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Abstract:

This research paper aims to shed light on
the philosophy of Paul Karl Feyerabend
(1924-1994) through an analysis of his
conception of epistemological anarchism
and methodological pluralism in science. It
seeks to clarify how Feyerabend criticized
rigid scientific rationality, emphasizing
that scientific knowledge does not follow a
linear or fixed trajectory, but rather
constitutes a historical and creative process
in which experiment, art, and culture
intersect. The paper also addresses the
critical roots of his challenge to the
traditional scientific method, drawing on
historical, philosophical, and artistic
examples, particularly from the philosophy
of nature. Methodologically, the study
adopts a descriptive-analytical approach,
which is appropriate to the nature of the
subject under investigation.

The study ultimately arrives at several key
conclusions, foremost among them
highlighting Feyerabend’s contribution to
rethinking the role of the individual in
scientific knowledge, his critique of rigid
methodological constraints, and his
insistence on understanding science as
a multidimensional and dynamic
phenomenon that requires intellectual
flexibility and methodological pluralism.

Keywords: Paul Feyerabend ; Philosophy of

Science ; Epistemological Anarchism ;
Methodological Pluralism ; Scientific
Rationality.

Introduction

In its development, science does not
tolerate stagnation within a single
unified method or immutable laws from
which no deviation is permitted. Rather,
it tends to revise its foundations and
principles whenever it fails to resolve
emerging epistemic problems. This
process often leads scientists to initiate
what some may regard as a scientific
revolution, while others perceive it as
methodological chaos. From this very
tension, the Austrian philosopher and
scientist Paul Feyerabend founded a
new philosophical approach grounded
in a critique of Western rationality and
its hegemonic stance toward the
knowledge systems of  other
civilizations. He authored several books
and articles, most notably Against
Method and Science in a Free Society,
in which he employed diverse tools
ranging from historical analysis and
philosophical critique to comparisons
between science and art, with the aim of
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reformulating the philosophy of science
in its late = phase—what he
termed epistemological pluralism.

Feyerabend focused on examining the
deep structures and robust scientific
foundations  underlying  thought,
science, and human culture as a whole,
without disparaging any idea, no matter
how trivial it might appear to some.
Such ideas, he argued, could constitute
pivotal moments capable of
transforming an entire  scientific
methodology and its epistemic laws. In
this focus, he sought to construct a
multidimensional approach to the study
of scientific knowledge, based on three
core principles: the rejection of rigid
methodology, the acknowledgment of
exceptions, and  epistemological
pluralism. As a result, he faced
extensive criticism from traditional
philosophers of science, who regarded
his  position as reckless and
irresponsible.

Nevertheless, Feyerabend’s ideas are of
considerable = importance in  the
contemporary landscape of research
methodologies, especially in light of the
profound transformations introduced by
modern physics, such as string theory.
His approach gains further significance
insofar as it contributed to the
development of a new vision of science
as a creative historical process, linking
scientific knowledge with art, culture,
society, and civilization, and liberating
it from the constraints of purely
materialistic and sensory Western
methodological interpretation. He thus
sought to build an integrated epistemic
system that takes into account the

historical and creative context of
science, supporting his claims with
numerous historical examples
throughout his lectures and writings that
attest to methodological plurality.

Despite the abundance of Western
studies devoted to Feyerabend’s
thought, its presence within Arabic
scholarship remains in need of a critical
analytical engagement that highlights
the epistemic foundations of his
philosophy on the one hand, and
evaluates the value of contemporary
Western studies on the other. Although
his ideas represented a distinctive
methodological revolution in the
understanding of science, they have
often been received in the Arab context
through partial or reductive readings,
confined either to their critical or
polemical dimensions, without a
comprehensive grasp of his overall
philosophical project. This situation has
motivated the present study as a matter
of scientific necessity within the field of
research methodology.

Accordingly, this study seeks to address
the following central problem:

How can Paul Feyerabend’s
epistemological thought be
characterized, and what are the scope
and limits of the methodological
anarchism he proposed within the
philosophy of science?

Sub-questions:

1. What scientific and
methodological ~ foundations
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underpin
thought?

2. What are the main criticisms
directed at his epistemological
philosophy, and what are its
epistemic limits?

Feyerabend’s

Hypotheses:

« Feyerabend’s thought represents
a methodological revolution in
the philosophy of science
through its emphasis on
epistemological pluralism.

o Integrating history and art into
the understanding of science
reveals the latter as a dynamic
and creative process.

Research Objectives:

eTo present the theoretical
foundations, methodological
principles, and  scientific
assumptions underlying

Feyerabend’s thought.
« To analyze the applications of his
ideas in understanding the

development of scientific,
historical, and artistic
knowledge.

Significance of the Study:

The importance of this study lies in
offering a comprehensive reading of
Feyerabend’s methodological thought
and clarifying his contributions to the
philosophy of science, as well as
highlighting the impact of
methodological anarchism on the

modern understanding of science,
history, and art.

Previous Studies:

Numerous researchers have addressed
Feyerabend’s thought in both Arabic
and foreign languages, among the most
significant of which are:

« Ludék Broucek, Feyerabend’s
Pluralistic  Philosophy: The
Paratactic Aggregate, which
examines the philosophical
foundations of pluralism in

Feyerabend’s work,
demonstrating that
epistemological anarchism

does not amount to an absolute
rejection of method, but rather
to the coexistence and
equivalence of  methods
without subjecting them to a
single rational structure, while
emphasizing the constructive
and historical dimensions of his
philosophy.

«Gonzalo Munévar, Historical
Antecedents to the Philosophy
of Paul Feyerabend, which
focuses on the historical and
philosophical backgrounds of
Feyerabend’s thought,
particularly his engagement
with Greek philosophy, his
critique of logical positivism,
and his dialogue with the works
of Popper and Kuhn, showing
that  his epistemological
anarchism is the outcome of a
long critical trajectory rather
than an arbitrary stance.
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« Thierry Hoquet, Paul
Feyerabend, Anarchiste des
sciences, which offers an
analytical reading of
Feyerabend as a radical critic of
scientific authority and
institutions, highlighting the
political and cultural
dimensions of his philosophy
and his defense of intellectual
freedom and epistemological
pluralism against rigid
scientific rationality.

These studies converge on the view that
Feyerabend was not merely a critic of
the scientific method, but rather the
author of an integrated philosophical
project that redefines science as
a historical, human, and pluralistic
practice, challenging the monopoly of
strict rationality over the domain of
knowledge.

In this light, the present study offers a
new synthetic reading of Paul Karl
Feyerabend’s philosophy by
methodologically

linking epistemological anarchism
and methodological pluralism on the
one hand, and the aesthetic—cultural
dimension of science on the other.
Rather than limiting Feyerabend to the
role of a radical critic of scientific
methodology, the article demonstrates
that his later philosophical project
marks a transition from critiquing
method to reinterpreting science as a
historical and creative practice akin to
art.

1. The Conceptual and Historical
Framework of Paul Feyerabend’s
Philosophy

1.1. The Philosophical and Historical
Context of the Formation of
Feyerabend’s Thought

The study of the philosophical views
and epistemological positions of the
Austrian-born philosopher Paul Karl
Feyerabend (1924-1994) is generally
subject to a distinction between two
major phases of his work: the moderate
(early) period and the anarchistic (later)
period. This distinction is emphasized in
the vast majority of studies devoted to
his thought. Both periods are
fundamentally connected to
Feyerabend’s strong emphasis on
history and to his deliberate blurring of
the distinction between the context of
discovery and the context of
justification.

The philosophy of science articulated by
Feyerabend—whether  during  the
moderate phase (from 1962 onward) or
during the anarchistic phase—falls
within a specific intellectual trajectory.
The moderate period begins with a brief
engagement with logical empiricism,
followed by a sustained critique of
positivist philosophy. This critique
gradually develops into a constructive
phase in which Feyerabend proposes his
counter-method, conceived as a form of
critical rationality directed against the
positivist approach.

By contrast, the anarchistic phase
represents a rupture with all attempts
(including his own earlier ones) to
establish a constructive methodology. It
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challenges the assumption that there
exists a distinctive form of rationality
peculiar to science that would allow it to
be clearly demarcated from other forms
of human cultural activity.

In order to achieve a deeper
understanding of Feyerabend’s
philosophy, it is therefore necessary to
examine his epistemological and
ontological positions primarily through
an analysis of his pluralistic philosophy
in its later phase (from the early 1970s
onward), as well as through his
conception of the historicity of
knowledge. In  this  transition,
Feyerabend moves from the position of
a theorist of science to that of an
interpreter of the history of science. This
shift is clearly manifested in works that
were drafted after his death and
published posthumously, such
as Philosophy of
Nature (Naturphilosophie, 2009). In
this work, he provides scientific
examples illustrating the transition from
a simple (primitive), pre-rational
epistemological framework to Western
rationality beginning with  Greek
thought, which initially relied on the
poetry of Homer and Hesiod, as well as
on myths such as the myth of Pandora’s
Box, the myth of Hades and

! - Kilian, Krzysztof J. (2024). What is

Epistemological ~Anarchism?  Filozoficzne
Aspekty Genezy, Vol. 20, No. 2, p ; 2.

2 Cassirer, Ernst. 1955. The Philosophy of
Symbolic Forms, Volume Two: Mythical
Thought. Translated by Ralph Manheim.
Introductory note by Charles W. Hendel. New
Haven: Yale University Press; London:

Persephone, or the myth of the naming
of the city of Athens. As he argues,
“philosophy could not arrive at its first
clear formulation of its own concept and
task except through its engagement with
mythical thinking”?. In other words,
“the world we perceive is neither
simple, nor given, nor clear from the
outset; rather, it exists only insofar as it
passes through fundamental theoretical
acts by means of which it is
apprehended and determined™. Reality
thus remains in a constant process of
reinterpretation and reflection, just as
our ancestors once reflected upon their
reality through myth.

Following his reflection on mythical
thought, Feyerabend concluded that
“primitive myth represents the open and
dynamic form of reality, a reality
constructed from relatively independent
units”™. This insight reveals the
philosophical  secret behind the
constantly changing nature of his views,
which remain open to reality in the same
way that myth remains open to reality.
Such openness generated positions that
sometimes appear contradictory. These
positions led Ludék Broucek to ask:
“Was Feyerabend really a philosopher?
Is there any prior philosophical
framework that summarizes his ideas?”

Geoffrey Cumberlege, Oxford University
Press. P; 01 .

3 Cassirer, Ernst.. The Philosophy of
Symbolic Forms.(Ibid) P ; 01 .

4 Broucek, Lud&k. The Paratactic Aggregate —
Feyerabend’s Pluralistic Philosophy. Ph.D.
thesis, Charles University, Faculty of Science,
Department of Philosophy and History of
Science, supervised by Prof. PhDr. Anna
Hogenova, CSc., Prague, 2012. P ; 06.
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He answers his own question by stating:
“The answer appears to be no. Although
Feyerabend personally rejected the title
of philosopher and claimed not to
advocate any particular philosophical
orientation, he is nonetheless widely
regarded—and  criticized—as an
epistemological anarchist and a

postmodern relativist™.

For Feyerabend, the attempts of
philosophers of science to explain the
growth of knowledge suffer from a
serious deficiency due to what he
perceives as the limits of rationality. He
adopts an ironic and sarcastic stance
toward the efforts of philosophers of
science—while exempting himself, of
course. In Against Method and Science
in a Free Society, he seeks to convince
us that “there is no salvation outside
Feyerabend,” who aims to cultivate a
“mature citizen who has not been
indoctrinated by any  particular
ideology, but who possesses a certain
mental  resilience  or  skeptical
disposition.” This is intended to form an
intellectual immunity against all forms
of propaganda, including those that
claim to contain arguments, such as
materialist physicalism or rationalist
dogmatism.  Feyerabend  criticizes
doctrines in a “Kantian” manner—
without being Kantian himself. Rather,
he is a philosopher who draws upon all
of philosophy and integrates it into a
single philosophical outlook, on the

> Broucek, Lud&k. The Paratactic Aggregate —
Feyerabend’s Pluralistic Philosophy. P ; 06.

® Feyerabend, Paul K. Against Method.
London: New Left Books, 1975. p. 114.

grounds that philosophy gathers
wisdom wherever it may be found and
has no right to adopt a single doctrine as
the sole and ultimate truth®.

2.1. The Problem of Characterizing
Feyerabend: Philosopher or
Epistemological Anarchist?

Paul Feyerabend—a quantum physicist,
to some extent an astronomer, and in
philosophy a quasi-direct student of
Wittgenstein and Popper—was an
admirer of John Stuart Mill and an
opponent of the German socialist
philosopher Marx. In summarizing his
own philosophy, he described himself
as an “epistemological anarchist” or a
“Dadaist.” As a radical icon claiming
rebellion and as a fierce opponent of
scientific dogmatism, Feyerabend rose
in later years to the forefront of the
philosophy of science as the enfant
terrible of epistemology’.

His interest was particularly focused on
the problem of empiricism in the
philosophy of science. It can thus be
said that, were it not for the wide
dissemination and notoriety of his
books Against Method (1975)
and Science in a Free Society (1978), he
would have been regarded as the
paradigmatic contemporary
epistemological philosopher of science
of this century. This raises the question:
what does it mean to describe

7 Mackie, Robert. Tales from the Berkeley
Woods: Feyerabend on Science in a Free
Society. Access: Contemporary Issues in
Education, vol. 2, no. 1, 1983, Department of
Education, University of Newcastle,
Newcastle, NSW, Australia. P ; 46.

484



Feyerabend as an “epistemological
anarchist”?

This label was first applied by
Feyerabend himself and was intended as
a response to those who sought to

subsume him under Popperian,
Wittgensteinian, neo-Kantian, neo-
Hegelian, Nietzschean, or

Kierkegaardian philosophies, as well as
to those who attempted to associate him
with major Greek philosophical schools
such as Pyrrhonian skepticism. This
resistance to classification led his
followers to place him among the great
philosophers of  science and
epistemology in the second half of the
twentieth century, regarding him as “a
defender of pluralism and tolerance in
the twentieth century.” One of
Feyerabend’s successors, Professor
Munévar, even went so far as to claim
that chapters three and six of Against
Method are among the finest passages
ever written in the history of philosophy
(Munévar 2002)8,

In her article “Historical Antecedents to
the Philosophy of Paul Feyerabend,” it
is stated that “Feyerabend is an
extremely radical philosopher of
science’. By contrast, some of his

8 Broucek, Ludék. 7he Paratactic Aggregate —
Feyerabend'’s Pluralistic Philosophy. 2012.P ; 07-
08.

Munévar, Gonzalo. “Historical Antecedents to the
Philosophy of Paul Feyerabend.” Studies in History
and Philosophy of Science Part A, Vol. 57, 2016,

pp-01.

detractors describe him as hasty and
excessively sarcastic in his opposition to
others’ views, summarizing his thought
with a remark he once made about
himself: “A person with such lightness
did not seem to be the ideal candidate to
teach a serious subject like
philosophy™!’.

Ultimately, however, the consensus has
settled on recognizing Feyerabend as a
philosopher—one who sparked a
revolution in the philosophy of science
through his ideas about the possibility of
proposing hypotheses that contradict
empirical results, the existence of
exceptions to all scientific
methodological rules, the capacity of
ordinary individuals to challenge expert
judgments, and the necessity of human
happiness as a fundamental value of
science. On this basis, he has been
described as “the enfant terrible of
epistemology... since his direct interest
1s focused on the problem of empiricism
in the philosophy of science”!!. This
pluralism is clearly evident in his
book Science in a Free Society, which
complements and further develops ideas

previously advanced in Against
Method 2.

10 Hoquet, Thierry. Paul Feyerabend, anarchiste des

sciences.( https://laviedesidees.fr).

1 Mackie, Robert. Tales from the Berkeley Woods:
Feyerabend on Science in a Free Society. Access:

Contemporary Issues in Education, P ; 46.

12 Feyerabend, Paul. Against Method:

Outline of an Anarchistic Theory of
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The latter work is not a purely academic
or systematically organized study, as it
originated as a letter from Feyerabend to
his friend Imre Lakatos. Since “Lakatos
was a rationalist, rationality plays a
major role in the book. And because he
admired Popper, Popper appears in the
book more often than his ‘objective
importance’ would require”®. It was
largely for this reason that Lakatos
described his friend Feyerabend as an
anarchist.

3.1. The Intellectual Roots of
Feyerabend’s Critique of Method

The Feyerabendian idea of Against
Method can be said to be partly inspired
by  Karl  Popper’s  philosophy,
particularly his book The Poverty of
Historicism (1974), in which he warned
against the relationship between
historicism and totalitarian ideologies!.
These ideologies, prevalent in medieval
thought, were based on the belief that
history is an inevitable destiny that
cannot be changed or actively shaped.
The roots of this idea can be traced even
further back to Socrates’ philosophy,
especially in his ascending and
descending dialectical exchanges with
his interlocutors, the structured manner
in which he guided discussion toward
predetermined conclusions through
methodically framed questions, and his
use of dialectical reasoning—even

Knowledge. 3rd ed., London: Verso, 1993.p;
04.

13 Tbid,p.p4.5.

% Nicholas Maxwell, "A Critique of Popper's
Views on Scientific Method," Philosophy of
Science, June 1972, University College,
London.p ; 136.

when hypotheses led to results that
contradicted prevailing beliefs in the
collective imagination.

From this, Feyerabend concluded that
no strict methodological rule exists, and
that philosophy is inherently flexible,
open to a plurality of methods and
research approaches, without imposing
a single rule on scientific debate. This
idea constitutes the core of Against
Method. As he illustrates, “the strict
application of rationalist methodology
to actual historical events leads to
ridiculous or contradictory results
(reductio ad absurdum): instead of
appearing rational, scientists emerge as
violators of the very rules they
advocate™?,

Some of the roots of his philosophical
method can also be traced to the artist
Gerhard Richter (1932-1993), author
of Art and Anti-Art (1965). Richter
became known for his attempts to “push
the boundaries between photography
and painting, and between abstraction
and realism, thereby creating a body of
work that constantly challenges
classification™. Feyerabend
appropriated from him the idea of
“against method.” Just as Dadaist artists
introduced the notion of “anti-art” to
expose the boundaries between art and
non-art, Feyerabend sought to identify
the boundaries between science and

15 Brouéek, Ludék. The Paratactic Aggregate
— Feyerabend’s Pluralistic Philosophy. 2012.
P;09

16 Guide d'art Gerhard Richter : Histoire
complete, ceuvres et valeur marchande
(2025).(https://ideelart.com/)
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non-science. For this reason, he is
sometimes described as a “Dadaist,” in
reference either to Richter or to
Dadaism itself—a broad movement of
artists and writers, a cognitive-artistic
movement that swept through the world
of art (and knowledge)"’.

Feyerabend’s  philosophy likewise
swept through epistemology and the
very concept of science. To be Dadaist,
one must be against Dadaism itself;
similarly, Feyerabend believed that for
a philosopher to truly be a philosopher,
he must be against method, dogmatism,
and rigid classification—remaining
open, much like Nietzsche’s
unsystematic philosophy!'s.

Feyerabend also relies extensively on
diverse historical examples in every
report or philosophical argument he
seeks to defend’. These examples are
not presented as conclusive proofs or
definitive demonstrations, but rather as
means of rendering his ideas plausible
while simultaneously undermining the
reader’s rigid conceptual assumptions
about what is Dbelieved to be
unquestionable science. In doing so, he
destabilizes the researcher’s confidence
in supposedly absolute rules and reveals
the true nature of science: just as Darwin
showed that life evolves, science itself
is subject to development and to the
continual re-production of its concepts

17 Mackie, Robert. Tales from the Berkeley
Woods: Feyerabend on Science in a Free
Society. Access: Contemporary Issues in
Education. p ; 47.

1% Babich, Babette. “Progress in Science and
Art: Feyerabend’s ‘Science as Art’ and Alois
Riegl.” Borderless Philosophy, no. 8 (2025):
p;1-2.

and terminology. From this, Feyerabend
arrives at a general principle: “the
success of (science) cannot be used as
an argument for treating unresolved

problems in a normative way”?°,

2. Methodological Anarchism and the
Critique of Scientific Rationality

1.2. Philosophy of Nature and the
Critique of Scientific Reductionism

By the notion of “philosophy of nature
and the critique of  scientific
reductionism”’, one refers to the study of
nature as it appears in its integrated and
holistic form, rather than as a mere
collection of measurable phenomena.
This approach rejects viewing nature
from a purely materialistic perspective
and instead considers it fundamentally
from an existential-experiential
standpoint as lived by human beings.
From this perspective, the meaning of
rejecting or criticizing  scientific
reductionism within the philosophy of
nature becomes clear: the empirical
sciences are not the sole means of
understanding the world. Nature
encompasses complex and diverse
dimensions, most notably living
phenomena, human experience, and
even aesthetic and ethical values, none
of which can be reduced to physical
laws.

9 Feyerabend, Paul. Against Method:

Outline of an Anarchistic Theory of
Knowledge. P ; 11.

2 bid. P; 11
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Accordingly, if science is confined to
physical laws alone, then aesthetics,
ethics, and human experience—despite
not being governed by strict laws—
would be excluded, even though we
speak meaningfully of moral
science and aesthetics. The conclusion,
therefore, is that science (in its
materialist conception) is not the sole
source of absolute truth. From this
standpoint, = Feyerabend concludes
that “successful research does not
follow general standards; it depends
now on one trick, now on another; the
moves that advance it are not always
known to the scientists themselves, and
therefore radical changes in the overall
view of science occasionally occur,
producing breakthroughs such as the
Copernican or Darwinian
revolutions” ?!.

These revolutions affect different fields
of research in different ways, receiving
uneven stimuli from them, and give rise
to new scientific theories that establish
structural criteria for scientific activity
at a given stage. These criteria are
subsequently justified and granted
legitimacy through appeal
to reason or rationality.

Hence, thinkers such as Feyerabend
emphasize methodological pluralism in
science and advocate a
philosophy “against method”, that is,
against reducing science to a single path
or a single methodology. Even natural

2 1bid. P; 10.

22 Rickles, Dean. A Brief History of String Theory:
From Dual Models to M-Theory. Berlin—Heidelberg:
Springer, 2014.p;7.

phenomena themselves cannot all be
fully explained by science, which often
encounters limits in accounting for
them; how, then, can science be made
the sole path to knowledge and truth?
This leads to the affirmation
of philosophy of nature or the
philosophical understanding of nature,
distancing itself from mechanical or
materialist reductionism that confines
nature to physical laws alone.

A compelling illustration of this is
provided by superstring theory. Dean
Rickles, in his book A Brief History of
String Theory: From Dual Models to M-
Theory (Berlin—Heidelberg), states: “If
superstring theory were to turn out to be
a genuine theory of everything,
historians of science would face a
formidable task in explaining how it
came into being” **. He further explains
the novelty of this theory by noting that
the usual relationship  between
principles and theories is reversed:
ordinarily, theories are derived from
principles, whereas here it appears that
principles are extracted from the theory
itself. This development has produced a
Copernican-like upheaval in physical
laws and has reinforced the idea of
methodological pluralism.

Such methodological pluralism arises
through the “destabilization of familiar
philosophical  categories and the
stimulation of critical thinking” .
Science, at its core, does not possess a

23 Feyerabend, Paul. Against Method: Outline of an
Anarchistic Theory of Knowledge Opcit. P ; 9.
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unified structure: the foundations of the
empirical sciences differ from those of
the human and social sciences, and
likewise from religious sciences. Even
within a single discipline, multiple
methodologies coexist. In philosophy,
we encounter philosophical research
methodology; in law, legal research

methodology; in
psychology, psychoanalytic
methodology; and in

anthropology, anthropological
research methodology. Thus, the
multiplicity of customary
methodologies 1mposed itself upon
science. Modern scientific terminology
itself began to crystallize from the
1930s onward, notably with the
Austrian scholar E. Wiister (1898—
1977)*.

2.2. Scientific History as an Argument
Against Method

The idea of a “scientific method” can be
traced back to the origins of Aristotelian
logic, which gradually developed and
reached a high point within Islamic

4 Cabré, M. T. (1999). Terminology: Theory,
methods, and applications (J. C. Sager, Ed.; J.
A. DeCesaris, Trans.).
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing Company .P ; 1-2.

25 Stark, Michael William. Beyond
Aristotelianism: al-Farabi on revelation,
humans and animals in his On the Perfect
State. Master’s Thesis, The American
University in Cairo, 2014. AUC Knowledge
Fountain

26 Stark, Michael William. Beyond
Aristotelianism: al-Farabi on revelation,
humans and animals in his On the Perfect
State. Master’s Thesis, The American

civilization. Thinkers such as al-
Farabi—examined by Michael William
Stark in his master’s thesis Beyond
Aristotelianism: al-Farabi on
Revelation, Humans and Animals in His
On the Perfect State *>—as well as al-
Ghazalt ?® and Ibn Rushd?’, played
crucial roles in refining logical inquiry.
Moreover, experimental logic was
advanced in chemistry and medicine by
Ibn al-Haytham, the founder of optics®,
and by Ibn Sina, the eminent
philosopher, physician, and logician,
who “integrated diverse currents of
Greek philosophical and scientific
thought from late antiquity and early
Islam to construct a coherent and
systematic philosophical—scientific
framework explaining reality as a
whole” .

In astronomy and geography, Muslim
scholars made monumental
contributions, such  that “Islamic
astronomy represents an innovative and
cumulative intellectual tradition
spanning a millennium”, as
demonstrated by Maghami Asl and

University in Cairo, 2014. AUC Knowledge
Fountain

> Etuk, A. R. (2022, April 22). Revisiting
Averroes’ influence on Western philosophy.
Universal Academic Publishers. Retrieved
from (https://www.ajol.info)

28 Lorch, Richard, and Editors of Britannica.
“Ibn al-Haytham.” Encyclopaedia
Britannica. (https://www.britannica.com.
Accessed December 21, 2025).

2 Gutas, Dimitri. (2016). Ibn Sina
[Avicenna]. In E. N. Zalta, U. Nodelman, C.
Allen, & R. L. Anderson (Eds.), Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2016
Edition). Metaphysics Research Lab, Center
for the Study of Language and Information,
Stanford University. Retrieved from. P ; 1.
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Almleaky in their study Astronomical
Methods and Instrumentation in the
Islamic World: Past, Present, Future °.

Following the translation of Islamic
heritage into Europe, Western thinkers
were deeply influenced by it. Francis
Bacon, for example, largely reproduced
Ibn al-Haytham’s experimental insights,
as evidenced by studies noting that the
dominant historical narrative of the
scientific method—defined by the
interaction of hypothesis, observation,
and mathematical proof—often
overlooks these earlier intellectual
traditions®!.  Similarly, = Descartes
adopted methodological doubt in a
manner strongly reminiscent of al-
Ghazal?.

Over time, the widespread conviction
emerged that there is no single entity
that can be called “the scientific
method.” As one study observes, “a
mature historiography of science has
shown that, at best, there are multiple
methods. There may be universal
principles (such as the principle of non-

contradiction) shared by all serious

3 Maghami Asl, A., & Almleaky, Y. (2025,
November 26). Astronomical methods and
instrumentation in the Islamic world: Past,
present, future [Preprint]. Horace Mann
School; King Abdulaziz University.

31 Permana, Bryan P. (2025, October 15).
Analysis of Ibn al-Haytham’s Foundational
Role in the Development of the Modern
Scientific Method. Independent Researcher. P ;
1-2.

32 Alwahaib, Mohammad. (2018). 4/-Ghazali
and Descartes from Doubt to Certainty: A

Phenomenological Approach. Philosophical
Inquiry, 42(3/4), 120-137.

inquiry, but these principles alone
cannot explain scientific success” *.

This debate over method itself became
part of what is termed postmodernity, a
concept used—yparticularly in the
American context—to describe the
cultural condition following
transformations that have altered the
rules of science, literature, and the arts
since the late nineteenth century®.
Many narratives previously labeled
as scientific were revealed to be quasi-
mythical, prompting demands for
rigorous criteria  before  granting
scientific legitimacy. Even physics itself
1S “no more than a scattered collection
of topics (elasticity, hydrodynamics,
rheology, thermodynamics, etc.), each
containing opposing tendencies” *.

History, therefore, is not merely a
repository of ideas or a chronological
record; it can be the primary catalyst for
scientific ~ revolutions.  Feyerabend
invokes historical examples not as
proofs, but to demonstrate the epistemic
value of the history of science and the
dynamics of its development®.

33 Nola, Robert, and Howard Sankey (eds.),
After Popper, Kuhn and Feyerabend: Recent
Issues in Theories of Scientific Method,
Australasian Studies in History and Philosophy
of Science, vol. 15, Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 2000. P ; 04.

3% Lyotard, Jean-Francois. La Condition
postmoderne: Rapport sur le savoir. Paris: Les
Editions de Minuit, 1979. P ; 07.

35 Feyerabend, Paul. Against Method:
Outline of an Anarchistic Theory of
Knowledge. P ; 7.

6 Ibid. P; 11.
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Scientific revolutions emerge from
anomalies that existing theories cannot
resolve, until accumulated insights
enable a reconceptualization of the
field. As Kuhn explains, “discovery
begins with the awareness of anomaly ...
and ends only when the paradigm
theory has been adjusted so that the
anomalous has become the
expected” .

3.2. Knowledge as a Historical and
Creative Process

Ludék  Broucek  argues in The
Paratactic Aggregate — Feyerabend'’s
Pluralistic Philosophy that Feyerabend
sought to demonstrate that the human
world 1s ultimately a historical and
creative process®®. This creativity is
particularly evident in art. Babette
Babich, in her article “Progress in
Science and Art: Feyerabend’s ‘Science
as Art’ and Alois Riegl”, elucidates the
relationship between art and historically
creative knowledge, grounded in
epistemological pluralism. Feyerabend
consistently challenged the progressive
model of scientific understanding,
especially in Against Method .

37 Kuhn, Thomas S., The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions, p ; 52- 53

38 Broucek, Ludék. The Paratactic Aggregate
— Feyerabend’s Pluralistic Philosophy. P ;6 .

39 Babich, Babette. “Progress in Science and
Art: Feyerabend’s ‘Science as Art’ and Alois
Riegl.” P ; 1- 2.

40 Feyerabend, P. Wissenschaft als Kunst.
Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1984. P ; 07.

Babich further notes that Feyerabend
employed progress in art as a metaphor
for scientific progress, notably in his
posthumously published essay Art as a
Product of Nature as a Work of
Art (1995), reflecting his sustained
engagement with Naturphilosophie *°.
His inaugural lecture in Zurich in
1981, Wissenschaft als Kunst, explicitly
compared scientific progress with
artistic progress*.

In this sense, “scientific knowledge is
transmitted in artistic form, within a
tension between knowledge (science)
and art, engaging epistemology,
theories of education, and the social
practice of knowledge transmission” *'.

Feyerabend thus incorporates all forms
of belief into his conception of
knowledge, including religious belief,
which he addressed methodologically in
his critiques of Western rationalism.
These are collected in Farewell to
Reason (1987), Conquest of
Abundance (1999), and The Tyranny of
Science (2011)*. His purpose was to
demonstrate that science is not an
absolute truth, but is subject to critique,
change, and revision. As he states
in Science in a Free Society, modern

! GauB, Eva Maria, and Kati Hannken-Illjes.
“Vermittlung von wissenschaftlichen
Erkenntnissen in kiinstlerischer Form.” kubi-
online, 2013/2012.( https://www.kubi-
online.de)

42 Preston, J. (2016). The rise of Western
rationalism: Paul Feyerabend’s story. Studies
in History and Philosophy of Science Part A,
57, 79-86.(
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsa.2015.11.013).p
; 1-2.
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science arose through comprehensive
objections to what preceded it, just as
rationality itself emerged through
objections to common sense*’.

Science, therefore, is not a finished or
sacred achievement, nor does it possess
an inherent privilege that justifies
monopolizing rationality while denying
it to other forms of knowledge.
According to Feyerabend, science
attained its dominance historically
through contingency and strategy rather
than intrinsic superiority, a view echoed
in his later writings on the rise of
Western rationalism*. Modern science
is ultimately a collective human
product, shaped through historical
accumulation. It should be understood
as a social enterprise, whose proper
comprehension requires attention to
metaphysics, methodology, language,
psychological factors, and cultural
traditions—not merely logic,
observation, and experiment®.

Conclusion

This study, through an epistemological
and historical analysis of Paul
Feyerabend’s philosophy, reveals a
profound transformation in  the
understanding of the nature of science
and the limits of scientific rationality—
a transformation that cannot be reduced
to a merely procedural critique of
method, but rather amounts to a radical

43 Feyerabend, P. K. (1978) Science in a Free
Society. London: New Left Books. P ; 16.

4 Preston, J. (2016). The rise of Western
rationalism: Paul Feyerabend’s story. Studies
in History and Philosophy of Science. P ; 2.

re-foundation of the very concept of
scientific knowledge. Throughout his
intellectual  trajectory, Feyerabend
moved from a critical rationalist
position, influenced by the positivist—
rationalist tradition, to an
epistemological anarchist stance that
restores  history, creativity, and
difference as structural conditions in the
formation of scientific knowledge.

The study has shown that Feyerabend
does not seek to negate science from
within nor to dismantle it altogether;
rather, his project aims to liberate
science from the metaphysical claim of
epistemic monopoly. Science, in his
view, is not a closed logical structure
grounded solely in experiment and
induction, but a complex human and
social practice in which historical,
symbolic, linguistic, aesthetic, and
ethical dimensions intersect. From this
perspective, the critique of scientific
reductionism does not amount to a
rejection of science itself, but to a
rejection of its elevation into an
exclusive and total criterion of truth that
excludes all forms of knowledge not
conforming to its strict laws.

By closely examining the history of
science, Feyerabend demonstrates that
what i1s commonly presented as a
unified “scientific method” is largely a
retrospective construction produced by

4 Kilian, Krzysztof J. (2024). What is
Epistemological Anarchism?  Filozoficzne
Aspekty Genezy, Vol. 20, No. 2, p ; 4.
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textbooks and normative narratives.
Actual scientific practice, however,
reveals a plurality of methods, a
diversity of strategies, and frequent
violations of methodological rules
themselves. Scientific progress,
according to this view, does not emerge
from strict adherence to predefined
norms, but often arises precisely from
their  transgression, through the
productive engagement with anomalies,

contradictions, and creative
Imagination.
Feyerabend’s comparison between

scientific progress and artistic progress
further clarifies the core of his
philosophical  vision. Science 1is
understood as a creative activity no less
dependent on intuition, free
experimentation, and cultural context
than art. Just as art cannot be assessed
by fixed and final criteria, science
cannot be subjected to absolute
methodological rules without losing its
dynamism and innovative potential.
Epistemological pluralism thus appears
not as a threat to scientific rationality,
but as a necessary condition for the
vitality and continuity of scientific
knowledge.

In its critical horizon, Feyerabend’s
philosophy  calls for  profound
intellectual humility—an
acknowledgment of the historicity of
science, the limits of rationality, and the
fact that knowledge is a shared human
product shaped by traditions, beliefs,
language, imagination, and lived
experience. In this sense, the
desacralization of science does not
undermine its value; rather, it

reintegrates science into the social and
cultural fabric from which it emerged,
opening it to continuous critique,
revision, and development.

Accordingly, Feyerabend’s
philosophical contribution may be
regarded as a theoretical bridge between
science as a cognitive practice and
humanity as a historically creative
agent. It reaffirms that science is neither
a closed system nor a final truth, but an
open historical process, constituted
through the ongoing interaction of
human experience, cultural
transformations, epistemological
struggles, and social change. Reducing
science to a single method or a single
rationality thus leads not to its
consolidation, but to its stagnation and
the erosion of its critical spirit.

Recommendations

In light of the findings of this study, it is
recommended that the principles of
methodological pluralism be actively
integrated into scientific research, both
in the natural and the human sciences,
and that educational approaches
presenting the scientific method as a
single, closed model be critically

reconsidered. The  study  also
recommends  conducting  in-depth
comparative analyses between

Feyerabend’s philosophy and that of
other philosophers of science, such as
Kuhn, Lakatos, and Popper, in order to
clarify points of convergence and
divergence in their accounts of scientific
development.

Furthermore, the study calls for future
research  exploring the practical
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applications of epistemological
anarchism in research methodologies,
particularly within the social and human
sciences, where values, cultural
contexts, and historical conditions play
a central role in the production of
knowledge. Finally, it proposes opening
new research horizons that examine the
impact of Feyerabend’s philosophy on
contemporary debates concerning the
ethics of science, postmodern science,
and the  relationship  between
knowledge, power, and society, thereby
contributing to a more humane, open,
and critically reflective understanding
of science in an increasingly complex
and changing world.
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