Notes

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-
ics, 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.
For a general history of positivist philosophy, see Kolakowski (1972).
On logical positivism, and the analytical movement, see Passmore
(1968), chs 16 and 18. Examples of scientific realism are Sellars (1963),
Smart (1963), and Mandelbaum (1964), though this movement is
somewhat heterogencous,

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.
Expla:ﬁory science would therefore be unnecessarily subject to meta-
Pphysical 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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able, though unlike chapter 1, where we analyse positions that have
frequently been maintained by philosophers of science, chapter 2
contains some developments of realist views that have not been
advanced in the same form before. Our threefold classification is not
intended as complete: see n. 11 to chapter 6, on the rationalist concep-
tion of science.

1 Positivist philosophy of science

1

Thus positivists have analysed scientific theories as ‘interpreted formal
calouli’. We will not discuss this concept in what follows. For a simple
account of its main features, see Introduction to Shapere (1965). A
critical assessment by one of its former exponents is in Hempel (1970).
For general characierizations and evaluations of twentieth-century
positivism, see the papers in Achinstein and Barkei(1969),§ We have tried
to avoid the use of symbolic formalizations; but whére these occur,
they are always preceded by ‘translations’ in non-symbolic language.
Hempel’s views were first stated in Hempel (1942); then in Hempel
and Oppenheim (1948); and more fully, with detailed consideration of
objections, in Hempel (1965b). Similar views were proposed in Popper
(1959}, itself a translation of the 1934 German edition, Important
criticgl discussions include: Scriven (1962), Scheffler, I. (1964), Donagan
(1968, and Suchting (1967).

In the third model, the ‘Deductive-Statistical’, it is statistical laws that
arc explained, by deducing them from premisses containing at least
one other such law: see Hempel (1965b), pp. 380-1. An example of
this, in sociology, will be given in chapter 4, section 4. This contrasts
with the 1-5 model, where it is particular phenomena that are explained.

4 We have omitted reference to another popular criterion, that laws

‘support counter-factual conditionals’, since we believe this has proved
fruitless; see Walters (1967) for a useful account. For general discus-
sions of the criteria for scientific laws, see Popper (1959), ch. 3; Nagel
(1961) ch. 4; Ayer (1963); Jobe (1967). On the issue of necessity, see
n. 19 to chapter 2. -

On the logical problem of induction, see Black (1967). Barker (1957) is
a useful analysis of different views about the relations between theories
and observations. For discussion of various types of confirmation
theory, see Swinburne (1973). Popper’s rejection of inductive argument,
and defence of hypothetico-deductivism, are in Popper (1959} and
(1969a): Medawar (1969) gives very readable support. Chapters 6 and
7 of Achinstein (1971) contain an interesting discussion of several
forms of argument from observation to theory, illustrated with case-
histories.

Ashby (1967) is a useful survey of the problems of formulating the
positivist criterion; see also Scheffler (1964), pp. 127-62, and the
Introduction to Ayer (1946). We have excluded reference to analytic
statements, which most positivists regard as non-empirical but meaning-
ful, and important in science. On the difference between criteria of
scientificity and meaningfulness, see n. 3 to the Introduction to part 1.
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7 Strictly speaking, the observation-language contains not only obser-
vational terms, but ‘logical’ terms, such as ‘and’, ‘ali’, ‘if*, ‘not’, etc.:
see the Introduction to Shapere (1965} on this. For discussion of
strategies not using correspondence rules, such as the use of Craig’s
Theorem, or Ramsey Sentences, see Hempel] (1958); Scheffler (1964),

pp- 162-203; and Smart (1968), ch. 5.

See Spector (1967) for a fuller account of these different attempts to

characterize observational terms.

. 9 See the Itroduction to Shapere (1965) for an outline of the more
technical aspects of these two types of correspondence rule. Our
account here, and the examples, are drawn from Shapere. For a critical
discussion of the use of operationa! definitions in psychology, see
Taylor, C. (1964), ch. 4: we discuss this in chapter 7, section 3. In
Specior (1967}, a different but equally common sense is given to
‘partial interpretation’.

10 For discussion of the many different distinctions that can be drawn, see

Spector (1967), and Achinstein (1968), chs 5 and 6. On the problem of

distinguishing sets of terms, as against uses of terms, see Suppe (1972).

See Shapere (1966) pp. 41-4 on these aspects of “the logic of science’,

and n. 1 to this chapter on the analysis of theories as interpreted

caleuli.

12 The distinction between logic and psychology is closely related to that
between the ‘contexts of justification and discovery’: on this latter

7 l/ distinction, sec Achinstein (19587, pp. 137-41. For support of the logic

versus psychology distinction, see Popper (1959), ch. 1; and on his
dispute with Kuhn on this issue, see Kuhn (1970b) and Popper (1970),
For an extreme dismissal of models and analogies as psychologistic,
see Duhem (1954), part I, ch. IV. A fuller discussion of models and
analogies occurs in chapter 2, section 2, below.

13 See Agassi (1963) for a spirited attack on inductivist historians of
science, from a hypothetico-deductivist standpoint. The whole question
of the relations between history and philosophy of science is one of the
main themes of the papers in Lakatos and Musgrave (1970).

14 On the phiogiston and oxygen theories of combustion, see McKie
(1952), chs 10-14; Toulmin (1957); Hall (1962), ch. 11; and Freund
(1968), ch. 1. Another cpisode favoured by positivists is the elimination
of “vitalism’ from nineteenth-century biology: for a stimulating account
of positivist misrepresentation of this, see Benton (1974).

15 See Hempel (1969), pp. 185-94, on the several different aspects of the
‘unity of science’ ideal. On the reduction of scientific theories, sce
Oppenheim and Putnam (1958), Nagel (1961), and Sklar (1968).

Q0

1

[

2 Realist philosophy of science .

1 The contrast here is similar to that drawn by Scheffler, 1. (1964)
between the ‘substantiation’ and the ‘explanation’ of an event’s occur-
rence: see pp. 19-57. It is aiso closely related to the medieval distinction
between ‘ratio cognoscendi’ and ‘ratio essendi’: roughly, between a
reason for knowing or believing, and a reason for being or existing,
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i ume is a deliberately ‘modernized” one, using the

? zéléie?)iogp tm(:)fdel—lrn empiricism. For g critical discussion of Hume,

including this problem of moderni;atlon, see Benne_:tt (19?1), chs 9T12.

Hume's own position is most easily apprgac:’hcyl in section 7 of *An

Enquiry Concerning Human U.n_derstandmg,. in Hume (1902). The

precise relationship between individual causal judgments and regulari-

ties is problematic: see ch. 3 of White, M. (1965), and Dav'ldson (1967).

It is no solution to restrict the concept of causal relations to cases

where one kind of event is not only always followed by another, but

also always precedes it. For this runs into th.e problem of causal

‘plurality’, i.¢. of there being more than one possible cause of the same

effect. For useful discussions of tl)liS generally neglected issue, see Pap

3), ch. 14 and Gruner (1967a),

4 g(?:) sz)mewhat different approaches, see Madden (1969), and Maxwell
N. (1968). In the latter, it islargued that there is no unintelligibility in

lations being logically necessary, ]

5 csigsla-lllaﬁé (1964b), a%d ‘5970{@. 4, for tl"l]'S argument gbopt meaning
and evidence. Our view of the natural sciences is heaw‘lz indebted to
Rom Harré’s systematic development of the realist position.

6 The restriction of science to how questions and descriptions, is some-
times used to protect religion from the claims of science: cf. n. 3 to the
Introduction to part 1, and the accompanying text. For a brief discus-
sion of some of these issucs, see Edwards (1967).

7 For Mill's account of causation, see Mill (1898), book 3. Sevgral
refinements have been added in more rece'n‘t work, such as the require-
ment of non-redundancy of causal COI:ldlthI?S, anfi the concept o_f a
causal field. On these, and for a seminal discussion of the relatan
between particular causal conditions and the complete set, see Mackie
(1965). M. White’s treatment of explanation and causation in lustf)ry
shows the close relation between the D-N model ‘and the Millian view
of causes as sufficient conditions: see M. White (1965), especially

8 cOhrf :’t,;:'use of models and analogies in science, see Hesse (1963),
Spector (1965), Achinstein {1968), chs ?—8, ar'ld ngre (1970), ch. 2.
Discussion of this issue is beset by terminological differences between
writers. Our distinctions between source, subject and model follow
those of Harré; on ‘representational’ modcls as physical objects, see
Achinstein (1968) pp. 209-11.

9 Ofl idealizations ir? I:s,)ciencc:, see Nagel (1961) pp. 12945, and Shapere
(1969). Hempel (1952) compares their use in natural ar_ld soc1al‘ science.
In chapter 5, section 5, below, Marx’s use of abstraction and idealiza-
tion is examined and compared with Weber’s. . _

10 For a lively account of this use of models as hypothetical mechanisms,
see Harré (1961), The form of argument mv:)b‘lv?d is often tcrm_cd
‘retroductive inference’: on this, see Hanson {1965), ch. 4, and Achin-

in (1971), ch. 6. N

11 ?ﬁe i(rlade()luacy of inductive arguments for arriving at hypothesels
about uncbservables is discussed in Barker (1957), ch. 5 and Mandel-
baum (1964), ch. 2. On the nature and status of analogical argument,

L
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see Hesse (1963), and Achinstein (1971) ch. 6. It should be noted that
some existential hypotheses have the characteristic of being verifiable,
but not falsifiable: unlike general laws, the discovery of positive
instances may be conclusive. On this asymmetry, see Watkins (1958).
This undermines the rationale for any general commitment to falsifica-
tion: cf. section 2 of the previous chapter. On the importance of
existential hypotheses, see Harré (1961).

12 We have omitted any discussion of the sense of ‘model’ in mathematics,
often used by positivists in their accounts of scientific theories, when
viewing them as interpreted calculi. On this, see Achinstein (1968) ch. 8.

13 In fact, the restrictive criterion of scientificity that we have ascribed to
positivists was abandoned fairly soon in this century, and less restrictive
formulations substituted for it. It is arguable that these do not generate
the positivist ‘problem of theoretical terms’: but discussions of theoreti-
cal terms long continued as if this problem did exist. Why this is so is
an interesting historical question,

14 On this realist interpretation of correspondence rules, see Schaffner
(1969), and Harré (1970), ch. 1. For general defences of the realist
view of theoretical terms as making ontological commitments, see
Maxwell, G. (1962), and Smart (1968), ch. 5. We have used the example
of ‘magnetic’ as a theoretical term for the sake of simplicity. Since,
though, it is a dispositional term, not directly referring to an entity
such as an atom, it might be thought appropriate to give its meaning
via hypothetical statements about observations. But even with dis-
positional terms, we believe a realist analysis is preferable. For defence
of realism about dispositions, see Armstrong (1968), ch. 6.

15 For an interesting general discussion of the nature of definitions in
science, see Achinstein (1968), chs 1-2. In a recent article which marks
a considerable departure from positivist views, Hempel (1970) argues
that the demand for precise definitions of theoretical terms is unfounded.
On the verificationist theory of meaning, sece Passmore (1968), chs 16
and 18.

16 Harré (1964a), pp. 8-20, distinguishes ‘reticular’ and ‘explanatory’
theories, denying explanatory power to the former. The distinction is
similar to that between ‘abstractive’ and ‘hypothetical’ theories; see
Nagel (1961), pp. 125-8. Hempel (1965b), pp. 24754, regards the
explanatory power of non-causal laws such as those of pendular motion
as good grounds for not restricting the D-N model’s laws to causal
laws: cf. section 1 of the previous chapter, p. B

17 It is doubtful, however, whether positivist views of explanation and
theory adequately represent even reticular laws and theories.

18 Cf. the comments on descriptive and prescriptive approaches to science
in section 4 of the previous chapter. One difficulty with basing philo-
sophical theories on scientific practice is that this practice is itself
guided by {often implicit) philosophical views. A good example is
quantum mechanics: see n. 1 to the Introduction to part 1.

19 Kneale (1961) contains an influential argument for the need of the
concept of necessity to characterize scientific laws. The argument is
conyincingly re-stated by Molnar (1969).
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20 Some realists might be willing to accept this attenuated version of
positivism whilst emphasizing that, in practice, the realist position
generates a significantly different type of theoretical activity in science
than the less-attenuated type of positivism leads to. Others might argue
that the uitimate level of explanation need not be in terms of brute
regularities; Harr¢, for example, argues for a universe made up of
point-powers, in (1970), chs 10-11. On the finitude of nature, and its
relevance for the philosophy of science, see Kneale (1968).

21 For Popper’s rejection of essentialism, see his (1969b), pp. 103-7. More

- will be said about the reality-appearance distinction in parts 2 and 3,
especially in section 1 of chapter 8.

22 Another form of essentialism will be discussed in chapter 4, section 3.
For an interesting defence of the Aristotelian view of scientific explana-
tion, involving a concept of essence, see Brody (1972): he argues that
this avoids the problems of the D-N model. In chapter 9, we return
briefly to the issue of natural kinds, in discussing the relations between
language and reality.

23 On the early development of the gene-concept, see Goodfield (1969).
On phlogiston and oxygen theories, see n. 14 to chapter 1.

3 Forms of conventionalism

1 Cf. the discussion of verification, confirmation and falsification in
chapter 1, section 2, and chapter 2, section 2, On the verification of
existential hypotheses, see n. 11 to chapter 2.

2 See Hempel (1966), pp. 3-6. Chapters 2 and 3 of this book containa useful
account of the logic of theory-testing, with several scientific examples.

3 Duhem’s and Quine’s positions are sometimes mistakenly conflated in
what is called ‘the Duhem-Quine Thesis’. For criticism of this confla-
tion, and exegesis of Duhem’s position, see Laudan (1965). Grunbaum
(1966) argues against both positions, claiming that Quine’s view is only
true if trivial. Assumptions introduced solely to ‘*save’ a theory are
often termed ad hoc.

4 For examples demonstrating this historical point, see Swinburne (1964).
The phrase ‘naive methodological falsification’ is Lakatos’s: see his
(1970), where the issue of Popper’s changing views is also discussed,
pp- 180-4. Notice that ‘abandoning’ a theory is ambiguous between
(a) no longer regarding it as zrue, and (b) no longer using it,

5 Feyerabend’s reasons for this last claim will emerge at the end of the
next section. For his defence of proliferation, see his (1963a): his
criticisms of Lakatos are in his (1970). It should be noted that Lakatos’s
main concern is slightly different from the way we have presented his
views: he wishes to distinguish ‘progressive and degenerating problem
shifts”. Also, his Popperian concept of ‘corroboration’ is not strictly
equivalent to that of ‘confirmation’.

6 For similar accounts to Hanson’s, see Toulmin (I 961), chs 3-6;
Feyerabend (1962}, (1963a); Kuhn (1970a), especially ch. 10, Many of
their arguments are inspired by the later writings of Wittgensein,
especially (1963), part 2, sec. xi, The theory-dependence of meanings is
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also maintained by these writers, particularly Feyerabend, and the
arguments here display an interesting isomorphism to those about
perception, For criticism of these views about meaning, see Putnam
(1963), Shapere (1966}, and Achinstein (1968), pp. 91-105. For
criticisms of both forms of attack on theory-neutrality, see Scheffler, 1.
(1967}, and Kordig (1971).

Our account of Hanson’s position is based upon his (1958): he defends
a similar view in (1969), Unlike, [or example, Kuhn, he is not explicitly
concerned to challenge the function of observation as an objective
control for theory-comparisons. In what follows, the terms ‘theory’
and “theoretical belief” are used in a deliberately imprecise and general
sense. Cf., with the present section, the arguments against a single
theoretical-observational dichotomy, in chapter 1, section 3.

This argument depends upon his claim that seeing involves seeing thar
something is the case: * “Seeing that™ threads knowledge into our
seeing’ (1958, p. 22).

This is why, at the end of chapter 1, section 3, we claimed that the
issues of theory-neutrality, and epistemological certainty, must be
clearly separated. The position we have defended here is partly based
on that of Hooker (1973), See also Dretske (1969), for defence of a
concept of *non-gpistemic seeing’, i.e. seeing without presuppositions
of knowledge or belief. ~

For Feyerabend on proliferation, see his (196?}). The necessity for
challenging the theoretical assumptions of observational descriptions is
emphasized by Mepham (1973a), who talks of ‘the theoretical critique
of the facts’. A related problem is whether, for the purposes of such
‘theoretical critiques’, we should regard ordinary language as itself a
theory, which is open to revision by scientific discoveries. On this, in
the context of the mind-body problem, see Feyerabend (1963b), and
Rorty (1965).

But note that the first edition of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions
appeared in 1962, before Lakatos’s position was fully developed. Our
account of Kuhn is mainly based on this edition: in the second, a
Postscript is added, containing several refinements and partial retrac-
licns, for exampie on the concepts of paradigms and of seeing: further
*second thoughts’ are in his (1970c). Exegesis of Kuhn is made difficult
by his frequent use of weakening qualifications: on this feature, see the
important Teview-article by Shapere (1964). We have kept to the
stronger versions of his claims. Useful critical discussions are in
Scheffler, 1. (1967), Lakatos and Musgrave (eds) (1970), and Kordig
(1971). We discuss further aspects of Kuhn’s position in sections 2 and
3 of chapter 9.

For Kuhn, paradigms are also incommensurable because of meaning-
changes in the theoretical and observational vocabularies, and because,
in some sense, scientists operating within different paradigms inhabit
‘different worlds’. On the latter, see Section 4 below: on the former,
se¢ n. 6 above. It seems doubtful whether Kuhn can consistently
maintain, as he often does, that paradigms are both incommensurable
and incompatible: see, e.g. Kordig (1971), pp. 52-9.
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On seventeenth-century theories of light, and their methodological
assumptions, see Sabra (1967): especially chs 6, 8 and 11, on Huygens’s
wave theory, and Newton’s (implicitly) corpuscular position. It should
also be noted that there were many distinctive standpoints within a
generally corpuscularian framework, which strongly affected disputes
about what counted as a substantively adequate ‘ultimate explanation’:
but much ‘normal science’ was carried on despite these differences. See
also Dijksterhuis (1961), part IV, and Mandeibaum (1964), chs 1-2.
The conflict between their views on ‘normal science’ is apparent if one
compares the title of Kuhn (1563), “The Function of Dogma in Scientific
Research’, with Feyerabend’s defence of an ‘anarchistic cpistemology’
in his (1970). But Feyerabend, like Kuhn, is a strong advocate of
meaning-variance: see n. 6 above. For a recent attempt to develop an
evolutionary view of the growth and development of science and
human knowledge, see Toulmin (1972). _

See Feyerahend (1970), p. 72. For this feature of Popper’s position, see
Magee (1973), chs 6 and 7. Thus, underlying the methodological dis-
agreements between Popper, Kuhn, and Feyerabend are important
political implications: the three have been taken as providing defences
for, respectively, liberal-democracy, totalitarianism, and anarchism —
though Feyerabend now prefers the label ‘dadaism’: see footnote 33 to
his (1970).

For a similar point, see Hooker (1972), a sympathetic review of Feyera-
bend’s work. The contrast we have drawn between ‘rational standards’
and ‘practical guides’ is too simple as it stands: for example, Lakatos’s
*sophisticated methodological falsificationism’ (section 1 above), and
the attempts to formuiate a ‘logic of confirmation’ (see n. 5 to chapter
1), fall somewhere between the two.

Kolakowski's definition is mainly related to nineteenth-century writers,
in a chapter significantly entitled “Conventionalistn: Destruction of the
Concept of Fact’ (1972, ch. 6). Our elaborations on it reflect the
changing concerns and assumptions of more recent philosophers of
science. Many earlier conventionalists were interested in the extent
to which scientific laws involved definitional, rather than empirical,
truths : on these writers, see Alexander (1964). There was also concern
with the relations between language and reality: see chs 10-11 of
Poincaré (1958). ‘Conventionalism’ is sometimes applied to the view
that logical principles are based on conventions: sce, €.g., Ayer (1946),
ch. 4.

For a partial withdrawal of his ‘different worlds’ claim, see Postscript
to Kuhn (1970a), pp. 192-3: and in his (1970c), pp. 25966, he em-
phasizes how individual scientists may apply their shared standards
differently. The relation between aesthetic or moral values, and the
objectivity or rationality of science, is more complex than we have
presented it. For example, one frequently advocated criterion for
theory-choice is simplicity: should this be seen as a subjective, or
objective standard? This partly depends on which of the numerous
criteria of simplicity is used, and for what reason: on these issues, see
the symposium in Philosophy of Science, 28, pp. 109-71, especially
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Rudner (1961). We return to the issues of values, obijectivity, and the
theory-dependence of reality, in chapter 9.

19 On positivists and the history of science, see section 4 of chapter 1.
Historical studies by the writers examined include: Duhem (1917) and
(1969), Hanson (1958), (1963), and Kuhn (1959).

20 The argument outlined here is far from conclusive, and positivists

might claim that radical changes in theoretical vocabularies could be

accounted for by the discovery of unsuspected general laws.

Using the distinction made between two senses of ‘abandonment’ in

n. 4 above, the realist sees this use of models as indicating abandonment

(a), but not (b). Another argument against realism by instrumentalists

concerns the function of idealizations: for the realist view on this, see

chapter 2, section 2. On the general contrast between realism and
instrumentaiism, see Popper (1965b), and Nagel (1961), ch. 6, who
argues that the difference between them concerns only ‘preferred

modes of speech’. This claim is strongly rejected in G. Maxwell (1962).

22 Thus Kolakowski (1972) correctly treats conventionalism as a ‘chapter’
in the history of positivism; and ‘the tradition of viewing astronomical
theories as ‘saving the phenomena’ can be seen as part-instrumentalist,
part-conventionalist: see the Introduction to part 1. But most instru-
mentalists would be opposed to a denial of the theory-neutrality of the
observational facts predicted by theories. The variety of definitions
given by philosophers of science to such terms as ‘positivism’, ‘realism’,
‘instrumentalism’ and ‘conventionalism’ is somewhat confusing, and
our own differ from several others: but what matters is the specific
content of the positions these terms are used to denote.

2

[l

Introduction to part 2

1 Positivist interpretations of Marx were common at the end of the last
century and at the beginning of this; best known are Bukharin,
Kautsky and Plekhanov. A set of papers which criticizes this inter-
pretation and support an alternative humanistic one is Fromm (1967).

2 A good example of a social scientist who explicitly adopts a single
distinctive position in the philosophy of science is Homans. See his
(1964) where he adopts a Hempelian positivism which he then uses to
criticize sociological orthodoxy.

3 The account that would be given by a hypothetico-deductivist of the
history of social science would of course be different again; see our
discussion of these writers in section 4, of chapter 1. There are no
histories of social thought which are based on the types of methodologi-
cal distinction that we make, On the Scottish Enlightenment see
Swingewood (1970).

4 Sociology and positivism

I On the general history of Comtean positivism see Simon {1963). For
Comte’s own writings the mest convenient source is Positive Philosaphy
vols 1 and 2 (Comte, 1853). Two useful and interesting nineteenth-
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century discussions, both relevant to the next section, are Mill (1965)
and Spencer (1968). Three modern methodological discussions are in
Aron (1968), Kolakowski (1972}, and Laudan (1971). On the role of
sociology in the Comtean system, see Swingewood (1970). The fact
that the following account is only of Comte should not be read as
historically minimizing the role and importance of Saint-Simon. We
will not enter into the debate as to whether the Comtean system is
merely the systematization and elaboration of basically Saint-Simonian
arguments. Furthermore, our account is mainly of Comte’s theses as
set out in the Coursy'de Philosophie Positive, written between 1830 and
1842,

2 We will discuss aspects of methodological individualism in chapter 8.

3 In general, sce Mill (1898), book VI, ‘On the Logic of the Moral
Sciences’, as well as Mill (1965). The best methodological discussion is
in Ryan (1970} especially chapter 1 on deduction, chapter 3 on induc-
tion, and chapter 4 on whether or not he is suitably classified as an
empiricist, epistemologically. Also sce Chapter 2, section 1 above, for
a discussion of the Millian approach to causation.

4 Spencer’s own views can best be seen in Spencer (1874, 1883, 1893),
some of which is included in Andreski (1971). Very useful discussions
are in Eisen (1967) and Peei (1971). For other aspects of his work see
Barker (1915) and Burrow (1966).

§ This reorientation of social thought is interestingly and helpfully dis-
cussed in Hughes (1959}, although his use of the term ‘positivism’ is
much broader than ours set out in chapter 1. We discuss positivism and
behaviourisn in chapter 7, section 3.

6 For Durkheim’s own writings see especially The Rules of Sociological
Method (Durkheim, 1938); also Durkheim (1915, 1933, 1952). We are
now fortunate in having available Steven Lukes’s work on Durkheim
(Lukes, 1973 e othet most useful methedological discussions are in
Alpert (1961) and Douglas (1967). On Durkheim’s possibly changing
views on the character of social facts, see Parsons (1968, vol. 1). Useful
general discussions are in Giddens (1971, 1972). )

7 We will discuss aspects of this issue in chapter 8. There is anyway
much controversy. Some writers, such as Alpert (1961) argue that we
can only grasp Durkheim’s thesis if we distinguish carefully between
the different notions of the ‘individual’ that he uses. Other writers,
Giddens (1971) for example, do not think this so important. In general
on this topic see Alpert (1961, p. 149f) and Lukes (197§:‘pp. 11-15).

8 We should note that Elementary Forms is a rather différent work from
the other two, partly at least because it is based upon a functionalist
mode of explanation,

9 Durkheim’s method of rejecting alternative explanations apart from
his own suffers from two defects. First, he may very well not reject alf
the possible explanations so it does not follow that his own, the
sociological, is left as the only alternative. Second, Durkheim’s method
of presentation excludes the possibility that the alternative explanations
are interdependently plausible and only implausible when given as
separate and mutually incompatible. We examine his rejection of
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5 See, for example, Evans-Pritchard (1951), Firth (1961), Malinowski
(1944), Nadel (1957), Radcliffe-Brown (1952), as wel as standard
textbook definitions of social structure. For a more unorthodox
conception, see Leach (1954). For a general discussion and critique, see
Goddard (1972), and Glucksmann, M. (1974). Also see section 3 of
chapter 9 for discussion of Evans-Pritchard’s positivist conception of
science.

6 See the ‘Introduction to part 1°, n. 3, where we point out a similar
feature of Duhem’s position. Duhem rejects an explanatory function for
scientific theories, although, as a matter of fact, the kinds of theories he
does advocate would provide ‘explanation” as defined by the positivist.

7 For general methodological discussions of ‘structuralism’ see the various
articles in Ehrmann (1970), Lane (1970) and Robey (1973). Note our
use of ‘scarequotes’ when referring to writers or positions associated
with this movement.

8 This is most clearly found in the work of Lévi-Strauss; see (1968), part
I. Also this is helpfully discussed in Leach (1970, chs 2 and 6), and
Ardener (1971). There is good critical discussion in Scheffler, H. (1970,
especially pp. 62-5).

9 For a general introduction to Chomsky, see Lyons (1970). For his
methodological views, see Chomsky (1965, 1969 plus following articles,
and 1972). Also see the exchange, Chomsky (1967) and Putnam (1967).

10 It should be noted that linguistic competence refers, for Chomsky, to
grammatical ability. This ignores other systems of linguistic com-
petence 3 semantic competence and conversational competence. On
both of these, see Coulter (1973); on the latter Hymes (1971).

For an argument that the latter can be studied in a ‘structuralist’
manner, see Cicourel (1973).

11 The rationalist conception of science was an important element in, for
example, Galileo and Descartes: see Koyré (1968), and Burtt (1932),
chs 3 and 4. Sabra (1967), however, ch, 1,emphasizes the empiricist
element in Descartes’s actual scientific work. Raticnalism in science
derives partly from the Platonic view that ‘the world is written in
numbers’: on this, see Wartofsky (1968), ch. 4, and Losee (1972). See
Chomsky (1966), on the Cartesian tradition in linguistics.

12 See for a general account of Lévi-Strauss, Leach (1970). Also see many
of the papers in Ehrmann (1970}, especially Schefiler, H. (1970), and in
Lane (1970). Also see Ardener (1971). Many of Lévi-Strauss’s methodo-
logical views are to be found expressed in the convenient collection,
Lévi-Strauss {1968).

13 See Douglas, M. (1970) for an attempt to construct a total system of
classification which would account for the prohibitions and exclusions
practised by any given society.

14 We are mainiy going to consider Althusser’s arguments as set out in
Althusser (1969 and 1970). We will not refer to his later mainly un-
iranslaled work, except for Althusser (1971). Two interesting critical
articles are Geras (1972) and Glucksmann (1972). A more obviously
‘structuralist’ Marxist writer is Godelier (1967) who more Qrlegs~
directly equates Marx’s method with that of Lévi-Strauss.
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See our discussions of phlogiston and oxygen thecries in the last sections
of chapters 1, 2 and 3.

This discussion of Althusser’s analysis of classes and the social relations
of production is partly based on Mepham’s very interesting article on
who, for Marx and Althusser, ‘makes history” (see Mepham, 1973}’
This is of course a much discussed issue, especially in the history of
Marxism. For a convenient and interesting summary, see Marek (1969).
For an attempt to repair a structural theory of revolution with the
analysis of subjective meanings, see Urry (1973a).

For a collection of ‘structuralist’ and related writings which point to
the socially constructed character of social reality, see Douglas (1973).
An infiuential book which emphasizes the dialectical interaction
between man and society is Berger and Luckmann (1967). In chapter 8
we will discuss Berger and Puilberg’s formulation of the notion of
reification.

The term ‘ethnomethodology’ was coined by Harold Garfinkel. See his
essays (Garfinkel, 1967) and the important article (Garfinkel and Sacks,
1967). There is a useful introduction to his work, Filmer (1972). There
are three helpful collections of ethnomethodological writings, Douglas
(1971), Sudnow (1972) and Turner (1974). For a writer influenced by
both ethnomethodological and Chomskyan linguistic perspectives, see
Cicourel {1973). We wili briefly return to certain issues connected with
ethnomethodology in the last section of chapter 7.

Introduction to part 3

1

On the problem of uniqueness in history, cf. Dray (1957) with Joynt
and Rescher (1961). Popper (1960) is a classic attack on the possibility
of long-term predictions in the social sciences: Gibson (1968) is a useful
critical review of the main issues about prediction. Nagel (1961), pp.
447-59, discusses some of the problems about experiments and their
relevance to social science.

2 Roughly, these two questions separate the main interests of Anglo-

American, and Continental philosophers, in their discussions of the
nature of human action. For an interesting account of the relations
between the two philosophical traditions, and their increasingly comple-
mentary positions vis-d-vis the social sciences, see Apel (1967).

3 For a brief account of the intellectual context of Weber’s methodo-

logical writings, and his attempt to mediate between several extreme
dichotomies, see Runciman (1972), sec. 1.

7 The explanation and understanding of social action
1 For Weber’s views about understanding and explanation, see Weber

(1947), pp. 88-115. Useful critical accounts include: Parsons (1968),
chs 13 and 16; Giddens (1971) ch. 10; Runciman (1972), sections 3, 5,
and 6; Schutz (1972), ch. 1.

2 Weber’s ideas about the nature and testing of causal explanation,

especially in history, are developed in ‘The fogic of the Cultural
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Sciences’, in Weber (1949), This essay is also important for his views
about interpretive understanding. His ideas about causation are similar
to J. 5. Mill’s, but are developed in a different intellectual context,
Continental jurisprudence, which is outlined in Hart and Honoré
(1959), chs 16 and 17. o

3 Weber also argues that, by working out the deviations of any actual
course of action from those that would occur if it were ‘rational’, we
can assess the causal significance of non-rational factors determining
the action: see Weber (1947), pp. 92-3. On the gap between ratzon?l
and explanatory understanding, cf. our criticisms of the D-N model in
chapter 2, section 1: the deductive argument gives us only rational
understanding, and not necessarily causal explanation. '

4 Cf. Parsons (1968), ch. 15, with Giddens (1971), ch. 12, for dlﬁ'ergnt
views of the methodological significance of Weber's comparative
studies. Weber’s account of the emergence of European capitalism is in
Weber (1930): Green (ed.) (1959) contains a useful collection of critical
discussions of ‘The Weber Thesis’: see also Sprinza:k_ (1972). Glcl'de.ns
{1970) is an interesting discussion of Weber’s opposition to materialist
accounts of capitalism, inchiding Marx’s. ) )

5 The literature on reasons, causes, and the status of action-exptanations
is @narmous. A useful summary of the issues, with bibliographical
references, is in Bernstein (1972), pp. 260-80. On the nature of rational
explanation in history, cf. Hempel (1965b), pp. 463-87, with Dray
(1963). Gur own position owes much to White, M. (1965}, ch. 5;
Maclntyre (1967); and Toulmin (1970).

6 Thus we disagree with MacIntyre (1962), pp. 54-6, who argues both that
the connection was a rational-logical one, and that Weber was wrong
to think that empirical testing was relevant. Cf., also, our r'emarl:zs
about the relations between formal-logical, and causal, relations in
Lévi-Strauss and Chomsky, in chapter 6, section 2.

7 For an interesting discussion of what is involved in following a rule,
with reference to Chomsky’s theories, see Fisher (1971). We do not
attempt to discuss the many difficult issues about the concept of a rule,
which is central to, for example, Winch (1958); see Ryan (1970§ chs
6 and 7, for a useful account of Winch’s position ; and Schwayder (1 6_5),
part 3, for a classification of differeni types of rules and rule-following
behaviour.

& Our account of the relations between the concepts of reasan, purpose,
intention, motive, and so on, is highly schematic. For a useful discus-
sion of some of the differences between these concepts, sce White, A.
{1967), ch. 6. On motives, see especially Kenny (1963}, (_:h. 4. Notice
that this concept, in ordinary English usage, is a more limited one than
Weber’s technical definition of ‘motive’, given in section 1 above.

9 For the purposes of the discussion that follows, we assume a Humean
view causation, especially that causal relations are not logically neces-
sary. Cf. our discussion of Hume in chapter 2, sections 1 and 4.

10 On the problems of specifying preventing conditions, see Block (1971).
This issue is central to the philosophical problem of ‘weakness of will*:
a useful collection on this is Mortimore {(ed.) (1971). The claim that
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actions follow logically from beliefs and desires is defended in Maclntyre
(1962), and, in a different form, by von Wright (1971), ch. 3. A further
argument against desires and beliefs as causes, that no relevant general-
izations relating them to actions can be found, is supported in Lessnoff
(1974), ch. 4. For a general defence of the causal status of such explana-
tions, see Fodor (1968), chs 1 and 2.

11 Cf. Schutz (1972), pp. 25-31, who notes that Weber’s examples of direct
understanding can aiso be scen to involve motivational understanding.
He aiso argues that Weber’s definition of ‘motive’ is seriously ambigu-
ous, between what seems an adequate ground to the ggent, or to the
observer.

12 See Schutz (1954), as an example of those who assume that naturalism
involves a social science based on purely behavioural action descrip-
tions. OQur views about the causal assumptions of descriptions are

based on our position about theory-neutral observations, developed in

chapter 3,Ain discussing Marx’s distinction between ‘appearance’ and
‘reality’,

13 The c)l(assical attempt to define purposeful action wsing cybernetic
concepts ifsRosenblueth er al. (1943): Taylor, R. (1950) i3 an equally
classical criticism. A good general discussion of such attempts is
Scheffler, 1. (1364), section 9. On behaviourism in psychology, see the
interesting collection in Wann (ed.) (1964). On the use of operational
definitions, an important symposium is in the Psychological Review,
vol. 52, 1945. For a critical discussion of B. F. Skinner’s form of ‘radical
behaviourism’, see Keat (1972). In the rest of this section, we will use
the phrase ‘subjective states’ to refer to items such as beliefs, desires,

¢motions, and so on.

14 See Fodor (1968), chs 2 and 3, and Bloor (1970), for similar contrasts
between realism and positivism in relation to behaviourism, though
their main concern is with specifically philosophical behaviourism.
Fodor, unlike Bloor, regards realism as entailing some form of material-
ism, in which mental states are identified with physical ones. But his
argument for this, on pp. 97-9, is, we believe, mistaken, Harré and
Secord (1972), use a realist view of science to attack behaviourist
psychology, but they seem to regard reason-cxplanations as non-
causal.

15 Maclntyre (lQﬂ) argues that Durkheim’s definition of suicide rules out,
i principle, feference to the agent’s intentions in explaining acts of
suicide. Douglas, by contrast, argues that Durkheim does in fact make
reference to the social meanings of suicide, but in a unsystematic and
arbitrary way: see Douglas, J. (1967). On Durkheim’s anti-individual-
ismn, see chapter 4, section 3, and for more detailed discussion, chapter
8, section 4. On “ultimate explanations’, see chapter 2, section 4.

16 For Schutz’s views on the relation between scientific and everyday
concepts, see especially Schutz (1953). On the way in which concepts
change from “technical’ (o ‘everyday’ status, cf. chapter_I, section 3.
The problem of describing people’s subjective states, using concepts
unavailable to them, is particularly important in Freud’s theories. We
should also note, though, that many everyday explanations do not
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involve reference to purposes and beliefs, but to ‘external’ determinants,
such as physiological, sociat, or more ‘theoretical’ items.

17 Maclntyre (1967} argues that Winch’s position excludes the possibility
of using the concepts of ideology and false-consciousness: we believe
this argument rests partly on the conception of ideology we reject here,
But Winch certainly rejects the legitimacy of any systematic chal lenging
of the agent’s professed reasons - see, e.g. Winch (1958), p. 46. Both
Durkheim and Pareto rely partly, in their rejection of agent’s reasons,
on the denial of the possible plurality of causes, i.e. of alternative
reasons or causes for the same action. See n. 3 to chapter 2 on this issue.

18 For a useful classification of differcnt senses of ‘meaning’ and “under-
standing’ see Brodbeck (1963). On the general relation between explana-
tion and understanding, see Gruner (1967b) and {1969). We are not
trying, in this section, to give a complete catalogue of different senses
of ‘understanding’: cf. our discussion of Weber’s concept of ‘rationat
understanding’, in section 1 of this chapter. In the present section, we
use ‘explanatory understanding’ in a wider sense than Weber gives it:
see section 1 above.

19 An influential statement of the positivist view of verstehen is Abzl
(1948): see also Magel (1961), pp. 480-5. It is clear from Weber’s
discussion of imaginitive re-enactment that he did not regard this as
cenlral to verstehen: see section I above, Another positivist response
to verstehen is to claim that it involves a ‘reproductive fallacy’: for an
appropriately sceptical discussion of this claim, see Gruner (1969).
Recently, verstehen has been interpreted as a special type of judgment
made by the professional expert: on this, see Cohen, H. (1973). Positivist
views of verstehen are similar to their views of models and analogies in
the natural sciences: see chapter 1, section 4, and chapter 2, section 2.

20 The example we use here is discussed in Skinner, Q. (1972), though in
a somewhat differcnt context, For a similar rejection of intentionalist
accounts of meaning, see Margolis (1973). A useful survey of such
accounts is Facione (1973). Our comments on linguistic meaning are
very brief and selective ~ for example, there are several behaviourist
theories of meaning. An introduction to many of the issues is Alston
(1964), chs 1 and 2.

21 On hermeneutics see Habermas (1971), chs 7-11; Taylor, C. (1971);
and Radnitzky (1972), vol. 2, chs 3-5. Hirsch (1967) is a stimulating
discussion of literary interpretation, especially of the place of authors’
intentions in analysing the meaning of their works. On the relations
between context and intention in the methodology of the history of
ideas, see Skinner, Q. (1969).

22 On problems of interpretation in anthropology, see Gellner (1962), and
Hollis (1967a), (1967b), Schutz (1954) emphasizes the idea that verstehen
is what goes on in our everyday interpretive understanding of each
other, though he includes a number of very different types of knowledge
in this. Cf. also our discussion of Lévi-Strauss, in chapter 6, section 2:
in his work, further types of interpretation are apparently used.

23 Our position on the place of interpretive understanding in the natural
sciences owes much to Apel (1972); the idea of different criteria of

248

NOTES TO PAGES 000-000

validity for interpretive and explanatory understanding is explored
further in our discussion of Habermas, in chapter 9, section 4,

8 Reification and realism

1 For an interesting discussion of the historical development of the
concept of ideology, see Lichtheim (1967). For a rather different general
discussion, see Plamenatz {1970); aiso see Harris (1968). Marx’s own
views are stated most systematically in The German Ideology (Marx and
Engels, 1965); but also see Mepham (1972) on the concept of ideology
in the later writings. The non-Marxist foumdations are famously found
in Daniel Bell’s The End of Ideology (1962). These are contrasted with
Marxist formulations in Miller (1972).

2 We will discuss aspects of Weber’s analysis of values in sections 1, 2
and 8{pf chapter 9. See Parsons (1951) for an example of this main-
stream interpretation of the notion of ideology,

3 Marx gives as examples of ‘roles’, those of ‘hunter’ or ‘fisher’, and
characterizes them as ‘fixations of human activity . . . consolidations of
our own products inlo an objective power above us, growing out of our
control, thwarting our expectations, and nullifying our calculations’
(Easton and Guddat, 1967, p. 425). Also see the last two papers in
Berger (1969).

4 This is discussed by Althusser, who argues that Hegel’s thought is
dominated by the notion of ‘expressive causality’; that is: ‘that the
whole in question be reducible to an inner essence, of which the elements
of the whole are then no more than the phenomenal forms of expres-
sion, the inner principle of the essence being present at each point in the
whole . . . a ‘spiritual’ whole in which each element was expressive of the
entire totality’ (1970, pp. 186-7).

5 We will oniy consider Lukécs’s History and Class Consciousness (1971).
Note the Preface in which he presents many criticisms of the work.
There are useful collections of relevant papers in Parkinson {1970) and
Mészaros (1971). Other useful discussions are Revai (1971), Stedman-
Jones (1971), and in Hamilton (1974 chapter 3).

6 Lukics says, for example, that the knowledge that produces dereifica-
tion: ‘brings about an objective structural change in the object of
knowledge’ (Lukics, 1971, p. 169).

7 See Berger and Pullberg (1966); also see the related more general
phenomenological sociology of knowledge, Berger and Luckmann
{1967). On the former see Brewster (1966) and Walton and Gamble
(1973). Note the distinction between objectifying and objectivating
processes and how the latter corresponds to our term ‘objectifying’ at
the end of the previous section,

8 See, for explicit examples, Berger (1966), Dahrendorf (1968), Coulsen
and Riddell (1970), Urry (1970) and Coulson (1972). The claim is
implicit in Wrong (1964) and Atkinson (1971).

9 The debates between methodological individualists and holists have
given rise to an enormous literature. A very clear discussion of the
main issues is in Dray (1967); and see Lukes (1968) who also argues
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that the debates involves conceptual confusion. Many relevant articles
are coliected together in O’Neill (1973), see especially Watkins. There
is also a helpful discussion in Danto (1965) on the relationship between
this debate and the issue of reductionism in the philosophy of natural
science.

10 Three very different writers who adopt roles as the conceptual basis for
their analysis of social organization, are Parsons (1951), Gerth and
Mills (1954), and Berger (1966).

11 See the last section of chapter 4. Some of the relevant critical works,
are: Gross er al. (1958), Naegele (1960), Goflman (1961), Preiss and
Ehrlich (1966), Dahrendorf (1968), Urry (1970), Coulson (1972).

12 We should note that Dahrendorf’s original article on role theory (‘Homo
Sociologicus’) in which his argument is developed, gave rise toenormous
controversy in German sociology. In Dahrendorf (1968, pp. 88--106)
there is a discussion of some of this critical literature.

13 See section 3, chapter 7, especially n. 14.

14 We introduced this topic in sectign 3 of chapter 6. We noted then the
helpfui article by Mepham (197_33@ although there are possible inade-
quacies in bis characterization of the relations between ‘men’ and
‘material circumstances’ in the early Marx.

9 Values, theory and reality

1 We will not discuss a third concept that Weher employs, *value-
interpretation’ - see especially “The Logic of the Cultural Sciences’, and
pp- 22 and 33, in Weber (1949). This concept has been ignored by most
commentators, but is important in rclating his views about values and
understanding: on the latter, see section 1 of chapter 7. Our account
here is drawn mainly from the first two essays in Weber (1949), Useful
discussions of Weber and value-freedom are Runciman (1972), sections
3 and 4; and Lessnoff (1974), ch. 6.

2 On Weber’s political values, see Giddens (1971), pp. 190-5. On the
intellectual context of the dispute about value-judgments in teaching,
see Dahrendorf (1968), ch. 1. See Strauss (1953), for an attack on
Weber’s philosophical theory of valuc-judgnrents, as leading to ‘moral
nihilism’.

3 Our account of Weber’s position about the relation of values to causal
explanation departs from that of most commentators, €.8. Ashcrg?ft
(1972). For examples of how values have, in fact, distorte.d soplal
scientific work, see Myrdal (1958). On Weber’s concepts of rationaliza-
tion and disenchantment, see Giddens (1971), pp. 214-16, and 178-84.
On idealization and abstraction, see n. 9 to chapter 2, and section 50f
chapter 5. For a stimulating discussion of the Kantian influence on
Weber’s position, see Goddard (1973). .

4 Taylor also argues (1967) that the rejection of the value-judgmcnss
supported by a social theory entails the rejection of the theory’s
explanatory framework. But this argument ‘dep&?nd.s, we believe, on
mistakenly assuming that a variable that is significant for vaiue-
judgments is necessarily causally significant also. Taylor’s moral theory

250

NOTES TO PAGES 000000

seems to ignore issues about the distribution of satisfactions - see
Lessnoff (1974), pp. 139-40. For an interesting discussion of the way
values may be involved in setting appropriate levels of ‘statistical
significance’ in theory-testing, see Leach (1968),

3 For Gouldner’s later development of the idea of ‘reflexive sociology’,
which contain many of the elements in the two papers we have dis-
cussed, see Gouldner (1971), ch. 13. For a critical review of this book,
see Urry (1972).

6 Cf. our remarks about Strauss and MaclIntyre, with Nagel’s distinction
between ‘characterizing’ and ‘appraising’ value-judgments, We should
note that several definitions of ‘justice’ make use of the concept of
human needs: the precise status of this concept, and thus its use in
explaining social phenomena, is problematic.

7 On the denial of universal standards for assessing competing theories
in the natural sciences, see chapter 3, sections 3 and 4. For a useful
discussion of the relations between determinism and the free-will
problem, see Honderich (1971), ch. 5. Lukes (1973b) examines many
arguments about truth and social determination. The idea that only
‘odd’ or ‘abnormal’ phenomena require causal explanation is common
in many ordinary language philosophers: for a decisive rebuttal of one
such view, see Mandelbaum (1958). We return to arguments against
determinism and relativism at the end of this section.

8 On Lukdcs’s position, see section 2 of chapter 8. See Cohen, G. (1968),
for an interesting defence of the claim that the proletariat, unlike the
bourgeoisie, can develop true theories. Plamenatz (1970), ch, 5, criticizes
the way ‘class-interest’ is typically used in making sych claims, Note
that causal explanations of beliefs must concern not only their orjgins,
but also their continued acceptance.

9 For discussion of different criteria of rationality, see Schutz (1943), and
Lukes (1967). On the difference between reasons, good reasons, and
sufficient reasons, see Alexander (1962). Maclntyre emphasizes the
importance of distinguishing truth from rationality: (1367}, p. 248. On
Newton’s theology, and his beliefs about space and time, see Burtt
(1932), ch. 7. On sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century astronomy,
see Kuhn (1959). For support of the legitimacy of causally explaining
non-defective beliefs, see Peel (1969), and Barnes {1972b).

10 Cf. Popper (1970), who claims that Kuhn concentrates too much on
what is, for Popper, ‘bad’ science (i.e. ‘normal’ science). For an assess-
ment of Kuhn as a sociologjst of knowledge, see Urry (1973¢). A useful
collection of papers on the sociology of science is Barnes (1972a).
Ravetz (197]) contains a stimulating discussion of the problem of
‘quality-control’ in science, and the deleterious effects of various
external influences on the scientific community.

11 See Trigg (1973), ch. 7, for a typical defence of the claim that determin-

ism supports relativism, and is self-refuting: in ch, 1 he also argues that
relativism is self-refuting, It seems that Mannheim (1960) was led to
support a version of relativism by his belief in social determination: but
this is unclear, as is the precise nature of his relativism. Some form of
conceptual relativism is probably implied by the relations between
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concepts and reality derivable from Marx’s early writings — see section
4 below.

12 For Evans-Pritchard’s account of the Azande, see Evans-Pritchard
(1937): a useful summary is in Gluckman (1944), who emphasizes that
witchcraft explanations are typically invoked in cases of coincidence,
and where the Azande’s technical knowledge (important to an adequate
analysis of their witchcraft beliefs) provides no explanation. We will
not examine the many other interpretations of witchcraft by anthro-
pologists: see Skorupski (1973), for a helpful discussion of these, and
their philosophical relevance. Marwick (1970) contains a number of
important papers on witchcraft and magic.

13 See Polanyi (1958), pp. 286-94, on witchcraft, science and falsification;
and Horton (1967), for a seminal discussion of witchcraft and magic on
the basis of a generally realist view of science. Note that our account of
Evans-Pritchard’s evaluation of Zande witchcraft is constructed from
his comments in several different publications. Qur quotations are taken
from those used by Winch (1964): the bibliographical data are in that
paper.

14 Cf. this argument of Gellner’s against Winch, with the *self-refuting’
argument against relativism outlined at the end of section 2. On the
concept of ideology, sec chapler 8, passim. Note that the identification
of inconsistencies between beliefs 1s made difficult by the problem of
the hermeneutic circle: see chapter 7, section 4, and n. 21. (I sometimes
wonder what the Azande would make of their misfortune if they read
all this - R.N.K.)

15 See Sherry (1972), and Mounce (1973), for criticisms of the way Winch
interprets Wittgenstein’s (196) views on language-games and forms of
life. On the relations betweer/ Kuhn, Winch and Wittgenstein, see Trigg
(1973). Kuhn discusses the question of what, on his views, counts as
‘scientific progress’, in the Postscript to (1970a), and in (1970c).

16 Our account of early critical theorists owes much to Jay (1973), ch. 2.
He notes their rejection of certain features of Hegel’s philosophy,
especially the subject-object identity — cf. our discussion of Lukécs, in
section 2 of chapter 8. We have ignored the differences between, e.g.

Horkheimer and Marcuse. Many of Marcuse’s early papers are trans-L /

lated in Marcuse (1968): Horkheimer’s, in Horkheimer (197,33.

17 On the broader sense of “positivism’, see the Introduction to part 1, and
the discussion of Habermas later in this chapter. For Horkheimer’s
attacks on positivism, see ‘Traditional and Critical Theory’, “The qu
Attack on Metaphysics’, and ‘The Social Function of Philosophy’, in
Horkheimer (197%). For Marcuse’s, sec his (1937), and “The Concept
of Essence’, in Marcuse (1968). For Marcuse's defence of hedqnism,
see ‘On Hedonisny', in (1968); the attack on capitalism’s generation of
false wants is continued in his later (1964). Sec also our discussion of
Marx’s essence-appearance distinction in chapter 8, section 1.

18 The pessimism of critical theorists is related to the later studies of the
‘authoritarian personality’, by Adorno and others. These are discussed
by Jay (1973), who also notes the ambivalence of Horkheimer on the
relations between true theories, reason, and social change: see pp. 63-4 »

252

NOTES TO PAGES 000-000

19 For discussions of American pragmatists, see Habermas (1971), chs
56, and Bernstein (1972), part IIL. On the idea of language producin
‘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, sce especially ch, 9 of (1971);
his (1974), p. 203, is helpfui 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). OQur 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. See McCarthy (1973), on
Habermas’s theory of communicative competence.
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