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7080 945 D digke] AARE AT N AE 4
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38t B A9Ele] gom o] i AL AL %3}
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1) HEH zeapsets Hog2E Robert K Mertong] The Sociology of
Science:  Theoretical and Empirical Investigations (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1973} Hz}
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detnt Ee2l ¢ M2 FIARF S BERA|al9] ofedt o YH]] A
A& FQ82 oje HEy] Huke o A4 A w7 E AL
314 A& AA FAEC FFsn YAt 849 A4 E7HA
AR E B JEEE AdFoe 2L 80 FH3l3g, sjetas)
AL SAE o] mAL =4S B8 doAon e d¥HE =
7 AAEC] o] wAd EAHCE s 49 “HEHA” (Science
Wars) 0.2 X27|744] glc}2)

ABA Y 719E Aste) FAA FAlo) A7t} 7)€l giE EAE
FA7Ix stk wetA ol tFe F2-AHE =4 AsRH 3
, &3, A% o] HYY R =42 WAt AxEL 2
39 Hatd2 ulAshe A o3 diFee ddde =2
HEHQ ez J85HH HeAAY EFo] HIE Pt o] =Tl
F2-38 =40 WE3L e AR §A 58 A%t 7EE
A%t olo] i) grelel] tha) =olstaal Ft.
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1 gojze) #aa

Al e odde dige) st e wkA(Barry
Barnes)7} 1974 208 "SR 43t AS|&E o] &, (Scientific Knowledge
and Sociological Theory) 1E)3 E-Foj(David Bloor)7} 1976'd 2% 3}

2) wausle) 32 EelEA)l A7HAlan Sokal)o] HEH IXERCUE ALY
839l Social Text] 199613 £%7]8 & “Science Wars"off “Transgressing the
Boundaries: Toward a Transformative Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity"e}
e AR =2g AR F 2 oo A =Fo] TAERHUFY Y
A AE sy Y8 dEF =2dE Y o] AEE EEE #%
AL ol mPU2H thdle] mEAPLY Y& oA 3} FF AsAEA
7} o] A7a HeAEe Wz Y4l AREHE § IFH FIHe Pt
A P F& a9 BHom FAS, "wrt BEE FE sk
AT gebaae) wWiAy 1 = g vwy nF” TeaEialte A,
199 25 (1997) pp.151-179% e}
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ol o] Mo g AR HZE “HAAH dF FHF A3
# dpxg %" (Strong Program in Sociology of Scientific Knowledge)
oo B2 ge o 74 71E dee 1S4 2okt

1) Qo4 (Casuality): ZE A4} AL AE 919 o3) AEH
22 Arsofo} Fh

2) FHA(Impartiality): A7 AHE 4Tl oA A% 27,
old= vlold, AT ANg FHEA throlo i YFo] BT
Ao thio] Hojof Fth

3) thYA)(Symmetry): A2l 0F, ol uloly, 4T A F& HY
Foll ol FUZ Fehe) U] Aoz FHGHolof Tk

4) W97V A (Reflexivity): oleigt AHEISH E4 AHdx o]de] e
o] 2§ Fojopgitt

SetAe) vigol ABIE ot N2 RE $38 AATY Y
& SRR 4229 B8 e 1 A4 BAR Ade] 4A
= e ool aglozNy W we vl I Ao pFEt
g2 g3 o9 FEAAL RHUY UL BU Heold ol
259 Tefto] AR glo] o 4% tige] Holgch et
# Z27%(Gtong Program)& olufat BHetx el AN A8 B4
o] YABoz SutEr makd AYH ARE H A =g B of

3) Barry Barnes, Scientific Knowledge and Sociological Theory (London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1974)
David Bloor, Knowledge and Social Imagery (London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1976)
Aze HAEe J1es T AU 2oz AEsH Al
(Science and Technology Studies) olzke ¥#3 Rolz AAsbl Hed 1
7+ Q7 A3 Sheila Jasanoff eds. Handbook of Science and Technology Studies
(London: Sage Publications, 1995) off 2 F{2Fx|o} glTh.

4) David Bloor, Knowledge and Social Imagery, pp. 45
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Uzt #atela gelo) ofs 2 AY4hgol dEoior gt FHH
oAl ) wiAdA He B2 et Q Rt AgHY ARSJEH U9
o] ATl FH3HA H&sojof Frke Folu o]HF el A
e #8943 2% A ¢Ad ARz FHEHook ke Aol
k. ojzig A9 dele & B T OET ol&c] ME sk
Hatede Agsol e AFEc] olFolA o vNHoEE oA
Ao} AR APAAA 2 AdIgel i AP 42 8 2
B4 & AEH g Arske A7t Bol olFoAT AR

ol#gk ohe} e TR FYAEL o] o) H5} opd AY
AAE SYsA HE 7hssicin 48, TAZH M. Colling) 22
Hot 2949 AUFAREL o|& 2TYHEE YA il et =4
9] BHdx Hgsle] g =g Ue v ke o2F T AR
AolA Zzasa} A8 dSo FHE J48H FAE Fosto] A2
Ag} =4S B A ALY 28 22339 & ddME 7
Ao g Ho} AR o]gjd ATE veA] ¢t itk opet AxISHE A
ojlggtolgty HE tRES Fi FAES Alzo] WA FUT U4
EY ZAE Hoshks ol@ A ANE AR fEd Aotk ¥E-
A3} =4 i3 Jded EAe @430z 1 4 rhsAel I
A Ry, =4 AR AzasatEe] A dHe dFHes
olf3dle) AztEe EHH YAE =¥l UAME Aueles 7HEEo]
Auke e Zog Holm Apd FE AE FIAEL ol TheA
of uigt $HE ARHeR HHEk Ut

5) o] ool th3t A Z= 3 o AFE Handbook of Science and Technology
Studies 7 A2 R}

6) HM. Collins, "The construction of the paranormal: nothing unscientific is
happening,” in R Wallis ed On the Margins of Scence: The Social
Construction of Rejected Knowledge, Sociological Review Momograph no. 27,
pp.237-70
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AT WHAZRE gAQl vFe =y #8tE AlEj(National Center for
Science Education)?] Fr2#jelol] ot)(Taner Edis)S] “Ath5Fod WS
B ZZEY vlHIP g FvEE ARY Fo] ARu) 12 F¢ o
A S9AQ =eet £ Aol 42 A vm W AHAL]
14 388 A R Fxnsto] AdjFo] HEAS o] &3t ¥
Az =eE ATFATE JEAEC] ofd d&srI7t AF A %

RAolgta otjAe A Hg dojisl] 3= e ddFeld g
€ 4 uigsied JlEsa RS oAl AN BdiY e
Z37] S8l ddFE F83e Zo] d4A EeHA ¥4 REC
Ty Ao A =99 *]—%‘% A8k} Az A Qo] oo} ol
AT F e AdH JIES AT £ 5 e 01’4 TR 7
gk HHY B ol }“47} Y 049 Yl AF Beol s
ddg satd Qvks Ao FZEAEL Ex 4 7‘01‘3}' a9 AlA
# =9df 7123 JEN ByFAEY] HFEL A oE AFE
aleto] Z3 Qlrka oty AAg A2 Absloi =AEGE F
Z3gto] AUFdE B3 AEHT ERE = NS ‘4“‘4 g9
of ARAS & AAAZle] FEZ v|Fo| AHEE A € AoH, =
shEo] Al Qizke) V)l #¥ 1S E4dve AREAEY 74
& 5 458E uA 8 Aotk ’6‘7‘%7‘}*“01 A oleigt FoEA 3
2348 =98 MEE e v A XA oA o] Y A
$ A28 =4 2iketA A 2 Azke AsEAES 9 9

Aol Ang duie &8 Peth

2,

E b avlo

)

&

olea 2 Baele Mzhd ¢ (HSYR,(Phiosophy of Science)
of A TN AR, ‘T, =2 ARF, 22T AlluIT

7} Taner Edis, "Relativist Apologetics: The Future of Creationism?" Reports of the
NCSE vol. 17, no.1 (1998)
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o BA" B AR 24 Foj4)(George Reischje 2 AT W
oA e e F3e Az AT AT Mol A

' g AFdta #4908 7HE 2 F A Y2ISAE
ET ed WA THete off: Az g wE, N s
z38heelE AZSY 71A(Philip Kitcher)7b 712 F¢] FAld) glo] o
dz97 YA et e S vty 1HY o 28 U8
t}9)

A A8 AFE ToE A¥shke s A8 e gox ve
det) ogt ofd A2 E4L Z2EHD UL F4L diHe ¥
249l dge Ashe ot ERAE T EAY B F
o BAlel 3o} A%E BRE BT A ddEe] Ae 7 Us
< AAEE ddFy #HE AT A ke (A ) AN
r}.10)

T e gEas F3d(ohn Dupre Fo A o} e
Hel7o2 OIFEsE S83E old FHe RN & 2 o o
ob7, AEAAS BT e THT W BaxdH g2
H4g Polekn 23U oHY BUFY BPL FEAFS W
e a5 AN PUE 22 43E Sl St el mBd
o slbsie CaFed Qe AlolTEe BT 2RY TR
235 QU BRARA S12) £ S BE ol =g
ol= tlgo Aud FZEAEY 29 "F Ed HIH(Two-Models
Approach)’ o ARAE Hojahe 2l @ Rol7] MTelT 53 A2
efo] Hizfetelztr] Hoke AAHHbad science)o]”) HES] ARG

8) George A. Reisch, “Pluralism, Logical Empiricism, and the Problem of
Pseudoscience” Philosaphy of Science, 65 (June 1998) pp. 333-348

9) Philip Kitcher, Abusing Science: the Case Against Creationism (MIT Press, 1982)

10) Philip Kitcher, "Some Puzzles About Species” in Michael Ruse (ed.), What
the Philosophy of Biology Is. (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989) p.204
743 9¢] “Pluralism, Logical Empiricism, and the Problem of Pseudoscience”
oA A
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gEolA A g HAe Ferd AL dolde 2
3 22 Alojulzste] e B7] HsXtE ASFHEFANN HuiF
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9 o2 HEIAE s A AU FHo2 FES Hert

Sopsld otjist glojHe] fele Hg AdiFrt FiH FxE
Ago] olg HAFHCE F8Y A AxAYL v 7YX F
Hiw wHo2FE WAk do] A oY Aelzked Utk W
BAES YHAAM B o FxAS HshegRey £ As A3
oAFA A 1 PFE AsYoF st T A dAle ez
FRAAE AU ole A 80 F2-3 B =AM 7P o
A4Q ol
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FREA

60dt) olF lFolN RBY FZAT 5L 0dre] HANE £F
e 29 R2HL 48 LA EPAIE RS BEE SR
AN AHES AASE Aol b5 Fckn s S
Aq Flgol 2o Asked $ FxAste THAe] THAA 7199
e 289 $HE Rolol Yok wAYT: ol B AV o
e w2 Aol R ET V18 IPdaAN FuE N2
£ A9 ENges FANY UKD Fzaste] Fud By
g3} 02 2YHT TNl THAY & S B ABAY ol 233
7] Qs ekl Weo] Bota Bz eolgL T & Atk A FxE

11) v|= 89 “Establishment Qause"s 7157} A9 4% TR WA
A B 54 7150 e 538 A7) A FHOE AYHUD Yol
Aot 047 B0 BEme] A9 HEE A3 75 555 AAske 1
231 A&RSE FAWFLZRYH BIshs FA2 d3A HAG.
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AN Az AR F2E FE el Fad dAe wAsn
H) Fapgt deHog g niA AUE ﬁ?@ﬂ% Aekol it o]
9 ofgd} 5 Ryl Heks sl Asteh 32 WA
719 A9ske F AY mdojgku A 7|l Al o] & F
g JEd FHbl gle ¢AEdY] EA AR,

449 220 98 29T F 24 - JRse) WA - gy
Al Sl B9 A4 e st oolcke Iza 43
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320 FaRon” e FEEAES) DA 2R ol A
292 Bgo] AR et Qo F EUHSYR AL $YE A7)
of ol B Y AUEH HARE Astel F2EAEO)
A5 AA g Bk AEY GRE w2 WHAE S

(FA o SEY] AAS AiFeld f3iasigte] EAE oot 4 31A]
5 4%g ) xRy Agmdel vuRE HE o] Iyl At
Zz o) Agtshs ¥ A3 (symmetrical approach)g A48 4 3]
T 28 d3d P2E 20 U85S 94 & 5 Aok @A dFE ddx
o NAYZ Fxde 4% dFsle A FEPE YA olEE F
2 g2yl A wojg BAHoz AAA HRE L0 °
?J?E}"% Azaere A7) Bt AtEE 4] 8 208 )
F 3tk

NES Ao nlgsle 70dd] 2 FREANEL FHTFwAA JAFgE
€ W 7IE AW AR A2RsE AT gFAeR 7ted A
Q78 &9 "E5AI" (Equal-Time Law) & 2Qbehar vl Ao
A o] He AL avshe FHAE HolA ¥k 2 2 1981 o}
ZHas} FolA o} F oJg]elA o] Wbg BT HEFTh A
o] Eaksaboba DlRARAAS (ACLU) o] Y44 o] e 91d
4e Axg2) FxAge At ofd Faelm weM 7k
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QA FYHLAN ol NAEE FHY FSAMEL APolzhe ol
Axe oAl wepy Rzt Hehyo] Awe) HATAZ HWEF
o, oltazolNE A4 Age] @geE elolEE Az s Pol
£98 BEA1EY 95 A 309G PBoN BE Ay 2
gEae H9 Bota, A, BEAENEE SYakgEd 1 B4
& AP RS VBE 39 ABARA T2(Michael RusHT 25
g oA AZRRAF B AR FoE EAdN Rz o)
P YEIE e T 7 Tsle) 238 ANAIT:

1. #8h& F24olx WA gv AAY TR (R He) 7)z8)
bt ek

2 ke Ayl o) A Fhset dok

3. H8he AW Aol v} 1% 7h5(testable)alof Bk

4. 38k v 7Ps(falsifiable)sfof gt

5. 7}8h& 27 A (tentative) o] ojo} &HT}.13)

QW E(William Overton)BAhe olde] gzdo) HiFo] & o Fz33t
& 2AAY Mol uigsla 3 22z g B 2A3E
2 #3o] ohgi FFE WHT oo A3 FFAMEL 25 ¥
W A

AAAMETD o AGE =42 Ade] B F 2AF Ago} d
F dot HA Qo 2E T FFEAE0] FA7F UFE A oy
H2-E A7|3 WA Aol 2%Hlarry Laudan), (Philip Quinn) 5

12) vFANAFAE S 1925 HUlAFe] g @] dis) AlAY o5&
A 2L LS A2 1 Ao

13) Michael Ruse, "Michael Ruse: Witness Testimony Sheet, Mclean v.
Arkansas," in Michael Ruse (ed.), But Is It Science: The Philosophical Questions
in the Creation/Evolution Controversy (New York: Prometheus Books, 1988)
pp.300-304
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o] 2EQH oJE& BF FE#ATl wifdie AFFECIUAT £271 A
£ AgAEAY felo FHX B3R o)F ANE HEF Ao oy
© H%e Agoh A5Hos HIFHAE o AsE viAste g
B F8sh= EA(demarcation problem)e FH7|E Fole dAYEH
ol wgdEFY 8 oF HFY 4 v A F& /W EAl
(pseudo-problem) 2 7H-Elo} firt. FHSFHEA 7L o|FA E7)§ F3lA
F27} digsiA thl 71 BEE AAIE Aok

Zedo] #A EFE I3 WBidh 2ede WA wHo] AR
19823 Taldl, Ale, <I7te| 7VX)y(Science, Technology, & Human Values)
7HeE AAG FelM AREVFs, SEA(HIFRE), BEEs F9
o2 "R L viFstelgtn Fpd ole FAEH AEclja AF
gt st AxHshe AY, BErtsd A9E F3E A4 WEs
I Q] HRelrt oE &W AFAR] 6000200001302k FA3} A
T 279 A HARY dE3STE A iR AdEYE 243
the F3o] azlolth oleld £4L APH o2 AA7tsst &8 44
ol HAE uiston 2 23 &Y AoE #Y yue Aot wEA
“FRAF G ksl JFYS e I 4EY FAES W
dshs AolA] “Fz#E o] P F4E st A Ko 7HE
E AL Aoty 299¢E AR v “ARAY Y AFE-A
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A, ol F4E dAHHOR AT ARY-o] WA Brbed Hdole
A oA R Agte] gl A% o G40l 94 7HIEQ
HE7MAeNE BH3E wor g ¥7|8A g 5242 Bolx It

14) Larry Laudan& “The Demise of the Demarcation Problem', RS. Cohen and
L. Laudan (eds) Physics, Philosaphy and Psychoanalysis (D. Reidel Publishing
Co, 1983) ppl11-1276) 4 ole| ~ERYAZRE EHof o|27|7A] 78-u]
8 FAE THed AdE JAE A5 AAEa Ao Laudand 7}
g3} ujgeteg FRse oW wA G RUAY WE) EAEG 7HE)
€ AREVE Rolgty FA5 weis FREAE FEE A4 298
7R AR AL A,
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zoohe 220 JHAe FHA BF A 239 2271 oA ]
G}, o d4o] AR ofs) Hd wto] HlEh B i
o] ¥ 4 otz $ohd sl SAEE o2 Fad Adddel o
& 24 94 ugsHolgle Aotk oF B APHLY FHE 3
ol tig Qe dyo] Folxy] Hel ol FH AAE M
o e Al os) FRAAe) AHEE7) el A& o
u 2 Z22E 7P ooty F9) ARt A Hel o5 4EHA|
7] Wi HietHolgn FRIHE 22 =g FHoM FAIY
S MR FEold ol A niBEHolge WolEolr] & A
soebl Bk geled BAY dale oHEd) =49 A7) sle A%
o WEE FaaElo] nEsut 4RE shele Fo] oje A 7}
AR Y FA ARG “FZAY o= Fo| v FHE =AE A
FHFER RE RGshed Ao 2492 BEAEH

=)

2& 3o AY BN F2e Fxst] A o|n wA 345}
ARl TFNY £ gloke 2999 F2e WA=Add F85719
= Ag nFsida F390. usta BF @Ee USRS Fad
NeAe FaA AdnEe FeAe gethe Aot BN e S
o Hepe Pzjsto] Hate] W] AF £ dEE Hole FOR
71g9a 2207 0}& FHse Aol FolAW Aotk F2 WEL
FzEAEY R4S Adske WA A8 HAEEH AREHE €
33k AN 23T

15) Larry Laudan, "Commentary: Science at the Bar - Causes for Concern,”
Science, Technology, & Human Values, vol.7, Fall 1982, pp.16-17

16) Ibid. pp.18-19

17) Michael Ruse, "Response to the Commentary: Pro Judice" Sdence,
Technology, & Human Values, vol7, Fall 1982, pp.19-23
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olof ojztA M= 29 @ FAgd Batalolz HE/Q 1
Z2Barry R Gross)7t 28 AEY FAd Uitk 2828 “2A7}
288 ¢ 71A ol§ ke 2ol Fnn R AshulaE Wie
At EES AT Avhdo] old HANM AAHUTh: AE EF
Solo} gtk AHach 874 Egel B¥s} Bole dedvekn s
B Ao Ee AGHE A el B4 ojFo] e ltke Relth
ol&ld ZolZ olaiskA] £ 24wre] A YWARAAN Felsrldl
E £38 F2olghe Aol axothls) 2249 oj3d FAL HAH
o2 A5ESA ey A QAN HAe Fo497e B¥o] ¥t
gairke A % oAEE 97l

H vISEEEI e AWer AeH Fudsde ATH 4
& 25 U8 9golA o] =Ao Fojsigint. 1984 v|5 Hste §
& FolRe oA AL 09 703NE AH V&9 et FEo] o
g, ¥ 71s 844l #4E 7R ITHAFEAN He] A
848 Holed Yze FAE AHsin psdSGe Ao ofd
NAE & 5 & AYE Bevk ol Wy -8 Y=L
A BANA FHEeto] F2¢ dTE F F Uvke AL HAF
Hzo AdS A2 AT 9L o] =AM FHepEste] F¢E o
TS THToEA AT ALY && TheAlE @A, Afe diF
U]l AFE o]Fo] Wzt B¢k

NpHoz #e eMEWALS Jaime] AU wolsol A
Aol ol =g Wol gtk Ik nFAY] FAish Fwo)
dzge) B8 BN A ALHAT QHE o) SRR BRI

18) Barry R Gross, "Commentary: Philosophers at the Bar - Some Reasons for
Restraint," Science, Technology, & Human Values, vol.7, Fall 1983, pp.30-38

19) Philip L. Quinn, "The Philosopher of Science as Expert Witness," in Science
and Redlity: Recent Work in the Philosophy of Science, James T. Cushing etal,
{(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1984) pp.32-35
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& #F ol AA, M&AA ¥H FHE 7HAk a8 g, 1 Yy F
g 29y} g AFsAY Asske Aol HolMe dH AA, AR
o Favt FEdA HEA BEANE dEte ol olF WA
Agfelgt AZdolx JRBAE WEledl FE LHELS oRglaFe
"EEATEE O] A 7HA AR RFE BT BEYeH 53 A A
e FPAPoEN F5E WP Fohd ulgd of Yol A
AR 2aE AFFTE & 0] A AxdEe FuYe
sojeltt Y1 o)F 93 Fovh FUHULH F& GA FAF S
sAEAE Flo] ol 75 v} gAjo|rk20

& oo A BAR, F20 29U FHL HAE AT ¥ us
3 2& A8 U ae 71RFeR At AEv $U908
WAo UME Ro] shsdithedl Foght odvlde HA30) Heta 3
Tt AFASAS HAHE AUF Alo]] 4B/ AL Fo] AT 9
¥, A7 9ol 1% o8 Y, 13 FE WE/MIY Z23E
7L dhdsies AsiE A%l IRYW oRlARe] A Mg 2
FAE v Afetn AHh AsE 9 PH S 2eEe F
A et gjgte] AEshe WA diF 2Rd B Y oR|AE
Aggsin GEA7e" BULF ke A=A LRt HIBs
olgd 29 FAL AR E] FH3A e o AAE tw
o Afcs 290 AR Fojd FE2 2RHA A
& A% old] uigd AL 1 A gt AFAde] AHI BRI AL
FolMe A% 294 2 Aolgle wjolth F29 FUL o] HAM 4
Hatgon HetasiAzt AR $02 W 73§ olF AN eR
Mot B8 AAE F4E v)gdel T Aola AL AR

el & & Ay ZRAN AL o) EAE B FATA
AYET o &3] Bashe 49 “deAY etz FAS A9 ¢

20) Thid, pp.35-36
21) Thid,, pp50-51
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A Bo AW A A AA5Ed 9T A A
HE7H 2Ago] AHog Y =AE $F HAE/IE dSshen
B&HY & e, AR EEH wAE Al AHYR FREA
8 AU F Aok Aoltk oA 28 “HlaLd ¢ 9 AUt ol
“A4 g§g'§ 9T A7} sk ol g FolA dve Aotk %
ZEAR FoAg F271 viZ ol F Aol AYen mepy F20}
“E4AQ) a2y A Y =7(the bad effective argument)’S AR A
£ 4 WAe AT "=YHoE &g el ZleE dopEditn
3 2 02

T R U 19, 7le A7 ZRA A Ae iREdA 7)E
9 YHe2RY ¢ A% EuA 9x A9 F 74 4H wing ght
Stek A, Apade] FAo] AR HIHAE 7] Fejd AL st
e AdAcke AFd tis] HAHAE ol FAE o] mrhA)
EAsvn g deahe 359 Aoy tegdo] opd A
o AE7H 2AUE S5 du FHPHD) EA, e Sl
ofsfs] & U EHolthe A9 " TR Hrl: E7sa |
A AL A9 opta HAFAN “AFAE FHAHT BE A F
AL ARlo] B IWRE oo |PE fEolRtT Bt Fie A
Fo] "Rt WA FE" FARTE Agte] "o 4w JY
& FAoR J1HH7IE vtdvha GlEeln] A M {ie e
FRFY (AT £ Ade I BT

Aale] 60t ol TS Hetel Ag AY wURFoR
so) QAP AR WE BAYAT NAZACLRE 109 o] A

22) Philip L. Quinn, "Creationism, Methodology, and Politics," in Michael Ruse
ed. But Is It Science? The Philosophical Questions in the Creation/Evolution
Controversy (Prometheus Books, 1988) pp.397-98

23) Science, Technology, & Human Values, vol. 11, 1986, Michael Ruse ed. But Is
It Science? ol A% p3R2

24} Thid,, p.387, pp.391-92
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& 1983 PSR EHI(AAAS)Y ARt FALS oM e 2T o]
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Relativism and the Demarcation Problem in the
Creation-evolution Controversy

Park Hee-Joo

Relativism, embedded in the new sociology of scientific knowledge that
started in the mid-1970s in Britain, challenged the traditional view of
science and stirred up heated controversies. This paper examines the
conflicts between relativism and positivism revealed in the case of
creation-evolution controversy. The relativist's revolt of the 1970s has
been met with the positivist's counter-attack in the recent "Science
Wars". The internal logic of the philosophy of science alone would not
suffice to explain the recent appeal to the positivism as shown in the
Science Wars, that lost its vitality since the 1960s. We need to consider
the external context that the current philosophy of science is situated.
This paper interprets the creation-evolution controversy as one of the
significant external issue that affected dynamic relations of the various
scientific views in the philosophy of science.



