PREFACE

University, during which we were both involved, with many other
friends, in attempts to combat certain repressive results of the existing
power structure. The shared political sympathies engendered by
these conflicts have been important to us, and we attach political, as
well as intellectual significance to this book. For coherent political
thought and activity depend partly on adequate analysis of the social
structures within which these take place, an analysis which in turn
rests upon a proper conception of the nature of socia! theory.

The book is, therefore, very much the joint product of personal,
intellectual and political cooperation. However, each of us has been
principally responsible for individual chapters: Russell Keat for
part 1, and chapters 7 and 9 in part 3; John Urry for part 2, and
chapter 8§ in part 3. A number of stylistic differences remain between
these two groups of chapters, which we thought it unnecessary to
eliminate. We would not have been able to write this book without
the friendship, help and advice of many people. We are grateful to
our former teachers; and we hope that those who have taken our
courses here will recognize the important contributions they have
made to our thinking. We are especially grateful to our friends living
in and around Lancaster. In particular, we would like to thank the
following for reading and commenting on one or more chapters:
Nick Abercrombie, Steve Ackroyd, Ken Baublys, Michael Ham-
mond, Suzette Heald, Mike Howard, John King, David Miller,
Linda Nicholson, and Geoff Smith. And we are grateful to the people
who have typed the drafts of various chapters: Carole Corless, Carol
Fell, Wendy Graham, Margaret Gudgin, Barbara Hayes, Julie
Huddleston, Margaret Nolan, Wilga Urry, and Brenda Wright.

Russell Keat would like to thank the academic and assistant staff
in the Department of Philosophy at Lancaster for their help, and for
enabling him to spend the 1973/4 academic year on leave to write the
book.

John Urry is grateful for being an early member of the Department
of Sociology at Lancaster, and for the successful demonstration of
the possibilities of democratizing university departments.

Preface to the second edition

In this second edition of Social Theory as Science we have left the
main body of the text unchanged. We have, however, removed the
bri.e_f and somewhat anodyne Postscript which appeared in the 1975
edition, and replaced it with one much longer and hopefully more

. substantial than the original. In it we comment on a number of

issues raised in recent debates within the philosophy of both
natural and social sciences, particularly the various ways in which

. the concept of theoretical realism has been developed by several

writers. We also try to clarify some of the possible mis-
undprstandings that have arisen with regard to our argument in
Social ;"heory as Science; to indicate certain problems and
difficulties we now recognize in it; and to expand on some of the
themes that were insufficiently explored there.

L{)okmg back at the Preface to the 1975 edition, we are
particularly struck by what seems a rather naive view of the
.dlre.:ctnes.s and significance of the links between philosophy of
SOCla! science, substantive social theory, and effective political
practice. Without wishing to deny the existence of some such
connections, that view appears now to express a kind of optimism
which, whilst typical of the mood generated by the radical politics
of the late 1960s and early 1970s, has not survived the changed
political and economic developments of the late 1970s,

_Qur thanks to Ivy Thexton for typing the new material for this
edition,

Russell Keat
John Urry
Lancaster

January 1981
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Postscript to the second edition
(1981)*

1 Introduction: a realist naturalism?

The central question for the philosophy of social science has been
(to borrow the title of Bhaskar’s recent book) ‘the possibility of
naturalism’, taking ‘naturalism’ to mean, roughly, the claim that
social theory can be ‘scientific’ in the manner of the natural
sciences. Clearly, if this question is to be coherently addressed and
resolved, it must be comsidered on the basis of some specific
conception of the kind of knowledge or inquiry involved in those
sciences. And the most obvious feature of both the contemporary
literature in the philosophy of science, and the history of science
and epistemology, is the existence of a multitude of competing
accounts of scientific knowledge.

With these considerations as its starting-point, the overall
argument that we advanced in Social Theory as Science (STS) was
this. In previous debates about naturalism, most of the arguments
both ‘for’ and ‘against’ had shared a particular assumption: that
positivism was the correct account of the natural sciences. But
suppose instead that some non-positivist account of them was
preferable? Then it might turn ount that many of these arguments
about naturalism are ill-founded, with their common assumption
now removed. More specifically, it might be that naturalism is
defensible, provided that the natural sciences are understood non-
positivistically: that is, that anti-naturalist arguments become
inapplicable when directed against a preferable alternative to the
positivist conception of the natural sciences. In STS, we argued
that there was such an alternative, which we called ‘realism’; and
we proceeded to defend the possibility of a realist naturalism.

For reasons that will be indicated shortly, we think now that it
would be better to call this account of scicnce ‘theoretical realism’
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(TR). But first it should be noted that, within a few years of its
publication in 1975, it became clear that STS was by no means
alone in its advocacy of this kind of position; and that together with
these other works, the position was coming to have some
significant influence in theoretical debates within the social
sciences — for example, in geography,® politics,” organizational
studies,’ sociology,” Marxism,® and discussions of critical theory.’
Along with STY, accounts of scientific knowledge which advocated
some form of TR included Bhaskar’s A Realist Theory of Science,
Harré and Madden’s Causal Powers, and Fisk's Nature and
Necessity;,” and the naturalist adoption of this standpoint in the
social sciences was also proposed in Benton's Philosophical
Foundations of the Three Sociologies, Bhaskar’s The Possibility of
Naturalism, and Harré’s Social Being.” For many of these works,
including STS, Harré’s earlier development of a realist philosophy
of science, for instance in The Principles of Scientific Thinking had
proved to be seminal " And by 1980, the apparent development of
a distinctive tendency or ‘school” within the philosophy of the social
sciences was marked by Jary's critical paper on ‘“The New Realism’,
given at the annual conference of the British Sociological
Association.™

It seems, then, an appropriate time at which to reflect upon this
‘new realism’; to consider just how distinctive a position it is, and
its adequacy as an account of both the natural and social sciences.
In general, we are somewhat less confident about these issues than
when we wrote $TS; and we will indicate some of the difficulties
and doubts that have become clear to us since then.” But, more
positively, we will also suggest some directions in which TR in the
social sciences might be further developed. Moreover, none of the
problems we discuss would seem to undermine the starting-point of
STS, that the question of naturalism should not be discussed on the
basis of positivism as the unproblematically correct view of natural
science; and this, though obviously a minimal claim, had been
ignored in many of the carlier debates about naturalism. Nor are
we inclined to reject another of the basic assumptions of ST, that
there is a legitimate place within epistemology and the philosophy
of science for the attempt to specify general criteria for the
assessment of the substantive claims made by particular theories
within the various sciences. That is, we think it still essential to
distinguish between epistemological questions about, for example,
what it is that makes a form of inquiry ‘scientific’, and the
determination of the truth or falsity of specific theoretical
propositions made within a scientific inquiry. We remain opposed,
therefore, to those views which have the intended or unintended
consequence of collapsing this distinction, by claiming for instance

229



POSTSCRIFT TO THE SECOND EDITION {1981)

that all criteria for the assessment of substantive theories (such as
Marxism, or psychoanalysis) are necessarily theory/discourse/
problematic/paradigm-relative, or that one can somehow
determine what form of ‘scientificity’ characterizes a certain body
of theoretical work by reference to the supposed truth of its
particular claims."”

We begin this re-examination of TR by considering its adequacy
with respect to the natural sciences.

2 Theoretical realism and natural science

In STS we introduced TR as one of three competing conceptions of
science, the others being positivism and (various forms of)
conventionalism. We did not claim that this c¢lassification was
exhaustive,” and noted, for example, the existence of both
rationalist and instrumentalist views as well, including a bref
discussion of the latter. We did, however, imply that this was a
significant and helpful classification, with respect both to issues
within the philosophy of science, and to the possibility of a non-
positivist naturalism in the social sciences. But we now suspect that
this classification is in some respects unhelpful, in that it may
misrepresent the distinctiveness of positivism and TR, and may
also conceal certain problems that are common to them. A useful
way of approaching some of these issues is to consider the
distinctions between positivism and TR in relation to two concepts
that have been central to much traditional philosophy of science,
namely ‘realism’ and ‘empiricism’. We will suggest that at least
some forms of positivism could reasonably be seen as, like TR,
‘realist’; and that, in at least one sense of ‘empiricism’, it could be
argued that TR, like positivism, is empiricist.

The concept of realism in the philosophy of science is typical,
defined in a way that implies a contrast with two others, idealism
and instrumentalism. According to this definition, the realist view
of science is one which maintains that scientific knowledge is
‘about’ a realm of objects whose existence and characteristics are
distinct from, and independent of, the knowing subjects. To put
this in Bhaskar’s terms: there are, for the realist, intransitive
objects of scientific inquiry which are independent of the transitive
concepts of existing scientific practices.” For the realist, then,
scientific theories consist in sets of statements which are true or
false, and where this truth or falsity involves some kind of
correspondence with an external domain of objects. Thus realisnt is
opposed both to idealism, according to which the apparent
externality of the objects of scientific knowledge is illusory, and is
to be understood as a misleading objectification of the subject’s
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‘4nternal’ experiences, sensations, ideas, and suchlike; and also to
instrumentalism, according to which scientific theories are to be
understood not as true or false statements, but as devices, rules, or
instruments, for the making of useful predictions.

Now, in STS we characterized positivism as (amongst other
things) restricting the ontology of scientific theories to the realm of
the observable. But if this realm is thought of as composed of
external objects (as distinct from the experiences of the subject),
then positivism should be regarded as belonging to this category of
realism; and consistently with this, one can note that much
positivist philosophy of science has been concerned with how to
establish the truth or falsity of scientific statements, where some
realist conception of truth is assumed. Alternatively, of course, if
the realm of the observable is understood as consisting of items
such as ‘sensations’ (or logical constructions of these), then this
form of positivism must be seen instead as idealist, and not realist.
However, the relations between positivism and the other main
alternative to realism, instrumentalism, are more difficult to
determine. This is partly because it is often left unclear, by
advocates of instrumentalism, what precisely the predictions that
theoretical ‘devices’ enable one to make are about. In some cases,
it seems that they wish to regard even statements about observable
objects as instruments for predictions about sensations: so
mstrumentalisin becomes a form of idealism, and distinet from a
realist form of positivism. But in others, it seems that these
predictions are ‘about’ an external, observable world, and it is only
non-cbservational, ‘theoretical’ terms (or sentences containing
these) that are given this instrumental interpretation: so here
(realist) positivism and instrumentalism are more difficult to
distinguish.

It is partly for these reasons that we now prefer to call the
position defended in STS theoretical realism, rather than simply
realism; and this terminological change also draws attention to
something which positivism and TR may thus have in common, i.e.
some form of realism. What, then, distinguishes the two? In STS
we emphasized the following, and these we still maintain. First, TR
rejects the positivist limitation of scientific ontology to the
observable. As we suggested in 75, this limitation seems to result
from a mistaken attempt to limit the ontology of scientific theories
to those items that supposedly comprise their epistemic
foundation: the view that what theories are about must not go
beyond the observational basis by which one assesses their truth or
falsity. This is what Bhaskar aptly terms the ‘epistemic fallacy’."
Second, and closely related to the first, TR rejects the positivist
requirement of defining the theoretical vocabulary by rules linking
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it with observational terms; and likewise, the verificationist theory
of meaning normally providing the rationale for this requirement.
Third, TR denies the adequacy of positivist analyses of scientific
laws as statements of universal regularities, and the related
accounts of explanation as consisting in the derivation of
explanations-statements from statements of laws (understood as
regularities) and initial conditions. Fourth, in place of these
basically Humean views of explanation (and causation), TR
maintains that scientific theories explain observable phenomena by
describing the mechanisms and structures through which various,
often unobservable entities possess the ‘power’ to generate these
gceurrences.

This reference to the concept of ‘powers’, however, introduces
into the characterization of TR an element that was absent in our
formulations in STS. This absence was associated with a more
general failure to consider the significance of certain features of
positivism that have been examined in some of the works
mentioned earlier, especially Harré and Madden’s Causal Powers
and Bhaskar’s A Realist Theory of Science. Whereas in STS the
contrast between TR and positivism rested heavily on that between
the unobservable and the observable, these writers have rightly
emphasized the tendency of positivists to adopt an ontology of
events, and shown how an adequate replacement for the Humean
analysis of causation requires instead an ontology of (relatively
enduring} entitics and their infer-relationships, of the powers that
these possess, of the structures that give rise to these powers, and
so on. We will comment later on the significance of some of these
concepts, merely noting for the moment the need for the account of
TR in §T5 to be developed, or supplemented, in this way.

We turn now to the guestion of empiricism. In chapter 3 of STS,
on forms of conventionalism, we presented a number of difficulties
facing the positivist account of the empirical testing of scientific
theories: in particular, the problems of the apparent absence of
theory-neutral observations, and of the logically indeterminate
outcomes of supposedly falsifying experimental tests. Because
these were introduced explicitly as objections to positivism, it was
pethaps tempting to read them as if they did not also potentially
apply to TR: ane'if TR escaped them just because it was a position
distinct from positivism. Although this was not our intention, it is
certainly true that we made little if any attempt to show how TR
might deal with these difficulties. Later on, we will say more about
the place of ‘empirical research’ in a theoretically realist social
science; but now, we will make some comments about the concept
of empiricism, and about the sense in which TR can be regarded as,
like positivism, a form of empiricism, and therefore subject to
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some shared problems."

Discussion of this issue is bedevilled by the (often unnoticed)
diversity of definitions of ‘empiricism’. We can best begin by
proposing what might be termed a ‘minimal’ definition, consisting
of the following claims: that the truth or falsity of scientific thecries

cannot be established by a priori argument alone (thus the rejection

of traditional epistemological rationalism); that scientific theories
must be evaluated by reference to their consistency or
inconsistency with the perceptual information acquired by humans
through the operation of their sensory equipment; and that there is
therefore a central role in scientific inquiry for the testing of
theories in terms of their consequences for perceptually-
determinable states of affairs. And we suggest that, in this minimal
sense of the term, TR can properly be regarded as ‘empiricist’, as
can positivism.

However, it is essential to recognize that there are several
further claims, often and reasonably also termed ‘empiricist’,
which do not follow from this minimal definition, which have
frequently been endorsed by positivist philosophers of science, and
which we regard as mistaken. First, that scientific theories are only
about what can be known through perception, or about law-like
relationships that can be established inductively by first ‘observing’
and then ‘generalizing’ from these observations. This view requires
that all non-observational terms in a theory be defined by reference
to (sets of) observational statements; and it involves just that
ontological limitation upon scientific theories which TR rejects in
its opposition to positivism. Second, that perception itself can be
understood as a passive process in which individual, isolated
human beings ‘receive’ information through the stimulation of
their senses by external inputs. This we regard as, amongst other
defects, an account of the nature of human perception which can be
straightforwardly shown to be mistaken by psychological and
neurophysiological studies. Third, that it is possible to distinguish,
within scientific inquiry, between the unproblematic ‘data’, and the
problematic theoretical claims which are to be assessed by
reference to this, where the data consist,in unchallengeable
perceptual judgments. Fourth, that there is any specifiable set of
logical relationships between theories and perceptual statements
such that the truth, probable truth, or falsity of the former can be
definitely determined by their relationship to the latter.

Now it must be noted that, by saying that TR is in the minimal
sense empiricist, whilst also rejecting the additional ‘empiricist’
views just specified, there are definite problems for TR in giving an
adequate account of the nature and function of empirical research.
In particular, we need to say more about the third and fourth points
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above, which concern, respectively, the problems of the theory-
neutrality of observations, and of the rationality of theory-
evaluations. Without pretending to offer any solutions, we will
make a few comments on each.

First, it is clear that at any one time within a particular scientific
community, the set of beliefs that are regarded as well-established
and unproblematic do not consist exclusively, or even
predominantly, in what could be regarded as purely perceptual
judgments. That is, what are taken as ‘given’, as ‘facts’, will
typically involve beliefs which have varying degrees of ‘theoretical’
commitments built into them; and because of this, what is often
called ‘a theoretical critique of the facts’ is often an important
element in scientific debate.”® Further, once one recognizes that
human perception itself involves extraordinarily complex forms of
the internal processing of sensory inputs, in which past experience,
language, beliefs, expectations, and so on are involved, it is no
longer possible to regard perceptual judgments as solid and
unchanging foundations for scientific inquiry. In particular, it is
necessary to conceive of ‘observation’ as an activity not of isolated
individuals, but of groups of interacting individuals within specific
scientific communities. And it is therefore at least possible that the
perceptual judgments accepted within a particular scientific
community are partly determined by its shared theoretical and
conceptual commitments. However, whether this is so, and to what
extent, and in what forms, is not to be determined by a priori
philosophical argumentation, but only by specific scientific
investigations.

On the question of scientific rationality, the debates generated
by the work of Popper, Kuhn, Feyerabend and Lakatos seem to
have established some (admittedly rather minimal and negative)
conclusions.” First, there is the fact that, for most scientific
theories, it is impossible to derive determinate predictions without
the further assumption of a large number of additional, ‘auxiliary’
statements; and this makes any straightforward falsificationist rule
inoperable. Indeed, it might be argued that many conflicts between
competing scientific theories are hard to resolve just because it is
often difficult to determine precisely what are the testable
consequences of these theories. And certainly it is rarely if ever the
case that an accepted theory is fully consistent with alf the ‘facts’
that are thought to be relevant to it. Second, it appears that no
account of scientific rationality can be adequate that restricts the
concept of rationality to what can be conclusively established by
deductively valid forms of argument alone. In particular, whilst it
seems essential to accept some concept of the positive support that
is given to theories by the successful outcomes of empirical
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research,” it must also be accepted that such support is always and
necessarily non-conclusive. Nor does it seem plausible to believe
that any quantifiable measure of ‘degrees of confirmation’ can be
specified for evaluating scientific theories, Scientific argument is
typically hypothetical: it involves articulating theories which
(combined with various further assumptions that may themselves
be highly problematic) could explain things, and then attempting to
find further evidence that they acrually do so: but this is always
inconclusive, since it cannot rule out the possibility of alternative
theoretical explanations. However we do not think it follows from
these points that, in Feyerabend’s words, ‘anything goes’: to accept
limitations on what ‘reason’ can establish, does not imply that any
theory is as reasonable as any other.”!

Before leaving the discussion of TR’s adequacy as an account of
the natural sciences, there is one more issue we wish to raise, which
is indirectly related to the concepts of both realism and empiricism.
This is the role of ‘abstractions’ or ‘idealizations’ in scientific
theories, which was barely considered in STS. In general terms,
scientific concepts may be said to involve ‘abstraction’ when they
are defined in such a way that they do not and perhaps could not
directly refer to any actually existent items, since they have been
formulated so as to remove or ignore certain of their features, for
the purposes of theoretical simplification. For instance, the
concept of a perfectly frictionless surface may be used in
constructing scientific laws about the motion of bodies along
inclined planes; but because ‘in reality’ there are no such surfaces,
one cannot directly test such laws by experimenting, say, on
metallic balis rolling down wooden planes, without also taking
account of the particular frictional forces operating in these
circumstances.

In effect, of course, this point about the use of abstractions is
merely a special case of the more general point that, without a
number of auxiliary statements, determinate predictions are rarely
derivable from scientific theories. But it is important to note a
particular kind of abstraction that will often be involved where, in
accordance with TR, one is attempting to specify the powers of
various entities or systems of entities. For an entity may possess
powers whose actual exercise will be contingent upon a number of
variables which are not themselves analysed or analysable by the
particular theory concerned. That is, in determining and explaining
such powers, one may not thereby be in a position to predict the
specific manner in which these will be realized, since the
determinants of these occurrences are not included in the theory,
which has ‘abstracted’ from them. Thus entities may possess
powers which persist as unexercised or unfulfilled tendencies, and
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there may thus be a considerable ‘gap’ between theorizing these
powers and explaining particular phenomena.”

We will consider the significance of this for TR in the social
sciences later on. But there is a possible misunderstanding of what
has just been said that should be removed. The term ‘abstraction’ is
sometimes taken to refer to a process of concept-formation in
which theoretical concepts are constructed by ‘abstracting from’
the concrete, empirical ‘givens’. That is, it is associated with a
certain form of empiricism (which we have explicitly rejected
above), according to which science both “starts’ from the empirical,
and indeed ‘departs’ from it only to the extent of abstracting from,
or removing, various features of it in the construction of
‘theoretical’ concepts. Here, theoretical concepts are simply
abstract empirical concepts. But this is not what we mean in
emphasizing the place of abstraction in scientific theories. Rather,
abstract concepts may be formed both of those entities which are
presumed to possess (possibly unrealized) causal powers, and of
perceived empirical events.

3 Theoretical realism and social science

Judging by some of the responses to ST, it seems that we have
sometimes been taken to have made much stronger claims there
about the implications of TR for the social sciences than we had
intended, so we will begin by trying to clarify what claims we were
and were not making. In general, we were concerned to argue for
the possibility of a naturalist position in the social sciences based on
TR, and to show that certain anti-naturalist arguments applied only
to a positivist naturalism. We also tried to indicate the significance
of the distinctions between different conceptions of scientific
kno.“.fledge by suggesting how various influential theoretical
positions in the social sciences could be seen as exemplifying these
different views. In particular, for example, we provided an account
of Marxist theory intended to show how it seemed to display many
of the features one might ‘expect’ of a theoretical realist social
science.

However, it was certainly not our intention to claim that any
§ubstant1ve social theory could be justified merely by showing that
it conformed to TR, or indeed that Marxism was the only actual or
possible social theory that exemplified this conception of science.
As we said at the outset of this Postscript, we in no way regard the
defence or articulation of a specific philosophical account of
scientific knowledge as a substitute for, or an answer to,
substantive theoretical questions in either the natural or social
sciences. However, we did and would still maintain that many
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traditional objections to Marxist theory — both those which claim it
has been refuted, and those that maintain it is inherently non-
scientific — rest upon a mistakenly positivist conception of science,
and that these objections are at least partly removed when this is
replaced by TR. (Incidentally, we suggest that very similar
considerations apply to many kinds of criticism of psychoanalytic
theory.) Thus, for example, to regard Marxism as refuted by some
of its supposed predictions having been false (and indeed to ignore
some that have been realized}, is to fail to recognize the central aim
of any scientific theory, which is to provide descriptions of the
causal powers of various entities, and of the structures or
mechanisms by virtue of which these exist — descriptions which, as
we noted earlier, may typically not by themselves imply
determinate predictions. This is not, of course, to deny the
relevance of empirical research to Marxist, as to any other, social
theory; but its role must be understood in a non-positivist manner,
a point which will be elaborated later on.

Neither did we intend to claim that, by adopting TR in the social
sciences, one was thereby provided, as it were, with a ready-made
social ontology and a set of substantive theoretical propositions
about the social world. Certainly we would claim that any social
theory based upon a positivist conception of science will be
substantively inadequate, since it will misdirect and limit the scope
of theoretical and empirical work, and often in ways that have
distinctly ideological consequences. For although it is always a
difficult matter to determine precisely what conception of scientific
knowledge is actually operative in particular forms of scientific
activity (partly because this often differs from the accounts its
practitioners may themselves provide of what they are doing), such
conceptions clearly have some significant implications for the
character of scientific practice.

None the less, we are now aware that in STS there was a
tendency to make recurrent use of a number of (at best)
metaphorical phrases to characterize a theoretical realist social
scicnce, which were either misleading, or at least uninformative. In
particular, there was the strong tendency to employ the
phraseology of ‘underlying structure v. surface appearances’ to
specify both the proper task of social theory (namely, to explain the
latter by reference to the former), and the defects of a positivist
social theory (namely, that it remains at the level of the lattcr).
There are various objections to this practice. First, it is unclear how
anything is achieved in understanding the nature of the relationship
between certain structures and, say, the patterning of discrete
events they are intended to explain, by relying on the spatial
metaphor of ‘underlying’, as if the one were ‘below’ the other.*
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Second, the metaphor may suggest that, if only our theoretical
analysis is ‘deep’ enough, we will be able to discover the underlying
structure of any particular society, that explains everything else in
that society, including the ‘less’ deep structures. This view we
would wish to reject, and its assumption is a defect of some versions
of Marxist theory (that might in this sense be termed ‘essentialist’),
which fail to consider the inter-relationships between distinct, and
possibly equally ‘underlying’ structures in a given society. Further,
if particular events or sets of events are understood always as
merely the ‘surface appearances’ generated by ‘underlying
structures’, it becomes unclear how the former could ever come to
change the latter; and in $79, indeed, no account is provided of
how a theoretical realist social theory might conceptualize the
explanation of social change. Finally, it is important to notice that
there is a quite distinct use of the ‘surface appearance’ metaphor in
certain parts of Marxist theory, where it is claimed that these
‘appearances’ (for example, the wage form) involve misteading or
distorted forms of consciousness which conceal, and are in conflict
with, the actual character of the social relations they
(mis)represent. We do not deny that certain forms of society may
in some respects display this kind of relationship between
‘appearance’ and ‘reality’; but we do not regard the existence or
discovery of such relationships as in any way assumed or entailed
by the acceptance of TR in social theory.”

We will explore further some of the issues raised by these general
remarks about the nature and scope of TR’s implications for the
social sciences in the following section: in particular, the problem
of social ontology; the relations between TR and Marxism; and the
place of empirical research in TR. But first we will consider a major
epistemological question for TR in the social sciences, which is
closely related to our discussion of the ‘empiricist’ character of TR
in the previous section. This concerns the concept of hermeneutics,
of interpretive understanding. In STS we defended the view that
there is an epistemologically distinctive form of knowledge
mmvolved in the social sciences, the interpretation of meanings, of
which the understanding of language is at least a paradigmatic case.
We also argued that it was correct to regard intentional
explanations, in terms of an agent’s reasons, as causal, Now this
may have seemed paradoxical, since many of those who have
contrasted ‘interpretive understanding’, or verstehen, with causal
explanation, have taken intentional explanation as their central
case of this kind of non-causal understanding. But there is no
mconsistency here, on our part, since it is possible to defend the
‘reasoms as causes’ position, whilst maintaining that there is none
the less an important difference between providing causal
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explanations, and interpreting (social) meanings. In particular, an
agent’s beliefs and desires may be said to causally explain his or her
actions, whilst it is also the case that interpretive understanding is
involved in determining what the contents of those beliefs and
desires in fact are — for here one is necessarily concerned with
language.

However, what we did not sufficiently emphasize in $TS is the
extent to which this acceptance of the need for interpretive
understanding in the social sciences would seem to undermine the
possibility of a theoretical realist naturalism. For it is difficult to see
how the interpretation of meanings can be encompassed within an
epistemology that is empiricist in the sense specified for TR earlier
on. That is, it may not be possible to regard such interpretive
processes as in any way assimifable to the testing of theories by
their {even highly indirect) relations to perceptual information.
Consider, for example, what is involved in trying to determine the
predominant themes in a certain kind of nineteenth-century novel,
as part of a historical or sociological study of cultural changes; and
compare this with, say, the testing of some physiological theory
about the rate of transmission of nerve impulses in a frog’s leg,
using standard equipment such as an oscilloscope. Is it not obvious
that these two examples involve utterly disparate forms of
knowledge, and that the former unlike the latier, is in no way
‘empirical’? Nor is this apparent epistemological divide overcome
by noting, as we did (following Apel and Habermas), that the
practice of the natural sciences must itself involve interpretive
understanding: namely, in the communicative interactions
between members of the scientific community. For all this shows is
that, in acquiring knowledge in the natural sciences, a form of non-
empirical knowledge is also, nccessarily, required. But the latter is
not itself (natural) scientific knowledge.

However, it may be that this contrast between empirical and
interpretive knowledge is to some extent misleading. For, when
one considers each in turn, it might be argued that they also involve
the other. On the one hand, when one listens to a conversation, or
reads a book (‘interpretation’), it is clear that one’s senses are
involved. Of course, what is ‘heard’ or ‘read’ is not itself the
perceptual input. We do not (normally) hear ‘sounds’ or see
‘marks’: we hear someone saying, for instance, that TR is absurd,
or we read that naturalism is indefensible. But this does not by
itself distinguish understanding from, say, visual perception; for, as
we noted earlier, in the latter also what is perceived is not the
passively received input, but the result of a complicated internal
processing of this. And on the other hand, it seems that one major
component in this internal processing of visual inputs is the
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application of linguistic concepts. Thus what we see are, for
instance, various objects that are describable in the language with
which we opcrate. Indeed, it is perhaps significant that the term
‘interpretation’ is quite normally and naturally used to describe this
kind of visual processing. One might then say that, in perception,
there is a (non-conscious) interpretation of the meaning of the
Sensory inputs.

Onc could summarize these remarks by saying that
‘interpretation of meanings is (partly) perceptual’, and that
‘perception is (partly) interpretive’; and go on to conclude that
humans are perceptual-interpretive organisms, for whom there is
nothing that is either purely interpretive or purely perceptual.
However, these moves towards a partial assimilation of
interpretation and perception are extremely schematic and
tentative. In effect, we are mainly expressing a continued sense of
puzzlement about the whole issue of the relations between
hermeneutic and empirical forms of knowledge.”

4 Social relations and empirical research

In this section we will consider three further aspects of a theoretical
realist social science. The first we will examine is the social
ontology which can be or should be presupposed by different
conceptions of science. In STS we posited very different kinds of
entity as being in some sense consistent with TR. Thus, in Part 1,
nearly all the examples of scientific expianation that ‘fit' the
theoretical realist conception of science, involved some kind of
micro-reduction: physiological theories, molecular theories, the
atom, sub-atomic particles, and so on. It is tempting to ‘follow’
these examples towards methodological individualism, pursuing
the idea of ‘explaining one thing in terms of (the relations between)
its constituent elements’. Yet, in Parts 2 and 3, generally we
implied that a proper theoretical realist social science would be one
which explains immediate empirical events in terms of an overall,
overarching structure; in some sense, that the whole possesses
properties not present in any part. But we did not fully keep to this
position since we also used TR to justify the causal status of human
intentional/purposive  explanation, in opposition both to
positivism’s behaviouristic implications, and to the anti-naturalist
view of such explanations as non-causal. The crucial move was, in
effect, to regard ‘mental items’ as ‘unobservable theoretical
entities’, and mentalistic explanation as thereby potentially
‘scientific’. Thus the main point at which we explicitly used
theoretical realism to ‘intervene’ in a methodological debate in the
social sciences, was in relation to the explanation of individual
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actions. Now this did not commit us to methodological
individualism, of course: to defend a causal analysis of intentional
explanation does not commit one to the view that all (ma'cro) social
phenomena can be explained in this way. But what is perhaps
curious is that, at this point, the concept of structure or mechanism
disappeared altogether, and that of (mere) ‘unobservability” took
over. For the whole debate about ‘reasons as causes’ (and our
position on this), is and was couched in terms o_f a Humean/Mill,ian
analysis of causation; so we ended up with ‘desulrgs’ and ‘be_hefs as
(satisfactorily ‘unobservable’) antecedent conditions of action.

This diversity of ontologies in some sense supports the claim of
Jary who, by citing both Harré and Bhaskar, is able to show that
no very precise ontological claims follow from TR.l.7 In general, we
would agree with this, our only reservation being that in the
absence of explicit discussion, implicit ontological claims may well
get articulated instead. In ST, for example, we have glready seen
how in one part we adopted the atomistic ontology in which the
‘reasons as causes’ debate is normally couched. Another cxample
of the incorporation of an implicit ontology is in D. Sayer (1979).
He analyses Marx’s theory almost entirely in terms of method or a
philosophy of science as dialectical critique.™ He does not argue at
all in terms of an explicit ontology. As a consequence, he makes
implicit ontological claims which are unargued and misleading. An
example of this is when he assumes that simply because social
relations have been constructed by human beings, they can t}ms be
changed by human beings. The problem with this is that it is only
true of certain social relations, not of all; and even then it is not
specified what kind of social organization with what ends is in fact
necessary in order that that change can be effected. We know that
many people try very hard to change their determining social
relations. But what is much less evident is the connection
between these aims, on the one hand, and specific changes, on the
other. Indeed, because of the apparent contradictoriness of sqc1al
relations it may often be the case that the persistence of given
structures results from the very attempt to change and transform
them. For example. the growth and elaboration of bureaucratic
forms within capitalist enterprises should be seen in part as the
result of the attempt to extend worker and shop steward power at
the level of the individual workplace. In other words, the persistent
attempt to change social relations may well provide the conditions
under which such relations are sustained and even reinforced.
Hence, it would seemn in this case that the absence pf a prop'erly
argued and constituted ontology means that his erudite analysis of
Marx’s method as theoretically realist does not produce much in
the way of substantive insight.
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However, although we would argue that the absence of a properly
constituted ontology may well lead to theoretical errors, we do not
think that a specific ontology does in fact follow from TR. We¢
would thus argue against Bhaskar, and his apparent claim that a
specific social ontology directly results from the adoption of a
transcendental realist philosophy of science, on the grounds that
only transcendental realism is consistent with the stratification of
reality. However, the problem is that he then dircetly proceeds to
consider what the properties are of societies and persons that might
make them possible objects of knowledge for us.” In other words,
he seems to jump from the claim that reality is stratified to the
assumption that in the social world there are two crucially
important stratified entities, societies and persons. We will briefly
discuss this argument, suggesting in fact that there is no particular
reason why the ‘society/person’ couple is particularly useful, that
the outlines of a preferable ontology can be identified. and that
anyway neither ontology follows from a given conception of
science.

Besides arguing against both coliectivist (Durkheim) and
individualist (Weber)} ontologies, Bhaskar also rejects the
‘dialectical’ position of Berger and Luckmann, in which persons
and society are seen as dialectically interacting.® This is because
dialectical interaction cannot occur between radically different
kinds of things. Society is a necessary ensemble of structures,
practices and conventions which necessarily pre-exist persons. The
latter engage in human action which is characterized by
purposefulness, intentionality and in some cases self-
consciousness. Society, for Bhaskar, is not the product of conscious
human activity — to believe this leads to the error of voluntarism.
However, at the same time, socicty could not exist independent of
conscious human activity - this is to commit the error of reification.
Bhaskar maintains that there are three important ontological
implications of his conception of the social:

1 social structures, unlike natural structures, do not exist
independently on the activities they govern;

ii socialstructures, unlike natural structures, do not exist
independently of the agents’ conceptions of what they are doing
in their activity; and

iii socialstructures, unlike natural structures, may be only
relatively enduring.

What are we to make of these arguments? In general, it is right to
argue for the importance of ontotogy, since without this there is a
tendency to reduce the world outside ourselves to the process by
which we know that world. We have to ask what kinds of entities do
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- exist; what properties they have which make them possible objects
of knowledge for us. However, Bhaskar does not show that

ssocieties’ and ‘persons’ are social entities so constituted that they
are possible objects of knowledge for us. Indee:d,l since he claims
that societies only exist in terms of their effpgt it is dlfﬁpult to see
how these are appropriately analysed as entities possessing certain
causal powers. He never indicates of what these in part unrealized
owers consist. Indeed, since he also defines society as ‘a comp].ex
and causally efficacious whole’,* it is difficult to see that he_ ay_o:ds
the collectivist conception of society which he had rightly criticized
in Durkheim. S
More generally, it would seem important to distinguish between
social structure’ and ‘society’. The latter is to be seen as the effef:t
of those social structures which happen to be exercising at least in
part their particular causal powers. There are a number of points
about such social structures: first, they vary greatly in their form
and, contra Bhaskar, it would seem quite possible for certain
structures to exist independent of the agents’ conceptions of what
they are doing; second, certain structures are coterminous with the
boundaries of ‘society’ but others most definitely are not (the
capitalist mode of production is the most obvious example); and

third, certain social structures possess powers to constitute or to

transform ‘persons’, not merely to provide the context within which
people engage in purposive human action. Overall, then, we

‘suggest that there are always diverse social structures, that certain

of these involve the processes of constituting individual subjects,
and that society is the effect at any point of time of the inter-
relationships berween such structures. Analysing social ontology in
terms of the society/person couplet cannot provide an adequate
basis for identifying such diverse social structures and their likely
effectivities.

To pursue the analysis of structures a little more we will now

. consider the relationship between Marxism and realism.” We

cannot, of course, do justicc to the many issues involved here and
we will just concentrate upon one in particular, which derives from
the general problem as to relationship between structures and
practice in Marxist theory and potlitics. This issue concerns the
nature of social classes — how in Marxism as a theoretically realist

. sCience, are social classes to be conceptualized? More precisely,

are classes entities, or things, which possess powers in the way in
‘Which a mode of production is thought to possess powers? Or are

. classes merely sets of empirical events which are to be seen as

determined by the causally effective entities within a given society?
In order to indicate the importance of this question, we will
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consider briefly two inadequate positions taken on this within the
Marxist literature.

In the first position, it is held that the capitalist and proletarian
classes each possess a distinct essence, and that as history develops
the essential character of each emerges. Societies are made and
remade in the image of the dominant class and of the necessary
conflict between classes, necessary because of each class’s essential
character. In the case of the proletariat, its essence is
revolutionary, to destroy capitalist relations and ultimately to
replace it with a communist alternative. In other words, through its
own realization it redeems the whole of humanity. The proletariat
is the first and last universal class. On this view rhe entities which
posscss causal powers within capitalism are the two major classes,
of capitalists and workers. The only question to be considered is
exactly when these causal powers will be manifest in appropriate
empirical events, including, of course, revolution.

The deficiencies of this so-called essentialist position are by now
commonplace. One way in which they can be expressed is to say
that Marx and many later Marxists do not examine the full range of
social objects which possess causal powers, which include, in
particular, the capitalist mode of production, the state, civil society
and various social classes and other social forces. Moreover, this is
not merely a criticism of later Marxists —- Marx himself fails to break
with his early notion of the proletariat as a universal class which,
because of its alienation, must redeem itself and the whole of
humanity. The difficulties in this view can be seen in his analysis of
universal suffrage. He sees this as inherently dangerous for the
capitalist class, it jeopardizes its very foundation, and will help the
hostile classes to victory.” Because Marx employs something of an
essentialist conception of class, he does not see that short-term
material conflicts do not necessarily realize major conflict over the
form that society should take. Nor does it fotlow that, because of
the jeopardizing nature of universal suffrage, capitalism can only
be maintained by force, nor that the party and ultimately socialism
are merely the effects of the realization of the revolutionary
essence of the proletariat.

In the second Marxist position it is argued that social classes are
to be derived from, and hence reduced to, the overarching

structures. Class practices then merely result from, or are released
by, objective determinants. Poulantzas, for example, in certain
sectors of his early texts, seems to suggest that class practices
cannot themselves affect the economic, political and ideological
structures — whatever the class practices, the capitalist state, for
example, functions as a general factor of social cohesion.* So
although Poulantzas states that classes are formed through class
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-struggle, these struggles do not then affect the objective, structural
- determinants. Clearly this view is also problematic since it fails to

attribute to social classes causal powers which are sufﬁci.ent‘ to
roduce various kinds of recognizable effect. Classes on this view
are seen merely as networks of empirical events. o
Thus far two positions can be seen as problematic. How is it
ssible then to theorize social classes without falling into either
mistaken position? In particular, are classes ‘things’ which possess
causal powers? And what has to happen for these powers to be
released? One obvious difficulty here is that in natural science
many things have one sct of powers, for example, of dynamite to
explode; whereas in social science many things may well possess
more than one set of powers. This is one way in which Marx’s
analysis of the proletariat has been shown to be flawed. He, in
common with some later Marxists (first position above}, assumed
that the proletariat had only one set of powers, to revqlutiomze
capitalist relations and ultimately to realize true communism. Yet,
much of Marx’s other writings demonstrate, not merely that these
powers may be unrealized for substantial periods, but that tl}e
proletariat possesses alternative causal powers and that in
particular societies these will be released instead.” If this were the
case, then Marx is not so much wrong in his essentialist

_presuppositions about the proletariat - merely that he ignored
‘other powers which it possesses. The Leninist theory of the

revolutionary party was then developed in order to force through
one supposed set of powers of the proletariat. -
There are two further important points to make here. First, it is
usual in natural science that a particular entity can be forced to
realize its powers, or at least some portion of them, in a contrived
experimental situation. In social science, by contrast, we generally
cannot do this — we are unable to construct experimentally artificial
situations in order that particular causal powers can be released.
There is nothing peculiar about stating that a particular social

. entity possesses particular powers and that these powers have

never been realized, even though some other powers may have
been. It may simply be the case that those conditions under which
such powers would be realized have not as yet been activated
within any society. Second, this will be so because of the prc_)fuund
interdependence of social entities, an interdependence which has
been recognized but notvexplored by many realist wrlters_.z"5 The
reason why it is important is that the conditions under which the
causal powers of important social entities are realized consist in
fact of other social entities and of the at least partial realization of
their powers. This fundamental interdependence of such entities
thus means that the causal powers of some entities constitute the
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conditions necessary for the realization of the powers of other
entities. And this, of course, means that the empirical events which
then come to be generated are the product of highly complex
interdependent processes; it would seem that this is roughly what
Marx was alluding to when he states that:

The concrete concept is concrete because it is a synthesis of many
definitions, thus representing the unity of diverse aspects.”

For Marx the concrete object is concrete not just because it exists,
is empirical, but because it is the effect of the conjuncture of many
diverse forces or processes. Moreover, these processes are not
merely to be listed so that they can be ‘added up’ - rather they are
synthesized so that their combination qualitatively modifies each
constitutive entity. In other words, the process of synthesis
involves either the blocking of, or the partial or full realization of,
the causal powers of the entities operative within that society.
Social science in general, and Marxism in particular, thus involves
the reconstitution of the concrete — to demonstrate which entities
exist, what if any of their powers are realized, and what conditions
are thereby met for the realization of the powers of other entities.
This is obviously at best programmatic and glosses a number of
crucial questions, including the possible importance of ‘internal
relations” and the role of abstraction. Clearly though it also has
major implications for the point discussed in section 2 of this
Postscript. There we argued that one crucial respect in which
positivism and TR are similar is that they are both empiricist in a
certain ‘minimal’ sense. In conclusion to this Postscript we will
consider how one might proceed to reconstitute the concrete, in
other words, what is the role of ‘empirical research’ in relationship
to the identification of the causal powers of different social
entities? Qverall, this was an issue which we avoided discussing in
any substance in S75; and this has enabled some commentators to
consider that we were advocates of ‘armchair theorizing’.”
Clearly the first point that needs to be made here is that there is
no simple logical relationship between social theories and
empirical observations. It is not possible to deduce from such
theories empirical consequences which in any decisive sense
confirm or refute the theory in question. Supporting empirical
observations do not necessarily confirm a theory; while negative
results do not necessarily involve the rejection of a theory. In
consequence, there is a long and complex process of building up
support for such a theory, with seeing whether it will yield a
progressive or a degenerating research programme. Moreover,
social scientific work involves not only research to investigate one
or more empirical consequences of the theory, but also conceptual,
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theoretical and ontological discussion in order to consider just what
_entities might be existent which wouid account for the particular
_pattern of results. As far as we can see, these two forms of practice,
the ‘empirical’ and the ‘conceptual’ are both necessary, and there is
po particular order in which they should occur. The endless debates
-about whether ‘empirical research’ or “theory’ has to be done first
.. geem to be quite redundant.
© More specifically, one reason why ‘conceptual/theoretical/
ontological’ practice is necessary is because there are simply a large
number of social relations which cannot, at any point in time, be
-investigated empirically. This is for two main reasons, which can be
summarized as ‘theory-problems’ and ‘data-problems’. In the first,
“the posited relationships between concepts are couched at such a
‘level that no amount of empirical research will yield findings
. directly relevant to the theory. Some Marxist work on the law of
- the tendency for the rate of profit to fall is of this sort. However, in
. some cases this problem is not recognized and it is argued instead
" that certain empirical findings do, in fact, provide evidence which
._supports the theoretical claims. This is what Marx himself terms a
. “formal’, ‘forced’, or ‘violent’ abstraction, one that proceeds
precipitately from empirically identifiable phenomena to their
alleged ‘essences’ without any adequate specification of those
mechanisms which supposedly cause the latter to produce the
ormer,” Where this is the case, the correct response is not to argue
or further research. This will only compound the problem, since
the further evidence collected may also be erroneously taken as
further instantiation of the theoretical propositions. Rather it is
“inecessary to engage in what Marx terms ‘true abstract thinking’
which involves elaborating in detail the mechanisms which link
ﬁ)gether entities and empirical phenomena.“’ However, it still does
ot follow that all aspects of such mechanisms will be empirically
identifiable, but this seems to be a contingent not a necessary issue.
“One implication of this, incidentally, is that it is wrong to
haracterize TR in terms of the unobservability-observability
istinctions. Whether or not one can ‘observe’ entities with
¢ontingently realized causal powers is itself a contingent matter;
and as we pointed out in STS, much natural science has consisted
recisely in discovering empirically, previously unobservable
fitities. The second set of reasons why certain posited social
elations cannot be investigated empirically is that it is impossible
0 collect the data that are remotely pertinent to the issue in
-question. There is no relevant data-source and so, in its absence,
one has to presume that theoretical debate and discussion will not
nerate entities, powers and mechanisms which are grossly
Tiprobable.
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So far we have discussed empirical evidence as though it bore
only one function within social science. This is, however, not the
case — we can distinguish three such functions:

{a) toprovide evidence of whatis to be explained — the
explicandum (for example, of the distribution of different
categories of housing (private/public, owned/rented, etc.));
(b) to provide evidence for the blocking of, or the partial, or
the full realization of, the causal powers of a particular entity (for
example, of the spread of capitalist social relations in Third
World economies, as given by various indicators of
commodification, wage-labour, monetized relationships, etc.};
(¢) toprovide evidence that a particular entity is providing
certain conditions which are necessary for the partial/full
realization of the powers of some other entity (for example, of
the increased range of activities of the state, which are in part
necessary for the further realization of the powers of the CMP).

The following simplified diagram summarizes the different
practices necessary at various stages of social scientific work
(incidentally, this may begin at any level):

Theoretical realism: relations between empirical evidence and
theoretical work in the social sciences”

Levels of theory Resulting scientific practice

I General ontological and Almost entirely philosophical/

transhistorical claims methodological —e.g. general
nature of the social, possibility
and limits of a social science,
etc.

II Theoretical descriptionsof ~ Mostly conceptual/theoretical.
specific entities and of their Empirical evidence mainly
potential causal powers (most pertinent through the evidence
such entities will be historically  onIII, IV, and V feeding back
specific) to this level

III Theoreticaldescriptionsof  Theoretical debate informed by
how the causal powers of (b) and (c) above

different entities are/are not

realized and how these do/do

not provide conditions for each

other

IV Descriptions of (b) and (c) above, informed by
mechanisms which generate 11
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empirical events

© v Empiricalevents, (a) as Theoretical and empirical work
above to show the explicandum as the

‘unity of diverse aspects’

To illustrate this diagram, suppose we were concerned to explain
the changing form of middle-class politics in a given European
society: thus is the explicandum (a). Now the social scientific
practice would involve the following levels:

1 philosophical/methodological debate on the nature of labour
in capitalist socicties, especially on the division between
intellectual and manual labour, as in Sohn-Rethel;*

2 conceptual/theoretical work on the major social entities,
especially on the causal powers of the different social classes,
which would be partly informed by empirical/historical research
on what empirical events these classes had in fact generated;

3 theoretical and empirical material especially on the
increasing ‘socialization of unproductive labour’, the effect of
which is to expand the causal powers of the middle class as
mental labour is progressively removed from the directly
productive labourers.” Similar analyses of the changing
effectivity of other entities — for example, an expanded state and
civil society;*

4 empirical work, informed by 3, of the particular sectors of
middle-class labour — with increases/decreases in size, changing
composition, transformed inter-relationships, etc;

5 the empirical demonstration that the explanation of, say, the
increasing significance of middle-class politics is the
consequence of the partial realization of the powers of middle-
class labour - partial because of the realization in part of the
powers of other social forces.

This is, of course, merely indicative of the kinds of scientific

_ practice involved. Two brief concluding comments should be

made. First, this diagram shows that ‘empirical’ research does not
stand in a direct logical relationship to the propositions in the
theory. Empirical research bears on the theory at a number of
different points, both in providing some of the evidence for
hypothesized entities with specific powers, and in characterizing
the explicandum. Second, empirical research is never on its own
sufficient to confirm a particular explanation — this is because in TR
the explicandum is to be viewed as the outcome of the synthesized
relationships between the different social entities whose causal

. powers happen in part to be realized. Analysing this process of

synthesis is always a partly theoretical activity.
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5 Conclusion

In this Postscript we have tried to explore some of the gaps and
dcﬁcn;ncics which were present in the original text of STS
especially problems of ‘interpretive understanding’, social
ontology and empirical research. We hope to have clarified how

and in what ways, we now consider TR to be both ‘realist’ and
‘empiricist’. In conclusion we might note two respects in which our
c]alms‘for a theoretically realist social science are not so distinctive
as we implied in STS. In the first place, we do not intend to argue
for the establishment of a new orthodoxy whose effects would be as
deleterious as the old positivistic orthodoxy in social science.
Indeed, we have seen that a specific social ontology and distinctive
theoretical claims do not directly follow from the establishment of
TR. The ‘New Realism’ need not preclude healthy social scientific
diversity (it may of course preclude electicism).” And second,
a(.iv_ocat.mg TR (as opposed to positivism) may not produce such a
distinctively different social science, since ‘realist’ elements may
well already have been present in existing scientific practice.
Indeed our analysis of TR would imply that positivism is not a
co.heren_t conf:eption of science — and certainly a positivist social
science is unlikely to produce much in the way of insight, growth

and devqlopment. We hope that others will take up the challengé
of establishing and sustaining a theoretically realist social science.
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Introduction to part 1

1 Losee (1972) is a useful account of the major historical figures and ideas

* " in the philosophy of science. On the realist tradition, see Wallace (1972);

"' on conventionalism in astronomy, Duhem (1969); on Berkeley’s

 -positivism, Popper (1969c); on late nineteenth-century writers, Alex-

ander (1964). In this century, philosophy of science has been much

- influenced by developments in relativity theory and quantum mechan-

" jes, but we will not discuss these: Capek (1961) presents most of the

issues. Bohm (1957) defends a realist approach to quantum mechanics,

in contrast to the positivist interpretation by Heisenberg (1959); Smart
(1968), ch. 5, contains a useful discussion from a realist standpoint.

-2 For a general history of positivist philosophy, see Kolakowski (1972).
" " 'On logical positivism, and the analytical movement, se¢ Passmore

- {1968), chs 16 and 18. Examples of scientific realism are Sellars (1963),
- “Smart (1963), and Mandelbaum (1964), though this movement is
" somewhat heterogeneous.
' 3 Cf. Ayer (1946), whose logical positivism involves a rejection of
" metaphysics, theology and ethics as spurious, cognitively meaningless
forms of ‘knowledge’; with Popper (1969a), who argues, against the
logical positivists, that what is important is to distinguish between
science and non-science, and not between the meaningful and the
meaningless. Duhem combines a part-positivist, part-conventionalist
view of science with defence of a neo-Aristotelian metaphysics com-
patible with his Catholicism. He rejects the idea that scientific theories
should attempt to explain phenomena, on the grounds that explanation
means the discovery of unobservable realities beneath the appearances.
Explanatory science would therefore be unnecessarily subject to mefa-
physical disputes (see especially (1954), chs 1, 2, and the appendix).
4 ‘The term ‘realism’ is applied to several philosophical doctrines, such as
Platonic Realism, that have little connection with our own use of it.
In contemporary philosophy of science, the term is sometimes restricted
to a particular view about theoretical entities. Our wider use is justifi-
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19 For discussions of American pragmatists, see Habermas (1971}, chs
5-6, and Bernstein (1972), part I1L. On the idea of language producing
‘different dissections of nature’, see Whorf (1956): Hoijer (ed.) (1954)
contains several important discussions of his ideas, especially in the
papers by Hoijer and Hockett. Lawton (1968), ch. 4, gives a useful
summary of work on the relations between language, thought and
perception. On Marx’s early epistemology, see Rotenstreich (1965).

20 On Habermas’s conception of interests, see especially ch, 9 of (1971);
his (1974), p. 203, is helpful on what he means by ‘constitutive’. Both
these, and other features of his position have generated considerable
discussion. A useful summary of the main criticisms is Dallmayr (1972):
for Habermas’s replies, see his (1973). Our own account is based mainly
on Habermas (1971) and (1974), which is part of an important exchange
with Albert (1974).

21 We should note that Habermas, in the writings we consider, is not
explicitly concerned with the nature of a critical social theory: our view
of the implications of his position for this are based on his general
standpoint, and occasional specific remarks - e.g. the analogy he sug-
gests between Freudian ‘rationalizations’ and the concept of ideology.
We believe his analysis of Freud, in chs 10-11 of (1971), indicates that
he regards only unconscious motives and intentions as causal determin-
ants, and that he thus rejects the causal interpretation of reasons we
defended in chapter 7, sections 2 and 3. Sec McCarthy (1973), on
Habermas’s theory of communicative competence.

Postscript to the second edition

1 Our thanks to Scott Lash for his comments on an earlier draft of this
Postscript. A version of sections 1-3 was given at a conference at
Sussex University, organized by the sociological theory section of the
BSA, in September 1980.

2 See D. Gregory (1978), Ideology, Science and Human Geography,
London, Hutchinson; and A. Sayer (1979), ‘A Critique of Urban
Modelling’, Progress in Planning, 6, pp. 187-254.

3 See P. Saunders (1979}, Urban Politics, London, Hutchinson.

4 See G. Burrell (1979), ‘Radical Organization Theory’, in D.
Dunkerley and G. Salaman (eds) (1979}, The International Yearbook
of Organization Studies, London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, pp. 90—
107.

5 See J. Scott (1979), ‘Realist Sociology and the critique of empiricism’,
Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 9, pp. 327-40.

6 See D. Sayer (1979), Marx’s Method: Ideclogy, Science and Critique in
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