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Ta Ha cOmMAAHOTO. OT KAIUOBO 3HAUEHME €, Ye KOWKPEeTHOTO OCHs
[HeCTHABAHE HA DAAMTHN NPHHLMIN HAa OPraMiiipaHe M PeTyAup:
HE HA COUMANHEA M HOAMTHISCKH HOPISABK (KATO HALAOHAAT

ADpHaBA HMAM EBPOTEHCKMAT (DEACPAAHMIBM Ha I'OAGMHTE DerioHi
HPEANIOAAra NO-M3HAYAAHOTO OCHOBONOAAraHe Ha cefeyipaBacHue
AernTuMypare. Hanpivep Anec Tosn npoGaeM e chBCeM akTyareH B
KOUTEKCTa Ha EBPONENcKYS ¢BI03 3 He MOXKe Aa 6bAe OTMUHAT OT
FKOJ CTpawa, KOATO JMCKA A Ce IPUCHEAWHM K'bM Hero. 3acera y
Hac CAKAMI AMICBA OCH3HABAHETO, 9€ B OCHOBATA Ha FEBpOTeNCcKms

CHI03 3aasra (peny@mmancxo) PaBImyIne Ha OTHOINCHMS Ha AaBade H-

HoryHapane MexAy Abpxasite. He ce cm3paBaT npeamoctaBrm 3a
CKOPOIIHOTO ACMOKPAaTHIHO “caMo-ompeaessiue” Ha GATapCKoTO 06-
HIECTBO B IOA3A Ha WHTErPAUMATA B CBIOJA, 33 AA € BBIMOXKHO AQ
€€ TPYICTBINE MPAKTHICCKH K'BM M3KAIOUHTEAHO TPYAHMS TIPOLEC Ha
TpEBPBINANCTO B “HAIN” Ha TO3M OCOBEH BHA MEXAYHAPOAHO cebeyTE

pasaenme. Ipnobmasanero xbm Espoma ce mpespbmia B HpeAmns6op- -

Ha ITAEIT(;)OPM&, IMICAPC AAPABAILA C MedITH, HAW B CBIIC TOAKOBa
HPEZ\P136QPHO OAAITHAO, HAKPAaTKO B IopepHaTa MACOAOTHUECKA AN

HILS Ha XODM30HTA {CAEA CBETAOTO OBACIIE) KOSTO obcayxBa camo -

TEBPAE TeCHN mETepecH. OUeBNANO € CBLIO, CAeA HAKOAKO TOAJBH
Oe3sNACAHN WAIBHM ¥ BOINNOWIA HEKaABPHOCT, Ye “BHcmaTta’ MOAK-
THKa B CIpeMeXa HX KbM EBpOHENCKIST CHIO3 He MOXKe Aa Obae

OCTaBeHa €AVIHCTBEHO Ha yiipaBAsiBamiaTa IapTisA ¥AM Ha A€HCTBUS- -
Ta Ha He—MB@pﬂHK CAVITHHI EKCIEPTH, a4 CAeABa Aa II0YMBa Ha penyﬁ- :

AVMKAHCKA [IOAMTHIKA M Haudaaa.

Penybamkanckara Tpapuums moxassa, 9e KOAKOTO ¥ 3AoBelna
1 abCcypAra Aa € KOHKpeTHAaTa TOAMTIYECKa CHTYALS, BBh3MOXKHOCTTA
A2 Ce MSTDAAM TIO-TPAaXKAAHCKO aKTHBHO ¥ TOAEPAHTHO oOBIIECTBO
CbBCeM HE € WMAp30pHa. HemmosepwaTta TpyaHOCT mpm mocTHTaHeTo
Ha Tasu Her €, de IOAOOHA BBIMOXXHOCT € OCHUISCTBUMA CAHHCTBE-
HO ¢ 1opede M IHO-KaIeCTBEHO TIOAMTHIECKO yIacTHe Ha BCEKM I'Da-
AGBWH. APYroOTO CBINECTBEHO €, 9e IHOA0DHA YGEACHOCT CHBCEM He e
GesBBIpocHa, 3aMIOTO € SICHO, 9e Y9acTHEeTO B MOAWTIIECKIS XKHBOT
B HOBEYCTO CAYYaH AaAred HE € TPaKAaHCKO, Ye NATPHOTHIHIITE
IYyBCTBa MeCTO Ca IIOMPaveHy OT INOBYHY3IBM ¥ ¥e IyOAMIHOTO mpoc-
TPaHCIBO, MHOTO NOBEYC OT HOA€ 3a YHODHTO pa3ucKBaHe WAM aK-
THBHA TOACPAHTHOCT, € YAOOEH TepeH 3a BCSIKA AEMAarorius M eABa
HIpUKPHBAHK 3A0YHOTPeOH c esuka Ha obinoro 6aaro. Ho Taka mam
yHaue, Toba BCBUIHOCT €4 PasAMTHM CTpaHM OT Bede AoOpe u3pect-
HILSL M BBRIIPOC 3a KPEXKOCTTA Ha cBoGoaaTa. PemybankaHckute pas-
MUTIACHIS CaMO IpeoBpasyBsaT IO €AMH MAM ADYT BaduH TO3M TPOG-
ACM, KaTG TPaAMIATa, B KOATO C€ BICBAT, € CBOCOBpAa3HA HOAWTIH-
9ecKa (PEeHOMEHOAOTISI Ha YCAOBMATA Ha CBOGOAATA TP pasANIHIITE
HUCTOPHIECKY OBCTOATEACTBA.
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TOWARD A NEW MODEL OF SCIENTIFIC
RATIONALITY
Howard Sankey

Introduction
In the 1960s Thomas Kuhn and Paul Teyerabend led a revolt
gainst the traditional view of philosophers of science that science is
governed by a universal, ahistorical scientific method. The revolt against
a universal method initially tended to be seen as irrationalist and

relativist. But later some philosophers began to view things differently.
“Such philosophers claimed that what the work of Kuhn and

Feyerabend really shows is that a new way of thinking about
rationality is needed. Rather than see the Kuhn-Feyerabend revolt
against traditional philosophy of science as an anti-rationalistic and
relativistic attack on science, it should be seen as an attack on an
outmoded philosophical conception of scientific reason.

What new way of thinking about reason may be found in the
Kuhn-Feyerabend attack on traditional philosophy of science?
Philosophers such as Richard Bernstein, Harold Brown and Richard
Rorty have suggested that Kuhn and Feyerabend lead us away from
a rule-governed conception of rationality, and toward a non-algorithmic

conception. In the view of such philosophers, while traditional

philosophy of science analyzed scientific rationality as adherence to

‘a fixed, algorithmic method, Kuhn and Feyerabend show that there

is no fixed methodological basis for scientific rationality. In doing
0, Kuhn and Feyerabend do not reject reason. They reject an

-algorithmic conception of rationality.

What sense can be made of rationality not governed by
algorithmic rules? In this paper I will trace some of the steps which

‘have led to the call for a new model of scientific reason, and attempt

to show that the prospects for a non-algorithmic model thereof are
very promising indeed. To introduce the issue, I will first discuss
the Kuhn-Feyerabend revolt against traditional philosophy of science.

Kuhn's irrationalism and relativism
As is well known, Kuhn (1970a) proposed a view of science
which broke, more or less radically, with traditional views of science.
His central idea was to replace the traditional image of science as
an enterprise driven by a universal, invariant scientific method with
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“~independent of paradigm. The problem is that these standards

rebuttal of the charge of relativism and irrationalism. The first invol
Kuhn's rejection of algorithms of theory choice. The second invels
his claim that there exists a set of methodological criteria whicl
independent of paradigms. E
In response to the charge of irrationalism, Kuhn insist that
aim was not to deny the role of rationality in paradigm choice. |
idea was not that paradigm choice i3 a completely irrational aff
totally exempt from rational considerations and absolutely incapa
of rational reconstruction. He holds, rather, that scientists ma
significant use of rational argument, and that in choosing betw
paradigms some such argument will ultimately prove persuasive (197
p. 158). Nevertheless, there are important limitations on what ratig
argumentation can achieve in the context of a paradigm debate
can persuade, Kuhn says, but it cannot prove (1970b, pp. 260-1).
In the "Postscript’ to The Structure of Scientific Revolutio
Kuhn puts the point as follows:
“There is no neutral algorithm for theory-choice, no system
decision procedure which, properly applied, must lead each individ
in the group to the same decision.” (1970a, p. 200)
If Kuhn is right, then there does not exist a methodological rule
set of rules, which is both neutral between paradigms and able
deliver an unequivocal verdict on which of two competing paradig
cught rationally to be accepted. In other words, such ratio
considerations as are applicable to choice of paradigm leave suffici
flexibility for scientists to differ in their appraisal of the relat
merits of conflicting paradigms.
In addition to the denial of an algorithm of theory-choice, Ku
makes a closely related claim about the limited role played
methodological standards. On the basis of his early work, he w
frequently interpreted as denying the existence of extra-paradigma
scientific standards. But Kuhn insists it was not his intention
deny the existence of such standards. There are shared standa

unable to yield a definite decision between paradigms,

Kuhn claims that there is in fact a set of general scient
standards, which serve as values rather tan rules, and which
shared across paradigms.' These values influence and guide scien
in their choice of paradigms. But they do not unambiguously determi
cheice of paradigm. As examples of such values, Kuhn mentions su
factors as predictive accuracy, internal and external coherence, sco
simplicity and fruitfulness. The problem, Kuhn argues, is that {
value-system does not have a priority ordering, since none of
values is intrinsically more important than any of the others. O
paradigm might be accurate and ccherent, while another might
simple and broad in scope. But since the system of values is

1 Cf. Kuhn, (1970a, pp. 184-6, 199.200), (1970b, pp. 261-2) and (1977, pp. 321.33, esp. 34

ranked into a priority ordering, such considerations of value are unable
1o dictate a choice between the two paradigms.’

To sum up, in later work Kuhn claims not to have meant fo
present theory-choice as inevitably irrational. Rather, he meant to
say that in the context of such choice rational considerations are
subject to limitation. His point was not that rational considerations
play no role and that choosing a paradigm is an unavoidably irrational
episode in a scientist’s life. His point was that while rational factors
play a significant role in such choice, they are unable to uniquely
determine the choice.

Feyerabend’s epistemological anarchism

At the opening of Against Method, Feyerabend claims that
anarchism is “excellent medicine for epistemology, and for the
philosophy of science” (1975, p. 17). History, he says, “is full of ‘accidents
and conjunctures and curious juxtapositions of events” (1975, p. 17).
“Are we really to believe”, he asks, “that the naive and simple-minded
rules which methodologists take as their guide ate capable of
accounting for such a ‘maze of interactions’?” (1975, p. 17). The key
point of Feyerabend’s anarchism is that the actual processes of scientific
change cannot be summed up by means of a single set of step-by-
step rules.

Feyerabend claims that all methodological rules are “violated
at some time or other” (1975, p. 23), and that in some situations it
may be “advisable not only to ignore [a] rule, but to adopt its opposite”
(1975, p. 13). If Feyerabend is right, then there can be no single,
universally applicable, invariant scientific method which can and should
be applied at all times and places. Feyerabend does not propose a
new methodology in place of traditional views of scientific method.
Rather, he says:

“My intention is not to replace one set of general rules by another
such set: my intention is, rather, to convince the reader that alf
methodologies, even the most obvious one, have their limits” (1975, p.
32).

This claim of the limited applicability of methodological rules
constitutes Feyerabend’s rejection of the traditional idea that there is
a--single scientific method. To signify this rejection, he calls his
philosophy of science “epistemological anarchism”.

Feyerabend sums up his rejection of a fixed method with the
anarchistic slogan “anything goes”. This slogan is often understood
as a statement of radical relativism, since it appears to suggest that
one choice of theory is as rational as any other. But this is not
2 Kuhn also argues that the values are ambiguous in application (cf. Kuhn, 1970a, p. 185).

Advocates of rival paradigms may agree in their emphasis on the value of simplicity but
differ on how to interpret simplicity. One paradigm might satisfy the value of simplicity

interpreted one way, and the other might satisfy it interpreted the other way. Again,
value-considerations would not themselves be able to determine a choice between paradigms.
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rules “providels] room for endless rational debate” (1980, p. 327). That
is, the possibility of rationality is not foreclosed either by the absen
of rules which are capable of determining choice of theory or by
the potentially interminable nature of rational debate. Without
algorithmic rules, or even the guarantee of rationally bringing a debate
to closure, there may still be rationality.

Rorty, however, does little to develop the idea of non-algorithmic
rationality, since he is more concerned to dislodge epistemology in
favour of hermeneutics. It is Bernstein, in his discussion of Rorty in
Beyond Objectivism and Relativism, who extracts the appropriate moral.
The bias of epistemology in favour of commensuration that Rorxty
detects can be removed, Bernstein suggests, without lapsing into an
irrationalist view of theory change.

“To give up [the] assumption about commensurability is not to call

into question the rationality of science but rather to change our ©

understanding of rationality in scientific disputes and conflicts — an

understanding that highlights the practical character of scientific

rationality.” (1983, p. 61)

According to Bernstein, rational considerations ultimately persuade
scientists to adopt a given paradigm (1983, p. 55). The force of such
rational considerations, however, falls short of that of a logically
compelling or demonstrative proof. Rather, the rationality in question
has the character of practical reasoning.

But what does it mean to say that theory-choice not determined
by an algorithmic method may be rational in a pracfical sense? “In
speaking of the ‘practical’ character” of rationality, Bernstein says he
wants to “underscore the role of choice, deliberation, conflicting variable
opinions, and the judgemental quality of rationality” (1983, p. 74).
“Theory-choice”, he says, “is a judgemental activity requiring
imagination, interpretation, the weighing of alternatives, and application
of criteria that are essentially open” (1983, p. 56). Moreover, the
application of criteria involves “a mediation between general principles
and a concrete particular situation that requires choice and decision”,
and this involves “interpretation and specification of universals that
are appropriate to [a] particular situation” (1983, p. 54).

In treating theory choice as a matter of practical reason,
Bernstein’s point is that where rules fail to uniquely determine choice
of theory, the process of weighing up the various considerations
which count in favour of the alternative theories may nevertheless
be a rational process. Such a rational weighing-up of alternative theories
involves deliberative reflection on which factors deserve to be taken
into account. It involves judgements that one factor outweighs another.
It involves interpretation of general criteria in order to apply them
to the specific features of a concrete situation. In this process, it
may be necessary to make decisions concerning the relevance and

_relative importance of the factors on which the choice is to be made.
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Not all of those who are confronted with the choice between theories
ced agree on what is relevant and what is most significant. There
ay be disagreement on the relevance of a given facior, on the
clative weighting of different factors, and on how to bring general

criteria to bear on the specific situation.

So Bernstein’s talk of practical rationality is not meant merely
to emphasize that in choosing between theories a scientist is faced
with a choice between alternative courses of practical action. Rather,
Bernstein is emphasizing that the choice between theories is not of
a kind such that there is a fixed, pre-selecied set of considerations
which must be applied in a uniform way to all theories, and which
is capable of dictating the choice between alternative theories. Quite
the contrary, there may be a whole range of factors that are of
possible relevance, and, depending on the relative importance attached
to the various factors, a variety of conflicting rational choices may
be arrived at.

Algorithms and criteria

Rorty and Bernstein follow Kuhn in denying that methodological
criteria operate as algorithms which mechanically and unequivocally
determine choice of theory. But it does not follow from denying
that criteria operate as algorithms that one must also deny that
rationality consists in compliance with such criteria. Rational theory-
choice might not be dictated by an algorithm; yet it still might consist
in compliance with criteria. Scientific rationality might simply be
conformity with non-algorithmic criteria. If so, one might deny an
algorithmic conception of rationality without denying a rule-governed
conception of it.

I wish to suggest that the mere fact that there are methodological
criteria to which appeal must be made in rationally justifying choice
of theory does not establish that the rationality of theory choice
fully comsists in compliance with such criteria. The reason is that
the process of appealing to criteria to rationally justify choice of
theory is a process which has to come to an end at some point.

On the picture of theory choice presented by Kuhn and
Feyerabend, the scientist choosing between theories must decide which
criteria to take as guiding values, and how to apply them. But this
raises the question of whether choosing suitable criteria and deciding
how to apply them are themselves rational processes. If selecting
criteria may be rational, this raises the further question of whether
the rationality of this process comsists in being governed by some
further set of meta-level criteria. And a similar question would arise
with respect to the selection of such meta-level criteria. In other
words, if rationality is thought of as governed at all levels by criteria,
then we embark in an infinite regress.

To avoid the infinite regress, the decision to apply a criterion
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fall outside the context of justification. In light of this distinction,
the objection arises that an act of judgement is a psychological process
which. has no place within a model of rationality, whose proper
domain lies within the context of justification.

Quite apart from the fact that this distinction is no longer
widely taken to be as plausible as it once was, the objection rests on
at least two mistakes about the epistemic status of judgement. In
the first place, there is no apparent reason why the distinction between
justification and discovery cannot be applied to the notion of
judgement. In precisely the same way in which we distinguish merely
psychological processes of belief-formation from normative grounds
of belief, we may distinguish merely psychological from normative
aspects of judgement. We might say, for example, that a judgement
provides rational justification when it is based on an appropriate use
of expertise and thorough knowledge of relevant information. There
may at the same time be merely psychological processes accompanying
the act of judgement which are of no relevance to either the basis
or the deliverance of judgement.

In the second place, the objection rests on a misconceplion about
the nature of epistemic objectivity, and therefore obscures the sense
in which judgement may be rationally justified. It might be thought
that methodological criteria provide objectivity because compliance
with criteria eliminates the influence of merely personal considerations.
But in fact the principal epistemic function of criteria is not to
eliminate subjectivity but to insure credibility. Criteria provide beliefs
with rational support because satisfaction of criteria has a positive
bearing on the truth-aptness of belief. The epistemic role of criteria
is not merely to remove subjective factors, but to provide grounds
for accepting a theory as true.

But now it should be clear that an appeal to judgement is not
necessarily out of place in the theory of rationality. There is nothing
specific to criteria which makes them uniquely capable of providing
epistemic warrant. It is rather the case that compliance with criteria
is a reliable indication of truth. But compliance with criteria need
not be the only reliable indication of truth. It may very well be the
case that the sort of non-rule-governed judgement described by Brown
yields similarly reliable indications of truth. There are, after all,
constrains on judgement, such as expertise and information, which
are not dissimilar to the epistemic basis of criteria. Given the ability
of judgement to incorporate epistemically relevant constraints, I
conclude that judgement may well play a role in rational justification.
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