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thesis, for instance, may appear reasonable when confronted with 
the widely current formulations of people who have not indulged 
in a rigorous examination of this problem. But it surely meets 
neither the views of Max Weber nor of Karl Popper, nor even the 
suggestions which I myself have formulated for solving the 
problems concerned. s 

A basic point must be very briefly mentioned here, namely, the 
allegedly absolute primacy of logic which Adorno thinks he can 
detect in his opponents and what for him is then connected with 
this primacy in the form of objections and theses. His discussion 
partners, however, have so clearly drawn attention to the role 
played by logic in critical rationalism that it hardly seems neces­
sary to clarify it again here :6 above all, its role as an organon of 
criticism. I venture to doubt whether Adorno can manage without 
it in this respect. In general, he too will not be prepared to sus­
pend the principle of non-contradiction, although in his intro­
duction he again frequently provides the relevant formulations. 
Apparently, it does not occur to him that a 'dialectical contra­
diction' expressing 'the real antagonisms' could possibly be 
completely compatible with this principle. In no way does he 
seem to be interested either in the results of previous discussions 
on logic and dialectics-for example, in the Polish discussion­
or in the suggestions of his discussion partners on this problem. 
When I take into account its origins, I quite understand the 
aversion to logic which he displays. It is the fatal inheritance of 
Hegelian thought which even today plays such an important role 
in German philosophy. I am not quite sure to what extent the 
Frankfurt School still represents a unified view on this point. 
Possibly, some representatives of this school of thought will, if 
anything, gradually become embarrassed by the careless polemic 
against logic, non�contradiction, deductive and systematic 
thought-a polemic which has recently found adherents in wide 
circles. 

What Adorno says on the political manipulability of positivism 
should presumably be regarded as a reply to Ernst Topitsch's 
corresponding line of argument against diallettcs. 7 I do not wish 

5 Since I have expressed myself in great cletail on such problems, I shall refrain 
from discussing them once again. 

• a. Popper's Conjectures and R�futationi and my Traktat. 
' a. Ernst Topitsch, Die Sozialpbi/o;opbie He�eh alt HeiiJ!ehre 11nd Herr;chajlf­

iderlogis (Neuwied/Berlin, 1967). 
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to present a balance of the opposing arguments here, although one 
hardly need fear such a balance. I should like to point out, though, 
that Adorno makes matters a little too easy for himself, for critical 
rationalism-also an intended target here-is by no means the 
a political philosophy which Adorno makes it out to be. His polemic 
against the neutrality of positivistic scepticism and its ideological 
abuse is wide of the mark as far as our discussion is concerned. 
Why should such associations be evoked ? Why does he actively 
support those confusions in the German crmtroversy over 
positivism created by obviously uninformed participants ? What 
is to be gained from the obliteration of his opponents' arguments 
by a strategy of unspecific objections ? I cannot help seeing in this 
a confirmation of the charges brought against the Frankfurt 
School by many of its critics. In my view, a dialectics which 
incorporates the belief that it can dispense with logic, supports­
presumably contrary to its underlying intention-one of the most 
dangerous features of German thought :  the tendency towards 
irrationalism. 



KARL R. POPPER 

REASON OR RE VOL UTION? 
The trouble with a total revolution [ . . .  ] 
Is that it brings the same class up on top : 
Executives of skilful execution 
Will therefore plan to go halfway and stop. 

Robert Frost 
(from 'A Semi-Revolution', in A Witness Tree) 

The following critical considerations are reactions to the book, 
Der Positivismusstreit in der deutschen S ozio/ogie [now translated into 
English as The Positivist Dispute in German Sociology],. which was 
published last year1 and for which I unwittingly provided the 
original incentive. 

I 
I will begin by telling some of the history of the book and of its 
misleading title. In I 960 I was invited to open a discussion on 
'The Logic of the Social Sciences' at a congress of German 
sociologists in Tiibingen. I accepted ; and I was told that my open­
ing address would be followed by a reply from Professor Theodor 
W. Adorno of Frankfurt. It was suggested to me by the organ­
izers that, in order to .make a fruitful discussion possible, I should 
formulate my views in a number of definite theses. This I did : my 
opening address to that discussion, delivered in r 96 r, consisted of 
twenty-seven sharply formulated theses, plus a programmatic 
formulation of the task of the theoretical soci'hl�ciences.Of course, 
I formulated these theses so as to make it difficult for any Hegelian 
or Marxist (such as Adorno) to accept them; and I supported them 

1 This paper, which has been added to the English translation of this volume, 
was first published in ANhives europienne; de sociologic xr, r 970, pp. 2 � 2-62. It has been 
revised for the present publication. 

2 8 8  
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as well as I could by arguments . Owing to the limited time 
available, I confined myself to fundamentals, and I tried to avoid 
repeating what I had said elsewhere. 

Adorno's reply was read with great force, but he hardly took 
up my challenge-that is, my twenty-seven theses . In the ensuing 
debate Professor Ralf Dahrendorf expressed his grave disappoint­
ment. He said that it had been the intention of the organizers to 
bring into the open some of the glaring differences-apparently 
he included political and ideological differences-between my 
approach to the social sciences and Adorno's. But the impression 
created by my address and Adorno's reply was, he said, one of 
sweet agreement; a fact which left him flabbergasted ('a/s seien 
Herr Popper und Herr Adorno sich in verb/iiffender Weise einig'). I was 
and I still am very sorry about this. But having been invited to 
speak about 'The Logic of the Social Sciences' 1 did not go out 
of my way to attack Adorno and the 'dialectical' school of 
Frankfurt (Adorno, Horkheimer, Habermas, et a/.) which I 
never regarded as important, unless perhaps from a political 
point of view; and in r96o I was not even aware of the political 
influence of this school. Although today I should not hesitate to 
describe this influence by such terms as 'irrationalist' and 
'intelligence-destroying' ,  I could never take their methodology 
(whatever that may mean) seriously from either an intellectual or 
a scholarly point of view. Knowing now a little more, I think 
that Dahrendorf was right in being disappointed : I ought to 
have attacked them, using arguments I had previously published 
in my Open S ociety2 and The Pover�y of Historicism3 and in 'What is 
Dialectic ?', 4 even though I do not think that these arguments fall 
under the heading of 'The Logic of the Social Sciences' ; for terms 
do not matter. My only comfort is that the responsibility for 
avoiding a fight rests squarely on the second speaker. 

However this may be, Dahrendorf's criticism stimulated a 
paper (almost twice as long as my original address) by Professor 
Ji.irgen Habermas, another member of the Frankfurt school. It 
was in this paper, I think, that the term 'positivism' first turned 
up in this particular discussion : I was criticized as a 'positivist'. 

• The Open Socie�y and Its Enemies (London, 1 945),  5 th ed. (rev.) 1 969 ,  1oth impr. 
1 974· 

3 The Poverty of Historicism (London, 1 9 ) 7  and !ater editions). 
• 'What is Dialectic ?', Mind, XLIX ( 1 940), pp. 403ff. Reprintt:d in Conjectures am/ 

Refutations (London, 1963),  5 th ed., 1 974. 
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This i s  an old misunderstanding created and perpetuated by 
people who know of my work only at second-hand : owing to 
the tolerant attitude adopted by some members of the Vienna 
Circle, my book, Logik der Forschtmg,5 in which I criticized this 
positivist Circle from a realist and anti-positivist point of view, 
was published in a series of books edited by Moritz Schlick and 
Philipp Frank, two leading members of the Circle ; 6 and those who 
judge books by their covers (or by their editors) created the myth 
that I had been a member of the Vienna Circle, and a positivist. 
Nobody who has read that book (or any other book of mine) 
would agree-unless indeed he believed in the myth to start with, 
in which case he may of course find evidence to support his 
belief. 

In my defence Professor Hans Albert (not a positivist either) 
wrote a spirited reply to Habermas' attack. The latter answered, 
and was answered a second time by Albert. This exchange 
was mainly concerned with the general character and tenability 
of my views. Thus there was little mention-and no serious 
criticism-of my opening address of 1961 ,  and of its twenty­
seven theses . 

It was, I think, in 1964 that a German publisher asked me 
whether I would agree to have my address published in book 
form together with Adorno's reply and the debate between 
Habermas and Albert. I agreed. 

But, as now published [in 1969, in German], the book consists 
of two quite new introductions by Adorno (94 pages), followed 
by my address of 1 9 6 1  (2o pages) with Adorno's original reply 
(1 8 pages), Dahrendorf's complaint (9 pages), the debate between 
Habermas and Albert ( 1 5 0  pages), a new contribution by Harold 
Pilot ( 2 8  pages), and a ' Short Surprised Postscript to a Long 
Introduction' by Albert (5 pages) . In this, Albert mentions briefly 
that the affair started with a discussion between Adorno and 
myself in 196 1 ,  and he says quite rightly that a reader of the book 
would hardly realize what i t  was all about. This is the only 
allusion in the book to the story behind it. There is no answer 

..... 
� 

• Logik der Forschung (Wien, Julius Springer, 1 934; 5th eci., Tiibingen, J. C. B. 
Mohr, I 97 3 ). English translation : The Logic of Scientific Discovery (London, Hutchinson, 
1 9 59), 7th impr. 1974. 

6 The Vienna Circle consisted of men of originality and of the highest intellectual 
and moral standards. Not all of them were 'positivists', if we mean by this term 
a condemnation of speculative thought, although most of them were. I have always 
been in favour of criticizable speculative thought and, of course, of its criticism. 
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t o  the question o f  how the book got a title which quite wrongly 
indicates that the opinions of some 'positivists' are discussed in 
the book. Even Albert's postscript does not answer this question. 

What is the result ? My twenty-seven theses, intended to start a 
discussion (and so they did, after all), are nowhere seriously taken 
up in this longish book-not a single one of them, although one 
or other passage from my address is mentioned here or there, 
usually out of context, to illustrate my 'positivism'. Moreover, 
my address is buried in the middle of the book, unconnected with 
the beginning and the end. No reader can see, and no reviewer 
can understand, why my address (which I cannot but regard as 
quite unsatisfactory in its present setting) is included in the book 
-or that it  is the unadmitted theme of the whole book. Thus no 
reader would suspect, and no reviewer did suspect, what I 
suspect as being the truth of the matter. I t  is that my opponents 
literally did not know how to criticize rationally my twenty-seven 
theses. All they could do was to label me 'positivist' (thereby 
unwittingly giving a highly misleading name to a debate in which 
not one single 'positivist' was involved) ; and having done 
so, they drowned my short paper, and the original issue of 
the debate, in an ocean of words-which I found only partially 
comprehensible. 

As it now stands, the main issue of the book has become 
Adorno's and Habermas' accusation that a 'positidst' like Popper 
is bound by his methodology to defend the political status quo. 
It is an accusation which I myself raised in my Open Society against 
Hegel, whose identity philosophy (what is real is reasonable) I 
described as a kind of 'moral and legal positivism '. In my address 
I had said nothing about this issue;  and I had no opportunity to 
reply. But I have often combatted this form of 'positivism' along 
with other forms. And it is a fact that my social theory (which . 
favours gradual and piecemeal reform, reform controlled by a 
critical comparison between expected and achieved results) con­
trasts strongly with my theo':_y of method, which happens to be a 
theory of scientific and intellectual revolutions.  

2 

This fact and my attitude towards revolution can be easily 
explained. We may start from Darwinian evolution. Organisms 
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evolve b y  trial and error, and their erroneous trials-their 
erroneous mutations-are eliminated, as a rule, by the elimination 
of the organism which is the 'carrier' of the error. It is part of 
my epistemology that, in man, through the evolution of a 
descriptive and argumentative language, all this has changed 
radically. Man has achieved the possibility of being critical of his 
own tenative trials, of his own theories. These theories are no longer 
incorporated in his organism, or in his genetic system : they may 
be formulated in books, or in journals ; and they can be critic­
ally discussed, and shown to be erroneous, without killing 
any authors or burning any books : without destroying the 
'carriers'. 

In this way we arrive at a fundamental new possibility : our 
trials, our tentative hypotheses, rna y be critically eliminated by 
rational discussion, without eliminating ourselves. This indeed is 
the purpose of rational critical discussion. 

The 'carrier' of a hypothesis has an important function in these 
discussions : he has to defend the hypothesis against erroneous 
criticism, and he may perhaps try to modify it if in its original 
form it cannot be successfully defended. 

If the method of rational critical discussion should establish 
itself, then this should make the use of violence obsolete : critical 
reason is the on(y alternative to violence so far discovered. 

It seems to me clear that it is the obvious duty of all intellectuals 
to work for this revolution-for the replacement of the eliminative 
function of violence by the eliminative function of rational 
criticism. But in order to work for this end, one has to train one­
self constantly to write and to speak in clear and simple language. 
Every thought should be formulated as clearly and simply as 
possible. This can only be achieved by hard work. 

3 

I have been for many years a critic of the so-called 'sociology of 
knowledge'. Not that I thought that everyt'hjng that Mannheim 
(and Scheler) said was mistaken. On the contri'ty, much of it was 
only too trivially true. What I combated, mainly, was Mannheim's 
belief that there was an essential difference with respect to 
objectivity between the social scientist and the natural scientist, 
or between the study of society and the study of nature. The 
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thesis I combated was that it was easy to be 'objective' in the 
natural sciences, while objectivity in the social sciences could be 
achieved, if at all, only by very select intellects : by the 'freely 
poised intelligence' which is only 'loosely anchored in social 
traditions'. 7 

As against this I stressed that the objectivity of natural and 
social science is not based on an impartial state of mind in the 
scientists, but merely on the fact of the public and competitive 
character of the scientific enterprise and thus on certain social 
aspects of it. This is why I wrote : ' What the [so-called] "sociolog)l 
of knowledge" overlooks is just the sociolog)l of knowledge-the social or 
public character of science'. 8 Objectivity is based, in brief, upon 
mutual rational criticism, upon the critical approach, the critical 
tradition. 9 

Thus natural scientists are not more objectively minded than 
social scientists. Nor are they more critical. If there is more 
'objectivity' in the natural sciences, then this is because there is 
a better tradition, and higher standards, of clarity and of rational 
criticism. 

In Germany, many social scientists are brought up as Hegelians, 
and this is, in my opinion, a tradition destructive of intelligence 
and critical thought. It is one of the points where I agree with 
Karl Marx who wrote : 'In its mystifying form dialectic became 
the accepted German fashion'.l0 It is the German fashion still. 

4 

The sociological explanation of this fact is simple. We all get our 
values, or most of them, from our social environment ; often 
merely by imitation, simply by taking them over from others; ;  
sometimes by a revolutionary reaction to accepted values ; and 
at other times-though this may be rare-by a critical examination 
of these values and of possible alternatives. However this may be, 

7 The quotation is from Mannheim. It is discussed more fully in my Open SocieU 
vol. II, p. 225 .  

8 The Poverty of Historhism, p.  I 5 5 .  
9 Cf. Corljectures and Refutations, especially chapter IV. 
1D Karl Marx, Das Kapital, 2. AuA ., I 872, 'Nachwort'. (In some later editions this 

is described as 'Preface to second edition'. The usual translation is not 'mystifying' 
but 'mystified'. To me this sounds like a Germanism.) 
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the social and intellectual climate, the tradition i n  which one is 
brought up, is often decisive. for the moral and other standards 
and values which one adopts . All this is rather obvious. A very 
special case, but one which is all-important for our purpose, is 
that of intellectual values. 

Many years ago I used to warn my students against the wide­
spread idea that one goes to university in order to learn how to 
talk, and to write, impressively and incomprehensibly. At the 
time many students came to university with this ridiculous aim 
in mind, especially in Germany. And most of those students who, 
during their university studies, enter into an intellectual climate 
which accepts this kind of valuation-coming, perhaps under the 
influence of teachers who in their turn had been reared in a 
similar climate-are lost. They unconsciously learn and accept 
that highly impressive and difficult language is the intellectual 
value par excellence. There is little hope that they will ever under­
stand that they are mistaken; or that they will ever realize that 
there are other standards and values : values such as truth ; the 
search for truth; the approximation to truth through the critical 
elimination of error;  and clarity. Nor will they find out that the 
standard of impressive incomprehensibility actually clashes with 
the standards of truth and rational criticism. For these latter 
values depend on clarity. One cannot tell truth from falsity, one 
cannot tell an adequate answer to a problem from an irrelevant 
one, one cannot tell good ideas from trite ones, one cannot 
evaluate ideas critically, unless they are presented with sufficient 
clarity. But to those brought up in the implicit admiration of 
brilliance and impressive opaqueness, all this (and all I have said 
here) would be at best, impressive talk : they do not know any 
other values. 

Thus arose the cult of un-understandability, the cult of im­
pressive and high-sounding language. This was intensified by the 
(for laymen) impenetrable and impressive formalism of mathe­
matics. I suggest that in some of the more ambitious social 
sciences and philosophies, and especially in Germany, the 
traditional game, which has largely become l:he unconscious and 
unquestioned standard, is to state the utmost 1iivialities in high­
sounding language. 

If those who had been brought up on this kind of nourishment 
are presented with a book that is written simply, and that contains 
something unexpected or controversial or new, then usually they 
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find that i t  is difficult or impossible to understand it .  For it does 
not conform to their idea of 'understanding', which for them 
entails agreement. That there may be important ideas worth 
understanding with which one cannot at once agree or disagree 
is to them un-understandable. 

5 

There is here, at first sight, a difference between the social 
sciences and the natural sciences : in the so�called social sciences 
and in philosophy, the degeneration into impressive but more or 
less empty verbalism has gone further than in the natural sciences . 
Yet the danger is getting acute everywhere. Even among 
mathematicians a tendency to impress people may sometimes be 
discerned, although the incitement to do so is least in mathe­
matics ; for it is partly the wish to ape the mathematicians and the 
mathematical physicists in technicality and in difficulty that 
inspires the use of verbiage in other sciences. 

Yet lack of critical creativeness-that is, of inventiveness paired 
with critical acumen-can be found everywhere ; and everywhere 
this leads to the phenomenon of young scientists eager to pick 
up the latest fashion and the latest jargon. These 'normal' 
scientists11 want a framework, a routine, a common and an 
exclusive language of their trade. But it is the non-normal 
scientist, the daring scientist, the critical scientist, who breaks 
through the barrier of normality, who opens the windows and 
lets in fresh air ; who does not think about the impression he 
makes, but tries to be well understood. 

The growth of normal science, which is linked to the growth 
of Big Science, is likely to prevent, or even to destroy, the 
growth of knowledge, the growth of great science. 

I regard the situation as tragic if not desperate ; and the present 
trend in the so-called emp�rical investigations into the sociology 
of the natural sciences is likely to contribute to the decay of 

1 1  The phenomenon of normal science was discovered, but not criticized, by 
Thomas Kuhn in The Structure of Scientific Revolutiom. Kuhn is, I believe, mistaken in 
thinking that 'normal' science is not only normal today but always was so. On the 
contrary, in the past-until 1 9 39-science was almost always critical, or 'extra­
ordinary' ;  there was no scientific 'routinl'. 
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science. Super-imposed upon this danger is another danger, 
created by Big Science : its urgent need for scientific technicians. 
l\fore and more Ph.D candidates receive a merely technical 
training, a training in certain techniques of measurement ; they 
are not initiated into the scientific tradition, the critical tradition 
of guestioning, of being tempted and guided by great and 
apparently insoluble riddles rather than by the solubility of little 
puzzles. True, these technicians, these special ists, are usually 
aware of their limitations. They call themselves specialists and 
reject any claim to authority outside their specialities. Yet they do 
so proudly, and proclaim that specialization is  a necessity. But 
this means flying in the face of the facts which show that great 
advances still come from those with a wide range of interests. 

If the many, the specialists, gain the day, it wi l l  be the end of 
science as we know it-of great science. It will be a spiritual 
catastrophe comparable in its conseguences to nuclear armament. 

6 

I now come to my main point. It is this. Some of the famous 
leaders of German sociology who do their intellectual best, and 
do it w ith the best conscience in the world, are ne,�ertheless, I 
believe, simply talking trivialities in high-sounding language, as 
they were taught. They teach this to their students, who are 
dissatisfied, yet who do the same. In fact, the genuine and general 
feeling of dissatisfaction which is manifest in their hostility to the 
society in which they live is, I think, a reflection of their un­
conscious dissatisfaction with the sterility of their own activities. 

I will give a brief example from the writings of Professor Adorno. 
The example is a select one-selected, indeed, by Professor 
Habermas, who begins h is first contribution to Der Positivisnms­
streit by guoting it. On the left I give the original German text, in 
the centre the text as translated in the present volume, and on the 
right a paraphrase into simple English of whati,.seems to have been 
asserted.12 �!(:..oc... 

u In the original publication of this article in Archives ettro piennes de sociologie the 
three columns contained, respectively, the original German, a paraphrase into 
simple German of what seemed to have been asserted, and a translation of chis 
paraphrase into English. 
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Die gesellschaftliche 
Totalitat fuhrt kein 
Eigenleben oberhalb des 
von ihr Zusammengefass­
ten, aus dem sie selbst 
besteht. 

Sie produziert und 
reproduziert sich durch 
ihre einzelnen .\lomente 
hindurch . . . .  

So wenig aber jenes 
Ganze vom Leben, von 
der Kooperation und 
dem Antagonismus 
seiner Elemente 
abzusondern ist, 

so wenig kann irgendein 
Element auch bloss in 
se!nerr. Funktion]eren 
\'erstanden werden ohne 
Einsicht in des Ganze, 
das an der Flewegung des 
Einzelnen selbst sein 
Wesen hat. 

System und Einzelheit 
sind reziprok und nur 
in ihre Reziprozitiit zu 
erkennen. 

1 Societal totality does 

I 
Society consi>ts of suc!al 

! not lead a life of its relationships. 
own over and above that 
which it unites and of 
which it, in its turn, 
is composed. 

It produces and repr<r 
duces itself through 
its individual 
moments . . . .  

This totality can no 
more be detached from 
l ife, from the co­
operation and the 
antagonism of its 
elements 

than can an element  be 
understood merely as it 

. functions \t·itl:ou: 
· ins;ght into the whole 

which has its source 
[ fr/esen, essence J in the 
motion of the individual 
emity itself. 

System and individual 
entity are reciprocal and 
can only be apprehended 
in their reciprocity. 

The various social 
relat ionships somehow 
produce society . . . .  

Among these relations are 
co-operation and antag­
onism; and since (as 
ment ioned) society con­
sists of these relations, it is 
impossible  to separate it 
from them. 

The opposite is also true : 
none of the relations can 
be unders�ood without 

, the totality of all the 
' others. 

(Repetition of the 
preceding thought.) 

Comment : the theory of social wholes developed here has 
been presented and developed, sometimes better and sometimes 
worse, by countless philosophers and sociologists. I do not assert 
that it is mistaken. I only assert the complete triviality of its 
content. Of course Adorno's presentation is very far from trivial .. 

7 

It is for reasons such as these that I fir:d it so difficult to discuss 
any serious problem with Professor Habermas. I am sure he is 
perfectly sincere. But I think that he does not know how to put 
things simply, clearly and modestly, rather than impressively. 
Most of what he says seems to me trivial ; the rest seems to me 
mistaken. 



K A R L  R .  P O P P E R  
So far as I can understand him, the following i s  his central 

complaint about my alleged views. My way of theorizing, 
Habermas suggests, violates the principle of the identity of theory and 
practice ; perhaps because I say that theory should help action, that 
is, should help us to modify our actions . For I say that it is the task 
of the theoretical social sciences to try to anticipate the unintended 
consequences of our actions; thus I differentiate between this 
theoretical task and the action. But Professor Habermas seems to 
think that only one who is a practical critic of existing society 
can produce serious theoretical arguments about society, since 
social knowledge cannot be divorced from fundamental social 
attitudes. The indebtedness of this view to the 'sociology of 
knowledge' is obvious, and need not be laboured. 

My reply is very simple. I think that we should welcome any 
suggestion as to how our problems might be solved, regardless 
of the attitude towards society of the man who puts them forward ; 
provided that he has learned to express himself clearly and simply 
-in a way that can be understood and evaluated-and that he is 
aware of our fundamental ignorance, and of our responsibilities 
towards others. But I certainly do not think that the debate about 
the reform of society should be reserved for those who first put 
in a claim for recognition as practical revolutionaries, and who 
see the sole function of the revolutionary intellectual in pointing 
out as much as possible that is repulsive in our social life (excepting 
their own social roles) . 

It may be that revolutionaries have a greater sensitivity to 
social ills than other people. But obviously, there can be better 
and worse revolutions (as we all know from history), and the 
problem is not to do too badly. Most, if not all, revolutions have 
produced societies very different from those desired by the 
revolutionaries. Here is a problem, and it deserves thought from 
every serious critic of society. And this should include an effort 
to put one's ideas into simple, modest language, rather than high­
sounding jargon. This is an effort which those fortunate ones 
who are able to devote themselves to study owe to society. 

'-
""'· 

8 

A last word about the term 'positivism' .  Words do not matter, 
and I do not really mind if even a thoroughly misleading and 



R E A S O N  O R  R E V O L U T I O N ?  

mistaken label is applied t o me. But the fact i s  that throughout my 
life I have combated positivist epistemology, under the name 
'positivism'. I do not deny, of course, the possibility of stretching 
the term 'positivist' until it covers anybody who takes any 
interest in natural science, so that it can be applied even to 
opponents of positivism, such as myself. I only contend that such 
a procedure is neither honest nor apt to clarify matters. 

The fact that the label 'positivism' was originally applied to me 
by a sheer blunder can be checked by anybody who is prepared to 
read my early Logik der Forschung. 

It is, however, worth mentioning that one of the victims of the 
two misnomers, 'positivism' and 'Der Positivismusstreit' is Dr 
Alfred Schmidt, who describes himself as a 'collaborator of many 
years standing' (Langjahriger Mitarbeiter) of Professors Adorno 
and Horkheimer. In a letter to a newspaper Die Zeit,I3 written to 
defend Adorno against the suggestion that he misused the term 
'positivism' in Der Positivismusstreit or on similar occasions, 
Schmidt characterizes 'positivism' as a tendency of thought in 
which 'the method of the various single sciences is taken 
absolutely as the only valid method of knowledge' (die einzelwis­
senschaftlichen V erjahren als einzig giiltige Erkenntnis verabsolutierende 
Denken), and he identifies it, correctly, with an over-emphasis on 
'sensually ascertainable facts'. He is clearly unaware of the fact 
that my alleged 'positivism', which was used to give the book 
Der Positivismusstreit its name, consisted in a fight against all this 
which he describes (in my opinion fairly correctly) as 'positivism'. 
I have always fought for the right to operate freely with specula­
tive theories, against the narrowness of the 'scientistic' theories of 
knowledge and, especially, against all forms of sensualistic 
empiricism. 

I have fought against the aping of the natural sciences by the 
social sciences, 14 and I have fought for the doctrine that positivistic 
epistemology is inadequate even in its analysis of the natural 
sciences which, in fact, are not 'careful generalizations from 
observation', as it is usually believed, but are essentially speculative 
and daring; moreover, I have taught, for more than thirty-eight 
years,16 that all observations are theory-impregnated, and that 

18 ut h  June 1 970, p. 4� ·  
u I have even done so, although briefly, in the lecture printed i n  the present 

volume. (See especially my seventh thesis.) 
10 See my book, The LoJ!.i<· of Scientific Discovery, new appendix i. 
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their main function i s  to check and refute, rather than to prove, 
our theories. Finally I have not only stressed the meaningfulness 
of metaphysical assertions and the fact that I am myself a meta­
physical realist, but I have also analysed the important historical 
role played by metaphysics in the formation of scientific theories . 
Nobody before Adorno and Habermas has described such views 
as positivistic, and I can only suppose that these two did not 
know, originally, that I held such views. (In fact, I suspect that 
they were no more interested in my views than I am in theirs.)  

It may be worth stating here that the suggestion that anybody 
interested in natural science is to be condemned as a positivist 
would make positivists not only of Marx and Engels but also of 
Lenin-the man who introduced the equation of 'positivism' and 
'reaction'. 

Terminology does not matter, however. Only it should not be 
used as an argument; and the title of a book ought not to be 
dishonest ; nor should it attempt to prejudge an issue. 

On the substantial issue between the Frankfurt school and 
myself-revolution versus piecemeal reform-I shall not comment 
here, since I have treated it as well as I could in my Open Socie�y. 
Hans Albert too has said many incisive things on this topic, both 
in his replies to Habermas in Der Positivismusstreit and in his 
important book Traktat iiber kritische Vernunjt.l6 

18 H. Albert, Traktat 1/ber kritische !-"ernunft (Tiibingcn, Mohr, 1 969) .  



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

History of the Dispute 

Albert, H. & Topitsch, E. (eds.), Werturteilsstreit, Darmstadt, I 9 7 I  
Aron, R.,  German Sociolo!!J (Trans. M .  & T .  Bottomore), Glencoe, Ill., 

I 9 64 
Boese, F., 'Geschichte des Vereins fli.r Sozialpolitik, I 8 72- I 9 3 2',  

Verein fiir Sozialpo!itik, Schriften, vol. I 8 8,  Berlin, I 9 3 9  
B6hm-Bawerk, E .  v., 'The historical versus the deductive method in 

political economy', Annals of the American Academy of Political and 
Social Science, vol. I ,  no. 2, I 8 90 

Cahnman, W., 'Weber and the methodological controversy', in 
Cahnman, W. & Boskoff, A. (eds.), Sociology and History, New York, 
I 964 

Dilthey, W.,  Gesamme!te Schriften, I2 vols. ,  2nd Ed., Stuttgart/Got­
tingen, I 9 5 8 .  (See especially volumes I, 5 and 7.) 

Eisermann, G., 'Die deutsche Soziologie im Zeitraum von I 9 I 8 bis 
I 9 3  3', Kainer Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie, vol. I I, I 9 5 9  

Engel-Reimers, C., 'Der Methodenstreit in der Soziologie', Schmollers 
1 ahrbuch, vol. 5 6, I 9 3 2 

Ferber, C .  v., 'Der Werturteilsstreit I 9o9/5 9', Kainer Zeitschrift fiir 
Soziologie, vol. I I , I 9 5 9  

Freyer, H.,  Soziologie als Wirklichkeitswissenschajt, Leipzig/Berlin, I 930 
Habermas, J . ,  'Zur Logik der Sozialwissenschaften', Philosophische 

Rundschau, Beiheft ; , Tiibingen, I 967.  (Reprinted Frankfurt I 9 7 1 ,  
with additional material.) 

Hansen, R . ,  'Der Methodenstreit in den Sozialwissenschaften zwischen 
Gustav Schmoller und Karl Menger', in Diemer, A. (ed .), Beitrage zt�r 
Entwicklung der Wissenschaftstheorie in 19 1 ahrhundert, Meisenheim, I 968 

Hodges, H .  A.,  The Philosop�y of Wilhelm Dilth�y, London, I 9 5 2  
Hodges, H .  A. ,  Wilhelm Dilth�y: an Introdt�ction, London I 944 
Hofmann, W., Gesellschaftslehre als Ordnt�ngsmacht: Die WertZirteilsfrage 

hettie, Berlin, 1 96 1  
Holborn, H . ,  'Wilhelm Dilthey and the critique o f  historical reason', 

1 ournal of the Histo�_y of Ideas, I 9 5 o  
Horkheimer, M . ,  'Traditionelle u nd kritische Theorie', Zeitschrift fiir 

Sozialforschung, voL 6, 1 9 3 7  



S E L E C T E D  B I B L I O G R A P H Y  

Horkheimer, M . ,  Critical Theo�y (trans . M .  O'Connell et a!.), New York, 
I 973 /London, I 974· (Contains above article.) 

Horkheimer, M., The Eclipse of Reason, New York, I 947, I 974 
Huessi, K., Die Krisis des Historistnus, Tiibingen, I 932 
Kaufmann, F. ,  'Logik und Wirtschaftswissenschaft Eine Untersuchung 

tiber die Grundlagen der okonomischen Theorie', Archiv fiir 
Sozialwissenschaft, vol. 5 4, 1 9 2. 5  

Kaufmann, F . ,  Methodenlehre der Sozialwissenschaften, Vienna, I 9 3 6  
Kaufmann, F., Methodology of the Social Sciences, New York, I 944· (Not 

the same book as above.) 
Kraft, V., Der Lf7iemr Kreis. Der Ursprung des Neopositivismus, Vienna, 

I 9 5 0  
Lands hut, S . ,  Kritik der Soziologie-Freiheit und Gleichheit als Ursprungs­

problem der Soziologie, Munich/Leipzig, I 92.9 
Lindenlaub, D. ,  'Richtungskampfe i m  Verein fur Sozialpolitik', 

Vierteljahrsschrift fiir Sozial und Wirtschaftsgeschichte, Beiheft p, I 967 
Lukacs, G.,  Geschichte und Klassenbewusstsein, Berlin, I 92. 3 .  (English 

translation R. Livingstone.) Histo�y and Class Conscioumess, London/ 
Cambridge, Mass., I9J I  

Mannheim, K. ,  'Problems o f  sociology in Germany', in K.  Wolff (ed.), 
From Karl Mannheim, New York, I 97 I  

Marcuse, H., Reason and Revolution, New York, 1 94I  
Menger, C . ,  Un��suchungen iiber die Methode der Sozialwissemchaften und 

der politischen Okonotnie insbesondere, Leipzig, I 8 8 3 
Menger, C., 'Irrttime-r des Historismus in der deutschen National­

okonomie', in Kleimre Schriften zttr Methode und Geschichte der 
Volkswirtschaftslehre, London, I 9 3 5 

Menger, C., Problems of Economics and Sociology (trans. F. ]. Nock, ed. 
and in trod. L. Schneider), Urbana, I 96 3 

Mommsen, W ., Max Tl7eber. Gesellschaft, Politikund Geschichte, Frankfurt, 
I 974 

Morf, 0., Geschichte und Dialektik in der politischen Okonomie, FrankfW:t, 
I 9JO 

Pfister, B . ,  Die Entwick!nng zttm Jdealtypus. Eine methodologische Unter­
suchung iiber das Verhdltnis von Theorie und Geschichte bei Menger, 
Schmoller und Max Weber, Tiibingen, I 92.8  

Rickert, H. ,  Die Grenzen der Naturwissenschaft!ichm Begrijfsbildung. 
Eim logische Einleitung in die historischen Wissenschaften, Ti'tbingen/ 
Leipzig, I 9o2.  \,_ 

Rickert, H ., Ku!turwissenschaft und Naturwiss�"!tschaft, 6th and 7th 
editions, Tiibingen, I 92.6 

Rickert, H. ,  Science and History (trans . G. Reisman), Princeton, 1 962. 
Ritzel, G., Schmoller versus Menger. Eine Ana(yze des Methodenstreits im 

Hinblick auf den Historismus in der NationaliJkonomie, Frankfurt, I 9 5 0  
Schelting, A .  v., 'Die logische Theorie der historischen Kulturwissen-



S F. L E C T E D  B I B L IO G R A P H Y  

schaft von Max �.'eber', A rchiv fiir Sozialwissenschaft, vol. 49, 1 9z.z 
Schelting, A .  v. ,  AJax Lf7ebers flf'issenschaftslehre, Ti.ibingen, 1 9 34  
Schmoller, G . ,  'Zur Methodologie der Staats-up.d Sozialwissenschaften', 

Jabrbuch fiir Gesetzgebmtg, Verwaltung mtd Volkswirtscbaft im deutscbm 
Reich, vol. 7, I 88 3 

Schmoller, G. ,  'Die Volkswirtschaft, die Volkswirtschaftslehre und 
ihre Methode', Ha11dworterbuch der Staatswissmschaften, 1 893  

Stammer, 0. (ed.), Max Weber a11d Sociolo!!)l Today (trans. K .  Morris), 
Oxford, 1 971 

Sweezy, P. (ed .), Karl Marx and the Close of biJ System and Bi:ihm­
Bmverk' s Criticism of Afarx, New York, I 949 

Tenbruc;;:, F . ,  'Die Genesis d er �Iethodologie �lax Webers', Kb'lner 
Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie, vol. I I, 1 9 5 9  

Troeltsch, E. , Der HistoriStlltiS tmd seine Problw1e, 1\ll.>ingen, 1 922  
Troeltsch, E . ,  'Die Revolution in  der Wissenschaft', Schmollers 

]ahrbuch, vol. 4 5 ,  I 921 . (Reprinted in Troeltsch, E.,  Gesammefte 
Schriftm, vol. 4, Ti.ibingen, I 9 2 5 ,  and in :\!bert, H. & Topitsch, E. ,  
loc. cit. 

Weber, M., 'Gutachten zur \'{'erturteilsdiskussion im Ausschuss des 
Vereins fi.ir Sozialpolitik I 9 13 ' , in E. Baumgarten, Afax Weber: !f:l'erk 
und Person, Tiibingen, 1 964 

Weber, M., Gesatmmlte Aufsdtze zur Wissemchajtslehre, znd ed., 
Ti.ibingen, I 9 5  r 

Weber, M. ,  The Afethodology of the Social Sciences (trans. E. A. Shils & 
H. A. Finch), New York, 1 949 

Weber, W. & Topitsch, E., 'Das Werturteilsproblem seit Max W'eber', 
Z eitschrfft fiir N ationalbkrmomie, vol. I 3, 19 5 2 

Windelband, \X .. . , 'Geschichte und Naturwissenschaft', in Priiludien 
vol. 2, Ti.ibingen, r 924 

' 

Wittenberg, E., 'Die Wissenschaftskrisis in Deutschland im Jahre 
1 9 19 .  Ein Beitrag zur Wissenschaftsgeschichte', Tbeoria, vol. 3, 1 9 37  

Relevant Writings of Authors in the Dispute 

Adorno, T. \'f.,  Aufsiitze zur Methodologie &md Soziologie, Frankfurt, I 97l  
Adorno, T. W. ,  'Contemporary German Sociology' (trans. N. 

Birnbaum), Transactions of tbe Fourth World Congress of SocioiO!!)', val. 1 ,  
Washington, r 9  5 9  

Adorno, T. W., 'Scientific experiences of a European scholar', in D. 
Fleming & B. Bailyn (eds.), The Intellectual lviigration-Euro/Je and 
America, Igjo-6o, Cambridge (Mass.), r 969 

Adorno, T. W., Soziologische Schriften 1 ,  Frankfurt, 1 973 
Ador?o, T. W., Vorlesungm zur Einleitung in die Soziologie (summer 

semester 1 9GB), Frankfurt, 1 973  
Albert, H . ,  lviarktsoziologie und Entscbeidungslogik, NeuwiedfBerlin, r 967 



S E L EC T E D  B I B L I O G R A P H Y  

Albert, H., 'Social science and moral philosophy : A critical approach 
to the value problem in the social sciences', in M. Bunge (ed.), 
The Critical Approach to Scimce and Philosophy, Essqp in Honor of Karl 
R Popper, Glencoe, N.Y., 1 964 

Albert, H. (ed.), Sozialtheorie mtd soziale Praxis-Eduard Baumgarten zum 
70.  Geburtstag, I\feisenheim am Glan, I 9 7 1  

Albert, H.  ( ed.), Theorie und Realitiit, Tubingen, 1 9 64 
Albert, H., Traktat tiber kritische V ernunjt, znd ed., Tiibingen, 1969 
Albert, H., 'Zur Logik der Sozialwissenschaften : Die These der 

Seinsgebundenheit und die Methode der kritischen Priifung', 
European journal of Sociolog;y, vol. 5 ,  1 964 

Habermas, J . ,  A postscript to Knowledge and Human Interests (trans. C. 
Lenhardt), Philosophy of the Social Sciences, val. 3, 1 973  

Habermas, J . ,  Kmwledge and Human Interests (trans. J .  Shapiro), Boston/ 
London, 1 97 1  

Habermas, J . ,  Kultur tmd Kritik, Frankfurt, 1 973 
Habermas, J. , Lgitimationsprobleme im Spiitkapitalismus, Frankfurt, 

1 973 (English trans. T. McCarthy, Legitimation Crisis, B oston/ 
London, 1 9 7 5 )  

Habermas, J. , Philosophisch-politische Profile, Frankfurt, 1 9 71  
Habermas, J . ,  Theo�y and Practice (trans. J .  Viertel), Boston/London, 

1 974 
Habermas, J. ,  T01vard a Rational Sociefy (trans. ]. Shapiro), B oston/ 

London, 1 9 70 
Habermas, ] . ,  'Wahrheitstheorien', in Fahrenbach, H. (ed.), W'irklich-

keit und Reflex ion: Festschrift ftir 11/'alter Schulz, Pfullingen, 1 9 73 
Habermas, ]., Zur Logik der Sozialwissmschaften, loc. cit. 
Popper, K. R., C01y'ectum and Refutations, London, 1 9 6 3  
Popper, K. R.,  Oijective KnouJledge. A n  Evolutionary Approach, Oxford, 

1 97Z  
Popper, K. R., The Logic of Scientific Discovery, z n d  e d . ,  London, 1 9 68 
Popper, K. R., The Open Sociery and its Enemies, 5 th ed. ,  London, 1 966 
Popper, K. R., The Pover�y of Historicistn, znd ed., London, 1 96o 

The Sttcceeding Controversy 

Adorno, T. W. ( ed.), Spdtkapitalismus oder Industriegesellschaft? Ver­
handlt�ngen des r 6. Deutschen Soziologentages 19 63, Stuttgart, 1 969 

Albert, H., Konstruktion und Kritik. Aujscitze zu� Philosophie des kritischen 
Rationalimms, Hamburg, 1 97z '14., 

Albert, H. & Keuth, H. ( eds. ), Kritik der kritischen P.rychologie, Ham burg, 
1 973  

Albert, H., PladO)·er fiir kritischen Rationalismus, Munich, 1 9 7 1  
Albert, H . ,  Transzmdmtale Trdumereien. Karl-Otto Apels Sprach�piele 

und sein hermeneutischer Gott, Hamburg, 1 97 5  



S E L E CT E D  B I B L I O G R A P H Y  

Apel, K.-0., et a!. , Hermeneutik und Ideologiekritik, Frankfurt, 1 9 7 1 
A pel, K .-0., 'Das Problem der philosophischen Letztbegri.indung i m  

Lichte einer transzendentalen Sprachpragmatik (Versuch einer 
�fetakritik des "kritischen Rationalismus")', in Kar>itscheider, B .  
(ed.), Festschriftjzir GerhardFrry, 1 974 

Habermas, ]./Luhmann, N.,  Theorie der GesellsciJtzft oder Sozialtechnulogie 
-Was leistet die S)stemfomhuTtg?, Frankfurt, I 9 7 T  

Hochkeppel, \V' .  (ed.), T .  W. Adorno, H. Albert, et a!., Soziologie 
zwiscben Tbeorie und Empirie, Munich, I �)70 

Kambartel, F. (ed.), P raktische Philosophic und konstruktive ll7issemcbajts­
tbeorie, Frankfurt, 1 9 74 

1faciejewski, F. (ed.), Theorie-DiskJtssion Supplenmtt r. Theorie der 
Gesellschaft oder Sozialtechnologie, Frankfurt, I 9 7 3  

Maciejewski, F. ( ed.), Neue Beitriige zt�r Ha!Jermas-Luhmann-Diskussio11, 
Frankfurt, I 974 

Stark, F. (ed.), Reform oder Revolution? Herbert Afarcuse rmd Karl Popper. 
Eine Konfrontation, Munich, 1 9 7I  

Commentar_y on the Controversy 

Baier, H ., 'Soziale Technologie oder soziale Emanzipation ? Zum 
Streit zwischen Positivisten und Dialektikern uber die Aufgabe der 
Soziologie', in B. Schafers (ed.), Thesen zur Kritik der Soziologie, 
Frankfurt, I 969 

Baier, H., 'Soziologie und Geschichte. Oberlegungen zur Kontroverse 
zwischen dialektischer u nci neopositivistischer Soziologie', Archiv 
fzir Rechts-und s ozia�'Jhilosophie, vol. 5 2, I 966 

Ballestrem, K. & McCarthy, A., 'Thesen zur Begrtindung einer 
kritischen Theorie der Gesellschaft', Zeitscln·{ft fiir allgemeine 
Wissensc!Jajtst!Jeorie, vol. 3 ,  I 972. 

Bubner, R. ,  Dialektik ll!ld rr:'issenscbajt, Frankfurt, I 973 
Bilhl, \\' . ,  'Dialektische Soziologie und soziologische Dialektik', 

Kainer Zeitschrift fiir s oziologie, vol. z I, 1 969 . 
Frisby, D. ,  'The Papper-Adorno controversy : the methodological 

dispute in German sociology', Philosop�y ()/the Social Sciences, vol. z, 
l 97Z  

Ley, H .  & Miiller, T., Kritiscbe Vemunjt u11d Revolution. Zur Kontroverse 

zwischen Harts Albert und Jiirgen Habermas, Cologne, 1 9 7 1  

Lichtheim, G . ,  'Marx or  Weber : dialectical methodology', i n  From 

Marx to Hegel, New York/London, 1 971 

Lorenzen, P. ,  'Szientisrnus vs. Dialektik', in Bubner, R.fCramer, K.f 

Wiehl, R.  (eds.), Hermeneutik und Dialeletik I,  Tiibingen, 1 970 

;\funch, R.,  'Realismus und transcendentale Erkenntniskritik', 

Zeitschrift jilr allgemeine IVissmscbaftstheorie, vol. 4, J 97 3 
Schnadelbach, H., 'Uber den Realismus, Ein Nachtrag zum PosL 



S E L E C T E D  B I B L I O G R A P H Y  

tivismusstreit i n  der deutschen Soziologie', Zeitschrift fiir allgemeine 
U7issenschaftstheorie, vol. 3 ,  I 972. 

Wellmer, A., Critical Theo�y of Socie�y (trans. J. Cumming), New York, 
I 9 7 I  

Willms, B . ,  'Theorie, Kritik und Dialektik', Soziale Welt, vol. I 7, I966 ; 
reprinted in Uber Theodor W. Adomo, Frankfurt, I 9 6 8  

General JV"ork.r 

Apel, K-0., 'Communication and the foundation of the humanities', 
Man and World, vol. 5, I 97 z 

Apel, K-0., Tran.rformation der Philosophic, z vols. ,  Frankfurt, I 973 
Bartley, W., The Retreat to Commitmmt, New York, r96z 
Bohler, D.,  'Paradigmawechsel in analytischer W issenschaftstheorie ?' ,  

Zeitschrift fiir allgemeine Wissmschaftstheorie, vol. 3, I 97z 
Bubner, R.fCramer, K.fWiehl, R .  (eds.), Hermmeutik und Dialektik, z 

vols., Tiibingen, I 970 
Dahrendorf, R., 'Sociology and the sociologist. On the problem of 

theory and practice', in Essqys in the Theory of Societ;, London, I 96 8  
Dahrendorf, R . ,  'Values and social science. The value dispute in  

perspective', in Emgs in  the Theo�y of Sociery, Joe. cit. 
Feyerabend, P. K., Against Method, London, I 9 74 
Fijalkowski, J . ,  'Uber einige Theorie-Begriffe in der deutschen 

Soziologie der Gegenwart', Ko'/ner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie, vol. r 3, 1 9 6 I  
Gadamer, H. ,  Wahrheit und Methode, znd ed., Ti.ibingen, I 9 6  5 ,  (English 

trans, Truth and Method, New York, I 97 5) 
Giddens, A. (ed.), Positivism and Sociology, London, I 974 
Horkheimer, M., Kritische Theorie, z vols., Frankfurt, I 9 6 8  
Hiilsmann, H .  (ed.), Strategic und Hypothese, Dusseldorf, I 97 2  
Kolakowski, L . ,  The Alienation of Reason. A Histo�y of Positivist Thought, 

New York, I 96 8  
Kreckel, R. ,  Soziologische Erkenntnis mzd Geschichte, Opladen, 1 97z 
Lakatos, I. & Musgrave, A. (eds.), Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge, 

Cambridge, I 970 
Lenk, H. (ed.), Neue Aspekte der TV'issenschaftstheorie, Braunschweig, 

I 97 I  
Lorenzen, P . ,  Normative Logic and Ethics, Mannheim, I 9 69 
Ludz, P., 'Zur Frage nach den Bedingungen der Moglichkeit einer 

kritischen Gesellschaftslehre', Archiv fiir Rec'ht{.und Sozialphilosophie, 
vol. 49, I 9 6  3 

Malewski, A. ,  'Two models of sociology', i n  H. Albert (ed.), Theorie 
und Rea/itiit, Joe. cit. 

Mittelstrass, J . , Die Mo'glichkeit von U7issmschaft, Frankfurt, I 974 
Munch, R., 'Zur Kritik der empirischen Forschungspraxis', Zeitschrift 

fur Soziologie, vol. I ,  I 97 Z  



S E L E C T E D  B I B L I O G R A P H Y  

O'Neill, ] . (ed.), Modes of Individualism and Collectivism, London, 1 97 3 
Radnitsky, G., Contemporary Schools of Metascience, Goteborg, 1 9 6 8 /  

Chicago 1 9 7 3  
-

Riedel, M. (ed.), Rehabi!itimmg der p raktischm Philosophic, Freiburg, 
vol.  r, 1 9 7 2 ;  vol. z,  1974 

Ritsert, J . , Erkenntnistheorie, Soziologie und Empiric, Frankfurt, 1 9 7 1  
Schafers, B .  ( ed.), Thesen zur Kn'tik der Soziologie, Joe. cit. 
Schilpp, P. A. (ed.), The Phi!oso phy af Karl Popper, La Salle, Ill . ,  1974 

(contains complete bibliography of Poppers' works to 1 9 74) 
Schnadelbach, H., Erjahrung, Begriindung und Rejlexion. Versuch riber den 

Positivismus, Frankfurt, 1 9 7  I 
Spinner, H., Pluralismus als Erkemztnismode/1, Frankfurt, 1 974 
Stegmiiller, W., lviain Curre11ts in Contemporary German, British, a11d 

American Philosophy (trans. A. Blumberg), Dordrecht, 1 969 
Stegmiiller, W., Metaphysik, W'issensch�Jt und Skepsis, znd ed., Berlin/ 

Heidelberg/New York, 1 969 
Topitsch, E.,  Sozialphilosophie zwischen Ideologic und Wissenschaft, 

NeuwiedfBerlin, 1 9 6 1  
Wellmer, A . ,  Kausalitdt und Erkliirung (unpublished Habilitationschrift), 

Frankfurt, 1970 
Wellmer, A., Methodologie als Erkenntnistheorie. Zttr 117issenschaftslehre 

Ka, f R. Poppers, Frankfurt, 1967 
Wright, G. H. von, Explanation and Understanding, London, 1 9 7 1  


	positivist_Page_002_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_003_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_004_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_005_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_006_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_007_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_008_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_009_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_010_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_011_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_012_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_013_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_014_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_015_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_016_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_017_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_018_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_019_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_020_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_021_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_022_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_023_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_024_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_025_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_026_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_027_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_028_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_029_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_030_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_031_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_032_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_033_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_034_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_035_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_036_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_037_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_038_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_039_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_040_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_041_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_042_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_043_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_044_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_045_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_046_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_047_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_048_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_049_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_050_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_051_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_052_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_053_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_054_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_055_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_056_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_057_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_058_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_059_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_060_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_061_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_062_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_063_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_064_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_065_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_066_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_067_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_068_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_069_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_070_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_071_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_072_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_073_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_074_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_075_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_076_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_077_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_078_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_079_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_080_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_081_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_082_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_083_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_084_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_085_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_086_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_087_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_088_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_089_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_090_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_091_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_092_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_093_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_094_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_095_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_096_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_097_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_098_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_099_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_100_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_101_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_102_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_103_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_104_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_105_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_106_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_107_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_108_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_109_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_110_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_111_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_112_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_113_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_114_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_115_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_116_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_117_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_118_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_119_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_120_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_121_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_122_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_123_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_124_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_125_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_126_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_127_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_128_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_129_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_130_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_131_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_132_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_133_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_134_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_135_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_136_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_137_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_138_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_139_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_140_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_141_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_142_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_143_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_144_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_145_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_146_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_147_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_148_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_149_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_150_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_151_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_152_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_153_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_154_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_155_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_156_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_157_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_158_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_159_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_160_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_161_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_162_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_163_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_164_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_165_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_166_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_167_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_168_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_169_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_170_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_171_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_172_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_173_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_174_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_175_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_176_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_177_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_178_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_179_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_180_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_181_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_182_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_183_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_184_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_185_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_186_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_187_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_188_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_189_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_190_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_191_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_192_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_193_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_194_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_195_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_196_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_197_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_198_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_199_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_200_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_201_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_202_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_203_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_204_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_205_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_206_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_207_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_208_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_209_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_210_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_211_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_212_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_213_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_214_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_215_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_216_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_217_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_218_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_219_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_220_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_221_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_222_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_223_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_224_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_225_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_226_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_227_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_228_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_229_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_230_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_231_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_232_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_233_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_234_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_235_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_236_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_237_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_238_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_239_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_240_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_241_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_242_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_243_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_244_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_245_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_246_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_247_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_248_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_249_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_250_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_251_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_252_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_253_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_254_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_255_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_256_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_257_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_258_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_259_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_260_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_261_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_262_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_263_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_264_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_265_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_266_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_267_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_268_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_269_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_270_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_271_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_272_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_273_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_274_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_275_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_276_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_277_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_278_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_279_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_280_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_281_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_282_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_283_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_284_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_285_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_286_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_287_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_288_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_289_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_290_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_291_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_292_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_293_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_294_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_295_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_296_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_297_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_298_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_299_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_300_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_301_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_302_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_303_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_304_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_305_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_306_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_307_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_308_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_309_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_310_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_311_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_312_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_313_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_314_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_315_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_316_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_317_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_318_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_319_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_320_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_321_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_322_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_323_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_324_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_325_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_326_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_327_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_328_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_329_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_330_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_331_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_332_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_333_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_334_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_335_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_336_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_337_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_338_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_339_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_340_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_341_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_342_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_343_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_344_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_345_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_346_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_347_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_348_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_349_Image_0001
	positivist_Page_350_Image_0001



