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As educators, our considered view about scientific epistemology will af
fect our position on its role and emphasis in a well-rounded education; as 
citizens, it will affect our judgment about its place in policy formulation and 
evaluation. Also, our thoughts about its epistemology are intimately related to 
what we think about about scientific rationality, since for many, science serves 
as a paradigm case of rational activity. And perhaps most important will be the 
implications for our views on the nature of philosophy itself. 

The general point we wish to develop is that many well-known concep
tions of the epistemology of science need serious revision. The goals of 

· science-especially the physical sciences, the forms of objectivity, and the 
relationship between science and truth require serious qualification, modifica
tion, and, in some places, outright rejection. The discussions by such 
philosophers of education as Black, Hamlyn, Hirst, Peters, and Scheffler (just to 
begin an interesting list) fail to reflect the insights and understandings produced 
by philosophers of science in the last decade or so. The paper starts by criticiz
ing the views of Scheffler, in part, because they are fairly widely known. The 
paper concludes by suggesting that Dewey anticipated the most plausible ac
count of inquiry. 

It is hard to read current educational research journals without finding an 
article on the epistemology of science and the implications for educational 
research. Most of the articles, however, continue to repeat the criticisms of the 
logical empiricist's view of science, and they usually fail to provide any detailed 
alternative view. 

In a recent and quite surprising article, Miller and Fredericks attempt to 
show that educational research can overcome "the problems" of incommen
surability and untranslatability. Their conclusion rests on the premise that, since 
there are not any educational theories, then there are not any such problems! 
They also assert that all the talk about epistemology is rather misdirected be
cause all educational researchers really agree on the appropriate standards and 
criteria (e.g., reliability, validity, the weight of the evidence, sampling, the rules 
of deductive and inductive inference, and triangulation). The irony of the paper 
is that it concludes that educational research is not subject to some typical 
logical empiricist problems by invoking a milder, or more modest, logical em
piricist view of scientific theories and standards. 1 In our judgment, Miller and 
Fredericks have not really understood the depth of the problems facing the 
logical empiricist (a point to which we will return). In a paper that clearly 
understands how deep the problems go, Howe and Eisenhart put forward an 
unhelpful alternative view based on the early 1980's "pragmatic" views of 
Rorty. For example, Howe and Eisenhart advise the educational researcher that 
the data collection techniques employed ought to fit-in the sense of being 
suitable for answering-the research question entertained.2 

The limitations of logical empiricism have been clearly presented by 



many researchers. What is needed now is a more detailed alternative account of 
scientific thinking that will overcome the profound problems of logical em
piricism. 

We present some of the basic tenets of what we take to be the most 
promising account of scientific thinking-the decision-theoretic approach. For 
such an approach, the form of scientific thinking-in the so-called theoretical 
knowledge domain-is the same as the form of practical reasoning. Practical 
reasoning involves deciding what to do in a given context, where risk is in
volved and there often is a conflict of non-fiXed, epistemic values. Furthermore, 
the decision-theoretic approach belongs to an evolutionary naturalistic approach 
in which the metaphilosophy becomes a key feature-there is no First (a prion) 
Philosophy. 

n 
In order to make the points in a sharp and contrasting fashion, we expli

cate the views of Scheffler, a well-known philosopher of education. In criticiz
ing his view, we present an alternative and, in our judgment, a more promising 
approach. 

Scheffler is concerned about the "objectivity" of our scientific claims as 
well as our everyday claims. He holds that the only plausible account of scien
tific theories and so on is one that affords them cognitive significance as being 
bearers of truth-values and ontic import. 3 Scheffler maintains that 

the structural terms, e.g., "theory," "confirms," "explains," "evidence," 
have much wider applications than those in which they refer to elements of 
the developed sciences; for example, they all apply to situations of everyday 
life and to those depicted in detective stories.4 

Thus, Scheffler holds that one can use the simple examples which belong 
to everyday life or the common-sense world to illuminate the issues and 
problems of physics and chemistry. As he asserts, ''the line between general 
epistemology and the philosophy of science seems to have disappeared.'' In a 
very strong sense, then, "science grows out of common-sense and is continuous 
with it"s Indeed, in his later book, Science and Subjectivity, Scheffler con
tinues this theme when he considers "the epistemology of objectivity," in 
which the central issue of the relationship between knowledge and reality is 
pursued by resolving the "basic dilemma between coherence and certainty" 
using examples from everyday life and natural language usage.6 The "basic 
problem •' in accounting for our everyday and scientific knowledge claims is that 
everyone accepts that any account must be logically coherent but logical 
coherence as the sole constraint is not enough. Certainty in the form of foun
dations would solve the problem, but every account of certainty turns out to be 
ultimately untenable. Thus, Scheffler rejects any foundational account and he 
rejects a C.I. Lewis kind of sense-data account of our cognitive 
achievements-an account subject to the problems of the earlier logical 
positivism.? He rightly argues that something more than logical coherence is 
needed to account for and to justify our everyday and our scientific knowledge 
claims. But he still approaches the remaining issues using everyday-life and 
natural language examples. For Scheffler, science is the search for truth where 
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the concepts "scientific knowledge," "truth," "independent reality," and "ob
jectivity" are tightly interwoven. And scientific objectivity is bound tightly to 
the objectivity of the common-sense world view. 

Although Scheffler has said that he was pleased that his discussion of 
Kuhn's writings had received wide attention, he holds that the discussion should 
not overshadow his treatment of "the major problem" facing both general epis
temology and the philosophy of science, that of treating the opposition of logical 
coherence and certainty to develop an account of the contact between 
knowledge and reality. 8 Using examples drawn from everyday life, he searches 
for an additional constraint to supplement logical coherence afforded by the 
rules of deductive logic. Following an early suggestion by Goodman, Scheffler 
claims that this constraint comes in the form of "intrinsic credibility" or "prob
ability judgments": 

They may be thought of as representing our varied inclinations to affirm 
given statements as true or assert them as scientifically acceptable; equiv
alently, they may be construed as indicating the initial claims we recognize 
statements to make upon us, at any given time, for inclusion within our 
cognitive systems.9 

"Initial credibility" is to be differentiated from the relative use of "prob
ability" in which the probability of a sentence is determined relative to certain 
other statements.10 Scheffler admits the term is a bit unclear, but he asserts: 

It is enough that we fmd ourselves now impelled, in varying degrees, to 
affirm and retain [certain statements], seeking to satisfy as best we can the 
current demands of all. That these current demands vary for different, 
though equally consistent statements, and that we can distinguish, even 
roughly, the credibility-preserving properties of alternative coherent systems, 
suffices to introduce a significant limitation upon [logical] coherence.ll 

Thus, the credibility claims, and the need to preserve the overall credibility of 
the set of beliefs, provide the non-arbitrary and clearly relevant additional con
straint. 

The early logical positivists relied on the rules of deductive logic sup
plemented with certain foundations secured in various ways. Once the 
plausibility of the certain foundations was undermined, it became a pressing 
matter to supplement the deductive rules of logic with some inductive ones. In 
large measure, the later logical empiricist philosophers enlarged the stock of 
logical rules. Scheffler has made a similar enlargement. We agree with him that 
something like credibility claims do and should play an important part in ac
counting for our scientific knowledge claims. Nonetheless, Scheffler needs to 
show how one can actually use the rules of deductive logic and the preservation 
of credibility claims to legitimate our knowledge. He does correctly show that, 
from the fact that it is logically possible that we are in error, it does not follow 
we lack knowledge.12 It can also be shown that, from the fact there is some 
empirical chance that we are in error, it does not follow we lack knowledge. 
The sceptic could and should grant these points. But the sceptic still wants to be 
shown what the scope of knowledge is and how we obtain it. Scheffler just does 
not try to show how our knowledge can be legitimated by means of the rules of 
deductive logic and the credibility claims. But to address this problem squarely, 
Scheffler needs to get much more precise about the "credibility claims." Is he 

5(2), (Spring)l992 5 



maintaining that all of us have the same credibility demands? Is this plausible? 
And if we do not "make" the same credibility claims, although each of us can 
constrain his own set of beliefs, how are we to regard the different credibility 
claims of others? If each of us had fairly different credibility claims, why 
should we expect to agree on the same knowledge claims? 

One can and should be more specific. What are the constraints on the 
"credibility claims" themselves? (Of course, there is the [holistic] overall 
credibility-preserving constraint.) Would Scheffler accept the de Finetti view 
that the "credibility claims" themselves must form a probability measure (and, 
thereby, a "personalist" view of credal probability) or would he accept the 
extreme, subjectivist view of probability which is held by Popper (where a 
"subjectivist" denies that the probability claims form a probability measure)? 13 

Without specific answers to these questions, Scheffler is in no position to 
legitimate our knowledge claims in science and everyday life. 

Let us suppose, however, that Scheffler would follow Carnap in main
taining that these are general principles of deductive and inductive logic (where 
inductive logic includes the "personalistic" credibility claims). Such general 
principles should be applicable no matter who the agents are or the cir
cumstances under which they are deliberating. Such general logical principles 
impose constraints on the ways agents ought to think which are universally 
applicable regardless of circumstance.14 As Levi has pointed out, in such a 
Carnapian framework, the objectivity of scientific inquiry is made to stand or 
fall with the existence of a fairly powerful and fixed system of principles ap
plicable to all agents on all occasions.15 Such universal principles (i.e., the rules 
of inductive and deductive logic) allegedly can be used to derive the more 
specific methods, reasons, and beliefs of a particular inquiry at a particular time. 
The more specific methods, reasons, and beliefs, of course, are subject to change 
and revision, given further observations and the rules of logic. 

In the following passage, Scheffler, too, draws the distinction between the 
more specific methods and the general (universal) criteria or principles: 

Rationality cannot be taken simply as an abstract and general ideal. It is 
embodied in multiple evolving traditions, in which the basic condition holds 
that issues are resolved by reference to reasons, themselves defmed by 
principles purporting to be impartial and universal.16 

For Scheffler, the specific methods and reasons found in an evolving 
tradition are rational because they can be "defined" and defended by the 
received set of observations and the impartial and universal principles-the prin
ciple of logical coherence and the principle of credibility preservation. The 
universal principles are characterized in a logically{ormal manner. Since they 
do not build-in any empirically-contingent background theory or claims, the 
principles are equally applicable to all possible inquiries and investigations. The 
universal principles may be called the ultimate principles of rationality; such 
principles are essentially formal. His view, therefore, has two major difficulties. 
First, he needs to articulate and defend a specific conception of "credibility" 
and a specific principle of credibility preservation. Given his general stance, 
one can expect that the relevant concepts will be characterizable in a formal 
manner (and that the principle will constrain the set of beliefs as a whole). (As 
we have already noted, there are several alternatives open to him.) Second, 
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Scheffler needs to show how one can actually get determinately to the specific 
beliefs, methods, and reasons from the general rules (and one's stock of credible 
observations). Much of Scheffler's work has been directed to showing what 
does not follow from certain claims. 

These issues are complex and extremely difficult. Many of those who 
have studied so-called inductive-logic (an area of inquiry, one should note, filled 
with controversy) doubt whether one can actually use any such rules to defend 
determinately our scientific and everyday knowledge claims. As Levi notes: 

As pragmatists have recognized for a long time, contextual considerations 
may be invoked in appraising steps taken at various stages of inquiry. We 
need not rest content with deductive logic and the thin gruel that inductive 
logic has to offerP 

In a similar vein, Boyd concludes that Kuhn and others have established 
that judgments of (Goodmanian) projectibility and degrees of confirmation are 
quite profoundly dependent upon the theories that make up the existing theoreti-. 
cal tradition or paradigm. 18 Formal accounts of scientific thinking fail to ac
knowledge how one's best theoretical understanding of the world affects one's 
epistemic values and strategies. In our view, then, Scheffler has not provided a 
justification of our everyday knowledge and our scientific knowledge and it is 
doubtful that one can with so meagre a set of formal resources. 

Levi's earlier work tried to build upon Popper's insight that there is a 
value-conflict between securing true theories and securing theories that are ''in
terestingly informative" about the world.19 Rescher has recently explicated this 
tradeoff in a particularly insightful manner by showing how the typical sceptic is 
so [abnormally] concerned about risking error that the sceptic can learn little or 
nothing about the world.2° For Levi and Rescher, there appears to be no logical, 
formal principle (or rule) for setting the tradeoff rate, yet a person's tradeoff rate 
is an integral part of his/her epistemic rationality. With the work of Levi and 
Rescher, one sees the basic form of the decision-theoretic approach-there are 
competing epistemic values to be pursued and the compromises (tradeoffs) al
ways involve risks. Scientific thinking is seen to be a form of practical reason
ing where one is trying to decide what theory to accept and in what manner. 

Levi's later work continues and extends the earlier approach. Yet it still 
faces major problems. Although it may strike the reader as too complex, the 
approach still does not make adequate room for all important scientific values: 
explanatory depth, explanatory precision, predictive scope, predictive precision, 
heuristic power, simplicity, technical applicability, technical reliability, socio
cultural control, and so on.21 And it should be clear that such scientific values 
are not fixed and given once and for all, but rather that they are developed as the 
inquiry continues to go on. For example, the shift from a conception of deter
ministic to probabilistic causation became defensible as it was realized that the 
reconceptualization allowed one to solve several of the major problems facing 
theoretical inquiry. Nonetheless, we believe that one should regard Levi's work 
as providing a simplified model that is useful for exploring certain questions in 
an analytical framework. One should not expect the simplified model to capture 
all of the important features of scientific thinking. A second kind of major 
problem is that Levi's account suggests that scientific activity can be modelled 
as a calculative rationality. Le vi's account suggests that, after due allowances 
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are made for certain contextual features, the rest can be reduced to an algorithm. 
But there is as yet no reason to suppose that such a calculative conception will 
prove adequate. 

The major value of Levi' s work, perhaps, is that has presented a 
promising kind of approach to epistemology. The traditional approach em
phasizes arguments, conclusions, and logical rules of inference. In a 
decision-theoretic approach, theory acceptance (and there are many ways to 
accept a theory) is modelled as a choice relative to certain utilities (scientific or 
epistemic values) and to expectations and risks (beliefs about the world and our 
place in it). Writers such as Levi, Rescher, and Hooker can readily admit that 
there may be no fixed, unique scientific method and that method is a function of 
one's theories, but they can still maintain that there is an adequate, unique 
theory of prospective methodology (i.e., the decision-theoretic account which 
can allow a specific role for contextual factors).22 

In our tolerant interpretation of Kuhn, we believe his early work was 
actually exploring (albeit in a confused manner) the decision-theoretic 
approach.23 We regard Kuhn's later comments about "predictive accuracy, 
simplicity, scope, and compatibility with other specialties'' to be a regressive 
step away from the decision-theoretic account, for such comments fail to men
tion the general structure of acceptance as modelled in decision-theoretic 
terms.24 Scheffler, too, seems to miss the possible shift to the decision-theoretic 
model for, when he responds to Kuhn's views, he asserts that Kuhn merely 
reintroduces the older critical conce~ts under new labels "so that we have a 
plausible but no longer novel view.'' 5 And although Scheffler sees that Kuhn 
wants to talk about "values" instead of "reasons," Scheffler just fails to see the 
possible shift to the decision-theoretic approach to epistemology.26 

What Kuhn was dimly getting at, and what Levi, Hooker, and Rescher 
explicitly argue, is that theoretical knowledge (theory acceptance, and so on) has 
the same form as practical rationality-one's epistemology is modelled on a 
decision-theoretic account. The promising accounts by Levi, Hooker, and Res
cher should be seen as our best attempts to make sense of scientific activities 
given our present understanding of ourselves and the world. Our inquiry may 
lead one to regard the decision-theoretical accounts not as calculation-devices 
but as accounts that emphasize the currently perceived relevant features to 
which scientific judgement should attend. Our best attempts, therefore, may 
well lead us to construe scientific activity as a kind of ''practical argument'' in 
which various features are judged to be relevant and to carry a particular weight. 
And whether any feature is given a particular weight is a contingent (empirical
in-the-wide-sense) matter.27 

This leads us to the final, important characteristic of the evolutionary, 
naturalistic decision-theoretic approach: its metaphilosophy is wholly non-a 
priori. The founding members of logical positivism and many later logical 
empiricists did share at least one belief with the Rationalist philosophers: they 
held that there is some kind of a priori truth about the world, even if the kind of 
a priori truth does not concern content but rather concerns the universal laws of 
logic-the universal principles of deductive and inductive logic. If they were 
such universal principles, then quite readily they could legitimately govern all 
inquiry. And hence, there could be a First (A Priori) Philosophy. 

Once one comes to accept the view that applied logic has some kind of an 

8 Paideusis 



empirical status, then the defence of any particular set of formal or informal 
rules must be justified as a contingent matter within the ongoing inquiry. The 
rules will be seen as being conducive to furthering the epistemic values of the 
inquiry and will be regarded as trustworthy until further notice. When the 
pertinent formal logic for a domain of inquiry has some kind of empirical status, 
there remains little hope of defending a priori any set of formal rules to govern 
or constrain all inquiry. With no a priori rules and with no certain foundations, 
there is no first philosophy that is prior to all forms of inquiry. Rules, standards, 
and criteria remain, but they must be defended as being conducive to furthering 
the ongoing inquiry. And there still is a philosophical account of the scientific 
activities, yet it is no longer an a priori activity but a contingent form of inquiry 
itself. 

Putnam put it this way in the early 1980's: 
In 1951, W.V. Quine published a paper titled "Two Dogmas of Em
piricism." From that time on, these has been a steady erosion in philosophi
cal confidence in the notion of an a priori truth .... In general, we have to 
admit that consideration of simplicity, overall utility, and plausibility may 
lead us to give up something that we formerly regarded as a priori, and that 
this is reasonable.28 

Putnam readily accepts that philosophy has become anti-a prioristic. But 
this change has disturbed many others. As Putnam noted: 

What makes this line seem so disturbing is that it makes our standards of 
rational acceptability, justification, and ultimately of truth, dependent on 
standards of similarity which are clearly the product of our biological and 
cultural heritage. 29 

What is disturbing is that these positions seem to leave the way open to the 
extreme relativist or sceptic.3° 

In a more recent essay, Boyd, a kind of scientific realist, has written: 
Like the causal theorist of perception or other ''naturalistic'' epistemologists, 
the scientific realist must deny that the most basic principles of inductive 
inference or justification are defensible a priori. In a word, the scientific 
realist must see epistemology as an empirical science.31 

And he went on to add the more general point: 
If these controversial consequences of a thorough-going realist conception of 
scientific knowledge are sound, then it would be hard to escape a still more 
controversial conclusion: philosophy is itself a sort of empirical science.32 

We believe Boyd's remarks also apply to any naturalistic philosopher. In 
our view, Hooker has r:rovided the most comprehensive overview of philosophy 
and meta-philosophy. 3 And his articulation of the evolutionary naturalistic 
realistic view presents a quite plausible view. For the naturalistic realist, there is 
no First Philosophy in the traditional sense. The naturalistic realist prefers to 
state the meta-philosophy before the philosophy to inform 

... us that philosophical doctrine is not to be constructed a priori, with some 
intuitively ftxed goals (ftxed, e.g., in terms of their "neatness," complete
ness, security-making, etc.) which are set in advance, but rather it is to aim at 
capturing our current understanding of ourselves and our world as contained 
in common experience and refmed in science. 34 
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And Hooker underscores the essential naturalistic stance: 

... whatever else may be said, this much is sure: it is the collective, historical 
human experience that counts.3S 

So, contrary to Scheffler's position that there is an a priori way to con
strain inquiry in tenns of either content or fonnal rules, the naturalistic position 
is that scientific epistemology and philosophy itself are fonns of contingent 
inquiry. The deep and profound mistake of both the early logical positivist and 
the later logical empiricist was to construe scientific epistemology and 

philosophy as an a priori inquiry. Scheffler's "modest empiricism" has made 
the same mistake. A proper understanding of scientific thinking frees both 
science and philosophy from thinking they need a First Philosophy. 

m 
We would like to suggest briefly that Dewey's view of inquiry fully 

anticipated the recent work by such philosophers as Hooker, Levi, Rescher, 

, Putnam, Rorty, and Margolis.36 Indeed, the revival of interest in Dewey's 
thought can be traced to the following key Deweyan ideas. It should not be 
surprising that the philosophers mentioned above often call themselves "prag
matists." 

First, it is well-known that Dewey was against all kinds of dualisms, and 
especially the theoretical versus practical knowledge dualism.37 The recent 

work by Le vi, Hooker, and Rescher provides strong reasons to believe that 
scientific activities have a single form-the form of practical rationality. 

Second, it is well-known that Dewey was strongly opposed to all fonns of 
a priori constraints on inquiry. Indeed, Dewey intentionally used the tenn 
"intelligence" to accomplish two purposes. In the first, Dewey wanted to 

contrast "intelligence" from what one important school of past ages called 
"reason" or "pure intellect," where "reason" is regarded as the highest organ 
or faculty for laying hold of ultimate, universal, and a priori truths. In the 

second, Dewey used the tenn to designate "the great and ever-growing methods 
of observation, experiment and reflective reasoning which have in a very short 

time revolutionized the physical and, to a considerable degree, the physiological 

conditions of life, but which have not as yet been worked out for application to 

what is itself distinctively and basically human.' '38 Dewey maintained that the 
reconstruction to be undertaken is not that of applying "intelligence" as some

thing ready-made. Nor is it even to be seen as fixed, final, and certain. And 
although Dewey said that science is a "process" and a pursuit with new 

methods, Dewey clearly rejected the view that there is a Platonic Essence to 

science or that there is a fixed, final, immutable method.39 Science invents, 

develops, and reorganizes as it faces the tests of experience. It comes to under
stand better itself and the world as it "grows." Not only do we learn more 
about the world, we also learn more about how we learn. 40 

The most important passages, however, are contained in the "new intro

duction" to Reconstruction in Philosophy written in 1948. Dewey began by 

warninf the reader that "[t]his introduction is written in the spirit of the [1920] 
text' '4 The intervening events had convinced Dewey that ''Reconstruction of 
Philosophy is a more suitable title than Reconstruction in Philosophy" (em-
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phasis in original). The 1920 text had urged that philosophers apply "the 
scientific method" to moral philosophy. But by 1948, Dewey had recognized 
that the whole of philosophy had to be reconceived. As he put it: 

Furthermore, the intervening events have sharply defined, have brought to a 
head, the basic postulate of the [1920] text: namely, that the distinctive 
office, problems, and subject matter of philosophy grow out of stresses and 
strains in the community life in which a given form of philosophy arises, and 
that, accordingly, its specific problems vary with the changes in human life 
that are always going on and that at times constitute a crisis and a turning 
point in human history.42 (Our emphasis) 

Dewey still wanted to "carry over into any inquiry into human and the 
moral subjects the kind of method by which understanding of physical nature 
has been brought to its present pitch. " 43 But here one needs to be clear about 
what he regarded as so special about inquiry about physical nature-so special 
that Dewey regarded it as "the most revolutionary discovery yet made. " 44 . 
Dewey noted that 

Philosophical doctrines which disagreed about virtually everything else were 
at one in the assumption that their distinctive concern as philosophy was to 
search for the immutable and ultimate-that which is-without respect to the 
temporal or spatial.45 

The most revolutionary discovery is "that natural science is forced by its 
own development to abandon the assumption of fixity and to recognize that for 
what it is actually 'universal' in process. " 46 In the next paragraph, Dewey drew 
out the moral implication: 

The supposed fact that morals demand immutable, extra-temporal principles, 
standards, norms, ends, as the only assured protection against moral chaos 
can, however, no longer appeal to natural science for its support nor expect 
to justify by science its exemption of morals (in practice and in theory) from 
considerations of time and place-that is, from processes of change. . .All 
that is needed is acceptance of the view that moral subject matter is also 
spatially and temporally qualified.47 

In an analogous fashion, Dewey has already elaborated the general 
philosophical implication in this quotation. For dramatic effect, we shall say 
that the supposed fact that philosophy demands immutable, extra-temporal prin
ciples, standards, norms, ends, as the only assured protection against philosophi
cal chaos (scepticism?) can, however, no longer appeal to natural science for its 
support, nor expect to justify by science its exemption of philosophy in practice 
and in theory from considerations of time and place-that is, from processes of 
change. All that is needed is acceptance of the view that philosophical subject 
matter is also spatially and temporally qualified. To repeat Putnam's phrase, 
philosophy should become radically anti-a prioristic. 

If Hooker, Levi, Margolis, Putnam, and Rescher can serve as reliable 
indicators, then philosophy is indeed becoming anti-a prioristic. We believe 
that Dewey had anticipated the views which these philosophers have elaborated 
and defended in great detail. 
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IV 
To this point, we have been concerned with the nature of scientific epis

temology and the closely related notion of objectivity-as-shared-judgment. Our 
critique of Scheffler must stop short of dealing with the ontological sense of 
objectivity that involves matters of scientific realism, truth, and the real world. 
We can only assert that Scheffler's arguments do not adequately address the 
problems-at-hand. Further, one need not follow the earlier Rorty in seeing 
pragmatism as opposed to scientific realism and the related ontological notion of 

. truth.48 We accept the Levi, Hooker, Margolis, and Rescher kind of pragmatism 
that claims that although philosophy cannot "by itself" legitimate science, it 
can {by working-from-within) show why knowledge claims are trustworthy and, 
therefore, authoritative. To our surprise and delight, Rorty now appears to share 

·our position.49 

In our view, Dewey, the pragmatist, can most plausibly be interpreted as a 
non-reductive, non-eliminist, scientific realist who grants the fully emergent 
properties of persons and their cultural worlds, where the latter are not seen as 
closed systems. And, as Hooker (and others) can teach us, although scientific 
realism is not required for explaining scientific inquiry, it provides the most 
plausible account of the achievements of science (as compared with, say, the 
constructive-empiricist account). Although Dewey never pursued the issues 
with such detail, it is still fair to say that Dewey anticipated the general form of 
the account. 

So far we have argued that Dewey had, in effect, anticipated some of the 
most promising developments in recent accounts of scientific thinking. Can the 
same be argued for moral thinking? Yes, indeed. Dewey would argue by 
analogy with scientific thinking: there are no foundations, no fiXed universals, 
and no fiXed methods. All is up for intelligent and reasonable evaluation and, 
where necessary, revision. Thus, Dewey could be seen as having anticipated 
Rawls' notion of moral justification as reflective equilibrium. Unlike Rawls, 
however, Dewey would see reflective equilibrium as itself dynamic and in flux. 
Dewey argued in precisely this manner. 50 
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