Poiesis and the Emergence of New Knowledge:
Pushing Paradigmatical Boundaries for Interdisciplinary Research

Catherine Bedwei-Majdoub
Ravensbourne University, London, UK

Augustin Bado
Univesitat Ramon Llull (CEHS), Spain Université Saint Thomas d’Aquin (USTA), Burkina Faso

ABSTRACT

This chapter offers the five philosophical branches as the quintessential paradigms for interdisciplinary research. Specifically, interdisciplinary research seeking a poiesis of sorts. That is, through investigation and study, by bringing new knowledge into existence. In a researcher’s chapter, philosophy serves to justify the value and relevance of the study described. In interdisciplinary research, where multiple disciplines tackle often highly complex problems, the identification and subsequent operation within a chosen paradigm can be problematic. Yet, getting it right facilities both the elevation of research quality and the poiesis of research. Mobilising a Gadamerian hermeneutic methodology, this chapter offers a how-to guide to the philosophies that interdisciplinary researchers may want to consider especially with a view to pushing disciplinary boundaries and bringing forth an ecstasis of meaning and interpretation that is transformative.

Keywords: Text-Based Research, Gadamerian Hermeneutics, Ontology, Epistemology, Logic, Ethics, Aesthetics, Business, Heidegger, Transformative Knowledge, Derrida, Levinas, Sustainability


INTRODUCTION 
The aim of this chapter is to highlight the importance of philosophical theory in interdisciplinary research, and how it may be utilised to animate and advance such research especially within the textual contexts that data gathering and analysis occur. Its contribution to knowledge is in its presentation of the applicability, depth, and teleology of the five key philosophical branches - ontology, epistemology, logic, ethics, and aesthetics - as a guide for interdisciplinary poietic research. While researchers of every discipline are accustomed to contextualising their methodologies to epistemological and ontological criteria, they are less likely to paradigmatically consider their research in light of the beliefs and assumptions of logic, ethics and aesthetics, even if they implicitly apply them. However, all five philosophical fields - and philosophy is the pursuit and love, i.e. philo) of wisdom (sophia) - represent significant opportunities for enhancing the axiology, relevance and reflexive depth of research and for reducing the overproduction of defunct or siloed knowledge. With particular attention to the consideration of the analytical questions and themes that align with each field, this chapter articulates the poietic potential of philosophical paradigms in text-based interdisciplinary research.  

As a guide, this chapter pinpoints the key questions that such researchers may want to consider when presenting, evaluating, and/or justifying their research claims. It does so within the context of the theory of poiesis and the fundamental impulse (force, act, process) that it shares with research: that of bringing something new into existence viz. consciousness, the public domain, or to intellectual discourse and debate. More often associated with artistic or poetical creation, poiesis may also be extended to the type of ideational or conceptual creation found in, for example, business (i.e., new brands, services, products, operational processes, etc.) and in research (i.e. when researchers try to advance their fields through rigorous theoretical development). 

In its etymology the Greek poiēsis (ποίησις) is rooted in poiéō (ποιέω), ‘to make.’ The Oxford Dictionary of Etymology (1966) describes poeisis as ‘cause to be, cause (something to happen),’ connects it to ‘maker’ and further synonymises it with ‘manufacturer [authors’ emphasis] creator, poet.’ So, poiesis has the causative meanings that many of the chapters in this text on meaning and interpretation are associating with the research act and process, and particularly with the value of knowledge claims. 

Creswell (2003) defines a knowledge claim as what was learnt or accomplished through the research and considering how it was learnt and accomplished. Both the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of a knowledge/research claim can be validly expressed as the value or importance of what was discovered through the research and how the discovery was made. The meaning of a thing, in this case the research and its outcome, is by definition, its value and importance. Thus, the contention in this chapter is that poiesis as ‘bringing,’ ‘causing,’ or ‘making’ meaning, would be useful as a fecund framework of interdisciplinary research and as an evaluative benchmark for:

· Why the research is needed bearing in mind recent discourses on the crisis of overpublishing in academic and scientific research (see e.g., Boulton & Koley, 2024; Frodeman, 2014a).
· How best to approach the research design so that bias is minimised and ‘study power’ (Ioannidis, 2005) increased. 
· What the value of the knowledge or research claim is.

It may seem counterintuitive to propose a concept that seems unashamedly dependent on bias. Indeed, the successful poet, entrepreneur, or creator making meaning is likely to have invested much of themselves into that making. However, it is researchers’ selfhood that drives them to identify a knowledge gap and motivates them to fill it. Likewise with the entrepreneur whose experience of the world spurs them to identify a gap in the market. In such instances, selfhood is intersubjectively shared with others and becomes a part of the ‘objective’ world when the meaning-making process is brought to a research community that accesses and builds on it; to a market whose consumers purchase and use the new product or service; to aesthetes who build libraries of literary works or art collections. 

Accordingly, and in line with Heidegger’s rejection of methodology in favour of ‘the individuality of an event’ (Frodeman, 2014b), this chapter encourages interdisciplinary researchers to consider the conditions in which their research and knowledge claims would be validly poietic in view of the analytical contexts of the philosophical branches. For Heidegger (1954) poiesis is a ‘bringing forth’ he analogises to a butterfly emerging from its cocoon. In this chapter, interdisciplinary research that eschews methodism in favour of the expansive questioning of the philosophical branches is well-placed to ‘bring forth’ emerging knowledge more capable of responding to the complex problems of interdisciplinary studies than research operating within restrictive methodologies. Such researches transcend disciplinary boundaries for insights, information, techniques, processes etc. that cohere into an advancement in ‘fundamental understanding or ... solutions [that] are beyond the scope of a single discipline or area of research practice,’ (National Academies, 2004, cited in Hu et al., 2024).
Thus, this chapter is a guide to research poiesis. Poietical research involves the production of needed knowledge and meaning making that occurs through questioning. It is ethical and logical, relevant to the perceived realities of the investigated problem and transcends researcher subjectivity for the shared goodness (e.g., the solution, understanding, or meaning) and living well being sought through the research. It is both a philosophy of interdisciplinarity and an invitation to scholars to think of research as a creative and transformative activity rather than a mere description of a perceived reality.


LITERATURE REVIEW
This section is an examination of poiesis and its related concept, ecstasis. It pertains to interdisciplinary research and its inherent intent to disrupt paradigmatical boundaries and disciplinary logic. Therefore, the section is an outline of the characteristics of interdisciplinary research and in relation to the core philosophical branches: ontology, an offshoot of metaphysics (reality), epistemology (knowledge), logic (reason), ethics (right or good), and aesthetics (beauty). These fields indicate the expansive potential of interdisciplinary research.

Towards Transformative Knowledge: Poiesis, Ecstasis and a Creative Evaluation of Interdisciplinary Research
What is knowledge and how can researchers’ knowledge claims be conceptualised as poiesis or ecstasis? This questioning allows reflection on the foundations of knowledge, and consideration of poiesis as the act of bringing forth new knowledge or of transforming knowledge into meaning or meaningfulness. It thus serves as an evaluative tool in interdisciplinary research. Indeed, the question ‘what is knowledge?’ is present in all history of philosophy, and the responses vary according to the era and systems of thought. In classical epistemological theories, for example, knowledge is understood as faithful representation of reality regardless of the subject. It is therefore assimilated, through mental structures, language or logic, to the perceived or reproduced world (Descartes, 2009; Kant, 2001). 
However, this approach has been criticized by constructivist, hermeneutic and poststructuralist epistemologies which insist on creative, subjective and processual dimensions of knowledge (Varela et al., 1993; Morin, 1986; Gadamer, 1996). Thus, to know is not merely to describe reality but to bring it about differently: to transform a situation, generate meaning, shift frameworks. In this context, two philosophical concepts rooted in Greek tradition – poiesis and ecstasis – permit the rethinking of knowledge as a ‘creative event.’
In the field of epistemocriticism, the poetology of knowledge, understood as poiesis, contrasts with theorical knowledge (episteme), and highlights its contingent and productive dimension. According to Marx (1977), knowledge of being as being is defined as episteme, as science, but more precisely as knowledge that is addressed to its object contemplatively, theoretically. This theorical knowledge connects with the other two fundamental forms of human activity that Aristotle also calls knowledge: (i) poetic knowledge (knowing how to produce something) and (ii) practical knowledge (knowing how to act). While poiesis and praxis each refer to a particular purpose beyond knowledge itself, theorical knowledge has its purpose in itself. In Aristotle (1960) the idea of poiesis as ‘creative act’ differs from ‘theorical praxis.’ But for Heidegger (2001), poiesis is the process by which something comes from no-being into being: it is a revealing and opening of the world. In The Origin of the Work of Art, he writes: ‘Poiesis is what allows that which was not, to appear,’ (p. 52): much like the research process allows what is not yet known to become known and when known to alter a perception, an understanding, a field. 
So, research poiesis is the process by which the researcher makes new meaning appear, reveals an original configuration of reality, or reorders the theoretical chaos within a disciplinary domain. Similarly, ecstasis, meaning ‘to step outside oneself,’ refers to a subject’s capacity to move beyond their cognitive references to welcome the alterity of reality. In Bataille (1970), ecstasis is the condition of any experience of transcendence including intellectual ones. It involves a ‘crossing over,’ a loss of the overly rational subject to receive a more vivid form of truth. In the field of research, ecstasis refers to the moment when the researcher is affected, displaced, or transformed by their object. This moment is essential in interdisciplinary research which requires the researcher to cross disciplinary boundaries and accept the discomfort of deconstructing their own categories. In this sense, ecstasis completes poiesis to mean an existential, affective and subjective condition. 
In response to disciplinary fragmentation, Lingner (2011) suggests that interdisciplinary research may generate knowledge as poiesis. For him, interdisciplinary research possesses a specific potential strength to solve ambivalent, uncertain, difficult, ambitious and socially relevant questions. Because, when we speak of theory,’ ‘praxis’ and ‘poiesis,’ we clearly distinguish theorical, practical and poetic knowledge as a basis for conceptualizing knowledge claims as acts of creation. One can then relate the actions of thinking, doing and creating, to disciplines of theoretical, practical and creative knowledge (Potur & Kayihan, 2011). 
Thus, the interdisciplinary researcher should aim to create a third space where heterogenous modes of thought generate transformative knowledge, and where evaluation is based on the researcher’s capacity to bring forth a living transformative knowledge that is situated in a space of tension between different disciplines. Hence, Morin’s (1986) call for a ‘complex thought’ capable of inventing new forms of intelligibility from tensions and interweaving.    
 
Interdisciplinary Research: Issues, Definitions and Disruptions with Disciplinary Logic
The notion of interdisciplinarity is a dynamic space of encounter between various disciplines aimed at generating knowledge through exchanges and reflexion (Camacho-Hübner, 2007). This is a reciprocal form where the sharing of critical resources results in equal contributions from the different disciplines involved (Belle & Echeverri, 2017). Interdisciplinarity is also understood as a methodological and intellectual approach that combines knowledge, methods and perspectives from various disciplines in order to understand or solve complex problems. Unlike the simple juxtaposition of viewpoints (as in multi-disciplinarity), interdisciplinarity involves an active integration of conceptual frameworks, a critical confrontation of epistemologies and a transformation of the objects themselves (Klein, 1990). The definition from the Organisation de Coopération et de Développement Économiques (OCDE, 1972) is also significant: ‘Interdisciplinarity refers to an interaction between two or various disciplines that may range from the simple communication of ideas to the mutual integration of concepts, methodologies, processes, epistemologies, terminologies and data.’
Interdisciplinary research addresses difficult questions such as articulations of complex realities (e.g., sustainability or globalisation), power relations between the disciplines exploring, investigating or furthering understanding of such realities, the consideration of relevance and import of subjectivities in these contexts, or the production of knowledge that meets academic publication standards (Arpin & Lefèvre, 2018). Thus, interdisciplinary research continues to grow because it is more cognitively agile and can respond to the increasing complexity of objects of study and global issues. As examples of specific and complex challenges, Morin (2005) and Nicolescu (2008) evoke climate change, global health, artificial intelligence, migrations, or social inequalities: these cannot be adequately understood within the boundaries of a single discipline. Indeed, there are clear cognitive and epistemological benefits from active integration of various research disciplines. But what is the difference between disciplinary and interdisciplinary research? 
Kuhn (1962) points out that disciplinary research relies on the specialization of knowledge. Each discipline constructs its objects, methods, validity norms and paradigms. This model, inherited from scientific modernity, facilitated considerable advances through the rigor and depth it offers. However, it also produced limitations. Although disciplines can functionate alone, those that do cannot promote understanding of real-world problems because such problems tend to cut across domains. Hence the need for interdisciplinarity which allows for the activation of forms of knowledge such as poiesis in contemporary society and the pursuit of solutions to technical and scientific issues to enhance human knowledge and its associated practical capabilities (Lingner, 2011).
Interdisciplinarity further generates significative knowledge by contextualizing information and values. It supports rational knowledge for specific goals, situating it within a value structure that contributes to a broad and deep understanding of data. This data united with values, facts and sensations, acquire a character of virtue, grounded in the contributions from empirical research that offer a well-founded and significative general perspective (Cortijo & Martinez-Roig, 2022). In interdisciplinary research, because the object cannot be fully exhausted by a single perspective, there is mixed inquiry protocols, analysis models or interpretative frameworks that enable researchers to interrogate the presuppositions of their own disciplines, to negotiate with other logics of evidence and to shift their perspective. 
Unsurprisingly, then, interdisciplinarity is part of a larger movement that Boaventura de Sousa Santos (2009) calls the ‘ecology of knowledges:’ an approach that values the diversity of rationalities, epistemic cultures, and methods of producing and validating knowledge. From this perspective, interdisciplinarity is not merely an academic method. It is an ethical and political act aimed at reconfiguring power relations between expert-knowledge and profane knowledge, between north and south. It is in this sense that interdisciplinary research can become transformative, viz. poietic, not only in its results, but in its very modes of questioning, acting, and thinking. Thus, for illustrative purposes, it is useful to analyse three examples from different fields - public health, artificial intelligence and the Anthropocene - for the types of paradigms mobilized, the tools used, the implicit presuppositions, and the forms of knowledge and signification produced, so as to provide a snapshot of how interdisciplinary research is approached. 
Example 1: Public Health and Social Sciences: Study on Vaccinal Inequalities
An interdisciplinary study conducted by Dubé et al. (2013) on vaccinal reticence articulates epistemology, sociology and communication. The authors mobilize a mixed quantitative-comprehensive paradigm, combining statistical data and qualitative interviews. 
· Paradigm and tools: The paradigm is post-positivist, assuming a plurality of determinants (biological, cultural, political) of vaccination behaviour. Tools include statistical analysis, semi-directive interviews, and cross-disciplinary literature reviews. 
· Presuppositions: The research is based on the idea that medical science alone is insufficient to understand social resistances. Knowledge is situated, and its validity depends on the articulation of facts and narratives, between health norms and lived experiences (Latour, 2001).
· Results: This approach produces meaning in context and reveals the symbolic dimensions of vaccinal rejections, often invisible in purely biomedical studies. The knowledge produced is not merely descriptive, but also explicative and interpretive.    
Example 2: Artificial Intelligence and Ethics: Enhanced Humanity or Technological Power
The human brain project program (HBP), funded by the European Union, brings together neuroscience, informatics, ethics, law and philosophy to model the human brain and its applications in artificial intelligence (Aicardi et al., 2020). 
· Paradigm and tools: The project is based on a computational and systemic paradigm but also integrates critical approaches from the human sciences. It combines neuronal simulations, ethical reflexivity (via ELSA studies – Ethical, Legal and Social Aspects), and risk analysis. 
· Presuppositions: The research postulates that cognitive technologies transform the human condition, and that such a transformation cannot be understood without dialogue between reflexive and technical disciplines (Floridi, 2014).
· Results: The principal contribution is the co-construction of ethical norms integrated into technological design. The research therefore becomes poetic (Heidegger, 2001), insofar as it brings forth new signification of the human, the living and the “thinking being”.
 Example 3: Anthropocene Studies: Climate, Narratives and Interdisciplinarity
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) collective represents global interdisciplinary research on climate. In this approach dominated by natural sciences, critical research projects integrate history, anthropology, geography and philosophy, such as in the “Narrating the Anthropocene” project (Bonneuil & Fressoz, 2013).
· Paradigm and tools: These works adopt a critical and constructivist paradigm, rejecting a purely naturalist reading of the Anthropocene. They use discourse analyse, genealogy, archival study, and narrative devices (stories, fiction, visualizations). 
· Presuppositions: Researchers assume that representations of ecological crisis are themselves political constructions, and that their study can reveal mechanisms of power, denial or inaction (Haraway, 2016). 
· Results: The knowledge produced is epistemic and political: it aims to denaturalize climatic evidences, highlight marginalized voices, and propose other narratives of the future. It produces meaning not only to understand the world, but to symbolically reconfigure it. 
In sum, the analysis of these three cases shows the diversity of interdisciplinary modalities and their capacity to produce transformative knowledge, rooted in contemporary problematical contexts. Interdisciplinarity cannot be reduced to a methodology, but constitutes a critical and intellectual praxis, mobilizing plural paradigms, crossing disciplinary fields, and oriented toward the production of meaning. It invites a redefinition of empirical knowledge as an ethical and poietic event.
 
Philosophical Branches & Interdisciplinary Research
Interdisciplinary dialogue oriented to a theory of knowledge provides an essential framework for realizing empirical research. In this process, it is possible to associate sensibility, emotions and feelings (Chamois, 2023) with the five principal branches of philosophy which can be convocated within their derivatives (philosophy of mind, axiology, philosophy of language, political philosophy, philosophy of science, phenomenology, etc.). These key branches are distinct disciplines but in the context of research poiesis, their questions and assumptions can be holistically combined to push disciplinary boundaries and therefore knowledge into new directions. 
Indeed, this latter type of agreement is the aim of literature on interdisciplinary research. As Morin (1986) noted, to solve complex problems, it is important to bring together various disciplines. In this convergence and collectiveness, interdisciplinary research is better placed to resolve the complex problems of the contemporary world. However, as Bammer (2013) argued, its concrete implementation presents axiological, methodological and epistemological challenges. As she explains, ‘there is no substantial, well-established, internationally accepted methodology. There are no standard procedures for deciding, for example, which disciplines to include, what each discipline will contribute or how the different findings will be melded together,’ (Bammer, 2013). 
To explicate this, the following table aligns the characteristics of poiesis to each of the five branches of philosophy in relation with interdisciplinary text-based research:  

Table 1: Poiesis and Philosophical Branches in Relation to Interdisciplinary Text-Based Research 
	Philosophical branches
	Poietical Character (central dimension)
	Link with interdisciplinary research based on texts
	Coordinated characteristic

	Ontology (Metaphysics) 
	Openness to the world and ontological un-attainment
	Text as event, opened process and in-becoming 
	Ontological un-attainment

	Epistemology
	Situated production of knowledge 
	Recognition of plural contextual validity and horizon waiting 
	Intersubjectivity 

	Logic
	Discursive structuration and argumentative coherency 
	Argumentative alignment, articulation between readings and disciplinary approaches  
	Contextuality 

	Ethics
	Responsibility and dialogical participation
	Reflexive practice, respect of marginalized voice and co-construction of meaning
	Dialogical responsibility 

	Aesthetics 
	Sensible experience and imaginative meaning 
	Critical hermeneutics, interpretive fecundity, openness to alterity 
	Hermeneutical creativity 



Table 1 is an articulation of a philosophy of interdisciplinary research which integrates methodological pluralism, dialogical thinking and poiesis as the horizon. The validity of the knowledge drawn from this type of articulation depends, following Hacking’s (1999) notion of interventionist realism, on its capacity to effect action in or experience of the world. This knowledge, in line with Morin’s (1999, p.64) conception of an epistemology of complexity, is interdependent, emerges from a circularity of causes and effects, and is incomplete but dialogical to allow for contradictory positions (rather than a forced synthesis) because ‘complexity calls for a knowledge that connects.’
 
‘HOW-TO’ GUIDES FOR RESEARCHERS: PRINCIPLES AND RECONFIGURATIONS IN INTERDISCIPLINARY RESEARCH
Empirical research is always oriented, implicitly or explicitly, by philosophical frameworks that guide researchers on how to problematize, interpret and validate knowledge. Classical poetic theory is part of this process. It is a historical and theoretical foundation for conceiving interdisciplinary research as creation of meaning or production of knowledge (Aristotle, 1960). Philosophical frameworks have long been used as guides for researchers in general, and are usually realised in well-defined disciplinary traditions, such as empiricism, rationalism, pragmatism or hermeneutics. However, in the context of increasing knowledge complexity for global problems, interdisciplinary research calls these classical guides into question. It demands that they be adapted, diversified and reinvented. 
For example, in Bergson (1909), the concepts of ‘ontological creativity’ - duration, intuition, vital momentum, becoming, which touch metaphysics, ethics, aesthetic and science - offer interdisciplinary conceptual frameworks for guiding empirical researchers. Indeed, in contrast to Darwinian evolution by natural selection, Bergson’s creative evolution involves a process of creation and innovation. Organisms are not merely passive to their environment but participate in their own evolution. Additionally, ‘interdisciplinary ethics’ – bioethics and interdisciplinarity – promotes dialogue between medicine, law, social sciences and ecology within research practices (Galati, 2023). Likewise, within philosophy and literary theory (and illustrative of how ethics, aesthetics and epistemology can converge in global debates), the notions of ‘justice,’ ‘ecology,’ ‘technology’ can be reconfigured in an ethical-interpretative poiesis (Sanders, 2022).
Indeed, the link between semantics, poiesis and hermeneutics in Ricoeur (1978) is useful in integrating philosophical branches through an interdisciplinary approach. Ricoeur shows how language can be extended beyond its limits by continually discovering new resonances within itself. By recognizing the fundamental power of language in constructing the world that we perceive, Ricoeur reveals the processes by which linguistic imagination creates and recreates meaning through metaphor. Peirce (1955) moves along the same lines by proposing a logical and semiotic model that combines epistemology, logic and aesthetics as forms of poiesis. Thus, philosophical disciplines and science have mutual synergy within an interdisciplinary framework as a poiesis of knowledge (De Haro, 2013). 
Designing a ‘How-to Guide’ for such research would entail creating an interdisciplinary conceptual framework that orients research activity, structures the questions posed, the criteria for validity and the goals of knowledge. This guide would include:
· An ontology - what do we want to know?
· An epistemology - how can we know it?
· A logic - how did we apply reason to enhance the value, axiology, of the research?
· An ethic - what are the consequences of the knowledge produced? 
· An aesthetic - how can the research contribute to an experience of the sublime? 
Such plurality presents a risk of relativism or reductionism. Researchers might be tempted either to relativize them all (everything is equally valid), or to impose one as dominant: these are two dead ends for true interdisciplinarity (Julien, 2006). Thus, the guide must be flexible. It is no longer a matter of adopting a single ‘How-to Guide,’ but of configuring relevant areas that allow for translations between different forms of knowledge or, more importantly, to prompt researchers on questions they may want to consider to push the boundaries of their research. 


Text-Based Research Poiesis: The Hermeneutic Impulse of the ‘How-to’ Guide 

Bammer (2013) suggested that the question of what is properly interdisciplinary research remains unanswered because there is no clear “methodology” that is specifically interdisciplinary. It is the contention in this chapter that poiesis is an appropriate conceptual framework that, when articulated in the light of the five key philosophical branches, would function effectively as a “methodology” for interdisciplinary research. Importantly however, this framework of poietical knowledge and meaning through the questioning of the philosophical branches, is appropriate only because it takes on board Frodeman’s (2014b) critique of Bammer’s assumption that a homogenous, unified or agreed upon methodology would advance interdisciplinarity. Much like Frodeman (2014a) and as mentioned earlier, emphasis in this chapter is on a Heideggerian notion of knowledge and meaning as an event of becoming (the caterpillar becoming butterfly, melting snow becoming a cascade, knowledge becoming meaning) to enhance the utility, longevity or continuation and value of the knowledge claims emerging from interdisciplinary research, i.e., to limit the overproduction of knowledge that Frodeman lamented. 

When knowledge claims must be justified in the poietical terms outlined in this chapter, they will be made only when they can be justified in those terms. Justification in terms of poiesis is the demonstration that the knowledge claim arising from the interdisciplinary research has strong capacity to transform some real-world issue. Or to paraphrase Frodeman (2014a), that the knowledge claim correlates with a good life, i.e., that it is not made just for the sake of making but for bringing forth some good. Defined in this way, poiesis is not a rigid theoretical framework or methodology: it is a requirement for interdisciplinary researchers to demonstrate that they have opened-up the investigated problem to the multiplicity of perspectives (on knowledge, reality, being, identity, reason, ethics, etc.) held within the philosophical fields. Frodeman (2014b) made this point well when he stated the following:

‘… someone who seeks to promote an interdisciplinary perspective on a problem needs to be able to do more than list propositions. The project of creating a discipline of interdisciplinarity, with its accompanying dependence on a rigorous methodology, brings too much theoretical firepower to our problems. Interdisciplinary success is more a matter of practicing a set of virtues — openness to new perspectives, a willingness to admit the inadequacies of one’s own point of view, to be wrong and to play the fool, and generosity in interpreting the position and motives of others.’


But why doesn’t poiesis in the deeply philosophical context described amount to the ‘theoretical firepower’ Frodeman warns against? The simple answer is that the recommendation here is not to work within specific theories relevant to the philosophical branches (as researchers working within a research paradigm do, e.g., positivists with quantitative methods, pragmatists with mixed-methods, interpretivists with qualitative methods). On the contrary, it is to interrogate the research process and its outcomes in light of the questions and worldviews of the philosophical branches, and in text-based research, to evaluate hermeneutical aspects and resultant meaning in those areas. 

As interrogated by numerous thinkers (e.g., Derrida 1967; Gadamer, 1975, 1996), text meaning unfolds more or less through the interplay between subjective interpretations of an objective shared language system. Likewise, qualitative research has meaning unfold through the coding, categorising, and thematic analysis of semi-structured interviews, focus group interviews, etc. With text-based research (qualitative data from transcripts, written materials including journals, open-ended responses to survey questions, diary reflections on experiences, online content, advertisements, canonical texts, etc.) it is used, with criticality and rigour, to develop in-depth understanding of ‘human experiences, beliefs, perspectives, and phenomena,’ (Haroen, 2023).

One such critical and rigorous approach comes from Gadamer (1975), a student of Heidegger (the primo theorist of poiesis), who offered a phenomenology of text interpretation that promotes human understanding and its existential relevance and meaning. Gadamer’s hermeneutic phenomenology is, like qualitative data analysis, processual and emerging. According to Alsaigh and Coyne (2021), it is not a rigidly structured methodology. It may be adapted by the researcher so long as it remains faithful to Gadamer’s (1975, cited in Alsaigh and Coyne, 2021) persistence with textual understanding. Consequently, it is complimentary to the poietic ambitions of this chapter, to Frodeman’s (2014a, 2014b) and Heidegger’s (1954) affirmation of openness to the event of meaning, and to a presentation of research poiesis, i.e., claims that emerge from creative and processual dimensions of knowledge (Varela et al., 1993; Morin, 1986; Gadamer, 1996), claims that bring forth, transform and generate meaning through processes that have pushed against paradigmatical boundaries. 

Ajjawi and Higgs (2007, cited in and explicated by Alsaigh & Coyne, 2021) offer the textual researcher working in Gadamerian hermeneutic phenomenology a multi-stage analytical process. Below, these have been aligned with the questions of the philosophical branches and with those from the field of Integration and Implementation Sciences (I2S) that Bammer (2013) sees as a useful consideration for ‘disciplining interdisciplinarity.’ Citing them from Frodeman (2014b), these questions are recontextualised and mapped with other considerations. Together, they form the overall impulse of the analytical context of poietical research as follows: 

Table 2: Key Areas and Questions for Poietic Text-Based Interdisciplinary Research
	Hermeneutic Phenomenology: Analytical Stage
(Ajjawi and Higgs, 2007) 
	Key Analytical Questions
(Alsaigh and Coyne, 2021)
	I2S Questions in Bammer (2013, from Frodeman, 2014b) Interdisciplinary Research
	Complimentary Branch of Philosophy
	Key Poietic Questions

	Immersion
	Who is the researcher dialoguing with (e.g. texts) and in what form is this “dialogue”?
What are the actual contexts and aspects of the research

	What reality is the interdisciplinary research aiming to address?
	1.Ontology 
(sub-discipline of Metaphysics).

	What is the openness to the world and to text as event, to meaning as becoming (what texts and why, which aspects or types of texts and why)?

How may the researcher’s emotions and subjectivity be relevant to accessing the reality being explored so that the exploration brings forth an event of actual (living well) impact? 



	Understanding
	How is the text read, interpreted and coded?
	What is the interdisciplinary research dealing with and which knowledge is synthesized, which epistemological domains and questions considered, and which aspects of cognition, knowledge, the world, etc. looked at?

	2.Epistemology
	What interpretative lens or hermeneutic is applied? What would ‘knowledge’ look like in this context and what definition of knowledge is accepted?

What is the situatedness of knowledge, i.e., limits to knowledge – researcher perceptions, memory, introspection, epistemic content, etc.

What is cognitive success in the context being worked in?

What plural contexts are recognised? 


	Abstraction
	How is the coded reading and interpretation categorised?
	How is the interdisciplinary research undertaken by whom, when and, importantly why in the ways stated? Which key debates and arguments have informed what has been done, from which disciplines, and why?

	3.Logic
	How is reason applied and how could inferences be therefore valid and true in light of broader arguments, readings and across disciplines? 

In what ways is there coherence of the applied reasoning and ideas, and how valid are the inferences? 


	Synthesis and Theme Development; and Illumination and Illustration of Phenomena
	What themes are developing and how can the researcher reasonably and responsibly challenge them? How can the literature on interdisciplinary research and poiesis be reasonably and responsibly linked to the identified themes?

	Reflexively, who benefits from the interdisciplinary research? Which marginalised voices? What circumstances influence the value, good, and objectivity of the research and whose responsibility are these?

	4.Ethics
	How reflexive and what evidence of reflexivity is there in relation to the ethical approach, framework, consideration, the researcher ascribes to and to what extent can it validate the dialogical and co-development of themes as right and, in the contexts of the investigation, participants, outcomes and claims, good? 

What correlation is there between the claims and their real-world implications and good? 


	Integration and Critique
	What are the critiques and final interpretations of the emergent themes and how may they be fused together into a claim that is whole and trustworthy?
	What are the interdisciplinary research claims and outcomes of embodied and/or intellectual understanding? What has been the interaction between sensible experience and imaginative meaning and how has that interaction been defined, impacted by, or influenced by otherness?
	5.Aesthetics
	After integrating theory and primary findings, to what extent can the overall integration be considered poietic and how may it contribute to a universal intellectual sublimity and/or embodied understanding of being, becoming, or otherness?



These key areas reappear in the following ‘How-to Guide’ as considerations and evaluative concerns for the interdisciplinary researcher wanting to demonstrate the real-world significance of their research claims. 


THE ‘HOW-TO’ GUIDE: EVALUATING RESEARCH CLAIMS AND OUTCOMES

In the philosophy of dialogue, there is emphasis on the relationality and interaction of human existence. That relational dialogue may be textual, and it is validly “dialogue” if those works are publicly available and can be responded to, or is itself responding to what is publicly available. In this textual and dialogic context, there are benefits to the analytical questions of the philosophical fields as researchers presenting claims and making them available for others, must be clear on what those claims are and why they should be taken seriously. Typically, this has been to comment on the reliability (i.e., repeatability and consistency) and validity (accuracy) of those claims. Maintaining these standards is a necessary and vital part of research as it asks for attentiveness in the design of research instruments, in the data collection process, and in the analysis of data. However, research poiesis requires a more demanding evaluation in relation to how it: 

· Brings forth transformative knowledge or knowledge that was not yet known.
· Makes new meaning appear or reveals a new configuration of reality by reordering theoretical chaos.
· Finds a synergy within complex and diverse perspectives that transcend their specificity.

For illustrative purposes, the following ‘How to Guide’ utilises hypothetical interdisciplinary text-based research into the correlation between sustainability and globalisation. This hypothetical project is funded by a US Non-Government Organisation (NGO) and comprises teams of British and US researchers. Its research question is, ‘how has globalisation contributed to (or inhibited) sustainability efforts within Africa?’ which it is investigating in view of Pogge’s (2005) call for a more legitimate and just global order. Pogge’s request came alongside strong criticism of the developed world for failing to acknowledge or correct its role in global regimes, oppressive global institutions, and the violence, poverty and hunger these regimes and institutions cause across borders. The project’s textual contexts are written testimonies and reflections on the everyday experiences of those living in areas without needed development or infrastructure, i.e., with regular power outages, limited water, limited access to healthcare, etc. Also included are: social media content on everyday life in Africa; government policy documents; Africa’s ESG approaches and documents; global corporations’ sustainability statements; news stories; data and reports on the weather anomalies; and the like.
 
Ontology: Immersion and Dialogue on the Reality to Be Known 
As being-to-the-world (Heidegger, 2001) poiesis requires researchers to participate within an existential and intersubjective dialogic frame in which meaning is always becoming, never closed (Derrida, 1977). In interdisciplinary research text is an event, a process of continuous transformation rather than a stable object: so ‘globalisation’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘Africa’ are not to be treated as static conceptions during textual analysis. Indeed, ontology encourages questions on their nature of being, reality and the entities that compose or shape these conceptions and compare and evaluate them in relation to their ontic manifestations. This ontology would require researchers to immerse themselves in wide-ranging texts and responses from a multiplicity of voices, in and out of Africa, in order to extensively map out the reality as is for the stated region. This approach should be standard for any research. For research poeisis, there is more requirement to explicitly acknowledge the diversity and range accessed before explaining which of that variety has been accommodated in the research, and how/why so. 
In essence, when researchers ask businesses or communities to indicate in surveys or in transcribed interviews, their global contexts and approaches to sustainability and/or how globalisation has impacted them, they are ontologically asking ‘how are these concepts real to you?’ ‘What does “living well” mean for you?’ This questioning perceives poiesis as a form of creation that brings forth new being into the world. It obliges researchers to submerge themselves in an ontological interrogation of the perceived reality being investigated – e.g., which groups say there is climate change, which groups deny climate change, which argue that environmental degradation is an expected consequence of development therefore improving environmental quality is a responsibility of the developed world - to show how they were fully immersed in its existential quagmires including ontologies of relevant governments, climate change activists, conspiracy theorists, anti-globalisation rhetoric, etc. in relation to appropriate fields. 
This type of immersion at the start of the research process should enable researchers to demonstrate, at its end when presenting findings, what they can claim to know about reality and being in relation to any of the definitions of research poiesis, e.g.:
· The robustness of the consideration of different perspectives of reality within the demarcated area.
· The scope and extent of the identification and implications of the diversity of realities within the area.
· The acknowledgement of the import of the researchers’ assumptions, worldviews and conceptions of reality (and living well) and how it differs from those dialogued with in texts, documents, transcribed interviews, etc.

Epistemology: Understanding and Interpretation to Support Claims to Know 
Poiesis emphasizes that all textual knowledge is produced (and not merely discovered). It underlines the constitutive role of subjectivity, the horizon of expectation (Jauss, 1978) and interpretive frameworks (Fish, 1980). In interdisciplinary research, poiesis is translated into the recognition of contextual validity (credibility, transferability, confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) rather than universal positivist criteria, and bearing in mind that text-based research would always require the articulation of the codes utilised for interpretating texts.
The primary analytical questions in epistemology are fundamentally how we know what we know, and what are the conditions, sources, and limits of knowledge. In the context of poiesis, epistemology asks how new knowledge emerges and what makes us recognize it as valid. For example, in the project’s interdisciplinary research team (e.g., science, economics, politics, anthropology, sociology, linguistics, and ethics), each discipline has its own manner of ‘reality’ as well as its own notion of ‘knowledge’ and if and how it is discovered or constructed. The scientist is concerned with empirical data on changes in climates, extreme weather events, and their causes or catalysts; economists on corruption, debt, institutional quality; politicians on legislations and policies restricting/promoting African development, or globalised countries’ exportations of pollution, recycling, landmines and their implications for their own countries or finances; the anthropologists on how sustainability and globalisation are ‘enacted’ culturally and socially in the West versus in Africa and comparably with another region; sociologists on how the wellbeing of all members of African societies are being impacted, and what social equalities are being destabilised through globalisation or sustainability; linguists on African notions of meaning and of speaking about knowledge and cultural heritage; and ethicists on if it is ‘right’ and ‘good’ for Eurocentric or Western organisations to set or demand sustainability targets from communities labouring to produce food, housing, and infrastructure in communities whose natural resources have, historically, been depleted by the countries setting them. 
Each team of researchers would have their own hermeneutic lens and way of describing their codes and understanding of the knowledge within their areas. However, they would need to share (therefore make comprehensible) their interpretative approach with the other research teams. This process of sharing and confronting differing epistemologies creates cognitive poiesis where a new collective form of knowledge emerges and is constructed from the multitude discovered. Given this variety, researchers would need to evaluate their research claims in relation to the criteria of cognitive success which validates their claims to know, such as:
· The appropriateness, relevance, and interdisciplinarity of the hermeneutical lenses applied. 
· The reflexiveness on researchers’ worldviews and assumptions and the situatedness and limits of the codes applied from interpretation to understanding. 
· Why/how the constructed knowledge aligns with the epistemological stances of interdisciplinarity (e.g., knowledge as transformative, new, collective, processual, creative).  

Logic: Abstraction, Categorisation and the Application of Reason
Abstraction underpins logic and how it works. Poiesis is not only artistic creation but also the rational organisation of discourse. It involves the construction of logical forms that give meaning to a text, while knowing incompleteness and interpretive openness (Derrida,1967; Gadamer, 1996). For interdisciplinary textual research, poietic logic is translated in argumentative coherence, clarity of conceptual articulations, and the capacity to engage in dialogue across disciplines. Indeed, where logic is understood as the coherence of reasoning, the issue is how the interdisciplinary team have demonstrated the validity of inferences and the internal coherency of their varied ideas and themes. Logic structures the creative and research process to avoid contradictions and ensure rigor. In the hypothetical interdisciplinary project being considered here, the Western scientists may speak of ‘planetary boundaries,’ economists may want to speak about ‘doughnut economics’ or ‘ecological limits,’ politicians about ‘environmental thresholds,’ anthropologists about ‘planetary integrity’ or ‘the Anthropocene,’ sociologists about ‘societal boundaries,’ linguists about ‘conceptual metaphors,’ and ethicists about ‘global justice’ or ‘ethical ecological limits.’ Moreover, their African counterparts will offer alternative phrases or metaphors – e.g., ‘historical responsibilities’, ‘unfair costly burdens,’ ‘imposed solutions,’ ‘ecological imperialism,’ ‘protective barriers favouring the West’ - or use the same but perceive and value them differently.
With the application of reason and logic, researchers can verify if these notions coexist without contradiction in the texts and dialogues that they become immersed in, that they read, interpret and code, especially in terms of their contribution to an understanding of how globalisation has driven (or inhibited) sustainability efforts within Africa. Researchers can categorise the levels of coexistence and the significances applied to them by the different users, and then abstract from them a range of inferences while establishing the validity of those inferences on their coherence according to a logic of interdependence; an organized, rational and living poiesis. Consequently, researchers can justify the poietical character of their claims by way of:
· The validation of applied categories in relation to the priorities of the different groups and their contradictions and agreements.  
· The justification of claims in interdisciplinary and axiological terms, e.g., in light of their research aims, objectives, questions or hypothesis, and their overall real-world value.
· The argumentative coherence of the categories, inferences, and subsequent claims, and their alignment with the research process, aim, questions and/or hypothesis. Moreover, how the enhancement and alignment may be attributable to the applied logic. 
  
Ethics: Synthesis, Illumination and Consequences of the Knowledge Claim 

The production of meaning is always a situated act, necessarily involving the other (Bakhtine, 1977; Levinas, 1990). It entails an ethical responsibility on the part of the researcher in the way texts are made to speak or interlocutors are given a voice. For the hypothetical interdisciplinary research, this requires a reflexive practice that is overtly attentive to marginalized voices, and oriented toward a respectful and responsible co-construction of knowledge, viz. the synthesis and development of themes emerging from the research and what they illuminate about the issue under investigation. With ethics, the question is always the morality of actions and/or outcomes as well as the responsibilities linked to their creation and/or discovery. For instance, when researchers argue that globalisation entails profit maximisation for local businesses because exports are simplified, they must be sure to highlight the dissenting positions especially in relation to who would be responsible for the negative consequences that these latter voices identify. Indeed, this type of ethical reflection wherein the local, indigenous, and most vulnerable or weakest voice is considered, should accompany each of their arguments especially (in the hypothetical project) in relation to historical contexts and the constraints on African development that Western climate goals inevitably represent. 
Hence, instead of research ethics being restricted to the collection or handling of data, it fosters the poietical character of the research when claims are evaluated by:
· The morality of relevant actions and their real-world consequences; the range of areas or fields benefiting from the actions considered or recommended by the researchers. 
· The extent to which those affected by the claims would find them ethical and respectful of their way of being, if those claims are themselves responsible additions to that being, and how they may be protected from or mitigate the problems of the region, such as corruption, nepotism, lack of infrastructure etc. (Pinto, 2024).
· The extent of dialogic responsibility and participation with the marginalised or infrequently heard voices implicated or affected by any recommended action. 

Aesthetics: Integration, Critique and the Contribution to an Experience of the Sublime

Poiesis is also the creative act that transforms interpretation into an aesthetic experience: opening new perspectives, revealing aporias and internal tensions (Derrida, 1967; Caputo, 1997). It is not limited to description but extends to the transformation of perception. In interdisciplinary textual research, it grounds the hermeneutic-critical dimension, where validity is measured by the richness and fruitfulness of interpretations. In this creative context, aesthetics concerns perception, beauty, the senses and the way creation awakens an experience, emotion, or embodied understanding. 
With regards to the hypothetical project, the interdisciplinary team integrates and critiques the findings from their respective approaches – and it may be that each discipline aligns better with one philosophical field e.g., the scientist to the ontology of sustainability, the politician on the epistemology of globalisation, the linguist on logic, etc. – to create a visual form of the correlation that is intuitive, poetic, and fused into one reliable whole. In this way, aesthetics contributes to the poiesis of knowledge: beauty becomes a vector of understanding. 
However, aesthetics also refers to the experience of the sublime, whether intellectual, physical, or moral. Following Munro and Scruton (2025) in aesthetics, observing and knowing can only be valid and reliable when there is a transcendence from self and emotions along the principles underlying judgements of criticism and towards a universally agreed intellectually and poietic sublime. Therefore, the interdisciplinary team may want to align their analysis and reflections of the correlation in terms of correcting a deeply existential wrong. With regards to the hypothetical project, researchers may want to, for example, offer claims that directly respond to Pogge’s (2005, p.29) passionate rebuke of economists, multinationals, governments, and citizens in the West: 
‘Despite a high and growing global average income, human beings are still being condemned to lifelong severe poverty with all its attendant evils of low life expectancy, social exclusion, ill health, illiteracy, dependency, and effective enslavement. We citizens of the rich countries are conditioned to think of this problem as an occasion for assistance … most of us do not know how deeply we are implicated through the new global order our states have imposed in this ongoing catastrophe…’ 
In this case, the research claims will be poietical when researchers demonstrate their capacity for responding to, resolving or revealing something new about the ‘catastrophe’ Pogge mentions, and in relation to the descriptions of poiesis already defined above, i.e.:
· What transformative knowledge or profound understanding has emerged through the research and how does it speak to the dilemma Pogge highlights, i.e. to what was not before known?
· What meaning or a new configuration of reality has appeared through the reordering of the theoretical (or empirical) chaos represented by the interdisciplinary fields involved in the research?
· What synergy has been achieved within complex and diverse perspectives that transcend the specificity of the individual fields involved, to become a solution to the problem investigated?

Poesis as Evaluative Tool
The above 5-staged evaluation is proposed for text-based interdisciplinary research tackling complex real-world problems. It may be used to highlight the importance and therefore sustainability of the research. Consequently, it equilibrises the overproduction of knowledge by demonstrating, via the analytical questions of the philosophical branches, how researchers can evaluate the significance of their research and connect their claims to the bringing forth into the world of some good not hitherto known (Frodeman, 2014a). 

In this way, poiesis may be understood as an integrative principle of interdisciplinary textual research. It articulates ontological openness, epistemic production, logical rigor, ethical responsibility and aesthetical creativity, allowing researchers to incorporate their questions and so transcend disciplinary paradigmatical boundaries for methodological thinking that is critical, participative and reflexive. It is an emerging philosophy of interdisciplinary research


CONCLUSION 


This chapter has shown that interdisciplinary research, when considered through the prism of poiesis, can be understood as a process of conceptual and intellectual creation that transcends the mere combination of themes from different disciplines. Too often, as the analysis has revealed, “interdisciplinary research” is limited to juxtaposed perspectives from several domains without truly integrating their methodologies, paradigms and fundamental questionings. However, the central argument defended here is that interdisciplinarity, if it is to be truly fecund, must be grounded in a deep philosophical reflection that engages not only the specific methods of the disciplines, but also the major branches of philosophy – ontology, epistemology, logic, ethics and aesthetics – as normative and analytical frameworks.
Poiesis, understood in its etymological sense as the act of “bringing forth”, illuminates this process. It does not refer only to poetic or artistical creation but can also characterize the movement by which research transforms data, ideas and institutions into new knowledge with social and scientific value. From this perspective, poetic interdisciplinarity is not only accumulation, but a true dialogue and coherence among forms of knowledge. It enables researchers to explore the complexity of contemporary phenomena – such as global health, artificial intelligence or climate change – by simultaneously mobilizing the analytical depth of disciplines and the transversality of philosophical paradigms.  
The essential contribution of this chapter is therefore threefold. First, it provides a framework for demonstrating the robustness of interdisciplinary text-based research inspired by Gadamerian hermeneutic methodology, and highlights the evaluative considerations pertinent to such research alongside the analytical questions of the philosophical fields. Second, it minimises bias through its insistence on an overt consideration of alterity and dialogue with the other. Third, it proposes a rereading of poiesis as a conceptual tool for understanding the value, legitimacy and scope of knowledge claims. Thus, the criteria of ontology (rooting in reality), epistemology (truth and validity), ethics (rightness and responsibility), logic (coherence and rationality) and aesthetics (harmony and pertinency) become such references for judging the interdisciplinary character of research.  
In addition, this approach utilises the subjectivities of the researcher and the researched. Contrary to the illusion of absolute objectivity, poetic interdisciplinary research recognizes that it is lived experience, intuition and commitment of the researcher and those they dialogue with that make possible the identification of a problem, a gap or a need for knowledge and its solution. This subjectivity, far from being a bias to eliminate, becomes a poietic resource when articulated with methodological rigor and philosophical reflection. It is in this tension between creative subjectivity and evaluative objectivity that research imbued with meaning is constructed. 
Finally, this chapter maintains that interdisciplinary research, understood as poiesis, calls for pushing paradigmatic boundaries and contributing decisively to the complex problems of our time. It does not merely produce new knowledge: it gives such knowledge value, signification and orientation that allow its integration into social and human reality. Thus, poiesis becomes not only a conceptual framework, but also a criterion of evaluation and philosophy, ensuring that interdisciplinary research is at once innovative, philosophically grounded and socially pertinent. Therefore, it offers researchers a theoretical and methodological horizon for tackling global challenges that need, more than ever, collective intelligence and transversal (ecstatic) thought. 
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