
The Myth of the Framework: In Defence of 
Science and Rationality

 Free Ebooks
 Mark Wilson

http://ebook-download.neutronbyte.com/pdf-file/Wa18oYTP/e/EJBo/OPMw/ajqzg/The-Myth-of-the-Framework-In-Defence-of-Science-and-Rationality
http://ebook-download.neutronbyte.com/pdf-file/Wa18oYTP/e/EJBo/OPMw/ajqzg/The-Myth-of-the-Framework-In-Defence-of-Science-and-Rationality
http://ebook-download.neutronbyte.com/pdf-file/Wa18oYTP/e/EJBo/OPMw/ajqzg/The-Myth-of-the-Framework-In-Defence-of-Science-and-Rationality
http://ebook-download.neutronbyte.com/pdf-file/Wa18oYTP/e/EJBo/OPMw/ajqzg/The-Myth-of-the-Framework-In-Defence-of-Science-and-Rationality
http://ebook-download.neutronbyte.com/pdf-file/Wa18oYTP/e/EJBo/OPMw/ajqzg/The-Myth-of-the-Framework-In-Defence-of-Science-and-Rationality


In a career spanning sixty years, Sir Karl Popper has made some of the most important
contributions to the twentieth century discussion of science and rationality. The Myth of the
Framework is a new collection of some of Popper's most important material on this subject.Sir
Karl discusses such issues as the aims of science, the role that it plays in our civilization, the
moral responsibility of the scientist, the structure of history, and the perennial choice between
reason and revolution. In doing so, he attacks intellectual fashions (like positivism) that
exagerrate what science and rationality have done, as well as intellectual fashions (like
relativism) that denigrate what science and rationality can do. Scientific knowledge, according to
Popper, is one of the most rational and creative of human achievements, but it is also inherently
fallible and subject to revision.In place of intellectual fashions, Popper offers his own critical
rationalism - a view that he regards both as a theory of knowlege and as an attitude towards
human life, human morals and democracy.Published in cooperation with the Central European
University.

..."designed primarily to communicate Popper's philosophical ideas to a wider audience of
interested scientists and educated lay persons. . .."-"Teaching Philosophy, December
1995"Whether he is discussing physics, sociology, history, or political theory, Popper's basic
concern is to develop a model of scientific rationality and to show how it is not only a theory of
knowledge but also an attitude towards human life, human morals, and democracy."-"Teaching
Philosophy, December 1994..."this volume would be very useful in introductory courses in the
philosophy of science and science studies."-"Teaching Philosophy, December 1995 ...an
inportant collection that no one interested in Popper's philosophy can afford to--This text refers
to the hardcover edition.From the Back CoverThis is a collection of some of Sir Karl Popper's
most important material on the subject of science and rationality. In place of intellectual fashions,
Popper offers his own critical rationalism--a view that he regards both as a theory of knowledge
and as an attitude towards human life, human morals and democracy. --This text refers to the
hardcover edition.
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Twlogos Wang, “... Amazom) should set up reader's group about important book like this one.
You (mean Amazom) should set up reader's group about important book like this one. And give
the kindle print edition as possible you can.The paper edition buyer has right to as you do that.
Every one will get no harm, but benefit.”

Steven H Propp, “THE FAMED PHILOSOPHER REJECTS THE NOTION THAT WE NEED AN
AGREED-UPON “FRAMEWORK FOR DISCUSSION”. Karl Raimund Popper (1902-1994) was
an Austrian-British philosopher and professor at the London School of Economics, best-known
as a philosopher of science and of political philosophy. He wrote a number of books, such as 
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, etc.[NOTE: page numbers below refer to the 230-page paperback edition.]His “Author’s
Note” to this 1993 book states, “The essays contained in this volume were originally prepared on
different occasions as lectures for non-specialist audiences. As a result, they often contained a
résumé of my general approach to philosophy, and they sometimes contained brief discussions
of some point taken up at greater length in another essay. This posed something of a problem
when bringing them together in this volume. I have attempted to solve it by eliminating passages
where there was an obvious overlap between two essays… Some of what is said in these
essays will undoubtedly be familiar to those who know my other works. But I believe there is also
much in these essays that will not be so familiar.”He states in the title essay, “I hold that
orthodoxy is the death of knowledge, since the growth of knowledge depends entirely on the
existence of disagreement… The myth of the framework can be stated in one sentence as
follows: ‘A rational and fruitful discussion is impossible unless the participants share a common
framework of basic assumptions or, at least, unless they have agreed on such a framework for
the purpose of the discussion.’ This is the myth I am going to criticize.” (Pg. 34-35)He concludes
at the end of this essay, “the kind of discussion which is going on in the natural sciences might
have taught our philosophers that there is also another kind of rational discussion: a critical
discussion, which does not seek to prove or justify or to establish a theory, least of all by deriving
it from some higher premises, but which tries to test the theory under discussion by finding out
whether its logical consequences are all acceptable, or whether it has, perhaps, some
undesirable consequences. We can thus logically distinguish between a mistaken method of
criticizing and a correct method of criticizing. The mistaken method starts from the question:
How can we establish or justify out thesis or our theory?... By contrast, the correct method of
critical discussion starts from the question: What are the CONSEQUENCES of our thesis or our
theory? Are they all acceptable to us?” (Pg. 60)He asserts about the Frankfurt School: “as to
[Theodore] Adorno, I can neither agree nor disagree with most of his philosophy. In spite of all
efforts to understand his philosophy, it seems to me that all of it, or almost all, is just words. He
has nothing whatever to say, and he says it in Hegelian language.” (Pg. 78) He continues, “[Max]
Horkheimer rejects, without argument and in defiance of historical facts, the possibility of
reforming our so-called ‘social system.’ This amounts to saying: Let the present generation suffer
and perish---for all we can do is to expose the ugliness of the world we live in, and to heap
insults on our oppressors, the ‘bourgeoisie.’ This is the total content of the so-called ‘Critical
Theory’ of the Frankfurt School… To sum up with a phrase from Raymond Aron, I regard the
writings of the Frankfurt School as ‘opium of the intellectuals.’” (Pg. 80-81)About scientific
theories, he says, “Agreement between theory and observation should count for nothing unless



the theory is testable, and unless the agreement is found as the result of serious attempts to test
it. But testing a theory means trying to find its weak spots. It means trying to refute it. And a
theory is testable only is it is (in principle) refutable.” (Pg. 89) Later, he adds, “My thesis… is that
we do not start from observations but always from problems: from practical problems, or from a
theory which has run into difficulties---that is to say, a theory which has raised, and
disappointed, certain expectations.” (Pg. 96)He explains the difference in his approach to history,
and that of R.G. Collingwood’s: “[I] suggest that the psychological process of re-enactment is
inessential… What is essential, I suggest, is not the re-enactment but the situational analysis:
the historian’s attempt to analyse and describe the situation is nothing else than his historical
conjecture, his historical theory. And the questions---‘What were the important or operative
elements in the situation?’---is the central problem that the historian tries to solve. To the extent
that he solves it, he has UNDERSTOOD the historical situation and the piece of history that he
tries to recapture.” (Pg. 147)He elaborates on scientific method: “The work of the scientist does
not start with the collection of data, but with the sensitive selection of a promising PROBLEM---a
problem that is significant within the current problem situation, which in its turn is entirely
dominated by out theories. It is my view that the methods of the natural as well as the social
sciences can be best understood if we admit that science always begins and ends with
problems.” (Pg. 155)He adds, “scientific criticism… does not try to show that the theory in
question has not been proved or demonstrated. Similarly, it does not try to show that the theory
in question has not been established of justified---because no theory can be established or
justified. Incidentally, it does not try to show that the theory in question has a high probability …
because no theory has a high probability (in the sense of the probability calculus).” (Pg.
159)While not one of Popper’s “major works,” these essays provide useful elaboration on his
ideas, and this book will be helpful to anyone studying his ideas and their development.”

Steven H Propp, “THE FAMED PHILOSOPHER REJECTS THE NOTION THAT WE NEED AN
AGREED-UPON “FRAMEWORK FOR DISCUSSION”. Karl Raimund Popper (1902-1994) was
an Austrian-British philosopher and professor at the London School of Economics, best-known
as a philosopher of science and of political philosophy. He wrote a number of books, such as 
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, etc.[NOTE: page numbers below refer to the 230-page paperback edition.]His “Author’s
Note” to this 1993 book states, “The essays contained in this volume were originally prepared on
different occasions as lectures for non-specialist audiences. As a result, they often contained a
résumé of my general approach to philosophy, and they sometimes contained brief discussions
of some point taken up at greater length in another essay. This posed something of a problem
when bringing them together in this volume. I have attempted to solve it by eliminating passages
where there was an obvious overlap between two essays… Some of what is said in these
essays will undoubtedly be familiar to those who know my other works. But I believe there is also
much in these essays that will not be so familiar.”He states in the title essay, “I hold that
orthodoxy is the death of knowledge, since the growth of knowledge depends entirely on the
existence of disagreement… The myth of the framework can be stated in one sentence as
follows: ‘A rational and fruitful discussion is impossible unless the participants share a common
framework of basic assumptions or, at least, unless they have agreed on such a framework for
the purpose of the discussion.’ This is the myth I am going to criticize.” (Pg. 34-35)He concludes
at the end of this essay, “the kind of discussion which is going on in the natural sciences might
have taught our philosophers that there is also another kind of rational discussion: a critical



discussion, which does not seek to prove or justify or to establish a theory, least of all by deriving
it from some higher premises, but which tries to test the theory under discussion by finding out
whether its logical consequences are all acceptable, or whether it has, perhaps, some
undesirable consequences. We can thus logically distinguish between a mistaken method of
criticizing and a correct method of criticizing. The mistaken method starts from the question:
How can we establish or justify out thesis or our theory?... By contrast, the correct method of
critical discussion starts from the question: What are the CONSEQUENCES of our thesis or our
theory? Are they all acceptable to us?” (Pg. 60)He asserts about the Frankfurt School: “as to
[Theodore] Adorno, I can neither agree nor disagree with most of his philosophy. In spite of all
efforts to understand his philosophy, it seems to me that all of it, or almost all, is just words. He
has nothing whatever to say, and he says it in Hegelian language.” (Pg. 78) He continues, “[Max]
Horkheimer rejects, without argument and in defiance of historical facts, the possibility of
reforming our so-called ‘social system.’ This amounts to saying: Let the present generation suffer
and perish---for all we can do is to expose the ugliness of the world we live in, and to heap
insults on our oppressors, the ‘bourgeoisie.’ This is the total content of the so-called ‘Critical
Theory’ of the Frankfurt School… To sum up with a phrase from Raymond Aron, I regard the
writings of the Frankfurt School as ‘opium of the intellectuals.’” (Pg. 80-81)About scientific
theories, he says, “Agreement between theory and observation should count for nothing unless
the theory is testable, and unless the agreement is found as the result of serious attempts to test
it. But testing a theory means trying to find its weak spots. It means trying to refute it. And a
theory is testable only is it is (in principle) refutable.” (Pg. 89) Later, he adds, “My thesis… is that
we do not start from observations but always from problems: from practical problems, or from a
theory which has run into difficulties---that is to say, a theory which has raised, and
disappointed, certain expectations.” (Pg. 96)He explains the difference in his approach to history,
and that of R.G. Collingwood’s: “[I] suggest that the psychological process of re-enactment is
inessential… What is essential, I suggest, is not the re-enactment but the situational analysis:
the historian’s attempt to analyse and describe the situation is nothing else than his historical
conjecture, his historical theory. And the questions---‘What were the important or operative
elements in the situation?’---is the central problem that the historian tries to solve. To the extent
that he solves it, he has UNDERSTOOD the historical situation and the piece of history that he
tries to recapture.” (Pg. 147)He elaborates on scientific method: “The work of the scientist does
not start with the collection of data, but with the sensitive selection of a promising PROBLEM---a
problem that is significant within the current problem situation, which in its turn is entirely
dominated by out theories. It is my view that the methods of the natural as well as the social
sciences can be best understood if we admit that science always begins and ends with
problems.” (Pg. 155)He adds, “scientific criticism… does not try to show that the theory in
question has not been proved or demonstrated. Similarly, it does not try to show that the theory
in question has not been established of justified---because no theory can be established or
justified. Incidentally, it does not try to show that the theory in question has a high probability …



because no theory has a high probability (in the sense of the probability calculus).” (Pg.
159)While not one of Popper’s “major works,” these essays provide useful elaboration on his
ideas, and this book will be helpful to anyone studying his ideas and their development.”

The book by Mark Wilson has a rating of  5 out of 4.6. 18 people have provided feedback.
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