Desiatnyk V. The problem of the empirical basis of scientific theories
The article consists of introduction, four chapters and conclusions.

Introduction contains posing the problem of the empirical basis of scientific theories, attitude to the problems of modern Ukrainian legal science and research purpose.

The Section 1 "Basic statements and their purpose". 

The statement called Popper a ‘‘basic statement’’ or a ‘‘basic proposition’’ is a statement which can serve as a premise in an empirical falsification; in brief, a statement of a singular fact. If falsifiability is to be at all applicable as a criterion of demarcation, then singular statements must be available which can serve as premises in falsifying inferences.

The Section 2 "Perceptual experiences as empirical basis ". 

Faced with this trilemma - dogmatism vs. infinite regress vs. psychologism—Fries, and with him almost all epistemologists who wished to account for our empirical knowledge, opted for psychologism. The view that Popper called ‘‘psychologism’’ is still underlies a modern theory of the empirical basis, even though its advocates do not speak of experiences or perceptions but, instead, of ‘‘sentences’’—sentences which represent experiences. These are called protocol sentences. Protocol sentences, as the term indicates, should be records or protocols of immediate observations, or perceptions.

 The Section 3 "The objectivity of the empirical basis." 

The concept of scientific objectivity Popper plays an important role in solving the problem he proposed an empirical basis. According to this concept, if we adhere to our demand that scientific statements must be objective, then those statements which belong to the empirical basis of science must also be objective, i.e. inter-subjectively testable. Yet inter-subjective testability always implies that, from the statements which are to be tested, other testable statements can be deduced. Thus if the basic statements in their turn are to be inter-subjectively testable, there can be no ultimate statements in science: there can be no statements in science which cannot be tested, and therefore none which cannot in principle be refuted, by falsifying some of the conclusions which can be deduced from them.

The Section 4 "The relativity of basic statements". 

The basic statements at which we stop, which we decide to accept as satisfactory, and as sufficiently tested, have admittedly the character of dogmas, but only in so far as we may desist from justifying them by further arguments (or by further tests). But this kind of dogmatism is innocuous since, should the need arise; these statements can easily be tested further. Popper admits that this too makes the chain of deduction in principle infinite. But this kind of “infinite regress” is also innocuous since in our theory there is no question of trying to prove any statements by means of it. And finally, as to psychologism: Popper admits, again, that the decision to accept a basic statement, and to be satisfied with it, is causally connected with our experiences - especially with our perceptual experiences. But we do not attempt to justify basic statements by these experiences. Experiences can motivate a decision, and hence an acceptance or a rejection of a statement, but a basic statement cannot be justified by them—no more than by thumping the table.

Conclusions. So, this article contains a proposal philosophy of science "critical reason" to address the problem of the empirical basis (experience as a base) science that can be used within the critical-legal thinking to understand the experience as the basis of legal science.
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