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Updating the Demarcation of Science
Zhu Zhifang (Professor, Wuhan University)

Abstract : Feyerabend and Laudan denied the difference between science and nonscience. But many philosophers of science
continue to argue for demarcation. Pennock invokes a case of creationism to show that the demarcation of science from
pseudo-science can be done by appeal to something like “ground rules”,and Thagard takes astrology as an example to develop
a criterion of demarcation. The difficulty in formulating a precise and general criterion of demarcation arises from the
complicatedness of science. A criterion of demarcation is a set of methodological rules, whose central part consists of two
basic conceptions,namely, falliblism and testability. Methodological naturalism and other rules are implied in them. In terms
of methodological rules,science, whether taken as sets of statements, theories, activities or research fields,can be distinguished
from nonscience, Methodological rules are also subject to development and change in history like sciences themselves.

Key words: science; demarcation of science; nonscience; pseudo-science
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