l y p o s i t i v e . That i s to say, as opposed to ear
l i e r times of enduring public philosphies and s o c i a l re
l i g i o n s , times i n which there were guarantees to the'in-^-
d i v i d u a l of some sort of salvation and enchantment by v i r 
tue of his membership and p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n a p a r t i c u l a r 
community , Western culture has succumbed to an endemic 
individulaism which has destroyed any conceivable foun
dation of such c o l l e c t i v e salvation. In place of s a l 
vation, or "an experience which transforms a l l personal 
rel a t i o n s by subordinating them to agreed communal pur-

20 
poses", the purely negative communities of today and the 
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foreseeable future can only promise better data and to be
come more informative, intending no more than to help us 
manage the ever-increasing strains of l i v i n g i n a commu
nity of detached i n d i v i d u a l s . 

This d i s t i n c t i o n between posi t i v e and negative com
munities, and the r e a l i t y to which i t r e f e r s , i s a c r u c i a l 
ingredient to an o v e r a l l assessment of Popper's contribution 
to Western s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l theory and i t s future po
l i c y agenda. For, on Popper's own analysis, i t i s precise
l y the " s t r a i n s " of l i v i n g i n an increasingly "abstract so
c i e t y " which best explains the "perennial revolt against 
reason" and the appeal of t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m which he has done 
so much to combat i n our times. Unfortunately, there i s a 
serious problem with his account and j u s t i f i c a t i o n s of the 
l i b e r a l a l t e r n a t i v e — t h a t i s , of i n d i v i d u a l l y "paying the 
costs . . . f o r being human" (03, I, 176); problems stem
ming from the f a c t that the n a t u r a l i s t i c foundations he 
provides f o r the "open" s e l f and society are themselves a 
large part of the very " s t r a i n " i n question. That i s to 
say, natural science i t s e l f has been modernity's most " d i s 
enchanting" force, bar none. Consequently, Popper i s un
able "to understand the c u l t u r a l and psychological demand 
fo r meaning and s a l v a t i o n that communities t r a d i t i o n a l l y 
have responded to and a c t i v e l y pursued. 

Approached somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y , i t can be said that 
at bottom there are two sources of s o c i a l change: the 
push of problems and the p u l l of i d e a l s . In Popper's thought, 
however,, an overwhelming preoccupation with the former pre
cludes a l l but the most s u p e r f i c i a l and negative appre
c i a t i o n of the l a t t e r . More s p e c i f i c a l l y , given the con
vergence of, on the one hand, his l i f e - l o n g revulsion of 
f e e l i n g against what he believes were the causes of the 
two World Wars (an excessive longing f o r order), and On 
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the other, of the overwhelmingly preventative and prophy
l a c t i c function he assigns to philosophy (which he i n h e r i 
ted from Kant), Popper i s unable to understand the p u l l of 
ideals except as an obstacle to clear, sober thought and 
successful problem-solving. Popper's s c i e n t i f i c a l l y honed 
character-ideal i s thus that of the v i t a negativa: e l i m i 
nating errors, f a l s i f y i n g our mistaken hunches, learning how 
not to perish with our mistakes, etc. As the basis of a 
self-consciously conservative ethic and a defense-minded 
ideology, such a character-ideal undoubtedly holds much 
promise, but as the cornerstone of a f u l l account of man 
and society, i t leaves a great deal to be desired, p a r t i 
c u l a r l y f o r a m e l i o r i s t ideology such as l i b e r a l i s m . 

For such an i d e a l presently f a i l s to comprehend the-
fact that f o r the majority of recorded h i s t o r y , the dynamic 
and "compulsive" aspect of culture has been one variety 
or another of f a i t h , the content, function, and enforce
ment of which have f a l l e n to the community as opposed to-
the i n d i v i d u a l to define. Once we grant that the "higher 

21 
dividends" i n l i f e are " e s s e n t i a l l l y symbolic i n nature", 
and that whatever unity the colony of our selves enjoys i s 
the product of the int e g r a t i o n that such symbols of com
munal purpose generate, then Popper's diagnosis of, and 
prescriptions f o r , the e v i l s of our time once again look 
regrettably " t h i n " . 

In t h i s context, one should not lose sight of the 
h i s t o r i c a l development of the negative communities to 
which Popper's thought i s addressed. The immediate pre
c i p i t a n t of thi s state of a f f a i r s was the ascendancy of 
"economic ideology" i n the 17th, 18th and early 19th cen
turies and i t s image of "market man". With the triumph 
of the putatively neutral market, the r a t i o n a l entrepre
neur—secure i n and driven by his asceticism, s e l f -
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reliance, and sense of personal achievement—increasingly 
found the p a r t i c i p a t i o n and membership i n the church c i v i 
l i z a t i o n of the Medieval period suffocating and expendable. 
Thus, the West's l a s t great,, overarching p o s i t i v e community 
came to an end and was progressively displaced by a more 
compelling set of rewards and punishments, i n t e r d i c t i o n s 
and remissions. In short, what has aptly been charac-

22 
terized as the " c i v i l i z a t i o n of work" was born. 

From the end of the l a s t century onwards, however, 
the r e a l i t y of "psychological man" has come to undermine 
the very assumptions of the neutral market. Chief among 
i t s revelations were the manipulated and frequently i r 
r a t i o n a l nature of consumer preferences, the impossibi
l i t y and/or a r b i t r a r i n e s s of comparing i n d i v i d u a l u t i l i 
t i e s , the seemingly insurmountable d i f f i c u l t i e s i n compu
ting (and therefore, i n "discounting" for) poor information, 
r i s k , and uncertainty i n the market place, and the s o c i a l l y 
i r r a t i o n a l consequences of t r y i n g to provide c o l l e c t i v e 
goods on the bais of i n d i v i d u a l preferences and "consumer 
sovereignty". These, and a host of other r e a l i t i e s about 
psychological man, have rendered the market mechanism not 
so much corrupt as a f i c t i o n , the usefulness of which, as 
noted e a r l i e r , i s increasingly i n doubt. The i r r a t i o n a l 
core and p o t e n t i a l l y destructive nature of l i b e r a l r a t i o 
n a l i t y thus became one of the p r i n c i p a l concerns of those 
l i k e Popper who were determined to conserve this increasing
l y abstract society of i s o l a t e d individuals from the conse
quences of t h e i r own ignorance and appetites, as well as 
from i t s "enemies" abroad. 

I t i s i n t h i s context that Popper's proposed "modi
f i c a t i o n of u t i l i t a r i a n i s m " and his well-known c r i t i q u e of 
utopianism should be understood. " I t cannot be our duty 
to make others happy", Popper proclaims, because we have 
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no intersubjective c r i t e r i o n f o r establishing what hap
piness i s or means to d i f f e r e n t individuals (OS,. I I , 237)« 
What's worse, the very attempt to do so i s probably the 
most dangerous of a l l p o l i t i c a l i d eals, since " i t leads 
invariably to the attempt to impose our scale of 'higher' 
values upon others" ( i b i d ) . Thus, (as we have seen), Popper 
accordingly exhorts us to pursue the "more modest and much 
more urgent" task of minimizing pain. This, and this alone, 
i s an i d e a l and p o l i c y goal which a rigorous consequen-
t i a l i s m can sustain. 

The problem with such a foundation f o r public policy 
i n a l i b e r a l society i s not unlike that encountered by 

2 3 
H. L. A. Hart i n his celebrated work, The Concept of Law. J 

Seeking to provide the underlying j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r our 
obedience to the law, Hart proposes what he terms "the 
minimum content of natural law", which consists s o l e l y of 
the u n i v e r s a l desire to survive. Although the a t t r a c t i o n 
of such an idea i s easy to understand since i t , l i k e Popper's 
consequentialism, seeks to recreate an element of univer
s a l i t y and consensus without which a viable public d i s 
course i s impossible, i t nonetheless cannot by i t s e l f suf
f i c e as a basis f o r a full-blown p o l i t i c a l theory. For 
the f a c t of the matter i s that human beings are both w i l 
l i n g to die and to k i l l f o r p o l i t i c a l ends and t h e i r 
i d e a l s . And i t seems p e r f e c t l y clear to me that arguments 
such as Hart provides about how no one would w i l l i n g l y be
long to a "suicide club" become quite i r r e l e v a n t i n contexts 
of such intense p o l i t i c a l idealism and s t r i f e . S i m i l a r l y , 
i n the case of Popper's insistence that we l i m i t our policy 
agenda to the minimization of pain and concrete miseries, 
there i s every reason to believe that the c o n f l i c t of i n t e r  
pretations over the pain and misery which some members of 
our society (but not others) experience w i l l require a much 
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f u l l e r account of the "positive goods" they aspire to 
a t t a i n than Popper believes we should attempt to provide. 

In f a c t , Popper's moral consequentialism and modi
f i c a t i o n of u t i l i t a r i a n i s m barely scratch the surface 
of the problems which inhere i n that doctrine. U t i l i 
tarianism has always derived a good deal of i t s support 
because i t seemingly 

would allow us to ignore the problematic 
d i s t i n c t i o n s between d i f f e r e n t qualities-
of action or modes of l i f e which play such 
a large part i n our actual moral decisions, 
feelings of admiration, remorse, etc., but 
which are so hard to j u s t i f y when others 
controvert them.24 

In proposing the simple, though u n i v e r s a l l y applicable 
precedural demand that i n estimating the best course of 
action, the happiness of each agent should count f o r one 
and that no one's count f o r more than one, u t i l i t a r i a n i s m 
thus held out the hope of s e t t l i n g e t h i c a l and p o l i c y d i s 
putes without needing to determine which of a number of 
incommensurable languages of moral v i r t u e and vice, of 
admiration and contempt, of conditional and unconditional 
obligation, etc., are v a l i d . And yet, as we a l l know, this 
i s p r e c i s e l y the sort of determination we continually need 
to make i n considering the p l u r a l i t y of such q u a l i t a t i v e 
contrasts as our moral l i f e demands. 

Popper's naturalism and formalism implicate his thought 
i n exactly the same sort of problem, fo r he shares with u t i 
l i t a r i a n i s m the i l l u s i o n 

that there i s a single consistent domain 
of the 'moral', that there i s one set of 
considerations, or mode of c a l c u l a t i o n , 
which determines what we ought 'morally' 
to do.25 

I believe that the underlying explanation f o r t h i s reduction
i s t i l l u s i o n i s not hard to locate. I t stems from the. u l t i -
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mately epistemological fact that both u t i l i t a r i a n i s m and 
Popper's negative reformulation of i t have sought to purge 
a l l subjective considerations from t h e i r accounts of our 
moral l i f e , and to fashion a theory that avoids the sorts 
of thorny disputes which more robust, subject-related app
roaches to the problem undoubtedly would involve. 

That i s to say, character-ideals such as personal i n 
t e g r i t y , C h r i s t i a n charity or agape, human l i b e r a t i o n , and 
the l i k e , each present themselves i n our d a i l y l i v e s as 
worthy of pursuit i n ways which are incommensurable with 
the r e a l i z a t i o n of other ideals and goals that we (or 
others) may also hold. A f u l l account of our moral l i f e 
must take this c o n f l i c t within the colony of our selves, 
as well as the pluralism of the communities which give r i s e 
to i t , as i t s raison d'etre rather than try i n g to do away 
with i t by either reducing a l l of our e t h i c a l judgments to 
t h e i r quantitative dimension a l a u t i l i t a r i a n i s m , or by 
tryi n g to propose some negative or eliminative procedure, 
fo r determining what i s right without judging t h e i r sub
stantive merits as Popper unfortunately does. From Popper's 
point ov view, such languages of q u a l i t a t i v e contrast must 
seem suspect at the very best, f o r they r e f e r to nothing 
" i n r e a l i t y " i n the sense that a rock or a table or a f o r 
malized p r e d i c t i v e theory are r e a l . Instead, they desig
nate purely "subjective" factors according to his epistemo
logy. They express the way we f e e l and, at times,, are pre-
pared to act, though not under a l l circumstances; not the 
way "things" are. 

I r o n i c a l l y , i t i s p r e c i s e l y such a " s u b j e c t i v i z a t i o n " 
of values, rather than the " i r r a t i o n a l i s m " or n i h i l i s m of 
the c r i t i c s of l i b e r a l i s m , which provides the r a t i o n a l 
basis f o r e t h i c a l scepticism and r e l a t i v i s m since, once 
we adopt such a view, we are forced into a p o s i t i o n of be-
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l i e v i n g that there i s no r a t i o n a l procedure f o r adjudi
cating between al t e r n a t i v e modes of conduct which such 
contrasts convey. Though c l e a r l y at odds with the stated 
purpose of his thought, I believe that such i s the unhappy 
resul t of Popper's determination to avoid the excesses of 
the more c o n s t r u e t i v i s t and Utopian ethics of our age and 
to model our understanding of the moral world along the 
l i n e s of the experimental method and r a t i o n a l i t y of natural 
science. 

I believe that such a model inherently implies a de
gree of consistency and clairvoyance as to our goals, as 
well as a kind of distance and o b j e c t i v i t y toward the e t h i 
c a l goods we value, that i s highly u n l i k e l y to be found i n 
a world t r u l y worth l i v i n g i n . In the absence of a more 
po s i t i v e , and indeed p l u r a l i s t i c , conception of the commu
nal bases of the s e l f i n the open society, I am a f r a i d 
that the thrust of what was referred to e a r l i e r as Popper's 
c r i t i c a l pedagogy remains much l i k e a sermon i n search of 
i t s congregation—perhaps moving to the odd l i s t e n e r , but 
f a i l i n g as a communion of like-minded i n d i v i d u a l s . 

j • 
V 

As we have also seen ( i n Chapter V), f o r Popper the 
role of theory i n the s o c i a l sciences i s overwhelmingly nega
t i v e . Time and time again, Popper i n s i s t s that the primary 
task of the s o c i a l sciences i s to explain the unintended 
consequences of our s o c i a l action. S o c i a l science should 
explain those things "which nobody wants". And, i n so doing, 
i t should assume not only the consistency of the s e l f as 
analyzed above, but also, as noted e a r l i e r , that the " r a t i o 
n a l i t y p r i n c i p l e " and methodology of marginal u t i l i t y theo
ry can be generalized to the other s o c i a l sciences. 
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Perhaps the f i r s t point worthy of comment i s the 
substantive bias that such a methodological commitment 
obscures. Once we assume, as Popper advises, that "sane 
persons act more or le s s r a t i o n a l l y " (03, I I , 265) i n the 
sense that marginal u t i l i t y suggests, we preclude the pos
s i b i l i t y of a t t a i n i n g any systematic understanding of 
those respects i n which"market forces" may structure the 
very preferences we have advanced as our c r i t e r i o n of 
r a t i o n a l i t y . In so doing, we not only obfuscate the issue 
as to the p o t e n t i a l sources of i r r a t i o n a l i t y i n the world 
but, i r o n i c a l l y , we also immunize the i n d i v i d u a l from 
possibly being considered the holder or bearer of i r r a t i o 
nal and/or c o n f l i c t i n g preferences. Popper thus writes 
that 

when we speak of 'rational behaviour' or 
of ' i r r a t i o n a l behaviour' then we mean be
havior which i s , or which i s not, i n ac
cord with the l o g i c of that s i t u a t i o n 
( i b i d , 97). 

As though the s i t u a t i o n i t s e l f might not be i r r a t i o n a l ! 
Once again, Popper's commitment to the most formalizable 
and deductively elegant methodology i n the s o c i a l sciences 
obscures at l e a s t as much about the world as i t reveals. 

I t i s also d i f f i c u l t f o r me to understand how Popper 
possibly can square his account of s i t u a t i o n a l l o g i c with 
his requirements f o r the cumulative growth of objective 
knowledge. As we have seen, according to Popper the su
p e r i o r i t y of one theory to another i n the natural sciences 
i s always a l o g i c a l matter, the res u l t of comparing the de
ductive consquences or predictions of two (or more) theo
r i e s v i s - a - v i s a preexisting and "absolutely" objective 
f i e l d of natural phenomena. That i s , our predictions 
are cast with regard to properties and relationships which 
occur even i f and when they are not experienced by this or 



- 317 -

that p a r t i c u l a r subject. But when we turn to the s o c i a l 
world, the profoundly "situated" nature of the problems 
we confront and of human beings themselves prevents us from 
making any such comparison. Unless, of course, we elevate 
one p a r t i c u l a r mode of preference and type of r a t i o n a l i t y 
above a l l others, as Popper c l e a r l y does, thenceforth em
ploying i t as an evaluative (as opposed to a descriptive) 
basis f o r our predictions. 

As fundamentally a s c i e n t i f i c moralist, Popper thus 
commits the n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y . Stated somewhat d i f 
f e r e n t l y , i f we take seriously the situations i n which 
individuals f i n d themselves, and appreciate the fact that 
they do not exclusively "maximize returns" i n such s i t u a 
tions the way an Austrian economist might, but sometimes 
manipulate and mold, "play at" and dramatise t h e i r roles 
and i d e n t i t i e s as they define t h e i r situations f o r them
selves, then the sort of deductively cumulative comparison 
of situations such as Popper suggests i n fact turns out to 
be more a species of moralising than a framework f o r empi
r i c a l inquiry. To the extent that we hope to discover 
meaningful r e g u l a r i t i e s i n our s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l world, 
i t i s to the concrete and s p e c i f i c i n s t i t u t i o n s that we 
must d i r e c t our a t t e n t i o n — t o the family, the r e l i g i o u s 
i n s t i t u t i o n s , the schools, the p o l i t i c a l and economic 
i n s t i t u t i o n s , and the media of communication, to name 
only a few. At c e r t a i n points i n his career, Popper him
s e l f has granted as much. But, once again, the tenor of 
his discussion i s so abstract and f o r m a l i s t i c that the 
problems this poses f o r his more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c focus 
on the " l o g i c of the s i t u a t i o n " go unacknowledged. 

But perhaps the most serious inadequacy of Popper's 
conception of a l i b e r a l s o c i a l science has to do with his 
insistence on our studying only the unintended, as opposed 
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to the intended, consequences of our s o c i a l action. Put 
simply, the problem with such a l i m i t a t i o n i s that we sure
l y need a sound understanding of what we intend no less 
than which we do not. As but a few examples: we c e r t a i n l y 
need to learn more about how i t i s that we come to define 
problems i n the way we do, and we need to learn much more 
about why we choose c e r t a i n tools and methodologies (as 
opposed to others) to solve those problems i n the way that 
we do. S i m i l a r l y , we not only need to understand the prob
lems that nobody wants, but the ones which they brought 
down upon themselves as well. And, i n this day and age, 
we surely need to understand corporations, bureaucracies, 
and l e g i s l a t u r e s as intended implements and vehicles of 
r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n whether we think of them as "problematic" 
i n Popper's sense or not; they simply play f a r too large a 
role i n our d a i l y l i v e s to ignore them u n t i l something i n 
t h e i r operation goes seriously wrong. 

The explanation of Popper's reluctance to study inten
ded s o c i a l action i s not hard to f i n d . I t stems from his 
deeply held conviction that intentions are not amenable to 
r a t i o n a l analysis except by way of t h e i r products or objec
t i f i e d repercussions. So strong has Popper's reaction been 
against a l l v a r i e t i e s of psychological explanation that he 
simply refuses to entertain the thought that what we want 
and what we value can be the objects of empirical, systema
t i c a nalysis. Given the stark contrast and antagonism i n 
his ontology between "subjective dispostions" to act and 
the transcendentally " r e a l " nature of l o g i c a l propositions 
and other objects of thought, such a view on Popper's part 
i s hardly s u r p r i s i n g . But, i f my preceding discussion of 
this aspect of his thought i s even approximately correct, 
then such a view can only work to guarantee that a large 
measure of our experience goes unexplained, predestined 
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to remain i n the realm of the i r r a t i o n a l . Once again, 
this i s a r e s u l t which I seriously doubt that an advo
cate of Englightenment such as Popper would be happy with, 
i f he only knew i t followed from his assumptions. Be that 
as i t may, once one severs the products of one's intentions 
from the process by which they became such objects of thought 
and action, there i s no consistent way of ever bringing the 
world of objects under r a t i o n a l control. 

Lurking beneath the surface of the l o g i c a l and metho
dological objections that Popper raises against a more po
s i t i v e conception of s o c i a l science i s a marked antipathy 
towards a good deal of what p o l i t i c s connotes i n our time. 
Thus, i n spite of his laudable and, to my way of thinking, 
convincing, defense of the "autonomy" and potency of p o l i 
t i c s against Marxist (and other) forms of economic reduc-
tionism, i n The Open Society and Its Enemies Popper repea
tedly denigrates the vast majority of statesmen, the im
pact of nationalism and the nation-state on world affairs:, 
and the immorality of power p o l i t i c s , to name only a few 
of the p r i n c i p a l targets of his c r i t i c i s m (03, I I , 49-60, 
257, and 270). Small wonder, then, that i t i s ultimately 
s o c i a l engineers or technocrats which Popper places his 
f a i t h i n f o r the r e v i t a l i z a t i o n of l i b e r a l democracies. 
And smaller wonder s t i l l that i t i s t h e i r requirements 
for knowledge of c e r t a i n kind—negative knowledge which • 
t e l l s us what we should not undertake to do—which u l t i 
mately informs Popper's proposals f o r the conservation of 
l i b e r a l s o c i e t i e s . At no point i n these proposals i s there 
even a hint of p o l i t i c s as a f i e l d of creative a c t i v i t y 
and of a s o c i a l science which might help expand such a ' 
sphere. 

There are strong reasons to suggest that Popper ac t u a l 
l y has gotten the relationships between democracy and s o c i a l 
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engineering and technology just the opposite of what, i n 
f a c t , has become of t h e i r o r i g i n a l h i s t o r i c a l r e l a t i o n 
ship. As a regrettably small group of thinkers have been 

27 
t r y i n g to show since at l e a s t the time of Vico, to the 
extent that decisions are entrusted to "expert" opinion, 
the more they are removed from the informed oversight, con
t r o l , and possible understanding of the general public. 
Whereas Popper seems secure i n his r a t i o n a l i s t recommen
dation that we should "plan" f o r our freedom by increa
singly r e l y i n g on the technological approach of "piece
meal engineers", there i s every i n d i c a t i o n that a bureau 
c r a t i c culture has emerged and taken deep hold on the l i 
beral p o l i t i e s of our time; such a trend cannot help but 
threaten whatever measure of democracy they hitherto may 
have attained. 

In t h i s , the age of Weber's Iron Cage, cases replace 
people, functions replace humanly s i g n i f i c a n t actions and 
s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s , means replace a l l ends as ultimate c r i 
t e r i a of choice and evaluation, cost effectiveness and s t r a 
tegic considerations replace ethics i n public l i f e , the sys
tem's needs replace the needs of people, administration re
places p o l i t i c s , management replaces leadership, and on and 

pQ 
on. Far from being the unintended repercussions of i n d i 
vidual's behavior, bureaucracy and the ever-more s o p h i s t i 
cated forms of technocratic administration are the d i r e c t 
consequence of the growth of r a t i o n a l i t y , as Popper t y p i 
c a l l y uses the term. Consequently, there i s strong reason 
to believe that his own proposals for lessening the s t r a i n 
of l i f e i n this increasingly abstract culture are more a 
symptom and diagnosis of, rather than a cure f o r , the d i f 
f i c u l t i e s that the open s o c i e t i e s of the West now face. 
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(New York, 1960), 57. 
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