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Abstract 

This study investigates whether a single research paradigm can dominate knowledge acquisition across empirical 

and interpretive domains or if a multi-paradigm approach is essential for achieving a holistic understanding. 

Twelve paradigms, including Positivism, Pragmatism, Hermeneutics, and Feminism, were evaluated across six 

domains: Science, Philosophy, History, Art, Religion, and Culture. The methodology employed comparative 

analysis, factor analysis, sensitivity testing, and inter-rater reliability assessment to quantify paradigm performance. 

The findings confirm Positivism's strength in empirical fields like Science and Philosophy but reveal its limitations 

in addressing ethical, cultural, and interpretive dimensions, where paradigms like Hermeneutics and Feminism 

excel. Pragmatism and Critical Realism bridge empirical rigor with interpretive depth, offering integrative 

solutions for interdisciplinary challenges. By applying statistical tools within a philosophical inquiry, this research 

highlights the necessity of humility and open-mindedness in selecting paradigms to address complex questions. 

The study concludes that no single paradigm suffices across all domains, advocating for a multi-paradigm approach 

to foster collaboration, inclusivity, and a more comprehensive understanding of knowledge production. These 

insights have implications for interdisciplinary research, education, and policymaking, emphasizing the 

importance of integrating diverse epistemological perspectives. 

Keywords: positivism, pragmatism, hermeneutics, feminism, critical realism, multi-paradigm approach, empirical 

knowledge, interpretive depth, humility, open-mindedness, statistical analysis 

1. Introduction 

The acquisition of knowledge is central to various academic disciplines, with each paradigm offering a unique 

pathway to understanding the world. Positivism has long dominated scientific inquiry through its emphasis on 

empirical observation and data-driven methods. However, paradigms such as Pragmatism, Hermeneutics, and 

Critical Theory extend beyond empirical evidence, providing valuable perspectives on interpretation, meaning-

making, and social critique. No single paradigm fully captures the complexities of human knowledge. Each has 

strengths and limitations, particularly when applied to diverse domains like Science, Philosophy, History, Art, 

Religion, and Culture. These fields require approaches that range from empirical rigor to ethical and interpretive 

depth. Therefore, a multi-paradigm approach may be necessary to achieve a holistic understanding of knowledge 

acquisition. This study investigates the performance of twelve paradigms across six domains to evaluate whether 

a single paradigm can dominate knowledge acquisition or if a combination is essential for comprehensive 

understanding. By examining the strengths and limitations of each paradigm, the research addresses the following 

key question: Can one paradigm dominate all aspects of knowledge acquisition, or is a multi-paradigm approach 

essential for addressing complex domains? The findings aim to underscore the importance of multi-paradigm 

thinking in tackling the intricacies of interdisciplinary knowledge and integrating empirical and interpretive 

paradigms to provide a broader understanding of how knowledge is acquired, interpreted, and applied.  
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1.1 Research Motivation 

One key motivation for this research stems from the prevalent tendency to undervalue non-empirical methods of 

knowledge acquisition. Empirical approaches, such as Positivism, are often viewed as more 'scientific,' leading to 

a disregard for the interpretive and ethical dimensions that are crucial for understanding social and cultural 

phenomena. This bias not only marginalizes alternative paradigms but also limits the scope of inquiry in fields that 

require a deeper, more nuanced understanding. 

Additionally, many researchers exhibit a lack of discipline in maintaining consistency within their chosen 

paradigms. Rather than fully exploring and refining their methodologies, there is a tendency to shift between 

different modes of knowledge acquisition, often without fully understanding the implications. This superficial 

approach can lead to a diluted understanding, where breadth is prioritized over depth—resulting in a 'jack of all 

trades, master of none' scenario. 

The purpose of this research is to challenge the assumption that empiricism is inherently superior and to 

demonstrate the value of a multi-paradigm approach. By integrating empirical methods with interpretive 

frameworks, this study seeks to illustrate that each paradigm offers unique contributions to a more comprehensive 

understanding of complex, interdisciplinary knowledge. 

1.2 Research Question 

How do different research paradigms contribute to knowledge acquisition across empirical and interpretive 

domains, and to what extent do paradigms like Feminism and Hermeneutics complement Positivism in providing 

a holistic understanding of Culture, Religion, and Science? 

1.3 Literature Review 

While science offers a structured, empirical method for acquiring knowledge, it is only one among several 

approaches. Philosophical reflection draws from thinkers like Kant, using reasoning and ethics to explore abstract 

questions (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Saunders et al., 2023). Historical analysis reconstructs past events 

through document interpretation, adding context that empirical data alone can't provide (Ibarra & Mormann, 2006). 

Artistic interpretation, explored by newer works in creative cognition, reveals aspects of human experience that 

transcend scientific observation (Gaut, 2020). Religious or spiritual experience, discussed by contemporary 

scholars like Swinburne, offers existential understanding through faith and revelation (Swinburne, 2004). Cultural 

practices, explored by modern anthropology, embed knowledge within community life through rituals and 

traditions (Bernard, 2011). Each of these methods enriches the broader spectrum of human knowledge. 

In contemporary epistemology, several recognized methods of acquiring knowledge extend beyond empiricism: 

rationalism, skepticism, intuition, and tradition. Rationalism emphasizes reasoning and logic (Bryman, 2012), 

while skepticism questions the certainty of knowledge (Johansson, 2016). Intuitionism values insight beyond 

empirical evidence (Haack, 2018), and tradition relies on cultural continuity for knowledge (Bryman, 2012; 

Johansson, 2016). Other important sources include memory and authority, which maintain accumulated knowledge 

across generations. 

Empiricism remains dominant in academia, particularly in natural sciences and quantitative social sciences, where 

observation and measurable outcomes are highly valued. However, recognition of its limitations in fields requiring 

deeper social and cultural insights, like sociology and anthropology, has led to the increased adoption of mixed 

method approaches that integrate interpretivism and constructivism (Bryman, 2012; Mertens, 2005). While many 

view positivism as the most "scientific" approach due to its focus on observable, measurable data, critics argue 

that its widespread application to fields like philosophy, art, and social sciences can oversimplify complex human 

experiences (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Mertens, 2005). 

Positivism is foundational in empirical research, focusing on observation, experimentation, and measurable 

outcomes (E. A. Sharp et al., 2011). Pragmatism, on the other hand, bridges empirical and interpretive methods by 

emphasizing practical outcomes, proving useful in diverse fields like public policy and education (Morgan, 2014). 

Interpretivism explores subjective experiences and social constructs, making it key in sociology and cultural 

studies (Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012). Constructivism emphasizes that knowledge is co-created through 

interaction, particularly in understanding educational processes (Kim, 2024). Hermeneutics deepens understanding 

in fields like religion and ethics by focusing on interpretation (Gadamer, 1989). Critical Theory and Feminism 

critique power structures and address social inequalities (Mertens, 2005). Phenomenology captures lived 

experiences, offering insights into subjective realities (Schwandt, 2000). Critical Realism balances empirical data 

with social structures, making it relevant in fields like public health (Bhaskar et al., 2017). Postmodernism and 
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Post-Positivism challenge established truths and embrace complexity in knowledge (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; E. A. 

Sharp et al., 2011). 

This research investigates whether the scientific method can be effectively applied across six ways of acquiring 

knowledge and twelve sources, questioning whether positivism, as traditionally perceived, is truly as universally 

powerful as often assumed. 

2. Methodology 

2.1 Research Design 

The study applies a comparative analysis of twelve paradigms: Positivism (L. Sharp et al., 2011), Pragmatism 

(Morgan, 2014), Postmodernism (Guba & Lincoln, 1994), Hermeneutics (Gadamer, 1989), Critical Theory 

(Mertens, 2005), Constructivism (Piaget, 1977; Vygotsky, 1978), Realism (Bhaskar, 1975), Interpretivism 

(Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012), Critical Realism (Bhaskar et al., 2017), Phenomenology (Schwandt, 2000), 

Feminism (Mertens, 2005), and Post-Positivism (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). These paradigms are evaluated in six 

domains: Science (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Saunders et al., 2023), Philosophy (Johansson, 2016), 

History/Tradition (Ibarra & Mormann, 2006), Art/Creative Interpretation (Gaut, 2020), Religion (Swinburne, 

2004), and Culture (Bernard, 2011). 

The methodology employs a comparative evaluation across multiple domains, informed by relevant literature, to 

assess the feasibility of a multi-paradigm approach for comprehensive knowledge acquisition. 

5.2 Scoring System 

Each paradigm was scored on its contribution to the six knowledge domains, using a scale from 0 to 3. A score of 

0 indicated no or minimal contribution, 1 signified minimal contribution, 2 reflected moderate contribution, and 3 

represented strong contribution. The evaluation incorporated both theoretical foundations and practical 

applications, providing a balanced view of each paradigm's relevance across the domains. 

2.3 Quantification Process 

Each paradigm's performance across the six domains—Science, Philosophy, History/Tradition, Art, Religion, and 

Culture—was quantified using the established scoring system. This process aimed to assess both the theoretical 

and practical contributions of each paradigm within these domains. It considered the paradigm’s philosophical 

foundations, its methodological approaches, and its ability to address the unique challenges, questions, and 

objectives relevant to each domain. The systematic scoring provided an accurate representation of each paradigm’s 

strengths and limitations across various fields of knowledge. 

2.4 Factor Analysis 

Factor Analysis was conducted to explore the relationships between the twelve paradigms and the six knowledge 

domains. The goal was to determine whether specific paradigms aligned more strongly with empirical or 

interpretive knowledge and how much variance in paradigm contributions could be explained by these factors. 

Factor 1, representing Empirical Knowledge, captured paradigms like Positivism and Pragmatism, which 

dominated fields such as Science and Philosophy. Factor 2, representing Interpretive Knowledge, highlighted 

paradigms like Feminism, Hermeneutics, and Critical Theory, which were particularly relevant in interpretive 

fields such as Culture, Religion, and Art.  

As a well-established statistical method, Factor Analysis simplifies complex data by identifying relationships 

between variables, in this case, paradigms and knowledge domains. It groups correlated paradigms to reveal the 

primary factors driving variance. The process began with the calculation of a correlation matrix to identify patterns 

between paradigms' contributions to various domains. Factor extraction followed, isolating two dominant factors: 

empirical and interpretive knowledge. Factor loadings quantified how strongly each paradigm correlated with these 

two dimensions. For detailed methodology, see Appendix A.  

2.5 Inter-Rater Reliability (Validity Testing) 

An inter-rater reliability analysis was conducted using simulated ratings from three evaluators, each assessing the 

12 paradigms across six knowledge domains. The aim was to measure the consistency of the evaluators' ratings 

and identify variability in their assessments. Fleiss' Kappa was employed to measure the level of agreement among 

three evaluators who rated the contributions of various paradigms across six knowledge domains—Science, 

Philosophy, History, Art, Religion, and Culture. Unlike Cohen's Kappa, which is suitable for two raters, Fleiss' 

Kappa extends this analysis to multiple raters, offering a robust metric for evaluating inter-rater reliability in 

studies with more than two evaluators. The methodology is provided in Appendix A.  
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2.6 Sensitivity Analysis 

A sensitivity analysis was conducted to test how variations in domain weightings would affect the overall 

performance of each paradigm. The weightings of different domains were adjusted to determine whether the 

rankings remained stable across different scenarios, revealing which paradigms were more sensitive to domain-

specific weightings. The further elaboration of sensitive analysis is provided in Appendix A.  

3. Findings 

3.1 Descriptive 

The twelve paradigms were analyzed based on their performance across six knowledge domains: Science, 

Philosophy, History/Tradition, Art, Religion, and Culture. See Table 1 for the ranking among them.  

Below is a detailed examination of each paradigm’s strengths and limitations across the domains: 

Positivism (Total Score: 100): Positivism excelled in empirical domains like Science and Philosophy, emphasizing 

objective data and measurable outcomes. However, its limitations in interpretive fields such as Art, Religion, and 

Culture, where subjective experiences and creativity matter, highlight its narrower focus on empirical data. (See 

Table 2)  

Pragmatism (Total Score: 181): Pragmatism performed well across multiple domains, particularly in Science, 

Philosophy, and Culture, due to its adaptability and focus on practical solutions. However, it may lack the deeper 

interpretive nuance needed in fields that require more ethical or subjective reflection, such as Religion and Art. 

(See Table 3) 

Hermeneutics (Total Score: 172): Hermeneutics provided deep insights in Art, Religion, and Culture, excelling in 

contexts that require ethical reflection and subjective analysis. It struggled in more empirical fields like Science, 

where objectivity and measurable data are essential. (See Table 4) 

Postmodernism (Total Score: 129): Postmodernism thrived in challenging established narratives, especially in 

Philosophy and Art, promoting critical reflection and creativity. However, its rejection of objective truth limits its 

effectiveness in empirical fields like Science. (See Table 5) 

Critical Realism (Total Score: 147): Critical Realism offers a balance between empirical evidence and interpretive 

analysis. It performed well in Science and Philosophy, while also recognizing the role of subjective experiences, 

making it useful for interdisciplinary research. (See Table 6) 

Constructivism (Total Score: 139): Constructivism is effective in domains like Culture and History, where 

knowledge is seen as socially constructed. However, its focus on subjective experience limits its applicability in 

empirical domains like Science. (See Table 7) 

Critical Theory (Total Score: 159): Critical Theory is particularly strong in addressing power and inequality in 

History, Culture, and Tradition. Its focus on social critique, however, limits its application in empirical fields like 

Science. (See Table 8) 

Interpretivism (Total Score: 155): Interpretivism offers deep insights into subjective aspects of human experience, 

making it valuable in Religion and Art. However, its lack of empirical grounding limits its use in domains requiring 

objective data, like Science. (See Table 9) 

Phenomenology (Total Score: 125): Phenomenology excelled in exploring human experiences in Art and Religion, 

providing deep insights into subjective perspectives. However, its lack of focus on empirical data limits its 

suitability in domains like Science. (See Table 10) 

Feminism (Total Score: 170): Feminism highlighted power dynamics and social justice, offering valuable 

perspectives in Culture and Philosophy. However, while it excels in ethical reflection, it may lack the empirical 

focus required in Science or technical fields. (See Table 11) 

Realism (Total Score: 125): Realism emphasizes objective reality, making it effective in fields like Science and 

Philosophy that require practical outcomes. However, its focus on objective truth limits its applicability in more 

interpretive domains like Art and Religion. (See Table 12) 

Post-Positivism (Total Score: 119): Post-Positivism builds on Positivism, accepting that while objective 

knowledge is possible, it is open to revision. It is particularly strong in Science and Philosophy but lacks the 

interpretive depth needed in more subjective fields like Art and Religion. (See Table 13) 

From the detailed examination of each paradigm’s strengths and limitations across the six knowledge domains, it 

becomes evident that some paradigms offer more versatility and broader applicability than others. To provide a 
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clearer perspective, the following ranking is based on the total scores accumulated by each paradigm, reflecting 

their performance across the domains of Science, Philosophy, History, Art, Religion, and Culture. See Table 14 

for the summary of Paradigms.  

A comparative view of the paradigms’ contributions across all six domains, highlighting their strengths and 

limitations in relation to one another. The comparative radar chart (Figure 1) illustrates the performance of the 

three most prominent paradigms across six knowledge domains. Positivism excels in Science, while Pragmatism 

and Critical Theory offer more balanced contributions across multiple domains, particularly in fields that require 

both practical and interpretive insights. However, these findings are not yet conclusive, as validity and sensitivity 

analyses are still required for further verification.   

Similarly, the table presented as Table 15 is a hypothetical model designed to conceptually illustrate each 

paradigm’s engagement with the twelve sources of knowledge (see Figure 3). The values reflect assumptions made 

by the researcher for illustrative purposes only and do not represent empirical data. This model aims to provide a 

preliminary visualization and should not be interpreted as a verified or exhaustive account of paradigmatic 

differences. For a more empirically grounded model, further evaluations from multiple assessors could be 

integrated, though this falls outside the scope of the current study. 

3.2 Factor Analysis 

The Factor Analysis confirmed that no single paradigm could adequately address all domains of knowledge 

acquisition, especially where ethical, social, and cultural interpretation were concerned. The result is illustrated 

by factor loading plots (Figure 2) showing how paradigms grouped around the two main factors. The Factor 

Analysis confirmed that no single paradigm could adequately address all knowledge domains, particularly where 

ethical, social, and cultural interpretations were crucial.  

3.3 Validity Findings 

The results of Fleiss' Kappa (Table 16 and Table 17) reveal varying levels of agreement among the evaluators 

across six knowledge domains, reflecting the influence of their philosophical orientations on paradigm assessments. 

In the Science domain, evaluators demonstrated slight disagreement (Kappa = -0.026), suggesting that the 

evaluators' distinct philosophical perspectives—ranging from empirical positivism to interpretive paradigms—led to 

conflicting assessments. The slight disagreement highlights the tension between empirical rigor and the evaluators 

who may value interpretive, more context-driven insights. This finding suggests that empirical domains, though 

grounded in observable data, still face challenges when approached by evaluators with differing epistemological 

orientations. 

In Philosophy, the Kappa value of 0.014 points to minimal agreement among the evaluators. This likely reflects 

the inherently interpretive and often subjective nature of philosophical inquiry, where different evaluators might 

prioritize theoretical frameworks differently. The evaluators' philosophical orientations, rooted in both empirical 

and interpretive traditions, might have created a wide range of interpretations, complicating efforts to align their 

judgments. 

History, with a Kappa value of 0.045, displayed similarly low levels of agreement. The evaluators likely struggled 

to reconcile the dual demands of empirical evidence and interpretive depth that characterize historical analysis. 

The low agreement in this domain underscores the challenge of evaluating paradigms that intersect both factual 

and narrative-based methodologies. 

In contrast, the Art domain showed slightly better alignment among evaluators (Kappa = 0.189). Though still low, 

this value suggests that evaluators were more capable of finding common ground, likely because Art demands a 

degree of subjective interpretation, which may allow for broader interpretive flexibility. However, even in this 

interpretive domain, achieving consensus remains difficult due to the evaluators' varied perspectives on how 

paradigms should engage with creativity and expression. 

Moderate agreement was found in the Religion domain (Kappa = 0.257). The slightly higher consensus here may 

reflect a more unified approach to evaluating paradigms relevant to religious studies, where evaluators could 

have shared a common interpretive framework. Despite their philosophical differences, evaluators appeared to 

converge on certain aspects of religious knowledge, where interpretive depth and ethical reflection are critical. 

The last domain, Culture, stood out with substantial agreement (Kappa = 0.689). This suggests that cultural 

paradigms, which often engage deeply with interpretive methods, were understood more consistently across 

evaluators. The shared assumptions about cultural frameworks and the emphasis on social and contextual 

understanding likely contributed to this higher level of agreement. This finding emphasizes that, in domains where 

interpretive paradigms dominate, evaluators with diverse philosophical backgrounds can still find common ground. 
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3.4 Sensitivity Analysis and Paradigm Performance 

The sensitivity analysis reveals how paradigm rankings shift when different knowledge domains are prioritized. 

To explore the robustness of the paradigm rankings across different knowledge domains, a sensitivity analysis was 

conducted. This analysis aimed to assess how shifting the emphasis among domains (e.g., empirical vs. 

interpretive knowledge) affects the final paradigm rankings. 

3.4.1 Weighting 

The study applied different weight assumptions to prioritize various knowledge domains: Science, Philosophy, 

History, Art, Religion, and Culture. In the Empirical Focus scenario, Science and Philosophy were prioritized 

with a weight of 0.4 each, while History, Art, Religion, and Culture were each assigned a weight of 0.05. This 

setup evaluated how paradigms such as Positivism and Critical Realism, which emphasize empirical knowledge, 

performed when objective, data-driven inquiry was prioritized. 

The Interpretive Focus scenario shifted emphasis to Art, Religion, and Culture, where paradigms like 

Hermeneutics, Feminism, and Interpretivism excel. Art was weighted at 0.3, Religion at 0.25, and Culture at 

0.25, while Science and Philosophy were each assigned a weight of 0.05, and History at 0.1. This allowed the 

study to assess how interpretive paradigms performed in domains requiring subjective analysis and ethical critique. 

In the Balanced Focus scenario, equal weighting (0.166) was applied to all six domains, ensuring an unbiased 

evaluation of paradigms like Pragmatism and Critical Theory, which integrate both empirical and interpretive 

strengths. This balanced approach revealed each paradigm's overall performance without prioritizing any single 

domain. 

3.4.2 Sensitivity Testing 

Each scenario was run through a sensitivity analysis to measure how shifts in the emphasis on specific knowledge 

domains affect the paradigm rankings. This analysis ensured that the final results were not disproportionately 

influenced by one domain or evaluative perspective. By adjusting the weightings across different scenarios, the 

study reveals which paradigms are more resilient to changes in focus and which are more domain sensitive. 

The results from these weighting scenarios allowed for a more comprehensive understanding of how paradigms 

perform under varying contexts, ensuring that the conclusions drawn are robust and reflective of diverse forms of 

knowledge acquisition. 

The Paradigm Sensitivity Rankings have been calculated based on three scenarios (Table 18). In the Empirical 

Focus, higher weights were assigned to Science and Philosophy, reflecting the emphasis on empirical data and 

logical reasoning. The Interpretive Focus prioritized Art, Religion, and Culture, domains where subjective 

interpretation and ethical considerations are more prevalent. The Balanced Focus applied equal weights across all 

six domains, ensuring a more neutral evaluation. 

These rankings illustrate how different paradigms perform depending on the focus. For example, paradigms like 

Hermeneutics and Feminism rank highly when the emphasis is on interpretive domains, while Pragmatism shows 

stronger performance when empirical fields are prioritized. This demonstrates the adaptability of certain paradigms 

based on the domain-specific weighting. 

3.4.3 Impact on Ranking 

Hermeneutics and Feminism both performed exceptionally well under the Interpretive Focus, with scores of 2.75 

and 2.8, respectively, reflecting their strengths in subjective, culturally driven domains. Both paradigms also 

maintained strong, though slightly lower, scores in the Balanced Focus, with Hermeneutics scoring 2.324 and 

Feminism also at 2.324. Pragmatism, on the other hand, performed best in the Empirical Focus (2.75), 

demonstrating its applicability in scientific and objective domains, though it scored lower in the Interpretive 

Focus (1.85). In the Balanced Focus, Pragmatism remained strong with a score of 2.158, highlighting its 

versatility across different contexts. Notably, Critical Theory achieved the highest score in the Balanced 

Focus (1.992), demonstrating its consistent performance across both empirical and interpretive fields. 

A key finding from the research highlights the limitations of Positivism across different knowledge domains. 

While Positivism dominates in the Empirical Focus with a score of 2.1, it still performs lower 

than Pragmatism in this domain, which scores 2.75. This suggests that even within its core strength—empirical, 

science-based inquiry—Positivism may not always be the most effective paradigm. 

Moreover, Positivism's significant underperformance in the Interpretive Focus (0.6) reveals its lack of versatility 

in subjective and culturally driven contexts such as Art, Religion, and Culture. This underscores a critical 

conclusion from the research: while Positivism excels in empirical domains, it cannot singularly address the 
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complexities of knowledge acquisition, further reinforcing the need for a multi-paradigm approach that includes 

paradigms like Pragmatism and Hermeneutics to achieve a more holistic understanding across both empirical 

and interpretive fields. 

The analysis aimed to identify which paradigms were the most versatile across the three focus areas: Empirical 

Focus, Interpretive Focus, and Balanced Focus (See Table 19). Versatility was measured by calculating the total 

differences in performance across these areas. Paradigms with the smallest total differences exhibited consistent 

performance regardless of the context, making them the most versatile. In contrast, paradigms with larger 

differences were considered less versatile, indicating significant variability in their performance depending on the 

focus. 

The results indicate that certain paradigms demonstrated a high level of versatility, performing consistently across 

empirical, interpretive, and balanced domains. Critical Theory, with a total difference of 0.01, emerged as the most 

versatile paradigm. Its nearly uniform performance across all focus areas suggests broad applicability in different 

contexts, making it a robust paradigm for both empirical and interpretive knowledge acquisition. Phenomenology, 

with a total difference of 0.15, also demonstrated considerable versatility. The minimal variation in its performance 

across the three focus areas highlights its balanced approach to empirical and interpretive domains, making it 

adaptable and widely applicable. Critical Realism, with a total difference of 0.37, similarly showed significant 

versatility. Its consistent performance across different focuses highlights its capacity to integrate empirical rigor 

with interpretive understanding. These paradigms, performing consistently across the Empirical, Interpretive, and 

Balanced focuses, suggest that they are well-suited for a variety of knowledge acquisition contexts. Their 

versatility allows them to adapt to both objective, science-based fields and more subjective, culturally driven 

domains. 

On the other hand, some paradigms exhibited greater variability across the focus areas, making them less versatile. 

Postmodernism, with a total difference of 3.34, showed the greatest variability between focuses, particularly 

between empirical and interpretive domains. This suggests it is less adaptable to empirical knowledge contexts. 

Positivism, with a total difference of 3.04, also exhibited substantial variability, especially between Empirical 

Focus and Interpretive Focus. Its performance was weaker in interpretive and balanced contexts, underscoring the 

highly specialized nature of Positivism, which is better suited for empirical domains but less adaptable to 

interpretive or balanced approaches. Feminism and Hermeneutics also demonstrated noticeable variability, with 

total differences of 2.8 and 2.0, respectively. While these paradigms performed strongly in interpretive domains, 

they were less effective in empirical contexts, highlighting their limitations outside of culturally driven or ethically 

focused areas. 

4. Discussion 

This research evaluated twelve paradigms across six knowledge domains—Science, Philosophy, History, Art, 

Religion, and Culture. The central question was whether one paradigm could dominate knowledge acquisition or 

if a multi-paradigm approach is necessary. This chapter interprets the findings to address these objectives. 

4.1 Key Paradigms in Practice: Empirical, Interpretive, and Integrative Strengths 

The findings reveal that the twelve paradigms evaluated across six domains exhibit distinct strengths in empirical, 

interpretive, and integrative approaches. This sub-chapter synthesizes these insights, organizing paradigms by their 

core contributions. 

4.1.1 Empirical Strengths 

Positivism stands out for its empirical rigor, excelling in domains like Science and Philosophy, where 

observation, logical reasoning, and measurable outcomes are paramount. Its ability to produce clear, quantifiable 

results has driven scientific progress and technological development. However, its limitations emerge in fields like 

Sociology and Anthropology, which prioritize understanding social systems and cultural dynamics. Positivism 

captures behavioral patterns through statistical data but often overlooks nuanced social structures, power dynamics, 

and cultural contexts. 

For example, in Anthropology, its focus on empirical data fails to account for the rich narratives and traditions that 

inform human actions and beliefs. In interdisciplinary research, such as public health, Positivism measures disease 

prevalence and treatment outcomes effectively but struggles to address cultural barriers to healthcare access or the 

impact of social stigmas on patient behavior. These limitations underscore the need to complement Positivism with 

interpretive paradigms to achieve a more comprehensive understanding (See Figure 4). 
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4.1.2 Interpretive Strengths 

Interpretive paradigms prioritize meaning, context, and human experience, making them essential in subjective 

domains like Art, Religion, and Culture. 

Hermeneutics excels in exploring cultural narratives and human experiences, offering depth where empirical 

paradigms fall short. It emphasizes ethical reflection and subjective analysis, essential for constructing meaning 

in diverse social systems. Hermeneutics is increasingly relevant in modern contexts like ethics and digital 

humanities. For example, it facilitates the interpretation of moral dilemmas in artificial intelligence and bioethics 

while enabling nuanced analyses of large digital datasets. By addressing such complex phenomena, Hermeneutics 

proves indispensable in contexts requiring interpretive depth (See Figure 6). 

Feminism contributes significantly to domains like Culture and Religion by addressing power dynamics and 

social justice. It focuses on amplifying marginalized voices and challenging established knowledge systems. 

Feminism introduces critical ethical dimensions that complement empirical paradigms, offering a broader 

perspective on human interactions. Its emphasis on social critique and ethical reflection provides unique insights 

into societal inequalities and justice, essential for ethical decision-making (See Figure 7). 

Interpretivism is vital for understanding socially constructed realities. It focuses on interpreting human 

experiences and cultural meanings, enriching qualitative research and cultural studies. Its strength lies in 

capturing the nuances of social phenomena, particularly in subjective fields. However, Interpretivism requires 

complementary empirical paradigms for robust interdisciplinary applications (See Figure 9). 

Constructivism further supports the interpretive dimension by exploring how knowledge is shaped through 

human interaction and social contexts. By examining the construction of collective realities, it provides insights 

into cultural narratives and shared meanings. Like Interpretivism, Constructivism excels in context-driven fields 

but benefits from empirical paradigms in data-intensive applications (See Figure 10). 

4.1.3 Integrative Strengths 

Paradigms like Pragmatism and Critical Realism bridge empirical and interpretive approaches, offering versatility 

and balance across domains. 

Pragmatism stands out for its adaptability, enabling seamless integration of empirical evidence and interpretive 

insights. Its versatility makes it particularly effective in fast-evolving fields like technology, public policy, and 

healthcare. Pragmatism translates theoretical findings into actionable outcomes by balancing technical feasibility 

with contextual relevance. For instance, it fosters innovation in technology by combining empirical rigor with 

human-centered design. In public policy, Pragmatism reconciles empirical findings with social considerations, 

resulting in evidence-based yet culturally sensitive policies (See Figure 5). 

Critical Realism provides a balanced perspective by integrating empirical data with insights into underlying 

social structures. It is particularly effective in interdisciplinary contexts like environmental studies and public 

health. In environmental studies, Critical Realism combines data collection with critiques of socio-political 

influences on policy. Similarly, in public health, it examines how social inequalities shape health outcomes while 

maintaining empirical rigor. This dual capability makes Critical Realism indispensable for addressing complex, 

real-world challenges (See Figure 8). 

4.2 Sensitivity Analysis and Domain-Specific Strengths 

The sensitivity analysis reveals that paradigm performance varies depending on the domain emphasized, directly 

influencing research and policy decisions. Empirical fields such as Science and Philosophy prioritize measurable 

evidence, favoring paradigms like Positivism. In contrast, subjective domains like Art, Religion, and Culture 

benefit from Hermeneutics and Feminism, which emphasize interpretation and social critique. 

In practice, this variability has significant implications. For instance, in environmental studies or public health, 

relying solely on empirical paradigms may yield scientifically valid data but fail to address broader social or ethical 

considerations. Paradigms like Critical Realism, which integrate empirical rigor with social critique, offer more 

comprehensive solutions by addressing both data and underlying societal structures. 

Likewise, in ethics and culture, empirical methods alone risk overlooking essential human experiences and power 

dynamics. Feminism and Interpretivism provide tools to understand societal impacts and amplify marginalized 

voices, critical for ethical decision-making and cultural analysis. The sensitivity analysis highlights the need for a 

multi-paradigm approach, balancing empirical and interpretive paradigms to ensure both measurable data and 

deeper cultural, social, and ethical dimensions are considered, resulting in more effective and inclusive outcomes. 

 



hssr.ideasspread.org   Humanities and Social Science Research Vol. 7, No. 3; 2024 

 31 Published by IDEAS SPREAD 

 

4.3 Evaluator Agreement and Philosophical Orientations: Fleiss' Kappa Findings 

The Fleiss' Kappa results provide valuable insights into how philosophical orientations influence paradigm 

assessments across domains. Low levels of agreement in empirical fields like Science and Philosophy highlight 

the challenges of reconciling divergent approaches. Evaluators with empirical, positivist leanings prioritized 

observable data and measurable outcomes, while those with interpretivist perspectives focused on contextual 

interpretation and meaning. This divergence underscores the inherent difficulty in achieving consensus when 

evaluators approach knowledge acquisition from different epistemological frameworks. 

In contrast, the moderate agreement observed in the Religion domain reflects a more nuanced interaction. While 

evaluators shared some common interpretive frameworks, particularly for ethical and spiritual questions, 

differences in philosophical approaches to metaphysical or existential issues persisted. This demonstrates the 

complexity of applying empirical rigor to domains that demand interpretive depth. 

The Culture domain, with substantial agreement (Kappa=0.689), presents a stark contrast. Here, shared interpretive 

assumptions about cultural frameworks allowed for greater consensus, indicating that evaluators from diverse 

epistemological backgrounds can align more easily in domains where social and contextual understanding are 

central. This highlights the potential for common ground when paradigms emphasize societal structures and 

narratives. 

These findings reinforce the broader argument that no single paradigm can dominate knowledge acquisition across 

all domains. Variations in agreement levels between empirical and interpretive fields reveal the distinct strengths 

of different paradigms and the need for an integrated, multi-paradigm approach. While philosophical 

disagreements are likely to persist in domains requiring empirical rigor, interpretive contexts like Culture 

demonstrate the possibility of alignment, emphasizing the importance of context in paradigm evaluation. 

Ultimately, the Fleiss' Kappa findings emphasize the need for interdisciplinary approaches that balance empirical 

evidence with ethical, cultural, and contextual considerations. By fostering dialogue and bridging philosophical 

divides, researchers can achieve a more comprehensive understanding of complex, interdisciplinary challenges. 

4.4 Synthesis of Multi-Paradigm Approaches: The Role of Science and Humility 

This study demonstrates that no single paradigm can fully address the complexities of knowledge acquisition. 

While Positivism provides empirical rigor and remains indispensable for validating observable phenomena in 

fields like Science and Philosophy, its limitations become evident in contexts requiring subjective interpretation 

or ethical reflection. Paradigms like Pragmatism and Critical Realism bridge these gaps by linking theory with 

practice and offering both empirical and interpretive insights. Meanwhile, Hermeneutics, Feminism, and 

Interpretivism enrich understanding in subjective domains like Culture and Religion by addressing power 

dynamics, ethical considerations, and human experiences. 

Science, celebrated for its empirical rigor and transformative impact, has played a cornerstone role in knowledge 

acquisition, from Roger Bacon's foundational work in the 13th century to Francis Bacon's refinements during the 

Enlightenment. The scientific method, emphasizing observation, experimentation, and logic, laid the groundwork 

for Positivism, which prioritizes empirical observation and measurable phenomena. However, as this study 

underscores, science is only one part of a broader system of knowledge acquisition that also includes Philosophy, 

History, Art, Religion, and Culture. 

Fields such as environmental studies, public health, and ethics illustrate the limitations of relying solely on 

empirical methods. While science provides essential data-driven insights, it often requires complementing 

paradigms to address deeper social, cultural, and ethical dimensions. For example, environmental policies must 

incorporate socio-political critiques to ensure sustainability, while public health interventions demand an 

understanding of cultural barriers and social inequalities. Similarly, debates on privacy, AI ethics, and digital 

identity highlight the need for Hermeneutics and Critical Realism to explore cultural and ethical implications 

beyond measurable data. 

This recognition of science’s place within a larger, interconnected system of paradigms calls for humility. No 

single discipline or approach holds a monopoly on truth. While empirical methods like Positivism bring precision, 

interpretive paradigms such as philosophical reflection and cultural analysis add depth and context. Together, these 

approaches enrich our understanding of complex interdisciplinary challenges, ensuring a more holistic framework 

for knowledge acquisition. 

Humility in research is not merely a philosophical ideal but a practical necessity. It demands openness to critique, 

collaboration across disciplines, and acknowledgment of the value of diverse perspectives. Intuition, 

autoethnography, artistic interpretation, and other interpretive methods offer complementary insights into human 
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experiences that cannot be reduced to measurable phenomena. By embracing humility, researchers foster 

intellectual growth and contribute to a more inclusive, comprehensive view of knowledge. 

The integration of empirical rigor with ethical and cultural considerations underscores the value of a multi-

paradigm framework. By respecting the strengths of each paradigm, this approach ensures that knowledge 

acquisition is both scientifically precise and socially relevant, enabling richer and more collaborative processes 

across disciplines. 

4.5 Practical Applications of a Multi-Paradigm Approach 

The findings highlight the importance of integrating multiple paradigms to address complex, interdisciplinary 

challenges. This principle is exemplified by ongoing research on entrepreneurial ecosystem development in 

Indonesia, employing a combination of autoethnography, system dynamics, and mixed method approaches to 

generate actionable insights. Although still in progress, preliminary findings demonstrate the effectiveness of this 

multi-paradigm framework in addressing real-world problems. 

The research investigates how early childhood exposure, family culture, and national values shape entrepreneurial 

tendencies. Early findings from autoethnography reveal the influence of "sparkling moments" in childhood on 

long-term mental models, capturing nuanced cultural and familial factors that drive entrepreneurial aspirations in 

the Indonesian context. These qualitative insights are translated into dynamic models using causal loop diagrams 

(CLDs), which identify systemic barriers and leverage points in the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Pragmatism guides 

the development of culturally sensitive accelerator programs, combining measurable performance metrics with 

interpretive analyses to ensure relevance and rigor. 

The methodologies and insights from this research offer a roadmap for applying a multi-paradigm approach across 

other domains. In public health, autoethnography can uncover cultural barriers, such as vaccine hesitancy, while 

system dynamics models simulate the impact of interventions on population health outcomes. In education, 

understanding family culture’s influence on entrepreneurial tendencies can inform curricula that balance 

standardized outcomes with fostering creativity and self-efficacy. Similarly, in environmental studies, integrating 

empirical climate data with community narratives can lead to culturally inclusive and sustainable policy solutions. 

This approach demonstrates how combining quantitative data with interpretive frameworks produces policies that 

are not only effective but also contextually sensitive. 

By bridging empirical rigor with interpretive depth, this multi-paradigm framework underscores its potential to 

address interdisciplinary challenges. Its application in entrepreneurial development highlights its broader relevance 

to public health, education, and environmental studies, ensuring both scientific precision and cultural sensitivity. 

For further details, see the author’s ongoing doctoral research on autoethnography and system dynamics in 

entrepreneurship development (Toronata Tambun et al., 2024). 

4.6 Philosophical Reflections on Paradigmatic Integration 

The findings highlight the necessity of integrating multiple paradigms to address the complexities of knowledge 

acquisition across diverse domains. Bridging empirical and interpretive methodologies creates a comprehensive 

framework for interdisciplinary research. This multi-paradigm approach advances both theoretical understanding 

and practical applications, enabling researchers to tackle interdisciplinary challenges with greater precision and 

inclusivity. By adopting this framework, the nature of knowledge production in academia is redefined to embrace 

diversity and holistic insight. 

4.6.1 Critical Realism as a Bridging Paradigm 

Critical Realism exemplifies the potential of paradigmatic integration by combining empirical rigor with 

interpretive depth. It captures observable phenomena while probing the underlying social structures that influence 

them. For example, in public health research, Critical Realism not only quantifies disease spread but also explores 

how social inequities and cultural practices shape health outcomes. This dual focus makes it essential for 

addressing complex issues that require both measurable data and a deeper understanding of systemic dynamics. 

4.6.2 Pragmatism as a Framework for Interdisciplinary Collaboration 

Pragmatism complements Critical Realism by prioritizing practical outcomes over theoretical divides. It facilitates 

interdisciplinary collaboration by focusing on actionable solutions, enabling empirical and interpretive researchers 

to align their efforts. For instance, in policymaking, Pragmatism reconciles the precision of empirical methods 

with the contextual insights of interpretive paradigms, producing policies that are both effective and culturally 

relevant. This adaptability positions Pragmatism as a meta-framework for integrating diverse paradigms in real-

world problem-solving. 
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4.6.3 Epistemological Implications of Multi-Paradigm Approaches 

A multi-paradigm approach challenges the traditional dominance of empirical methods by emphasizing the value 

of contextuality and multiplicity in knowledge production. It moves beyond the positivist pursuit of universal 

truths, advocating for a pluralistic understanding that includes cultural narratives, ethical considerations, and 

marginalized perspectives. Integrating paradigms such as Hermeneutics, Feminism, and Pragmatism enriches the 

scope of inquiry, democratizing the academic discourse and allowing for a more inclusive production of knowledge. 

4.6.4 The Role of Humility in Knowledge Production 

Adopting a multi-paradigm approach requires humility—acknowledging that no single paradigm can fully 

encapsulate the complexities of human experience. Humility fosters openness to critique, interdisciplinary 

collaboration, and recognition of diverse perspectives. For example, integrating autoethnography with system 

dynamics, as demonstrated in the author’s ongoing research, reflects this mindset by valuing both personal 

narratives and systemic analyses in understanding entrepreneurial ecosystems. By embracing humility, researchers 

foster intellectual growth, interdisciplinary collaboration, and a broader, more inclusive understanding of 

knowledge. 

5. Conclusion 

This study addresses the research question by demonstrating that no single paradigm can fully dominate knowledge 

acquisition across all domains. Positivism, while essential in empirical fields such as Science and Philosophy, is 

limited in areas that require subjective interpretation and ethical reflection, like Culture, Religion, and Art. The 

research shows that interpretive paradigms, such as Hermeneutics and Feminism, are indispensable for 

understanding human experiences, cultural narratives, and social justice issues, which Positivism alone cannot 

fully capture. Pragmatism's versatility is highlighted as it successfully bridges empirical and interpretive 

approaches, offering practical applications in fields like public policy and technology. Critical Realism also proves 

essential in balancing empirical evidence with social critique, making it effective in interdisciplinary research 

where both data and societal structures must be considered. 

The analysis confirms that no single paradigm can dominate knowledge acquisition across all domains. Positivism 

provides empirical rigor but faces limitations in subjective and ethical fields. Pragmatism bridges theory and 

practice, while Hermeneutics adds interpretive depth. Feminism and Critical Realism contribute valuable ethical 

and social perspectives, particularly in fields like Culture and Religion. 

The findings confirm that a multi-paradigm approach is necessary to provide a holistic understanding of knowledge 

acquisition. Empirical rigor, while vital, must be complemented by paradigms that address ethical, cultural, and 

interpretive dimensions. Thus, the study directly answers the research question by establishing that integrating 

multiple paradigms, such as Positivism, Pragmatism, Hermeneutics, Feminism, and Critical Realism, ensures a 

more comprehensive framework for understanding knowledge across diverse domains. 

6. Recommendations 

6.1 Align Paradigms with Research Objectives 

Researchers must clearly define their objectives and align these with appropriate paradigms. Recognizing that no 

single paradigm provides a universal solution, the selection process requires deliberate sense-making through deep 

engagement with the literature. This involves critically analyzing and synthesizing insights from extensive 

references rather than relying on superficial keyword searches. Such rigorous exploration ensures paradigms are 

theoretically sound and contextually aligned with the research’s goals.  

Embracing humility in this process fosters intellectual openness, bridging empirical rigor with interpretive depth 

and enabling interdisciplinary collaboration. This mindset nurtures continuous learning and ensures research is 

both methodologically robust and ethically grounded. 

6.2 Integrate Ontology, Epistemology, and Axiology 

A strong understanding of ontological, epistemological, and axiological foundations is essential for meaningful 

research. Ontology shapes views on reality, epistemology governs how knowledge is constructed, and axiology 

guides the values underpinning the research. Value-driven research moves beyond procedural checklists, ensuring 

inquiry is purposeful and ethically relevant. Humility supports this integration by encouraging openness to critique 

and alternative perspectives, enriching the philosophical underpinnings of research and fostering greater 

interdisciplinarity, adaptability, and innovation. 
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6.3 Foster Institutional Support for Diverse Approaches 

Academic institutions must create an environment that values intellectual openness and methodological diversity. 

Progress often emerges from the interaction of differing paradigms and perspectives, making it essential to avoid 

rigid adherence to specific approaches. Institutions should actively promote interdisciplinary collaboration and 

provide resources that encourage researchers to explore diverse paradigms. 

Educators play a pivotal role in cultivating curiosity and adaptability in students, preparing them to navigate 

interdisciplinary challenges with both humility and intellectual rigor. In policymaking, humility ensures decisions 

are informed not only by data but also by ethical, social, and cultural considerations, leading to more 

compassionate and impactful outcomes. 
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Appendix A Detailed Explanations of Statistical Methods 

Factor Analysis 

Definition:  

Factor Analysis identifies underlying relationships among variables by reducing them into common factors. It 

simplifies complex data and shows how paradigms align across domains. 

Objective:  

In this study, Factor Analysis reveals patterns in the contributions of different paradigms to empirical and 

interpretive domains. 

Process: 

1. Correlation Matrix: Relationships between paradigms and their performance across domains were 

analyzed. 

2. Factor Extraction: Factors representing empirical (Factor 1) and interpretive knowledge (Factor 2) 

were identified. 

3. Factor Loadings: Each paradigm's alignment with empirical and interpretive knowledge was 

quantified (as illustrated in the provided Factor Loading Plot). 

Result: 

Figure 2: The plot shows how paradigms are distributed along two axes—empirical knowledge (Factor 1) and 

interpretive knowledge (Factor 2). In this case Hermeneutics and Postmodernism rank high in interpretive 

knowledge but low in empirical knowledge. Positivism excels in empirical knowledge but ranks low in interpretive 

dimensions. This distribution underscores the specialization of paradigms in addressing different knowledge 

domains. 

Fleiss' Kappa 

Definition:  

Fleiss' Kappa quantifies agreement among multiple evaluators. It evaluates how consistently paradigms were rated 

across knowledge domains. 

Objective:  

To measure the philosophical alignment or disagreement among evaluators about paradigm contributions. 

Process: 

1. Evaluator Ratings: Each paradigm was rated by multiple evaluators for its performance across six 

domains. 

2. Kappa Calculation: Scores range from -1 (complete disagreement) to 1 (perfect agreement). 

3. Levels of Agreement: Agreement levels indicate evaluator alignment. 

Result: 

Table 17: Fleiss' Kappa Result. Here substantial agreement in Culture suggests common understanding of its 

interpretive nature, meanwhile, slight disagreement in Science reflects evaluators' differing philosophical 

approaches to empirical paradigms. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

Definition:  

Sensitivity Analysis evaluates how paradigm rankings change under varying assumptions about domain 

importance. 

Objective:  

To test paradigm robustness when emphasis shifts between empirical, interpretive, or balanced domains. 
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Process: 

1. Assign Weights: Three scenarios were considered: 

• Empirical Focus: Higher weights for Science and Philosophy. 

• Interpretive Focus: Higher weights for Art, Religion, and Culture. 

• Balanced Focus: Equal weights across all domains. 

2. Recalculate Rankings: Paradigms were re-ranked based on weighted contributions. 

Result: 

Table 18: Paradigms’ Sensitivity Test Rankings. Hermeneutics and Feminism perform well in interpretive 

contexts, underscoring their relevance to subjective domains like Art and Culture. Positivism dominates in 

empirical contexts but performs poorly in interpretive domains. Pragmatism remains versatile, balancing 

contributions across all contexts. 

Table 

 

Table 1. Paradigm Ranking 

Paradigm Total Score 

Pragmatism 181 

Hermeneutics 172 

Feminism 170 

Critical Theory 159 

Interpretivism 155 

Critical Realism 147 

Constructivism 139 

Postmodernism 129 

Realism 125 

Phenomenology 125 

Post-Positivism 119 

Positivism 100 

 

Table 2. Knowledge Acquisition Matrix Positivism Paradigm 
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Table 3. Knowledge Acquisition Matrix Pragmatism Paradigm 

 
 

Table 4. Knowledge Acquisition Hermeneutics Paradigm 
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Table 5. Knowledge Acquisition Post Modernism Paradigm 

 
 

Table 6. Knowledge Acquisition Critical Realism Paradigm 
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Table 7. Knowledge Acquisition Constructivism Paradigm 

 

 

Table 8. Knowledge Acquisition Critical Theory Paradigm 
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Table 9. Knowledge Acquisition Interpretivism Paradigm 

 
 

Table 10. Knowledge Acquisition Phenomenology Paradigm 
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Table 11. Knowledge Acquisition Feminism Paradigm 

 

 

Table 12. Knowledge Acquisition Realism Paradigm 
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Table 13. Knowledge Acquisition Post Positivism Paradigm 

 

 

Table 14. Paradigm – Descriptive 

Paradigm 
Total 

Score 
Strengths Limitations 

Positivism 100 
Excels in empirical domains like Science and 

Philosophy. 

Struggles in interpretive fields like Art, 

Religion, and Culture. 

Pragmatism 181 
Strong in practical, adaptable solutions across multiple 

domains. 

Lacks depth in fields requiring ethical or 

subjective reflection. 

Hermeneutics 172 
Deep insights in Art, Religion, and Culture; excels in 

interpretation. 
Less effective in empirical fields like Science. 

Postmodernism 129 
Challenges conventional ideas, strong in Philosophy and 

Art. 

Rejection of objective truth limits application 

in Science. 

Critical Realism 147 
Balanced approach; integrates empirical and 

interpretive strengths. 

Lacks the empirical rigor of Positivism in 

some domains. 

Constructivism 139 
Strong in Culture and History, emphasizes socially 

constructed knowledge. 

Less applicable in empirical fields like 

Science. 

Phenomenology 125 
Excels in exploring human experiences in Art and 

Religion. 

Lacks focus on empirical data, limiting use in 

Science. 

Feminism 170 
Highlights power dynamics and social justice, strong in 

Culture and Philosophy. 

Lacks empirical focus required in Science or 

technical fields. 

Critical Theory 159 
Effective in deconstructing power structures, strong in 

History and Culture. 

Less applicable in empirical fields like 

Science. 

Interpretivism 155 
Deep insights into subjective experiences, strong in 

Religion and Art. 

Lacks empirical grounding, limiting its use in 

Science. 

Realism 125 
Emphasizes objective reality, effective in Science and 

Philosophy. 

Limited applicability in interpretive fields like 

Art and Religion. 

Post-Positivism 119 
Builds on Positivism, allowing for empirical exploration 

with openness to revision. 

Lacks depth in subjective fields like Art and 

Religion. 
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Table 15. Paradigm Sources of Knowledge Hypothetical Table 
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Empiricism 24 22 18 19 20 21 18 22 23 17 20 22 

Empirical 

Skepticism 
20 21 17 20 22 20 19 21 22 19 18 23 

Skepticism 22 23 22 18 19 22 23 18 20 20 22 21 

Rationalism 24 24 20 17 18 23 20 23 19 21 21 20 

Fallibilism 18 20 15 22 21 19 22 20 21 18 19 19 

Belief and 

Doubt 
20 22 19 18 20 18 17 19 18 22 17 22 

Intuition 16 23 24 21 19 22 21 22 19 23 24 18 

Tradition 22 21 21 23 22 20 19 18 23 20 23 21 

Memory 20 24 22 20 21 24 20 21 20 21 18 23 

Consensus 24 23 18 19 23 21 18 23 22 19 21 20 

Authority 22 20 16 17 18 23 20 20 21 23 20 18 

Kant's 

Reconciliation 
24 24 23 24 24 19 23 22 18 18 22 24 

 

Table 16. Evaluator Rating 

 

 

Table 17. Fleiss’ Kappa Result 

Domain Fleiss' Kappa Level of Agreement 

Science -0.026 Slight Disagreement 

Philosophy 0.014 Very Low Agreement 

History 0.045 Very Low Agreement 

Art 0.189 Low Agreement 

Religion 0.257 Moderate Agreement  

Culture 0.689 Substantial Agreement 
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Table 18. Paradigms’ Sensitivity Test Ranking 

Paradigm Empirical Focus Interpretive Focus Balanced Focus 

Hermeneutics 1.75 2.75 2.324 

Feminism 1.4 2.8 2.324 

Pragmatism 2.75 1.85 2.158 

Critical Theory 2 2 1.992 

Interpretivism 1.3 2.45 1.992 

Postmodernism 0.95 2.65 1.992 

Critical Realism 1.95 1.7 1.826 

Phenomenology 1.95 1.75 1.826 

Realism 2.25 1.25 1.66 

Constructivism 1.85 1.35 1.494 

Post-Positivism 1.85 1.35 1.494 

Positivism 2.1 0.6 1.162 

 

Table 19. Paradigm Versatility Ranking 

Paradigm 
Difference (Empirical 

vs Interpretive) 

Difference (Empirical 

vs Balanced) 
Difference (Interpretive vs Balanced) 

Total 

Difference 

Postmodernism 1.7 1.042 0.658 3.4 

Positivism 1.5 0.938 0.562 3 

Feminism 1.4 0.924 0.476 2.8 

Interpretivism 1.15 0.692 0.458 2.3 

Hermeneutics 1 0.574 0.426 2 

Realism 1 0.59 0.41 2 

Pragmatism 0.9 0.592 0.308 1.8 

Constructivism 0.5 0.356 0.144 1 

Post-Positivism 0.5 0.356 0.144 1 

Critical Realism 0.25 0.124 0.126 0.5 

Phenomenology 0.2 0.124 0.076 0.4 

Critical Theory 0 0.008 0.008 0.016 

 

Figures 

 
Figure 1. Comparative Radar Chart: Positivism vs Pragmatism & Critical Theory 
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Figure 2. Factor Loading Plot 

 

 
Figure 4. Positivism Performance Across Knowledge Domain  
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Figure 3. Paradigm's Engagement with 12 Sources of Knowledge - Hypothetical Model 
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Figure 5. Pragmatism Performance Across Knowledge Domain 

 

 

Figure 6. Hermeneutics Performance Across Knowledge Domain 
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Figure 7. Feminism Performance Across Knowledge Domain 

 

 

Figure 8. Critical Realism Performance Across Knowledge Domain 
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Figure 9. Interpretivism Performance Across Knowledge Domain  

 

  

Figure 10. Constructivism Performance Across Knowledge Domain 
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