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Sociology ?@ about how and why people do the things they do. BRecause
of this, at the heart of sociology's development has been a concern to
explain what peopnle do and why they do it in terms of what they know about
the social and natural worlds in which they live., Actions and beliefs

ofF s
are, for the sociologist, inextricably tied togethere. The consequenceLis
that when confronted by clear differences in types of activites between
and within societies, soewiologists have prefered to base their explanations
of &k such differences on differences in beliefs and claims to knowledge.
The Christian prays for a sick child because of beliefs that are held about
God and His willingness to intercede in the world. An Azande consults an
oracle because of what he knows about magic and the malevolence of witches.
Given that differences in belief produce such variations in social activities,
it is both an obvious and, perhaps,a necessary next step to ask how the
variations in knowledge and beliefs are to be accounted for, The general
principle which has been offered is that the structure of knowledge
and beliefs about the social and natural worlds is a reflection of the

structure of society itself. THis, we might say, is the basic tenet of the

sociology of knowledge.

Recently this principle has been taken up and developed in two distinet
wayse On the one hand, there has been an attempt to use it to illuminate
a disé¢iplinary area usually labelled 'the history of ideas'. Here the
sociology of knowledge is put to use to fill out or contextualise the social
background of intellectual development. The most popular topic has been

{
science in the period 1600 - 1900, As we shall see, this focus has caused



this sociologically based history of ideas to run foul of some entrenched

philosophical views on the nature of science and scientific rationality.

The second direction which the sociology of knowledge has taken is
towards a rapprochement with literary and linguistic studies? In the hands
of a new generation of analysts and critics, the idea of the social determin
-ation of knowledge has been taken as indicating the bread 'political!
nature of literary workd and language use. That is to say, using a language
or working in a literary tradition is taken as the conscious or unconscious
reproduction of an ideology. In a very strong sense, this tendency merks a
return to the concerns which exercised Mannheim and his students:s In its
turn, the soclological history of ideas has claimed for itself Durkheimian

rootse.

In this discussion, we will review both of these recent tendencies.
We will do so with two general aims in mind, First we will try to ascertain
whether the work that is published and discussed represents a real and novel
break-through in the sociology of knowledge or simply the application of
well worn and well known ideas to fresh situations. Second, and this is
more serious, we wish to determine whehher as it is presently conducted
the sociology of knowledge can hope to formulate a coherent analytic
framework which will result in a firmly based investigative programme.
We will then turn to a wholly distinctive set of proposals for the founding
of a sociology of knowledge, namely those of Berger and Luckman? We will
ask whehher this set of proposals is a real alternative and whether it offers

a preferable style of work.



Before we move to the detall of particular arguments and cases, it
might be as well to sketch out what generally the sociology of knowledge
has conceived itself as doing. At one level, the sociological analysis
of knowledge is of a piece with the interest shown in kinship systems,
economic practices, religious rituals and so ones It is the reasons for

ase
the observable variations in the patterns of these activities which g

e obiechives,
of'=frrterest. And hence, as we said, it is the explanation of the variations
in patterns of knowledge and beliefs which is taken up in the sociology of
knowledge. But, unfortunately, the parallels break down at other levels,
and things become very much more complicated. This is because the
sociology of knowledge cannot simply be defined as 'just another branch of
sociology's If we want to compare patterns of child rearing practiges or
different forms of the division of labour, we will base our discriminations
between one set of practices and another either wholly,or in part,upon
the beliefs, attitudes and knowledge professed by members of the societiés
concerned and associated with the practices which we wish to examine, It
is the distinctiveness of knowledge, attitudes and beliefs which we will
use to mark the distinctiveness of cultures and hence to discriminate
sets of practices. The distinctiveness of a society and the discreteness
of its 'cognitive map' are not methodologically independent. It follows that
in seeking explanations of the nature of beliefs and practices, we will
have to tread a wary path +to avoid falling back on explaining them by

pointing to the differences between societies. TFor to do that would be to

run in an explanatory circle.

A second initial difficulty emerges from the examination of just what
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a sociological conception of knowledge implies. For example, Mannheim
describes the sociology of knowledge as

vv..a research interest which leads to the raising of

the question when and where social structures come

to express themselves in the structure of assertions,

and in what sense the former concretely determine the
lat‘ter-

( 1960. p 239)
Of course,he does distinguish what he calls an interest in the phenomenon
fpr its own sake from the task of "correcting” traditional, asociological
epistemology, and he does say that the latter is not a necessary
concomittant of the former, but nonetheless, it is clear that in Mannheim's
view the most important contribution which the sociology of knowledge
could make would be to demolish the philosophical conviction that knowledge
of the world can be analysed as if it were independent of social circumstances.
The very point of relating differing beliefs to their social backgrounds is
to undercut any claims to the effect that epistemological superiority is

guarenteed by ratiocination alone.

"hat Mannheim is doing, of course, is supposing that sociological
evidence and arguments are relevant to vhilosophical disputes. This view
is shared by many later workers in the field. We shall argue that this is
s mistake. Once a clear separation is made between philosophical and
sociological interests in knowledge and beliefs, we will suggest that it
will become easier to clarify exactly what empirical problems the sociology
of knowledge might take up and what type of concepts will be necessary to

deal with thems

The two central ideas in the sociology of knowledge are these:



1« The body of knowledge constitutive of a society expresses a
collection of propositions about the nature of reality. To some
degree the components of this collection arehz;éeterminate. The
underdetermination of 'theory' by 'the facts' is a standard position
in epistemology and offered as an explanation for the variations
in knowledge and belief,

2. The body of propositions comprises a system of related assertions.
Various organising principles can be offered to describe the system's
internal logic, eg Mannheim uses 'ideology' and 'class interest',
Hesse‘;ses an image of a network. Whatever principle is posited, the

key features of the body of propositions are systemic{ ie identifiable)

boundaries};;;ternal coherence and self-regulation, adaptivity.
Two things follow from these root ideas, The systems of propositions are
not staticjand change within them can be described in terms of whatever
organising principle is posited. As a consequence, alternative accounts
of the same phenomenon ( eg the emergence of relativity theory or the
popularity of creationist biology) can be generated with ease. Hence, no
appeal can be made to external grounds to determine which account might be
preferable, Whatever change does take place within the system will take
place unevééy. This lead/lag character of the development of knowledge
does not itself have to be explained. Rather it is the forms that it takes
in particular circumstances that comprise the central topic for the

socilology of knowledge to investigate.



What is clear from the two central ideas just set out 1s that the use of
the notion of a body or system of propositions is a rationalising strategy.
The assertions which make up the content of magic, or science, or religion
are al%igned with one another by means of the organising principle adopted,
And hence understanding and explaining any particular body of knowledge
involves tﬁé demonstration of the ease with which the internal logic
proposed collects together the propositions identified. In a paper

S eli

sumnarising the state of the art in one topic area, Shapin suggests

A1l empirical sociology of knowledge has to do more than
demonstrate the underdetermination of scientific accounts
and judgements; it has to show why particular accounts
were produced and why particular evaluations were rendered;
and it had to do this by displaying the historically
contingent connections between knowledge and the concerns
of various social groups in their intellectual and social
settings.
( 1982, p 16L4)
The upshot of this rationalising strategy, of course, has been a tendency
b relehie B poconl viterestd

to offer a version of the develoment of scienoe,Lreligioqdﬁnd so0 on utterly

+
at odds with that conventionally proffered by philosophers of science. The

oﬁqbqol

sociologists look for parallels between the scientific rationalitxland
the logic to e discerned in social relations. The philosophers have,
for the most part, assumed a procedural correspondence between the
rationality of science and the logical structure of the natural world.

The sharpness of the differences over this can be brought out by
considering two further ideas associated with the sociology of knowledge,
The first is the suggestion that forms of thought appeal to individuals

because they are symmetrical with forms of social organisation. To quote

Durkheim, the classification of things reflects the classification of men.
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Second, because individuals in societied share the same sets of beliefs and
knowledge and because these are reflections of social organisation, the

certainty with which indiﬁ?als hold on to the kno¥ledge and beliefs they have
provides a powerful mechanism by which the "'objective social facts' of
socigl relations can be internalised as generalised norms and values,.
Expressed as the collective representations of social relgtions in bodies of
knowledge, they are shared by all of the members of a society. Exactly the
same kind of account is given of the nature of knowledge even when the
concepts in play are 'ideology' and 'class consciousness's In both cases,
the explanation of the place that a body of knowledge has and the shape it
takes is to be found in the contribution it mskes to the continuation of
existing social relations. Given the predisposition of the socioclogy of
knowledge to conceive itself to be correcting traditional views in philosophy,
what all this leads to is the promoting of a functional epistemology and
a functional theory of history in direct competition with the rationalism
espoused by epistemologists and historians of ideas. It comes as no surprise,
with, aceryi ah

therefore, to find philosophers and historians responding cusbe aeeanbiqﬁy
to the explanations given by sociologists.

The sociology of knowledge takes as its topic, then, the complex set
of relationships which exist between the ways that we think and speak about
the natural and social worlds and the ways that they are 'in fact'. As we
said at the outset, these complexities are approached in different ways,
at different levels and with different emphases. For this reason alone, it
will be best to proce@d from now on by the examination of particular cases
and particular arguments. We will start with the much debated case of the

ratiocnality of science.



II

Broadly what is at issue in the debate over the rationality of science
is the propriety of:éociology of scientific knowledge which refuses to
give science a privikdged status, but insists on examining it as if it were
Just another body of knowledge and beliefs. The rationale for this stance
is the explanatory strategy outlined above, Science is just like any other
corpus of beliefs and knowledge and to be explained by reference to the
social circumstances in which it is to be found. This refusal to treat
science differently is an expression of a clearly set out premiss; there
is nothing of sociological interest to be gained by holding to the distinction

between true and false knowledge., The same sort of sociological explanations

will hold for both. This premiss we might dub sociological conventionalism

and is hotly denied byzzg:iologists and philosophers who wish to argue

that the difference between truth and falsity with regard to scientific
knowledge is fundamental. Fér them, the rationality of science provides

a guarentee of its truth. Since sociological conventionalism is largely
an argument against this rationalist stance, we will begin by outlining the

rationalist position.

There are three major components in the rationalist argument? They
can be summarised as:
1e Relativism with regard to truth is self-refuting;
2. Relativism with regard to reason ( ie the denial of the existence of
logical universals) is untenable;

3. In the 17th century, the development of modern post Galilean scientific



procedures had the consequence of raising scientific knowledge to

a quite different plane of objectivity. The technology it has made

available and the understanding it has given'mark the great divide

between modern, scientificslly based socileties and others based on

various forms of superstition or embryo sciencese.

It lol/" ""’h‘:“f
The argument that relativism with regard to truth‘is a complex one which

draws upon ideas from logic, semantics and anthropology. In its simplest
form it takes the guise of a consideration of the suggestion that there might
be two languages side by side between which translations could not be made.
If this were to be the case,the concepts expressed in one language could not
be translated into the concepts of the other., This, it is said, is the
central tenet of relativism. The concepts and languages would be
incommensurable. Among examples of such supposed incommensurable bodies of
concepts are the theories of procreation held by Tully River Blacks and
ourselves; quantum physics and Newtonian mechanics; Apache metaphysics
and western metaphysicss Azande magic and modern medicine. The rationalists
deal with the incommensurability thesis in the following way. When we find
ourselves confronted with the assertion that women get pregnant because they
have sat over a fire, or because a man has told them to get into an interesting
condition (!), we are at a loss to know what can be meant unless we attribute
an erroneous theory to the speaker. We do this on the basis of a principle

q
of humanity or ch@rity. Both of these principles suggest that when we are

faced with the possibility of a failure in translation,we impute to

the speaker we are attempting translate a pattern of beliefs and so forth which
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is as similar as possible to our own. A4nd, of course, we know that our own
are true. This puts us in the position of making the pragmatic move when
translating of assuming that the vast majority of things that others say
about the world are true.s In proceeding in this way, we isolate what Tully
River Blacks might have to say about the habits of migrating birds and
animals, the ways to cook herbs and roots and most of the rest that they can
tell us, from their theories of procreation. By making this separation,

the radical translation problem of incommensurability is obviated. All that
is left to deal with is a partial assymetry which can be 'ZSQ with by
attributing to the Tully River Blacks an erroneous theory. This minimisation
of difference makes translation into a pﬁplem of idiom., With regard to
this maxim of 'count them right in most things' or 'count them intelligible!
Steven Lukes has suggested:

It has the singular virtue of being the principle we do
in practice apply in the interpretation and translation

of beliefs.
{992, p26¢)
Clearly what will count as intelligible become critical here., Lukes, following

Grandy and others, proposes that we operate by assuming 'hehavioural
rationality' , that is a disposition to act as if the beliefs we hold were
true, What we do, then, is to presume ratiocinative procedures similar to
our own to underpin the symmetry between the overwhelming proportion of
beliefs that we and they have., The peculiarity of the strange beliefs is then
explicated by reference to local circumstances, a lack of interest in
copulation, a failure to develop biological science, or whatever,

The rationalist charge is, then, that relativism cannot describe any

empirical instance we might come across. We have adopted systematic procedures
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designed to undercut the possibility of incommensurability. They further
add, that in any case relativism is self-refuting. In order to be able to
collect and cite sets of strange beliefs about procreation or illness or
physical events, translations of some sort will have to be made. These
translations will rest upon the principles just described. Bullt into the
principle of humanity is, as we saw, a presumption of intelligibility.
To offer examples of incommensurability, we would have to presume
intelligibility. But incommensurability claims that concepts do not
translate and are mutually unintelligible. Hence relativism is self-refuting.

The fact that the overwhelming proportion of beliefs will be held in
commen means that there are 'bridgehead beliefs' which can be used when
lining up apparently incommensurable conceptual schemes or bodies of
knowledge:. Such bridgeheads will refer to how to plant seed, the spatio-
temporsl permanente of material objects and the recognition of the passing
of time. “Secondary theory" embodied in science, magic and so on rests
upon these primary bridgehead beliefs and is related to them in a variety of
complex ways. It is precisely this variety and these complexities which
generate the difficulties with translation.

Cart of the principle of humanity is the presupposition of intelligibility.
For the rationalist, this involves the further presumption of the universal
observation of specific logical rules such as those of negation and
the excluded middle, Intelligible translation, Newton Smith, for example,
argues, simply would be impossible without such a presumption;‘ or perhaps
better, without the use of the mnvariance of logic as a working hypothesis,

On his view, if we came across the following case of a speaker who said
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"9ll misfortunes are due to witchcraft"; "Joseph is suffering a misfortune";
"Joseph is not being bewitched though", we would have to say that this

wd all!
speaker was not using the word 'not'kas we do, and hence the propositions
as a whole would be intelligible. In such a case, Newton Smith argues,
we would be forced to review our translation procedures and not to abandon
the m because bhe—pomsibitiby—of invariance in reasongng is impossible
for us to hold og&o. No matter what the reasons for holding some belief
will be, it will be presumed by the holder of the beliefs that they are
brue. It is the truth status of a set of beliefs which is the reason for
holding them. The. fact that someone dies from lung cancer is good reason
for holding that their death was, in part at least, caused by their heavy
smoking, because it is true that heavy smoking can cause lung cancer, That
other societies might offer different reasons for believing the same
proposition true ( malevolent magic or whatever) does not itself imply
that they reason differently, only that they put different sets of
conditions in the place that we might place the web of beliefs we have about
the causal relation between smoking and lung cancer. There is no difference
in reasoning, only different sets of beliefs. In the end, Newton Smith

argues, full blown relativism ends up by being uncharitable and illiberal .

It must either say that we find other beliefs unitelligible and non-rational
or that other societies do not have beliefs, logic and reason,

Qﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ The "big ditch" argument against relativism 1s associated with Ernest
Gellner:‘ With the Galilean break-through in science in the 17th century
is an associated conception of knowledge and scientific procedure, one which

is objective and absolutist. The idea that reality is independent of our
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cognitive processes and to be fully understood only by a set of objective
procedures associated with science is the cornerstofe of our civilisation

and has enabled our massive technological superiority over other

societies. Judgements about the superiority of recent science over early
science, or medical practice over witchcraft can only be made from within

the bounds of this absolutist and objectivist framework. The correctness

of the framework is attested to by the success of the engineering and
technology it has spawned. And it is these which mark the'big ditch' between
our civilisation and others. Relativism means a denial of this superiority
and can only lead to a new barbarism and a return to the scientific dark

agese wiert as B o =W,
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The sociology of science as that has recently been ?arried out in some
\wme gush describred .

quarters is a direct argument with the rationalisk
adelosdlner, As a first move, it seeks to deploy its sociological
conventionalism in the territory which Gellner clasims marks off our society
from all others, namely the Galilean transformation of science that took
plage from 1600 to 1900, If it can be shown that causal explanations
of :cientific developments can be made which do not refer to the relative
approximation of theories to truth nor to the objectivity of methods and
reasoning, then space will be made available for the sociology of knowledge
to locate its own explanatory accounts and for the disposition of relativist
arguments. If the empirical claims which the rationalists make sbout
the origins and nature of science can be shaken, then a campaign can be
mounted against their philosophical justifications. We will take both of these

aspects in turn,
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The—responses—to—the relativism of Bloar . Barnes—end—Shepin—wib
remewd-ta.tbe sociology of soisnce has—tbesh—ol twoleinds, Orr—bire—one
The

rarrd—tirewe—has—bosk—e complete rejection of any hint whatsoever of the

idea of relativism on the grounds that to give such a notion serious
consideration is likely to open the floodgates of irrationalism and lead
repidly to the collapse of western civilisation.as we know it. This vein

a
of argument has been most forcefully put by Ernest Gellner and Ian Jarvie.

ers
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llﬂ.m;&&e&-ﬂﬂ—m;d. Ye—tiririe—tt ilﬂp.tu tomrt—to-rrottee—thet—tiese are
very-differsnt—resporses—{Sometittr—that Hoor and Shapin appear at times
not £o have naticed) becguse they are expuessive—ef—difreremt—5TTlitudes anl

=
marghall very-different—bypos—of—srgumentev- One could say that bthe—Lfonmen

is an exercise in moral condemnation vdedeke—the lgtter is S—-meno—swhancd

nethedotogITAT evaliation.  DECAUSE TN formes—is intrinsicsllydess
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Tan Jarvie's recent paper 'Rationality aml Relativism' will provide as
good a text as any, even though it is not cast as a discussion of the
sociology of science. Nevertheless, from the lists of citations given in
the footnotes, it is clear that Jarvie's targets are just those sociologists
of knowledge to whom Bloor, Barnes and Shapin claim affinity and those
philosphers whose positions they say that they adopt. The extension of

Jarvie's critique to the sociology of science could be justified by a further
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piece of circumstantial evidence. Nearly all of the discussions of the Bloor,
Barnes, Shapin line claim at some point that it must lead to a hegative
evaluation of the achievements of modern sciencey a claim which Bloor, Barnes
and Shapin hotly deny. Jarvie seems to imply that any kind of relativism
is, perforce, dependent on this type of evaluation. He would, no doubt,
endorse the comment that Lukes makes about Bloor:

sesseBloor nowhere explains why one should accept that certain

interests - those concerned with social control, involving

personal fortunes and political aims - are decisive in

operating as 'coherence conditions', in determining theory choice,

specifying boundaries of classifications and the selection

of laws which are basic. UWhy should these interests always

trump the didtinctive interests of scientists such as Bowle
and Newton, in getting their explanations right?

(1982. p 317)
What Jatvie would take issue with would be any attempt to explain science

away as Jjust the epiphenomenon of social conditions and hence to underplay

the role of rationality in its achievements.

Jarvie's position is staked out through a simplification, if not an
oversimplification, of Pepper's well known views on the moral reach of
epistemologies and the consequences which are likely to follow from the
adoption of one kind rather than anotherf‘ In his reflections on philssophicsal
and social matters, Popper was continually concerned to find ways of relating
these orders of theorising. As we say, he was particularly agitated by the

possible social and political consequences of particular epistemologies,

In Conjectures and Refutations he provides a very neat summary of the connection

2?
which he sought to identify. He calls these epistemologies optimistic and

pessimistic. The optimistic viewpoint holds to the universality of human

rationality and to the potential in all of us to attain the truth ( ie true



7 13¢

knowledge) by means of our innate ratiocinative power. The pessimistic
evistemology emphasises the difficulties standing in the way of the attaining
of such knowledge and the widespread acceptance by mankind of deception and
distortion. for the pessimist, the role of sage is necessarily an exclusive
oney because only a few will have tle nequired time and talent coupled with
the will to overcome the difficulties. If the image of the optimist is
Bacon's open book of nature, the pessimist prefers to talk of our existence
as one enchained in Plato's cave world of shadows, The moral reach of these
epistemologies is found in the general predispositions they carry towards the
docial infrastructure which provides the conditions for the attainment of
knowledge. The optimistic attitude stresses the moral autonomy of the
o Wk

individual’ Bols freedom and anarchyL;s argued to on the basis of a utopian
rationalism. In contra$k, Popper srgues, the pessimistic view leads to
the moral subservience of the individual to the community, and the preservation
of the rights and interests of the social whole against those of the individusl.
This, he says, is traditional authoritarianism. Popper, of course, took issue
with and rejected both of these standard positions and wished to pr;;Lgate
# critical epistemology which he saw epitomised in science and which he felt
was the cornerstone of western rationalist civilisation. Both the pessimistic
and the optimistic epistemologies would lead to the erosion of rationality
and the triumph of irrationalism, and hence to the collapse of civilisation
as we know it,

Jarvie's rejection of relativism is a direct descendent of Popper's
attitude towards the optimistic strain in epistemology. Jarvie defines it

as stressing the priority of individual opinion in that it suggests that
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knowledge is only individual opinion, and hence will lead to nihilism in

the long rune. This rejection, like Popper's, is not merely based on an
argument that relativism is incoherent but on the claim that it is bound to
lead to deleterious social consequences. The argument with relativism is
moved out of the strictly epistemOIOg?';nd methodologgcal, it is not Jjust
that it is bad argument and bad sociology, but because it is politically and
morally dstasteful. The retreat into traditional authoritarianism is not
available to Jarvie because of his acceptance of Popper's critique of this.
Instead, he opts for the middle course, namely a weak absolutism, The
strang absolutism of traditional aubhoritarianism says that all truthb s%8
known are absolute. Ileak absolutism asserts on the basis of the eritical
epistemology that e know some alsolute truths amnl some approximate truths.
Science and its critical approach enable us gradually to move towards &ruths

which approximate more and more to the absolute,

The idea of approximate truths - not, notice, approximations to the
truth - is a stertling one, The examples which Jarvie offers to support
Bis case do not clarify matters much. If 2 x 2 = 4 is an absolute truth than
the proposition 2 x 2 = 3% is more of an approximate truth mk than
2 Xe2= By The idea that the earth circles the sun is more of an approximate
truth than the idea thah the sun circles the earth. Appealing and clear
as these examples might be, they are so dissimilar to one another that they

do not illuminate anything, Neither do they bear on the case being made.

-
the proposition 2 x 2 = 4 is dependent on tw> sets of conventions

being in placey the use of base 10 for notation and the multiplication
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rubes of arithmetic. If we were using the base 3, then 2 x 2 = 11. Given
that these conventions are in plage, then the proposition 2 x 2 = 4 is not
a discovery we might make about the world, a natural fact, but the working
out of some of the consequences of our calculus, This being so, calling
2 x 2 = 4 a truth adds nothing to it. What it certainly does not mean is
that it is necessarily true. Since we can all think of occasions when

2 x 2 £ 4 ( other bases, other multiplication conventions) how can we
contemplate a procedure by which the approximate truthfulness of

2 x 2 =3 could be estimated? In then end, we can make sense of the
example by assuming that all Jarvie wants to say is that given our conwentions
of base 10 and the use of arithmetic, then 2 x 2 = 3 is a greater mistake
than 2 x 2 = 3%. But why does he need the notion of an approximate truth

to be able to say that?

M
The case of the earth's perihelion differs from the aritg?tical one

in several crucial ways. The choice here is a straight one between a
proposition which we know to be true and one w:ich we know to be false. Here,
there i§ a fact of the matter to which we can refer. Unless we adopt a
species of Platonism with regard to mumbers, this is not so of the first case.
It seems, then, that we are not choosing between one approximate truth

and another here either; the choice is between a truth and a falsehood.
Suppose, instead, that modern planetary astronomy was based on s serious error,
that both the sun and the earth were circling some other stellar object and

it was only because their orbits intersected in the peculiar way b=t o=
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that the sme appears to circle the other. Which of the initial propositions
would be more approximately true now? How could we tell? The whole idea
of approximate truths is given currency simply because Jarvie associates truth
statements with measurement statements and wishes o provide ourselves and
science with the opportunity to correct our measurements. But neither we nor
sgeientists talk of te truthfulness of measurements, merely of their
accuracy, the determination of which is relative to different measurement
systems we use and the purposes we have. Vhat the second case speaks of,
therefore, is not the coherence of hhe notion of an appromimate truth, but
of the fact that many scientific smi other propositions could be made

precitoly
morelpredictive, more general in scope and more definitive by means of an
improvement in the measurement procedures on which they are based. But
this cannot apply to all true statements, be they scientific or otherwiseg

Neither does it require a critical epistemology motivated by the desire to

eradicate untrue approximations to truth.

The illustrations are clear examples of an attempt to cook an a?gmment
in advance in order to fend off some uncomfortable conclusions, A;:V;;ooses
examples which, on the surface, appear so obvious as to be unarguable, He
then talks as if these cases could stand for all possible instances.  But,
as Jarvie well knows, saying that is tantamount to importing a naive
realism with regard to truth, and hence landi%g J;::;; almost if not entirely
with traditional authoritarianism. We might not have sll of the absolute
truths, but in principle we could have them. Only purely contingent facts
about the history of the world and science have preventing our knowing, like

" clever wigan av Cl»;-\u"d

Me-foad, everything there is to be known. Most philosophers would rather
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not . . be seen mounting a defence of naive realism. Indeed, Popper
exerted a great deal of effort trying to avoid so doing. This is not the
Place to discuss the shortcomings of naive realism, the underdetermination

of theory by fact and so ons All we can say is that Jarvie's case would

e - ;s clearer : - e oo if it included a consideration
of the serious discussions of naive realism that have been mounted of late.

by

Instead, he appears to be slightly embarmssed . . . .« _° the whole
issue and, by means of misleading examples, forces us to think that the only
real choices are between science and mathematics or superstition and chees,
when in fact what he is offering is a naive realism with regard to scientific
truths and a platonism with regard to mathematics. As other more subtle

. . ourselves 3 ) . . .
thinkers than either e or Jatvie have noted, in rejecting naive realism 3

L]
and Platonism we are not committed to rejecting the achievements of science

21
and the superiority of rational thought.

J
“hat Jarvie has done is to trick us into thinking that the suggestion
that science is socially constrained or that there might be some problems which
are not amenable of scientific investigation is to say that science has no
value, is irrational and does not contribute to our society. None of these
follows at all. Such an exaggerated reaction looks as if it is calculated
to meke us withdraw. And yet we need not. We can agree with Jarvie that we
find our society mostly congenial; we like to live in the environs of a large
A
comurbstion and do enjoy the advatages that modern technology bestows. But
L
W dets
we agree with him simply because we share the same sort of society oe—desuie.

It is our society and it provides most of what we want out of life., But

simply because we and Jarvie agree, that does not mean that quyone else in
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the world should agree with us. Naturally, we are going to evaluate

other societies from our own point of view ( who else's would we use?) but

in doing this we should not loose sight of the fact that they are our standards
enshrined in our point of view. We are not licensed to make the further
assumption that everyone should want what we want. To do that is to fall
Precisely into that entrenched dogmatism that Jarvie claims is characteristic
of tradionalist, irrational and authoritarian societies, “either does ssaying
science is a social produck commit us to the rejection of scientific advance
and technological innovation. All it does allow us to do is to demur from
some of the overblown and pretentié? ambitions which some epistemologists
(Popper and his disciples among them) have had for science in our socilety.

We can watch t.v., take food out of the freezer and drive down the motorway

to see our relatives without samctifying either science or scientists., Ve

can point to the social and political constraints and circumstances in which
science has to operate without comniting ourselves to the Preferability

of 1life in a Naveho hogan, feudal France or among the Ysnomamo.
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The suggestion that the classification of things reflects the
classification of men has the look of a relativist epistemology. In his
3

use of the dictum in his investigations, David Bloor makes no bones about his
endorsement of such a relativisme If it is true, he argues, it ought to
make a considerable difference to our attitudes towards science and scientific
developments,

In proposing thate.....classificatory activities reproduce

the pattern of social inclusions and exclusions Durkheim

and Mauss were offering us a bodd, unifying principle.

For if the claim is true it would be of the utmost

importance for a whole range of disciplines: not only

anthropology and sociology, but also the history of

science and philosgphical speculations on the nature of

knowledge.
( 1982 p 267)

Exactly what kind of difference this is to be Bloor tries to show by
means of an extended illustration, that of Robert Boyle and the development
of corpuscular philosophy. His task in this illustration is to show
that it is possible to offer bona fide causal explanation of

the preference that developed in certain quarters, rather

suddenly, for an inert and passive, rather than an active
and self moving, matter..

( ibid p 285)
which refer to socilal circumstances and which do not rely on approximation
to truth and the other trappings of the rationalist account. These causal
determinants can be discerned when one looks to see just who was promoting
. thé corpuscular philosophy and what it was in competition with. The
‘ . ~d . N . L
conception of nature as—ewpwessiws animatism and intelligenee has its origins

in Greek metaphysics, or at least it was codified there., This philosophical

view was glven a wide currency during the Civil War in England where it
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and the predicate calculus are conventional. Work carried out in the
foundations of logic and mathematics seems to point, or so Bloor and Barnes
suggest, to the ingbility of logic or mathematics to Jjustify their methods
of inference from within the frameworks which they adopt. The inferential
procedures are kept in place by social agreements which match our socially ®
determined intuitions. It is only because we have developed philosophical

logic in the soclety we have, that we use it to define rationality for use

By making their relativism primatily a methodological matter, Barnes
and Bloor do lay the possibility for an effective sociology of science. In
so doing, they also mark themselves off from the rationalist line and the
rationalist's concerns. Nonetheless, their case is not fully convincing
nor fully consistent. In fact, it is a jumble of fair points, good intentions

2@ indifferent arguments sl uu.ﬁwf"‘d jw"m""""“" .
Iv

Let us go right back to the starting place, the dictum that the
classification of things represents the classification of men. What does it
mean? How should it be used? At first sight it does appear aelzklzslie
akin to that more famous dictum of Durkheim's "Treat social facts as things"'
but this very similarity should alert us to what is going on. The

injunction to treat social facts as things is not the recomendation of

an ontology, bee—ts the suggestion that the world consists of material
things such as rocks and chairs and bicycles, and social things such as
rates of inflation, peliefs about the hereafter and support for political

parties, all of which are to be treated in exactly the same waye The
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injunction is a methodologioal mexim not an ontological proposition. This
might seem obvious enough but its implication is often misunderstood.
By means of the maxim, Durkheim is able to formulate a series of distinctive

sociological problems and hence can claim that sociology has a discrete,

non-reductive character. The same holds for the suggestion concerning
classification. In saying that the classification of things recapitulates
the ckassification of men, Durkheim is not making a sociological

discovery. This is not a piece of news, SO to speak. Rather, he is

setting out a methodological position from which investigations can be

made. Since this 1s the case, there 1s 1o point in asking whether the

maxim is true or note It is not a proposition sbout states of affairs in

the world, and hence cannot be either true O fglse. 1In one respect,

though, Bloor is right here. Adopting Durkheim's maxim does make a difference

to the sociological interest that we can take in science Or other bodies

of knowledge. & distinctive form of investigation becomes possible. But
that is alls This sociological interest does not impinge in any way upon
"the history of science" or " philosophioal speculations on the nature of
knowledge" , except and insofar as they are the subject of sociological
investigation themselvess We say this not in order %o make an argument for
hard and fast academic boundaries, nor simply to re-affirm the distinctiveness
of sociological and other competencies, but to draw attention to the very
peculiar nature of the interest which sociology takes in its phenomena,

an interest which can easily be discerned in Durkheim's worke This

interest has its root in the determination to treat all of its topics as

displaying a social organisation, a determination which is sociology's
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central methodological tenet and not its most famous discovery. As a

consequence, it makes little sense to try to use this tenet as a way of

correcting philosophy or the history of idea. What ought to be at issue

is whether a sound and fruitful sociological programme of work can be

based on Durkheim's version of this methodological principle not whether

he or Marx or Mannheim has got the nature of knowledge right, It is for
Aow [pesrevd

this reason that Shapin'slchallenging dismissal of critics

One can either debate the possibility of a sociology
of scientific knowledge or one can do it

( 1982. p 157) o} sciewca
Is fatuous, TWhat is in question is what the sociologistchan claim to

be doing when they do it.

To what use does Bloor wish to put this maxim of Durkheim's? At the
outset, he makes it quite clear that he wishes to use it to explain
"the incredible diversity of interpretations which men have used to
understand the world" (1982. p 320)., What is odd here is that Bloor should
find this fact of diversity puzzling at all, and should want to explain it.
We should have thought that it is hardly surprising at all that, left to
their own devices, different societies develop their own explanations of
things. As John Cook once pointed outf-the idea of cultural relativism
is ethnocentric because it rests upon the supposition that there ought to
be just one explanatory scheme in use, but since there is not/all of the
competing version have to be tolerated. It is only by contrast with
the single schema view, that the fact of diversity becomes a problem to

be explained., We do not find it puzzling that the children of different

parents differ from one another in personality, looks and so on., They
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are aft%dgll, we might say, the children of different parents. But,

if on going to the hardware store to have a key cut, we find that the
duplicate not only looks different from the original but will not turn the
required lock, then we have something which we want to explaine We can
find the explanation either in the skill of the cutter,e® the setting of
the machine, or something similare Things have not térned out as we
expected and so there ia a puzzle to be explained. This point is worth
emphasising because one of Bloor and Barnes' key arguments in defence

of relativism is the denial of the universality of ratiocinative
procedures defined in formal logic. And yet, the position they adop¥
only derives its investigative topic, the thing to be explained, by
suppcsing a universality of logic generating just one explanatory scheme,
departures from which are the objects for explanation. The relativist
line begins in the possibility of a unified scheme and then denies such a
possibility. We would like to ask why such a possibility should be given

serious consideration in the first placee.

The answer, of course, is the fascination with the diversity, the
ease with which bizsrre collections of items can be built up, and the
compulsion to explain everything. Following Durkheim, Bloor's explanation
will be a modified relativism:

wues..0f course the world enters into the structure
and development of our knowledge, but always and
necessarility in conjunction with our conventions,
decisions and purposes. If we then ask how these
two factors are conjoinedas.s.s.Hesse's network model
provides a simple but thorough account of all the
central points.

( 1982. p 320 - 21)
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A The way the world is and our conventions, purposes and decisions are the

w0 5

o ol

causal factors which produce our bodies of knowledge. Differences in

conventions et al must be enough to explain differences in sshemes since,

presumably, the way the world is will not vary from society to society.

What we are trying to point to here is the 'causalist mentality' which
"

is on view. Causal ( ie scientific) explanations can and ought to be

given for why everything is the way it ise. There is no hint of an

appreciation that somethings, such as the diversity of interpretations

o plag

do not need to be explained scientificallyL'because we have explanation

enough to hand in our ordinary awareness that diversity is what we would

Aol

ondimmerty cxpects To try to offer further)'deeper' explanations of a

causalist or reason-giving kind is to misjudge the phenomenon under

inspection, Ve will now try to get the magnitude of this misjudgement

into focuse

The object of explanation for the sociologist of knowledge is the
form which knowledge tekes. Bloor offers this explanation by making a
connection between knowledge and its social environment; the latter is one
of the causal factors determining the nature of the former. Two things
have to achieved in order to convince anyone of the soundness of this
explanatory route. First, there has to be a demonstration of the
plausibility of talking of a body of knowledge in terms of its surrounding
social circumstances. Second, having demonstrated the plausibility of
the connection, it would be necessary to go on and fix Jjust how strong and

o
determining the connection might be. Rather thankﬁhese questions open

as matters for empirical investigation, Bloor and others following the
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'Durkheimian' tendency in the sociology of knowledge, proceed in exactly
the opposite way. They stipulate how a body of knowledge must be

related to the social circumstances in which it is found; it will

function as a collective representation(or an ideology) expressing the
needs and interests of particular groups. As we saw in the case of
Robert Boyle and corpuscular philosophy set out earlier, this stipulation
is the explanatory mechanism and is underwritten by a clear-cut image

of the nature of bodies of knowledge such as science., They are collections
of practices which embody one or many conceptual schemes. The task

in the examination of cases much as that of Robert Bogle is to show how the
historical facts as far as they are known are amenable to interpretation

by means of this stipulation.

What then, is the strength of the comnection which Bloor offers
between Boy1e§ philosophy and his social circumstances? What kind of
a connection might there be? We will take up the latter question first
because it will quickly become apparent that the evidence which is
available to Bloor is insufficient to enable him to make the case out

that he would wishe

The model of knowledge whci Bloor adopts is, as was ncted earlier,
the 'network model' associated with Mary Hesse. Under this rubric, knowledge
is conceived as a weave of propositions, laws and classifications which
coheres because of the unity of social ends to which it is put. The
knowledge expressed in this network provides an organisation to the
things which make up the world. As Shapin has put it

Knowledge is not regarded in this literature as
contemptively produced by isolated invidiuals; it is
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produced and judged to further partucular, collectively
sustained goals. Knowledge,in this perspective, is
always tailored to doing things. It is in the course of
doing things with knowledge that its meaning is produced:
thus the notions of use and meaning are intertwined.

( 1982. p 197)

As we noticed above, the coherence conditions of the network are not wholly
one-sideds The scheme is in part determpined by the nature of reality itself,
In Bloor's sociological use of the network model, then, we encounter a kind
of conventionalist empiricisme. The content of the scheme or the network is
to some extent socially determined and to some extent empirically determined,
that is determined by the social and natural 'facts of the matter's In
utilising the scheme-content dichotomy, Bloor endorses what Donald Davidson has
labelled the'third dogma' of empiricisnh'yThis states that one can seperate from
the conceptual scheme that which the scheme orgsnises. In typically witty
manner, Davidson explains why this is a dogma.

essssecven those thinkers who are certain that there is

only ohe conceptual scheme are in the sway of the

scheme concept; even monotheists have religion. And

when someone sets out to describe "our conceptual scheme",

his homey task assumes, if we take him literally, that
there might be rival systems,.

(1973-k+ » 5)
M Davidson goes on to point outg it does not make sense to talk as if on
w qesersl |
the one hand there was the scheme and on the other there was realityl that
which had to be organised. And this much being so, it makes even less sense
to talk of such schemes as if it were possible to estimate just how well

they organised reality, just how far they corresponded with the way things

/ HA
are. And{:?ﬁ’ this &e~se, Mken, is there any point at all to talking of the

" of
constraing influence which the world brings to bear upon our schemes awd—irerrce
af g



25

of a limited correspondence between any scheme and the facts, so that the
level of this correspondence will enable us to choose between rival systems or
schemes? Let us take these arguments one by one.

What does it mean to say that a body of ideas or a conceptual scheme is
a picture or image of reality, that is,the ways that things in general are?
Wthat this clearly does not mean is the obvious fact that some of the things
that, say, Roman Catholics say can be construed as making reality claims. To
say that a (small) number of people have been transmuted from the earthly
to the spiritual realms is to make some, not altogether clear claims about
the nature of real things. To say that some naturally occuring events such
as conception can have non-natural causes i1s of similar ilk. And so is the
suggestion that the wine and bread of the communion are really and not
metaphorically transformed into the body and blood of Christ. However,
taken either individually or collectively, none of these suggestions adds up,
to a claim about what reality-in-general is like, They make some specific
claims about some particular real things. For a conceptual scheme or body
of ideas to have a d@iew about reality-in-general, it would be necessary for
there to be an order of reality which transcended particularitiess an orddr of
reality about which it would be possible to make propositions expressing reality
claims. The point, of course, is that we cannot segregate a general order of
realityfrom particular things we might want to say about particulgsf%bjects.
We cannot tell what an instance of the general would be that was not an instance
of the particular, This is as true ook religion ags it is for science, There
are numerous propositions about matter, light, motion, the chemistry of cells

and the propagation of species. But we can only make these propositions add
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up to a general thesis about reality-in-general by adding to them g further
non-scientific proposition about the nature of reality. Such a proposition
would be a metaphysical and not scientific one. This is not to say that
sci%%ists have not gone in for metaphysical speculations, nor that they have
not drawn a great deal of comfort from the ﬁ%allels which they have seen between
their scientific theories ana E:vprefered metaphysical ones. But, and here
is the important point, the scientist has no more special competence as a
metaphysician than anyone else. We do not have to treat scientists' metaphysical
talk in any way different to any other metaphysics. Certainly, we would not
expect to be able to measure the fit between their beliefs and reality
simpby because such metaphysical theories tell us just what will and what
will not count as reality. How could one hope to evaluate the correspondence
of a causalist, inanimateny materialist conception of whe world with the
world except in causalist, inunimate and materialist terms?  And hence we
cannot hope to use the metaphysics we might find scientists adopting as a
way of decrying, or deflating the claims that are made on behslf of science,
As . Rush Rhees once asked:.if some some reason scilentists were to cease
speaking in camsal and mensurational terms and to speak in functional and
classificational ones, would that make them any less scientific? The.
sociology of science which Bloor proposes, treats the development of science
as a history of several conceptual schemes, cach of whiich has some limited
correspondence to the ways that things are. Our suggestion is that he can
only do so by engaging in a sociologically inspired metaphysics which only
gains credence because it admits, at the very begining, the possibility of

talking of an order of things glossed as 'reality-in-geheral's But there is

ho sense in talking of reality in genersl when all that one means is some
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observation about real things.

There is, then, no specific content to be organised by the scheme. The
scheme is not a scheme of reality. What about the other side of the dogma, the
scheme itself. This, it will be remembered, consists of a set of propositions,
laws and classifications, which if treated in general enough ways will display
a unity. The general way we are invited to view them is to ﬁreat all scientific

Asulewie’ aSpoviing
talk ss articulating a network of propositions ongnopositional attitudes.
The difficulty here is in sustaining the view that every utterance that one might
make about a scientific or religious topic was an expression of a proposition
of some kind. As John Austin made us all awarez’even dtterances containing
clear-cut statements of propositional attitudes can do a great deal more besides
and other than stating propositions. It is not all that surprising that Hesse's

network should be based upon this logicist view of utterances and propositions,

because her concern was with the nature of scientific inference, and hence it

was reasonable for her to restrict her topic to utterances cast in predicate
terms. But why should sociology take over this limitation without question?
In his use of it, Bloor gives no justification beyond that cited earlier.

Neither does he say why this logical view should underpin a soclological one.

According to the network model, the scheme pf knowledge consists of
classificatory propositions held together by laws. These laws can be of many d
different types from 'fire is hot', 'wood floats' to 'diamonds are hard'

and 'copper sulphate is water soluble'.

In one respect the laws themsemws may be said to
assert the co-presence of those features of the
world to which we have selectively attended. They
could be arrived at by the brain keeping %ally of
the(conventionally clessified) stimuli that impinge
upon it.

(Bloor 1982. p 271)
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Alongside this strange inductive psychology, is the clear suggestion that
these laws are both commonsense and scientific ones. By talking of
conventional classification and selective attention, Bloor is suggesting that
the degree of constraint placed upon attention by the facts of our neurophysiology,
our psychology or the material world is vague. What the anthropological
evidence would seem to indicate is that there wre very many different ways of
satisfying the constraintg, not that there is complete constraint (naive
realism) nor that there are some constraints ( relativism). Social determination
is not the only way that the constraints can be satisfied; it is not the only

2,0
story that could be told.

Embedded in Bloor's sociology of scilence is a discovery procedure which
could be formulated as the maxim "Look for the underlying propositions". It is
this that we wish to discuss now. Clearly we do not do so . in order to
illustrate an alternative conception of the nature of bodies of knowledge, one
that was not based on propositions. We do not want to offer an alternative
theory of knowledge of any kinde. @ur aim is much more limited, namely the
indication of the difficulties of using a logician's conception of knowledge as
the basis for the description of the social organisation of knowledge, or of the

day to day activities in which knowledge can be seen and is used.

Consider the following three stories:
1. Jane is learning to play the banjo. To help in tuning her instrument, she
sings 'My dog has fleas'.
2., Deniel joins a faction of the anarché—syndicalist movement., At a lecture
on ti:e history of the movement he hears about Proudhon's famous slogan
"Property is theft". Much taken by this oxymoron, he pins it to his

bedroom wall and repeats it every morning on awakening,
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3, George is an arms dealer, Times are hard. He is approached by a small but
fanatical group. When taxed with his connection with this group, George
replies 'Business is business'. (This example is John Cool«:'s.ll'l The story
is different though.)

In all three of dmese stories we have examples of propositions which might

qualify as classificatory or law like propositions under the Hesse network.

But is any one of the cases really an instance of te articulation of a

proposition? Surely it would be perverse to argue that Yane is animadverting

to the condition of her dog? She could perfectly well sing the ditty and

not be uttering a falsehood if she had never owned a dog. The sentence is an aid

to a practical task. In the case of Daniel we seem to be on surer grounds But

are we? Is Daniel on repeating the slogan every morning really making the

observation that property is theft? Or is it more of a ritualistic re-affirmation
of his committment to certain sorts of values? To say that "business is business!
1s a proposition is immediately to render it a tautology and hence to

define it as saying nothing about the world. But, of course, it tells us a

great deal about George simply because its use is not that of a propositione

It is, rather, a Olichg’about the justification for separating commercial and

moral life.

The point of these stories is to indicate just how much would be gained here
from the consideration of cases. What can certainly be seen is the critical
A 5} fe
role thathircumstances of use have for the nature of the activity in question.
This implies two things. Tirst, we ought to be very careful about adopting a

viewpoint which allocates foundational status to just one form of language use.

To do this is to delimit the kind of sociological interest one can take in
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examples such as these. The second implication concerns the nature and role
of evidence in the discussions to hand. Before we could talk about the
conceptual scheme that Robert Boyle and his friends sought to imose upon science,
we would have to look very carefully for evidence of occasions when the
required propositions were being made. As Arthur Child pointed out many years
T

ago} the sociology of knowledge suffers acute difficulties over the question of
imputation of beliefs, knowledge and attitudesy problems which can only be
resolved with regard to a very restiricted range of cases, those wherein a

o . el : .
self-conscious ,ideologically organlsedtls to be discerned and where a coterie
of ideologues is given the role of codifying the ideology. Such phenomena as
political parties and interests groups might qualify. An institution as broad
and vaguely defined as science would note But, even in these clear cases, the
imputation of ideology requires the development of sound investigative techniques
for the grounding of interpretations, the formulation of readings and the
attribution of attitudes. It would certain;’ not be enough to gloss a general
socio-political attitude and to claim that this was not incompatible with some
particular scientific or other viewpoint. Shapin himself makes this point
very forcibly.

eeesethere is a marked lack of rigour in much social history

of science; work is often thought to be completed when it

can be concluded that 'science is not autonomous', or that

'science is an integral part of culture', or even that there

are interesting parallels or homdlogies between scientific

thought and social structure. 3But these are not conclusions,

they are the starting prints for more searching analyses of
scientific knowledge as a social product.

( 1982. p 136)

Unfortunately, if we are to judge from his later discussion, Shapin has little
idea what rigour or being 'more searching' could amount to here. He cites a

. 2)
study by MacKenzie ( ) of the controversy between Pearson and Yule concerning
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the correlation of data in contingency tables. MacKenzie traces the differences
of opinion back to the social purposes which Yule and Pearson had for their
statistical procedures. Pearson was a firm supported of the eugenic programme ,
Yule was not. Shapin summarises MacKenzie's work by suggesting

Thus esoteric work in mathematical statistics within the

statistical community is explained by referring different

views to divergent purposes within the statitistical

comnunity, and alse to diverging roles in wider society.

Historical work of this sort therefore illustrateS.eeees

Rixxk¥y. o o » s Deyond any doubt that even the most technical

and esoteric scientific activities may need to be refered
to wider social interests.

( 1982, p 190 - 91)
Providing what is being said here is not the banal observation that even
statisticlans have thefr own reasons for following the lines of investigations
which they do, then all that can be said about the MacKenzie study is that
it demonstrates a homology between social interusts and scientific theoriess
This is not a quarrel with MacKenzie's account of the reasons why Pearson
and Yule had the interest in developing correlation in the ways that they did.
But MacKenzie's account r%gins a plausible, hypothetical attribution, and
that is all. The evidence that would be needed to show "beyond any doubt"
that statistical innovations may "need to be referred to wider social interests"
for their explanation simply could not be available. We do not have the data
in the detail required; nor do we have the techniques for turning what dsta

we do have into that which would be required,

Our central theme has been that Bloor's account of science is predicated
on the scheme-content distinction and it is this which is its fundamental
weakness., The real problems emerge simply because talking in scheme-content

terms in a particular kind of logical reconstruction of knowledge which may
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not be all that useful for sociological work. The reason for this is the
underplaying that it incorportates of danguage activities ogher than the
enoé%iation of propositions, rlropositions are treated as foundational. This
element is to be discerned in the studies of Durkheim and Mauss and is only
re%?orced by Bloor's adoption of Hesse's network model. If one guestions
the advisability of presupposing the ubiquity of propositionad attitudes, the
corherstone of the whole enterprise is taken away. It is not surprising

that Durkheim and Mauss should have adopted the views that they did because
they were working at the time of the high tide of positivism, However,
since then developments in logic, epistemology and metaphysics ( to which
Mary Hesse has been g contributor) have made such general views untenable?é‘
Where these developments impingege upon sociology they tend to surface in
an encoutagement to sociologists to pessue their own interests without

feeling the need to address, or adopt, philosophical ones. As 19th centumy

philosophers manque’s, neither Durkheim @wd Mauss (nor Mannheim) could see this.

This imperviousness to sensitive critical evaluation of the philosophical

Mot Aocrhumory,

positions he has adopted, is also to be seen in lwbs odepbion—oi—geetotortenl

SoBRLloRt His adoption of Durkheim's methodology and his defence of ¥
K wwl 4
beto—adopbden by reference toLneo—Durkheimians such as Mary Douglas makes it
appear that since 1917 no serious, penetrating evaluations and reservations
have been forthcoming for Durkheim's methodology. Notice we say, Durkheim's
methodology, we do not say the truth of his findings, There can be no
question of refuting Durkheim ( or validating him either) because as we
saw at the outset, what is at issue here is not a sociological discovery or
finding but the provision of gn organisation, the drawing of a picture of

(some) social activities. We would not now allow our graduate students
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to carry out a sociological investigation of totemism which referred only
to missionary reports, traders letters and the like. We would &pect some
'real fieldwork'. We would not allow them to make generalisations about
suicide based on collections of government statistics, without incorporating
a whole host of virtually Bebilitating provisog, acknowledgement of wesknesses
etc. If we were to do so, our students might guite rightly accuse us
b oyuc Hay [la Sarien wasy,
of teaching them antediluvian sociology. Standards have moved on. f What
M
("1
we now count as an articulated theory, as a clear and worked out demonstration
of a case are wmxywrmm much more detailed and sophisticated. Ir
“dloer
Be=ideedEn wishes to engage in a Durkheimian sociology of knowledge there are
to-day many exemplars for him to look to to determine the theoretical

sophistication required - Levi Strauss and Parsons, for example, or the depth

of detail necessary - Ladurie and Braudel. We suews we s & Gollowniq Kais '

It seems to us, therefore, that the sociology of knowledge which
Bloor represents is not an innovation but s regression. It marks a return
to philosophies once abandoned angzﬁ;ckneyed sociology. At the same time
it deliberately pushes sociology back into debates which it ought to stay
well clear of, For someone ostensibly committed to the underdetermination
of theory by facts, Bloor ought to have realised that sociological facts
will never provide® the decisive edge for any philosophical theory. Any

set of facts can be incorporéted into any philosophical theory with a bit

of licence and ingenuity.



&= 3ha

Between philosophy, sociology and the natural sciences lie a
number of free fire zones. The unwary who wander into them, are apt
to have an uncomfortable time. But, despite the risks to be run, we
would like to explore one of these zZones, that much contended over
territory known as the sociology of knowledge. In particular, our
attention is focused on a small portion of that territory, namely
"the strong thesis in the sociology of science'. What follows is not
intended as a thorough survey of 'the strong thesis' and the investi-
gative programme derived from it since we 1limit ourselves to some
initial difficulties only. But, as we will suggest, many of the
problems which we discuss are also to be found in the sociology of
knowledge more generally, for they have to do with the basic methodo-
logical issue of how descriptions of bodies of knowledge and belief,
mental activities such as knowing, believing and understanding, and
the relationships between social actions of various sorts and mental
activities, are to be arrived at. The importance of this issue for us
is not the product of our adoption of some arriviste philosophical
sociology. It can be seen, we suggest, at the heart of all discussion
and analysis in the sociology of knowledge.1 The reservations we
express are derived from positions in philosophy and sociology which
are well known, but somewhat ignored. And yet, in our opinion these
positions pose severe methodological questions for both 'the strong
programme' and the sociology of knowledge, to which they would have
to find answers before they could implement their own investigative
policies. To provide such answers requires reflection on conceptual

matters such as the nature of a body of knowledge and belief, on what
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it means to know something or to be converted from one beligf to
another, on the reasons for holding on to some beliefs and abandoning
éthers, on what is meant by sharing beliefs, and, of course, most
importantly, what kinds of relationships can be held to obtain between
concepts, actions and social life.

In order to demonstrate that this task is necessary, we will show,
first, that the most crucial of the central tenets of 'the strong
programme’ is deeply ambiguous. We will then extend our argument to
suggest that this ambiguity is shared by the res% of the sociology of
knowledge. Third, we will indicate Jjust what kinds of methodological
reflections would be necessary to provide the clarifications we seek.
And, finally, we will consider what the likely outcome of such

reflections, and the incorporation of the sensitivities they entail

into the sociology of knowledge might be.

iT

According to two of its major proponents, Bloor and Hesse,2
'the strong programme' aims at the scientific investigation of bodies
of scientific knowledge. What this appears to mean is that any
successful explanation of any scientific (or, presumably, any other)
body of knowledge will have to be couched in propositions which
(1) specify the causal counnections between social conditions
and states of belief, knowledge, understanding, and so
forth. These connections would identify how it was that
the set of social conditions produced particular beliefs
or understandings;
(2) would apply equally well to bodies of true knowledge as to

false knowledge. Thig is termed the transivity requirement;
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(3) would offer symmetrical explanations of true and false
knowledge. That is, the same causal conditions Will produce
the same consequences ro matter whether these be the holding
of true beliefs or false ones;

(4) would apply equally well to the sociology of knowledge itself.
This reflexive requirement is necessary to prevent the
sociology of knowledge being an exception to its own general
explanations.

The strength of the connections between bodies of knowledge and social
conditions is what gives 'the strong programﬁe' its name. These
connections are to be both explanatory and true as well as causal.

We will see, in a moment, what this implies for explanations in this
area and, further, what is required for such an explanation to be true.
However, first we must look at what is undoubtedly the corner-stone

of the programme, nzmely, that true explanations are to be causal in
form.

Hesse and Bloor adopt what might be thought of as an indeterminate
version of causality.3 At any particular time, there will co-exist
multitudes of possible and identifiable causes for the acceptance of
some body of knowledge or any of its component theoretical schemas.
This is well worth emphasising. 'The strong programme' deliberately
does not offer a uniform determinist account of causation. It is
merely saying that from within a myriad of possible causes, some social
conditions can be discerned as helping to bring about belief in some
particular bodies of knowledge. By such a body of knowledge is meant
a theoretical scheme such as that associated with the theory of
evolution as an explanation of the species differentiation to be

observed in the natural world. Put in this way, the Bloor/Hesse
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programme does not look all that strong but, in fact, fairly minimalist.
In effect, it says 'Here are some of the possible causes for the
adoption of this particular body of knowledge'. 4And that is all.
Presumably, although this is not made clear in the various discussions,
at some point the programme would want to be able to group the causes
which it was identifying into primary and secondary ones at least,
otherwise it will never be possible to decide exactly what order of
claim is being made for the programme's products.

This indeterminacy does not vitiate 'the strong programme' although
it does make it difficult to see just how strong the programme's find-
ings are.likely to be. Closely related to this problem is a much more
fundamental difficulty, namely the causal conception that the progreamme
holds to concerning knowledge and belief.

When 'the strong programme' speaks of the causes of true and false
beliefs, presumably it is referring to sets of predispositions or
predisposing conditions. But what is being said about these conditions?
That they are necessary? That they are sufficient? That they are
necessary and sufficient? We could see, for example, how it might be
argued that the social experiences of the Edinburgh bourgeoisie were
sufficient to explain the efflorescence of phrenclogy in that city in
the 1830's, or that a mechanical philosophy was necessary for the
development of Newtonian physics.4 But how are we to tell if some
set of conditions is only sufficient and not necessary when we will
always be dealing with bodies of beliefs which arose in the circumstances
that they did? Because sociology is notoriously unable to compare
social conditions with any exactitude, we will be unable to say when
conditions were merely sufficlent and when they were clearly necessary.

This might not appear to be much of a problem providing one is prepared not

e e e e e e Sl £ e A e T T



-7 -%e

to discriminate sufficient, necessary, and sufficient and necessary
conditions, but we should have thought that it would make considerable
difference to the putative scientific status of the findings and the

2 'The strong programme' is

ckaims which can be made on their behalf.
designed to determine some of the causes of the rise and fall of
phrenology, or of the delay in the acceptance of non-Euclidian geometries,
or of the impact of eugenics on statistics, or even perhaps, of the
resuscitation of creatinnist theories in blology. Yet all that it can
come up with are statements to the(éffect that in the conditions in

which they grew up, these explanatory schemes'grew up. As explanations,
such accounts are not only circular but uninteresting as well.

But it is important to see why they are so uninteresting. We feel
that a large part of the problem lies with the goal of the programme
itself, namely the explanation of bodies of knowledge and belief. For
'the strong programme', an explanation of a body of knowledge or belief
will, as we have seen, make connections between it and the clusters of
social conditions that are supposed to have engendered it. Hesse
conceives of the relationship to be one of the interlocking of two
systems.6 The theoretical schemas that constitute a body of knowledge
are systematically related to each other; the social conditions that
make up the surrounding culture are also in a systematic relationship.
What 'the strong programme' is searching for, then, is a cluster of
systematic connections between these two systems. These comnections
will explain how the one system causes the other or, perhaps better,
how change in one system causes change in the other. But what are
these explanations to be like? The proponents of 'the strong programme'

wish to stress that it is not the internal motivation of untrammelled

rationality which accounts for developments in science but changes in
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social conditions.7 A bod§ of knowledge, such as science, stands in
a complex lead/lag relationship to the rest of the society in which it
is to be found. Put in this way, such explanations are no more than
very old fashioned functional ones. This should be of very little
surprise since 'the strang programme' is very explicit about its debt
to Durkheim and Mauss.8

However, for a functional explanation of the relationship between
bodies of knowledge and social conditions to be turned into a causal
one, it would have to be reshaped. Instead of a proposition such as

"Bodies of knowledge are created in order to fit the
social conditions which generate them."

we have to have something like the following:

"Only those bodies of knowledge which fit the social

conditions of thelr time can survive and these are

the ones which are adopted and so persist."
The trouble is that a reformulation of this kind changes the task to
be eomé?ted before the truthfulness of the explanation can be ascertained.
At the very least, what it requires is the examination in detail of why
competing schemes and bodies of knowledge were unsuccessful in order
to show what the causes of their failure were. Investigators would have
to draw up lists of schemes which were in competition with, say, Newtonian
physics, and then indicate how it is possible, fram the data which are
now available, to distinguish between the "real" as opposed to the
"publicly avowed" or "politically acceptable" reasons why some schemes
were never endorsed and others censored out of existence. It would be
important to be able to do this for otherwise the investigator could
never be certain that in offering the reasons he does he is not merely
reproducing official propaganda. Such an investigator is, then, placed
in exactly the same position as any researcher who tried to test C. Wright

Mills' allegations about the existence of an effectively organised power
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elite. If the allegation were true, the investigator would never be
allowed to see the elite in action. If a small group of people did

direct political decision making in their own interest and kmew that

this was so, they would have to be politically inept to allow the
sociologist open access to their inner counﬁgls. And if they were so
inept they would not pose the threat to political freedom that Mills
supposes they do. One of the conditions they would stipulate before
they would allow the sociologist in would, presumably, be that he was
to be given 'the official line' and hence made an investigative dupe.
The investigator could only counter this possibility by using the thesis
he is testing as a practical fieldwak theory. He would have to doubt
the word and sincerity of all in authority. He would have to treat as
significant all oversights, omissions, differences over facts and
opinions, and see in such discrepancies indications of the gap between
what the power elite said they were doing and what they were actually
up to. But, how could anyone who utilises a hypothesis as a practical
fieldwork theory in this way, claim to have substantiated that theory?
In addition to this ambiguity over whether functional or causal
explanations are actually the goal of the programme, and the difficulties
with investigating causal connections in this context, there are severe
problems with the mechanisms of causation themselves. It is not very
clear from the programme whether the causal mechanisms operate at the
level of the individual and his or her beliefs, at the social level and
societal frameworks of belief, or both. Given the powerful influence
of Durkheim, it is not unreasocnable to suggest that the causal mechanisms
should be thought of operating at both the indivudal and the societal,
or collective, levels. In any event, what ever levels they operate at,

there are profound difficulties with demonstrating that certain states
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of knowledge are brought about by the social conditions in which
collections of individuals find themselves. How do individuals come

to know and believe the things that they do as a causal matter? Talking

about consciocusness whether in class or other terms, or ideological
hegemony, or invoking processes as vague as internalisation will not
provide an answer, and neither will talk about bodies of knowledge and
th%féauses rather than individual states of knowledge and their causes.
If 'the strong programme' really does want to attack this issue in the
way that it says that it does, then what is needed is not an extended
list of facts about social conditions but a few clearer ideas about the
social psychology of knowing and believing. Without these and some
firm connections into the psychology of belief and knowing, we will be
left with the presumption that somehow the kmowledge current in a society
gets inside the heads of societal members in a wholly unproblematic
and relatively uniform wa.y.9

In the end, as Mary Hesse recognises,10 'the strong programme'’
degenerates into a version of the history of ideas. It proposes associa-
tions and resonances between different collections of ideas, and, arguing
on a post hoc propter hoc basis, alleges, in an unspecified way, that
some ideas caused others to arise and that these others survived because
of the fit between them and the social conditions in which they are to
be Found. Hence, insanity is treated as a disease because of the medico-~
physicalist paradigm, and Darwinism was popularised because of the
supposed naturalness of social orders. While the story that is told
in each case may be of great fascination, surely the generalisation that
social conditions produce bodies of knowledge is not very enlightening?

We said that 'the strong programme' wants to explain why scientists

know what they kmow and interprets this 'why' in causal terms. It strikes
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us that there is something’a bit odd about this. How could one set
about explaining why scientists, or anyone for that matter, know the
things they do? For a start, what kinds of things do scientists know?
They know that the stars are millions of miles from the earth and
would take many years to travel to. They know that autumnal changes
in the colour of leaves are the result of chemical reactions. Why do
they know such things? They have studied them, read about them, been
told about them. For the most part, sclentists know what they do
because they have told things by others, and they see no good reason
to doubt their word. Such an explanation of why scientists know what
they do bears no relationship to the theoretically constructed sets of
causally related propositions that 'the strong programme' wishes to
have as its explanations. But what would explaining what scientists
know end how they know it in any other way really be claiming? 'The
strong programme' says that this trust of others is the expression of
a shared conceptinal apparatus, and not of rationality. But isn't the
willingness not to doubt some things just what we mean by rationality
in circumstances such as these? If everyone we know believes that the
earth is round, that the universe is infinite, that death is inevitable,
end that men have certain minimal obligations towards one amother,
would it not be irrational of us to doubt these things and to ask for
proofs? What 'the strong programme' wants as an explanation is a systenm
of propositions which form a theoretical scheme. But how could that

explain why individual scientists know what they do?

ITT

There are, then, some fundamental difficulties yet to be overcome

by 'the strong programme'.. We would suggest that these are shared by
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VI

doa i berestl,y
The—seoond set of responses to the Bloor, Barnes and Shapin brand

of relagtivism does not consist in a direct rejection of the propriety

of the sociological attitudes which are adopted. Laudanquor example,
thinks that the case that is made out is vitiated by four fundamental
weaknesses.

1o The strained conception of science that is used,

2. The inscrutability of the notion of a 'science of science'.

3+ The unnecessary attempt to produce a symmetry between true and false

beliefs,.
4o The failure to demonstrate the empirical basis of the claims that are
made about science,

Objection 4 is exactly the same as the reservation that we have already
expressed concerning the levels of claims that can be made on the type and
volume of data usually cited by sociologists of science such as Bloor., We
have suggested that such generalisations as are made are, in fact, imputations
and leading hypotheses of the form "Given the background and general inclin
-ations that have been identified, it is not unreasonable to suggest that..
cesscseeses”. This, of course, is much more qualified and tentative than
the more exuberant supporters of the sociology of science are prone to make.
Objection 2 is a little more difficult to specify. Part of the defence that
is offered of the findings of the sociology of science is that they are the
product of a'scientific' set of procedures, or mode of analysis, or theory.
Laudan is unsure what 'scientific! is supposed to mean here since Bloor,(the

particular case Laudan is discussiing) does not specify Jjust what he means
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by the terme ILaudan has an important point here but he does not make it
forcefully enough. The issue is not, as Bloor seems to think, whether

a scientific study of science is permissible ( that issue is just a red herring)
but as we considered earlier, whether a Durkheimian sociology provides the
acceptable basis of a scientific sociological approach to sciences, As we said
above, what is necessary from Hoor g; not expostulations about the right

of sociologists to take an intersst in science, but a justification of

a Durkheimian sociology pure and simple 50 years after Durkheim's death,

and after the welter of critical appraisal that Durkheim's work has been

subjected to in the meanwhile, Simply calling Durkheim's sociology a

scientific approach convinces no-one.

In objection 1, Laudan is dealing with what he takes to be Bloor's
egcentric conception of the philosophy of science. This notion, he claims,
allows Bloor to construct a strawman, the weaknesses of whose arguments are
then easy to reveal. ¥Laudan is(fo a great extent right)about this. Bloor
does tend to talk as if the philosophy of science was nothing but the edification
of science and the eulogising of scientists. He does appear to think that
most philosophers view science as proceeding in an intellectual and socisl

vacuum. hereas, of course, as philosophers of science what they are interested

in is the intellectual foundation, the play of ideas, the logical structure.
They are specifically uninterested in soclological questions about social
circumstances and social determinations.As we argued earlier, these cannot
bear upon philosophical matters,

The symmetry between 'true' and 'false' beliefs that Bloor and Barnes

wish to argue for is a symmetry with regard to causation. The same social
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distinctive sets of events and states. They do not have universal
application. A great number of phenomena simply are not amenable to
scientific, causal-type explanation. One such phenomenon is the generation
and sustaining of complexes : of knowledge and beliefs. The philosophers
who advocate this line of thought would gain a fair amount of satisfaction
and support from the fact that the causal explanations which Bloor and
the other sociologists of science actually offer turn out to be 1ittle more

than functional descriptions.

No philosopher would dispute the symmetry of explanation for particular
true and false beliefs. They do seek to explain them in the same waySs
Since most would say that the compendia of beliefs associated with science
or magic or whatever are not to be explained causally, or ;ndeed;that no
explanation for their being in place is necessary, then the symmetry

ar@gument of Bloor's becomes an irrelevance,

VII

Let us summarise our discussion so far. In this first part, we have
discussed recent developments in the sociology of knowledge assoclated with
the sociology of sciencee We have suggested that there are two main
clusters of problems to be seen in this work to which we can See no
resolution. The first concerns the philosophical foundations adopted and
claims that are made. We have suggested that neither the advocates of the
sociology of science in its relativist form nor thetr opponents has an

overwhelming set of srguments in their favour. This, we suggest, is because
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both sides subscribe to the view that sociological findings can bear upon
epistemological questions. This is a view which we would question, Once
this i1s put on one side, then the key issue becomes the methodological
adequacy of the kind of sociology of science that is being offered. We

have suggested that what is necessary for this sociology to gain credence

is first a clear and sound justification for the disinterment of Durkheimian
sociology in its pristine state, and second a demonstration that the level
of generalisation claimed can be supported by detailed examination of
enough, appropriate data. On both counts we have found,the sociology of
science wantings But, as we shall see, in its proclivity for Generalisation
Rush and Empirical Stretch,zghe sociology of science is not alone., These

and other tendencies are to be discerned elsewhere in the sociology of knowledge.
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VIII

In the first part of this paper, we considered the recent controvery
over the sociology of science. In doing so, we picked out three themes
around which to organise our discussion of relativism, the incommensurability
thesis and the social determination of knowledge and attitudes. The first

of these was the level of theoretical aspiration to be discerned. e

expressed the opinion that the relativist tendency in the sociology of

science looked set to mark a regression in sociology not an innovation.

Ve came to this judég:;;t stmpty because the work of Barnes, Bloor and Shapin
deliberately espoused what are passg.ooncepts and theoretical tools, but
because their deployment of them appeared to be so uncritical and insensitive.
In addition, we came to the conclusion that the net result of this line

of work was likely to be the repetition of a classic error in the sociology
of knowledge, namely the conflation of sociological arguments, interests

and results with philosophical onese Second, we gave voice to some severe

doubts about the support that the data available can give to the generalisations

usually made. Ve suggested that, in the ged, many of these generalisations
took on the character of tenuously grounded hypothetical imputations. This

was not to say that they were unreasoned nor implausible, but that far

too much emphasis was being plased on them for their preliminary and
provisional status to be appreciated. Progress would only be made, we implied,
when technical difficulties and improvements have been made. Third, and for

us by far the most important, was the sociological nature of the interest
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displayed in scientific knowledge.L This, we argued, was distinctive from

and not merely complementary to a philosophical interest in knowledge and
truth. Now matter how much we might disagree with any of the procedural and
conceptual formulations of the relativist thrust in the sociology of science,
we sre 1ln no doubt that they are engaged in a serious, bona fide, proper
sociologye These themes will be present in the next part of our discussiog,
although in a somewhat altered guise)perhapso However, our discussion will
differ in some important ways. The first of these is a product of the fact
that our next subject does not fall squarely within the sociology of knowledge
as that is traditionally conceived, but is an attempt to synthesisq and.
integrate sociological findings, theories and methods with thoséoz%ZIAnguistios.
Any confusion that arisies, then, is likely to be the outcome not of an

error or inadvertance but as the concomittant - the risk to be run, so to speak-
of a deliberate policy. As a consequence, we will feel free to be a little
more sharp than we have been hitherto when,in our opinion, serious and obvious
methodological and other difficulties have been disregarded, Those who when
operating on the margins of disciplines,seek to move with absolute freedom
across disciplinary boundaries, have # as a first priority to see that when
they do so they abide by the standards obtaining locally, There is another
cruclal difference to be noted here which will affect our approach. Of gll

of the discussants in the sociology of science case, only two, Gellner and
Jarvie, sought to broaden the area of controversy beyond the praochial limits
of the epistemological and the methodological to the moral and the political.,
The relativist camp steadfastly refused to countenance this move, In contrast,

1
the proponents of 'critical linguistics', the theoretical and substantive
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body we shall discuss, have the clear and avowed intention of making the
point of their analyses political., This means that the politicisation of
linguistics as an end of the analyses offered will be likely to influence

the way that arguments are made, inferences drawn and cases discussed,

Some appreciation of the net effect of these differences and a place to

begin our account can be gained from the following guotation.

((INSERT LANGUAGE A4S IDEOLOGY P15-6))
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At first sight, what we have here is a fictional but easy to recognise
instance of mild familial bickering. A wife asks what we are invited to
see as a pointed question, and gets an exasperated, rather brusque reply.,
However, Kress and Hodge do not want us to leave matters there., For them,
this is an example of the presentstion and transformation ofiversion. of’
reality. We are asked to look beneath and beyond the mundane to the deeper

meaning which the incident has.

What do Kress and Hodge mean by calling this incident one concerned
with the presentation and transformation of versions of reality? What is
a version of reality? The term here seems to be being used as a generic
label for classifications. The story has the classification of two people
as 'husband' and 'wife', and then attatches some obligations or duties to
one of them. The husband is expected, by the wife at least, to empty the
garbage. This seems to be what is meant by a version of reality, The wife,
of course, says nothing about reality and it is only because the question
she asks is seen as having the implication ( what Grice would call the
implicature) it does that there is any question of eken the classification
of persons entering here. It is the husband's reaction whch Hodge and Kress
use to find a version of reality in the wife's utterance. It is not there
on its own, so to speake And even then, what they find is a specific
expectation about a particudar individual, The expectation may be regl enough,
and so might the person, but as we pointed out in our discussion of theories
of reality in the first part, it is a long and unsecured step tot;:Lfrom

+ale e loat
talk about particular real things toLreality—in—general° It is, of course,



perfectly possible to imagine that some very peculiar encounters might
constitute examples of the presentation and transformation of versions of
reality. But even here we would be dubious., Often when a theory or version
of reality is under discussion really what is being talked about are
particular kinds of religious, scientific and philosophical theories

which 1s to say certain very delimijed theoretical objects are being

talked about in ways that relate to individual bodies of thoughte A

debate between a creatiogist and a non-creationist would be a debate about
the scope and grounding of a biological theory, not about a version of

.
reality. So too would an argument between a Newtonian and an Einsteinian,

S0, whatever our homely example is about, one thing is certain it is
manifestly not about theories of reality in any serious sense)and saying that
it is is a case of unmitigated hyperbole, Even if it is ever possible to
talk about theories of reality being in competition with each other, or
being transformed into one another,(and as we pointed out in the first
part this is very dubioué))there are none on display here. Of course, the
anecdote is always subject to what we like to think of as the Amartya Sen

14

proviso; but even then it fails by its own tests and does not do what

Kress and Hodge claim for it.

If the suggestion that there is a transformation of versions of
reality to be seen here is so absurd, how do Kress and Hodge support their
claim that it is so? They do this by the following 'explanation', The
sentence 'Has the garbage been emptied ?' is a transformation into the

passive mood of the active sentence 'Have you emptied the garbage?', This
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transformation is effected in the following two steps:

. S . N
1 Have you emptied the garbage = Hasb;n;oﬁarbage been emptied

2., Has the garbage been empt@ed by you ====%; Has the barbage been emptied

This process of deletion and substdtution is, for Kress and Hodge, a
direct recapitualtion of the processes by which the husband came to understand

what his wife sgid,

If we reconstruct his preocessEs of interpretation, it
might go something like: this question is about the garbage
being emptied, though it doesn't say by whom. 'Who does she
mean should have emptied the garbage.~ oh, me! This sentence
is really about me emptying the garbage ( or actually about
me not empty:l_ng the garbage). Vhy can't she come straight
out and say sol This constant sly nagging really gets my
goat: I'1ll tell her.

( Kress and Hodge., p 16)

And, furthermore, this transformation is a deliberate ploy used by the
wife to attempt to manipulate her husband.
It 1s equally clear that her transformation of the linguistic
forlserved very specific and, as she felt, very necessary
purposes.
( ivid p17)
While this example may be a trivial one, it displays most clearly
what we think is the fundamental mistake that 'critical linguistics' is
predicated on. As students of language use, linguists have, of late, been
primarily interested in two things; (a) how well formed sentences are put
together in arrays or strings: (b) how such sentences acquire meaning. The
first is the concern of syntax; the second of semantiosfb The descriptive
and explanatory strategy that has been used in both of these areas has tended
to be based on two components. First there is the setting out of a hierarchy

oL
of forms of sentence. Some are considered primitive orLbasic th others.
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Thus the active mood is basic for the passive and the subjunctive, Second ,

there is the provision of mechanisms by which the transfiormations of

the basic into the less basic forms can be traced out. For syntax this

Mewnuy W
has taken the form of transformational grammars; for semantic%zghefe eve
L& 1“(8&&«&
been J_T:'nv;'Lrj,f.:r_'LL;;'t‘r'a‘.;e;;itz:-: of deletion and substitution. Both Transformstional

Gouerahe
grammar and TransformationalLSemantics have achieved a great deal in

o : . :
linguistics and remain interesting areas to work ine. The attraction of both
is that they provide general and systematic proccdures for deriving what
appear as complex patterns from simple components. The complexity is

Mewe wie clievited T Bocitlogy Jfereus, vwat cetlect
dealt with as structured simplicityoLrThe explanatory strategy just identified

+as—the—eheracter 0l The—o =i reference—to—the—seetotony~of
sedence a rationalising device, And as a rationalising ik device it has
clear investigative potential. It provides a way of reconstructing in

w thrt cate
an idealised waﬁifor linguistic purposes of classification and grammatical
relation)the myriad types of utterances that constitute language use, The
one thing that such a reconstruction manifestly is not is a psychology of
any sort, although it could be tied to a psychology of a particular kind,
It does not claim to represent the thought processes of individuals. It

. . inguistic FyClh glica 3
is descriptive of the%ﬁ?&gﬁpé%bnces not thgﬁﬁiﬁg%§wﬁﬁﬁﬁce Without

any argument or Jjustification, Hodge and Kress take over the linguistic
rationalisation strategy and use it as a psychological performance device,
This is the order in which the thoughts occured. Now, of course, they could
always claim that we are being over hard here, that the illustration is
simply an illustration of what could be done. And it is precisely that

we wish to take issue withe. It is the supposition that linguistic analytic

procedures can be imported into social psychology without any real difficulty
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n
and without any justification which we would dispute, In our discussion of
the sociology of science, it will be remembered, we found soclologists of
knowledge apparently willing to treat sociological findings as relevant

ind sociological conclusions being drawn
Sleow josk kv wrnegheaded we thul it /1 we will e
from linguistic anddytic procedmruﬁ.i_ Lob—up—aow-theve—n leok—at—thas

levk at & a..’;?mmk thz - MF}-.?L“ dqf.,(“.(‘
ad;] waraent] Wi zarre melbhodolosy

Ve 4t kevced 4—a&ud7lﬂ.

to philosophical disputes. Now we [
o

X

The analytic framework which underpins teritical linguisties' is

set out as follows in Language and Control.

1. Forms of social organisation influence linguistic structure
and lingustic usage.

2. This influence operates in a deterministic fashion: social
structure x demands linguistic variety a.

3. The process amy be unconscious or, if a speaker does know
what is going on, he or she is under great pressure not
to resist it.

Lo Social structure bears on all parts of language, not merely those
parts that are 'asbout' personal and group relationships
such as personal pronound or the labels for classes and roles.

5. Different forms of .language should not be regarded as
cognitively equivalent. They are not ‘'‘merely stylistic' in
effect, but affect the potential expression of concepts, and thus
the availability of concepts, too.

6. Prominent among tie social structures which influence linguistic
structures is inequality of power.

7. Langauge not only encodes power differences but is also
instrumental in enforcing them.

( 1979: 1945 )
The same ideas are somewhat more condensed in the Preface to Language

and. Ideology, but nonetheless the continuity is observable, Here the
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basic propositions are:
1, Langusge embodies specific theories of reality;
2., Variation in discourse, and hence theories of reality, are
correlated with secial structural differences;
3. Language is both part and product of social process. It constitutes

meanings and hence determines social structure.

Whatever else one might want to say about these two lists of
propositions, there is one thing to be said for them. They are crisp and
clear. ‘%hat they add up to is a theory of co~determination. Social
structure ( in this instance, class) determines discourse which in
tern determines theories of reality which in turn determine social
structure. Language, class structures and theories of reality are

mutually self-reproducings. In Langeage and Control, Fowler et al

define the connections between language, social structure and theory of

reality ( ideology, in their terms) as causal links. One of the things

wie shall have to be on the look out for, then, is precisely what sense

can be given to this notion .of causality. Is it causality in the

classic sense? Or is it merely a general designation which could be
translated by 'has the consequence of'? It will be remembered that, on
inspection, the causal analysis of the sociology of science turned out to be
functional description under another name. Causal analysis in 'critical

linguistics' may well turn out to be the same thing.

For brevity's sake, we will concentrate for fie moment on the second
set of propositions. As we say, they are summaries and condensations of

the first. Proposition 1 proposes that languages embody specific theories
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of reality, a position that 1s often refered to as the Sapir-‘horf hypothesise
Mﬂlether or not 'critical linguistics' actually adoptsthe positions set

out by Whoff and Sapir is a matter to which we will return. Despite its
assertive character, proposition 1 really functions as a methodological

dictum for the sociologist, It says 'Treat languages as embodying theories
abwh low ‘tl’u'«;! arre

of reality's If it is to be taken as a proposition be-b—eewsd 6 then it
3 broj

Fully weell with
it is outside the realm of sociology)andLin that of metaphysics. As many
commentators have ocointed out, it was precisely becuzuse it was a metaphysical
proposition that the assertion was both attractive and generative for Vhorf.
The important upshot of this, as we already have pointed out, is that
methodological dicta are not to be assessed for their truth status. They
do not state things about the world, but provide ways of bringing the
world mnder investigable scrutiny. If you suppose that languages embody
theories of reality, you can generate investigations of just how those
theories might be displayed and supvorted. HMost of what we want to say about
critical linguistics can be traced, in the end, to what we think is their
confusion of methodological dicta with scientifically proven assertions
or propositions,.
éroposition.2 is an empirical generalisation. Such generalisations can be
inductive or axlomatic. An inductive generslisation would be the outcome of
accumulated studies which did not presume a priori that there is s structure
to language use and a structure to social life nor that if there are such
structures whether they are correlated or not. If the generglisation
is axiomatic, it is not a finding at all but s product of the premisses

Whithh Wose been
and methodological presuppositionslwe bewe- adopted, A second thing to look
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for then,is some clarification of the status of the generalisation about
the correlation of discourse ( notice not language but types of language)
and social structure. If,in the end, gll it turns out to be is a
working hypothesis, there is no disgrace in that. As a working hypothesis
it can act as a simpljfying procedure and so have a pay-off in the

kinds and power of the investigations it allows.

Proposition 3 is, by any standards, a sociological truism. It is not
ous venim 9y Te
a finding of any sort but the central tenet othﬂe sociology of knowledge in

another guise,

\/’ leassts

Thﬂtﬂﬂ%,'Hmmﬂh?CLS@Wnﬂlimﬂﬂﬂms}Eﬁ;hm@iM;

this schematic
outlinéL As we move through the detail of the arguments and cases, we will
try to resolve the problems and see how far clarification of the

obscurities is forthcoming. Before we do that, though, it might be as well

)
to try to get a general view of the overall shape of the enterprbse as a

going concernimg. What is it aiming to do and how does it try to do it?

Early on in Language and Ideology we are told "The grammar of a

language is its theory of reality".(p 7). A grammar is a canon of rules

descriptive of the linguistic practices of competent speakers. Using it,

} . qeuarate . .
analysts could fewetse recognisably correct sentences mn a language. Thad

A-grammar provides.the rules for ¥ the combination of words and phrases

into sentences, and the stringing together of sentences into utterances.

what

A grammar, then, is an idealised deplction of linguiitic practices. R A
h“uuuf,ﬂ

theory of reality is,s thoroughly unclear, paiaw. One sense that could

L

be made of it, and, we think the one that Fowler et al intend, is that

such a theory represents how objects and states of affairs in the world
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relate to one another as a wholee A theory of reality is a holistic theory.
In the first part of this paper, we encountered this idea and called it
a metaphysical‘ﬂuﬁﬁ. Theories of reality are metaphysical theories.
The proposithon that the grammar of a language is its theory of reality,
is,in fact suggesting that thete is at least a parallel if not an
identity between the grammatical possibilities for combination and classifi-
cation of words and the ontological possibilities for combination and
classification of things. Given that we know that grammars vary & between
languages, we can say =e&t, thereforejtg;tologies will vary between languages’,
a thesis that is known as "linguistic relativism".

A first glance. linguistic relativism appears to be saying something like
this. On the one hand there is the way that, in fact, the world is. On
the other hand, there are the ways that we perceive the world. Because we

cannot perceive the world in theory-neutral terms, we will always employ

classifications and categories which are theoretically derived, s=d

Hence those_theerios—are—ecuhodied in our language. Because of this, there
can be no independent of theory[@eané]ﬁg'measuring the fit between one

set of classifications and reality itselfs, Being unable to settle which
thc&gz in fact, captures the way reality really is, we have to live with
metaphysical pluralisme. This is extended into an incommesurability thesis
by the suggestion that when we come into contact with languages which
appear, from their grammars, to have metaphysics wholly at odds with our

own we cannot simply dismiss them as mistaken. We have no way of determining

outside of language what is correct or incorrect.

We can raise and then put on one side, two of the more usual objections
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to linguistic relativisme The first of these simply remarks on the
pointlessness of talking sbout the world as independent of our modes of
thinking and expression if we can never grasp the world except through
these modes. The world is the world mediated by thought and language.
This objection mounts what we might call the attack from the left, since it
aims to take the relativism of linguistic relativism ani radicalise it into
thoroughgoing sceptieuisme The point about such a position is that it is
both consistent and not subject to refutation. It does not allow the
objector a toe-hold from whence an objection can be mounted. The second
objection asks whether there are any serious grounds for supposing that
gramnars or languages as entities state theories at all., What could be
used as evidence that they do? This objection asks, then, not about the
differences in grammar between, say, Apache and English and the correlation
of these differences with metaphysical differences. Rather it asks what
resson we might have for supposing that English or Apache have theories
of reality embedded in them. We will return to this important objection
later on.

Linguistic relativism is used, then, to give us metaphysical variance
between languages. The next question to ask is whether such variance
is organised in any way. It is here that the sociological generalisation
finds its place.

"Languages..involves systematic distortion in the
service of class interests.

(Language and Ideology. p 6)
The theory of reality locked up in any langovpds is a class determined

theory and functions on behalf of the rich md the powerful. Because
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language use involves the continual re-affirmation of this class determined
theory, language use solidifies and reproduces the social relationships
which underpin the class relationships which generate it.
ﬂa_h~d1dr’earﬁlc L

A first objection to this suggeétion might be alongﬁ?hat called
e Caties.the rationalist critique(;fIt appears to be self—refuting).
Ifiy between languages, we have to accept metaphysical variance and
hence theoretical indeterminacy, why do we have to accept that this
theoretical account of the relationship between language and social
sctructure is not similarly undetermined? Fowled, Hodge et al cannot
have it both ways. They cannot say that there is no way of telling whether
the Hopi or ourselves are right about physical states of af%}rs, but we are
right about social states of affairse For that is to undergird relativism

with a sociological absolutism which makes it self-refuting.

{le will proceed as if there is mome point to the suggestion that
the theories of reality embodies in particular grammars are class determined
and that this is not simply an idle allegation. What grounds might be
offered in support of it? One way, as we hinted earlier, would be through
the empirical investigation of actual cases of language use which found
first that they were structured,and second that they were class
structurede In such a strategy, the class determination of language
would be a finding, an outcome, a discoverye If, on the other hand,
we are asked to accept the class determination of language use and
hence of theories of epeality as a departure point, then the point of
this pre-suppos&tépn would need to be demonstrated in the power of the

Fr 0o AP ot
analyse® it allowed |of particular instance%} These cases will not
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count as proofs in any sense but as exercises in foremsics. A great deal
turns, then, on just what Fowler et al claim that their analyses

show and what they can be sald to have achieved. For, even if we are
convinced of the power, fruitfulness and insight offered by this

approach, we will have no alternative to rejecting its major claims-if

Satd
if i feFt by its authors to be offering some kind of test of the

hypothesis that language use, theories of reality and thought are

class determined and we come to the conclusion that all they have shown
= la Avl ax eveut,

is that it is possible to analyse language in that wayo 4 Bven if we

. could wdtr
admirel what they do, we cesmet save them from the manifest Raksiinoofxkes

falsehood of the claims they might make about their work. “here are,
v
them, two ways to arrive at an estimation of critical linguistics. ©Omne is

~

through the consideration of the general framework adopted. The other

is by looking closely at the analyses which are offered. Ve will do both.

The framework which locates and legitimates the claims being made
ay

is a mode of analysis designatedk'Orwellian Linguistics' in Langauge and

Counhsl, w
TFoeedemy, This is a direct reference to the description in Orwell's 1984

AL \d’ "‘

of the way in which language used as an instrument of political control.

W Orwell depicts(ln the novei) a state in which the government has a monopology

of communication media. The mechanism by which mass communication is

channelled is a Ministry of Truth which, by disseminating an endless stream
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of 'agitprop', information about the state, foreign affairs, current
events and so on, ensures that public opinion always matches the pragmatic
requirements of the government at any time. The most effeftive means at
the ilinistry of Truth's disposal to manipulate the populace in this way is the
invention of a novel language for communication known as 'Newspeak'. This
form of communication shortens and delets the subtleties and variations

MToeley ereahisy nestograms svek as Muihwe fo

to be found in 'Oldspeak' (ie convéntional English E Phus the Ministry of

o 7 bt e 'ex .
iy 'ﬁﬁ*ﬂm”wéqLunsatlsfactory“,hac_u&s

Truth &

o D S
Pty

('doubleplusungood! This deletion and substitution channels the ways that

people think and hence restricts their possibilities for action. The
point of Orwell's novel is, of course, that in a fictional setting it is
possible to take elements which can be discerned in the non~-fictional world
of our daily lives and stretch them so that they take on terrgfying
proportions, The overt political message of the book, as everyone knows,

is that the seeds of totalitarian dictatorships are to be found in the

willingness of ordinary people to suffer ome # restrictions,

limitations and loss of rights. The whole point of 1984 is to be found in
the scale of the difference between Oceania and our oyn society. What

whit kukthe gaue fruue
Orwell does is magnify the differences but indicateythat they are only
differences in scale. In proposing that they seek an Orwellian Linguistics,
Fowler et al ellide the distinction between the fictional state in 1984 and

our own society. They can see no differences between themj or at least, none

that matterse.

Wthat Orwellian Linguistics is éaying, then, is that by shifting from

Oldspeak to Newspesk Oceania's government were able to fix a different
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theories of reality for the population. 12@&, then, displays a specles

of linguistic relativisme Unfortunately, as John Cook points out in

his paper on Whorf?ﬂOrwell cannot be counted as an eXFonent of linguistic
relativisn as horf envisaged it. 1In 198k, it is the vocabulapy which

1imits and distorts reality. Whorf associates relativism with grammatical
differenceo More importantly, linguistic relativism refers to what might be
thought of as the ghape of what we can think, our cognitive map sO to speak,
and not to what we actually think about. Thus it is to the possibility of
discerning causal relations or states of af;ﬁrs that Vhorf is pointing)not to
the Facts that some things might stand in causal relations to others and some
might not. Orwell wants to talk sbout what can be seen as related to whate

The third and the vital point is that Newspeak is the product of a deliberate
policy, enscted by those who whsh to dominate the proles. It is a policy which,
in the book at least, has not been successful. Winston $mith and his friends do

Newwipeuk

not all speak * &le There can be no sense to the suggestion that the

shaping of our forms of thought can be a deliberate policy because such a propos-—

—ition would have to include under its rubric those who were doing the shapinge
M{EEF;;;;;I:AS a matter of contingent facE> be the case that some linguistic

features operated in the interests of a particular segment of the language

community which used them., Although quite how this might be so is more than a

1little opaques However, this could not be considered to be a candidate

instance of ideological domination because the group doing the dominating

would be equally dominated. This, is of course, the self refuting argument

once againe

Even if Orwellian Linguistics does ot owe any ancestry to Orwell, and
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simply that Government would like to control a great deal more than @fficial
Secrets. Whatever one might think of that desire, it is not itself based
upon a contradiction. Turthermore, as most of us are perfectly well aware
that politics 1s a shabby and mendacious business at times, it does not
surprise us in the least that politicians should want to broaden the range

of material over which they can exercilse political controle T;; supposﬂﬁthat
Rees is engaged in doublethink $gbo-misse the point of Rees' announcement and
e arousef the suspicion that Fowler and the rest are determined to find

the manipulative operation of crude class politics everywhere ,1no matter what

appearances might be 1ike.tnn¢he~een$cary;

Of course, what is upsetting Fowler et al is the insincerity of people
like Merlyn Rees. They must know, one can almost hemr them say, that when
they make such announcements they are fudging, misrepresenting and distorting
now things are. Or, perhaps they don't.Perhaps it never occurs to them to
see that they ate engaged in doublethink, because doublethink is beneath
the level of consciousnessSs Tt is built into the mode of discourse which is
used. TFowler at al will not be satisfied with the answer that lMerlyn Rees is
s politician and politiclans are primarily interested in pragmatic politics, in
obtaining and naintaining power for as long as possible. That is not &
sufficiently deep explanation. Doublethink is built into the languages Let
us look.at another sphere of 1ife and see if we can get a firmer grip on what

- wi pows b
might be meant by considering thet oase‘jﬁbst of us have, at one time or
another, had dealings with estate agents and estate agents' advertisments for

houseds. We know, oOr have found out by experience, that the phrase 'ideal

for he first time buyer' actually means tig in the worst category of dwelling
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between social aotivities and language are tricky to conceptualise and one

simplistic model of unilateral determination 1is pAmply t® naive to

contemplate. All it can lead to is a persistent determination to find
someone responsible, someone to biame, someone manipulating, not metter what
the evidence to the contrary might be, and to the error of supposing that
the politicisation of language refers to languagé itself and not to what

can be sald in a languagee

What critical or 1Orwellian’ linguistics has done is to pull upon the

the centﬁﬁiece of generative semantics and generative grammar as an
T vt thnt

explanatory mechanisme. W2t generative grammar and generative sematics
utilise is the transformational aspects of deep and surface structures. The
surface structures - the actual sentences and their grammatical or semantic
forms — are localised and contextually formed versions of unified deep
structures.. They express deep strucural ~elationships - the form of the
thought; the universal grammale The deep structure is context independent,
invariant across occasion; the surface structure is context dependent and
hence varies according to occasione Beneath the apparent heterogenelity
and variability of languege use is %o be found orderlinesse g In place of

n evdas
pure linguistic ARAXFEXE phenomenalfo generate this order critical

'y

linguistics puts social structureq]pathea—#haﬁ—lénguéeiin SEREe e S o Because

of the social determination in the transformation of deep structure to surface
structure, utterances can have entirely differents illocutionary force to

s
that which might be supposed from an analysis of grammar alone, Requests

can become orders; questions can be turned into demands. Because the form

of the determination is socio-political ( ie class in its vaguest sense)
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Once the picture of language use comprised of the co-presence of

two alternative codes or modes of discourse is in place, and once the
relative availablility of these modes of discourse has been stipulated as
class determined, it is an easy task to show how the restricted code is
a degenerate version of th. elaborated code, and hence how authority
relations are interposed through its use. The working out of the
transformational relationships between restricted codes and elaborated
codes follows the same pattern as that for the case of the garbage
which we discussed earlier. The illocutionary force of the utterance
is gained through the analysis of the transformations which the hearer

makes.

The condensations and deletions achieve unremarked political domination.
The logic of tramsformation is the logiGZ%ower relations. As it stands Xk
this looks buth puzzling and absurd. Analysis of the regulations of

a swimming club and the university exam regulations is designed to show
that it is not.

The regulation that is examined enjoins papents to 'take particular
care with untrained children.! This is an element of a sentence which
runs 'Plesse respect the facilities and equipment, and take particular
care with untrained children'. This is transformed in the analysis
into 'I order you that you will take particular care with untrained
children'. This despite the fact that the grammatical structure of

the sentence makes the analysis ' I request you please to mn e’ HIS
equally as plausible. On the basis of this dubious piece of resoning

we are asked to accept

3 Spth O evauple. Umiiglt lee cs et &
i af rowe laﬂkumdh;Z
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The addressee sup.lies the deleted elements from his knowledge

of the non-linguistic context in which the speech act oscurs,.
This linguistic dependence makes the situation itself

remarkably salient or palpable. In effect, the commander forces
the commanded to take direct cognigzance of those aspects of

the social context which make the speech act valid.~ specifical.y
the commander declines to state that he has authority over

the commanded (statements breed counter-statements and thus
facilitate insubordination) but forces the addressee to
acknowledge the power for himself.

( Language and Control. p 30)

As with the Merlyn Rees example, what is at issue here for Fowler
et al is the apparent insincerity nd duplicity of those in authority and
hence the percolation of all our interactions with power relations. This
loss of sincerity, they say, is epitomised by the famous who are willing to
lend their names and fRamw faces for the promotion of particular goods. They
only do it for the money. They do not really enjoy, like or value the products.
They are being paid to say that they do. rJ"his, say Fowler et al, is hypocritical
speech - a classic instance of 'bad faith'. But such a view could only be
held by someone who held his fellow tyv,watchers in low esteem., Does he think
that we are duped by this form of advertising? If people buy goods in response
to adverts it is because they want to, not because they are morons believing
wholeheartedly everything that is put in front of them. But then anything is
possible from a collection of people who claim to find in the framing of a set of
swimning club regulations an 'embarrasei' copying of the 'dehumanised' form
of speech adopted by university regulations! They must think the rest of

us are morens if they expect k® us to swallow that!

For us, this style of analysis raises three closely related sets of
issues., The first is the mode of inference which is used. The second
concerns the complete insensitivity displayed to the phenomena under study.
The third is the unilateral form of the relationships discussed. Although

these are closely related, it would be as well to separate them for the moment.
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None. Instead we are expected to accept this stipulation as the outcome
of previous arguments. Unfortunately, as we have already seen, these
arguments are less than compelling and hence the stipulation given above is
thoroughly unsecure,
(ii) From the suggestion that there is a close association between language
and thought, we are nudged towards an operationally defined identity.
Speaking aloud in a spontaneous manner is thus the closest
that we can come to the core of thought and to the process
of thinking.
Again no evidence is offered for the picture of thought that is being used
here nor for the parallel between the process model of language and the
process model of thoughtu"&
(i1i) On the basis of this identity, we are moved towards a behaviourism

in which

the process of articulatin of language represents the
the process of thinking.

But this behaviourism is not underpinned by a set of operational definitions
of psychological concepts, nor by a strict 'naturalistic' method. It is

a methodological convenience, The authors want to write about thought and

. . . .SEOken
ideology, but all they have as data is a collection of materia stonLlanguageo
As a result they legislate that ordinary speech is the best representation we

can have of thought,

Of course, no one would want to dehy that there are deep and complex relationships
between our use of language, the activities we engage in and our social lives.

It is because these issues are so deep and complex that sociology,

psychology and philosophy have had such difficulty disentangling them. The

depth and complexity immediately warns us to be on our guard against simplistic
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versions which are designed only to eradicate all of the serious difficultiese.

Saying that language trepresents’ language solves nothing unless it is also

quite clear just what 1s repesents it as, in what form and how fare. What

sre limitations upon the linguistic representation of thought? What are the

conventions which 1% follows? No discussion of what it means to say that

the process of speaking reprsents the Eprocess of thinking is fortheoming

other than the quite bald statement that the hesitations, reformulations,

and mistakes common in ordiabry speech are 211 indicative of the "undisguised

processes of thinking". Because they are undisguised in this way, their

presence can be used to measure in some unspecified way, the security and

reassurance that individuals derive from their social environmente

(iv) The fourth and final step is taken when this tenuous connection and its

unspecified nature are used to make the move from speech to me@%}l attitudess
Thus spontaneous speech expresses meanings about speakers'
perception of social context over and above other meanings
carried.

Thus are we carried from the structure of language to the structure of

thought, and from thence to the structure of social relationse

A first point to make is, of course, that it would be silly to deny that
we do not come to conclusions about people‘s men%}l attitudes on the basis
of what they say ( among other things). But when we ordinarily do find
people being evasive, truculent, apologetic, embarassed or frightened, we do

so as a result of the presupposition of shared cultural exverience. We

come to these conclusions because we know what people are like, and why they
often say the things they do. We take it that what people are like and why they

say the things they do jare the objects  of investigation in an enterpr&se
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such as the scientific study of language. Consequently we cannot suppose, in
and
adgance, that we know how people thinkp the attitudes they take simply from
Tha&ﬂ, ] ] X
what they say- : we can do that exercise is something to be shown. The
one thing the investigater cannot bui:id in to his research methodology as an
unquestioned resource, therefore, is the common set of cultural experiences which
Now e be frickiet
as an ordinary member of his society he shares with athews, He has to 'bracket'
that experience off, so to speak, and introduce it only after careful

consideration of what is being introduced and what for, and then one step and

one item at a time,

We can take it that the real object of attention is not the structure
of the relationships which might obtained between language and social
activities, but what Fowler et al take to be the same thing, the redationships
been activities, social relations and thought. They only pay attention to
language because they have to., It is the data they have obtained and the process
of thinking, they imply, is not directly observable. Language, then, is an
investigative conwenience. It offers, to use a figure of Ryle's, the key to

o wilhaa -

unlock the closet of the mind and peer in atthought processesk This
behaviourism is an example of what Laudan calls inference by means of the clock
analogy.“qFrom the observable features on the surface, the hands, we can infer
the non;observable mechanisms which move the hands, the clockwork. By means
of the picture of clockwork, we can envisage the wheels, levers, springs and
balances that enable the hands to move in the way that they do. However,

argument by use of analogy like that of the clock can only be zkkmx possible

if we have already gained a familiarity with things like clockwork or

closely related mechanisms and phenomena. If we have never taken a clock apart



