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The Universal Epistemological Table (UET) (**) 
    

 

In the Universal Epistemological Table (UET) the universal epistemological categories on which the formulation of all scientific, psychological and philosophical concepts depends, are systematized (See Table I). 

Ignoring the UET is to be considered as responsible for epistemological ambiguities and incongruities in concepts and lexicon concerning both natural and human sciences. 

In particular, knowledge and application of the UET and its fundamental categories are essential for a critical methodologic approach to psychological, psychopathological, psychiatric and psychotherapeutic disciplines, both in didactics and scientific research. 

All conceptual and linguistic formulations in natural and human sciences correspond to a reductionistic or an integrationistic methodology. 

A reductionistic methodology assumes the statement that object and objectivity are the fundamentals of reality and scientific knowledge, whereas no real or rational authenticity should be ascribed to subject and subjectivity. 

According to an integrationistic methodology, instead, the principle of the subject with its object relation is to be considered as essential for defining the fundamentals of reality and scientific knowledge. 

Both these methodologies, of reductionism and integrationism, are, in their turn, differentiated according to three fundamental categories: structuralism, functionalism and dialectics.

 

 

* * * 

  

 

Structuralistic reductionism is the epistemological category according to which the concepts of the natural science and the theory of scientific naturalism are set in their most rigorous and coherent form (See Table I, Section 1A). 

Structuralistic reductionism (Galileian scientific naturalism) is characterized, both ontologically and gnoseologically, as an absolute objectualism and an absolute mathematicism as well. 

In this perspective, not only the logic of mathematics (A=A) is considered as the highest model of rationality, in general, but also, and above all, mathematics is assumed as the logical fundamental of nature, reality and universal being. 

According to G.Galilei, nature, as absolute objectivity and real universal being, is nothing but a book the pages of which are written in a mathematical language. 

Consequently, Science, in its own reality, is to be identified with the mathematical natural laws to which an ontologic-metaphysic value is to be ascribed. 

From a gnoseologic point of view, the human mind, that is immersed in the deceptive world of sensations, is however able to achieve truth, reality and science, so far as it can discriminate between the non-true sensations (named "secondary" by G.Galilei) and the true ones ("primary" sensations). 

As we know, G.Galilei considered as "true" sensations only those ones (like extension, weight, movement, etc.) which were reducible to a quantitative, mathematical conceptualization. 

Thus, from a gnoseologic point of view, according to scientific naturalism, the human understanding will be able to approach, through progressive approximations, the scientific truth; but not to achieve it totally, once and for all. 

As we know, the methodology for this progressive process of learning is represented by naturalistic experiment. 

 In an experimental field, the researcher's hypothetical issues are formulated apodictically (mathematically) to be confronted with sensory experiences (that are to be previously depurated from secondary sensations and reduced to primary mathematizable sensations). 

The hypothetical issues can be considered as scientific theories when proved in experimental conditions. 

These theories, however, are to be converted into more comprehensive hypothetical formulations that, in their turn, will be tested by ever renewed experimental controls. 

In a naturalistic perspective, no scientific theory, in a gnoseologic field, could ever presume to comprehend the whole natural science  i.e. the universal rationality of the real Being as absolute objectivity. 

So, on a gnoseologic plane (i.e. in the limits of the human understanding), natural science is at any rate destined to remain fragmentary and partial although it is increasingly perfectible by following reformulations. 

In this way, the human mind would be able to approach at infinity to science in its ontologic reality, but it could never identify itself with its absolute objectivity. 

From a naturalistic point of view, the human mind, as a particular area of Nature, is comprehended by it, as absolute being, but, just for this reason, can't comprehend it either completely or immediately. 

Therefore, in this perspective, the experimental naturalistic method is the only way by which the human mind, because of its constitutive limits, can build up its scientific knowledge, in a sort of contextual confrontation between the mathematical logic and the sensory experience. 

So, in the human mind (i.e. gnoseologically) science can't come into being immediately and wholly (like it could be in an omnicomprehensive mind), but only in a dialectical, particular, additional, endless process for achieving new empirical data and renewed hypothetical and theoretical  formulations. 

Thus, it should be assumed that the only authentical logic, i.e. the only one corresponding to the real Being as rational Nature, is anyhow the mathematical logic of identity (A=A, Mind=Being, Rationality=Reality). 

Although the human mind, because of its limits, is not able to apply immediately and directly such a logic to the empirical exteriority, this logic however is to be considered as the rational ideal for a mind looking for truth and science. 

Consequently, also the use of dialectical logic (A=nonA),on which the human learning, because of its constitutive limits, depends, should be justified only in function of its subordination to the logic of identity (A=A). 

In case dialectics were not subordinated to the logic of identity and its ontologic fundamentals (i.e. natural mathematical laws), it would turn, in a naturalistic perspective, into an empirical contradiction and a negation of logical thought itself. 

Then, ontology, logic and gnoseology of structuralistic reductionism represent the theoretical fundamentals of scientific naturalism and all natural sciences (physics, chemistry, biology, etc.). 

In the field of psychological and psychopathological disciplines, introducing the scientific naturalistic methodology reduces psychological and psychopathological experience to neurobiological and neuropathological facts. 

In psychology this kind of reductionism is typically represented by Piaget's genetic psychology. 

Also ethologic psychologies (O.Heinroth, K.Lorenz, N.Tinberger, ) are founded on such principles of reductionistic structuralism. 

In psychopathology and psychiatry, W.Griesinger, C.Wernicke, E.Kraepelin, T.Meynert, K. Kleist and others can be quoted as exponents of this epistemological trend. 

So, in this epistemological perspective, a real and rational authenticity of subject and human sciences is radically denied. 

Then, such a perspective can be heuristically justified so far as we intend to develop our knowledge exclusively in the naturalistic field of pure exteriority, excluding any problem concerning the subject and its psychological interiority. 

Actually, the use of theoretical category of scientific naturalism (reductionistic structuralism) is to be considered obligatory as regards problems of outer experiences, whereas it turns into methodological incongruities and epistemological antinomies when it is applied (above all if charged with ontological implications) to the intimate subjective experience. 

In order to confer to naturalism itself a proper critical foundation, its integration in an actualistic dialectical perspective is indispensable

. 

 

* * *

 

 

Actualistic dialectical integrationism is the epistemological universal category in function of which we are able not only to constitute concepts that specifically concern the authentic psychological knowledge and human sciences, but also to confer a critical foundation to natural sciences themselves (See Table I, Section 2C). 

First, actualistic dialectical integrationism intends to recognize the original reality and rationality of subjective experience. 

According to actualistic dialectics, the subject, as original being, is not to be derived from outer experience, because it corresponds to the Ego as intimate experience. 

This is a reflective, problematic experience in which the subject is denied by the object and, at the same time, the object is assertively integrated by the subject, so far as it is recognized as correspondent to the hypothetical (apodictic) formulas which are set by the subject itself. 

Actually, the subject is not reducible to any exterior objectual data nor any immediate experience, as it is an original reflective experience building itself up in an objectual relation, the modality of which is problematic-apodictical-assertory. 

This is a direct experience for anyone asserting himself as "I". Consequently, the Ego intimate reality is constitutively conformed to a logical principle that, however, is not intellectualistic (A=A), but a dialectical one (A=nonA). 

In this sense, reflective dialectics is to be considered as the logic of the intimate I and personality, that is antithetical to intellettualistic rationality: this one, in a dialectical perspective, represents a complementary logic corresponding to the pure objectivity, i.e. to the ideal position of an exterior, absolutely autonomous truth, which is abstracted from any subjective, understanding activity. 

In an actualistic dialectical perspective, the meaning of reality, rationality, knowledge, science, subject, object, being, non-being, is overturned in respect to the naturalistic point of view and its intellectualistic conceptualization. 

Actually, according to naturalism, the real being is preset in outer nature, to which the authentic rationality, as mathematical natural laws following the logic of identity (A=A), is also pertinent . 

According to naturalism, dialectics, that is completely excluded from the objective rationality of natural reality, is only a non-authentic logic, that is pertinent to the subject and its discorsive pseudorationality. 

  

According to the dialectical actualism, instead, subjective interiority, in its problematic and integrative antithesis with the objective exteriority, is the only original reality of which the Ego can have a direct experience, before any possible experience of an objective reality. 

In the same way, the logic of dialectical reflection, that is immanent to the subjective experience, is the form of the absolutely original rationality of which the logic of identity represents an ideal position that is dialectically antithetic to the subject, but that is however necessary to it, for its building up of the object, as autonomous representation. 

In this sense, in dialectical actualism, the authenticity of being and reality is to be attributed to the subject, whereas the object is the moment of non-being and alienation, that is however functional and necessary for the development of the subject as a differentiated personality. 

In a dialectical actualistic perspective, both the being position (as subjective interiority) and the non-being one (as objectivity denying subjectivity) assume a concrete functionality. 

According to a naturalistic point of view, instead, the non-being position (corresponding to subjectivity) can't assume any real functionality, because only what is settled in the natural field exists as a real and rational being, whereas what does not belong to a natural dimension does not exist, nor can be considered rationally verifiable. 

In a naturalistic perspective, Parmenides' statement, according to which the Being (as pure objectivity) corresponds to the absolute necessity and reality, is the fundamental principle of science. Consequently, not-being, that is identified with the particular contingent subjectivity, does not exist, as it doesn't belong to the universality and necessity of natural laws. 

According to an epistemological point of view, only actualistic dialectics and, on the opposite side, structuralistic reductionism (Galileian scientific naturalism) show a methodological intrinsic coherence and a valid theoretical foundation, although they are antithetical. 

It should be stressed, however, that the actualistic dialectics presents a vision of reality and rationality that is authentically omnicomprehensive, including the naturalistic position and its intellectualistic logic. The contrary, instead, is not true, as the naturalistic conception cancels, both ontologically and logically, any position of subjectivity. In fact, the subjective reality is not conceivable by a naturalistic point of view, by which it is artificially turned into an objective reality, where the true subjectivity is completely excluded. 

On a naturalistic field, the subject is reduced to the objective natural laws both as rationality (absolute mathematicism) and sentiment (that is identified with impulsive drives and their economic natural laws). 

Actualistic dialectics, instead, is the logic of the living subject, including the feelings arising from the antithesis and integration of the relation subject-object. 

Pain, anxiety, insecurity, depression, despair, shame, inferiority, dependence, etc. correspond to the moment of alienation and non-being of the subject. 

Pleasure, joy, love, security, trust, pride, superiority, autonomy, etc., correspond to the moment of integration and being of the Ego sentiment. 

According to dialectical actualism, emotions, affects and feelings are not to be related to natural exteriority (like impulsions, drives, physical-chemical reactions, etc.) but are to be founded on the Ego reflective sentiment. 

Therefore, in an actualistic dialectical framework, psychology is settled as a systematical theory of the human personality.

 

* * *

    

 

Scientific naturalism and dialectical actualism, that are reciprocally antithetical, are also both contrasting with the position of empiricism. 

Radical empiricism arises from a critical need, to be related to the subject. 

As we know, according to the empiricist, the only reality, of which the subject can have a direct experience, is sensation. Just for this reason, any naturalistic statement assuming mathematical rationality as founded on an objective reality is considered by the empiricist as a not verifiable metaphysical supposition. 

Although mathematical thought is perfectly rational, however such a rationality is not verifiable as an objective law that really exists in external nature. 

As the only reality, which the subject can approach, is sensation, that is intrinsically a particular and contingent experience, it follows that, according to the empiricist, all that is real is not rational, whereas, on the other hand, the rationality being nothing but a mere abstraction of human intellect, it can't be settled on real fundamentals. 

Therefore, according to the empiricist, any supposition about the real being of objective rational structures, beyond immediate sensations, is completely devoid of real objectual proofs. Consequently, the laws, that are attributed by the naturalistic scientist to natural reality itself and its constitutive logical fundamentals, are to be considered, by the empiricist, as artificial constructions of the human intellect. 

Thus, we could justify them only in a practical, utilitarian, economic sense, but not ontologically or logically. 

According to radical empiricism, the  human mind confers a value of reality to its own hypothetical issues so far as they are able to prove their usefulness: such a statement, however, is in any way related to a subjective point of view, and not to an objective reality. 

Consequently, the so-called natural laws that are assumed, by the naturalist, as rational, universal and necessary fundamentals of the objective reality, are not to be considered as conformed to any real universality or necessity, for they are always correspondent to practical, particular needs of the subject that formulated them. Besides, the so called natural laws might anyhow be changed in function of a possible change of such needs. 

The so-called natural laws, according to radical empiricism, are justified so far as they assume an economic and utilitary meaning for the subject and its survival (a saving of mental energies, a better adjustment to outer environment, etc.), not because they depend on meanings of truth and reality. 

As regards to the meaning of reality, all sensations are intrinsically equivalent, no matter their belonging to the conscious experience or to the world of dreams, hallucinations, mirages, illusions, etc. 

According to  radical empiricist, the distinction itself between the subject and the object is merely illusory, because as for their reality, these terms are both founded on the original and irreducible fact of sensation. 

Actually, although we can conventionally refer this fact to an inner dimension (the subject) or to an outer one (objects), it should not be ignored that sensation, as absolute reality, can be measured exclusively by itself, for it depends neither on the object (that is defined as an association of sensations) nor on the subject ( a bundle of sensations). 

Then, as sensory experience is the unique reality that is directly achievable by us, the following consequences are to be considered: 

  

1) Any ontologic-metaphysic reference to an objective reality subsisting beyond the sensation should be abolished: neither gnoseology nor epistemology can depend on ontology or metaphysics. As we know, the motto of neoempiricism is: "Keine Metaphysik mehr" (no more metaphysics) 

2) Science, so far as it is considered as the knowledge of an objective reality, or a methodology that can exactly reflect the intrinsic structure of such a reality, is a mere illusion. 

  

Actually, what is defined, by the naturalist, as scientific knowledge, is to be considered, according to the radical empiricist, nothing but a technology that is verifiable in function of its practical usefulness and its properties of an unceasing adapting to the change of contingent conditions depending on sensory experience. 

It should be stressed that as regards sensation and its epistemological meaning, radical empiricism is to be specifically differentiated from both the experimental naturalism (structuralistic reductionism) and the actualistic dialectical psychologism (dialectical integrationism). 

Actually, in experimental naturalism, sensation is an essential gnoseologic moment for the functional testing and practical verifying of the hypothetical issues, that in this way can be turned into scientific theories and natural laws. 

In this case, an objective principle (mathematical conceptualization) to differentiate, on a gnoseological plane, the "true" sensations from the "non true" ones, is available. 

We must consider the fact that, as regards the authentic reality which is to be identified with the natural objectivity (ontologic point of view), the naturalistic position implies the most radical negation of the reality of sensation and of the pure empiricism, so that gnoseology is subordinated to ontology. 

In its turn, actualistic dialectics (dialectical integrationism) confers an universal and necessary function to sensation, for it is considered as the concrete problematic moment that is pertinent to the logic of the subject constructing his experience in theory and praxis. 

Sensation is immanent to both understanding and praxis of the subjective being, in which it represents the moment of problematicity and non-being that the subject must resolve in its conceptuality (apodicticity) in order to affirm its reality (assertivety). 

The actualistic dialectical perspective represents an absolute psychologism where ontology is subordinated to gnoseology. 

In such a dialectical perspective gnoseology is considered as the theory of knowledge identifying itself with the very historical becoming of subjective being, both in theory and praxis. 

Radical empiricism can't achieve a theorization in scientific (both naturalistic and humanistic) knowledge, because it opposes the immediate sensation (as an absolute reality that is irreducible to any conceptualization and reflection) to the objectual ontological logic of naturalism and to the subjective formalistic logic of dialectical actualism. 

In this way, sensation is paradoxically ontologized. 

Such an ontologization of sensation is responsible for the most complete epistemological nihilism (absolute scepticism) as it implies a theoretical invalidation of any kind of conceptualization, that is considered as a sort of pragmatistic device. 

Consequently, an authentication of human knowledge becomes impossible and science is reduced to mere technology. 

For this reason, empiricism, so far intends to assume a positive epistemological position, either as a reductionistic or an integrationistic methodology, is obliged in any way to contradict, implicitly or explicitly, its original radical position, and the pure sensism and nihilism that it implies. 

Thus, the different positive formulations of empiricism, because of their constitutive contradictions, should all be reduced, by a rigorous critical analysis, to the epistemological positions of the scientific naturalism (structuralistic reductionism) or of the actualistic subjectivism (dialectical integrationism)

. 

 

* * *

  

 

Among the positivistic formulations of empiricism, the functionalism (above all in its most radical reductionistic version) introduces itself as the most valid model of empiricistic epistemology. 

Actually, the radical functionalistic reductionism (See Table I, Section 1B), as operationism and logical neopositivism, means to reduce all the facts of sensation and behaviour, all the logical operations and mental processes, into elemental data that should be calculable and measurable according to the methods of the formal logic (logistic) and the physicalistic, statistical mathematicism (empirical monism). 

In a functionalistic reductionistic context, introducing the operationistic and neopositivistic methods in psychological disciplines leads to a formulation of behavioristic doctrines, according to S-R environmental pattern 

In opinion of its supporters, this pattern should allow a pure physicalistic explanation for all both human and animal behaviours. 

Reductionistic functionalism, as a radical neopositivism, intends to reduce sensations to quantifiable and measurable data, not because it considers them as correspondent to a rationality which is really present in nature (like Galileo's primary sensations), but so far as it assumes such a reductionism as an operative device, the utilities of which are a better handling, adapting strategies and statistical control of experimental data, on the observer's side. 

In case however the reductionistic functionalist conceives the physicalized data of sensory experience as an objective reality, the rational fundamentals of which were represented by a mathematicism equally belonging both to natural world and human mind, it would be evident that such an epistemological position should be identified with the naturalistic structuralistic one. 

Therefore, the radical behaviorist, as a rigorous empiricist, refuses any conjecture or research beyond the immediately observable facts like simple "stimuli" and "responses" that are handlable by conditioning (respondent  and/or operant) technologies according to S-R formula. 

Nevertheless, a cognitivistic integration of the mere S-R scheme is present in some behavioral systems introducing controlling mechanisms, like cibernetic automatisms, in the original operative model, according to the S-O-R- formula. 

Freud's metapsychology also corresponds to an S-O-R formula where the self adjustment apparatus ( O ) is ruled by homeostatic and economicistic laws. 

However, the psychoanalytic metapsychology and its points of view (the economic, dinamic and, above all, topic and structural ones) are contested as "mentalist" by radical operationism. 

In the same way, radical operationism denies any epistemological legitimacy to those psychological systems that should be based on motivational factors even if they were simple biological trends (like impulsions, drives, instincts, etc.)

 

* * *

 

Functionalistic integrationism , just like functionalistic reductionism , aims at conforming itself to a strict empirical epistemologic statement (See Table I, Section 2B). 

However, unlike reductionistic functionalism, considering sensation exclusively as a fact of elemental objectivation (physiological stimuli), integrationistic functionalism holds sensory experience according to the double (objective or subjective) side to which it may be related (principle of empirical dualism). 

The contents of the intimate subjective experience are considered as real empirical facts by integrationistic functionalism, according to which, therefore, they legitimately can be empirically observed and analysed. 

Such a functionalism, however, considers the building up of the psychical experience and its evolution as depending on the needs of the biological organism for an adjustment to its environment. 

In this sense, the development of the mind, consciousness and intelligence would correspond to a higher adaptation level of the organism overcoming the automatic behaviors deriving from physiologic stimuli, reflexes, instincts, biological drives and impulsions. 

The arise of consciousness and intelligence would make the organism fit to resolve new problematic situations which reflexologic and instinctual automatisms are not suitable for (J.Dewey, E.Claparède). 

Thus, new opportunities would be issued for a more differentiate development of organism as personality, language, culture, society. 

In such a perspective it is impossible a conforming of integrationistic functionalism to its original empiricistic program. 

Actually, if the mental experience, as the highest level of the biological function of adaptation, belongs to a natural reality and its universal programming, it will be nonsense to talk about an interior subjectivity or an authentic problematicity of consciousness. In fact, every mental and behavioral operation shall necessarily be founded on the neurobiological structures and natural laws which they depend on. 

Consequently, the integrationistic functionalism should be endly reduced to the epistemological position of reductionistic structuralism (scientific naturalism). 

If, on the contrary, we are interested to stress the authentic problematicity of consciousness and original subjective interiority, we will be obliged to understand the formal meaning of such a problematicity and its dialectical interiority. 

In this sense, however, the functionalist integrationism is to be authenticated on the epistemological position of dialectical integrationism. 

  

* * * 

  

Structuralistic integrationism presents not fewer epistemological ambiguities (See Table I, Section 2A), than functionalistic integrationism. 

In fact, as we have already seen, structuralism can justify its epistemological position only on a reductionistic level identifying the immanent rationality of the natural objectivity with the logic of absolute mathematicism and excluding from the subject any real and rational authenticity. 

If, on the contrary, structuralism, in its integrationistic version, intends to stress the real and rational authenticity of the subject beyond the objectual limits of physicalistic naturalism, it will present only two epistemological possibilities: 

a) an ontologic-metaphysical theorization by which the subjective originality is related to a transcendent reality, that can't be rationalized by human subjective mind (M.Heidegger, L.Binswanger) 

  

b) a dialectical theorization that demonstrates the subjective experience as irreducible to the logical category of intellectual objectivation (scientific naturalism), to the immediate sensation (empiricism), and to the category of transcendent objectivation (K.Jaspers, G.W.Allport). In this case, a conceptualization of the subject according to the actualistic dialectical logic is requested . 

  

* * * 

    

Endly, the reductionistic (objectualistic) theories of dialectics (See Section 1C), arise from a methodological contradiction according to which one should objectivate (as an empirical fact or an ontologic-metaphysical substance) just the dialectical method itself, i.e. the very logic of subjective interiority, that because of its intrinsic formalism, can't however be reduced to an objectualistic conceptualization or to an ontologic one. 

From this contradiction, both the Hegelian system (that assignes to dialectics, as a spiritual substance, ontologic-metaphysic fundamentals transcending the subjective actuality) and the Marxist-Leninist "historical" materialism (by which dialectics is reduced to naturalistic fundamentals excluding the authentic subjectivity) are derived. 

  

______________________ 

 

 

NOTE   

*   Director of the Institute for Psychological Sciences and Systematical Psychotherapy of Genova - CESAD - Center of Studies  
     for Dialectical Analysis. Author's epistemological statement: Actualistic Dialectics. 
** In this paper are resumed, in essentials, the contents of the book "Psicologia Sistematica e Metodo Dialettico - Lezioni propedeutiche per una epistemologia della psicologia" (Systematical Psychology and Dialectical Method - Propedeutical Lectures for an Epistemology of Psychology), that collects a series of lectures held by the author, G.Giacomo Giacomini, in the seventies, at the Faculty of Psychology of the University of Ottawa (Canada). See, in the References, Giacomini G.G. (1980), Ruda O.J. (1981). 
N.B.: The figures in brackets that are linked with an author's name are to be related to the year of the original edition of a work that is included in the references at the end of this paper. 
  

 

 

SUMMARY 
  

Using the Universal Epistemological Table (UET) should be considered indispensable for a critical  overcoming of conceptual and lexical ambiguities concerning both natural and human sciences. 

In particular, knowledge and application of the UET and its fundamental categories, are essential for a critical methodologic approach to psychological, psychopathological, psychiatric and psychotherapeutic disciplines, both in didactics and scientific research. 

All conceptual and linguistic formulations in natural and human sciences correspond to a reductionistic or an integrationistic methodology. 

Both these methodologies, of reductionism and integrationism, are in their turn differentiated according to three fundamental categories: structuralism, functionalism and dialectics. 

However, among the six fundamental categories of the UET (structuralistic reductionism, functionalistic reductionism, dialectical reductionism; structuralistic integrationism, functionalistic integrationism, dialectical integrationism) only two, i.e. structuralistic reductionism (as scientific naturalism and absolute objectualism) and dialectical integrationism (as actualistic subjectivism and personological psychologism) should be considered authentical from an epistemological point of view. 
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