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Abstract

The author seeks to clarify the concept of epistemology, which can involve either a theory of knowledge per se or, additionally,
also a philosophy of science as such. The fundamental thesis is that both problems have been inextricably linked since Descartes
and Kant even when it may appear, in this or that author, that it is simply about only one of them. In any case, it is essential to
explain how and why this happens in order to understand the concept of epistemology at a time when that of “philosophy of
science” seems to have reached its final stage, as happened in the philosophies of several prominent authors in the second half

of the 20th century: Kuhn, Quine, Feyerabend, Rorty, and others. The idea of “open epistemologies” is here addressed from

this broad point of view.
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Introduction

I must start with a few words regarding the subject of
my paper. Any of the three concepts in question (“philosophy
of science”, “epistemology”, “open epistemologies”) can
cause confusion and misunderstandings, philosophically
speaking. With regard to the concept of epistemology, it can
be understood in two different ways, which are nonetheless
complementary or mutually related. Epistemology means,
firstofall, theory ofknowledge, and notnecessarily philosophy
of science. This means that, regardless of an approach to the
philosophy of science as such, any theory of knowledge can be
presented as “epistemology”. In such a theory, it is assumed
that the problem of knowledge is addressed generally and
independently (though not by default) of its application to
science (mathematics, physics and physical-natural sciences
generally). Such an approach has been adopted since the
beginning of modernity in philosophy, for example, by the
so-called tradition of “British empiricism in philosophy”
(Locke, Berkeley, Hume, Russell), and continues to be so by
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contemporary philosophy itself, as an ample historiography
in the Anglo-Saxon sphere attests. This understanding of
the concept of epistemology does indeed begin to emerge
with Descartes [1] (Discours de la Méthode and Meditationes
de Prima Philosophia): basically, what we are dealing with
here is, apparently, theory of knowledge and not necessarily
philosophy of science, however important this philosophy
may be in defining the status of said theory. And, as we
now know, this importance is decisive or fundamental. In
any case, and without fallaciously offending the exclusive
disjunction in logic, the issue is: is Descartes’ subject in
such books as Meditationes the theory of knowledge or is it
rather the philosophy of science? The same question could
be posed regarding Kant and his Kritik der reinen Vernunft in
particular [2]. The answer is: “both, knowing that the theory
of knowledge is inferred from, or is founded on, a (given)
philosophy of science; in both cases, and particularly in the
latter, the aim is to justify or substantiate a given question
(‘What can I know?’) based on a conception of science
(namely, of mathematics and physics).” However, as will be
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shown, the question/answer is not as simple as it may seem
at first sight if the (more recent) context is what I shall be
calling “the end of the philosophy of science”, in the modern
sense of these concepts - an end that was trumpeted by such
reputable philosophers as Thomas Kuhn or Willard van O.
Quine in the second half of the 20" century.

A second meaning of the concept is the one according
to which epistemology basically means “philosophy of
science”, that is, the idea according to which philosophy
provides the metaphysical foundations of science, which is a
typically modern idea, like the first meaning of the concept of
epistemology (theory of knowledge). Both have their origins,
as has been suggested, in Descartes and Kant, in the 17th
and 18th centuries. It is obvious that, although separate, the
two conceptions of epistemology that I have just succinctly
described are closely related to each other. As stated above,
from a philosophy of science one may deduce or infer a
theory of knowledge, or even an “open epistemology” (in my
view, this is most prominently the case of K. Popper in the
20" century), but the reverse (from a theory of knowledge
one may infer a philosophy of science) is not necessarily true,
at least explicitly or expressly, despite the close connections
between the two problems under discussion [3]. The early
Bertrand Russell, from The Principles of Mathematics [4] to
The Analysis of Matter [5], is an excellent example of what I
just said. For a time, Russell - the founder of mathematical
logic in the early 20th century - believed that it was possible
to infer a theory of knowledge from his conceptions on the
foundations of mathematics, although (until he wrote The
Analysis of Matter) he seemed to entertain some doubts
regarding the question of knowing how that theory could
be applied to physics and the physical-natural sciences
generally. As to whether it could, or should, in principle be
applied, there is no doubt at all, as Russell himself abundantly
suggests in such texts as Our Knowledge of the External World
[6]. But on what terms? Under what conditions? Russell’s
answers to these questions are not clear, at least not before
The Analysis of Matter. They have to do with the confusing
state of mathematics and physics in the first quarter of the
20 century (namely, with the emergence of non-Euclidian
geometries, of quantic mechanics and the theory of relativity,
and of conventionalism in philosophy of science). And that is
the reason that explains why only with the abovementioned
book can we talk about a “philosophy of science” as such in
Russell. However, if we consider the context (to which I alluded
above) of the end of the philosophy of science, which, for all
intents and purposes, came to occur as late as the second half
of the 20™ century, something similar (or analogous) could
be said - for different reasons, as will be seen below - of
postmodern philosophers in general, such as Quine, Kuhn,
Feyerabend or Rorty: for them, there is no “philosophy of
science” in the true sense of the words, that is, a philosophy
that would provide the metaphysical foundations of science,
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because it is assumed that this philosophy has ended or
terminated in the history of philosophy; there is only, and
fundamentally, “epistemology”, whichever it may be. As I
hope I have made clear, this point - the end of the philosophy
of science in the modern sense of the concept - is absolutely
fundamental to understand what I shall be arguing next.

Open and Closed Epistemologies

Having said that, it is now important to clarify to what
extent can a given epistemology be more “open” or more
“closed” than any other epistemology. As was suggested
above, an answer to this question will only make sense after
the previous, preliminary issue of the relationship between
the concepts of “epistemology” and “philosophy of science”
has been clarified. The reason is that, as happened with the
context of the end of the philosophy of science in the second
half of the 20™ century, the idea that such a philosophy exists
can be rejected while maintaining that it is possible to do
“epistemology” in new terms (a naturalised epistemology, as
Quine [7-9] later argues for). In any case, we find ourselves
outside the scope of philosophical modernity as such. How
and in what sense can a given epistemology be more “open”
or more “closed” than any other epistemology, depending on,
or irrespective of, its relationship with scientific knowledge?
Which authors or philosophers are we discussing and to
which periods (and contexts) do they belong? An example,
which has been mentioned above: it seems to me to be
undeniable that Karl Popper’s philosophy of science can be
described as an “open epistemology”, rather than simply
an “open philosophy of science”, insofar as it was based on
the latter that the author aimed to advance such values as
criticism, dialectics between alternative theories concerning
the same set of phenomena, refutation, and others that
underpin what we now call “critical thinking” [3,10]. But is
the fact that such values are upheld enough to enable us to
define and characterise the concept of “open epistemology”
in general? Can this concept be founded at present upon
different premises from Poppers’ (science as the basis of
human knowledge)? The concept of “open epistemology” is,
therefore, a confusing and problematic concept, especially
when everything is lumped together as if it all followed the
same common pattern, which, with all due respect, seems
to me to often be the case these days. I suggest, therefore,
that we speak, above all, of “philosophy of science” instead
of “epistemology”, which, for all intents and purposes, is a
substitute concept for the former. The thesis is: when we
are speaking of “theory of knowledge” or “epistemology” in
domains apparently remote from philosophy of science, for
example, the legitimacy of scepticism, what one is talking
about, at least indirectly, is a given conception of human
knowledge which is based on a philosophy of science,
whatever it may be, even if this philosophy of science it
is not perfectly or immediately clear or evident; or, as I
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have been suggesting, even if such a philosophy of science
does not exist, because the concept (as happened with a
number of postmodern philosophers from the second half
of the 20" century onwards) has ceased to make sense. This
understanding of theory of knowledge and/or epistemology
and their relationship with the concept of philosophy of
science covers virtually all that has been written on it from
Descartes and Locke to this day [11]. However, this again
does not mean that we can confuse the two problems under
discussion. In his time, E. Mach, for example, continued
to believe in the modern idea of a “philosophy of science”
[12], but the same can no longer be said of P. Feyerabend,
a postmodern philosopher for all intents and purposes,
for whom the philosophy of science died or came to an
end, giving way to something completely different [13-
15]. Feyerabend’s philosophy invites us to discuss what a
“closed” epistemology as opposed to an “open” one would be.
If the doctrine is, according to this philosopher (and, as will
be seen below, also partly according to Quine himself), that
an open epistemology is one where different philosophical
approachestoscienceareentirelylegitimateand possible, that
is, if the doctrine is that an open epistemology is inextricably
linked to relativism, I would say that this understanding
of the concept is rather restricted and debatable. As [ have
suggested, I do not see why the critical rationalism of Popper,
who, for all intents and purposes, is a modern philosopher
(i.e., basically Kantian in books such as The Logic of Scientific
Discovery), despite the criticism levelled against him by the
author of Against the Method [13], is not to be considered
an “open epistemology” in view of the social, cultural and
political impact of such rationalism, in particular on what
we nowadays call “critical thinking”. But Popper was surely a
champion neither of relativism, as is clear from his important
article “The Myth of the Framework”, nor of such theses on
the subject as those put forward by Quine in “Ontological
Relativism” [16].

What I have been saying so far is that several important
distinctions can be made within what “open epistemologies”
are supposed to be.

1) First, “epistemology” can be a confusing, ambiguous
conceptifits relationship with the concept of “philosophy
of science” fails to be considered.

2) Inorder toavoid confusing the two concepts, particularly
from the modern age onwards (Descartes and Kant),
it must be methodologically assumed that from those
days, in order to be philosophically relevant, any theory
of knowledge has to be founded on a given philosophy
of science.

3) An “open epistemology” is one that, in principle, accepts
that a given set of problems or phenomena to be studied
can be interpreted in different, conflicting ways, which
are most welcome; this is, of course, not the case with
a “closed epistemology”. It is possible to illustrate this
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understanding of the concept in the early stages of the
philosophy of science in the 20" century, namely, by
invoking Duhem [17], at its very dawn.

4) Historico-philosophically speaking, the concept seems
to fully make sense only when what I call “the end of the
philosophy of science” and the questionings concerning
this purported end occur, particularly with Kuhn [18]
and Quine [7] though also with such philosophers as
Popper [3].

5) This means that, for the first time in the history of
philosophy since the modern era (Descartes and Kant),
it is possible to speak of “epistemology” without the
concept necessarily having a given “philosophy of
science” as a basis, since this philosophy will no longer
make sense.

Modernity and Philosophy of Science

Perhaps all these problems may be seen in a clearer
and more intelligible light, dissipating confusion, if we
confine ourselves to discussing the concept of epistemology
as philosophy of science. When I speak of “philosophy of
science”, what [ have in mind is the idea that philosophy
will provide the metaphysical foundations of science. This
idea dates back to Descartes and Kant, fundamentally, and
it continued to guide the future of modern-day philosophy
until the second half of the 20th century and the beginning
of postmodernity. The idea of such foundations is presented
by Descartes in Principia philosophiae, through the analogy
whereby philosophy is to the different sciences what the
trunk of a tree is to its branches [19]. Therefore all sciences
find their foundations in philosophy. Science, or the sciences
(namely physics and mathematics), are an object external to
philosophy, which is philosophy’s responsibility to establish.
Kant takes up this idea in Kritik der reinen Vernunft, no longer
simply presupposing the mechanics of Galileo Galilei but
also Newton'’s laws of motion [2]. Now, my point is: with the
exception of a brief interlude or interval in which science is
identified with philosophy itself (as happened with German
absolute idealism, notably with Schelling and Hegel), it is the
Cartesian and Kantian concept of “philosophy of science”
that will be taken up by contemporary philosophy in the first
half of the 20th century (and in much of the second half),
as Michael Friedman and Richard Rorty showed, albeit from
different but converging perspectives [11,20]. This return to
Kant and Kantianism occurred in such diverse approaches
to philosophy as the foundations of mathematical logic
(namely, Russell and Wittgenstein, logical positivism, and
analytic philosophy generally). One is, after all, a Kantian
even when one openly rejects Kant. The postmodernity
of philosophy fittingly begins when the Cartesian-Kantian
concept of philosophy of science dies or ceases to make
sense. Descartes’s famous “tree of knowledge”, in the
abovementioned book, can no longer provide the framework

Copyright© Ribeiro HJ.


https://medwinpublishers.com/PhIJ/

for the new philosophical problems. The theory comes into
being that the metaphysical foundations, to which I alluded
previously, are a harmful and pernicious illusion [21].
This theory led to different perspectives on the end of the
philosophy of science in the modern, classical or traditional
sense, which [ will briefly address in a moment. Kuhn, Quine,
Feyerabend, Rorty, and others did subscribe to it, as I said,
from different perspectives. In my view, it is here that the
idea of open epistemologies finds its roots. It is a historico-
philosophically situated idea, according to the context that
I have described, which means that, although it may have
a background (as I have suggested above), only from the
second half of the 20" century on (mainly after Kuhn and
Quine) has it come to make perfect sense.

However, an unusual paradox of this situation should
now be noted. The issue here is not that the philosophers
concerned with science in their philosophies generally have
no specialised scientifictraining. Such a situation is grotesque,
especially in our days, but given the extent of the applications
of the Cartesian “tree of knowledge” paradigm, it should not
really surprise us. Poincaré criticised Russell, who had no
specialised training in mathematics, exactly from this angle,
provocatively calling Russell’s philosophy of mathematics
a “philosophy without wings” [22]. Indeed, from the first
decade of the 20th century,and mainly in German universities,
philosophers were forbidden to teach the sciences, namely
physics, or coordinate and plan the teaching of such sciences
[23]. However, this institutional or academic divorce had no
consequences as to the status of philosophy. In principle, it
would lead to the end of the philosophy of science, in the first
quarter of the twentieth century. But the belief persisted
that the abovementioned training was not necessary and
that, according to the traditional status of philosophy, the
fact of being a philosopher was enough to approach science.
Paradoxically, this continues to happen today with most of
us who teach “epistemology” or “philosophy of science” in
western universities. This is what happens, namely, when
philosophers - and analytical philosophers in particular
- speak about the so-called “cognitive sciences”. If the
philosophy of science is to make any sense, philosophers
should start by teaching it in science departments, that is, in
Faculties of Science in general. But this problem, important
as it certainly is, is not at issue in this essay; to question it
would imply questioning the fragmentation of knowledge in
postmodernity in general [24].

Let us go back to the idea of the end of the philosophy
of science. For Quine, in Ontological Relativity and Other
Essays [7], this idea follows from his famous argument
about ontological relativity, presented in the third chapter
of the book. To the extent that any ontology is relative to
the theory or theories through which we interpret it, and
these theories may be contradictory or incompatible, as
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follows from Duhem'’s philosophy of science in the early
20™ century [17], no ontology, including Quine’s own
ontology of “naturalised epistemology”, can claim the
status of universality, necessity and timelessness that was
traditionally attributed to the philosophy of science. This
is what follows from this argument and, in particular, from
the idea of the inscrutability of reference. I write “including
Quine’s own ontology of “naturalised epistemology”, because
it seems to me that there a “contradiction in terms” in
Quine’s argument. If all ontologies are “relative” and (as it
seems to me to be the case, despite Quine’s assertions),
this philosopher’s “naturalised epistemology” is itself an
ontology, then this same ontology is as “relative” as any
other. Two things remain from Quine’s argument, after
being duly cleansed of its possible inconsistencies: a) the
inscrutability of reference; b) the relativity of ontologies that
follows from such inscrutability. Considering what I have
said about the inconsistency of the concept of “naturalised
epistemology”, a) and b) entail the end of the “philosophy
of science” as it was understood after Descartes and Kant.
Said “inconsistencies” are important because they led many
good people to believe - quite wrongly - that if, for Quine,
what he called “naturalised epistemology” (which is, again,
just another ontology) was still possible, then other similar
or analogous epistemologies were still permissible (namely,
in the so called “cognitive sciences”). This or that travestied
form of “philosophy of science” was still possible. But no:
if rigorously interpreted, the premises behind Quine’s
argument lead to the following, much peculiar situation,
which had been partly anticipated by Duhem [17]: philosophy
cannot found science; when that happens what follows is the
“relativity of ontologies”; the relativity of interpretations or
conceptions of the world that are divergent and conflicting;
insofar as there may be multiple, different conceptions of this
kind, possibly contrasting or even mutually contradictory,
there is, in principle, no common ontological basis in the
world itself, including that whose reference would be Quine’s
“naturalised epistemology” itself.

Before we proceed, it is important to establish the
following: several implications (or interpretations) can be
drawn from Quine’s argument as it was reformulated. Two
of them at least are fundamental for the purposes of this
essay: one, which may be defined as “pessimistic”, consists
in saying: “nothing we can do; ‘philosophy of science’ is
dead or has reached an end, leaving no legacy and no heirs;
everything else is the work of professional philosophers that
will have no consequences”. The second, which I have been
seeking to develop so far, includes arguing that the plurality,
multiplicity and diversity of interpretations within the ambit
of the (deceased) “philosophy of science” is welcome and
that, for all purposes, it is insurmountable and unavoidable.
Any epistemology is open insofar as it basically accepts this
plurality, multiplicity, and diversity. This seems to me to
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be what Feyerabend argues for, following Quine, at least in
part (and also, partially, Popper), with his “methodological
anarchism”, subscribing to the thesis of “referential
inscrutability” [13-15]. But that is also what Popper [10]
himself claimed since the 1960s, although he basically
disputed that such inscrutability could be philosophically
sustainable [16].

For Kuhn also, partly following Quine (in the “Afterword”
to The Structure of Scientific Revolutions), philosophy of
science, in the modern sense of the concept, is dead [18].
What remains, as he argues in the first chapter of The
Essential Tension, is sociology (not philosophy) of science,
thatis, a predominantly descriptive, non-normative approach
to science which scientific communities are adopting or
practicing in their respective contexts and according to their
respective paradigms [25]. As for himself, as he confesses in
the “Afterword” (more than ten years after the book to which
it refers had been published), he reaches that conclusion by
applying the thesis put forward by his fellow countryman in
“Ontological Relativity” concerning the incommensurability
between different (mutually conflicting) conceptual schemes
about logic, mathematics, and physics. “Philosophies of
science” are always possible for philosophers or scientific
communities working under this or that specific paradigm;
but they are ultimately unproductive or inconsequential,
because they work according to their contextual - ultimately,
ideological - assumptions; the matters that they deal with
are matters pertaining to the history and the sociology of
science, context by context (or paradigm by paradigm), not
to some metanarrative. However, admitting that the terms
of a given conceptual scheme (or paradigm) can always be
translated into the terms of any other conceptual scheme
which apparently conflicts with the former, and regardless of
the inscrutability of reference thesis (which, according to him,
and controversially, followed from Quine’s abovementioned
article), Kuhn leaves the door open for the idea of “philosophy
of science”: in sum, this type of philosophies may be “locally”
or “contextually relevant” (depending on the paradigm
that they aim to uphold), but they are ultimately globally
irrelevant. The historical and sociological approach to the
paradigms at issue is what finally matters.

For Rorty, who has in view the end of the philosophy of
science in the traditional sense, as announced by Kuhn and
Quine, science is no longer a privileged area that allows us
to demarcate or delimit the other domains of knowledge and
human action, as would happen with logical positivism or a
philosophy of science such as Popper’s [26]. This means that
science (mathematics and physics) has no privileged status
over any other fields of knowledge, whatever they may be.
Contrary to what has been though since modernity, it does
not provide a framework for the - Cartesian and Kantian
- question of knowing “What can I know?”. No philosophy
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of science is more appropriate or more legitimate than any
other, because philosophy cannot and should not found
science, much less can it or should itaim to provide an answer
to the question above, i.e., it cannot and should not show
how, based on the Cartesian and the Kantian framework,
there can be “knowledge” of anything [11]. The consequence
of all of this, as far as the concept of “open epistemology” is

concerned, is relativism [26,27].

1. Given the proclaimed end of philosophy of science in
the traditional sense of the concept, what remains,
for all intents and purposes but certainly without any
systematic consequences for philosophy, is the very
discussion of the concept and its vocabulary within what
the philosopher calls “conversation”.

2. Onlyin this context will it be possible to continue to speak
of “philosophies of science” while knowing that none
of those which do not embrace the antifoundationist
assumptions mentioned will finally be appropriate and
legitimate for the objectives of that “conversation”.

3. Consequently, as followed from Kuhn [18] and Quine
[7], several mutually conflicting epistemologies (or
“philosophies of science”) can exist, but (and this is
the key point in Rorty’s conceptions) none of them will
have primacy over the others; none of them can claim to
decisively found the “knowledge” of anything at all. From
this broad perspective, a conception of “naturalised
epistemology” such as Quine’s [7,8] is a “contradiction
in terms”, as [ myself have suggested. All this ultimately
implies abandoning the concepts and vocabularies of
traditional philosophy, including the ones that we have
been using until now: “knowledge”, “epistemology”,
“philosophy of science”, etc [28].

As Feyerabend showed more or less around the same
time, after Rorty we have reached not only the end of
the philosophy of science but, as he argues in Farewell to
Reason (and in line with Rorty), also the end of philosophy
as systematic research and the end of our own traditional
concept of rationality [14]. This is a highly disturbing
consequence, which Quine would not subscribe to, fatal as it
is to the modern idea of philosophy as systematic research.
With Rorty and Feyerabend, what we are talking about is not
just the end of the philosophy of science, but rather the end
of philosophy itself in the traditional sense of the concepts
(philosophy, and philosophy of science, in particular). Does
this mean that we must fully renounce their ambitions? An
alternative to this seeming tragedy, which I cannot explore
here but which I have elaborated on extensively in several
books [29,30], is rhetoric and argumentation, as presented to
us by Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca [31] and Toulmin [32] in
the second half of the 20th century: if | cannot speak of what
will exist in the world, as follows from Quine’s argument,
I can in any case speak of the ways in which I speak of the
world, that is, | can speak of the rhetoric involved in any type
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of discourse (including my own discourse), with rhetoric
here meaning not only the form of that discourse but also,
and fundamentally, its content.

In lieu of philosophy or metaphysics, rhetoric can be
the trunk of the tree of knowledge mentioned by Descartes
in Principia philosophiae [19]. In my interpretation, it is
within this broad context that it will be possible to decisively
overcome the relativism which conceptions such as Rorty’s
and Feyerabend'’s lead to and whose ground was first laid by
Quine’s philosophy in the 1950s and the 1960s.

Conclusions: Open Epistemologies and the
Threat of Relativism

Relativism, and along with it, the idea of open
epistemologies, leads to three fundamental and dramatic
consequences:

a) There are no universal paradigms of rationality, and all
knowledge, as well as all forms of social, cultural and
political organisation, be them western or eastern, are
contextual and, if compared and evaluated, they share
the same level or exist on the same plane;

b) No particular application of what we understand by
“knowledge”, just as none of those forms of organisation,
are in principle superior to the others or have a privileged
status that can be used as a template;

c) As a result of all this, we lack true patterns or models
to definitively resolve arguments or disputes regarding
the legitimacy of that template. As the postmodern
authors of the so-called “narrative turning point” argue,
no metanarrative (as is the case of the philosophy of
science) is legitimate and acceptable, including the very
idea that there are no metanarratives [33].

All of these assertions follow from Quine’s argument
concerning ontological relativity, even though this American
philosopher did not subscribe to them, as is demonstrated
by his assessment of Rorty’s philosophy, and, by extension
and comprehension, Feyerabend’s [34]. He would agree that
philosophy in the modern and traditional sense, which comes
from Descartes and Kant, has come to an end or died, but he
would nonetheless argue that once epistemology has been
naturalised and interpreted in naturalist and physicalist
terms, interdisciplinary work between philosophers and
scientists is always possible within the framework of their
own philosophical investigations regarding science - and it
is precisely this work that he calls “naturalised” [8]. Quine’s
concept of naturalised epistemology opens the door to
research, which is at present highly reputable, on the so-
called “cognitive sciences”.

Now, from my point of view, if we wish to avoid confusion
and misunderstandings, it is within this broad framework,
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that is, within the frameworks of

1. the end of the philosophy of science as systematic
research,

2. the end of our traditional conception of rationality,

3. the beginning or emergence of relativism, that the idea
of open epistemologies must be understood.

I would certainly not include E. Mach in this context,
and most probably I would also not include G. Bachelard,
but I would have no doubts as to including Kuhn, Quine,
Feyerabend, Rorty, and others. Some perplexities nonetheless
persist: is Quine’s naturalised epistemology an open or a
closed epistemology? In principle, considering the broad
context of the ontological relativity argument, it would be an
open one, but the same cannot be said, as I have argued, of
the concept of naturalised epistemology in itself (which, to a
certain extent and as I said, is a kind of contradictio in adjecto
of the ontological relativity argument). Can a philosophy of
science that is a continuation or a development of modernity
in new terms, such as Popper’s, be considered an “open
epistemology”? I have already suggested that it can when
I observed, with regard to the status of epistemology, that
the philosophy of science did not die for all philosophers
with the emergence of postmodernism. Indeed, if we do
not accept relativism, we will have to somehow recover the
modern idea of a philosophy of science.

The big problem ahead of us is knowing whether
relativism is ultimately acceptable, as well as, as I have
suggested, to what extent must a compromise between
our traditional conception of rationality and philosophy of
science and postmodern conceptions themselves be sought.
It should again be noted that, as argued above, this is not just
about the end of the philosophy of science, but fundamentally,
the end of philosophy as systematic research and also the
end of our traditional conception of rationality.

References

1. Descartes R (1996; 1637/1641) Discourse on Method
and Meditations on First Philosophy. Weissman D, Bluhm
T (Transl.). Yale University Press.

2. Kant I (1998/1788) Critique of Pure Reason. Guyer P,
Wood A (Transl. and Ed.). Cambridge University Press.

3. Popper KR (1974/1959) The Logic of Scientific
Discovery. Hutchinson of London.

4. Russell B (1992/1903) The Principles of Mathematics.
Routledge.

5. Russell B(1992/1927) The Analysis of Matter. Routledge.

6. Russell B (1914) Our Knowledge of the External World

Copyright© Ribeiro HJ.


https://medwinpublishers.com/PhIJ/
https://www.goodreads.com/book/show/81771.Discourse_on_the_Method_and_Meditations_on_First_Philosophy
https://www.goodreads.com/book/show/81771.Discourse_on_the_Method_and_Meditations_on_First_Philosophy
https://www.goodreads.com/book/show/81771.Discourse_on_the_Method_and_Meditations_on_First_Philosophy
http://strangebeautiful.com/other-texts/kant-first-critique-cambridge.pdf
http://strangebeautiful.com/other-texts/kant-first-critique-cambridge.pdf
http://strangebeautiful.com/other-texts/popper-logic-scientific-discovery.pdf
http://strangebeautiful.com/other-texts/popper-logic-scientific-discovery.pdf
https://www.routledge.com/Principles-of-Mathematics/Russell/p/book/9780415082990
https://www.routledge.com/Principles-of-Mathematics/Russell/p/book/9780415082990
http://strangebeautiful.com/other-texts/russell-anal-matter.pdf
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/bibliography/2067

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Ribeiro HJ. The End of Philosophy of Science and the Idea of Open Epistemologies. Philos Int ] 2021,

as a Field for Scientific Method in Philosophy. The Open
Court Publishing Company:.

Quine WV (1969) Ontological Relativity and other
Essays. Columbia University Press.

Quine WV (1975) The Nature of Natural Knowledge. In:
Guttenplan S (Ed.), Mind and Language, Clarendon Press,
pp: 67-81.

Quine WV (1995) From Stimulus to Science. Harvard
University Press.

Popper KR (1989/1963) Conjectures and Refutations:
The Growth of Scientific Knowledge. Routledge and
Kegan Paul.

Rorty R (1979) Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature.
Princeton University Press.

Mach E (1893) The Science of Mechanics: A Critical
and Historical Account of Its Development, Peirce CS
(Transl.). Open Court Publishing Company.

Feyerabend P (1975) Against Method. Outline of an
Anarchistic Theory of Knowledge. Philosophia 6(1):
165-177.

Feyerabend P (1987) Farewell to Reason. Verso.

Feyerabend P (1999) Knowledge, Science, and
Relativism. Philosophical Papers. Preston ] (Ed.).
Cambridge University Press 3: 257.

Popper KR (1994) The Myth of the Framework: In
Defence of Science and Rationality. Routledge.

Duhem P (1906) La théorie physique, son object et sa
structure. Chevalier et Riviére.

Kuhn T (1996/1962) The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions. 3™ (Edn.). The Chicago University Press.

DescartesR (1993/1644) Les principes de la philosophie.
Vrin.

Friedman M (1992) Philosophy and the Exact Sciences.
Logical Positivism as a Case Study. In: Earman ] (Ed.),
Inference, Explanation, and Other Frustrations. Essays in
the Philosophy of Science, University of California Press,

4(3): 000190.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Philosophy International Journal

pp: 84-98.

Lyotard JF (1979) La condition postmoderne. Rapport
sur le savoir. Editions de Minuit.

Detlefsen M (1993) Poincaré vs. Russell on the Role of
Logic in Mathematics. Philosophia Mathematic 1(1): 24-
49.

Jungnickel Ch, McCormmach R (1986) Intellectual
Mastery of the Nature. Theoretical Physics from Ohm
to Einstein. The Now Mighty Theoretical Physics, 1870-
1925. The University of Chicago Press 2: 350.

Toulmin S (2001) Return to Reason. Harvard University
Press.

Kuhn TS (1977) The Essential Tension: Selected
Studies in Scientific Tradition and Change. The Chicago
University Press.

Rorty R (1991) Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth.
Philosophical Papers. Cambridge University Press.

Rorty R (1982) Consequences of Pragmatism (Essays:
1972-1980). University of Minnesota Press.

Rorty R (1989) Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity.
Cambridge University Press.

Ribeiro H] (2016) Retédrica, Argumentacdo e Filosofia.
Estudos Sistematicos e Histérico-Filosoficos,
MinervaCoimbra, Coimbra. Argumentation 33: 297-299.

Ribeiro HJ (2019) Argumentagdo, Pensamento Critico e
Filosofia. Edi¢cdes Esgotadas.

Perelman Ch, Olbrechts Tyteca L (2008/1958) The New
Rhetoric: A Treatise on Argumentation. Wilkinson ],
Weaver P (Transl.). University of Notre Dame Press.

Toulmin S (1958) The Uses of Argument. Cambridge
University Press.

Bruner JS (1990) Acts of Meaning. Harvard University
Press.

Quine WV (1990) Let Me Accentuate the Positive. In:
Malachowski A (Ed.), Reading Rorty, Blackwell, pp: 117-
119.

Copyright© Ribeiro HJ.


https://medwinpublishers.com/PhIJ/
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/bibliography/2067
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/bibliography/2067
http://cup.columbia.edu/book/ontological-relativity-and-other-essays/9780231083577
http://cup.columbia.edu/book/ontological-relativity-and-other-essays/9780231083577
https://philpapers.org/rec/QUITNO-4
https://philpapers.org/rec/QUITNO-4
https://philpapers.org/rec/QUITNO-4
https://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674326361
https://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674326361
https://www.routledge.com/Conjectures-and-Refutations-The-Growth-of-Scientific-Knowledge/Popper/p/book/9780415285940
https://www.routledge.com/Conjectures-and-Refutations-The-Growth-of-Scientific-Knowledge/Popper/p/book/9780415285940
https://www.routledge.com/Conjectures-and-Refutations-The-Growth-of-Scientific-Knowledge/Popper/p/book/9780415285940
https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691178158/philosophy-and-the-mirror-of-nature
https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691178158/philosophy-and-the-mirror-of-nature
https://www.goodreads.com/work/editions/1577658-die-mechanik-in-ihrer-entwickelung-historisch-kritisch-dargestellt?per_page=100&utf8=%E2%9C%93
https://www.goodreads.com/work/editions/1577658-die-mechanik-in-ihrer-entwickelung-historisch-kritisch-dargestellt?per_page=100&utf8=%E2%9C%93
https://www.goodreads.com/work/editions/1577658-die-mechanik-in-ihrer-entwickelung-historisch-kritisch-dargestellt?per_page=100&utf8=%E2%9C%93
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02383263
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02383263
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF02383263
https://www.goodreads.com/book/show/147382.Farewell_to_Reason
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/philosophy/article/abs/knowledge-science-and-relativism-philosophical-papers-volume-3-by-p-k-feyerabend-edited-by-john-preston-cambridge-cambridge-university-press-1999-vii-257pp-14/426F8ABA3C23B3B7AD98504515711265
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/philosophy/article/abs/knowledge-science-and-relativism-philosophical-papers-volume-3-by-p-k-feyerabend-edited-by-john-preston-cambridge-cambridge-university-press-1999-vii-257pp-14/426F8ABA3C23B3B7AD98504515711265
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/philosophy/article/abs/knowledge-science-and-relativism-philosophical-papers-volume-3-by-p-k-feyerabend-edited-by-john-preston-cambridge-cambridge-university-press-1999-vii-257pp-14/426F8ABA3C23B3B7AD98504515711265
https://www.routledge.com/The-Myth-of-the-Framework-In-Defence-of-Science-and-Rationality/Popper-Notturno/p/book/9780415135559
https://www.routledge.com/The-Myth-of-the-Framework-In-Defence-of-Science-and-Rationality/Popper-Notturno/p/book/9780415135559
https://philpapers.org/rec/DUHLTP-3
https://philpapers.org/rec/DUHLTP-3
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2004-18141-000
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2004-18141-000
http://www.vrin.fr/book.php?code=9782711601875
http://www.vrin.fr/book.php?code=9782711601875
https://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft4f59n977&chunk.id=d0e2684&toc.depth=1&toc.id=d0e2684&brand=ucpress
https://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft4f59n977&chunk.id=d0e2684&toc.depth=1&toc.id=d0e2684&brand=ucpress
https://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft4f59n977&chunk.id=d0e2684&toc.depth=1&toc.id=d0e2684&brand=ucpress
https://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft4f59n977&chunk.id=d0e2684&toc.depth=1&toc.id=d0e2684&brand=ucpress
https://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft4f59n977&chunk.id=d0e2684&toc.depth=1&toc.id=d0e2684&brand=ucpress
http://www.leseditionsdeminuit.fr/livre-La_Condition_postmoderne-2180-1-1-0-1.html
http://www.leseditionsdeminuit.fr/livre-La_Condition_postmoderne-2180-1-1-0-1.html
https://academic.oup.com/philmat/article-abstract/1/1/24/1496709?redirectedFrom=PDF
https://academic.oup.com/philmat/article-abstract/1/1/24/1496709?redirectedFrom=PDF
https://academic.oup.com/philmat/article-abstract/1/1/24/1496709?redirectedFrom=PDF
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/289603
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/289603
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/289603
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/289603
https://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674012356
https://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674012356
https://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/E/bo5970650.html
https://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/E/bo5970650.html
https://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/E/bo5970650.html
https://www.cambridge.org/in/academic/subjects/philosophy/philosophy-general-interest/objectivity-relativism-and-truth-philosophical-papers-volume-1?format=PB
https://www.cambridge.org/in/academic/subjects/philosophy/philosophy-general-interest/objectivity-relativism-and-truth-philosophical-papers-volume-1?format=PB
https://www.upress.umn.edu/book-division/books/consequences-of-pragmatism
https://www.upress.umn.edu/book-division/books/consequences-of-pragmatism
https://www.cambridge.org/in/academic/subjects/philosophy/philosophy-social-science/contingency-irony-and-solidarity?format=PB&isbn=9780521367813
https://www.cambridge.org/in/academic/subjects/philosophy/philosophy-social-science/contingency-irony-and-solidarity?format=PB&isbn=9780521367813
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10503-018-9449-y
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10503-018-9449-y
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10503-018-9449-y
https://www.edicoesesgotadas.com/catalogo/argumentacao-pensamento-critico-e-filosofia/
https://www.edicoesesgotadas.com/catalogo/argumentacao-pensamento-critico-e-filosofia/
https://www.worldcat.org/title/new-rhetoric-a-treatise-on-argumentation/oclc/21425
https://www.worldcat.org/title/new-rhetoric-a-treatise-on-argumentation/oclc/21425
https://www.worldcat.org/title/new-rhetoric-a-treatise-on-argumentation/oclc/21425
http://library.mibckerala.org/lms_frame/eBook/Toulmin%20-%20The%20Uses%20of%20Argument%20(CUP).pdf
http://library.mibckerala.org/lms_frame/eBook/Toulmin%20-%20The%20Uses%20of%20Argument%20(CUP).pdf
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1990-98641-000
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1990-98641-000
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	_Hlk57113393
	_Hlk57292292
	_Hlk57218605
	_Hlk57565229
	_Hlk57482883
	_Hlk57653322
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Open and Closed Epistemologies
	Modernity and Philosophy of Science

	Conclusions: Open Epistemologies and the Threat of Relativism
	References

