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on bilim insan1 sosyal bilimlerin ge¢misi ve gelecegi arasinda bir baglanti kurarak giiniimiizde
yasanan sorunlara dair bir perspektif gelistirmeyi ve ¢oziimler sunmay1 amaglamiglardir. flk basim1
1995 yilinda olan bu raporda sirasiyla, 18. Yy’dan 1945’e kadar sosyal bilimlerin tarihsel kurulusu,
1945’ten giiniimiize sosyal bilimler icinde yapilagelen tartismalar ele alindiktan sonra “Simdi Nasil
Bir Sosyal Bilim Kurmaliy1z?” sorusuna cevap verilmeye calisilmistir. Sosyal bilimler, ge¢misten
glinlimiize getirdigi dinamikleri sebebiyle bir takim sorunlara gebedir. Rapor bu sorunlara ¢6ziim
onerileri sunmak ve “Sosyal Bilimleri Yeniden Kurmak” nihai amaciyla yazilmistir. Ayrica yazarlar,
sosyal bilimlerin ge¢gmisten gelen disiplinlesmelerine ait sinirlarin yeniden gozden gegirilmesi ve
bilgelik tekelleri kurmaya yol agacak ve iiniversite fonlarinin kontrolsiiz sekilde harcanmasina yol
agan asir1 disiplinlesmenin kontrol altina alinmasi, bunun yerine ¢ok disiplinli ¢alismalarin ve buna
yonelik fonlarin ve kurumlarin sayisinin arttirilmasi gibi 6neriler getirmislerdir.
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Giris
Gegmiste bir¢ok spekiilatif asamadan gecerek bugiine ulasan sosyal bilimler tizerinde devam eden pek
cok tartisma bulunmaktadir. Bu tartismalarin dogasinda, giiniimiizde yasanan sorunlar yer aldig: gibi
bugiine ait sorunlarin ge¢miste yer alan kokenlerinin de siklikla bu baglamda yeniden masaya
yatirildigina da sahit olabiliyoruz. Sosyal bilimlerin bugiin sahip oldugu giicii gegmisteki bu degerli
koklerinden aldig: gibi, birtakim sorunlar: da bu siirecte miras aldig: diisiiniilebilir. Bu anlamda hicbir
gecmisin aslinda tamamen kusursuz olamayacagi varsayimiyla bu tartismalar yiiriitmek ge¢mise karsi

bir vefasizlik anlami da tasimayacaktir.

“Sosyal Bilimleri A¢in Raporu” sosyal bilimlerin konumunu tartismak ve yeniden yapilandirmak
konusunda tam da bu noktada 6nemli bir ihtiyaci karsilamis gibi goriinmektedir. 20 yiizyilin son
ceyreginde sosyal bilimin igerisinde bulundugu genel durumu, sorunlarini ve gelecegini konusmak
tizere Lizbon’da bulunan Calouste Gulbenkian Vakfi biinyesinde bir araya gelen farkh disiplinlerden
on bilim insaninin ¢alismalariyla bir araya getirilmis raporda, sosyal bilimlerin diinii, bugiinii ve yarin
tartisilarak oOzellikle yakin gelecekte karsilasilabilecek risklerden ve olast ¢oziim Onerilerinden
bahsedilmektedir. Yaklasik iki yillik bir calismanin {iriinii olan raporun, iizerinden ¢eyrek asirdan fazla
bir zaman ge¢mesine ragmen tartisilan konularin giincelligini korumasi, esash bir ¢alismanin {iriini
oldugunu gostermektedir. Ozellikle sosyal bilimlerin gecmisten gelen tartismali epistemolojik
sorunlari, disiplinler aras1 ¢alismanin yetersiz ve yanlis uygulanmasi, ge¢misten gelen ve sinurlar
belirsiz disiplin sinirlarinin yeniden ve daha demokratik yollarla gizilmesi gibi konu alanlarinda
tartisma yiriiten bu calisma, bazi konularda Oneriler getirse de birgogu ile alakali farkli cografi
bolgelerden akademisyenlerinin igbirlikli ¢alismalarma ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu ve gercek bir

¢Oziimlerinin olmadigy itirafini da dile getirmektedir.

Dért boliimden olusan raporun birinci ve ikinci boliimlerinde sirasiyla sosyal bilimlerin 18. yy’dan
1945’e kadarki tarihsel kurulusu ele alintyor. Ardindan 1945'ten giiniimiize sosyal bilimlerin icinde
sliregelen tartismalardan bahsediliyor. Ana sorunlarin ortaya dokiilmesinden dnce tarihsel arka planin
verildigi bu boliimlerde okuyucu sosyal bilimlerin sahip oldugu giincel sorunlarin diinden bugiine
nasil evrildigini daha iyi anlamaya davet ediliyor. Bu asamada oncelikle sosyal bilimin ne oldugu
modern bilim diinyasina sunmus oldugu katki ve bilimselligi paylasilirken diger taraftan modern
bilimin nasil kuruldugu, Avrupa’min somiirgeci faaliyetleri sirasindaki kesifleri ile baglantilar1 ve
bilimin yayginlasmasi ile dinin insan diinyasindaki yeni konumlanisi hakkinda yorum yapiliyor.
Inccelemenin sonraki paragrafinda raporun kendi dilinden sosyal bilimlerin ortaya gikisina dair bir
Ozetleme ile devam edilerek incelemesi yapilan kitaba dair daha genis bir izlenim olusturulmaya

calisilmistir.

Modern bilim denildiginde akla sadece doga bilimlerinin geldigi bir cagda beseri bilimler de doga
bilimlerine ulagmak igin bir arag olarak goriilme iddias ile yola ¢ikmistir denilebilir. 18. yy’da doga
bilimlerinin mesru bilgi konusunda riistiinii ispat etmesi diger bilimsel ¢abalarin da bilimselliklerini
ispat etmede doga bilimlerine yaklasma ¢abalarina neden olmustur. Avrupa’daki sosyal ve siyasal
sorunlar sosyal bilim ¢alismalari i¢in énemli bir ihtiya¢ dogurmus, bu ihtiyac1 karsilama noktasinda
modern {iniversitelerin himayesinde 19. yy. boyunca farkli bilimsel disiplinler degisik epistemolojik
tavirlardan temel alarak yayilmaya baglamistir. 19. yy’in ilk yarisinda belirginlesmeye baslayan sosyal
bilimler i¢indeki boliinme ve branslasmalarin bugiinkii haline gelmesi ise 20. yy'in baslarini bulacaktir.
Baslangicta sosyal disiplinlere yakistirilan ¢oklu isim karmasasi bu alanlarda basi ¢eken bes iilke bilim

otoritelerinin toplam bes isimde karar kilmast ile uzlagilmis olur. Bunlar Tarih, Iktisat, Sosyoloji, Siyaset
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Bilimi ve Antropoloji disiplinleridir. Bunlardan bazilar1 pratik faydalar: ile binlerce yillik ge¢misi olan
disiplinler iken (tarih) bazilari ise somiirge faaliyetleri ile tiniversite disindaki kasiflerin ¢alismalari ile
baslayan disiplinlerdir. Cografya, psikoloji ve hukuk ise sosyal bilimlerin asli parcas: olmamis dallar
olarak tanimlanir raporda. 1940’lara kadar ayr1 bilgi alanlar1 olusturan ve sosyal bilim ad1 verilen bu bir
dizi disiplin i¢in Once iiniversitelerde kiirsiiler kurulur, sonra diplomaya doniik ders programlari
olusturulur. Bilimsel dergiler ve dernekler de bunlar: takip eder. Disiplinlerin bu kurumsallasma
siirecinin 6nemli bir parcasimi her disiplinin kendi simirlarini ¢izmesi yani onu digerlerinden neyin

ayirdigini tanimlamaya harcanan ¢aba olusturmustur.

Ikinci diinya savagindan giiniimiize kadarki siiregte sosyal bilimlerin gegirdigi degisimleri konu alan
ikinci boliimde ise sosyal bilimlerin o zamana kadar biiyiik ¢abalarla olusturulan yerlesik yapisini tehdit
eden durumlar ve bunlarin nedenleri ele almiyor. Rapor bundan sonra 1945 sonrasinda sosyal bilimleri
etkileyen {i¢ gelisme ve bu gelismelerin ortaya ¢ikardig: {i¢ tartisma alanindan bahsederek devam
ediyor. Diinyanin sosyal ve siyasal yapisindaki degismeler, diinya niifusunun ve {iretim kapasitesinin
goriilmemis bir sekilde artmasi ve iiniversite sisteminin diinyanin her yanina yayilmas: seklinde
belirtilen bu 3 gelisme sosyal bilimlerde koklii degisimlerin de meydana gelmesinin baslangici olarak
goriiliiyor. Diinyada meydana gelen bu degisikliklerin ortaya cikardigi onemli tartisma alanlar ise
rapora gore sirasiyla, sosyal bilimler arasindaki daha 6nce kararlagtirilan ayrimlarin gecerliligi, sosyal
bilimlerin evrenselligi veya yerelligi ile iki kiiltiir (doga bilimleri ve sosyal bilimler) arasindaki ayrimin

halen gecerligi konusudur.

Rapora gore bolge arastirmalar1 gibi calismalar sonucu ortaya gikan disiplinler arasi ¢alisma
atmosferi sosyal bilim bilgisinin keskin smirlarda ayrilmasi olgusunun yapay bir ayrim oldugunu
gostermistir. Sosyal bilimler arasindaki ortak ¢alismalarin artmasi sonucu disiplinleri birbirinden ayiran
smir ¢izgileri giderek ortadan kaybolurken disiplinler arasi isimler-tarih sosyolojisi gibi- yaratilmaya
baslanmistir. Bu durum {niversitelerin kurumsal yapilarinda da degisiklikler olusmasiyla
sonuglanacaktir. Tkinci tartisma konusu olan sosyal bilimlerin evrenselligi konusuna iliskin ise raporda
biitiin akademik disiplinler i¢in kurumsallasabilmenin varolussal bir ihtiya¢ oldugu vurgulanmustir.
Bilimsellesme siirecinde doga bilimlerinin epistemolojik mirasini kendisine model alarak evrensellik
iddiasinda bulunan nomotetik sosyal bilimler i¢in de bu deger énemli bir varsayimdir. Avrupa’min
siyasi egemenliginin bir tezahiirii olarak ortaya ¢ikan sosyal bilim disiplinleri i¢in evrensellik iddiasinin
sorgulanmas1 da Avrupa’nin siyasi giiclindeki azalmayla birlikte 1970'lerde daha da artacaktir. Kendi
koydugu 6n kabullere uygun olmayan bilimsel ¢abalar: bilimdisilikla itham eden Avrupa sosyal bilimi,
bu siirecte bilimsel bir somiirgecilikle ve bat1 dis1 sosyal bilimleri temsil etmemekle itham edilmistir. Bu
konuda yazarlar evrensellik iddiasinda bulunan bir sosyal bilimin evrensel bilgiye ulasmak i¢in
otekilestirmenin yapilmamas: gerektigini savunmuns ve evrensellik ve tekilciligin birbirinin karsiti
olarak goriilmemesi oOnerisini dile getirmiglerdir. Buna gore gec¢mis ve giiniimiizde igerisinde
yasadigimiz sosyal gergekligin zenginligini kavramak igin ¢ogulcu bir evrenselcilige ulagmak
gereklidir. Ugiincii tartisma konusu olarak ise doga bilimleri ve sosyal bilimler arasindaki ayrimin
gercekligi ve gegerligi konusu ele alinmistir. Rapora gore iki kiiltiir arasindaki bu farklilik ve celiskiler
her gegen giin farkl: bir hal almaktadir ve bugiin artik bilginin farkli alanlarmin birbiriyle celismesi
gerekmeyen bir anlayisa evrildigi seklinde yorumlanir. Buna gore artik doga bilimleri, sosyal bilimler

ve begeri bilimler ayrimi artik o kadar da agik degildir.

Simdi nasil bir sosyal bilim kurmaliy1z? sorusuna cevap aranan raporun iigiincii boliimiinde, sosyal
bilimlerin tiim bu degisimler ve tartisma alanlar1 karsisindaki genel durumu ve sorunlar: paylasilirken,

sosyal bilimi bekleyen gelecek tehlikeler de gosterilmeye calisilmaktadir. Bunu yaparken sosyal
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bilimlerin yeniden yapilandirilmasi ihtiyacinin gerekgeleri de sorunun kaynaklari ile birlikte sunulur.
Oncelikle yeniden yapilandirma baskisinin temel alam olarak &rgiitsel arastirmalar ve kadrolagmalar
i¢in stirdiiriilen kaynak kavgalar1 adres gosterilirken, diger bir tehdit olan orgiitsel bir daginikligin ve
yeni disiplin adlar1 karmasasinin ortalig1 kaplayabilecegi uyaris: yazarlarca dile getirilir. Bu orgiitsel
karmasanin iiniversitelerin yakin gelecekte bilimsel arastirmalarin yiriitiildiigii baglica kurum olup
olmayacag1 konusuna da etki edecegi de hatirlatilir. Devaminda arastirma isleri ve egitim konusu
arasindaki u¢urumun giderek artmasi sorunu ile alakali olarak ortaya c¢ikabilecek kaynak sorunu
nedeniyle kamuoyunu ikna edecek c¢oziimlerin bulunmasi gerektigi {izerinde durulur. Kamu
kaynaklarinin egitim siirecleri olmaksizin bir arastirma siirecini finanse etmekte o kadar da istekli
olmayabilecegi ihtimaline giiclii sekilde isaret edilmistir. Diger bir mesele ise arastirmacinin gercek
olmayan bir tarafsizlik elbisesine girmemesi, bunun yerine icerisinde bulundugu baglamin kendisini
etkileyebilecegini kabul ederek bu objektiflik iddiasindan kurtulmasi gerektigi raporda
savunulmaktadir. Bu yapay tarafsizligin bulgularin dogrulugunu daha fazla tehdit eden bir durum
oldugu da eklenmistir. Tkinci mesele olarak ise raporda zaman ve mekanin sosyal evrenin icinde yer
alan fiziksel gerceklikler yerine analizin iginde yer alan degiskenler olarak ele alinabilmesinin
basarilabilmesinin 6nemi tizerinde durularak, modas: ge¢mis epistemolojik ayrimlarin gegerliligini
ancak bu sekilde yitirecegi belirtiliyor. Ugiincii mesele olarak ise uygulamada ihmal edilen ama 19 yy.da
sozde Ozerk denilerek yapilan siyaset, ekonomi ve sosyal alanlar arasindaki yapay ayrimlarin -yeniden

yapilanmay1 saglayabilmek icin- tistesinden gelinmesi gerektigi belirtiliyor.

Yeniden yapilanma igin rapora gore i¢inde yasanilan dénemin gegici kisitlamalarindan kurtulup
sosyal gercekligin daha uzun gegerli ve yararli yorumlarmin nasil yapilabileceginin kesfedilmesi
gereklidir. Evrenselciligin tarihselligine vurgu yapan yazarlar, diinyanin tarihsel deneyiminin daha
genis boliimlerini arastirmaya dahil etmenin sosyal siireglerin anlasilmasinda biiyiik kazanimlar ortaya
¢ikaracag1 iddiasinda bulunmaktadir. Bunu gergeklestirmek icin de bilim insanlarmin farkl dillere
hakim olmalar1 ve farkli dillerde calismalar yaparak bu c¢ok Kkiiltiirliiliige katkida bulunmalar
gereklidir. Sosyal bilimlerde ¢ogulcu evrenselcilik anlayisina ulasmak igin tiim kiiltiirleri arastirma ve

egitim kapsamina alacak yeni bir a¢ilim yapilmalidir.

Sonug boliimiinde rapor tiim bu meseleler cevresince sosyal bilimlerin yeniden yapilandirilabilmesi
i¢in yapilabilecekler ve atilabilecek adimlardan bahsediyor ve tiim ¢alismanin bir 6zetini yapiyor.
Birlikte calisma anlaminda ¢ok disiplinlilie karsi olmayan yazarlar, iiniversite yapilarmin giderek
boliinmesi ve program sayilariin artmasi seklindeki disiplinlesmeye organizasyonel bir kaosa sebep
olacag1 ve kaynak bulma rekabetini daha da arttirdig i¢in kars: ¢ikmaktadirlar. Burada yazarlar asil
yapilmasi gereken olarak orgiitsel smirlar1 degistirmek yerine entelektiiel faaliyetleri mevcut disiplin
siirlarina bakmaksizin siirdiirmeye izin verecek bir drgiitlenme yapisinin tesis edilmesi Onerisini
getiriyorlar. Buna gore hicbir bilim alani belirli bir {iniversite diplomasi almis kisilere tahsis
edilmemelidir. Yani sosyal bilimler alar igerisinde bilgelik tekelleri yaratilmasina kars: olduklarini

belirtiyorlar yazarlar. Son olarak raporda getirilen 6neriler arasinda:

-Universitelerin iginde veya onlarla isbirligi yapan ve aciliyeti olan belirli temalar etrafinda bir yil

siireyle calismak {izere bilim adamlarini bir araya getiren kurumlarin yayginlastirilmasi,

-Universite yapilari iginde geleneksel disiplin sinirlarini asan belirli entelektiiel hedefleri ve belirli

bir zaman dilimi i¢in kendi fonlari bulunan birlesik aragtirma fonlarinin olusturulmasi,

-Profesorlerin birden fazla boliime atanmasinin zorunlu tutulmasi ve
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Doktora oOgrencileri i¢in birden ¢ok alanda ¢alisma zorunlulugu getirilmesi gibi ¢oziimler

sunulmustur.

Sonug olarak, Gulbenkian raporu gergekten de sosyal bilimin ge¢mis ve gelecegi arasinda bir koprii
olusturarak kendi bakis agilarindan kokenleri belki de insanlik kadar eski sosyal yapilardan gelen
sosyal bilimlerin tarihsel ve giincel sorunlarina 1sik tutmada basarili bir ¢alisma olarak goriilebilir.
Rapor sosyal bilimlerin disiplinlesmesine karsi olmamakla beraber her disiplinin kendi hudutlarim
kalin duvarlarla gevreleyerek kendi bagimsizlik alanlarmi olusturmasim elestirmis ve bunu sosyal
bilimlerin gelecegi acisindan onemli bir tehdit saymistir. Bu konuda getirdikleri onerilerle bir biitiin
olarak diistintildiigiinde de disiplinleraras1 smirlarin ¢ok disiplinli ¢alismalarla seffalastirilmas:
ihtiyacina vurgu yapilmis ve asir1 disiplinlesme kavgasmin arka planinda yer alan fon savasina da bu
sekilde birlesik fonlarin olusturulmasi ile ¢dziim bulunabilecegi Onerilmistir. Dolayisi ile ¢oziim
tiniversite adlarin1 ve program adlarinmi ¢ogaltarak yapilan bir¢ok disiplinlilik yerine gercek anlamda
disiplinlerin ve akademisyenlerin birlikte ¢calisabilecegi kosullar1 olusturmak olarak diisiiniilmektedir.
Diger bir ifade ile de “asil yapilmasi gereken, orgiitsel sinirlar degistirmek yerine, entelektiiel faaliyeti
mevcut disiplin sinurlarina bakmaksizin siirdiirmeye izin veren Oorgilitlenmeyi gii¢lendirmek”
denilebilir. Yani ne sosyoloji yapmak sosyologlarin tekelindedir ne de ekonomik sorunlar sadece
iktisatcilarin tekelinde. Bilgelik tekelleri kurmak veya belirli iiniversite diplomalarini almus kisilere bilgi

bolgeleri tahsis etmek akil kar1 degildir.
Catisma Beyani ve Etik Bildirim

Calismada cikar catismasi teskil edebilecek bir durum bulunmamaktadir. Bu makale, kitap inceleme

tiiriinde oldugu i¢in herhangi bir etik kurul karar1 gerektirmemektedir.
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Introduction

There are many ongoing discussions on social sciences, which have gone through many speculative
stages in the past and reached today. While the nature of these discussions includes problems
experienced today, we can also witness that the roots of today's problems in the past are often re-
discussed in this context. It can be thought that just as the social sciences derive the power they have
today from these valuable roots in the past, they also inherited some problems in this process. Therefore,
conducting these discussions with the assumption that no past can be completely perfect will not mean

disloyalty to the past.

“Open The Social Sciences Report” seems to answered an important purpose at this point in
discussing and restructuring the position of the social sciences. In the report, which brought together
the work of ten scientists from different disciplines who came together within the Calouste Gulbenkian
Foundation in Lisbon to talk about the general situation, problems and future of the social sciences in
the last quarter of the 20th century, the past, present and future of the social sciences were discussed, as
were the recent risks that may be encountered in the future and possible solution suggestions
mentioned. The fact that the report, which is the product of approximately two years of work, and the
topics discussed remain current even though more than a quarter of a century has passed, shows that it
is the product of an essential study. In particular, he conducted discussions on subject areas such as
controversial epistemological problems of the social sciences from the past, inadequate and incorrect
application of interdisciplinary work, and the re-drawing of disciplinary boundaries, which are
inherited from the past and whose boundaries are unclear, in more democratic ways. Although the
study brings suggestions on some issues, it also admits that there is a need for collaborative work by
academics from different geographical regions regarding many of them and that they do not have a real

solution.

The first and second parts of the report, which consist of four parts, discuss the historical
establishment of social sciences from the 18th century to 1945, respectively. Then, the ongoing
discussions in the social sciences from 1945 to the present are mentioned. In these chapters, where the
historical background is given before the main problems are revealed, the reader is invited to better
understand how the current problems of the social sciences have evolved from the past to the present.
At this stage, first of all, what social science is and its contribution to the world of modern science and
its scientific nature are shared, while on the other hand, how modern science was established, its
connections with the discoveries during Europe's colonial activities, the spread of science and the new
position of religion in the human world are commented on. In the next paragraph of the review, an
attempt was made to create a broader impression of the book under review by continuing with a

summary of the emergence of social sciences in the report's own expression.

In an age when only the natural sciences come to mind when modern science is mentioned, it can be
said that the humanities started out with the claim of being seen as a tool to reach the natural sciences.
In the 18th century, natural sciences came of age in terms of legitimate knowledge, causing other
scientific efforts to approach natural sciences in proving their scientific nature. Social and political
problems in Europe created a significant need for social science studies, and to meet this need, different
scientific disciplines began to spread, based on different epistemological attitudes, under the auspices
of modern universities during the 19th century. Throughout the period, different scientific disciplines
began to spread based on different epistemological attitudes. The divisions and branching within the

social sciences, which began to become evident in the first half of the 19th century, would not reach their
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current state until the beginning of the 20th century. The confusion of multiple names initially attributed
to social disciplines was reconciled when the scientific authorities of the five leading countries in these
fields decided on a total of five names. These are the disciplines of History, Economics, Sociology,
Political Science and Anthropology. While some of these are disciplines that have thousands of years of
history with their practical benefits (history), some are disciplines that started with colonial activities
and the work of explorers outside the university. Geography, Psychology and Law are defined in the
report as branches that are not essential parts of the social sciences. For this series of disciplines, called
social sciences, which constituted separate fields of knowledge until the 1940s, first chairs were
established in universities, and then diploma-oriented course programs were created. Scientific journals
and associations also followed these. The time and effort put forth by each discipline to define its own
boundaries—that is, what sets it apart from others —was a crucial component of this institutionalization

process of disciplines.

In the second chapter, which deals with the changes that social sciences have undergone in the period
from the Second World War to the present day, the situations that threaten the established structure of
social sciences, which had been created with great efforts until then, and their reasons are discussed.
The report then continues by mentioning three developments that affected the social sciences after 1945
and three areas of discussion that these developments brought about. These three developments;
changes in the world's social and political structure, an unprecedented increase in the world's
population and production capacity, and the spread of the university system all over the world, are seen
as the beginning of radical changes in the social sciences. According to the report, the important areas
of discussion arising from these changes taking place in the world are, respectively, the validity of
previously agreed distinctions between the social sciences, the universality or locality of the social

sciences, and the validity of the distinction between two cultures (natural sciences and social sciences).

According to the report, the interdisciplinary working atmosphere that emerged as a result of studies
such as regional research has shown that the sharp separation of social science knowledge is an artificial
distinction. As a result of the increase in joint studies between social sciences, the border lines separating
disciplines gradually disappeared, and interdisciplinary names, such as historical sociology, began to
be created. This will also result in changes in the institutional structures of universities. Regarding the
second topic of discussion, the universality of the social sciences, it is emphasized in the report that
institutionalization is an existential need for all academic disciplines. This value is also an important
assumption for nomothetic social sciences, which claim universality by taking the epistemological
heritage of natural sciences as a model in the process of becoming scientific. The questioning of the claim
of universality for social science disciplines, which emerged as a manifestation of Europe's political
dominance, would increase further in the 1970s with the decline in Europe's political power. European
social science, which accuses scientific efforts that do not comply with its own presuppositions of being
unscientific, has been accused of scientific colonialism and not representing non-Western social sciences
in this process. In this regard, the authors argued that a social science that claims universality should
not be marginalized in order to reach universal knowledge, and they suggested that universalism and
singularism should not be seen as opposites of each other. Accordingly, it is necessary to achieve
pluralistic universalism in order to grasp the richness of the social reality we live in, past and present.
In the third topic of discussion, the reality and validity of the distinction between natural sciences and
social sciences were discussed. According to the report, these differences and contradictions between

the two cultures are becoming different day by day, and today it is interpreted as an understanding that
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different areas of knowledge do not need to contradict each other. Accordingly, the distinction between

the natural sciences, social sciences and humanities is no longer so clear.

What kind of social science should we establish now? In the third part of the report, which seeks to
answer the question, the general situation and problems of social sciences in the face of all these changes
and discussion areas are shared, while future dangers awaiting social science are also tried to be shown.
First of all, while resource conflicts for organizational research and staffing are addressed as the main
area of restructuring pressure, the authors warn that another threat, which is organizational
disorganization and confusion of new discipline names, may take over. It is also reminded that this
organizational chaos will have an impact on whether universities will be the primary institutions where
scientific research is carried out in the near future. It is then emphasized that solutions must be found
to convince the public due to the resource problem that may arise in relation to the increasing gap
between research work and education. The possibility that public resources may not be so willing to
fund a research process without educational processes has been strongly pointed out. Another issue is
that the report argues that the researcher should not assume an unrealistic dress of impartiality, but
should get rid of this claim of objectivity by accepting that the context in which he is located may affect
him. It was also added that this artificial objectivity is a situation that further threatens the accuracy of
the findings. As a second issue, the report emphasizes the importance of treating time and space as
variables within the analysis rather than physical realities within the social universe, and states that
outdated epistemological distinctions will only lose their validity in this way. As the third issue, it is
stated that the artificial distinctions between politics, economy and social fields, which were neglected
in practice but were made so-called autonomous in the 19th century, should be overcome in order to

achieve restructuring.

According to the report, for restructuring, it is necessary to get rid of the temporary restrictions of
the current period and discover how to make longer valid and useful interpretations of social reality.
Authors who emphasize the historicity of universalism claim that including broader parts of the world's
historical experience in research will yield great gains in the understanding of social processes. In order
to achieve this, scientists need to master different languages and contribute to this multiculturalism by
working in different languages. In order to achieve a pluralistic understanding of universalism in the
social sciences, a new initiative must be made that will include all cultures within the scope of research

and education.

In the conclusion section, the report talks about what can be done and the steps that can be taken to
restructure social sciences around all these issues and makes a summary of the entire study. The authors,
who are not against multidisciplinarity in terms of working together, oppose disciplinarity in the form
of the gradual division of university structures and the increase in the number of programs, as it will
cause organizational chaos and further increase the competition for resources. Here, the authors suggest
that instead of changing organizational boundaries, the main thing to do is to establish an organizational
structure that will allow intellectual activities to continue regardless of existing disciplinary boundaries.
Accordingly, no field of science should be reserved for people who have received a specific university
degree. In other words, the authors state that they are against the creation of wisdom monopolies within

the field of social sciences. Finally, among the recommendations made in the report:

- Expansion of institutions within or collaborating with universities that bring together scientists to

work for a year around specific themes of urgency,

OJCES, 2023, 1(2), 306-315



Open the Social Sciences Report 315

-Establishment of unified research funds within university structures with specific intellectual
objectives that transcend traditional disciplinary boundaries and their own funds for a certain period of

time,
-Requiring professors to be appointed to more than one department and
-Solutions have been offered, such as requiring doctoral students to work in more than one field.

As a result, the Gulbenkian report can indeed be seen as a successful work in creating a bridge
between the past and future of social science and shedding light on the historical and current problems
of social sciences, which, from their perspective, have their roots in social structures that are perhaps as
old as humanity. Although the report is not against the disciplinarity of social sciences, it criticizes the
fact that each discipline creates its own areas of independence by surrounding its borders with thick
walls and considers this to be a significant threat to the future of social sciences. When considered as a
whole with the suggestions they made on this subject, the need to make interdisciplinary boundaries
transparent through multidisciplinary studies was emphasized and it was suggested that a solution
could be found to the fund conflict, which lies in the background of the fight over excessive
disciplinarity, by creating unified funds in this way. Therefore, the solution is thought to be creating
conditions in which disciplines and academics can work together, instead of multiple disciplines by
multiplying university names and program names. In other words, it can be said that "what needs to be
done is to strengthen the organization that allows intellectual activity to continue regardless of existing
disciplinary boundaries, rather than changing organizational boundaries." In other words, doing
sociology is not a monopoly of sociologists, nor are economic problems only a monopoly of economists.
It is unwise to establish monopolies of wisdom or to allocate knowledge zones to people who have

received certain university degrees.
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