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Popper said very little on the scientific status of economic theory and a little more on economic policy. On the latter he said, government intervention is a necessary evil. This is commonsense and it raises good questions. When should governments implement new economic measures? What is the optimum balance between free market and government intervention? Still better, what kinds of government-intervention are there other than the traditional fiscal and monetary measures? The neo-con view that welfare is for NGO’s to administer is wrong. Popper mentioned car insurance as a better example, it being government-controlled, hardly government-administered. This invites more good questions. On scientific status, he said, among the social sciences economics is best, as its theories are most testable. This is questionable. The starting point should be, what corroborated general factual statements are available and are there testable explanations for them?
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Abstract. Logical Positivists have used the criterion of meaningfulness for distinguishing science from metaphysics. Popper, disagreeing with them, tried to demarcate empirical science and pseudoscience so that he could build one of the most important parts of his philosophy of science. His criterion for demarcation is empirical falsifiability, a criterion used for demarcating empirical science from metaphysics too. So, Popper, maintaining that Logical Positivists have not been able to define meaningfulness, claimed that metaphysics may be meaningful, while it is not a science. 
Popper, calling a set of currently untestable ideas as metaphysical, claimed that they may be testable in future, so that we may regard a set of metaphysical ideas as protoscience. He, then, propounded "metaphysical research programme” as historical development of a science out of a metaphysical view. Applying the criterion of testability to demarcating science and metaphysics, allows some currently metaphysical ideas to become "testable" and, therefore, "scientific". 
Popper's conception of "metaphysics" is largely against the definition and meaning of metaphysics throughout history of philosophy even though one may agree that metaphysical statements are untestable and/or unfalsifiable. In spite of the importance of regarding metaphysical statements as meaningful by Popper, his conception of metaphysics has important implications for both philosophy and philosophy of science as will be dealt with in this paper. 
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It is often maintained that a rational person must be able to give sufficient reasons for all his positions. However, an attempt to be rational in this sense leads an infinite regress of sufficient reasons, to a logical circle, or to a dogmatic acceptance of some positions without any sufficient reasons. This trilemma of justification has been used as an argument for relativism and scepticism.

Critical Rationalism avoids the trilemma of justification. It maintains that a rational person should test all his positions critically and accepting only those that withstand critical tests. Such a critical attitude does not attempt to justify positions and hence does not lead to any trilemma of justification. Nevertheless the acceptance of positions that has withstood serious criticism is reasonable.

It is important to distinguish between the justification of the content of a position and good reasons for the act of accepting a position or claiming that it is true. Every attempt to justify the content of a position leads to the trilemma of justification. In spite of that it is possible to give good reasons for the act of accepting a position, if we give up the principle of sufficient reason. A good reason for accepting a position is for example that it has withstood serious criticism.

This version of critical rationalism has important consequences for the critical discussions of general hypotheses, of singular test statements, and of critical rationalism itself.
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Popper’s lifelong theses were (i) that the quantum formalism (QF) should be interpreted realistically and locally, and (ii) that the “collapse of the wave packet” had nothing to do with action at distance. In defence of thesis (i), Popper claimed (without proof) that “special relativity implies the locality principle” relying on Einstein’s Prinzip der Nahewirkung.  

When I brought to Popper’s attention the (putative) claim that the theory of special relativity Th(SR) “does not prohibit spacelike (faster-than-light) causation”, Popper suggested it as a quest for me to seek a formal demonstration for or against this claim. A first formal demonstration against this claim is given here.  

Adding to Th(SR) the assumption A of “a causal connection between spacelike events” leads to a contradiction. Since Th(SR)∧A is inconsistent, whence, Th(SR) ¬A, and ¬A is a theorem of Th(SR). Whence, Th(SR) demonstrably asserts that spacelike events are causally disconnected. Whence, Th(SR) prohibits spacelike causation and prohibits spacelike signalling (as causation is a weaker notion than signalling).  

It is claimed that QF itself apparently exhibits spacelike causation (which does not amount to spacelike signalling according to the claim) in the shape of (a) the Copenhagen “collapse of the wave packet”, and of (b) the no-collapse Bohmian “quantum potential”, both being interpreted as inducing causal connections between pairs of spacelike events.  

In the presence of the theorem Th(SR) ¬A, if such instances of spacelike causation were shown to exist, or were even presumed to exist, then this would refute Th(SR), which asserts the truth of  ¬A. The theorem Th(SR) ¬A leads to an impasse. And the question it raises is: Can this impasse be resolved?  
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This paper focuses on the author’s attempt to understand the process of skill learning in dance. Conventional accounts of skill learning are premised on the presumption that learners come to know about their environment by a predominantly instructional process whereby they are lead to represent that environment in the mind. Such representations, according to this account, are the result of a computational process working through information received through the senses. By drawing on Popperian critiques of traditional approaches to learning theories (e.g., Bailey, 2000; Perkinson, 1993, and, of course, Popper, himself: 1972; 2006), and empirical data gathered from a longitudinal study of elite young dancers, I discuss weaknesses and omissions in the standard version. 

The account offered here locates dance skills within the context of development, in which skills are incorporated in learners through practice and training in dance environments. Empirical data reveal a practical mastery young dancers carry in their bodies, which cannot be accurately formulated in terms of a system of representations. Similarly, dancers, from this perspective, do not passively follow instructions, but actively engage in continuous processes of problem-solving involving culturally distinct ways of moving that are situated in the nexus of relations between dancers and the distinctive contexts of dance. 

Such findings lend support to the Popperian ‘logic of learning’ (Swann, 1998) and learners’ initiation into World 3, and also offer some novel connections between Popper’s problem-centred account of learning and the so-called embodied theories of learning, associated with the likes of Bourdieu, Gibson, Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty. Taken together, these theories suggest that elite dancers have learned to perceive in the manner appropriate for the dance context, by noticing and responding fluently to key features of that context. In other words, the development of skills occurs not through the transmission and representation of information, but through an ‘education of attention’, and that learning cannot sensibly be said to take place in the head, but is imminent in the active, perceptual engagement of learner and context. 

My tentative contentions are that Popperian insights are of great value for those seeking to understand learning in different contexts, and that there is an interesting and potentially fruitful synergy between such approaches and the notions of the embodied mind (or em-minded body?) and learning. 
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Abstract 

This paper arose out of a study of the notes that Joseph Agassi took in Karl Popper's seminar on Logic and Scientific Method. It ponders on a basic logical distinction Popper had made: between sound inference (valid inferences with sound premises) and proof (a collection of inferences that show that a given sentence follows from any premises). The difference between sound inference and proof is crucial to Popper's epistemology, especially to his emphasis on the distinctness of epistemology and methodology. In a sense it is the basis for his non-justificationist claim that the logic of scientific discovery is a logic without assumptions.  

In this paper 1) the distinction is explained; 2) the difference is presented as the basis for a new view of the history of logic and scientific method; 3) some modern hesitations about all this are discussed, and, finally, 4) applied as a proper background for current proof theory. 
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Popper emphasized the uniqueness of Socrates’ moral intellectualism, particularly the realization how little does he know. Among “the great generation”, he claimed, Socrates has contributed more than any other intellectual to the new faith of the open society and even died for it (Popper, 1945, v.1, 128, 189). Popper insisted that the historical Socrates, especially in the Crito and the Apology, didn’t have any metaphysical theory nor made any effort to theorize (ibid. 301-302; 306-313). The theories that Socrates presents in Plato’s early period dialogues, he suggested, were gradually created by Plato, in Gorgias for example (ibid 302-303). However, Popper didn’t discuss more systematically Socrates’ theories in these dialogues. As later commentators suggest, Socrates has moral and metaphysical theories in the early period dialogues and they play a significant role in the conversation (Vlastos, 1991; Prior, 2004). Do these theories justify a different understanding of the relation between Socrates and the Athenian open society?   

      Trying to answer this question I will focus on Socrates claimer of knowledge in three early period dialogues: the Apology, the Protagoras and the Meno. It is suggested that Socrates’ claims of knowledge in these dialogues aren’t Platonist. Plato gave an account of Socrates’ skeptical and critical approach to the new epistemological and political theories and practices of the Athenian open society together with the theories that he held, some of which he confidently claimed to know. But whereas in the Protagoras and the Meno Socrates’ theories are open to critical examination through the dialogue, and he even demonstrates actual/potential withdrawals to claims of opinion, in the Apology his theory isn’t, as the gap between Socrates and the Athenian open society becomes tragically unbridgeable.   
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Popper´s concept of open society outlines a classical pattern of liberal human condition.  The radical challenge of totalitarianism as an alternative form of human existence prompted Popper to define the very core of democratic civilization as a reliable standard and demanding criterion of human dignity.  

At present, not only apparent dictatorships and totalitarian regimes do suppress human freedom that is a basic characteristic of open democratic societies and states. It appears that specifically the European Union has evolved into a sophisticated post-democratic entity of a  highly regulated, i.e. closing up, non liberal and undemocratic nature.  

This is a relatively new historical phenomenon and represents a new serious threats to the freedom of individuals and open societies,  in addition to their  traditional adversaries known so far.  
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Hayek’s “Rules, Perception and Intelligibility” (1963) discusses the function of a common framework in making other people’s conduct intelligible to us. Popper’s admiration for the article partly derives from the fact that it concludes that such a framework cannot be stated fully and explicitly. In “Notes on the Evolution of Systems of Rules of Conduct” (1967) Hayek concentrates on the evolution of such a framework rather than on its functions. The article proposes a theory of cultural evolution. In this context Hayek introduces group selection. Popper transforms and generalizes this into a theory of ecological niches in all evolutionary processes, a falsifiable theory.

This particular influence of Hayek’s on Popper is part of an exchange – mostly in correspondence – about Hayek’s mind-body theory of The Sensory Order (1952). Popper criticized what he called Hayek’s “causal theory” of the mind, which, according to Popper, could not explain the higher functions of language. Hayek took up that challenge – unsuccessfully - in a manuscript that was never published, but that forms the basis of his “Rules” article.

The paper describes the debate between Popper and Hayek. It argues that their different approaches to the mind-body problem lie at the basis of other disagreements between the two authors, particularly in their social philosophies. It also argues that all these differences derive from the different directions they take from the philosophy of David Hume: whereas Popper follows the path of scepticism and anti-inductivism, Hayek takes the empiricist and conservative road.
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Mainstream (i.e., neoclassical) economics has always been preoccupied with the necessary conditions of a state of equilibrium. Those conditions, obtained whenever an equilibrium is attained, are the primary basis for explanations of things such as prices and GDP. The skeleton in the closet has always been the question of just how that equilibrium has been reached, that is, of the dynamics of the equilibrium process. Austrian economists have from their beginnings always considered the dynamics to be a central object of concerned that needs to be explained. The orthodox Austrian position (e.g., as stated by Hayek in 1937) has been that the virtues of Adam Smith’s market system is not that it eventually leads to a state of equilibrium between all participants in the market but that the market is an on-going dynamic source of information that is always leading the participants in the right direction regardless of whether an equilibrium is ever reached. Interestingly, Karl Popper’s theory of science is also about a process rather than an attainment. That is, science is a process that is always heading in the right direction without any assurance that scientific certainty will ever be attained. It will be argued here that a combination of Popper’s process analysis combined with Hayek’s view of the role of knowledge in any methodological-individualist program of explanation in economics(i.e., all individuals are engaged in ‘rational’ decision-making) is a promising way to overcome the limitations of mainstream economics when it comes to dealing with the needed dynamics of any market economy. 
The general problem of explaining change (dynamics) in the context of rational decision-making is that the decision-maker’s knowledge (of the givens) is hopelessly static. The source of the difficulty is not that our knowledge itself is static, but rather that the traditional views of knowledge assert that knowledge is static. I shall argue that there is not necessarily a problem with rational decision-making, except when its logical basis presumes that the individual’s knowledge (of the givens), or its acquisition, is exogenously given. 
To solve the problem of explaining dynamics I shall formulate a non-psychologistic, individualist research agenda based on the epistemology of Popper and a modified version of the methodological individualism of the Austrians such as Hayek. I will briefly demonstrate how this formulation solves the problem of explaining the equilibrium process needed to complete the neoclassical program for explaining any market economy. 
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Critical rationalism is perhaps one of the few contemporary philosophical theories to cover nearly all problems of philosophy, from cosmology to morals. It is an open system. I think that Popper has essentially solved the problem of induction : we are not "inducers"; but problem solving active guess-workers, capable of an indefinite number of anticipations, which we have to criticise through the analysis of their deductive consequences. 'Inductive infernces" are an illusion ; either they are pure guesses, or enthymematic deductive reasonings, with an implicit "fair sample hypothesis", that have to be submitted to deductive criticism. Nothing is ampliative, but guesses. Our aim is not justification or even consensus, but truth. And it is because our theories are often true or truthlike that they have some successes. This can be generalised to the realm of political concerns : our aim is not consensus, but the invention or safeguarding of just institutions, in so far as we be able to minimize evitable sufferings. The tentative prediction of previously unexpected consequences of our actions is one of the main aims of social science, a kind of theory of the resistance and resilience of the social material. We need governments, but only if we can eliminate them without any violent revolution. Popper's theory of democracy could be read as an elitist one, but with its inscription in the more general Popperian theory of rationality, it appears as a deliberative theory of representative democracy. All its rationality is inscribed in its method, the liberal theory of public critical discussion and of "checks and balances". In that process, no induction is valuable, excepted if construed as it has been said before.  Consensus, after a time of stimulated dissent, is not the ultimate aim, but a sign of the improvement that we desire towards peace and justice.
The debate could be made about my proposal on "Induction as Fairness", and about the idea of an Open Societu as a strongly delibarative communauty (not in a communitarian sense, but a pluralist one).   
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Due to Popper the different systems of knowledge develop in an evolutionary process. Theories are always subject to experimental falsification and following improvement. But since he postulates a correspondence theory of truth, there seems to be a teleological structure inherent to scientific evolution that leads to a continuous approximation to truth. This however would suspend one of the fundamental principals of evolution: the possible total loss of information. Thus it has to be admitted that there is a difference between the biological and cultural mechanisms of evolution since the latter is intentional while the first is not. As a result the progression in science is rather revolutionary than evolutionary. Although the development of sciences can be described as an evolutionary process it falls under specific laws of development which mainly seem to be of logical nature. But wouldn´t this have to be a logic of results instead of processes? Could the becoming of knowledge be subject to a formal theory? 

We will ask how Popper reflects on these considerations in his conception of “objective knowledge” and show some correspondences and differences with other theories of evolutionary epistemology (e.g. Lorenz). 
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Karl Popper’s notions of the open society and liberal democracy have become dominant throughout the Western world. By disputing their value, one would condemn oneself to being named their enemy. Lately, the political philosopher Leo Strauss is often identified as one. Yet, although Strauss indeed fiercely criticized the viability of the notion of the open society, he considered himself to be a friend of liberal democracy. In fact, he criticized the notion of the open society in order to be able to formulate a more effective defence of democracy. Due to the current threat of international terrorism and governmental reactions to it, core values of the open society, such as freedom of expression, freedom of movement, and the protection of privacy are under increasing pressure. This prompts a critical rethinking of the concept of the open society.

     In this paper, I will bring Popper and Strauss into a dialogue which they themselves never explicitly commenced. Strauss accuses Popper of conceiving the open society in such a way that its only raison d’être seems to lie in its fight against the totalitarian enemy. The open society uncritically equates itself with the best society. Strauss, drawing inspiration from Plato – Popper’s “enemy” – contends that the viability of a political regime can only be judged in light of the quest for the best regime. Contrary to what Popper would say, this “best regime” always remains “utopian” in the sense that it cannot be realized by human hands, by social engineering. I will first use this ancient conception of “utopianism” to amend Popper’s rejection of all utopianism, modern and ancient. Second, I will explain in what way elements of Popper’s “critical rationalism” and Strauss’s “Platonic rationalism” could be combined to defend (Popperian) humanitarianism as the (Straussian) common good of the self-critical open society.
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While critical thinking may not be explicitly taught very widely in university curricula in the UK, many academics would hold that the development of critical thinking is a key valued outcome of their work with students.  With increasing attention being given to skills development generally in higher education, and a critical thinking movement that promotes their teaching, it might be anticipated that this high valuation of critical thinking skills might lead to increased explicit teaching of those skills.  Yet there are significant problems with the critical thinking movement’s syllabus, as presented in the text books.  The most prominent of these is probably that the text books encourage a justificationist use of argument and theory of knowledge.   

This paper seeks to test ideas concerning what might usefully be salvaged from the critical thinking syllabus, and what other kinds of potentially useful training or education in thinking might be consistent with critical rationalism.  One question addressed in this paper, therefore, is whether, with what benefit, and how the technique of argument analysis might be learned in a context consistent with critical rationalism.  A further question is whether there is value to be had in learning other techniques to aid thinking, and how these might be used in a manner consistent with critical rationalism.  The techniques of Edward de Bono are given particular attention, including his six thinking hats and lateral thinking techniques.  It is anticipated that answers to these questions will show that there is a promising way in which a wider audience may be exposed to the ideas of critical rationalism and prompted to question their epistemological beliefs.

*The Conflict between Rationalism and Irrationalism:
Reassessing Popper’s Arguments regarding the Limits of Criticism and Rationality 

Eduardo J. Echeverria, Ph.D.

Sacred Heart Major Seminary

2701 Chicago Blvd

Detroit, MI, USA 48206

echeverria.eduardo@shms.edu 

In Volume 2, of Karl Popper’s classic work, The Open Society and its Enemies (1945), he writes, “the conflict between rationalism and irrationalism has become the most important intellectual, and perhaps even moral, issue of our time.”  This paper reassesses Popper’s resolution of this conflict and the subsequent critical discussion that followed.  

      In Section 1, I review Popper’s development of a critical form of rationalism (in short, “critical rationalism”), which rejects the excessive and self-refuting claims of an uncritical or comprehensive rationalism that has not reflected on the limits of criticism and rationality.  I show that Popper rejects the latter without repudiating reason itself or embracing dogmatic fideism, that is, irrationalism.  Still, having rejected the self-sufficiency of human reason, Popper concedes to fideism that from the standpoint of a philosophical grounding, the rationalist attitude—which values man’s rational capacities and attaches special importance to argument and experience—can only be saved in an “act of faith—from faith in reason.”    

      In Section 2, I consider W.W. Bartley critique of Popper in his Retreat to Commitment.  He argues that saving rationalism as a “confession of faith” has its costs: Popper’s fideism provides a rational excuse for irrationality.  In other words, if reason is not self-sufficient, then the practice of giving reasons must come to an end at one or another dogmatic irrational commitment.  It follows from this claim, argues Bartley, that not only does everyone have an epistemic right to make whatever commitment he chooses, but also any individual’s given commitment is immune from criticism, making any criticism of commitments impossible.  Bartley argues against Popper’s fideistic move by developing the theory of unlimited rational criticism—comprehensively critical rationalism.    

      In Section 3, following my discussion of Bartley, I turn to the transcendental argument of Karl-Otto Apel who offers a “new critique of the conditions of the possibility of intersubjectively valid criticism.”  Apel also tries to eliminate a fideistic commitment to rationalism.  He shows us, I argue, that the conclusion to be drawn from the unavailability of a good noncircular argument for justifying reason is not that we need to make a irrational decision or commitment to reason, but rather that practices of arguing and considering evidence in light of relevant criteria of rationality are presupposed, in a transcendental sense, by speaking or having beliefs at all.  
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I suggest that both those who refute an already adopted global policy and those who initially proposed it be rewarded. Rewards may be instrumental in persuading bold and influential individuals in different forums to exhibit their readiness to engage in the critical examination of an adopted global policy. For example, rewarding both those who offer a solution to the global terrorism problem and those who refute the adopted policy may persuade bold and influential individuals to critically examine the policy. All concerned may, then, learn from the mistakes and the unwanted and unintended consequences of the adopted policy that are pointed out by those who proposed refutations to the adopted policy. The end-result may be more options to choose from for reforms. In other words, rewards provide incentives for making policies more easily reversible and thus protect the world from big mistakes that may lead to its collapse.

Popper’s negativism and situational logic are instructive in the implementation of my suggestion. Though Popper does not discuss global politics, his followers - Agassi, Jarvie, Kagayama and others - develop his negativism and his reflections on situational logic further. When the issues are survival and global politics, negativism and reflections on situational logic attain global – wide-scale - dimensions. My suggestion is spelled out both from Popper’s philosophy and the developments proposed by his followers. It is not surprising, however, that my suggestion is not acceptable in both neoconservative and social democrat frameworks.

Within the neoconservative framework, global politics is considered to be the outcome of competing global policies to contain any global problem. Any global policy may be naturally replaced, say neoconservatives, by more adequate policies within the available bunch of global policies proposed to solve any global problem at hand. According to them, competition among policies to restrain global terrorism takes care of naturally replacing less adequate policies. Within the social democratic framework, on the other hand, global politics is considered to be the outcome of expert knowledge adopted by bureaucrats, who have the legitimacy to reasonably choose the policy to be applied to the global problem at hand. Any policy may eventually be replaced, say the social democrats, by a more adequate policy proposed by experts. 

Within their respective frameworks, neither neocons nor social democrats find good sense in giving bold or influential individuals, incentives to engage in the critical examination of the adopted global policy. Meanwhile, political, social and economic developments within the context of globalization point towards the formation of a global government or institution, in order to implement global politics. Armed both with Popper’s negativism and situational logic considerations, and with more options to choose from, a global government may be democratic and moderate the confusion around global politics by easily reversing mistakes. 

POPPER, CHURCHLAND AND ELIMINATIVE MATERIALISM

Federico N. Fernández

Bases Foundation  / National University of Rosario

Rosario 
ARGENTINA
ffernandez@fundacionbases.org 

Within Karl Popper’s work, his philosophy of mind is probably the most severely criticised aspect. Although it is not our intention to defend the popperian dualism and its solution to the body-mind problem, we believe that Popper’s critique of eliminative materialism continue to be accurate. As we all know, Popper in The self and its brain said that eliminativism was a “promissory materialism”-more related to prophecy than science.  

We believe that this prophetic feature of eliminative materialism represents the core of its main proponent’s philosophy: the canadian-american Paul Churchland. The emptyness of eliminativism can be filled by Churchland only by abusing of the promise of a completed neuroscience golden age (in the future), wich will produce eventually a new man and a new culture.  

To the “fundamentally defective” folk psychology, Churchland merely opposes a romantic enthusiasm completed with a messianic logic. The statements that Churchland offers are hardly convincing: the so-called failures of common sense psychology; inductive lessons from history; an “a priori” advantage of eliminative materialism over its adversaries: dualism, functionalism, identity theory (in fact, all positive arguments that Churchland can find make the identity theory more plausible).  

Since The self and its brain was first published we believe that the problems of eliminative materialism (particularly its prophetic tendency) have done nothing but grow. Therefore, we consider that Popper’s critical remarks on eliminativism –although cruel- are still precise and useful in evaluating Churchland’s philosophy of mind.   
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Some of Johannes Kepler’s works seem very different in character. His youthful Mysterium cosmographicum (1596) argues for heliocentrism on the basis of metaphysical, astronomical, astrological, numerological and architectonic principles. By contrast, Astronomia nova (1609) is far more tightly argued on the basis of only a few dynamical principles. In the eyes of many, such a contrast embodies a transition from Renaissance to early modern science. 

However, Kepler did not subsequently abandon the broader approach of his early works: similar metaphysical arguments reappeared in Harmonices mundi libri V (1619), and he reissued the Mysterium cosmographicum in a second edition in 1621, in which he qualified only some of his youthful arguments.

I suggest that Karl Popper’s fallibilist and piecemeal approach, and especially his theory of errors, might prove extremely helpful in resolving such alleged tension, thus providing a unifying picture that properly puts Kepler within the context of the wider astronomical community of his time and helps us assess his contribution.

The conceptual and stylistic features of the Astronomia nova – as well as of other “minor” works of his Prague period, such as Strena seu De nive sexangula (1611) – are intimately related and were purposely chosen because of the response he knew to expect from the astronomical community to the revolutionary changes in astronomy he was proposing. Far from being a stream-of-consciousness kind of narrative, Kepler’s rhetorical narrative was meant to convince his readers of the necessity of his approach and to lead them through difficult and contentious material.

By abandoning the perspective of the inductivist philosophy of science, which is forced by its own standards to portray Kepler as a “sleepwalker”, I shall argue that the key lies in the examination of Kepler’s methodology: whether considering the functioning and structure of the heavens or the tiny geometry of the trifling snowflakes, he never hesitated to discuss the series of false starts, blind alleys and failures he encountered. And in the process of advancing ever new hypotheses and refuting them, either theoretically or experimentally, he displayed the imaginative power of his terrific intellect and the fruitfulness of his method by conjectures and refutations.
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In his 1972 book:  ‘Objective Knowledge’, Popper devotes chapter 1 to the problem of induction.  Elsewhere in the book (in chapters 3, 4, 6 & 8), he present a general schema of problem-solving.  The aim of this paper is to bring these two strands of thought together.  The initial problem (P1) is here the traditional philosophical problem of induction.  Popper proposes a tentative solution (TS) to this problem.  The paper then proceeds with the problem-solving schema by adding error elimination (EE), i.e. criticisms of the tentative solution.  These are concerned with computer induction, and with the claim that corroboration is in some sense inductive.  This discussion leads in turn to the emergence of a new problem (P2).  A suggestion is made about how this new problem might be tackled.  The approach involves a Neurath-type holism, but applied to methods rather than theories.

Science in Engineering Design
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In engineering we have very often forgotten to look at the history of our technological problems. This void helps to make mysterious the role of scientific theories in engineering design.  In the same way as the development of steam engines has been ascribed in popular accounts to the genius and magical inspiration of their inventors, we ascribe a ‘magical creative power’ to scientific theories in our technological development.  But this power doesn’t appear in examples, even an example as representative as the development of the steam engine.  If any logic may be discerned during the development of the steam engine, it was one of disciplined trial and error, constrained by the objectivity, or parameters, of the problems at stake.  It is a history of an endless chain of problems, solutions, and new problems.  Applied science is not science routinely applied.  The methodology of design in engineering has not changed since the 18th century, but the critical proscriptive role of scientific theories has become more relevant, especially owing to economic, safety and ethical issues. This essentially Popperian view and the recent contributions of David Miller may offer some insights that will give impetus to an indigenous technological development in South America; that is, one that gives priority to the problems of our society with its cultural and economic dynamics, and not one dedicated to the transfer and adaptation of developments of Europe and North America, which were achieved under different requirements and different conditions.  There is a role to be played by education in engineering.
WHAT IS DIALECTIC?

SOME REMARCS ON POPPER’S CRITICISM
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Progressive, anti-dogmatic science is critical – criticism is its very life.
Karl Popper 
 

      Karl Popper famously opposed Marxism in general and its philosophical core – the Marxist dialectic – in particular. As a progressive thinker, Popper saw in Marxism a source of dogmatism damaging to philosophy and political theory. Popper had summarized his views on dialectic in a chapter of his book (2002, pp. 419-451), where he accuses Marxist dialecticians in intolerance of criticism. 

      Ironically, Popper’s remark on how all Marxist dialecticians dogmatically dismiss any criticism of dialectic by claiming that their opponents do not understand dialectic makes his position not less dogmatic. Indeed, any attempt to criticise Popper’s views on dialectics would be seen only as an additional example of responses of “dogmatic dialecticians”, making his theory essentially immune. This completely prevents dialecticians from being able to criticise Popper’s views. This is exactly the opposite of what the great philosopher wanted. Therefore, for the sake of “anti-dogmatic science” it is desirable and even necessary to defend dialectic.

      In this work I will address several central points related to Popper’s criticism of Marxist (materialist) dialectic. In particular, I will analyze: (a) Popper’s definition of dialectic as the dialectic triad (thesis, anti-thesis, synthesis) versus dialectic as a much more complex concept in dialectical materialism today, where the triad represents only one of the aspects. (b) The place of dialectic in the scientific method. Specifically, I will address the question of whether synthesis necessary means acceptance of the contradiction. (c) Does dialectical approach to social sciences entails totalitarianism? (d) Lessons dialecticians should learn from Popper’s criticism.

      I will test all my arguments on their constructiveness and will demonstrate explicitly the nature of my disagreement with Popper thereby trying to avoid “dogmatic dialectician’s” response as much as possible.  

        

Popper, K. (2002) Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific Knowledge, London: Routledge Classics.
POPPER’S FUNDAMENTAL MISDIAGNOSIS OF THE SCIENTIFIC DEFECTS OF FREUDIAN PSYCHOANALYSIS, AND OF THEIR BEARING ON THE THEORY OF DEMARCATION 
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The first impetus for my philosophical appraisal of Freudian psychoanalytic theory came from Popper’s report that its edifice had played a pivotal role in his elevation of falsifiability to be the linchpin of his entire philosophy of science, beginning with his anti-inductivist theory of demarcation (1974, Replies to Critics, p. 984). For Popper, psychoanalysis avowedly served as the centerpiece for the purported superiority of his own falsifiability criterion of demarcation between science and non-(pseudo)science to the received inductivist standard that originated three centuries earlier with Francis Bacon, a Baconian benchmark which Popper erroneously censured as being unacceptably permissive epistemologically. 

True, Bacon had erred in supposing that, for any given set of observational data, there is only a finite set of alternative hypotheses, each of which might explain the known data. But he emphasized, long before Popper, that negative instances have greater probative force than positive ones, having scoffed at simple enumerative induction from positive instances as “puerile.” Thus, Bacon envisioned the inductive elimination of all but one of the supposedly finite number of alternative hypotheses, which would thereby be shown to be true. 

But there is always a potentially infinite set of alternative explanatory hypotheses, some of which working scientists may eliminate by means of refuting (disconfirming) instances, while other such hypotheses survive, at least temporarily, as theoretical candidates for inductive acceptance. Therefore, in my 1984 book on The Foundations of Psychoanalysis, I advisedly denoted this epistemic process by the locution “neo-Baconian eliminative induction,” which should not have occasioned any carping, although it did. The less so, since Bacon clearly disparaged hypothetico-deductive confirmationism, especially in the case of causal hypotheses, which are ubiquitous in the Freudian corpus. 

Popper fallaciously inferred the non-falsifiability of Freudian and Adlerian psychology from his own declared inability to imagine logically possible contrary instances of human behavior. Moreover, he tried to buttress his unsound thesis of irrefutability by the incorrect complaint that these two psychological theories were always confirmed, come what may.  

Still worse, as I showed amply (1984, p. 280; italics in original): “…it is precisely Freud’s theory that furnishes poignant evidence that Popper has caricatured the [Baconian] inductivist tradition by his thesis of easy inductive confirmability of nearly every theory.” 

Thus, alas, Popper’s treatment of psychoanalysis as the avowed anvil of his theory of scientific rationality was an intellectual fiasco throughout. But I remain ever grateful to him, because the critical scrutiny of his theses afforded me an immensely instructive intellectual adventure.
NOVELTY, ACCOMMODATION AND SEVERITY
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The popperian tradition (Popper, Lakatos, Musgrave, Zahar, Worrall) has insisted that, when assessing the respective merits of rival hypotheses, predictions of new phenomena should be conferred more weight than explanation of known facts.  

The “predictivist” thesis may be understood as: (a) a necessary criterion for counting as evidence: “only prediction of novel facts can give some support (not necessarily spelled out in confirmational terms, pace Popper) to a hypothesis”; (b) a comparative criterion for assessing the relative weight of different bits of evidence: “other things equal, being e a novel fact predicted by h, and e’ a known fact explained by h, e counts in favour of h more than e’”. Besides, several senses of novelty have been distinguished (temporal-novelty, theoretical-novelty, heuristic-novelty (also called use-novelty)). The underlying idea is, however, that the evidential import of phenomena depends on certain historical constraints.  

But, why the empirical merits of a theory should depend either on the temporal order of theory and evidence, or on the way it was built? Although not only (a) but also (b) have to cope with historical counterexamples (see Achinstein 2001), it can hardly be denied that predictivism has some intuitive basis. After a brief discussion of the different meanings of “novelty” I will compare two different justifications of use-novelty. The first one has been proposed by D. Mayo. She thinks that demands for novelty could be explained away in favour of demands for “error-severity” in testing procedures (in principle, this fits quite well with Popper’s initial suggestions, although Mayo’s notion of severity is stricter than that of Popper, as I will try to show). On the other side, J. Worrall defends a refined version of heuristic-novelty, and has insisted that heuristic-novelty considerations explain our intuitions about severe tests rather than the other way round. I agree with Worrall that Mayo’s examples are not representative of reasoning in science, but I shall try to argue also that Worrall’s distinction between conditional and unconditional kind of support is too much artificial as to account for the intuitions underlying heuristic-novelty.  
 Achinstein, P. (2001) The Book of Evidence, New York: Oxford University Press.

Brush, S. (1989) ‘Prediction and Theory Evaluation: The Case of Light Bending’, Science 246:  1124-1129.

Mayo, D. (1996) Error and the Growth of Experimental Knowledge. Chicago: University of  Chicago Press.

Musgrave, A. E. (1974) ‘Logical versus Historical Theories of Confirmation.’ British Journal  for the Philosophy of Science 25: 1-23.

Popper, K. (1962) Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific Knowledge. New  York: Basic Books. 

Worrall, J. (1978) ‘The Ways in Which the Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes  Improves on Popper’s Methodology’, in G. Radnitzky and G. Andersson (eds.)  Progress  and Rationality in Science, 45-70. Dordrecht: Reidel. 

Worrall, J. (2002) ‘New Evidence for Old’ in P.Gardenførs et al. (eds) In the Scope of Logic,  Methodology and Philosophy of Science, 191-209. Dordrecht: Kluwer.
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      The intention of the paper is that of re-thinking the meaning and the value of history of philosophy as viewed by K. Popper, in the context of nowadays Romanian and East-European post-communism. 

      A consequence of Popper’s conception about philosophy is his manner of interpreting its history (i.e. the history of philosophy). In my opinion, this is not the last of his contributions to the intellectual inheritance of the XXth century; therefore, in this respect, I think that a discussion about his views regarding the history of philosophy could be very instructive. 

      As known, Popper has seen the history of philosophy as an essential part of the history of searching of the truth. Thus, it can be compared in hard and fast lines with the history of science, since all great philosophers have strived themselves to find solutions to real problems, not just to set-up some dazzling-clever aesthetic images of the world. As great scientists have done by themselves, one after another, important steps in search for the truth, the distinguished philosophers of all times were bold explorers of the truth, each and every one of them in his original way. 

      Thus, I intend to invoke 2 circumstances to the general framework of my proposed discussion about how did Popper cast the light of his own view upon the history of philosophy: 1st) the metaphysics of Romanian philosopher Lucian Blaga, whose view about the history of philosophy shows itself to be very different from and quite opposite to that of K. Popper; 2nd) the general context of the East European communist ideology, which has distorted the meaning of philosophy far enough in order to make it look like a mere result of class fight during more than a bi-millennial ‘battle’, with the likely (false) outcome of dialectical materialism’s final ‘victory’. 

POPPER TODAY: FAR FROM FORGOTTEN OR IRRELEVANT
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Are Popper’s ideas an old story?  Is he relevant today?  Behind these seemingly reasonable questions is the questionable supposition that there is a given, “Popper’s ideas”, and that there is a reference point, “today”, against which these ideas can be assessed.  This paper will argue, to the contrary, that the function of rethinking of any worthwhile set of ideas is just to present them in significant, reasonable, competing interpretations that turn them into challenges yesterday, today, tomorrow, in Prague, Paris, London, and Tehran.  There are some central ideas of Popper that invite this treatment.  His core works suggest that philosophy is not and cannot be self-contained and that the conscientious pursuit of problems concerning the foundations of science, i.e. of knowledge, leads inexorably to the examination of scientific institutions.  The underlying idea is his critique of justification: he recommended replacing justification with problems and criticism.  This move cancels all claims to any special topic, special subject-matter, or special methods - in philosophy as in any other field.  Popper’s ideas invite interpretation as addresses to problems and criticism of solutions.  Being non-jusitificationist they transcend any subject-matter or theoretical system.  A non-justificationist rethinking of Popper’s ideas would be a re-examination of the underlying problem and the criticisms that brought them into being, including challenging the justificationist demand that Popper’s ideas need periodic rejustification if they are not to be declared out of date or irrelevant.
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Abstract
Popper has been roundly criticised for his denunciation of Plato as an enemy of democracy. Those rushing to Plato’s defence have, however, not always paused to consider the weighty historical circumstances under which Popper formulated his assault. He wrote in the final months of World War II, and his attack on Plato was simultaneously a response to the horrific threat to Europe posed by totalitarian political ideologies. Specifically, Popper’s aim was to defend a European tradition of liberal democracy. Yet, as some commentators have noted, in rallying his tremendous critical acumen against totalitarianism, Popper neglected to address the weaknesses of liberalism itself. 
In this paper, I shall examine Popper’s claim that democracy is a combination of equality and individualism. While I accept Popper’s equalitarianism, I reject his individualism. Liberal individualism does not adequately acknowledge the role community plays in any viable form of democracy. A liberalist emphasis on individual freedom threatens to erode the communal ties which make political organization possible. My aim is to prepare the rough ground for a notion of communitarian equality which will support a robust and functional theory of democracy. 

My touchstone will be Plato’s Gorgias. There Socrates argues that ‘geometrical equality’ provides a communal basis for democracy. Some critics charge that the Gorgias’s ‘geometrical equality’ is an aristocratic concept inimical to democracy. This may well be true of Plato’s later use of the term. However, in a remarkable interpretation, Popper demonstrates that the Gorgias’s usage is, in fact, quite democratic. Plato’s fall from a democratic to a totalitarian notion of equality followed a ‘problem situation’ in Greek science which postdated the Gorgias: namely, the discovery of irrational numbers. This crisis of rationality led to the axiomatisation of mathematics, which in turn occasioned an absolutist turn in Plato’s political philosophy. 

Supported by Popper’s interpretation, I draw out of the Gorgias the basis for a ‘critical democracy’ characterised, much like Popper’s critical rationalism, by its method of falsification and its defeasibility. Indeed, insofar as critical democracy resembles Popper’s account of science, one might also call it a ‘scientific’ form of democracy. Yet, unlike Popper’s scientific rationality, critical democracy is communitarian rather than individualistic in its epistemology.
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            Popper’s writings in both philosophy of science and political philosophy are sprinkled with exhortations: “Severely test your hypotheses!” or “Change society through piece-meal engineering!” But his famous books do not present a systematic moral philosophy.  However, in the collections of talks and occasional papers published  posthumously Popper speaks more openly about the ethical foundations of his philosophy.  Perhaps it is not surprising to find that he says: “The idea of truth as the fundamental regulative principle...can be regarded as an ethical principle.” But he also elaborates on less obvious moral virtues such as modesty and optimism.

            This paper comments on the relevance of Popper’s moral philosophy for our contemporary attempts to provide a normative sociology of science.
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I argue that Popper’s falsificationist philosophy commits itself to two incompatible theses. On the one hand, it claims that scientific theories are strictly universal statements whose domains are infinite (Thesis of Infinity). On the other hand, it views them as nothing more than prohibitions of existence (Prohibition Thesis). The former thesis has been used by Popper to criticize naïve and nonexistent verificationism, while the latter works as a way of buttressing and introducing the Popperian idea that ‘the more a theory forbids, the better it is’. At a higher level of abstraction, I show how the critical rationalist method of trial and critical elimination of error, when applied to itself, encumbers us with a paradox; when not applied to itself, it is dogmatic on its own terms. It is therefore plausible to deny Popper’s belief that critical rationalism, as a general theory of rationality, has an inherent ability to sit in judgment against itself. His own pronouncements reveal that a criticism of his distinctively anti-justificationist views must involve a justificationist standpoint, and this is symptomatic of the fact that some elements of justificationsim persist in his thought, his pointed and determined criticism of it not withstanding. Thus, Feyerabend seems to have been right when he claimed to have extracted epistemological ‘anarchism’ from critical-rationalist proposals- extracted, that is, the idea that a serious criticism of an epistemology requires alternatives. 
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One of the pillars of Sir Karl Popper’s philosophy is fallibilism, according to which there is no certain empirical knowledge. This position has achieved a considerable popularity among philosophers of science and epistemologists as well. When this position is criticized, it is usually claimed that the scope of fallibilism is restricted and that there are some areas where infallible knowledge is possible.

      In our paper we would like to develop a different line of argument against fallibilism. We will attempt to show that fallibilism is self-contradictory. A naïve critic may try to attack fallibilism in the following way: Fallibilism asserts with certainty that all knowledge is fallible. Therefore, there is at least one infallible piece of knowledge, namely the fallibilism thesis itself. This argument, however, can be easily refuted because a fallibilist can hold the fallibilism thesis to be fallible. Thus, we have come to a conclusion (A): ‘All propositions are fallible’ is fallible.

      Nevertheless, there seems to be a more serious argument against fallibilism of a similar kind (B): “‘All propositions are fallible’ is fallible” is infallible. Proposition B is true because a fallibilist is committed to the proposition A. He cannot admit that A is false, because if A were false, it would mean inconsistency of his position. Thus, he cannot admit the possibility of the falsity of A. It follows that a fallibilist must hold A to be infallible; and this exactly is what the proposition B claims. In our paper we will discuss the consequences of this argument for Popper’s fallibilism as well as some possible strategies of defence.

        

Why was Popper dropped from the agenda of economic methodology?
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Elements of Popper's falsificationism were on the agenda of economic methodology, first lightly in works like Hutchison 1938 and Friedman 1953, then more heavily in LSE's M2T group and the work of people like Johannes Klant and Mark Blaug. Even though practicing economists keep using the jargon of refutable implications, falsificationism is now absent in more professional economic methodology. Among the explicitly stated reasons, two stand out: descriptively, falsificationism would make vastly incorrect claims about economics; and normatively, it implies utopian and thereby irrelevant prescriptions. I add a differnt kind of reason that may have remained unrecognised: the shifting agenda of economic methodology, the introduction of new (and old) questions central to economics that could not be answered or even posed within the Popperian framework. 

THE PROBLEM-SOLVING PROCESSES: A COMPARISON BETWEEN KARL POPPER AND HERBERT SIMON
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    The concept of problem-solving is central to understand progress in science. In this regard, there are key differences between Karl Popper –the founder of critical rationalism- and Herbert Simon (a thinker who recognises his debt to Carnapian logical empiricism). a) Popper’s view on problem-solving insists on the idea of process itself, whilst Simon’s one is mainly cognitive in the sense it is made by an individual. b) Popper understands rationality in the sense of a logical one, while Simon has a procedural idea of rationality. c) Popper is focused on natural sciences when he maintains his ideas on problem-solving activity, yet Simon is thinking of the several kinds of sciences, including the sciences of the artificial.

    Taking into account these epistemological and methodological differences, the paper analyzes the differences on the concept of problem-solving according to the different types of rationality used by Popper and Simon. The analysis will follow three steps: 1) Popper’s conception of problem-solving based on logico-methodological criteria; 2) Simon’s characterization of problem-solving linked to cognitive elements (bounded rationality); and 3) some lines of thought where their opinions on problem-solving activity could converge.
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Because of Hume, Popper found it imperative to purge science of inductive groundlessness. But his opponents had difficulty discerning the distinctions he was insisting on: between science and meaning, between logic and psychology. Consequently it seemed necessary to ban induction, if only to decontaminate what was left. It worked, so long as psychology was banned also. About this he was adamant. 

The extrapolation of local observations to universal truth is inadmissible, as Hume showed. But the extrapolation of local observations to a conjecture about universals is nothing more harmful than a methodology guaranteeing nothing. Popper uses many such methodologies, including rationality itself, and overcomes their shortcomings by banishing certainty. Once certainty is banished, however, why banish this weaker form of induction?  

For modern critics, Popper’s abomination of induction is too doctrinaire for current scientific methods. Data mining and computer modeling certainly seem like pure induction. Yet Popper can reduce them to the primal conjecture: “if I look for non-random patterns I might find something interesting.” Such patterns, once found, become “problem situations” ripe for Critical Rationalism. 

I shall argue that CR can serve as an analysis, a reduction, of induction. In the history of philosophy, induction came first, and CR later. But existentially it is the other way round. Induction, a relative of insight, is an emergent property of CR. Popper did not therefore refute induction’s existence - he dismantled it, as a symphony may be reduced to notes, - refusing to discuss psychology, where it still lives, as a disposition of our brains. 

Induction as logic is false. But in World 2, induction emerges, generating ideas, and World 3 logic only exists through World 2. Popper is correct to distinguish logic and psychology. But we no longer need to fear World 2 will contaminate World 3.
THE QUEST FOR UNCERTAINTY: 
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1] Abstract: As committed fallibilists, pragmatists have long objected strenuously to what John Dewey (1929) dubbed “the quest for certainty”. This Cartesian quest was also opposed by the critical rationalist Karl Popper, arguably the twentieth century´s most prominent and resourceful champion of fallibilism. The purpose of this paper is to refine our understanding of Popper´s distinctive contribution to epistemology by showing how his defence of fallibilism is superior to that mounted by the pragmatist tradition.  

      More specifically, I shall (1) clarify the content of Popper´s thesis of fallibilism, distinguishing it from related but less radical theses; (2) identify and expound Popper´s principal arguments for fallibilism; (3) compare Popper´s arguments with some pro-fallibilist pragmatist arguments outlined in McDermid (2006); and (4) identify several respects in which Popper´s case for fallibilism seems decidedly superior to that of his pragmatist counterparts.  

      Though historically informed, this is not an essay in the history of philosophy. My concern throughout is with a substantive issue - viz., what is living and what is dead in Popper´s theory of knowledge.   
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In his The Poverty of Historicism K.R. Popper and before him F. Kaufmann distinguish two broad classes of epistemological and methodological positions held in the social sciences: Anti-naturalistic positions and pro-naturalistic positions. These positions are distinguished with respect to their attitude regarding the applicability of the methods of the natural sciences, or rather what the representatives of the anti- and pro-naturalistic positions assume to be the method of the natural sciences. According to Popper and Kaufmann the representatives of anti-naturalistic positions hold that the methods of the natural sciences can not be applied in the social sciences, whereas the representatives of the pro-naturalistic positions have the opposite view. This raises the question what views the representatives of the anti- and pro-naturalistic positions embrace with respect to the methods of the natural sciences. It is interesting to note, however, that Popper in his The Poverty of Historicism, indicates those views only briefly, the reason presumably being the special tasks and aims he set himself in that analysis. These are primarily to show the disastrous political and social consequences of a false social science methodology and the invalidity of the ideas of historical necessity and that of laws of historical development. 
      Inspired by Popper’s analysis of the method of induction it is argued that anti- and pro-naturalistic doctrines are both inductivist positions which differ only in respect to the applicability of inductive methods in the social sciences. Since anti- and pro-naturalistic positions are in effect one position only it is suggested to reject that classification for an analysis of the epistemological positions held in economics. A classification which takes into account the results of Poppers analysis of induction seems to be more appropriate and offers better insights with respect to the epistemological and methodological discussion in the theoretical social sciences.
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‘What distinguishes science from all other human endeavours is that the accounts of the world that our best, mature sciences deliver are strongly supported by evidence and this evidence gives us the strongest reason to believe them.’  That anyway is what is said at the beginning of the advertisement for a recent conference on induction at a celebrated seat of learning in the UK.  It shows how much critical rationalists still have to do to make known the message of Logik der Forschung concerning what empirical evidence is able to do and what it does. 

This paper will focus not on these tasks of popularization encountered by critical rationalists, but on some logical problems internal to critical rationalism.  Although we are rightly proud of having the only house in the neighbourhood that is logically watertight, we must inevitably be aware that not everything inside is in impeccable order.  There are criticisms that have not yet been adequately met, and serious difficulties that have not yet been adequately addressed.  Among the problems to be mentioned, and in some cases discussed, are: the role of evidence in the law; the corroboration of theories that have already been falsified; the management of contradictions; the representation of logical content; verisimilitude; decision making under uncertainty; the existence of historical laws; and the possibility of genuine freedom in a world of propensities.  To none of these problems does critical rationalism yet offer, to my mind, a solution comparable in clarity to its solutions to the problems of induction and demarcation.

This is a personal selection, and it is not suggested that there are not other hard questions ahead.  In only one or two cases will it be possible to offer more than an outline of a solution. 
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Are perceptual experiences reasons for perceptual beliefs?  The act/content ambiguity of the term 'belief' carries over to this question.  I argue, following Popper, that experiences are reasons as well as causes for belief-acts, but not for belief-contents.  This involves rejecting justificationism, the mistaken view that a reason for a belief-act must be a reason for its content.  Popper's many critics presuppose justificationism, and so miss the main point of his solution to the problem of the empirical basis of science.
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      By taking Geoffrey Stokes’ thesis that Popper’s work can be characterised as an evolving ‘system of ideas’ this paper shows the unity within the evolving phases of his thought as resulting from certain post-Kantian philosophical elements. Popper came to the belief that he had found a solution to the problem of how knowledge-in-itself in the world exists, thereby making possible Karl Bühler’s goal of creating an objective science of the subject. Popper’s writings on evolutionary theory, modern physics and pre-Socratic philosophy are themselves demonstrable of the way in which Popper increasingly assured himself to the belief that he had epistemologically succeeded where his Würzburg school predecessors had failed. In regards to this argument, Popper’s appropriation of Tarski’s criterion of truth can be seen as being primarily aimed towards providing his already established philosophical attitude with a degree of logical coherence and argumentative strength that was deemed as necessary. Through an examination of Popper’s later and unpublished manuscripts in light of this aforementioned post-Kantian attitude, particular instances of philosophical continuity are made apparent. This paper puts forward a novel solution to the arguments concerning Popper’s positivism by demonstrating that Popper was not a positivist, however, though his essentially post-Kantian Würzburgian philosophical disposition achieved something close to positivism in his later years. This developed out of his faith in reason which drove a determination to hold an optimistic belief in an absolute notion of truth. A notion of truth that is both structurally imbedded in the universe and can be known at a certain level through theories such as numerical propensities. In this way, this paper aims at overcoming the generalising tendencies which seek to locate Popper’s thought within a particular tradition based upon arguments that are not viewed from a sufficiently broad contextualisation.    
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In a recent survey of economic methodology, Wade Hands notes that Popper “had a greater influence on post-war economic methodology than any other single philosopher”. This is evident in the writings of Blaug, Boland, Caldwell, de Marchi, Hausman and Latsis to mention but a few. Much of this literature focuses on falsifiability, situational analysis/the rationality principle and the influence of Hayek. This paper takes a different approach to rethinking the Popperian contribution to Economic Methodology. 

Since Popper’s death in 1994, what Mäki calls ‘the economic-realism nexus’ has become a central theme of the philosophy of economics. In this paper the rich, sophisticated version of Popper’s realism-ranging from his realist reading of Tarski to his three worlds thesis – is contrasted with Mäki’s ‘weak conception’ of realism and we argue that Popper’s realism is a much more fruitful framework than Mäki’s for the elucidation of economic theorizing. In this connection it is contended that a Popperian realist reading of Tarski is indispensable to Debreu’s mathematical model of an economy in his brilliant accomplishment of the neo-Walrasian programme. 

Next, having argued that Popper’s realism is better than Maki’s for economic methodology, in the spirit of Socratic dialogues, we explore the possibility that a Popperian critical rationalism, without a Popperian realist reading of Tarski, is even a more advanced framework for economic methodology. We attempt to show that such a framework opens the door to economic theorizing, in the context of finitist mathematics, where the orthodox notions of rationality and equilibrium central to the neo-Walrasian programme are critically challenged. 
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Popper's political philosophy can be seen as a descendent of Enlightenment
rationalism, cosmopolitanism and individualism. It sees the ideal open
society as made up of free, critical individuals emancipated from tribal and
national loyalties. Those in it will consider and test policies in the light
of critical reason, and they will be motivated by the goal of negative
utilitarianism, striving to eradicate manifest evils by means of piecemeal
social engineering, rather than by any substantive vision of the human good.
But a society can hold together as a community of free, rational individuals
only if its members are by and large themselves committed to Enlightenment
values. These values turn out to be substantive, not just procedural, and
they can conflict with other values. Indeed they are under pressure to-day
from a number of quarters, even in societies of the secular West, where
conflicts between secular individualism and tribal-cum-religious commitments
are currently coming into sharp focus. Can a Popperian open society hold
together in these circumstances without taking on some of the
characteristics of the very collectivisms Popper himself deplored? Popper
himself insisted that an open society should defend itself vigorously
against those who would undermine it from within, but what does this mean in
practice in a liberal society faced with threats from radicals who do not
share its values, except to the extent of calling on them when they
themselves are faced with oppression elsewhere in the world or with the
rigours of the law in Western countries? More philosophically, does the open
society itself rest on commitment to traditions of thought and practice
which have taken root only in societies touched by Enlightenment dogma?
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Popper claims to have solved Hume’s psychological problem of induction. By taking Hume’s critique of induction one step further he wants to eliminate the clash between logic and psychology or, in Humean terminology, between reason and nature. He argues that taking this step enables him to save both rationality and empiricism – a task in which Hume apparently failed.

Both Popper’s interpretation of Hume and his alleged solution of Hume’s problem raise many questions. Did Hume really end up in irrationalism? Is Nature irrational or is She simply “blind” – bypassing reason, being concerned about different goals and operating in different domains? Hume’s psychological problem of induction should be viewed in the context of Pyrrhonian scepticism, accepting the schizophrenic (“whimsical”) condition of mankind, in which reason cannot justify (legitimate) our natural cognitive inclinations and our behaviour in the sphere of common life, and nature cannot silence our doubts. Hume presents an interesting antifoundationist philosophical position that undermines the authority of reason and its normative role.  

Popper could not accept such a split of human identity. Drawing on the Continental (Kantian) Enlightenment tradition he set out to restore the universal authority and the liberating mission of reason both in knowledge and society. Instead of discarding reason for its failure to legitimate knowledge (science) he offered a revolutionary conception of negative reason. Reason itself is stripped of its traditional function as the ultimate provider of justification and becomes the agent of destruction of all knowledge claims. It can keep its authority precisely due to its having non-foundationist nature. 

The philosophy of both Hume and Popper are highly relevant to the contemporary debates about the role of reason in the Western philosophical discourse and should be further explored in the context of postmodernism. 

Some aspects of Popper’s solution of Hume’s psychological problem remain questionable. His view that learning is not by induction does not eliminate our natural instinctive yearning for trustworthy, reliable knowledge that we believe is supported by empirical evidence, and thus accepted for good reasons. More importantly, these beliefs and yearnings are dogmatic and therefore obstruct the growth of knowledge; according to Popper, knowledge proceeds forward only via permanent and ruthless criticism of conjectures. Why, then, haven’t they subsided in the course of human evolution? These and other problems in Popper’s epistemology are open to discussion. 
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All human beings have a native aesthetics and the components of this can be fruitfully interpreted as higher level crystallized conjectures about how best to form conjectures and how best to refute them.  They are guesses about guesses.  

One of the most powerful explanatory models for understanding how the mind works is the modularity hypothesis. It is suggested by this perspective that the mind is not a general purpose computer nor a sponge-like agent for soaking up information about the world, but is rather  a set of modules that have specific adaptive tasks to perform in narrowly defined domains of problem. My purpose in this paper is two fold: argue that these modules can be interpreted epistemologically as crystallized conjectures and refuting procedures; and, that recent work conducted by Kaplan [1992] on aesthetic preference for different types of landscape can be better interpreted along the lines of a conjecture and refutation model.   

Popper’s conjecture and refutation model of scientific advance has a deep significance here.  The best way of promoting the growth of knowledge is for scientists to advance competing bold conjectures about the law-like structure of the world and then relentlessly pursue empirical ways of refuting these conjectures.  Popper conjectured that all of evolution can be conceived as a homological or simulated process of knowledge growth embodied in organs and functions. Mutations are like conjectures, extinctions are like refutations. Donald T. Campbell also pointed out that in the course of evolution organisms evolve different methods or mechanisms for generating the exploratory guesses and for checking them.  Similarly, one could argue that the modules of cognitive psychology are crystallized conjectures about how best to make conjectures about specific types of problem.  Kaplan’s work takes presupposes an inductive perspective.  But his work can be fruitfully re-interpreted along the lines of a conjecture and refutation model.   

Kaplan,  Stephen. 1992.  Environmental Preference in a Knowledge-Seeking, Knowledge –Using Organism. In J. Barkow, L. Cosmides and J. Tooby (eds.), The Adapted Mind. Oxford University Press.
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With the publication of Popper’s Frühe Schriften (2006), renewed possibilities for inquiring into the nature and scope of what, for short, may be called ‘Popperian Psychology’, have arisen.  For although Popper would never have claimed to  develop such psychology there is, however, from his earliest to his latest works, a wealth of recommendations as to how to come to grips with problems of the psyche without falling victim of inductivist and subjectivist psychology.

    The fact that most theories of learning, traditional as well as modern , have remained inductivist, and therefore logically invalid, places Popper’s hypothetico-deductive approach to learning and acquisition of knowledge among the most important conjectures in that entire domain.

    Central to Popper’s approach and to his final rejection of all inductive procedures is his early attempt at a theory of habitformation, Gewöhnungstheorie (in ‘Gewohnheit’ und ‘Gesetzerlebnis’ in der Erziehung, 1927) – a theory not fully developed at the time but nevertheless of decisive importance for his view on education and his later works  on epistemology (Frühe Schriften, p. 501).  

    Departing from some of the original descriptions and examples in ‘Gewohnheit’ und ‘Gesetzerlebnis’, updated by the Author’s correspondence and discussions with Popper this paper presents a tentative reconstruction of his Gewöhnungstheorie, supplemented with examples from present-day behavioural research, and briefly confronted with competing theories of learning and problem-solving.

[image: image2.png]
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Abstract 
 

Much work on the nature and structure of Scientific Theories, in the Philosophy of Science, has focused either on the Logical Positivist understanding of theories as Hilbert-style formal axiomatic calculi, known as the Received View, or on the Model-theoretic understanding of theories as classes of mathematical structure-types (or as set-theoretical predicates), known as the Model-theoretic View. One of the main arguments against both the Received and the Model-theoretic Views is that neither of them adequately captures the function of scientific models in representing phenomena. In fact, the representational function of scientific models when coupled with their processes of construction makes the appraisal of models as partially-independent intermediaries between theories and target physical systems a much more plausible understanding. In Philosophy of Science, little attention has been given to Popper’s understanding of theories as literal descriptions of phenomena expressed in a language (mathematical or otherwise) whose distinction into syntax and semantics offers nothing fruitful for understanding, and usually obscures, how theory relates to phenomena. We argue in this paper that Popper’s construal of scientific theories is far more suitable for understanding how theories relate to the models that belong to their scope and we employ this analysis to explore how scientific models represent their targets. By relying on Popper’s account of scientific theories and on recent work on scientific models we argue that the role of models as mediators between theories and experiment is indeed a better appraisal of the theory/experiment relation. Our argument is based on an analysis of models in Nuclear Physics which generally do not bear a strong link to quantum theory. Rather, the theory functions by imposing restrictions to model construction. This function of the theory we argue is not in accord with either the Received or the Semantic View, but is compatible with Popper’s conception.
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Karl Popper is mostly hailed as one of the most remarkable philosophers of science. However, his contribution to the contemporary political and economical thought is also considerable. In his influential works „Open society and its enemies” and especially in „The Poverty of Historicism“ Popper has vigorously, but thoroughly criticized the common approach in planning, i.e planning is inevitably long-term and wide-range. Popper has shown the innate dangers of that type of thinking. The conception of piecemeal social engineering is advocated in stead, as a substitute for universal wide-range planning efforts. Although internationally acknowledged as an philosophical approach, the practical use of piecemeal social engineering has insofar been discussed only in very limited terms.  

Project cycle management (PCM) is one of the most wide-spread contemporary managerial techniques. PCM is advocated as a flexible tool for effective and efficient solving of problems by setting objectives and describing desirable/foreseen results. Although this statement is in the majority of cases true, it must be admitted that PCM lacks of proper/underlying theoretical background, which would explain its reputed effectiveness and efficiency.  

The article aims at uniting the conceptions of piecemeal social engineering and PCM both methodologically and philosophically. It will be shown how the principles of piecemeal social engineering can be transformed into PCM. This link between piecemeal social engineering and PCM has insofar never been established.  

Thus it can be argued that the philosophy of Popper will enter a new and practical sphere – that of PCM. 
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There is a little noticed internal inconsistency in liberal theory that though liberalism is designed in theory to protect the minority from the tyrannical dictates of the majority, the minority has the right to use violence in self-defence, and violence in any form including terrorism.  My question is:  can we reconstruct liberalism so that terrorism --even in the name of self-defence of a persecuted minority --becomes unthinkable? 

My argument depends on firstly modifying Karl Popper's theory of the Open Society such that civilization is recognized as having the necessary function of humanizing people.  Popper following Freud looked upon civilization as a necessary evil as opposed to a necessary good.  By turning the tables on Popper and Freud, we find that the individual can only develop their humanity through a civilization.  Secondly, I modify Mordecai Kaplan's notion of Civilizations as radically different in kind from each other in their plurality.  Though Kaplan recognized that individuals could live in two or more Civilizations, he saw that as a problem.  Rather, by modifying Kaplan's idea of Civilization as sub-sets of an over-arching hypothetical and purely abstract or conceptual World Civilization, we find that individuals can live in multiple Civilizations without conflict. 

The theoretical conclusion is that an Open Civilization consists of multiple sub-civilizations where cross-national disputes are resolved through the use of the civil institutions including juridical, corporate, and labour. The question of implementation is a trivial and pragmatic matter of technique.
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The crucial role played by the critical search for truth in science had already been emphasized by Popper in L.S.D. §85, and it became ever since a fundamental part of his scientific realism. In my contribution I am going to argue about the links between critical rationalism and scientific realism. In order to do this, I will mainly discuss the following two points. 

First of all I am going to examine Popper’s “list of six types of case in which we should be inclined to say of a theory t1 that is superseded by t2 in the sense that t2 seems -as far as we know- to correspond better to the facts than t1, in some sense or other” (C&R, Chapter 10). Even if Popper is very cautious in his expression: ‘be inclined to’, ‘as far as we know’, ‘in some sense or other’, so that he seems to prevent us for claiming that the mentioned cases in any way impel to rationally admit that t2 objectively correspond to the truth better than t1, I will rejoin that we can be inclined also to take Popper’s six cases merely as different forms of one single case: that t2 is simply more successful that t1. Now I claim that scientific success is enough to justify the preference for t2 independently of its nearness to the truth, and that critical attitude and the search for truth are not necessarily correlated. 

The second point has to do with the issue of the rationality of theory change, i. e. with scientific progress. Already in L.S.D. § 79 Popper admitted that any superseded theory retains its validity as a limiting case of the new one. The existence of limiting cases in physics, a fact first proclaimed by Einstein, remained ever since as a fundamental part of Popper’s view on the rationality of scientific revolutions. Now as Popper himself recognized in the 1982 Preface to his Quantum Theory and the Schism of Physics the question of the logical relation between Newtonian and relativistic mechanics is more important than the question which of both theories constitutes a better approximation to the truth. In my paper I will affirm that the existence of limiting cases in physics allow to take rational decisions in favour of reducing theories, without necessarily resorting to truth or verisimilitude. 

As a result of my analysis I will defend an alternative form of rationality: reasonableness without truth. 
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Unlike what may seem at first sight, nowadays historicism, presenting itself in different and diverse ways, though not just as flourishing as it was when Karl Popper directed his criticisms against it, especially in the writings that would form the books The Poverty of Historicism and The Open Society and its enemies, can be considered quite influential. But today’s mainstream versions of historicism (excluding the most traditionalistic Hegelian revivals like Fukuyama’s theories) are perhaps subtler and clearly more discreet than older ones. Historicist positions and doxae pervade the newspapers and the academic culture with their ideas of a “society of information”, or of a “communication era”, which presuppose a deterministic background and which entail recognizable patterns as ground for some form of prophesying. We may even speak of economic versions of historicism that are also nowadays current sustaining ways of planning, conditioning and controlling the market and subduing the intervention of contingence. In this paper I shall try to show how new arguments issued from Popper’s criticisms to 1940’s and 1950’s versions of historicism can be raised against the new historicist ideas prevailing in the beginning of the 21st Century. 
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In this paper I revisit Karl Popper's conception of the open society and of the liberal-democratic institutional and moral background that he found suitable for the protection of social "openness" against its intellectual and political foes. Then, I suggest a comparison between the political thought of Popper and the thought of the most influential political philosopher over the last three or four decades, namely John Rawls. Although Rawls never refers to Popper, I will show that he relies on something like the open society in order to justify his political conception of "justice as fairness". In fact, this conception would never arise - let alone be institutionalised - outside a framework of moral beliefs and political culture that are the distinguishing features of what Popper calls "the open society". Although a society does not have to be perfectly "just", in the sense of Rawls, in order to be "open", only an open society can aspire to be also just. A final issue to consider is whether or not the construction of a just society will prove to be "a road to serfdom" and, thus, to the demise of the open society. I will argue that this was, indeed, F. A. Hayek's view, but not Popper's.
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   Karl Popper has famously proposed that we admit into science only hypotheses that run the risk of being empirically refuted. This proposal, known as the falsifiability criterion of demarcation, can be analysed from at least two different perspectives: one concerning its epistemological rationale, the other concerning the extensional correctness of the classification it induces. David Miller, in his recent defense of Popper’s proposal (Miller 2006), has correctly emphasized how neatly the falsifiability criterion fits Popper’s picture of science as a search for objective truth and his rejection of induction, thus providing an appealing explanation of the proposal’s rationale. On the other hand, Miller dismisses some well-known criticisms which have been advanced against falsifiability as an extensionally correct criterion by Hempel, Lakatos and others. The object of this paper is to show that, despite the seemingly irresistible character of the requirement of falsifiability for which Miller has argued, his rejection of these classical criticisms of the proposal needs further elaboration. The problem is important for two reasons. First, if the criterion’s classification is obviously incorrect, this will cast serious doubt on its usefulness, since it would mean that science is not after all an objective enterprise. Second, Miller seems sometimes to be relying, in his account of the proposal’s rationale, on a notion of falsifiability which was found to be inadequate by some of Popper’s critics, and which thus could not be presupposed (nor seems to) in his defense of the proposal’s correctness. To enforce this criticism, I will try to show that Popper’s notion of the falsifiability of a hypothesis, notwithstanding the insights with which it was introduced into the philosophy of science, was never characterized in an unobjectionable way. Also, some curious features of Popper’s and his critics’ proposals will be explained.  
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Consider two individuals. One believes h dogmatically, and will never give it up. The other believes h just as strongly (i.e. has the same synchronic degree of belief), but is prepared to reconsider that belief in the light of criticism. Is the latter in a better position than the former? From an ordinary language point of view, it seems as if the advocate of (comprehensively) critical rationalism thinks so; and therefore also believes that the latter is ‘justified’ in believing h in a manner that the former is not. Why else recommend the critical attitude? 

A possible answer is that the former individual is incapable of learning (in so far as h is concerned), whereas the latter clearly is so capable. But if we accept that one can learn something that is false, as (comprehensively) critical rationalists tend to, then this seems insufficient. Learning could lead one to false beliefs, rather than just true ones. It could also be fatal, rather than merely dangerous. 

We endeavour to solve this problem. We argue that the advocate of critical rationalism may accept (but not be internally justified in accepting) that there is ‘justification’ in an externalist sense, specifically that certain procedures can track truth, and suggest that this recognition should inform practice; that one should try to determine which sources and methods are appropriate for various aspects of inquiry, and to what extent they are. We also point out that Popper seems to accept something similar, in one of his discussions concerning observation statements. 

But if there is external justification, then why is a (comprehensively) critical rationalist better off than a dogmatist? We argue that the former enjoys better flexibility and adaptability, and is therefore in a superior position from an evolutionary perspective (ceteris paribus).
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University students often suffer unnecessarily during their studies - mainly due to traditional impositions which have little to do with intellectual and professional growth.  Encouraging judicious critical thinking may help alleviate this.  For example, take the Italian university where I have been teaching for the past five years. 

Whereas the Italian high school system struggles to maintain its traditionally good standards and deliver promising university candidates, universities keep teaching knowledge as an accumulative matter, reducing studies to sitting for  oral examinations, whereby erudition shades understanding.  Students are asked to “bring” (“portare”) a textbook (as if it were a bucket of water), i.e. know its contents as if it were quantifiable knowledge.  As a result, much energy – and suffering - is invested in studying textbooks by heart without questioning their contents.   

This type of system discourages students from attending courses and the only contact between the teacher and his student may be during the examination.  Discussions, criticism and workshops are rare, even though students attending lessons welcome unexpected opportunities to participate.   

Training students in rational critical thinking before they begin the prescribed curriculum brings astonishing results, leading to quick, rational and enjoyable studies.  Students quickly grasp that knowledge evolves and textbooks may be questioned; they develop independent critical that results in very good final results. 

The challenge, therefore, is to convince teachers to apply critical rationalism.
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I have elsewhere (Shearmur, 1996) suggested that, while Popper is not consistent on this point, there is good reason to argue, on the basis of The Open Society, he subscribed to a form of ethical objectivism.  I have subsequently furnished explicit evidence for this, from later unpublished lectures of Popper’s (Shearmur, 2004).  At the same time, Popper agreed with a correspondent that he had not fully developed his ethical ideas (see for discussion Shearmur & Turner, forthcoming).

In this paper, a tentative attempt is made to suggest what a critical rationalist ethics might look like.  It constructs such a view, drawing on Popper’s epistemology from The Logic of Scientific Discovery, and on his (unpublished) ‘Public and Private Values’, and develops links between Popper’s ideas about the significance of inter-subjective appraisal and an ethical realist reading of Adam Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments.

The paper then defends such ideas against the epistemological arguments of Peter Singer (Singer, 1974), and J. L. Mackie (Mackie, 1977).  The result is an intersubjectivistic, critical intuitionism, which is in some ways close to ideas defended in MacNaughton’s (1988).  I conclude by comparing these ideas with those in the tradition of ‘reflective equilibrium’, and defend their metaphysical status from Mackie’s arguments, with reference to Popper’s defence of ‘fluffing Plato’s beard’ in his (1972).
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The communitarian critique of the liberal anthropology and theory of democracy as well as the political and social state of modern liberal societies still presents an important challenge for liberal positions.  Even though Popper contributed substantially to the development of liberal positions after the Second World War with his conception of an open society, his social philosophy has had almost no relevance for the liberal-communitarian debate. Nevertheless, an analysis of the communitarian position from the point of critical rationalism can open up new perspectives and thus contribute to the discussion of the ethical plurality of modern democracies. In this paper I will begin with a critical discussion of the communitarian justification of moral standards and values by reference to common moral convictions of a community. Despite the importance of communities and their moral resources, I will argue from the position of critical rationalism in defense of the liberal view that it is possible to criticize and reject the values and standards of one’s own community. For this defense the critical rationalist highlighting of individual autonomy is as important as Popper’s emphasizing of the possibility of progress in the field of moral standards by critical discussion and competition between different moral systems. These ideas of Popper are in opposition to the narrow limits on criticism of moral systems put forward by some communitarians, who deny the possibility of an external critique of the moral values and standards of a community. A closer analysis will show that the communitarian position in this regard is one more type of the myth of the framework. On basis of the refutation of the communitarian view of the homogeneity and uniformity of moral convictions and values within communities, finally, the thesis of a dynamic and pluralistic development of modern societies and their moral systems will be elaborated. For this I will refer to Popper’s analysis of the impact of cultural clashes as well as his interpretation of different moral conceptions as attempts to answer problems raised by social life.
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Most educationists adhere to the idea that learning is an active process requiring of the learner a personal interpretation of experience and the construction of her or his own knowledge. Few educationists, however, are prepared to countenance that in learning all new expectations and other ideas are created wholly from within the individual – that is, by the learner.  It is generally assumed there is some transference of information to the learner from the social or physical environment, and the processes of interpretation and construction take place after this basic information has been passively received.  Karl Popper’s evolutionary epistemology challenges this assumption.  Following Popper, one can argue that there is no learning by instruction from without the learner, and the effect of the social and physical environment is purely one of selection: the environment serves merely to challenge the learner’s expectations (implicit and explicit) and potentially eliminate them.  If, as Popper proposed, learning is invariably a creative and critical process of trial and error-elimination, then the advancement of learning through education and teaching is not, as is widely assumed, a matter of presenting people with basic information and helping them to interpret it and utilize it; instead it is a matter of encouraging people to create new ideas and test them.   

Most academics refuse to take Popperian selectionism seriously.  Even among those who are familiar with Popper’s epistemology, his characterization of learning as ‘imaginative criticism’ goes unheeded; the critical dimension of learning is, of course, acknowledged, but not the centrality of imagination.  The case for Popperian selectionism and against the idea of learning by instruction from without needs, therefore, to be restated.  This is the first of two tasks addressed in the paper.  The second is that of challenging most of what takes place under the banner of formal education.
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Is it desirable to create educational programs that attempt to avoid authoritarianism? I label this question the educational problem of avoiding authoritarianism. This problem is best answered in the affirmative. Authoritarian educational programs are inadequate partly because they stifle, and at times, may totally destroy the human capacity to be a responsible person in a world which values freedom and self-determination. 

To begin a discussion about authoritarianism in education this paper offers commentary about the following question: Do teachers, who follow in the tradition of Socrates as he is portrayed in Plato’s Apology, need to rely on at least “one element of authoritarianism?” I label this question the Socratic educational problem of authority. My aim here is to provide an overview of the different solutions that Karl Popper and Joseph Agassi have offered for the Socratic educational problem of authority. 

Karl Popper’s The Open Society and Its Enemies makes a clear statement for an affirmative solution to the Socratic educational problem of authority. Socratic teachers need to be authoritarian when they teach students to be self-critical because, according to Popper, uneducated people need a dogmatic authority to stir them from “their dogmatic slumber.” 

In A Philosopher’s Apprentice: In Karl Popper’s Workshop, Joseph Agassi offers a negative solution to the Socratic educational problem of authority. Agassi does not consider it necessary for Socratic teachers to be dogmatic about the wonders of being self-critical. For Agassi, students can decide for themselves whether they want to live in a “dogmatic slumber,” be a self-critical person, or find some way to live between these two extremes. Agassi argues that in democratic schools such as Summerhill and the Sudbury Valley School, Socratic teachers can compete with other teachers as fallible educational authorities. 

An Examination of the Basic Assumptions Made for Scientific Investigations – A Way to Resolve the Contradictions between the Popperianism, Inductivism and Constructivism.
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In the past seventy years, different trends have developed in the philosophy of science. These trends present different approaches to science, and contradict one another. In this lecture, I propose a new metaphysical model, which enables reconciliation between Popperianism, Inductivism and Constructivism. During the lecture, we shall examine the basic assumptions made by scientific research and we shall try to create a common model, which will enable a rewarding discussion between the different approaches.  

For the purposes of this discussion, I will use a limited neo-Kantian epistemological model, according to which, the cognition finds rules within the information received from the senses. The rules found by the cognition constitute the inductions upon which scientific investigation is partially based.  

I shall suggest that during scientific investigations, we make the basic assumption that any information is passed on by the thing-in-itself. Nevertheless, I shall also show that we are not obliged to assume that the thing in itself must necessarily be a physical reality in order for the rules that we find to be appropriate for the thing in itself. Even if the thing in itself is not a physical reality and is instead, an external agent creating an illusion (such as a computer), or even if it is the brain per se creating the illusion, such as is true in the case of solipsism, the lack of physical reality is of no significance and we would be well advised to relate to the rules as emanating from the thing in itself.  

According to the previous assumption, stating that the information arrives from the thing in itself, Popper assumed1 that the order, which we find, is the result of a force that the thing in itself applies to the phenomena. I shall put forward three reservations to this approach. The first is that order in phenomena can be created randomly. The second is that our assumption that phenomena contain order testifies to the influence of force – its source is inductive and therefore, it is not necessarily true. The third is that a data collection deviation might be created under the influence of psychological or sociological factors, by limitations on the means of collection or by confounded links between parameters. Therefore, a distortion of compliance with the laws might result. To overcome the problems arising from confounded links, limitations on data collection and random problems, the natural sciences developed methods designed to prevent such distortions. However, natural scientists did little to deal with collection distortions caused by psychological and social mechanisms. To overcome these problems, we must examine the mechanisms suggested by the constructivists and we must develop ways to prevent the distortions created by the psychological and social mechanisms.  

To follow; in the light of these assumptions I will examine the significance of information gathered through induction, relative to the influence the thing in itself has on the phenomena and how it shall be possible to reconcile inductivism and Popperism2 based on the significance created thereby. Finally, I shall examine why natural science uses a metaphysical system implying that nature is unified and not a complex system such as the multiple rule system proposed by Auguste Comte, or the lack of rule systems, as suggested by postmodernism or radical constructivism. 
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There are endless discussions what the role of so called corroboration in empirical science is. Evidently, the answer will depend on what we regard as an aim of science. In my paper I will follow two Popper’s suggestions. The first, also an earlier one, says that the aim of science is, simply, truth. The second was offered by Popper in his later writings and says that the aim of science should be truthlikeness or verisimilitude. I will define the crucial terms, i.e. “corroboration”, “truth” and “verisimilitude” and analyze, in turn, what the role of corroboration within Popperian empirical science could be. I will argue that corroboration appraisals may be used properly at least in two ways – either as a part of a critical (deductive) argument, or as a part of a defensive (deductive) argument – and in both cases – whether the claimed aim of science is truth or truthlikeness (verisimilitude). Of course, the contents and purposes of such critical and defensive arguments will be explained in detail. Moreover, I will argue that in Popperian empirical science there is (and can be) no inductive or justificatory role which corroboration could play. In this manner, the role of corroboration should be clarified in a satisfactory way, yielding a unique explanation why Popper’s philosophy indeed “offers a provocative defense of rationalism” but without “preserving the authority of reason” (the quotations taken from the conference description – see http://www.flu.cas.cz/rethinkingpopper/description.html for more details), a defense freed of justificatory and inductive elements.
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What is the significance of Popper’s epistemology of problem solving, his so-called theory of the Searchlight for today’s philosophy and psychology? I will undertake to answer this question via a historical route. First, I will show that and especially to what extent Popper’s theory of problem solving was inspired by centrally important non-inductive theories of cognition and behaviour of the 1920s: the theory of schematic anticipations of Otto Selz and the theory of trial and error of Jennings. Although especially the theory of Otto Selz would soon become marginalized by behaviourism, the young Popper showed precocious awareness of its importance. For in the 1940s the great Swiss psychologist Piaget would incorporate elements of Selzian psychology in his genetic epistemology. The second phase of my historical route is to outline the affinities that exist between Popper and Piaget as regards the rejection of empiricism (the ‘Bucket theory’) and the endorsement of a quasi-deductive theory of problem solving. The third step in my account is the rise of the information-processing psychology of Newell and Simon, both of whom were familiar with Selz and who have sought to reconstruct their model of cognition in terms of Selz’s psychology. From his correspondence with the Dutch psychologist A.D. de Groot it emerges that Popper rejected the interpretation and the theory of Newell and Simon. I will argue that Popper charges Newell and Simon for neglecting the role played by biology and deductive processes in the formation of problem-solving. In view of the recent decline of information-processing psychology and the advent of evolutionary approaches I will discuss the question whether Popper’s lifelong insistence on biology and deductivism has been finally vindicated.
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In his Die beiden Grundprobleme der Erkenntnistheorie Popper explains that the problems of induction and demarcation are the two fundamental problems of epistemology. According to him the different epistemological positions can be regarded as attempts to solve these two problems. Inspired by Poppers approach I consider Mises’ epistemological and methodological analysis as an endeavor to resolve those problems with respect to the special epistemological situation of the social sciences. Mises states that the theoretical social sciences can only be justified as an a priori discipline. Such a discipline he calls “Praxeology” and on the basis of Poppers absolute distinction between the concepts of “psychological priori” and “a priori valid” I scrutinize his claim of having justified “Praxeology” as an a priori discipline. In Mises’ view all statements of “Praxeology” presuppose an a priori valid “category of human action” and subsequently his possibilities of establishing that “category” as a priori valid are analyzed. The “category of action” is interpreted as a synthetic statement a priori which either results from inductive inferences or describes a basic ontological form of the social universe. But on the basis of Mises’ arguments the “category of human action” cannot be justified as synthetic statement a priori. However, since “analyticity” implies “a priori” Mises “category of action” can also be interpreted as definition and his position consequently as a kind of conventionalism. Although logically correct, this position is in contrast with Mises intentions and has to be rejected on epistemological grounds. But Mises “category of action” can also be regarded as a methodological principle; yet methodological principles have pragmatic values only and cannot establish the social sciences as a priori disciplines. Thus Mises cannot justify the social sciences as a priori disciplines and his claim has to be rejected as unfounded.
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Recent papers published in the journal Learning for Democracy by Richard Bailey and Darrell Patrick Rowbottom have taken up the question of whether Karl Popper or Thomas Kuhn offer a better guide for structuring induction into an understanding of science. The key question is whether one is justified in relying on authority in early instruction, and whether the novice needs a grounding in the tenets of ‘normal science’ before they can apply scientific method for themselves, or whether science education should be based on scientific method from the outset. 

The principle of refutability offers clear guidance in terms of developing new scientific theories. But Popper’s concern was new scientific discoveries and developments at the cutting edge of science. Although what is learnt in introductory science education is new for each of the pupils or students, and that has led to efforts to teach through the scientific method as in discovery learning, the two contexts are actually very different. What this means for science education needs to be developed more fully, rather than simply transferring Popper’s conclusions from one area of enquiry to another. Is it enough that the novice understands what would count as a refutation? Should they be party to conscientious attempts to refute each scientific theory they are presented with? Or do they need to memorise the structure of current science before they try to refute it? Might there be degrees of refutability in science education? 

This presentation will set out to examine what the implications of a Popperian view of science would be for a conscientious science teacher who wished to teach in line with his or her principles. 
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   This paper compares and contrasts the philosophies of Karl Popper and John Rawls. Although Rawls cited Popper only once (a passing reference to The Open Society and Its Enemies in Political Liberalism), a recent opportunity to peruse Rawls’s personal library led me to discover that he carefully read Popper’s Conjectures and Refutations from cover to cover and made copious margin notes. In light of this, I explicate the Popperian elements in Rawls’s method of reflective equilibrium and in his other writings on the methods of moral and political philosophy. I then move on to consider their substantive political philosophies. Notwithstanding some significant differences, I agree with the conclusion of Alain Boyer’s recent paper1 that their political philosophies are complementary, but I diverge from some of Boyer’s other conclusions. In particular, I show that Boyer’s thesis that Popper’s social philosophy is anti-constructivist is mistaken, and that in this as in most other respects Popper is closer to Rawls’s political philosophy than to that of his friend, Friedrich Hayek. Indeed, the principal difference between Rawls’s and Popper’s political philosophies is that The Open Society and Its Enemies reflects Popper’s preoccupation in the first half of the twentieth century with totalitarianism, whereas Rawls’s political philosophy reflects the very different problems of Western democracies in the second half of the century. Yet throughout his life, Popper shared Rawls’s deep and abiding concern for justice and adhered to a social democratic perspective that might have served Rawls well. I conclude by discussing a serious defect with Rawls’s theory of justice (as well as other contemporary theories developed under his influence): the failure to attend to the problem of unemployment in market economies. I argue that in this regard, Rawls might have benefited from a more Popperian perspective.
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Popper was criticised by many philosophers and biologists for misrepresenting Darwinism and proposing questionable extensions of evolutionary theory. For many critics Popper was a dilettante philosopher of biology. 

The most intriguing issue that needs to be addressed when assessing Popper's evolutionary ideas concerns the complex role played by the thesis of the universality of trial and error in his evolutionary philosophy. The thesis seems to refer both to an empirical hypothesis and to a logical doctrine: empirical because it describes and explains how knowledge is acquired (both ontogenetically and phylogenetically), and logical because it shows how knowledge can be acquired and how the growth of knowledge is possible. Popper also thought that the universality thesis is both factual and normative: the former because it describes evolutionary patterns in biology, culture and science, the latter because it prescribes, for instance, how scientific research should be pursued. Furthermore, the universality thesis is instrumental in making sense of Popper's fundamental distinction between the reality and efficaciousness of Darwinian selection on the one hand, and the impossibility and hopelessness of Lamarckian instruction and induction on the other. In brief, the universality thesis seems both to refer to a natural process and to a schema for representing the evolutionary patterns leading to the growth of knowledge.

In this talk I will try to analyse the nature of the strong form of universal Darwinism seemingly advocated by Popper, and to show whether the universality thesis can coherently perform such a multifarious role in Popper's evolutionary epistemology. In this talk I will also review some of Popper's controversial evolutionary ideas in the light of new developments in evolutionary biology; in this way I hope to show that the critics were wrong in many respects in considering Popper a dilettante philosopher of biology. 
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The work of Karl Popper constitutes an important source of inspiration for liberalism. With his book The Open Society and Its Enemies he became an ardent advocate for a liberal and democratic ‘open society’. A society of free civilians who are able to assess the policy, change it and dismiss their governors without shedding blood. He turned against prophets like Plato, Hegel and Marx who defend a static society which inevitably results in oppression of possible changes. According to Popper, progress in society and the growth of knowledge are based on free discussion and a step by step reformation of society. 
Although the totalitarian state is not good, unlimited freedom for every individual, according to Popper, isn’t either. He reasons as follows: freedom means being free to do whatever you want. Who is free to do whatever he wants, is free to take the freedom of other individuals. Thus, unlimited freedom results into slavery. Actually Popper turns against every form of dogmatism and thus against absolute enunciations like certainty, truth and unlimitedness. In this way Popper filed Fukuyamas statements in his The end of history as follows: “These are but senseless statements” (Popper, 2002). 

The ‘critical rationalism’, Popper preaches, turns against every undemocratic and uncritical thinking like we have seen it in the past under communism, fascism and narrow nationalism. Today, it would turn against religious fanatism and against market fundamentalism. Anyone who strives for freedom and equity in this world should read Poppers books. He never said his ideas were to give or take. For that he was too critical and when he died he hoped his ideas would be subjected to the most criticism as possible. This happened by now and by many occasions but still his hypothesis that the ‘open society’ is best for everyone stands firm.  

Ref. Karl Popper, All Life is Problem Solving, Routledge, 2002 
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Recently some philosophers have claimed that Popper’s conception of the unity of method in science presents some serious problems. According to these philosophers there is a clear divergence in his defence for the unity of scientific methodology and his thesis that the method

of situational  analysis or the logic of the situation constitutes “the proper method of the social sciences”  Thus, W.A. Garton. in his 2006 Karl Popper and Social Sciences writes:  

“ In general, and especially in his earlier essays Popper was largely intent on showing that the methods of the social sciences are, or at least should be, the same as those of the natural sciences…However, despite Popper’s strong support for the unity of  scientific method, he also recommended a unique approach for studying the social world…That method is of course situational analysis.” 
I will attempt to show that these criticisms can be met by using certain concepts or distinctions that have been fashioned especially in contemporary philosophy. Examples will include among others; the distinction between scientific method and scientific techniques and also between the context of discovery and the context of validation. 
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The demarcation problem, once termed by Popper the ‘central problem of epistemology’, has been discredited by Laudan and has received little philosophical attention in the last decade. In practice, however, - abundantly attested by recent events - it is still a crucial question for policy makers and others how to distinguish genuine science from its counterfeit. As a consequence, interest in the demarcation problem has grown in other disciplines, such as history of science and sociology of science, and has recently been revived in philosophy of science as well. In order to start a new discussion on the problem, however, Laudan’s arguments have to be reassessed. In this paper, I analyse Laudan’s criticism of the demarcation problem - and in particular the ‘meta-philosophical’ presuppositions on which it rests - and find it wanting. This does not mean that Popper’s position can be revived as it was, however. I argue that the classical demarcation problem will have to be rethought and reformulated in such a way that it becomes a legitimate problem again in the current philosophical context. In particular, I show that there are two possible ways out of the apparent stalemate caused by Laudan. (1) Make a clear distinction between normative and descriptive perspectives; or (2) integrate the ‘rational’ and the ‘social’ into a social epistemology. In this paper, I will elaborate on the difficulties of establishing (1), which opens up the space for elaborating a social epistemology that is sensitive to the central importance of issues of demarcation. Finally, I propose a reformulation of the problem based on a comparison with philosophy of law, aesthetics and ethics and I suggest further perspectives for philosophical inquiry.
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“Our intellectual as well as our moral education is corrupt”, Karl Popper (1995: 198) maintains. This is particularly true of educational systems in authoritarian states like former Apartheid South Africa. But what has Popper to offer for avoiding corrupt education? Surely, he favors the idea of democracy, but how is it to realize in education? He suggests that friendship would be advisable but practically impossible because of sheer numbers (ibid.). In this paper, we are rethinking this suggestion. Contrary to his skeptical comment, we will show that to overcome corrupt education much more can be done than applying negative utilitarianism and the Don’t harm-principle, i.e. other advices of Popper’s. We will argue that the idea of avoiding harm and reducing damage won’t suffice in education, valuable as they may be. To foster the young and help them in their learning processes, more is needed. One of the outstanding goals is the autonomy of the pupils. One possibility to reach this desirable end is using friendship. Thus, we will focus on friendship as a virtue or an attitude that supports the process of democratizing education on different levels. Friendship can be used step by step according to Karl Popper’s technique of piecemeal engineering to reduce educational failure. 

The argument we are proposing is threefold: 

(1) The concept of friendship as analyzed by Aristotle and others involves learning from the wisdom and from the errors of one another, thereby overcoming the less critical and less rational power seeking style of traditional education. 

(2) Friendship can help to know oneself better and to become an autonomous student by developing a critical attitude towards teachers and fellow students alike. This attitude should help to reduce fear and suffering found in schools, but also support the pupils in designing their own problem-oriented curricula. 

(3) Finally, we argue that friendship in action may help teachers and pupils to think beyond school education and focus on the following valuable objectives: (a) Building and strengthening a habit of recognizing and respecting the dignity of others, thereby (b) cultivating the personal relationship within the school community towards a democratic school life. 

[We believe that practicing the virtue of friendship in education will help creating a democratic structure of educational systems. It will improve not only the autonomy of each person involved, but also increase mutual respect and cooperation in school at all levels, i.e., teacher – student, student – student, teacher – teacher, parent – teacher.] 
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 Popper said that economics was the best social science. But, whereas Popper said the prime task of social science was to find the unintended consequences of social policies, economics does not merely seek to uncover the unintended consequences of actions, though Hayek emphasized the importance of this task. It also seeks laws. Furthermore the rationality principles which economists regularly use are quite unrealistic. Popper went along with economists without elaboration. But his falliblilist approach to rationality cannot support neo-classical economics, since acting on conjectures and regularly refuting them can hardly be said to lead to well-functioning systems. His defence of the use of the rationality principle in social science is convoluted and implausible. Amartya Sen has said that there is a messy and an elegant side of economics. He discussed the first in his studies of the economics of development and the latter in his many criticisms of the general validity of economic models. Popper’s theory of rationality fits well with the messy side and not so well with the elegant side which Popper apparently had in mind. 
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“Innovation and citizenship” is an international school development project investigating the possibilities to learn innovation and citizenship at primary and secondary school levels – in Denmark, Mongolia and Nepal. 

Both the advanced late-modern countries of the West and the less developed countries of the Third World seems to be in need of both innovative citizens and an attitude of citizenship. Innovation is needed to meet the intellectual demands of production and by that the material demands of the population. Citizenship is among other things needed to knit together societies under pressure from low participation in the democratic processes, the influence of fundamentalistic ideas or severe economical burdens.  

In Critical Rationalism the search for innovation is answered by making it a parallel to the scientific search for knowledge. In this way schools should not teach the result of scientists’ research as nothing more than pure knowledge, but rather arrange for learning processes where the pupils are trained in and use the critical methods of science. To get hold of the scientific, innovational (and as it is: democratic) process, the pupils so to speak have ‘to reinvent the spoon’. 

This innovational process of ‘growth of knowledge’ is seen as a clear parallel to the democratic process of furthering political ideas, critically having them to clash in elections and parliaments and always give way for new governmental powers due to this process.  

Where innovation in this project gets its theoretical basis mainly from Poppers Conjectures and Refutations, the concept of citizenship draw heavely on The Open Society and its Enimies – where Popper argues for an education based on “a sober combination of individualism and altruism”. This presentation will focus on citizenship education as an up-dated, pedagogical use of Poppers fight against the totalitarian regimes of last centery. 

References: 

Popper, K. R. 2000. Conjectures and Refutations. London: Routledge

Popper, K. R. 2002. Det Åbne Samfund og dets Fjender. København: Spektrum [Danish translation of The Open Society and its Enimies]
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It is argued that, despite the apparent conflict between Popper's and Kuhn's vision of science, and the rough debate which took place during both authors after the publication of Kuhn's Structure of Scientific Revolutions, viewing scientific research as a kind of economic process allows to interpret both theories, not as conflicting understandings, but as revealing complementary aspects of the process of knowledge generation. The basic idea is that we can interpret Popper's methodology as a theory about the (epistemic) 'goals' or 'preferences' of scientists, whereas Kuhn's insights would refer more to the (psychic and social) 'constraints' faced by scientists during the research process. The presentation expands this analogy and explores some of its consequences for the discussion about the rationality of science.
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It was in the English speaking world that Popper first caught the attention of broader philosophical circles and it is primarily in this very same world that his views still continuously elicit a response, whether positive or negative. However, this conference takes place in Central Europe and here from the 1960’s on Popper’s slightly delayed influence has been quite often if not mediated then at least supported by other developments within German philosophy.  Not surprisingly, from the very beginning Popper’s philosophical return ran up against the prevalent local philosophical tendencies of the times, from a selective but mostly negative Marxist attitude to a patent disinterest and disregard by most existentialists, phenomenologists and Heideggerians.  A rather important role in this complex situation has been played by Hans Albert, from the late 1950’s on he has been an outspoken protagonist for Popper’s philosophy.  The scope of Albert’s activities extends from expository endeavors to critical exchanges with the opponents; of the latter the best known being his early involvement in so-called “Positivismusstreit”, covering a substantial part of the 1970’s. However, Albert’s role was never one of a mere  apologist, his own scholarly background allowed him to expand the sphere of problems dealt with as well as of the thinkers involved in such critical discussions. To discuss this latter aspect of critical rationalism will be the task of our presentation

