
Editorial 
 

How “scientific” is/ (are) “(social) science(s)”? 
 
 
 

The previous issue of this journal meant not only a change of its name (from 
“Buletin Stiintific” to “Economy Transdisciplinarity Cognition”) but also a change of its 
qualitative status. The National Council for Scientific Research from Higher Education 
(Consiliul National al Cercetarii Stiintifice din Invatamantul Superior – CNCSIS) raised 
the ranking of our journal from C to B. But this is not all good news. The Editorial Board 
is preparing the fulfillment of the necessary conditions to be ranked A, in future. Some 
issues ago we put on the first cover of the journal the credo and slogan of our university 
team and of our Editorial Board as “Excelsior!” (“ Higher and Higher!”). We do not put 
this slogan anymore; we apply it! Of course, the final appreciation is of our reviewers and 
readers and we thank them in advance for any suggestion and proposal to be used for 
improving the quality of our journal, as a matter of fact, to improve the quality of 
research. 

As readers can observe a lot of “science” was included in the former title of our 
journal (“Scientific (!) Bulletin”). Also, the name of the national institution responsible 
for research is quite “scientific”. This means that all the activities governed by it are 
intrinsically scientific… This “implicit science” may be corrected by simply giving up 
this “magic” word and by concentrating ourselves to real and not mimetic research. 

A journal and its articles are mirrors of the editorial staff and of the authors’ 
preoccupations and of the results they have got. This is not news at all. The novelty of 
our times is that research is fundamental for any competitive process, for any economic 
growth and development. Without improvement in research any plans for development 
remain simple plans… The academic year 2008-2009 registered an improvement of 
research at Bacovia University. A good measure of the university management was the 
decision to introduce a special course on the Research Methodology and Management 
(RMM) taught at master’s degree. Here we may have new research on how to do 
research… Methodological articles are welcomed and methodological dimensions of any 
article should be emphasized just for a better understanding of the studied realities.  

As one may observe, RMM is a bit different from SRMM, where S stands for 
“scientific”. This was not a change made for the shortage’s sake, but an essential change. 
The”scientific” feature of any research is to be proved not only by putting this adjective 
before it. Can we clearly cut the “scientific” from “non-scientific”? And, can we even 
define and describe what means nowadays “science” (especially “social science”)? Is this 
global financial and economic crisis a result of too much “scientce” and especially 
“social sciences”? I suggest that debates on this delicate issue are not to be ignored and 
considered as un-useful. The classic and modern science was already defined, but what is 
postmodern science? (By “postmodern” I mean after-modern times, i.e. after WWII, 
when a new world with new realities and new visions appeared). Are induction and/ or 
deduction the only logical tools to be used in our research? What about abduction and 
transduction?  Is transdisciplinarity a simple fashion or it is a really new and better 
approach for getting an improved image of the reality we are living in. Basarab 
Nicolescu, Doctor Honoris Causa of  George Bacovia University, is carrying on a big 



fight with false lovers if transdisciplinary method and with true haters of it. A quite 
unexpected struck was recently received from a group of theological orthodox scholars.1 
The logic of the third (middle) included is only a scholarly exercise? Or, do we have a 
clear answer to this serious challenge launched in our postmodern times called “the death 
of science”? Anyway, research is not only academic; it is also the job of detectives, 
journalists or publicity people. Some may claim that the “true” and “scientific” research 
is only academic; I’d prefer to say that borders of “science” are to be ignored or at least 
enlarged to include any kind of research. “Scientific” (i.e. the former and past modern 
visions) approaches may be enriched with “non-scientific” approaches in order to obtain 
new ideas. The real purpose of research is not to be “scientific” in itself, i.e. conforming 
to some rigid and old fashioned rules, but to generate new and fresh ideas, new 
hypothesis and new methods to extract information from fields no one considered to be 
information rich. This is the transition from past modern to postmodern times. What do 
you think about a next thematic issue with this generic title: “how scientific and 
trustworthy is science”? I am waiting for your concrete proposals, open dialogue and 
original articles. 

The International Society for Intercommunication of New Ideas – ISINI -  
(founded in Boston, Massachusetts, USA in November 1988 by the worldly well-known 
scholar Anghel N. Rugina) made a very good propaganda in favor of new ideas and 
creative thinking, no matter if it was to be considered/ recognized as “scientific” or not. It 
is very sad for me to inform our readers that Rugina passed away on December 15th 
2008, at 95. When I met him in Wageningen (The Netherlands) in August 2003 he 
impressed me by a quite strong and fresh thinking. He was nominated by the Senate of 
our university, in 2004, as the first scholar to receive the Doctor Honoris Causa title from 
George Bacovia University (GBU), but his health didn’t permit him to come in Romania 
and to receive it. As a vice-president of ISINI for 2007-2009 I intended to organize the 
10th ISINI Conference in Bucharest in August 2009, and I desperately hoped that Rugina 
would be able to come back home, after almost 70 years. It was incredible to find out that 
he was buried in Bucharest, in January 2009, in the small presence of some officials 
whose appraisal and recognition to Rugina’s thought remains to be proofed. I’ll organize 
the 10th ISINI Conference in December 15th, one year after Rugina passing away, in 
Bucharest, but only if financial crisis, flu pandemic, global warming and other “victories” 
of our global civilization will permit me to be optimistic concerning a serious global 
participation.. The good news is that prof Mugur Isarescu, the Governor of Romanian 
National Bank, Doctor Honoris Causa of George Bacovia University from 2007, offered 
his organizational support in having this big event in Bucharest. I hope to be in touch 
with our readers to inform them in due time about our decision concerning the date and 
general theme of the Conference. 

                                                 
1 It is interesting to observe how many stupid things can be said in the name of a doctrine and in the name 
of science as well. That is why I do consider that both modern science and old doctrines deserve to be re-
thought, re-analyzed, re-considered. Prof Basarab Nicolescu is a real promoter of a necessary dialogue 
between science and religion. Sometimes, too rigid and old ideas are quite impossible to penetrate. To be 
clear, it is not about replacing religion with transdisciplinarity, but to feel free to use different tools in 
obtaining better images of our material and immaterial world. At the end of this Editorial I’ll list some 
recent titles of articles generating new answers to transdisciplinary methodological research questions. I 
hope to be well understood when I simply prefer to use the word “research” instead that of “science”.  



As about the actual issue I may observe its diversity, preoccupation to improve 
the communication and a real openness to new ideas. I was pleasantly impressed by an 
article of one of my younger author and colleague of mine in which he indirectly 
demonstrated that EMMY is possible to be used and applied even not reading my original 
contributions. Concretely, in an article published in this issue Lucian Ocneanu from GBU 
is using EMMY style and its managerial content without ever reading my papers on 
teleological and instrumental definition of management. 

Book review is still a weak point for our ETC journal. What about conditioning 
the publication of an article by receiving a book review as well? I’ll make this proposal to 
our Editor (George Bacovia University) and you’ll find out the result in December 2009 
when we will publish the second semestrial issue of ETC. Reviewing Rugina’s books 
will be a priority for us. Are you ready for that? And don’t miss to read past and future 
issues of ETC journal at www.ugb.ro/etc.  

A dialogue and exchange of ideas with our readers and with other publications are 
very welcome. 
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Bibliography and Webography on transdisciplinarity 
 
http://nicol.club.fr/ciret/ARTICLES/liste_articles.html 
 

http://egophobia.ro/revista/?p=471 A French version of this book review would be posted 

on my website http://www.liviudrugus.ro/Transdisciplinaritate/tabid/87/language/en-

US/Default.aspx 

http://landscaperesearch.livingreviews.org/Articles/lrlr-2008-2/  How to Achieve Effectiveness in 
Problem-Oriented Landscape Research: The Example of Research on Biotic Invasions" by Christoph Kueffer and 
Gertrude Hirsch Hadorn  This is a very good example of applied transdisciplinarity. 

http://www.transdisciplinarity.ch/e/Bibliography/index.php  

Dr. Eva Schumacher at bibliography@transdisciplinarity.ch is waiting for new 
contributions in articles, books, studies etc published all over the world. She recently 
published A Tour d’Horizon of Literature related to Transdisciplinarity published in 2008.  
 


