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ABSTRACT
This thesis‘nas two goals. The first is to understand‘epis—

temological re1ativi§m as a phi]ogophical position and the second is

td understand how relativism is reJated‘to the socio]ogy of knowiedge'
The most general conclusion which informs the content of the thesis 1s
,that, as philosophical doctr1nes, relativism and absolutism are mutua]]y
nexclus1ve and exhaustive. Relativism claims that knowledge is best
understood when the human rea]fty‘of inéerests; traditions and cognitive
capacities'which are constitutive of know]edge are understodd. Absolu-
tism denies this‘ The conflict between re]at1v1sm and absolutism is
1nvo]ved in a]] three parts of the thesis. In Part One, Mannheim's
attempt. to reconcile ithe relativism imp]icit in historicism and nege1ian
absolutism is discussed and rejected:; In Pert Two, three research pro-
grammes which rely on absolutism are discussed. The first of these -
looks to phi]osophicel ep%stemo]ogy.to set standards fdr the attainment
of absolute knowledge and therefore to establish a basis for socio]dgi-
cal evgluation of knowledge. The second is supported by a scientistic
confidence in sociological kﬂ%ggedge. The third is hopeful of finding
absolute knowledge by means of a synthetic compilation of'nerely rela-
tive bodjes of knowledge. A1l three df these programmes are subjedfed
to an immanent critique and are_tonsequently rejected. In Part Three,
- the philosophical doctrine of re]ativism is explicated and defended frdm
a set of criticisms which have often been raised against it. Finally,
the re]at1on between the form of relativism defended and emn1r1ca1
research in the soc1o]ogy of knowledge is explored 1t is‘cqncluded
that many of the empirical and moral cqncerns which are often thought .

to entail an abso]uffst basis for the discipline can be accomodated

in a relativist sociology of knowledge.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The sociology of knowledge may, in a promissory sense, be the

most profound articulation 6f science yet proposed. For with this

-

!

discipline science comes full circle and proposes to study its 6wn
production. Thisiat 1ea§t is the promise of the Sociology of kh0w]edge.
[ts realization has yet to be fulfilled. Paradbxica]]y, it is even
questionable whether its projected realization can be coherently
articulated. |

It is probably best.to begin ahy,study in the sociology of
knowledge with ap admission of this paradox which the discipline
irredUCjb1y entai]s.] Even if it is not explicitly stated, .it always
lurks in some form in the near background. Such an admission is even
more necessary in this Work because its goal, like that of an immense
number of others, is to provide some clarity as to the nature and impli-
cations of the problems which threaten the very proposal to study
knowledge sociologically-.

There are three general responses to this paradox that have been
made. The first arises from the observat{on that science, by comjng full
circle in the form of\phe sociology', of knowledge, becomes circular in
a 1ogica11yvfa11acious.manner. It is therefore an impossible proposal.
The solution offered by this responSg is to carry on the sociology of -
knowledge but only in a highly circumscribed manner and under- the
tuﬁe]age of the prbper]y foundationaT discipline o% epistemology which
has the historical and'1ogica1 pérogafive to provide an account of the

LY

foundations and possibility of all knowledge.
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- The second.respénse is an enthusiastic one. Bold claims are
made thqt the socib]ogy of"knowledge is able'to be epistemically éva]ua—
tive in one or possibly several wéys. Proponents of thié response claim
that thé& can, on sociological grounds, identify a given body of knéw]edge :
as true in opposition to the illusions of other competing claims.
Similarly, they have attefpted to characterize the social fonditions of
‘knowledge comﬁhnities in terms of those which are most 1iké1y to produce
true kn0Q1edge. A few proponents, mbst nofab]y Mannheim, have attempted o
to syntheéize from various competing knowledge claims a composite and
true body of knowiedge which avbids the limitations of its "component .
perspectives.

The third response is the one which is most responsive to the
rich complexity of the paradox itself. Consequen%]y, it is the most
subdued and circumspect in its characterization of the sociology of
knowledge. fhe suggestion. is offered that the unique and rigourous
foundations promised by the first response are not, in principle, possible.
Aiso t;e question is raised as to whether the kind of activities pﬁpposedA.
by the second response are an accurate account-of what goes on when
these proposals are actually implemented. In short, those who endorse
the third'responsé realize that for both conceptual and empirical reasoh§,
the sociological study of the production of thé sciences and other bodies
6f knowledge leads inexorably to a pbsition of cognitive refativism, This
response is theréfore concerned to given an account (not 5 solution) of
relativism and then to suggest the sort of sociology of know]edge which
can procede on the basis of relativism. .

The purpose of this thesis is to criticize the first two responses .

and promote the third. The defense of the third response sets two

\



general taskéa-’The first is to establish that there are actep%ab]e ’
philosophical grounds which can underwrite a relativist sociology of
knowledge. The second is to.estab]iéh that relativism need not‘proscfibe

a strong version of the discipline. Perhapg Socio]ogists have been

reluctant to embracé the third response primarily because it may.-appear
to offer only an eviécerated version of the concepts which®have been

particularly usefu v empirical study and less becausé of suspicions

that its phi1osopv.u.ﬁ’foundatfons are ‘unacceptable or incoherent. The
viability of the third respoﬁse can therefore be 1arg@1y judged on the
extent ‘to which its relativist foundations remain consistent with the
retention of a conceptua1‘armament which can fu]fi] some of the classical
intentions of fhe sociology of knowledge. |
' The critique of the first two regponses‘proceeds in an inverse
fashion. The task in this phase of the work is to argue either that tﬁe
conceptual underpinnings of the research programmesbwhich arise from these
vfesponses are untenable or that theée programmes themselves are §ubstan-
tively deficient.

A gecond but not secondary aim of the thesis is an examination
of tH; vi .s of Karl Mannheim. Thé amount of attention inen to Mannheim
is astounding and even more so when it is pointed out that near]},al] of
this extensive exegesis is intended as refutatié%?l I[f the man's ideas
were in fgct so misguided it would seem that a definitive critique coﬁ]d
have been written long ago. Instead;.each generation of sociologists
-returns agajn and again to theﬁmaster only to come away.disapdinted.
Kettler (1967:426) attributes this interest to Mannheim's application of

the sociology of knowledge to a set of moral and political éoncérns

which his commentators presumably share. But there can be another and



perhaps more plausible explanation for the proliferation of analyses ;
~of Mannheim's writings in the sociology of knowledge based on more

narrowly construed theoretical grounds. Quite c]eah]y, Mannheim's work

Contains in an often blatent manner, a wealth of contradictions and

_phi]osophical tensions. It shou1q be'added that»this'need.not be a re-
flection on hts intellectual capacities. vRather, there is an experimental
quality to Mannheim's writings in which prohtems, so1utions, and goals ~
are posited and ana]ytica]]y éxploited in an often searching way ahdbthen
either abandoned without much not1ce or a]tered 1n such a way as to give
rise to unavo1dab1e contrad1ct1ons and inconsistencies. 2 It is this
intrinsic amb1qu1ty and opac1ty wh1ch results from'the-very nature df
Mannheim's method and intentions which is able to support such continuing
debate and analysis. Mannhe1m, in short, 1s 1nterest1ng in a manner
shared with other c]ass1ca] sociological thinkers. 3 -

- Unfortunate]y, few of Mannheim's critics have exploited this
implicitly pedagogical nature of his work. Rather, thoir general strategy
is to point'to/cortain of these contradictions and then conclude on this
basis that his conception.of the sociology of knowledge is‘untenab]e. >
The Stratégy followed here is quite the opposite Certa1n of these con- :
tradictions and 1ncons1stenc1es are to be exposed in order that his
entlre1y sound and 1ns1ghtfu1 contr1but1ons can be rescued from often
fac11e refutat1on ‘Thus, there is to be much cr1t1c1sm brought aga1nst
Mannheim in the following d1scuss1on His work is perhaps the most
sophisticated effort to render the second approach d1scussed above viable
and much of the thesis is intended to refute the possibi]ity of such a
conoeption. St111 his work contains numerous insights and suggest1ons

for a relativistic soc1ology of knowledge. In the final chapter therefore,

P



attention will be giVen to these contributions in order to achieve &

more just appraisal of Mannheim's work than has usually been the case.

‘Another unfortunate charactgristic of the English literature on

.

. 8
" Mannheim is that there is very little attention given,to'any text except

Ideology and_Utopia.( There appeafs to be no systematic treatment, beiond

an occasional mention, of the eésays written in the half decade béfore
this cenhtral texﬁ even though they have been available in English for over
twenty-five years. 'Analysis of these pieces is certainly not of merely

academic interest for they are essential for fully understénding [deology

and Utopia: Indeed, criticisms of that work from bothjhostﬁle (e.g. Sahay,

11972) and sympathetic (e.g. Phillips, 1974) sources are ofteri invalid in

. g . '
the 1ight of ppsitions worked out in the Aarlier essays ‘(especially with
regard to epistemological issues) but which are not developed again in

Ideology and Utopia.  With specific reference to a primary concern of this

"work, the evaluative socioTogy of knowledge, Mannheim's defense of this

*r

position could easily be mistaken to be entirgjy inadequate if it were

not for the lengthy discussions of this issue in three important eSsa@s

written between 1921 and 1925.° . ~

3

For this reason, Part One is devoted entirefy to an analysis and

- evaluation of Mannheim's early efforts to come to terms with relativism

and cognitive eva]uﬁtion which are implicitly relied upon in the chapter

in Ideology and Utopia entitled "Prospects For A Scientific Po]iticé“‘

where the idea of an "evaluative conception of fdeo]ogy" is defended.

_ . o .
However, in order ‘to question and critically evaluate this idea it is
necessary to go beyond an explication of Mannheim's writings;w:ThiS be-

cause it does not seem possible to demonstrate the crucial flaw in his

position witbout presénting in some detail his dual and contradictory

.2



g
reliance on two traditions of German thought - Hegelianism and histori-

cism. Accordingly, two chapters of Part OneNare concerned with certain'
aspects of these two traditions. In the case of\ﬂggeJ,'it has been
necessary to be r&ther lefigthy sincevMannheim's wrjtings fail to demoﬁf
., Strate that he was sufficientiy aware of all of the implications which

"ensued from his adoption of some central claims of Hegelian philosophy.

Much of Part One may seem tangential to the controversy surrounding the
sociology of knowledge but the claims advanced here are entirely
necessary for adjudicatfng Mannheim's role in this controversy.

Parts Two and Three then take up the complex of specific issues
which have and continue to be discussed wjth vigour. As implied in the
‘paragraphs above, all of these “issues relate in somé way to the problem
of cognitive re]ativ$§m and this issue therefore sérves‘as’the centra]t
theme both for the crjtique of the evaluative socio]ogy of knowledge énd

for the discussion of the conditions and prospects for a re]aﬁivistic

sociology of ‘knowledge.

i v
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Notes ,to Chapter I
o/

1. This practice has, %or'exahple, been followed in a number of studie;ﬂ
which are entirely empirical. See: Crane"(1972:9f) and Warren (1971:469).
.2. Mannheim himself recognized this quality as an intrinsié bropgrty of

.his work. This is most explicitly acknowledged in a letter written by.
Mannheim and published in part in an essa&-by Kurt Wolff (1959: 571,572).

3. Davis (1971:309) has explored the sense in which the longevity of the~
theories of é]assica] sociological thinkers is better accounted for in

terms of the degree té which they are-"interesting“trather than true or
false. "Those who carefully and'exhaustive1y verify trivial theories are
soon forgotten; whereas those who cursorily and expdiently verify

interesting theories are long remémbered.f_'

4. These essays are: "On the interpretation of 'Weltanschauung'" (1§g2a); .
"Historicism" (1952b); and "The problem of the sociology of knowledge" J
(1952¢). '



PART ONE

THE INTELLECTUAL BACKGROUND OF MANNHEIM'S SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

CHAPTER 11
HEGEL'S ABSOLUTE SYNTHESIS

Hegel and the Sociqlpgy of Knowledge

[t is commonly understood that the rev}ved intereét among
sbcio]ogists during the Tlast decade in the sociology of knowledge and
science has been prompted by philosophers éuch as Kuhn and Feyekabend
who have sought to underétand the growth of scientific knowledge as a
social process. That this iﬁpetus has been provided by philosophers
and not primarily by sociologists is considered by some authors to be
ironic or jnappropriate.1 However this sort of response fails to appre-
hend the significant fact that every current of the socio]ogy of knowledge
has been dependent on aﬁd circumscribed by particular- traditions of
philosophical thought far more than is the case for other sociological
specialties. Mannheim, for example, despite his incessant battlé against
positiQist thinking in the social sciences, was still bého]den to the
positivist view of the history and growth of physicél scientific knowledge.
Therefore it can be argued that the form of this revived interest among
;oéio]ogists would be quite inconcgivéb]evhad it not been for the
phi]osophicalxcrftique of empiricist and positivist philosophies of
science which has figured so prominent]y on the inte]]éé&ua] scene of
the past two decades. .
It is therefore often illuminating and even necessary to under-

stand the philosophical currents which are related to the efforts of

8



specific thinkers in the sociology of knowledge. For this reason,

Part One deals with aspects of Mannheim's sociology 6? knqw]edgé which
"~ are best understood in relation to Hegel's philosophy and to some his-
toricist thinkers. Mannheim's commentators generally mention one or
both of these traditions in his intellectual background (e.g. Remml{ng,
1975:28; Bottomore, 1956:55). What is far less common, especially with
referehce to Hegel, are analyses of the consequences of this influence
for the claims that Mannheim made for the sociology of kﬁow]edge.2 As
noggy 1n.Chapter I, these claims center around the effort to make the
soc%é]ogy of know]edge epistemically evaluative. For Mannheim, this
effort took the form of a search for a-"position from which a total peré
spective would be possible" (1936:160). In his early writings, this

search takes.an unmistakab]y Hegelian tone in which are included both

acknowledged and unacknowledged elements from this thinker. The following

remarks are intended to‘esfablish however, that, given Mannheim's
adoption of the results of-historicist thinking, this search, ih‘its
eaf]y or Hegelian phase at least, céu]d not succeed.

Hegé]'s philosophy can either be viewed as a rich source of

insights and justification for sociological approaches to the study

of knowledge or, as in the case of Mannheim, a source of impediments to

a consistent understanding of the foundational commitments of the sociology

of knowledge. -The purpose of this chapter is to point to the aspects
of Hegel's system which, although they‘are coherent with Hegel's own

general presuppositions, clash with and ultimately vitiate Mannheim's

efforts to clarify the phi]osophica] commi tments and socio]dgica] results

‘of the sociology of knowledg

N

Unfortunately, within the English literature in the sociology of

©
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knowledge and on Mannheim in particu]ar, there seems to be nd systematic
effort to come to terms with either Hegel's potentially positive infTuence
of his pernicious influence on Mannheim. With regard to the first task,
there is really no work'which is suffjciently aware of how suggestive and
innévative Hegel's thought is-wjth regard to the intimate 1ink between
knowlédge and social rea]dty.3 Typically it is assumed (e.g. Hamilton,
1974:74) that Hegel vifwed consciouénessﬁas external fo history and- then
endeavoured to deduce from a set of arcane~présuppositjohs all of history
and historical knowledge by means of.a monotoﬁgus’series of triads. This
- misconceived version continues with the. idea that Marx saw the fbo]ishneﬁs,
of such avphiiosophy, reversed- the pattern of the generation of conscious-
ness and thus inaaéﬁrated the sociology of know]e&%e. ‘Nhat would needito
- be done in order to overthrow this prevalent misinterpretation is to show
that there is in Hegel, and as a central part of his philosophy, an
easily discernab]é “protao-paradigm" somewhat along the lines of what
Stark (1973’ has called the "conservative tradition of the sociology of
know]edge."4
- Tracing the influence which Hegel eXerted on generatfons of
succgeding_thinkers would be sufficient’ to show that Hegel's work opened
up in a way that the work of his immediate predecessors such as Kant and
Fichte could not have, a vast range of issues an;lproblems'concerning the
relationship of knowledge and sociefy. By insiSting on the essential
connection of the absolute and the finite aspects of human intellect, .
cultural and society, Hegel could thus be shown to have influenced generaé
tions of those succeeding social theori;ts who 5naugurated the sociology
of~know1e&3e in a way ana]ogdué to the_inflpehce df_Kuhn and Feyerabend

on the current generétion of'sociologists.s.

»
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In contrast‘tq this positivé task, the purpose of this chapter
is to point to thg aspects of %Sge1ian phi]osophy on which Manpheim
relied to ameliorate the relativist tensions which he Tocated in the
sociology of know]edgen -It will be shown however, that tﬁese aspects are
crucially inconsistent wifh'theintention end basic assumptfoes of the
sociology of knowledge as it finds expression ih other aspects of

Mannheim's thought on the foundations of the discipline.

Aspects of Hege1

A§ implied by the title of this section, the intention here is
not to deal either'ekhautively or systematically with Hede]'s philosophy.
The intention is to find in that 9hi]osophy the striking anticipation Qf’
the method and. projected fesu]ts of Mannheim's sociology of khow]édge.

To establish this kind of relation is not to impose Hegelian thought onto
Mannheim's thinking for, as will be seen, Mannheim himself sanctioned th1s
comparison. He reasoned however, that adopting an Hegelian programme

did not threaten his. claim to be engaged in a sociology of knowledge.

- For he claimed that he could succeed in carryfh@ through this progra&me
‘while Hegel had failed. This last claim revea1; Mannheim's faulty
understanding of Hegelian phi]oSobhy. It was, further, an error which
maske; the intrieisic f]aw'ofbincorporating the.Hege]ian’prograﬁme within
Mannheim's strong historicist'framework. ,

To support this last claim it will be necessary to discuss some
elements of Hegelian philosophy to whith Mannhefm, in his written wOEk.
at eest, was insufficient1yﬂseesitive. Given this»dua; strategy of
sh}wing both parallels and essential dispari%ies Between Hegel and Mann-

hetm, the following points of discussion may appear quite unconnected.
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However their 1nc1us1on can be justified at th1s point by noting that

'the1r significance w111 be demonstrated when Mannhe1m s solution- to the

-relativism contatned in historicist thought is explicitly discussed in
w.éhapterrlv. - ' .U

Hegel was_ born in 1770 and the world in which he matured as well

é-as the ten year period in whieh‘hjs phi]osophical system tookishape s
(rough}y 1797-1807) was a highly fertt]e and turbulant period - politically,
artistically, socfa]Iy and po]itically. Mentioning the Frenth revolution

o ',

and Kant's Critique of Pure Reason whiéh dethroned, respectively, the

monarchy and specuiat1ve reason are sufficient to underscore the epocha]
events with which the youthful Hegel sought to come to terms. Agarnst
this background, his Tife work can be viewed as an attempt to integrate
into a rational wholg the entirety ofythe empirical world including the
history and contemporary state of philosophy, religion and art.

" Hegel pursued.this goal within the idealistic traditioo of
systemstic, or what he called scieﬁtific; philosophy which retained a
besic idealisitc dualism between thought or reason and the phenomenal
world of appearahoef But the immense profunditypand originality of Hegel
is to be found in the way in Whieh he insisted upon seeing this duality )
as an abstract and hence untrue conception. Hegel was thereforeacautious
not to impose reason on a reca]citrant‘empirical-rea]ity Rather he
'sought to find absolute reason and its slow rea11zat1on in the apparently

| random flux.of brute, emp1r1ca1 rea]1ty Consequently, as Lowith (1967:29)
.has observed, Hege] ; “entire system. is historically oriented to an ex-
tent which is true of no previous philosophy." Of course there were among
the work of Hegel's predecessors phi]osophies of_art, re]igiop, poiitics

and history but Hegel's own conception” of philosophy was that these



o .
fragmented views be subsumed as aspects of a transcendent .Idea which
‘ bresents its progressive rea]ization in the'immanent.historita1 process.
Philosophy is not, however, intended to be a mere reproduction or

report of empirical and hiﬁtorical réalityt This task is assigned by
_Hege] to the special empiricél sciences of nature, history and man.
Philosophy, as the maste} science, is concerned to document the rea]fty_of
the transcendent and, ihitia]]y, wholly se]f—contgined Abso]Uté Idea. This
Idea, complete "in-itse]f" as Hege]'says, ehgages in an act of self-
alienation by wh1ch it becomes other than itself. This self- alienation
and return to itself in the form of the true ph1]osoph1ca1 sc1ence con-
stitutes the Idea's self.realization within the h1stor1ca1 realm of
finite empirical and cultﬁfa} forms. Empirical reality is therefore .
important for phi]osophica]IFef]ection only insofar as it reveals this
movement of the Absolute Idea toward its realization.

| In order to supporf his distinction between empirical sciences and
phi]osophy,:HegeT relies -on an important and typically idealistic dua]igmv
Beﬁween mere accidental aspects of existeﬁce and the fea]jty which is the
gxpression of the Idea. The accidental aspecté of reality are those which
are not essential in the Idea's self realization since in them are not
to be found moments of the development of. the Idea. Théy therefore,
as Hegel sayé4regarding'mére historical facts, "concern particular
_ existence and the accidental and arbitrary side, the features that are
not necessary." (1966:63). But, insofar as finite forms are essential
or not merely the realm of the particular and accidental, the task of
the philosopher is to find "Reason g]inting thfough~them w6
With th1s view of reality and the place of phi]osophy w1th1n 1t,

Hegel pos1ts a distinction between the truth of absolute know]edge achieved

-~
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only with philosophy and the partial realizations of truth in the
moments which are constituted by particular historical, cultural and

philosophical forms. This theory of truth is announced early in the

Pheonomeno1qu when Hegel writes that “the true form in which truth

- exists can only be the scientific system of it:~(1966312). Again 1in

the introductory sections of the Encyclopedia Hegel says with reference
to philosophical truth that
/o ‘

Truth is only possible as a universe or totality of thought...
Each of the parts of philosophy is a philosophical whole, a circle
rounded and complete in itself...The whole of philosophy in this
way resembles a circle of circles. The Idea appears in each circle,
but, at the same time, the whole Idea is constituted by the system
of these particular phases and each is a necessary member of the
organization.’ ﬁ

The precise nature and generatioﬁ of Hegel's conception of
philosophy is not presently at issue here. What is significant is to
observe that its assertion sets two problems which the detail and content

" of that phi]osophy is designed to meet. The first is the reconstruc-

tion or redescription of culﬁural and philosophical thought systems

which all proclaim their own completeness as but moments in the Absolute

realization of the ldea. The second is that Hegel must Jjustify his own

philosophical thougﬁt as the true cbnshmmation of the Idea's self-

realization and not merely asza#%ther finite system of thought. )
With regard to the first problem, Hegel has claimed pﬁat his

work “includes the various forms of the. spirit as stations on the way on

“which itlfépiripj becomes pure knowledge or absolute spirit" (1966:4)..

If Hegel is to jh§tify his claim that these various forms are “stations"

of the spirit rather than complete and sé]?—sufficient positions, he

- must have a device which justifies this kind of redescriptién. Toward

this end,'Hegel develops his famous notion of the "cunning of Reason."

;
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This concept refers to the manner in which the self rea]iiation of tﬁe
Idea is masked to finitg individuals by their own worldly and paséibﬁate_
pursuits. Although the idea of thélcunning of ée;son is primarily
utilizéd by Hegel in his political thougﬁy, it is anticipated in the

Phenomenology when the progression of philosophical systems and self-

‘proc1aimed truths are djscussed. Such partial or “detérmihate" forms
of knowledge or manifestétions of the spirit “suppose that they are
pursuing their self-preservation and particular interests though in
fact they are the converse, an activity that dissolves itself and makes
itself a moment » e whole." This, Hegel says, "is the cunning that
seems to abstain frof activity while it looks on as determinateness”

(1966:82).

The idea is therefore said to find its expression through finite
and particular historical and cultural forms in a way not clearly dis-
cernable to the finite {ndividua1s or groups of individuals who Have
asserted these limited ekpressions. This allows Hege[, for example,
to view the profusion of philosophical truths through history'in an

integrated and hferarchica]‘perspective. He writes:

It is important to have a deeper insight into the bearings of
this diversity of truths in the systems of philosophy. Truth and
and philosophy, known philosophically, make such diversity appear
in another 1light than that of abstract opposition between: truth
and error. We must make the fact conceivable that the diversity
and number of philosophies not .onty does not prejudice philosophy
itself, that is to say, the possibility of a philosophy, but that
such diversity is and has been absolutely necessary to the existence
of a science of philosophy and that it is essential to it (1955:18,19).

,

Philosophy therefore achieves the status of a systematic science
when it has successfu11y~understoodkthe,part hlayed by each partial
expréssion\of truth in the final or absolute truth. By claiming this

-
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absolute standpoint, Hegel claims to have shown all finite expressions

-of the Idea to be explicated and justified as necessary but limited
expressions of what‘can now be understood as Absolute knowledge. By

doing so he is able to move away from the éimﬁ]e dichotomy of truth and
falsehood to a view which claims that_every mode of consciousness, system
of philosophy, set of po]itiéai arrangéments is neither true nor false

but partial in its expression of the truth conceived as a whole encircling
this panoply of limited circles.

This is only the ssserted goal of Hegelian philosophy. What
remains praoblematic for any thinker who disposes of a simple diéhotomy
of truth and fa]sspood is the problem of a criterion for assigning
truth value to those standpoints and argUmgnts which are saip to con-
stitute a partial truth. Hegel encounte;s this problem in a barticu]ar]y
acute form éince his system of phi]gsophy is:intended to be an account
of such a vast range of partial standpoints which eventually arrives at
his standpoint which itsg1f reveals the complete truth of Absolute know-
ledge. ’ l

The aspect of the sys;em‘hhich accounts for and jusfifies the
poss%bility of phi]osophic&] science and at the same time mirrors the
essential structure of the Idea can be termed its two dimensional
hierarchical structure. One_dimqnsion, the horizontal, or the aspect
of histoficity has al%eady been discussed. Much of the systematic con-
tent of the system claims to demonstrate the hiérarchica]hprogression
of limited standpbints through history toward their highest and thus
true expression. Hegel's famed dia]ectﬁé, construed és a method at

least, is connected with this view of spiritual ‘and intellectual pro-

gress. By subjecting limited viewpoints to serious study and criticism
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what ultimately results is their negation and trans1t1on into a view-

point which preserves the part1a1 truth of that v1ewpo1nt in a higher

more complete truth}.

Infimate]y linked with and presupposed by the horizontal or
historistic hierarchy is a yertica] hferarchy'which establishes, in a
sense, a cognitive division of labour. As diségssed above, Hégé] was
intent upor including in the phi]osgphié system a role for every fié]d
of cognitive and empirital scientific activity. Bykthe 19th century the

time had long passed when phi]osophy‘cou1d ignore with impunity the

growth of empirical science. The work which speaks toward this concern

is the Encyc]dpedia of the Phi]oéophica] Sciences first pu61ished in
1817. This work contains the familiar tripartite divisions of the
Hegelian system which 1mp1y a temporal order as well: Part I the
Logic, applicable to understand1ng the Idea abstractly before its se]f
a]1enat1on, Part I1I, the phifTosophy of nature, or the Idea before its
attainment of self-consciousness; and finally, Part III, the philosophy
of mind. The final sections of this third part deal with absolute

mind and its expression in art, religion and philosophy. The special.

empirical sciences are thus relegated to the 'lower' divisions which,

because they are realms in which the Idea receives only 1imited expression,

are rather better suited to the non-dialectical methods which have
developed within these sciences.

Further specification of the detailed results of the system are
unimportant fof the}present purpose. What is’important'is>to documeht
the crucial epistemological status of Absolute knowledge or knowledge of

the Idea within the system's two dimensional hierarchy. It has already

e
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been shown that thét status is one of completion. Hegel's philosophical
system resolves the Idea's sé]f—a]%enation 1n'the form of its recollec-
tion and return to itself in that system. -HeQe], in short, achie&es
Absolute knowledge of -t omplete history and nature of the Idea.
HoQéve}, not only does Abso]u e knowledge constitute a completion, it
constitutes a beginning. For thg,syStem of Abso]ute»knéw]edge to com-
mence, the Ab§b]ute standpoint must already be achieved. Absolute
knowledge ‘is fherefore presupposed as a prerequisite and criterion.which
allows for the construction of the system.8
For Heée]ian philosophy to even get under way, the Absolute
standpoint must therefore already be secured. That.is, the intent and
method of that pHi]osoph& can only be achieved and functi&n if there
is.some premonition of the fbrm which the result will take. Of coﬁ?ée,
the presupposition is not a surreptitious oﬁe. Hegel explicitly main-
tains for example, that in the study of the history oijﬂﬁ]osophy,
"in prder to obtajn a knowledge of its proéress as thé‘deye1opment of
the Idea in the-empirical external form in which philosophy appears in
history, a correshonding knowledge of the Idea is abso]ute]y,nécesséry"
k1955:30,31). It cdn therefore be said‘that each partial standpoint
preciseiy because it must be viewed as<partia11y true, présupposes
absolute knowledge, while the absolute standpoint insofar as it can.be

viewed as being actualized fhrough the history of nature and man, pre-

/supboses every finite spandpoint which appears on its path to full .

.‘ (-\._\

actualization.
Within the historical dimension of the hi®rarchy, the absolute
standpoint is both a presupposition and a gdal'of the myriad partial

manifestations of the Idea. It is, in short, the criteridn by which

—

\
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the partial manifestations are to be judged. Within the ve;tica1
strycthe of cognitive forms, Abso]ute-knowledge in the form of the
phi]bsophica]‘systém is the realm in which the Ideas .receives its com-
plete expréssion and hence‘is fully re§1ized. As such it is the pinnac]é -
of intellectual and spiritual achievement. However, 1nAdocumenting the
lesser forms of this acComp]ishment, Hegel must presuppose the stand-
paint of Absolute knowledge which allows him to circumscribe the par-

tia]ptruth of finite philosphical and cultural forms.

This presupposition permeates the entire structure of the

-Eﬂgnomenology. ‘Consider the examination, in the earﬂy stages of this
erk, of'"senge certaiﬁty" which claims to arrive at'certain,uunmediated
knowledge of physical objects independent of subjettivé conéciéusness.

To depict the inadequaéy of this poistion, Hegel relies on the sort
of universal categoriés revealed in the absolute standpoint. He main-
tdins that sensé-certainty refutes itself in*iﬁs implicit reliance on
andwhence-mediation by thgsé universal subjective cétegories whiph present
themse]vgs in sense'certainty‘s use of the proqnouﬁ “thfs” to refer to
“this tree". In fhis way,vthe”zléim of sense cértainty to have
immediate and discrete knowledge of objectiVe}particu]ars“is réfuted.
But this refutation is only achieved by presupposing at 1eastvsome of
the metaphysical content revwealed by the Absolute standpoint. Most
notable in this case is the assumption_that critical re%]ecfion must
demonstrate the untruth of the distinction between thought and being_.9

One of the commentators who has recognized and criticized Hege1f§

presupposition of the absolute standpoint is Habermas. He-writeg (1971:10)

that Hegel's intentions to find error in Kantian phi1osophy and to

. establish the theory of knowledge as_critical recollection aké-endangered

- . -
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“"because from the very béginning Hegel presumes as given a knowledge
of the Absolute". Habermas (1971:10) maintains however that "the
possibility of just this knowledge would have to be demonstrated
acéording to the criteria of\Hege]'s radica]izéd crifiQue of knowledge."
As shown above, Habermas is correct when he points to Hege]'skprésup—°
position. This'presupposition of the abs?1ute standpoint is intrinsic -
to Hegel's endeavor to find‘the Abso]uge work{ng its way towards self-
realization in an otherwise mundane historical reality. Hegel as the
first philosopher of Absolute knowledge, must therefore claim a special
access to or, in oth?r words, must presuppose the Absolute standpoint.
However, Habé;mas is incorrect in implying that Hegel merely
presupposes the Absolute standpoint; he is certainly incorrect.if he
inte;prets Hegel as assérting that‘this standpoint is “given“ where
this term has the technica] meaning of’being transp;reﬁtlyvand in-
corrigibly known. Hege], on the contrary, was qﬁite concerned to find
evidence. for his philosophical science and its intrinsic presupposition
both by justifying his philosophical c]aimg and by finding warrent for
those claims by means of showing their anticipation in non-philosophical
thought. With this concern, the second problematic of Hegelian philo-
sophy comes into view. ‘Hege? claims access to the Absolute standpoint
in order to demonstrate that standpoint as thé rea]izatioﬁ of the Idea.
Now he must justify this inifia] claim. Again, the present purpose doés
not allow an exhaustive consideration of%Hegel's efforts in this re-“

3

gard which form the entirety of the system's content. However, it is

~important to show first, that Hegel was sensitive to this requirement

/
and second, some of the ways in which he attempted to meét it. This is
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important Because Mannheim seems quite unaware of this éspect Qf the
phi]o;ophy which he claimed to imp]ément in an improved version_which
would include this kind of evidential justification. _

~ Hegel claimed that what made his philosophy superior to that
of his immediate predecessors was that he intended to justify it by
careful attention to the movement ofﬁthe‘transcendent content in the
actual content of finite reality. That he was engaged in this kind of

"inductive' procedure is clearly evident from the Preface to the

‘Phenomenology. Contained in this work is a'scéthing criticism of

philosophies which are merely asserted rather than being painstakingly

e

jus%ified. The philosopher particu]ar]y singled out for Hege?;s at times
sarcastic abuse is Sghe]]jhé and ‘the following discussion of Hége]'s
critique of his most“immediate‘predecessor is of dual ﬁignificancé’for
the current iﬁterest. Fjrst, it will sérvé to‘portray Hegel as con- -
éerned to find some warrent beyond his own subjective assertion for his
phi]bsophica] science. Second, the critique and the subsequent positive
programme can be shown to be interestingly a@a]ogous to Mannheim's
critique of somevof his contemporaries. ‘ |

Friedrich Schelling, although five years younger than Hegel,

rose to'philosophicél prominence nearly ten years before the pubﬁca:

tion of Hegel's first major work, the Phenomenology. The two had bgen'
close friends and associates since their youthful seminary days and |
Hegel was generally considered to be Schelling's disciple until this
work appeared. It is plainly evident that the general form and goals_
of Hegel's absolute idealism is closely indebted to Schelling's own.“
version of absolute idealism developed in works between 1800 and 1803

”

(Schacht, 1975:33-37). That this debt was to remain at this general

<>
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level became clear with the pub]ication of the Phenomenology and its

bitterly sarcastic rébuke of Sche]]iné's work. What Hegel specifically
objects to in Schelling is his dialectical formalism and, more genera]]y;
the relationship the 1atter finds between‘finite and absolute reality.

.. The dialectic as an ontological rather than epistemological
or pedagogical idea is pé;haps first found in Fichte. Schelling
recast Fichte's notion of dialectical development in terms of the now
familiar thesis-antithesis-synthesis schema or what he called "the law
of triplicity" (Scﬁécht, 1975:33); There are numerohs passages in the_

“preface to the Phenomenology in which Hegel takes issue with this "law".

-

What he objects to is the_manner in which Schelling elevates a notion
arrived at, és it wére, by mere "instinct" in order to characterize the
finite manifestations of the empirical world and hence to arrive,
through this purely formal dynamic process, at the absolute standpoint.
Hegel is clearly unsatisfied with this "schmetizing formalism" which is
"learned as quickly as it is easy to master it" (1966:74,78). He
fur;her says that
The instgﬁhent of the monotonous formalism is no more difficult *
to handle than a painter's palette on which there are.only two

colors; say, red and green, one if an historical piece is wanted,
the others ifor landscapes (1966:78).

' What is ultimately at fault in this bogus profundity isba o
ﬁcava]ier attitude toward the actual and éssentia] content of the empirical
world. No attempt is made to find in that actual content the real move;
ment and expression of the absolute Idea;' In short, "the living essence
of the matter is left out" and is expressed rather "according to a

superficial analogy" (1966:76,78). Hegel's own conception of philosophical

° science involves a serious concern to render an account of the rich

-~
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content of the empirical world and yet‘at the same timé to ascribe
to.that content the movement of the transcendent absolute Idea. Thus,
in,oppqsition to Schelling's method, Hegel can observe that the "corntent
does not receive its determinateness from another, like a label; in-
stead it determines itself and assigns itself its p]éce as a.moment of
the whole...scientific knowledge...demand precisely that we éurrender

to the life of the object or...that we confront and express its inner
necessity" (1966:80).

Invcontrast to Schelling's romantic intuit}onism which imposed
speculative cpnceptions on and.thus'éttempted to supercede the "dis-
tinct and determinate" (Hegel, 1966:26) content of the actual world,

ﬁHege]'s philosophy is an attempt to, in a senﬁe, discover or account for

its speculative content as ‘essential but incomplete moments of the
Absolute occuring in finite reality. It is with reféfenqp to this end
that Hegel's own dialectical method is féshioned not as an austere
compilation of triads but as a method which immefses itself in each
posftion and finds the limitations which point toward an advanced position
which is considered in turn. This reéuirement is what Hegel has in
mind when he says that "to Eonsider a thing rationally means not to
bring reason to bear on the object from the outside and sﬁgto tamﬁer
with it, but to find that the object is ratfona] on its dwnXéE;ount."lo
Through this method Hegel hdpes to justffy aﬁ abso]ﬁteidea]ism,not in
opposition to finite maﬁifestations, but aS arisfng from these in such \7
a way that it can "preserve the process of rising in the result of
having risen" (Fackeﬁhiem, 1967:29).

At the origin of the dispute between Hegel and Schelling, there

is perhaps a psythological divergence in the way in which fhey're]ate
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to their philosophical labours. It may be that Hegel tobk the c]afms of
Absolute idealism rather more seriously than Schelling. If history
and the finite world are to be ultimately related. to the work»of'an
ébso]ufe and transcendent world spirif,‘then the phi]osophica1'tbought
of mere humans becomes inherently paradoxical - it is at once a mere
moment in the finite.proce5§"but oﬁé in which that process is destined
to.reach the comp]eted Absolute. Therefore, thought as a subjective
manifestation is inherént]y finite and particular but as an objective
spiritual result it is destined to reach and become identical with the
Absolute. Indeed, Hege1‘§ divergence from romantic thoughf, many of
whose formulations he shares, can perhaps‘be ascribednto an insistence
thét this paradox and the cognitive pfob]ems which ensue from it be
accorded the utmost efforts at resolution which goes beyond thevmystica1
intuitions and inattention to finite reality which characterize
Schelling's thought. In order to resolve fhis paradox, phi]osopic$1,
thought requires as a propadeut%c an evo]utionafy foundation in the
realm of non-phi]oéophica] fiﬁite rea1ify.~

" This fouﬁdationgwhich serves as a justification of philosophy
is to be found in Chr}stian theology. The place of Christian belief
in Hegel's phiaosophy is 50 ambiguous that Hegel has been chastised
both for his imp]itit atheism and for construcfingvnothing but an
obscure Protestant theology vei]éd with phi]osophica]_categories. This
ambiguity can be accbunted for by understanding'Hegelﬁs préfound reliance
.on, yet attempt to surpass, religious formu]atiohs. |
Religion has the dual function és a sort of metaphoric Jjusti-

fication of the absolute standpoint and as an evolutionary basis for
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ph1losoph1ca1 apprehens1on of this standpo1nt ‘According to Hegel,
the core doctrines of Christian faith prov1de speculative ph11osophy .
with an apprehension of the truth of the absolute Idea. The conception |
of an eternal, transcendent God outside of time yet in an act of di-
remption becoming fully immanent in fin%te‘reality in the form of an
~historical person provides a striking analog% to Hegel's secularized
version of this story; It is on the strength of'this3conception that
. Hegel p1aces re]igion as the immediate predecessor to_phiiosophica1
thought in his realm of Absolute mind. | It becomes the bus1ness of
“philosophy to take up the truth of Chr1st1an1ty - expressed on the level
of vague, mytho]og1ca1 notions and feelings -‘;nd comp]ete it in the
wholly true form of philosophical thought (Kaufman, 1965 275). Thus
| Chr1st1an1ty, espec1a1]y in its less mystical, more. rat1ona1 articulation
in Protestant thought, is re]egated to the role of anticipating the
truth of the Abso]ute ph1losophy |
Re]1g1on is not, for ‘Hegel, a mere anticibation. It is a neces-

sary moment which gives the phiiosophica1 thought which completes it a
warrant wh1ch a wholly secular philosophy cannot have. The point 1s
a subtle one, and one to which Fackenhiem. (1967) has devoted an ent1re
book. It is his contention that the claims which Hegel makes for his
philosophy stand on whether the expression andvpresentiment of‘the,
Absolute spirit can be found in non-philosoohic thought; If this is
‘'not the case, then a phllosopher can on]y 1mpose his subJect1ve cate-
gories onto f1n1te rea11ty whlch he® c1a1ms is a- man1festat1on of the
infinite. A wholly se]f—suff1c1ent ph1losophy consequently produces

--a dualism betueen reality and thought which ﬁt.is'the pretention of that

phi]osophy to have overcome. ‘Christian theology is therefore the factor

/
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- which overcomes this breach since it is present in reality before
philosophy arises to convert it fully into thought while preserving '

/
11 By embracing Christian meta-

its truth (Fackenheim, 1967:110,111).
- physics and ehgaging_tn a phenomenological analysis of consciousness,
Hegej claims that he has 1mprovedébn the absolute idealism of his pre-
_ decessors‘by finding a warrant for the human attainment of the Absolute
standpoint.

" This d1scuss1on has attempted to d1spe11 the notion of Hege1 as
an obscure metaphys1c1an deduc1ng the wor]d of finite appearance from
an entirely a priori doctrine. Rather, it is more correct to say that
“ Hegel was concerned ‘to find justification for his doctrine of the abso-
Jute ldea by means of an examinatipn of the fin.iteT In thfs way, al-
though this is to greatly oversimpljfy the matter,‘Hegelian‘pht1osophy
Tie$ uneasily between a deduction'from first prineiples and'empirica]
induction. True, the Abso]ute standpo1nt is presupposed throughout the
entire odyssey and 1s 1ndeed necessary to-its completion, but it is not
venough to say, as does Habermas, that it is mere]y presupposed for Hegel
‘contends that the doctr1ne is warranted by an unpreJud1ced 1nvest1gat1on
of the historical world. Perhaps this can be expressed differently by
suggesting that; on-a grander scale, Hegel's philosophy 1§Iah anticipé-
tion of the much discussed hermeneutic circle; the finite can only be
understood through the Absolute but the Abso]ute must be understood
through an account of the f1n1te

The intention has been to portray the programmatic intentfons~qf
Hegelian phildsophy and,.as such, is quite separate'from exahining the

extent to which the realization of the programme remained'unfulfi11ed.
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Numerous commentators (e.g. Flay, 1974:54) have remarked that for the

Phenomenology to succeed on its own terms, it would have to remain en-

tire}y'desc}iptiveiin the sense that the author, in portraying the path
to absolute knowledge, ‘could add nothing of his particular standpoint.
The*materia1 itself must be inclusive and cdﬁpe]]fng. Yet even a
superficial reading of the work which misses many of the classical
1fterary_a11usions cannot but reveal the Criterion of inclusion as somgé

10 Indeed, perhaps

what arbitrary if not nearly random (Kaufman:1965:129).
the first to take Hegel to task for not fuifil]ing the claims which
he made for his philosophy was Karl Marx in his critﬁque of the Phi]osoghx :
of Right. Marx shows, even to the satisfaction of some non-Marxist
philosophers (e.g. Westphal, 1974:56), that Hegel has proceeded from a
cgnception of the rational state and interpreted thejrea]ity of the
empirical Staté to fit tﬁis\concéptipn thus imposing the Idea on reality
rather than justifyiné its presence solely by a non-arbitrary gtudy |
of that reality as Hegel claims he has done. |
Another element of thé immanent éritique of Hegelian philosophy

has drawn atténtion to its eschatological claim. Thié issue is highly .
releyant jn understanding howiﬁénnheim's reliance on'Hegé1ian thought =
is dhsat{sféctory. |

_ There is a:fundamenta1 e]ementvof completion in Hegel's philo-
‘sophy “"which also has the'sensé of an esthato]ogica] end" (Lowith, 1971:
119). ,what.hés been pointed out by numerous commentators is that
this éschafo]ogicaT e]e@snt strong]} contradicts the dynamic, dialectical
element. "“The spirit"'Hege1 says "is never at rest-but a]ways engaged
in ever progressive motion".(1§66:20), There is however, the intimation

of comp1etidn and thus rest, on at least a metaphysical plane, in the
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cdﬁbTeteq»sygtem'as it is posfted by Hegel. This poses a fundamental
intonsisigncy. Hege]'at once assumes pervasive dynamism yet as the
paragraphs above have attempted to Show, the entire enterprise of )
Hegelian philosophy is predicated and is Oniy poééib]e by virtue of a
completion which reveals the absolute standpoint. |

While Hegel does snot assert that mundane and finite reality cease

. -
to exist and develop after his philosophical achievement, there does

seem to be entailed the claim that,.logica11y or ohto]ogica11y speaking,
nothing new or essential can occur afteq Hegel. This eschatglogical
element has Ehereforé become one of the host-difficu]t puzz]e§ con-
sidered by Hegel's commentators. Rosen (1977:42), however, may well
be correct when he admits that "if we remain within the Hegelian
teaching.;:then,there is no solution to the dilemma of the end of his-
tory." |

It is for such reasons that‘Hege1's philosophy, judged by its
own rigourous criteria, is'usually considered by even sympathetic com-
mentators to have been a failure. This judgement is supported aS‘wejl
by the fact that really no contemporary philosophers are Hegelians,
for, as Taylor (1975:538) observes, "no one actually believes his
central onto]ogica]vthesi;." However, the aim of the above remarks
has been to show that the failure is not to be ascribed to an inade-
quacy in the execution of the programme but rather to the immense
scope of the programme ifself - a complete reconcf]iafion between the
temporal and the eternal, the limited and the absolute. Ih-the ex-
plosion of critique and interpretation which followed Hégg]'s dééth it
is thus quité c]earjwhy,vfor‘examp]e,‘Christian phi]oéophy has ofteﬁ

remained subjectively existential while historico-systematic thought

—
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‘has been pushed inexorably toward relativism.

The argument presented above can be summarized as follows:

(
(1) The Absolute Idea, although a priori and transcendent,

resides in some form and to‘some extent in the finite empirical moments-
which comprise{its partial and progres§ive realiz;tioﬁ; each partia1
standpoint therefore possesses a ratio of Absolute truth.

(2) The progression of the Absolute is revealed by a horfzonta]
(historical) and vertica],(cognifive]y hferarchica]) spiritual structure.

(3) In order to understand the finite world and human history
in the way set out by points (1) and (2), Hegel and all those wh9
follow his argumént must presuppose fhat they have attained at least
the general intimation of the Absolute standpoint.

(4) In principle, Ehe Absolute standpoint is attained by means
of speculative reason; this does not, however, involve intuitive leaps
but insights which are warrentéd by immersion in the spiritual movement
of the actual content of the finite world.

- (5) Christian faith, while it is superceded by philosophical
tru;h, &nticipates the truth of philosophy although not in its final
form. By pointipg to the anpfcipation of Absé]ute truth in religion,

‘Hege] claims to have overcoﬁe the prob*gﬁs involved in the claim of a
~finite historical individual to have attained the‘Abso1ufé standpoint.

| (6) . Points (1) through (5) présent the ideal claims of Hegel's
system which since-the time of his death have been consensﬁa]]y judgéd
to have been unrealized. The infe]]ectua] response to Hegel can there-
fore be underétood'as the histor&‘of the dissolution of all the elements

“which Hegel sought to unite in a single combrehenSive system.
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Notes to Chapter II

3

1. "It is of course ironic that it is ...the interpretation of natural
scientific theories by Kuhn, Feyerabend and others, that has played
a large parf in the reviva] of contemporary debate in the sociology of

knowledge"- (Hesse, 1978:11n). See also Phillips (1974:62).

2. It may be truely ironic to note that Karl Popﬁer (1962:212f)

has been perhaps most perceptive to the intimate link between Hegel and
Mannheim. However, Popper's own interests are never submerged in favour
of a fair treatment of either of these thinkers. This is unfortunate

for it is one instance in which Popper has failed to obserVé-the tenets

65 his own interpretive method of a rational reconstruction 6f a thinker's
own "problem situation". This involves an tnbiased attempl to under-
stand a thinker's intellectual beha?ibr by reference to his beliefs and
afms on the one hand, and hi§ confemporary inte]]ectu&] milieu on the
other (cf. Popper, 19723172F).' This, I submit, Popper has not attemptéd

in the case of Mannheim. -

3. Remmling's (1967) brief chabter on Hegel is suggestive in this re-
gard but not sdfficiently attentive to hany of the subtleties in Hegel's
thought. Much the same can be sajd of Horowitz's brief explication

(1962:30-32). | ,

4. Stark has not considered Hegel in this article. From one perspec-
tive, there is little doubt that he belongs in the category of the
“conservative tradition" as Stark describes it. Howéyer: insofar as

there is the anticipation of notions such as. "false consciousness” in
Y :
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Hegel's thought which, of course, motivates the Marxist tradition in
the discipiine, Hegel stands far from the conservétive tradition. As will
be seen, this kindvof interpretive disparity which Hegelian thought

supports is indicative of that philosophy.

5. It is interesting to ndtegxhat a prominent analytic philosopher
credits Hegel with being the first to understand the fully social founda-

tions of conceptual frameworks (Sellars, 1963:16).

6. Hegel, Philosophy of Right.' T.M. Knox-(trans.). O&ford: Oxfdrd_

University Press, 1956, p. 267. Cited in Paolucci (1974:113).

7. Hegel, The Logic of Hegel. William Wallace (trans.). Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1892, p. 24,25. Cited in Padlucci (1974:102).

8. The "beginning" of the Hegelian system'provokes far more intricate
problems than that it involves this kind of presupposition. Gurriere

(1977) has recently explored some of these.

9. Lowith (1971:132f) shows that Feurbach was first to make the denial
of Hegel's idealistic presuppositions the foundation of a critique of
Hegelian philosophy.

e

»

10. - Hege]b Philosophy of Right. T. M ‘Knox (trans.). Oxford:

 Oxford University Press, 1956, °p. 306. Cited in Paolucci (1974:120). ~

11. Lowith (1967:125) has also stressed the important status of re]igion
in Hegel'stthought in a simi]ar manner. By virtue of his "unquestioned
acceptance of the absolute status of Chr1st1an1ty and the sp1r1t founded

upon it" the 1nt1mate relation between the absolute and the h1stor1ca]
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components never results in the sorf-of-prob]ematic contradictions

which a secular absolute idealism inherently copftains.

4

-
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CHAPTER III
HISTORICISM

Having considered those aspects of Hegelian philosophy which

it is hoped will be illuminating in an éxamination of Mannheim,gihe
.topic of concern in this chapter is historicism, the second stream of
Mannheim's dual intellectual inheritance. This is the easier of the
two to bortray for three reasons. First, and most import nt, Mannheim's
debt to historicist thought is explicit and sétf—acknowngQed whereas
the Hegelian e]éments are either unacknowledged or media£za by some
of the historicist thinkers to be discuséed. The second reason is that,
as a world view, the issues?and problems subsumed under Historipjsm a;e
far easier for the modgrn reader to grasp and implement analytically.

In céntrast, gazing across Qhat Lowith (1967:129) ca]]s‘the "epochal
boundary which separates us from Hegel" requires far more labour anq/zhe
resu1t1ng ana]ys1s of that thinker, espec1a11y if the intent is to re-
spect that boundary rather than to understand Hegel through Marx or
analytic phi]osophy,1 is bound to reflect the kind.of difficulty which

itself provides evidence for the historicist position. Fina]]y, the
| current t?sk is made easiery ?//be1ng highly circumscribed.’ As in ther
previous ;ect1on, no attempt‘\Tﬂl be made to deal in depth with the
who]e range of the topic under consﬁderation What will be cons1dered
is the fate of the concept1on of Hegel's Ahso]ute Ian in the thought
of the: h1stor1c1st tradition.d Attention will be focused pr1mar11y on,
Wilhelm Dilthey but other thiﬁkers of his or other conteMporary schools

to which Mannheim responded will also be—brief]y considéred.

' As was discussed above, Hegel claimed that his thought_had been

. , | ) S, | y
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able to reconcile the infinite Absolute wifh finite empirical reality
in é‘way which accounted for the latter's appropriate quotient of the
ideal without disregaeding its mundane facti;ity.A The Absolute was
thus showﬁito be present in every partial mdment of ifs development
through time. However the Procrustean nature of this conception and
hence its uﬁdeniab]e failure especially at the level of pe]itics and

history was -recognized almost immediately upon its pronouncement. This

failure then issued i".? glaring contradiction between the radical

historicity of thesystemand its claims of’Abso]ute comp1etion.

Ore of the most fascinating ep1sodes in intellectual history
is the emergence of opposing trends and schools which streamed from

the breakdown of Hege] s Absolute synthesis. So disparate were the
.t ‘

 elements taken up in the synthesis and so great the resultant tensions,

that most of the major schools of continental thought since his time
can be profitably related to his direct or derivative jnf]uence. The
tradition under present consiqeration, historieism; can in a sense be
understood as intimately related to the system‘s-historicity but’ isolated
from ieS\netaphysica1 doctrines. This movement‘was,al?eady anticipated
by t%e Young Hege]ians'ascieer1y seen in the work of Marx's colleague
Arnold Ruge. For Ruge and the‘Youhg Hegeiians who appropriéted the
Hegelian system in a critical and historicaliy progressfve manner ({n
opposjtion to Hegel's own restriction to historical retrospection),

the Absolute spirit becomes the "spirit of the age" in the service, not
of its §e1f-contained.aims, but of the progressive fulfillment of the
future }Lowith,.1967;81); Once'thie transition is made, which is itself
epocha{ Hegel's concept1on of a se1f contained Absolute truth apart

from, wh11e para]]e] to, h1story is necessar11y reduced to a truth which

o
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is who]]y contained in the historical practice or:thought of finite
individuals.

Thus the Young Hege]iéns were the first to appropriate the his-
toristic aspect of Hegel's philosophy while dehying its metaphysical
doctrines. But perhaps in their éfforts to, in the Marxian idiom,'
retain this rational kernal, they failed to realize how drastically the
Qenia1 of Hegelian meféphysics made thé goal of finding meaning in
history problematic. Historical meaning in Hegel's thought, although it
is'ref1e§ted in the attainment of the Absolute Idéa in the form of
po]iticaf freedom, is primarily and mbst completely attained as conceptual
or ontological freedom in the rea!m.of Absolute Mind. Thus the S
ontological history of the Idea for Hegel is primary and its_para11e1
immersion in human.history is what renders this history meaningful. When
the Absolute Idea is rejected as untenable or redundant, as was the case
for the Young Hegelians and later by the’histpricist school, human
history, while ft retains a finite or relative meaning for each age,
is immediately in danger of losing its absqlute or cumu]atiVe1y.progressive
'meéning (Caponigri,.]974:16,17). The revo]&%%onary optimism of the 1840's
' apparently allowed the immediate successors of Hegel to retain this ;ort
of absolute faith in history without the support of HegeT's theocratic
metaphysics; certainly, however, writers after the First World War should
‘ have been more circumspect.

WiThelm Dilthey was perhabé the first to make explicit the
relativistic conclusions which cannot bé eradicated from a strong version
of the historicist position. What makes Dilthey especia]]y intenesting ’
in this regard is that at a generally anceived'methodologica] 1eveigxhei
shared with Hegel certain basic concepiions. These ‘included an_opénness

. . . 2
to the whole range of historical forms and an ontological dualism between
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the natural and human realns. ,Dj}tbey also adopts the Hegelian idiom of
objective mind as the conceptual basis of the historical sciences whose
“realm extends from the style of life and the forms of economic inter-
course, to ... mora?ity,\1aw, the State, re]igioh,'aft, s¢ience .and
phﬂosophy".2 It is significant, however, that Dilthey has included in
objective mind the Hegelian trinity of Abso]ute‘mind - art, religion,. and
philosophy. Finally,.both Hegel and Dilthey, "in contrast to romantic
“thinkers, approached the multiplicity of historical phenomena with a
categorical apparatus - Hegel withithe Absolute Idea and its .logical
development and Dilthey with his Weltanschuungslehre.

| A

:Howeverr these similarities are wholly abstract.or formal in

light of Di;the}‘s rejection of the primacy of the Abso]ute; Dilthey
rejected Hegel'i dualism of the tempora1 and abso]utg by relativizing andn'
hence reducing Ihe metaphysica] structure of fhe Absolute as well as all
metaphysica]xthought to a psychologica] vari§b1e mahifested as a human
need for metaphysical thought. The expiication of these psychological
reéponses'then forms the basis of the thQory of world viéws. Thus expﬁnged
of its metaphysical faith, Dilthey can protest against Heg£1's;abso1ute
synthesis in these terms: ‘

How can this claim be maintained in the midst of the immense

system of worlds, the multiplicity of forms of development

which take place upon them, the' limitless future which is

hidden in the womb of this universe, continually marching
forward to new structures. 3 =

Dilthey does accept Hegel's insight which beéame the
methodologicdl core of historicism that.the'nature of gvery‘human phenomenon"
is to be understood historitally (Lowith, 1967:121). But thé_temporaT
succession of thése forms’becomes only a mere succession. In the place
of Hege1'£ dynamié”bfqgressjon to the absolute standpoint, Dilthey, in the

1ight of "the historical consciousness of the finitude of every historical
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phenomenon, every Human.or social state, of the relativity of every sort
of be'lief,"4 deveiops a non-hierarchical, three-fold schema of world
views which are related fo the volitional, emotional, and cognitive
varieties of hUmannps&chology. "This disposes of the view" Dilthey
writes "which sees the task of history in the progress from relative
values, obligations, norms or goals to unconditional ones. That would
take us ... into the field of speculation ... from which even philosophy
cannot wrest an assured answer."5 Moreover, it wou]é seem that the
answers which philosophy wou]é provide would be subordinate to their
categorization as aspects of particﬁ]ar world views all of which'make
unconditional claims of validity. For its part, historicaﬁ study can only
,obsérve”"Qhe unresolved strife of these unconditional assertions with one

nb

another. An unmittigated relativism therefore results from the

collapse of the Hegeliay hierarchy, or more specifica]]y‘frqm.the

-

inclusion of-drt, religion and philosophy which Hegel had placed at the
innicle of Absolute mind, in the realm of objective mind.
However, it appears that Dilthey still retained the term
"absolute". While he does affirm that "everything is re]ative", he
continues by saying that -
absolute is only the nature of the spirit itsé]f, Manifesting
itself 4n all this. Nor is there an end to the knowledge
of this nature of the spirit, no final formulation, each is
relative, each has done enough if it has sufficed for its
age. The relativity of the notion of property logically
led to the revolution of the social order; this great
doctrine also led logically to the relativity of the doctrine
of Christ. 7 ) : ' '

, The role of the absolute appears to be wholly abstract. Rather than

5 .
Hegel's meticulous analysis and ultimately complete knowledge of a living
Absolute, the concept, or perhaps it would be more correct to say the

mere term, with Dilthey becomes austerely formal énd.refers only to the
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c‘unending and fully temporal historical process. The process is therefore
absolute in the sense of containing all of the subject matter of the
human studies or, onto]ogita]]y, as betng all of what there is in the
human realm, knowledge of which,.to reiterate, is always incomplete.

Betore proceeding to an.analysis of Mannheim, it may be profitable
to 1nvest1gate very briefly some other th1nkers to whom he responded It
_1s hoped that the great brevity of these considerations. will not make
them wholly superfluous. '

First there is Ernst Troeltsch to whdm, as will be seen, Mannheim
devoted an approving portion of his essay on histdricism. Troeltsch was
a theologian (and th1s point is perhaps not 1ns1gn1f1cant) who was drawn
to h1stor1c1sm through his historical studies on the social and theo]og1caT
factions appear1ng dur1ng tmaﬂnstory of Christianity. A]though accepting
in a Kant1an fash1on in h1s early work the pr1mary and uncond1t1ona1 Y
status of moral pr1nc1p]es, he attempted to reconcile this view with a
comparative and natura11st1¢ epproach to ethics. This led him-to the idea
‘ df these mofa] principles becdming fully expreSsed_through the historical
development of human mofaiity (Scharp%r. 1967:162). 1t wd% therefore
throdgh a comparative history of ethics that thefprob]ems posed by .
relativism could be overcome.-_.In the first voldme of his study

Historicism and Its Problems he exb1icit]y proposes a dynamic synthesis

of the major traditioné that had participated ‘in European cutture fHughes, |
1958:240). The solution presupposes, in his wordS, "the essentiaT and. |
individual identity of the finite spiritsiwith the infinite<spirit and ...
their intuitive participation in the 1attek's»¢ontent and mobi]evuntty of
Tife. "8 In material prepared fdr the dncomp]eted secdnd volume of his

study of h1stor1c1sm - H1stor1c1sm and Its Conquest - Troe]tsch 1dent1f1es

this infinite sp1r1t as an ethical abso]ute which cou]d be identified
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throogh its historical development; Therefore.“skepticism and relativism
are only an apparently necessary conseouence of mbdern_inteilectuai
conditions and of Historicism They can be overcome by way of Ethics,
. and by way of the ideal forces emerging from history itse1f Wh1Ch are
only mirrored and concentrated in Ethics.’ w3

It shou]d be clear that Troeltsch faced w1th the denial. of an
absolute ordering principle of historical forms which historiCism asserts,
fa]]s:back on a truncated'version of the Hegelian faith in'history aS’the"
realm of the Abso]ute's realization. Unfbrtunately,‘he died before he

faced the task of implementing this plan in a history of ethics which

presumably would have been structurally analogous to Hegel's Phenomenology.

Troeltsch's synthetic solution to the.relatiyism‘implied in
historicism thus remained entirely programmatic. However, at least one of
his contemporaries;'Friedrich Meineke, in considering Troeltsch's position
argued’'that he had made'a fundamenta] error-in proposing to find an
ethical absolute in history (Hughes, 1958:241). While’he-shared Troeitsch's
distress in the face of historical re]atiVism ‘he ultimately had to
reserve the indiVidual s consciousness as a safegoardvagainst ethical
nihilism which he apparently found imp]icit'in historicism (Fay, 1967:260).

g

Thus,” the "faith in final absolute values" could find no va]idation-aparti

from the individual's intuition. TO Meineke cah therefore be understood as
having seen the fruitlessness of even a proposed return to Hegel and |
because he still ‘wished to retain some’ form of a concrete abso]ute (i.e. .
one that is not mere]y forma] as Dilthey's appeared to be) he was forced ’
to rely on subJective ethical intuitions However, even this purely
subJective faith in an immediate access to an eternal absolute is
incompatibie with a strong version of the historiCist poSitiOn for the'

thought of individuals as historical actors and the bearers of ideas is..
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precise1y'what_is held- to be related to{historica] conditiods; Di]ﬁhey a
had already inc]uded)soch abso]utiscdsentiments in the realm of the

| h1stor1ca]]y re]at1ve .4

The dom1nant opposit1on schoo] to that of h1stor1c1sm was the |

neo-Kantian trad1t1on and its successor, phenomeno]ogy. The1r contendion

_is to be found in-the extent to which the'cdtegOrica] structure of mind

was held to be insu]ated'from‘historica1 variability.. 1n.Di1they, one‘of

whose major projects Was,aHKantian style crfciqué of historical reason,

. the two schools over]apdconsiderab1y. Also in the'Heidelberg school of
neo-Kantianfsm'of Nindé]band and RickentAwho Stréssed:the histgrical

variability ahd'va]ue comoonents of experience thererisva siggfidcant
simijaritvafth historicist concernS'(Beck; 1967:468-473).A Although the
content of this school cannot be considered; what is important in these
tﬁinkers, particu]arly Rickért; is}the,dua1ism_betwéen univérsé] or

"transcendehc ethicd] values and their historica11y particular counterparts.
A]thouoh‘theSe universal values are don-sensib]e, they are knowable a]gng .
tho lines of Verstehen_and enter inco‘the‘judgements concérhing their,

- particular maﬁiféscations. However; the precisé detaiﬁs of tois-epdstemic
relationship remained espec1a11y prob]emat1c for R1ckert (Anchor, 1967:194;
Mandelbaum, 1967:126-132). '

L In Mannheim's published writings references to Rickert-are few and |
are restricted to footnotes. Hoﬁover Schefer, who maintained a particular— |
‘universal dualism s{miiar-to that'of'Rickert was-one‘of Mannheim'S»ch{ef d
~ antagonists. Th1s sort of dualism is- accorded by Sche]er an exp11c1t and
acknowledged accentuat1on On th1s basis Sche]er constructed what is ‘here
called an évaluative socio]ogy of knowledge in which it was g1ven~to.some
social groups (pr1mar11y elites) and not others a greater "penetrat1on

w1l

into the metaphysica] rea]m of values. Wh11e the part1cu1ar is itself



41
relative, the universal realm of vqloes is a priori and self-sufficient

and-u]timately.unknowable except by an apoarently endless accretion of

.12 \

"unique cultural subjects working together in full solidarity. Scheler
can thus escape reletivism in a pure]j assertive fashion (since nothino
about the:eterna1 canfbe demonstrated) "by hanging up, as it were, the
_ - sphere ofiabsolute ideas and values .. qunte v1o]ent1y much higher (ganz
'gewletfg viel hoher) above all.actuai value systems of history that have
hitherto existed)“]3 . 4 / ‘ ‘
| In summéry, the aim of thisvchaptef has been to characterize some
aspects of the contempbrary.inte]1ectua1 scenelwhich Mannheim eonfronted.,
That whieh can be considered esoecially significant in this regard is the
fate of Hege1 s Absolute which he had endeavoured o depict with meticulous
. concreteness. In general, three responses to Hege1 s synthesis have been
~discussed. First there is D11they S reJect1on of,the absolute and h1s i
subsequent.espohsal of re]ativism; second, there is TroeTtsch's maintenance
of Hege] s Abso]ute but 1n a. 51gn1f1 antly truncated fash1on - the

elaborate para]]e] h1stor1ca1 deve1 pment of the Idea in its purely

logical form is eliminated and th subsequent absolute is. reduced to a set

of universal ethica] orinciples' - finelly, there is fhe withering away B
of tﬁe Absolute beyond the at inment of ‘its histor{cally partial
eXpressions which threatens‘ﬁickert's epistemology but which Seems
explicitly advocated by'SeHe1er. As will be seen, Ménnheim.rejected the

last alternative and attempted to'recon;ile the first two..
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Notes to Chapték II1

1. This practice‘of reading Hegel through’the~mediation of another
‘thiﬁker.seems characteristic of Mércuse's Marxian interpretat{onﬂof Hegel
(]96b) and Findlay's (1958) analysis which tends to find in Hégefzthe

© anticipation of concerns c10§é to. those of contemporary analytic '
philosophy. Th1s assertion would, of course, need to be much more
r1gourous]y substant1ated than can be done here If, howevlr these
accounts are to some degree m1s1nterpretat1ons4 this poses no threat, in
principle, .to historicism and thus Fe]ativfsm.avThat is, eJen a robust |
historicism or relativism is‘combatib]e'with the existence of very general
or indeterminatézcriteria of interpretive adequacy. It is possible

,therefore, as Nietzsche said (1973'49) to locate interpretations where

"the text d1sappeared beneath the’ 1nterpretat1on

2. W. Dilthey, Gésammelte Schriften, VII, 208. In Hodges (1969:118).

-

3. Ibid.} IV, 219. Cited in Lowith (19674120).

4. Ibid., VI, 290. Cited in Hodges (1969:33).

5. Ibid., VII, 173. Cited in Hodges (1969:146,147).
6. Ibid.
7. 1bid., IV, 250. Cited in Lowith (1967:122).

8. E. Troeltsch, Gesammelte Schriften, III, vi%, viii. Cited in

Hughes (1958:240).

9. E. Troeltsch, Historismus und seine Uberwindung. Cited in Hughes

(1958:240,241)..

10. F. Me1necke, D1e Entstehung des H1stor1smus Cited in Hughes

(1958 244)

11; ‘M. Schler, Die w1ssenformen und die Gesel]schaft, p. 182. Cited

in Becker and Dahlke (1973 208).

s
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13.

Ibid

Ibid

.» p. 14. Cited in Mannheim (1952c:167).
.» p. 14, Cited in Wolff (1971: lxvii n. 42).
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CHAPTER 1V
MANNHEIM'S HEGELIAN PATH

<

Introduction

The preceding two chapters have presented two facets of Mannheim';
intellectual heritage insofar as they can illuminate the aims which he
ascribed to the sociology of knowledge. Apart from his conceptual and
empirical studie&ﬁ: this area, Mannheim concurrently attempted to .
delineate the epistemological consequences of the soc1ology of knowledge.
This assumed the form, shared by all versions of the eva]uat1ve conception
of the discipline, of assigning truth values as a result of socjological
1nvest1gat]ons to the knowledge produced by 1nd1v1duals‘11ving within the

'cognitively determinate confines'of‘avgiven social context. Mannheim's
sociological epistemology is concerned w1th»the obvious d1ff1cu1t1es wh1ch
. such an effort presents and in the present chapter his ear]y efforts, that

A

ﬁs the positions developed before the pub11cat1on of Ideology and Utopia,

are to be cons1dered ,

Apart from the significant d1vergence of the1r ph1losoph1ca1 views
and intellectual products, Mannheim shares with Hegel a fundamenta] con-
viction that the existence of Dpte]]ectua] dispute . and conflict requires
that one do more than assert one's own position while merely refuting or
aesimi]ating only that which is c0ngenia1 from other positions Still,
both thinkers found intellectual conflict distressing andycgﬂ%equent]y
1aunched efforts to find some order1ng principle or criterion which could
serve to ameliorate such conflict in a synthetic fashion. ‘Mannheim's most
genera]vinterest was‘therefore the "discovery of the position from which
a ‘total perspective would be possible" (1936:160). ‘Indeed, this is the

,unifying theme which connects both his early sociology of knowledge period.
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with the subsequent efforts at soc1a1 eng1neer1ng

Given the 1nherent and .enormous difficulties in th1s endeavour,
.it is not surprising that Mannhe1m as well as his commentators remain
unsatisfied with hisAresults in this regard. The aim of this chapter is
to understand why his initial synthetic_efforts are so unconvincing and
thimately contradictory. As mentioned in Chapter I, this task is made
considerably easier by Mannheim's self-criticism. What is required is to
“follow his own thought-to‘the point where the greatest doubt is expressed
and then 1n~a sing]e further step to complete the argument and thus refute
it. Briefly, this added final step is achieved by drawing out the
consequences of the contradictory ama1gam ofﬁHegelian and historicist

elements contained in the position. Q@’

Mannheim's Interpretation of Hegel

In none of his pub11shed writings does Mannheim d1scuss Hegel's
ph1losophy in Tength. In “Conservative thought" (1971b) Hege] is treated
soc1o]og1ca11y as a leading representat1ve of th1s trad1t1on However,
whiles this represents his most sustained analysis of Hegel, it is‘not-a
phiTosbphica] analysis, or what Mannheim called an "interpretation based
on 'intrinsic consideration'" (1971a ]31)' Therefore one must attempt to
1nfer his interpretation of Hegel from widely dispersed and compressed P
passages. Yet doing so is 1mportant for it is to be argued that h1s j
brief and unsystemat1c appra1sa1 conta1ned some genera] mis- 1nterpretat1ons
and moreover, on the strength of such mis- 1nterpretat1ons he was Ied a]ong g
a version of the’ ph1losoph1ca] route wh1ch Hegel had exhausted a century
before. _ .

Mannheim's response to Hegel contains both cr1t1ca1 and sympathet1c

elements. In a fashion s1m11ar to that of Hege1 s marx1st commentators,
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Mannheim is primarily in {isagreement with what he takes to be the

specu1ativefe1ement in Hege1'§ philosophy. He contrasts, for example, the
anti-specu]ative position ot historicism as a "reaction against Hegel's
venture in the philosophy of history wh1ch with its ready -made
assumpt1ons, had proved premature in content and method a11ke"‘(J952a:34)f
Elsewhere, Mannbe1m chjdes Hegel for the circularity of the system; it~
contains, he writes "a conclusion given tnvadvance" and thus "the
discussion ... is being steered towards a pfedetermined so]ution" (1971d:293).
Hegel is therefore shown "to present the whole of historical reality as
rationally deducible" (1971b:150). Mannhefm clearly shares the coneeption
of Hegel ,as a rationalist who conjured up a set of obscure metaphysicel
first principles and then proceeded to reproduce through a determinate.
application of the dialectic method the entire course of human history.
Mannheim also po1nts out that Hegel effected a comp]et1on of this process
"this term1na1 stage of the Absolute as an actuality was reached both ip
the .State and in ‘his own philosophical thinking" (19716'255) He then
immediately switches to a sociological apprajsal of this comp]et1on ‘and |
.f1nds "that it is noth1ng but the Prussian State of Hegel's time from the
standpo1n§yof which he was in fact thinking" (1971c:255).

Mannheim therefore'rejects the g_grigri_and the speculative aspect
of Hegel's philosophy as‘unepited to an era which was con;erned to make,
in an app}optiate way, the human or cultural sciences,scientffica11y )
respectable. In this respect he is firmly in the tradition of neo-Kantian
er neo-Hegelian German'thought. Also typical of this tradition is its
confrontation with relativism and Mannheim's $olution of this prob]em
~ builds ‘upon a notion of d1a1ect1ca1 deve]opment This notion will soon be

treated in detail but what is significant here is that Mannheim himself ,

understood this to be clearly related to Hegelian thought, although as an
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imp;oved‘adaptatipn. In cOnsidering§ in "Historicism", the forms of
historical movement he considers three "types of theories of evolution”
of which "that of dialectical evolution” is appropriate for the subjéct
matter of the humdn sciences. Mannheim further acknowledges that the

1

theory "goes back to Hegel" but ésserts that he has "presenteq ft fn‘
modified form" (1952b:123) by severing~supposed1y irrational éuftura]
manifestations such as art and re]igfbh from its purview. As will be
discussed below, Mannheim claims that it is this theory of* dialectical
evolution which Qil] enable higtoricist fhinkersgto overcome relativism.
He asserts thatvit~is “the only solytion of.‘the general pngb]em,of how

to find ... standards and nbrhs for a world out]ook'which has become
dynamic" (1952b:132). Lhat it is adopted from Hegelian philosophy is not
problematic for “contra:y to earlier philosophical attempts,'th{s e

attempt to grasp the overall inner meaning of this historical transfor-

7

mation process with the help of the category of tota]ity ... is no
longer deductively based on a priori first'princip1e;, but is, derived from
C,immediate‘contact with.the;historical material itself" (1952b:127). ”
In the ofher central essay of,this period, "The problem of a
sociology of know]gdge", Mafnheim ackhow]edge§ that Hegel "identified the
‘essence’ and 'absolute' with the historical process and tied the fate of
the absolute to that of thef evolution of the world". He app]auds this

¢

notign and then continues to say that "even tHough his detajled G
B . d - i “
propositions cannot be. accepted, his general position is closest to our

immediate ori;ntation" (]952c‘175) ‘This passage is 1nterest1ng in two
ways, first as another aff1rmat1on of Mannhe1m s attempt to adopt the

Hegellan programme, and also because, of all the passages in wh1ch Hege]
1sld1scussed,'1t clearly reveals the most insight into degel's own aims.

In nearly a11 of the other interpretive bassages, however, Mannheim
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exhibits,”at best, only an inoomp]ete understanding of -Hegel. This.
c]ain:tan be supported by recalling the interpretation of Hegel's
ph1losophy deve]opid in Chapter II. ‘

~There it wég suggested that Hege] did not mere]y impose in a

, cfrcu]ar fashion h1s speculative categories on the empirically rea} content’

but rather attempted and c1a1med to have found a kind of inductive warrant
for those categor1es through an analys1s of consciousness and Chr1st1an

faith. It is certainly correct to say that the Idea as an a priori entity

is said to exist by Hegel, but attaining knowledge of it is a far more

subtle process than Mannheim appreciated;, In brief, just as Mannheim
proposes.to "make immediate contaot with the historjca] material itself",
so also does Hegel insist that "scientific knowledge ... demands
precisely that we surrender to the life of theﬁobject or ... that we
confront and express its'inner necessity" (1966:80). By doing so, Hegel
did not claim, nor did he ever intend, in Mannheim's words to “present
the whole of historical rea11ty as rat1ona11y deducible™ (1971b'150)

Rather this "surrender" is gu1dedﬁand is also 1ntended to reveal the Idea

.as a'principle"of selection which operates in ph1losoph1ca1 knowledge.

This nethod is precisely what differentiates’phi]osophy from empirical

science in Hegel's hierarchical system of cognitiwe endeavors. On the

basiséof this se]ettion, phi]osopnical knowledge is able to isolate from
the chaotic wealth of the finite the Idea in its particular moments.
Here again, Mannhetm's interpretation seems less than subtle.

< In regard to the contentious issue of Hegel's re]ation'to the

Pru551an state, not a]] commentators are agreed on the extent to wh1ch

.that state constituted a comp]et1on of the Idea., In any case, there is

good reason to belteve_that-tne state as'a constntuent of Objective mind -

°
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is less central in Hege]'s scheme than is Chrietin religion athhe

1 soph1s§11'

and soc1o1og;ca11y, re11g1on is the more essent1a1 standpoint of the

penultimate atta1nment of Absolute mind. Therefore, both phi

Hegelian system. This interpretation, at odds with Mannhe1m S, accords
more closely with a perception of Hegel's self-understanding offered by

numerous commentators. ) : .

[

P

- . In summary, Mannheim participated in an. intellectual discourse
wh1ch became fashlonable after the revival of interest in Hege] in the

4
1atter decades of the nineteenth century and which is aptly expressed in

a title of a work by B. Croce: What is Living and whatlxs‘Dead in Hegel's

Philosophy (1907). Although published aspects of thi§ endegﬁour are (\
1imtted, they reveal a rejection of the:transcendentvelements df the pure
1ogic.and what Meﬁnheim understood es a non-specu]étWVe adaptatidn of the
‘Hegelian notion of a dialectical progression in history toward an'ever

higher syhthesis. Whether this adaptation represents a significant -
departure from Hegelian philosophy is to be doubted. As such, the |

cogency of tﬂis programmevwith3n an historieist world view is also

questi%nab]e. . ’

Manriheim's Synthetic Negation of Relativism o

- . There are three central essays in which Mannhe1m Q1scusses the

perspective of and the problems implicit in, h1stor1c1sm "On.the

interpretation of Weltanschuung" (1923), "H1stor1c1smf (1924); and "The'
problem of the sociology of knowledge" (1925). There is a dual movemeet
in the deve]opment.of-his thought during;this brief'period. First .
toward a greate; concern with the,sitUation,of contembprary thoﬂghtvor
thecéociology of knowledge from an interest in a more broadly conceived
historical'perspecfiVe and second, a dialeqtical consideretion of'the

<
~
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problem of relativism - dialectical in the sense that the relativist
position is presented in the first egsay, its.solution proposed in the

’

second and then criticall& examined in the laét. The present section is
'coﬁcefned with Maanheim's treatme;t of this problem, especially in order

to Qhow the Hegeliam nature of its solution. It should first be noted

that the issues involved in Mannheiln's development from historicism in

~its original formulation to‘its transformation as a foundafibn for the
soc1o]ogy of knowledge are not essent1al for the natdke of the conceptua1
problems raised. Mannhe1m h1mse]f makes thlS point in a brief consideration
of "Historicism and Sociology" in part IV of "Historicism". The socio]ogy
of knowledge takes up the essential elements of the historicist position

by compressing its perspective’gnto a particular contemporary scene. -Both
therefore invoive essentially the same conceptual brob]em - the‘ ’
multiplicity of ggrspectives - and therefo;é the issues raised by
Historicism are*enfire]y relevant to those raised in the socio]oE} of

knowledge.

In his essay "On the interpretation of Weltanschuung", Mannheim -

first takes up the historiqist position. This is the conception of all’
Vintellectuél, artistic and cultural products as being reléted‘to a globa]“‘f
world view which itself is pre-tpéoreticé] or irrational. Mannhe1m s
concern is with a methodological analysis of the concept, or more
,=spec1f1ca11y, w1th how the phenomenon of world views can be known and

then employed by the human sciences which are themselves rational or
theoreficaT. The genera]'conEern%zf'thiS‘essay is therefore the paradox
of confronting the irrational -with ‘the ratignal or, in Mannheim's WOrds,
"the queétion whethgr-aﬁd hgw‘the,aftheofetical‘can be“‘translated' into
theory?,(l952a:39). Mannheim sées<thfs to be an important’issué‘because
.of thé poﬁentiaiTy great'méthodoldgical“uti]ity,6f the concept. iHeré,

[
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Mannhe1m 1n1t1ates one of the most pervasive themes of his work that
of synthesis. In th1s early essay th1s cohcern is expressed in quite.
neutral or methodological terms. It is only the remedy for what he
identifies as hyper-speciaTization in the human sciences. He Wishes to

overcome this Specia]fzation by means of”an ana]ysis'of_the method-
| ological implications of the concept of wor)d'view so that the Jparticu]ar
findings" of these disciplines can be "Fit ... 1nto some global
historica] scheme” (1952a}37) Moreover he 1dent1f1es this task as
related to an'evolving e1tge1s by speak1ng of it in terms of "the .turn
towards synthesis" and as a ‘"need". Thus ”methodo]ogy seeks but to make
erolicit'in logical terms what is de facto going on in 1iving research"
(1952a:37). n

Although the details of the analysis in this essay are not

4“present1y relevant, two observations should be made. First is the
evident and acknowledged influence of pi]they's'theory of Weltanschuungen.
Especially imoortant ie the rejection of an autonomous and absolute
~ realm of theory as the 1mpetus ‘to theoret1ca1 act1v1ty in 11fe Rather
it is. the 1rrat1onal 11fe cond1t1ons themse]ves wh1ch g1ve rise to such
act1v1t1es Alsorsignificant is what is probably Mannhelm s first |
confrontat1on in a.published piece with re1at1v1sm ! _

. In exam1n1ng ‘three kinds of mean1ng wh1ch are app]1cab1e to
cu]tura1 or theoret1ca1 objects, Mannhelm asserts that the kind of
.mean1ng wh1ch revea]s the under1y1ng structure of the producer s wor]d
view and 1s therefore appropr1ate for 1nterpretat1on of these objects is
that of "documentary meanlng“ But "hn11ke the two ather types of
.1nterpretation documentary 1nterpretat1on.has the pecu]1§?1ty that it ’
must be performed anew in each per1od and that any sing]e interpretat1on

is profoundly influenced by the}locat1on w1th1n the historical stream
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from which the interpreter attempts to reconstruct the spirit of a past
epoch" (1952a:61). - Given that dOCUmentary,interpfetation is perspectival
in that "the nature of the subject has an essential bearing on the con-
tent of knowledge" (]952q:6]), the problem of the accuracy of interpre-
tations arises. After noting two general and formal, but indecisive,
criteria, Mannheim admits that "several different interpretations of an
epoch can be correct“.ih terms of these criteria. However he ‘insists that
not I.‘evelr-y documentéry interpretation has the same claim to be accepted"
(1952a:62).}~wh11e conflicting interpretations can in a formal sense be
correct; “we can ... ask'khiéh of them is most adequate, i.e. which of
them ﬁhows the greatest ;ichness, the greatestvsubstantial affinity with
the object" (1952a:62). At this point, a version of the Hegelian prof'
gramme of dialectical evolution is first evoked. - When contradictions
~among interpretations exist |

what we have to do is to translate the ]ess“adequate (but still

correct) interpretations into the language of the more adequate

ones. In this fashion, the image obtained in the earlier, still

inadequate interpretation will be 'suspended’ in the Hegelian

double acception of this term - that is, the earlier organizing

centre of the interpretation will be discarded, but whatever

was incompletely grasped will be preserved in the new centre

of organization (1952a:62). - S
It is probably more'preciée to say that Mannheim skirts the issue of
re]afivism here under the guise of a criterion of interpretive adequacy.
It -is in "Historicism“ that the issue is fully confronted and there
also that a solution is propoéed“through’a reviva]lof Hegelian phi]osophy;

The essay "Historicism" commences with a verbal fanfare for the

historicist position: historicism "epitomizes our Weltanschuung”,it is
“the very basis on which we construct our observations of the socio-

" cultural reality" and "provides us'withfa world view of the same
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,universality as that‘of the reTigious world view of the past" (i952b :84,
85). Mannhe1m still ma1nta1ns a cons}stent ref]ex1v1ty vis a vis the
hist0r1c1st-pos1t1ont It is not theoretical insights which have revea]ed
and estab]ished.histor1c1sm but :rather "the historic process 1tse]f_
through which we lived has turned us into historicists ... historicism
exists only since the problem involved in the new ways of fac1ng life ...
reached the level of se]f—consc1ousness" (1952b:85,86). However, an
idealistic tone still manages to»creep in in the form of the suggestion
of a supra-temporal“menta1istic process in which historicism_participates.‘

Mannheim notes that "historicism ... is a weltanschuungf and he then goes

on to say that there aqs.particular necessities.Which_this ﬁeltanschuung
should fulfil "at the present stage of the development of cbnsciouSness"
(1952b-85)' He also maintains that”"historicist theory'fulfi1sAits own
essence only: by manag1ng to der1ve an order1ng pr1nc1p1e from th1s
seem1ng anarchy of change" (1952b 86) This seems to suggest that the
d1rect1on of the theoret1ca1 pos1t10n or its “essence" is removed from the
influence- of the h1stor1ca1 cons1derat1ons wh1ch1nitrated1t St11] at
‘thig point, the 1dea]1st1c tone is very much Just’ that and its 1dent1-
fication requ1res the kind: of documentary 1nterpretat10n wh1ch 1s, by

' Mannhe1m S character1zat1on, unavallable to the producer of the text

V | After 1ntroduc1ng the h1stor1c1st pos1t1on, Mannhe1m shows how -
‘ 1t overthrows what he refers to as the “doctr1ne of the autonomy of
reason wh1ch is 1ntr1ns1c to many fonms of idealism. He shows that the
4 assert1on of the doctr1ne of a stat1c atemporal form of reason and 1ts
corresponding autonomous theoret1ca1 sphere is related to part1cu1ar
h1stor1ca1 cond1t1ons ar1sing w1th the emergence of modern society from

that of the M1dd1e Agesz He considers this 1n51ght to const1tute

/
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- confirming evidence for historicism: "the hypostatized non-temporal
axioms of the philosophy of Reason“‘are shown to be "bound to the
‘historicalephi1osophica1 position_and its corresponding *1ife basis' "
(1952b 96). | o

Mannhe1m also 1n1t1ates another perva51ve theme 1n connection

with what he wou]d ca11 1n Ideo]ogy and.Utopia a relat1v1z1ng pro-

_cedure by assert1ng that the “charge of re]at1v1sm wh1ch is directed

at h1stor1c1sm 1mp11c1t]y'presupposes thls.1nadequate concept1on of
..abso1ute a- h1stor1ca] truthoand fa]sehood But it is clearly 1ncorrect'
to suppose, as does Ham11ton (1974 ]27), that Mannhe1m 'espouses”
relativism in these ear]y works. Rather, he is pr1mar11y concerned to )
4develop a solution wh1ch he th1nks is made avawlable by - h1stor1c1st
insights. There are,many passages in which he speaks of the “problem“
‘or "threat" of relativism (e. g;'1952b'127'"128‘ 1952¢:176) and he further
:asserts that "certa1n brands of re]at1v1sm are not too. d1ff1cu1t to
reﬁg;f" (1952b: 86) After 1ntroduc1ng the hlstor1c1st p051t1on Mannhelm
‘devotes most of the rema1n1ng parts of the essay to a so]ut1on of th1s
"'problem 2 .
The solut1on is developed on the bas1s of a. theory wh1ch exnsts

Cin germlnal form in the prev1ous]y d1scussed essay but wh1ch is now

explicitly put forward. The theory 1s that hlstory 1s a mon1st1c and :

| “evolut1onary process wh1ch 1s te]eo]og1ca11y or1ented and which can be \

Lknown by means of progress1ve]y comprehens1ve and true systems of know-
']edge during the course of its development 'In short, "the abso]ute

} .
itself is unfolding in a genet1c process“ 1t therefore "has 1ts truth

- in its progress" (1952b 130)
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In the second part of the essay and by way of 1ntroduc1ng thlS

*theory Mannheim reviews thedwork by Ernst Troe]tsch Der H1stor1smus und

seine Probleme. As mentioned in.Chapter¢III, his  review is a positive.
one and he conc]udes by endorstng'Troeltsch?s view of cognttive progress
in the-discernment of absolute standards_of'judgement.' "fhorough]y '
‘worked out" Mannheim writes,'"this theory,ought to.lead to the~demonstra-
t1on of the ex1stence of progrest' in the sequence of the various’
h1stor1ca1 theor1es of successive epochs" (1952b 105 6) He rea112es '
however, that Troeltsch failed. to develop and app]y the concept1on and
he. then proceeds to elaborate and presumab]y ana]yze its foundat1ons
bso as to allow for future empirical- app11cat10n The.essay therefore
remains entlre]y programmat1c | ' '
* Like Troe]tsch, Mannheim's general motivation'is to findhtn :
historicism a so]ution‘to-the prOblem of-reTathism Before d1scuss1ng
this in deta11 however, 1t will be usefu] to discuss. an approach to the
'prob]em of re]at1v1sm wh1ch Mannhe1m fee]s is completely m1sgu1ded In
this’ approach eterna]]y va11d and absolute standards of va]ue are pos1ted
‘ and these are taken-to:be def1n)t1ve w1th\regard to.Judg1ng d1scordantr
| empirica]'manifestations of values. In explicit dialogue with Scheler
: and at least imp1icit:dia1ogue with Rickert, Mannheim inteﬁds-to‘show;,
that by keeping'the,Absolute‘above the historica] or by,seéipg it as
static and eternal, n0'connection can ever be made between the*two: |
spheres This approach therefore fails. to prov1de any concrete standard
wh1ch wou]d a]]ow one’ to overcome re]at1v1sm " He writes: B
| »_There ‘is no more re]ativ1stic solution than that of a: stat1c
philosophy of Reason.which acknowledges a transcendence of
values 'in themse]ves , and 'sees this transcendence guaranteed

in the form of every concrete judgement, but relegates ‘the
material content of the Judgement into the sphere of utter

-
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re]ativity - refusing to recognize in the actua] historical

cosmos of ‘realizations of value any principle of approx1mation

to the transcendent values as such (1952b:128). | |
“In contrast to those who "taketrerQG in the doctrine of therabSQIUteness i
of fOrma] values" (1952b:128), Mannheim asserts that'“guarantees of
objective truth which rea]]y overcome relativism can on]y f]ow from
material ev1dence? (1952b 128). Thus "we should not.imagine thevtruth
. as one that can be:grasped from above the historical stream" (19$2b:119).

' It is clearfthat there‘is a general correspondence between
Mannheim's critique of‘Schelervandf(imp]icit]y) Rickert and Hegel's
critique Of:Schetiing; ;Both'Hegei_and Mannheim are Wary ofvintroducing
a realm of-eternaT essences‘or standards,which'cannot in.principle be
coordinated'with empirica] historica]bmaniFeStations, Hegelﬁis concerned
4hat this procedure cannot reconcile anrd take into account the partia]
and conf]icting manifest;tions of the truth of the absoiute Idea
‘This parai]e]s Mannheim S dua] concern with histor1c1sm s carefu] atten-
.tion to-historical deta11 and the OVercoming of that discoadant deta11
1n a monistic historical meaning
The 51gn1f1cance of the 51m1]ar1ty of out]ook between Hegel and

Mannheim is heuristic rather than logical. Contrasting the methodo-
, iogica]' 51m11ar1ty of their programmes'nith the metahﬁysica] disparities
| under]ying their respective efforts prov1des important 1n51ghts as to
why Mannheim' s effort to find the absoiute in history 1acks even the
internal COgency of Hege] s 51milar effort It is in this connection
also that Mannbeim S comparative 1ack of 1nSight into. this methodo]ogicai
dimen510n of Hegel becomes significant Perhaps 1f he had understood

- the close simiiarity of their approaches rather than understanding his

“approach as a version of standing Hege] on his feet' he wouid have seen
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‘ the very fundamenta] contradiction in his solution to relativism. 1In
order to document this contradictton it must first be shown in what’
._way and to what extent Mannheim‘s conception of historical knowledge is
similar to Hege] s 1n both intent and term1no]ogy = o .

It must be emphas1zed that Mannheim, though he recogn1i€d in a
11m1ted way h1s ddbt to Hegel, maintained that his approach to the
problem of relativism never dev1ated tromlthe historicist position.

" Rather, as cited-above; he felt that it represented the fulfiliment of
its essence,ﬁ‘Further, he_aroued'that "historicism.veers away from
re]ativism“'(1952b:104) preoisely because-of the recognition that
theoret1ca1 constructions are founded on' the wor]d view or, equ1va1ent]y,
the 1rrat1ona1 11fe bas1s of the producer. Mannheim quite correct]y
understands that 1t}does\veer:away from the nihilistic or totally
skeptical versions of relativism by vtrtue ofﬂthé"?dentity‘of the sub-
ject and object. Because standards and7concrete.Va1ues “have developed

. out of the same ‘historical process which.they have to he]p 1nterpret
there- ex1sts ... a subt1e bond between thought and rea11ty"'(1952b'104).
But Mannheim. of course realizes that the main thrust of relativism
questlons the poss1b111ty of 1nter perspect1va11y valid know]edge Thus,
‘assert1ng that each perspect1ve can deve]op coherent know]edge of its
own products and of rea11ty and ‘is also a bas1s for the apprehens1on of
. other perspect1ves does not go. a 1ong way toward overcom1ng re]at1v1sm
in the stronger, obJect1ve sense wh1ch he’ w1shes He rea11zes therefore,
l"that it is a quest1on of life and death for h1stor1c1sm to be ab]e to
link the [:knowledge produoed bxﬂ var1ous epochs together in a mean1ngfu1
evo]ut1onary pattern".(1952b?107). This monistic and teleolog1ca1

'condition isalso significant %n that, as Mannheim notes (]952b:]18),
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Tt represents a divergence from the historicism of Dilthey whose theory |
~ of world views.attempted only to’categorize the various epochs or per-
spectives rather than hierarchicé]]y order them.

The intent of the programme to achieve such an ordering is
entireiy‘Hegelian although the range of appliqation is restricted to
those subject matterS'which,admit of.dialectical evolution. These
fields, which exd]ude physical science, "religion and artf ethos and
erotic" (]952b51ﬁ1),'sh0w progress "in that they state a world view-from
an ever higher po1nt of view, from a more comprehensive centre where:
the earlier 1ns1ghts are 1ntegrated‘ with the new system" (1952b: 117)
This provides "a h1sto§ﬁbo -philosophical hierarchy of un1que tempora]
Tevels [Whlch] can be obJect1ve1y estab11shed by analyzing and con-
trasting the systematic points of origin of these systems" (1952b:118;
119). The criterion used to establish this ordering is the degree
of comprehens1veness of the system or the -extent to which a system is
"broader in scope than preceed1ng ones (1952b:118). Moreover, Mit
can a]ways be shown which ... system is more comprehensive" or wh1ch

pos1t10n a]]ows a deeper penetration into the object" (1952b 120,122).
«Thus both Mannheim and Hegel commence from an observat1on of the multi-
plicity of perspectlves and standpoints of knowledge. However, instead
of despairing in the fdte of this c1rcumstance, both see the very fact .
of such multiplicity as %he basis which a]]ows for the attainment of ab—“
. solute or fu]]y obJect1ve truth in which the plurality of meanings
and truths g1ves way to a sing]e conception that accounts for and
harmomzes the entirety of what has come .before. . |

E} Mannheim admits that “there_js a utop1a , @ 1ogfca] posto]ate

underlying this historical'conéeption‘offphilosophical truth, namely,
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that ‘the overa]i philosophical process‘doés poséess its truth" (1952b:
119) bu£ he insists that the historicist respect for careful empirica]
study is not violated since "these utopias ... are in no way arbitrarily
contrived speculations ... what they express is, rafﬁe}, a concrete
structufa] insiéht -.. for which the impetus is given by the concrete
pattern of the histo}ical hovement'itself" (1952b:119, 120). Having
offered a found;tion-fqr a historicist reso]ytion of re]ativish, Mannheim
concludes  the essay with'a flourish of Hegelianisms. The theory asserts
no less than that “the absd]ufe itself is unfolding in'a genetic.pfocess

. in categories which are moulded by the unfolding of the material
contact of the genetic flux itself" (1952b:130). Therefore, "our
world view is nothing other‘thanvthe bui]ding up of an intellectual
cosmos centered around supra-theoretical realities which the supra-
rational genetic process in whose element we 1ive; again and again places
at the ceritre of our experience" (19525:133). ' '

The above discussion is intended to support the claim that

Mannhefm did indeed take a Hege]ian path in séarch of ‘the aboslute.
There are of course‘a;spar1t1es 1nv01ved in these paths' which will
serve to po1nt out the contrad1ct1ons which are 1mmanent in Mannhe1m 3
programme. Such d1spar1t1es can initially be identified by compar1ng
" the richness and detail of Hegel's ph1losophy.w1th Mannheim's more
_restricted and ‘entirely programmatic version of historical teleology.
In the place of Hegel's fu]l} wofked out stonj of a dynamic world spirit
reach1ng comp]et1on in and through man's atta1nment of the abso]ute
: standpoint, Mannhe1m substitutes compreQZed and cryptlc express1ons
such as . the "dynamic 1mp]usef-or simply a "utopia" to refer to the

attainment of the‘absolute.' This might - imply that Mannhefm was not
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entirely comfortabhe in offering this line of thought as a solution
to re]ativism
In add1t1on to this term1no1og1ca1 ‘vagueness, an evident external

Cr1t1c1sm which can be raised concerns the difficulties which are

involved in the criterion of evaluation of the progressively higher

manifestations of historical knowledge which analysis is said to reveal.

The single criterion which Mannheim advances is that of "conprehenSive-

ness". What are to be ordered as to their comprehensiveness are
"centres of organization" which reorganize into a contemporary thought
system all of what is essential ofrpast philosophical systems. These

“centres" are structured around a world view; "they are dependent on the
new 1ife situation which ... expresses the truth of the epoch concerned"
(]952b:]i7). Yet "these systems are ... not all equal in value ee

they state a world view from an ever higher point of view, from a more

. comprehensive centre" (1952b:117). Apart from this and the assertion

that in regard to shifts of these centres "it can easily be shown which

. is more comprehensiue" (1952b:120), very little is said about\ just
what factors represent greater comprehens1venes; The single factor
that appears to be related to comprehens1veness is the extent to which
it "allows a deeper penetration into the obJect" (1952b:122). ‘

In contrast to Mannheim's opt1m15m however, the h1story of
science and thought seemsoto support the v1ew that all: such simple
epistemic criteria are in fact far more complex than at first appears
and their consequent application therefore can 1n principle always be
contested In physical sc1ence, for example, this sxtuat1on has arisen

around the cr1ter1on of swmp11c1ty for theory se]ect1on. .The better

theory, many have asserted,'between two whlch have equa] explanatory



61

power is the simpler.3 However, no one has developed é.straightforward
‘definitﬁon of simplicfty and it is probably the case that no one will
since there is an ineradicable amb1gu;t¥,bu1it into the concept A

- s1m11ar amb1gu1t; app11es to comprehens1veness Is the centre which
organizes the emp1r1ca1 material around a few central tenets or axioms
and thus reduces comnlexity in order to pfodube a clearly definitive

. worltd view more comprehensive than one which assumes a degree of opacity
in an attempt to reprodUCe'empirital reality within an %ntricate]y
interwoven set of central axioms? - (

The problem is compounded because compréhensivesness as a cri-
terion of &cognitive value is distinct from other more straightforward
material criteria re]atedzto content oi/tne systems. Mannheimfspecﬁfi-
ca11y says that competing systems mayvaﬂl be correct in that they all ‘
“cover the tdta] range of cultural manifestations of an epdch, accommo-
dating each without contradiction® (1952a:62)f,‘Fdrther, all must “satis-
fy the concrete historical evidence" end "present a,cqnsistent and co-
herentpicture“ (1952b:122){ But after these cdnditions, certainly
themselves problematic, are estaB]ished‘{t is "always possib]e" to

"ascertain wh1ch psych1c pos1t1on Lfrom which systems are constructeé]
allows deeper penetration into the obJect“ (1952b:122) so as to arrive
at'"truth ... as it is embodied in self-contained phi]bsophica1'systems
which grow out of.the various centres that form within the stream"
(1952b:119). The ]east that can be said is that Mannheim hasinot con-
vincingly demonstrated that tL1s is poss1b]e without encountering
obJect1ons wh1ch are traceab]e to 1nte11ectua1 and mater1a1 interests

'wh1ch are attached to the var1ous centres.

These two cr1t1c1sms - tenn1nolog1c3] vagueress and quest1ons '
i
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of the applicability-of criteria — are external in the senseLthat they

can be appropriately made w1thout the lengthy cons1derat10n of the

cHege11an background of Mannhe1m s 1nte11ectua1 position. ConSTdered'“ \\gJ/
~ next are.two 1mmanent.§¥ﬁt1cisms which re]ate more c]osely to this “

v metaphysica] d1spar1ty between Hegel and Mannheim and which show why
thesehexternaIIy viewed problems are unavoidable. It is perhaps sug-
4§estive that the first of these‘critic?sns relates to a diffiCuTty.in ‘

the historicﬁsttphaee of the programmeﬁwhich.an{ees from the absolutist
presupposition,imp]icit in the Hege]ian influence end, conversely, the
second criticism_re]étes to a difficu]ty.in the~absolutfst phase-posed

by the historicist presuppositions.

| Prob1ems and Critioue

In the third essay. of the series, "The problem of a sociology
of- know]edge“ (]925) Mannheim raises some cruc1a1 quest1ons about the
cogency of the eva]uat1ve programme offered 1n "H1stor1cism" : In short,

his espousal of h1stor1c1sm_returns, after a Hege11an excursion, to
: LA ' '
haurit him, ' : ~%

<‘Despite soga‘questions, the‘pnogramme in this essay remains

,«‘. A
Mty

Sy
M

- largely intact:

The h1stor1c1st standpoint, which starts w1th re]at1v1sm,

.eventually achieves an abso]uteness of view, because in its -

final form it posits history- itself as the Absolute; this SN

alone makes- it possible that: the various standp01nts, which

at first appear: to be anarchic,” cqﬁ”be ordered as component
.,*parts of a meaﬁingful overall process (1952c 172) v

‘According]y, Mannheim recognizes that "the metaphysical assumpt1on that

'is 1nvolved Qere R 1s that the g]obal process w1th1n wh1ch the var1ous E

L -_I;*intenectuu standpoints emerge isa meaningfu] one" (wszc 177).

. *Lihthis point Mannheim concedes that "ye do not want to deny that

0
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“is found, one would be forced to. assume that "thought would no longer

lectual problem is not to be found 1n 1ts restatement .Furthermore,,1t"
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historicism does‘encounter dlfficulties - andrthey arise'precisely

at this point" (l§52¢:l72). Although h1story and hlstor1cal knowledge

are monistically meaningful “we cannot see such a goal-mean1ng for our
own’period ... We can onlu make conJectures about the total pattern‘of), °
meaning" (1952c-l72) It follows that "the future goal-meandng of

the totality of h1story w1ll be seen d1fferently, according to what

-part1cular point one occup1es in the total process“ (l952c.l7g, 173).

This admission is of course a core insight of historicism and Mannheim

. COntinues in a consistent fashion by conceding that‘"our own intellec-

tual standpo1nt is" Tocated within-one of these r1val pos1t1ons, hence,

we can only have a partial and perspect1v1c v1ew of what is unfold1ng,:
and also of the past" (1952¢:177). Thus, "a fully comprehen51ve Sys-

tematic principle is not.yet djscovered", but, because of “an inherent -

., tendency to account for the whole of reality ... we may believe that a .

central systematic idea will'eventUally be found which will ln fact

Lperm1t a synthes1s of the ent1re process" (1952c 178)

It is at this’ p01nt that Mannhe1m~adm1ts that the doctrine cannot
"fully overcome~the ant1nom1es 1nherent in 1t" (lQSZc*l79) The flrst
of these "ant1nom1es" is the problem of eschatology or the contrad1c-
tion between dynam1sm and completeness wh1ch plagues Hegel1an ph1losophy '

as well. The second is that when the "fully comprehens1ve pr1nc1ple“ =

be ex1stent1ally determ1ned“ (1952c l78) “The only p0551ble solut1on"u
‘to-these difficulties "is, .then, to recognize that one’s own standpo1nt, S

o though relatﬂve const1tutes itself in the element of truth“ (]952c l78)

ThlS 1s clearly unsat1sfactory, for the solution to an 1ntel-

|
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is not'at all clear whether Mannheim'recoonized the sererity‘of the
contradictions he is involved in for not only can his doctr1ne not
"fully overcome“ its "antinomies", jt cannot even start to find a;so]u-j
tion unless one of the contradictory elements is given up. .Either a
consistentiy re]ativtstic or.abso1utist foundation for the. soc%o]ogy of -
know]edge seems therefore to exhaust the poss1b1e conceptual foundat1ons
for the discipline. Deve]op1ng the first of these opt1ons is the task

‘ of Part Three. The following remarks however are 1ntended to establish
that Mannhe1m s attempt to reconcile the two options is unacceptab)e

in nis own terms. Two immanent criticisms of his doctrine are sufficient

1

¥

to establish this.

First, the absolute, or the "fully comprehensive prhnc1p1e" is

\
eptirely superf]uous for any part1cu1ar research programme whlch\would

proceed along hlstor1c1st principles. If the cu]tura] and inte]1ectua]
|

products of an epoch are to be understood as emmanat1ng.fro their own

world view which strives to encompass the whole of reality, and if "the

concrete pattern of the'abso1ute is different in everyvage“ 1952b'131f
then, in terms of the richness and degree of 1ns1ght of the d cumentary ‘
1nterpretat1on wh1ch 1s deve]oped what benef1t is ach1eved b re]at1ng
a particular. wor]d v1ew or a centre of systematization to a f 1Ny
conprehen51ve pr1nc1p1e wh1ch may be, by- assumptlon, d1scernab e to us
but not to the age and its wor]d v1ew wh1ch is being 1nterpret d? Even
1f it ds conceded that the “success1on of steps 1n itself haib urs
truth!, the prob1em remalns For, on: h1stor1c1st princ1p1e, 9 terest
'“his placed on the truths of- var1ous epochs which are the pr1mar data to
be accounted for in the1r own terms w1th as 11tt1e contaminat1 n from thee‘

y
wor]d view of the 1nterpreter as possible. Therefore, ih terms of this
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‘nethedologica1.interest,'the,absolute which ts derivedvfrom the succes-
s{dn of world views is unnecessary.
This cr1t1c1sm is not necessarily damag1ng to Mannhe1m s pos1t1on
for he cou]d acknow]edge it as a methodo]og1ca1 danger but st111 maintain
~ that d1scern1ng an absolute is 1mportant for the extra-methodo]og1ca1
_xcontribution which historicism yields as a solution to relativism.
However the second critieism is far more crucial for it shows: how
Mannheim's_absolutist eontent denies the'basic assumption of historicism
which he repeatedly emphasizes is at the COre of hisvsoci010gyiof know-
ledge. : | # |
The intrinsic contradiction'which resides in Mannheim‘s thdughtb
in th1s period is ‘to be. found in a dualism wh1ch 1dea11sm asserts and
whrch h1stor1c1sm den1es Idea11sm, in many of 1ts extant'forms and-
-certalnly 1n Hegel's express1on, -asserts that there 1s some menta11st1c,
spiritual or ego1st1c rea]1ty 1n wh1ch humans may part1c1pate and know
the truth of but wh1ch remains jn some manner apart from them_elther by
bé?hgxtempora]]y prior or ontoidgically supreme. It is precisely this -
dua]1sm wh1ch historicism, in D11they s as well as Mannhe1m 3 formu]at1on,
den1es. A core tenet of historicism is that the wor]d view to wh1ch

all intellectual creat1ons are to be related is "a-theoret1ca1"

(Mannhe1m s term) ‘and emmanates from the life 51tuat1on and not from an .
autonomous and ontolog1ca11y pr1mary realm which, conta1ns thought and
reason. In contrad1ct1on to this tenet however, Mannhe1m s search for
. an abso]ute 1n history is onTy rnte111g1b1e on the 1dea11st1c assumpt1on
of dua11sm and 1t is this dua]ism wh1ch agaln and agaIn creeps back 1nto

fh15 language.

L3 . ' e

-

For the cons1stent hlstoricist, there can be no success1on of
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‘truths which resu1t in one truth. Those truths which are claimed by their

proponents as eternal and abso]ute are, in Mannheim's later term1nology,

relat1ved' by the h1stor1c1st and thus become mere]y another truth. It'

is certa1n]y-correct to say with Mannhe1m “that there is an’ 1nherent
tendency of all human thought td‘ account for the whoJe of reality"
(1952c.178). But instead of 1ocat1ng th1s urge -in some universal feature
of human. 1ife which is 1rrat1ona1 or pre-theoretical, 'Mannhe1m subtly
s]1ps into the terms of the 1dea11§t1c duallsm by - assertlng that‘“1f

we extrapo]ate" from th1s tendency "a centra] systemat1c idea w1]1

eventua]]y be found which will in fact permit a synthes1s of the entire - -

_process” (1952c:f78). But then he immediately sVips back to the
historicist view and asserts "we cannot suppose this grand synthesis to
be pre-existent. — if for no. other reason, because the real situation

which could call forth such-a‘synthesis=has.not.yet’materialiZed"

(oszc:178). F T

By appea11ng to the h1stor1ca1 future, Mannhe1m has attempted

. to defer the contrad1ct1on which hlS 1dea11st1c dua11sm 1nexorab1y poses '

'to h1s h1stor1c1st foundations. That is, 1f h1story 1s a mon1st1c and

i mean1ngfu1 whole, and if the- truth of th1s mean1ng advanced from a

part1cu1ar pos1t1on 1s not to be mere]y another part1a] rea]1zat1on or: |

approx1mat1on of th1s truth then when any group in’ any h1stor1ca1 epoch ;"

TeemeRa L

can 1eg1t1mate]y assert that the "grand synthes1§'1s ach1eveg they wou]df,;f"'

of necess1ty have to pos1t that the content of that synthes1s 1s 1n

,.f:'some sense abso]ute and timeless or that 1t exists 1n some rea]m beyond

" their own assert1on or: consciousness of 1t Th1s 1s prec1se1y the __Fﬁf* -

“conc]usion whlch Hegel reaches when the Absolute 1s attained in his7

}philosophy But 1t 1s the poSs1bi]ity or reality of such a rea]m wh1ch
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Mannheimfin his historicist phase denies. Manhe1m s appea] to what
_ seems to be an historicist or soc1o]ogxca1 not1on of a "rea1 situation”
'(1952c 178) is quite. bes1de the po1nt For whatever that s1tuat1on v!
would cons1st 1n, its part1c1pants would sti]l have to make the claim
that their grand synthesis was eterna] and- transcendent wath regard to
that s1tuat1on Th1s requ1rement also reveals the manner: in wh1ch |
’Mannﬁeim encounters an eschato]og1cal contrad1ct1on For on attalnment
of the Abso1ute, the dynam1c process must in some sense be cons1dered
comp]eted for there can. be no further progress1on if that attainment is .
true]y more than an add1t1ona] erspect1Ve Hegel was forced on. pa1n
"of contrad1ct1ng his dynamic pre uppos1t10n to this pos1t1on but v
| Mannhe1m, who mentions th]S d1ff1cu1ty 1n Hege11an ph1losophy (1952c 178),
appears to fee] that this eschato]og1ca1 cond1t1on can be déleted .
without remov1ng an essent1a1 cond1t1on for pos1t1ng an Abso]ute‘mean-:
1ng for history. Again, one is forced to wonder to what extent .
Mannhe1m S d1ff1cu1t1es can be traced to h1s 1nadequate understand1ng
: of Hege] | | »
"The metaphysxca] dispar1ty which ex1sts between Hege1 and o
. Mannheim Just1f1es the programme to flnd the Absolute in h1story for
the former but not for the latter qu Hege] th1s programme, attempted
“1n the ph1]osophy of h1story, the h1story of ph1losophy and the

Phenomenology prov1des a subJect1ve certa1nty for the doctrlne of an

a pr1or transcendent Absolute. Chr1st1an fa1th aga1n, a rea] factor ”“'~
| for Hegel but not Mannhe1m,_revea1s the truth of the doctr1ne and :

demonstrates the partia] attalnment of its truth before the advent of

'theoretwcal thought It is also th1s ddctrine in a]l of its complex1tyﬂh.r-'ff7‘p

E which produces the 1mmense content of the Hege11an Opi which albe1t

! b -'.‘.'.



“in a c1rcu1ar fash1on, ach1eved the h1erarch1ca1 order1ng of standpo1nts
in terms .of the1r cogn1t1ve value which Mannhenm could on]y pronect by
means of s1ngle and feeble cr1ter1on of "comprehens1veness" - In short, ‘
MannheIm S. Hege11an path by v1rtue of a dua]1sm wh1ch can never be
acknowledged, ]acks the 1nterna1 cohes1veness of Hege11an ph1losophy

F1na11y, that ph1]osophy can be employed to aptly character1ze the
who]e endeavor Mannpe1m‘1n his early works is p]agued by a. version of
what Hege] ca]]ed the "unhappy consciousneSS" | Mannhe1m of course,
never asserts that he has ach1eved "the - pos1t1on from which a total v1ew

f1s possxb]e" (1952b 130) He _says "w1thout qualms that we do not cla1m B

| .to have spoken the ]ast\word on: this subJect" (]952b 130) and "our own

‘account has mere]y perspect1v1c truth' " (1952b 131n) The preced1ng
d1scuss1on demonstrates that on h1stor1cist assumpt1ons, no 1ast word

~is 1n pr1nc1p1e even poss1b1e If there is an account wh1ch c]a1ms to
to be tota] and abso]ute then the epranat1on of" such sent1ments is to

_be in gk1stent1a1, not onto]og1ca1 terms As such the absolute.for »“
_Mannhe1m is a]ways and can on]y be somewhere 1n the future It is pre- .

c1se1y such a cond1t1on which Hege] descr1bed as the “unhappy consc1ous-'

ness" in ‘the Phenomeno]ogy. It pos1ts a "bad 1nf1n1ty" eterna11y
”iseparate -and: opposed to the self consc1ousness ach1eved in: the f1n1te
g world wh1ch therefore always remalns 1n a state of se]f—al1enat1on
| \ Hege] goes on to assert that he has overcome the unhappy consciousness
-,”‘;\,by v1rtue of h1s reconc111ation of the tempora] and eterna1.. For
.,.‘;Mannhe1m however there can be no such reconc111at1on/for ‘he. asserted

- as an h1stor1c1st that there can be no transcendence of the f1nite

»fyex1stent1a] bas1s of theoret1ca1 thought and as a Hege]wan, that such

' ~an absolute and eterna] realm of reason would eventua11y be revealed 1n,1_fﬂ ot

- -
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the h1stor1ca1 process -
\ In th1s chapter, the contrad1ct1on wh1ch exlsts in- Mannhe1m s
| ear]y efforts to estab11sh eva]uat1ve h1stor1ca1 know]edge and der1va- |
:txvely, an eva]uat1ve soc1o]ogy of knowledge has been d1scussed It
has been estab]ﬁshed that exp1or1ng the consequences of th1s contra-
' d1ct1on are suff1c1ent to refute th1s effort Perhaps Mannhelm came .

to a similar conc1u51on, for after conced1ng that the doctr1ne cou]d not~

overcome "the ant1mon1es 1nherent in 1t by,means o_] a mere Structural o

analys1s“ (1952c 179), it is never aga1n d1scussed 1n s1m11ar terms
If this 11ne of thought was mere]y an early: ang abandoned exper1ment
then th1s ent1re part of the thesis wou]d be comp]ete]y academ1c,

perhaps 1n an unp]easant sense of that term However, in the centralh‘

work, Ideo]ogy and Utop1a, the evaluat1ve programme rema1ns and there :

3 it»exther exp]1c1t1y rests-on-an attenuated and-much weaker version of.'

- this exper1ment or perhaps even on the 1mp11c1t suppost1on that the ex-
-per1ment was a success and needs on]y to be f111ed out by 1nd1cat1ng the
soc1a1 basis of 1ts achievement (1 e. the unattached 1ntelllgens1a)

_For th1s reason 1t was necessary to. devote a s1gn1f1cant effort to under-
::stand why the programme expounded in these early works is untenab]e.
Part Two is concerned w1th the eva1uat1ve soc1o]ogy of know]edge

as 1t f1nds express1on 1n Ideology and Utop1a and in contemporary work

71n the d1sc1p11ne The analys1s wi]] then, 1n Part Three, concentrate

"ihfon provid1ng an account of how the soc1o]ogy of know]edge can thr1Ve

® "

on. re]at1vist suppos1t1ons
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.Notes'to;chapter v .-.‘ . . S L

1,k Kett]er (1967) discusses Mannhe1m $ thank1ng on the issue of |
re]at1v1sm as 1t appears in three st111 unpub]wshed essays Apparently ‘
1he was in these years (1918 ]922) reso]utely opposed to the doctrrne and "k
was concerned to f1nd a more d1rect solut1on than thehsort of solution
fhe eventua]]y arr1ved at via the soc1ology of knowledge Mannhe1m .
~does assert in “Soul .and Cu]ture" that “our’ world view: is character1zed
by an 1dea11sm wh1ch strives toward metaphys1cs“ (Kettler, 1967 410)
2. Even a casua] acquaantance w1th Mannhe1m S rather her01c, 1f u1t1-
mately unconv1nc1ng, efforts in th1s regard suff1ces to show how o
-_superf1c1a1 Braybrook (1967: 127) is 1n d1sm1ss1ng Mannhe1m w1th the
~charge that re]at1v1st1c "doubts wh1ch assume away: every means of
clearing: them up are as perfect]y gratuxtous as they are perfect]y
" insoluble.' . | A

k3; On the debate concern1ng s1mp11c1ty as a cr1ter1on of theory choice,
'jsee Hesse (1974 223- 258) She. wr1tes (1974 223) that "the not1on of'

's1mp11c1ty of theories 1s frequent]y 1nvoked by both sc1entasts and
;_'ph1losophers as a maJor cr1ter1on of theory cho1ce.r'Yet the concept
. seems pecul1ar1y res1stant to app11cat10n "'n_‘ - » ‘ |
4. It was remarked 1n Chapter I that most wr1ters have been COntent

-ato 11st the sources of Mannhe1m s 1nte11ectua1 1nfluences wlthout
'_attemptlng to understand*thezr contrad1ctory ram1f1cataons 1n h1s thought
However a number of‘other commentators have argued, 1n a way 51m11ar “
”a‘to that 1n the text that Mannhe1m s Hege}oan 1nf1uence 1s 1ncongruous }rfdk

-

with other aspects of h1s work To my knowledge, however,therels no

'extended treatment of Just why this is the case t1chtheim (1965 192)

.notes that Mannheim does emp10y "language which makes sense only on f
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the'(Hegelian) supposition’that thelwhole‘determines its parts. " He
goes on to charge that ““on the assumpt1ons made by Mannhe1m qua socio=
log1st there is no - good reason why he should casually’ ‘invoke the '_
totallty of history when11t suits him."° However, the strict demarcat1on
of soc1a1 sc1ence and ph1losoph1ca1 analysis, which, of course, pre-

u -suﬁposes much of pos1t1v1st th1nk1ng, is amboundary which Lichtheim, as \
1nferred from many other comments 1n his essay, does not support and 1t
is c]ear]y not a criterion wh1ch is a fair one to 1mpose on Mannheim.
More importantly, Mannhe1m s 'invocation' of Hegelian categbr1es would -
have appeared to- L1chthe1m to be far less "casua]" 1f he had dUbied |
to read Mannhe1m s ear’ly essays (wh1ch are not c1ted or refer% to by

L1chthe1m) For, as noted in Chapter I Mannhe1m S 1mp11c1t reliance

ion Hege]1an categorles in Ideo]ogy and Utop1a relates to his e]aborate'

e

o
justificaiton of his use of these categorles in these ear]1er essays.

'Nagnerv(]952.307) also is unhappy,w1th Mannhe1m for‘“fa]11ng_back on

. ontological assertfons ..l derived essentia11y from Hegel 's conception
of h1story " “Here aga1n the vagueness in the charge of 'fa111ng back"_;,{
can be traced to the. fact that th1s writer is not fam111ar w1th these o
essays Aron (1957 56 57), who has read these essays, st111 is vague
in charglng Mannhelm with "part1cu1ar na1vete" for m1x1ng Hege]1an andn
'hlstor1c1st e]ements In contrast I have attempted to show how - h
f MannheIm s own just1f1cat10n for this move s faulty and coqu not have
succeeded That Mannhe1m was aware of at least some of the dnff1cu]t1es
1nvolved in, h1s p051t1on and that he attempted to’ just1fy what he took
Z:to be a 1eg1t1mate adaptat1on of Hegelian 1nsight warrants that we at
':]east Judge h1s efforts as someth1ng more than mere nalvete.< Indeed

d:1f Mannhe1m had been correct in h1s charge that Hege] had been entire]y

i
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" inattentive to historical and'empfrical rea]it} in his—documentatiOn'of
the}Abso1ute, then Mannhetm's'etforts to duplicate the-Hegelian odyssey
+would have had.at least some programmatic cogency. Honever{'becauSe of
| all that stands behind Hegelian philosophyabut which drops away trom
historicist thought — the ontologica1 dua]ism, the herftage of Christian
faith, the confidence_in phi]osophical specuiation as the haster discipline
- superceeding bdt containing erery empirical discipline — Mannheim's
effort to appropr1ate its outward form and intended resu]ts within an
historicist world view cou]d only produce an unconv1nc1ng and empty
caricature of that phiTOsophy. ,Writers.associated with the Frankfurt
school were also unhappy with Mannheim's Hegelian background and as.
far as I,Canipresent]y discern from acsecondary account (Jay; 1974), their
criticme.is simflar'to that presented here. | However, if.Horkheimer
did in fact charge.Mannhejm nith an und?r1y1ng acceptance of the
| c]ass1ca1 Gennan Idealist notion of. a transcendent subaectcapab]e of
a harmonious, all- embrac1ng view of. the whole" Rday; 1974: 31), then ’
there may be reason to take 1ssuefwith “the Frankfurt critique,,'The
interpretation offered here is that Mannheim: in accord‘;ith his histori;
cist standpo1nt, conSIStently rejected any notlon of a transcendent sub-
» Ject but still thought, 1ncorrect1y, that a total synthesis or v1ewp01nt.
could be ach1eved Further,~Mannhe1m seemed a]ways to 1ns1st that
close, or even ep1stem1ca11y necessary, connect1ons needed to be ma1n-
_.ta1ned between the soc1a] knowledge and the soc1o-h1stor1ca] pract1ce
of the 1nte11ectural e11te In thws regard he. sure]y has a c]ose '
"aff1n1ty with the cr1tica1 theor1sts — an aff1n1ty wh1ch was perhaps

'masked'for the-latter because ofiMannhe1m-s profound chaTlengefto-Marx1sm.



PART THWO
THE EVALUATIVE SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

CHAPTER ¥

EPISTEMOLOGICAL AGNOSTICISM

Introduction

Considered in Part Two are claims made by'numerous writers that the
socio]ogjaof knowledge can be epistemically eva]uatiVei' To c1a1m this
status for the d1sc1p11ne is to’ assert that it can or should Judge the
truth producing potential of knowledge commuth1es or ass1gn truth )
“values to the knowledge .claims maoe by such communities,‘ The evaluative
claim is most frequently made in terms of the first and more genera]
procedure. Once the truth producing potehtia] of a social context is - -
known, the status of the know]edoe claims made by such commonities could
be assessed. This seems so'with the significant exception of Mannheim
who cirtumscribed the possibi1ity of the first procedure but.attempted 7
to carry throughthesecond more specific programme | ,

The three chapters of Part Two will take the form of a brief
explication of the ways in wh1ch soc1o]og1oa1_wr1ters have supposed
that the evaluative socio]ogy'of-knowledge could be accomp1ished Each
: p051t1on will then. be fo]]owed by a cr1t1que wh1ch is intended to
estab1lsh that the pos1t1on 1n question is incorrect by virtue of
1nterna1 inconsistencies or 1s unsatrsfactory because of the severe
d1ff1cu1t1es involved in actua1]y 1mp]ement1ng the proposed programme
. G1ven the theme of Part T%o the mater1a1 discossed 1n th1s
chapter may at first appear-1noohgruous._.Th1s discussion dea]s‘w1th a’
position:-which denies that,the»socio]ogy_of knewledge can be

-
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legitimately eva1uative but'does not deny in general that inter-
perspect1val epistemic eva]uat1ons can be made. However, those who

argue for thlS pos1t1on generally assert that ep1stemo]og1sts are the

_on]y specialists ab]e to accomplish such evaluative tasks. Al though

the chief interest of Part Two is the eva]uattve sociology of know-"
ledge, this position seems to share,'ih an inverse way, many of the
epistemic aSsumptions'of those who have argued that the“eva]uative ~
stance is approprjate for socio]ogists. Also it is perhaps the posi-

tion which is deferided more often than the evaluative one.

The AgnosticvSociology'of Know]edge

This position asserts that there can be correct epistemic
Judgements made from the standpoint ofua given know1edgevcommunity as -

to the truth and fa]slty of knowledge claims made by members of a11

" other knowledge commun1t1es ~This is an agnostgc pos1t1on s1mp1y

k because it'is clalmed that sociologists, at least .in their fuhct1on1ng

as soc1o]og1sts, are not capab]e of making such Judgements Those
who can accomplish th1s are ph1losophers or, more specifically,

ep1stemo]og1sts - This v1ew therefore presupposes a rather str1ct divi-

"sion of 1nte]1ectua] 1abour between these two d1sc1p11nes and: 1t has "

been uphe]d by members of both

The agnostic vers1on of the eva]uat1ve programme was or1glna11y_

o~

. put forward as part of the uproar whlch greeted the pub]lcat1on of '

Mannhe1m s Ideo]ogy and Utopia in Eng]1sh trans]at1on After more than

forty years, it seems hardly necessary to rev1ew in deta1] the part1-.

~culars of thls debate wh1ch are a]ready qulte fam111ar 1 'What most

writers stressed was that questions of va11d1ty are of a dlfferent ,-'
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logical order than contingent'questions of the reTationshig betwéen

) knowledge claims and social factors. Phi]osophers;are to direct their
attention to concerns of the former tjpe while sociologistsgstudy"con-
tingent matters of fact. Thisﬁdistinction also entails that there can
be no influence-of sdcio]ogica] findings on4issues re]ated to standards
of validity wh1ch ex1st regard]ess of whether any particular group in

. fact adheres to them. Th1s position has therefore developed. the
familiar claim that the sociology of knowledge has no epistemological
consequences. . | A
| It is important to estabfishhthat this position-has been strong]y
adhered to in the years since its first articulation. Bottomore
(1956:56, 57),'for_examp1e,Awrftes;that epistemic distinctions such as
true and false "are for ohflosophersgFnot.socio]ogists'to'make."' Theﬁ
sociology ofdknowtedge accepts for Studj'"any product of reflective
thought" wh1ch its producers claim as true w1thout concern as to whether
it is rea]ly true Berger and Luckmann (1967:13) also seem to support»_'
this view by assert1ng that "to inciude epistemological questions ...

"in the soc1o]ogy of know]edge is somehwat like try1ng to push the bus in
~‘which one is riding." Rather, "the ph1]osopher is given the task of
differentiating "between valid and 1nya11d assert1ons about the world"
(r96?:é).- As:sueh,hepistehic "quest;ons are not themse]ves oart‘of

the empirjtal dfscipiine of‘sociology“'(1§o7'13) Recent]y, Barber
(1975)'has forcefully restated.this VﬁewJ He asserts (]975 104) that -
phiTosophy is a “necessar%Tylseoarate disc1p11ne" from the sociology (
of knowledge both because of "the d1ff1cu1t nature of the prob]ems _—
1nv01ved and because of ph1losophy s h1stor1ca1 c1a1m to . the exc]us1ve

treatmentvof such problems:. - He_therefore_goes on to-recommend,a
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cheerful agnost1c1sm (or what he éalls a "pos1t1on of pragmat1sm")

v in which the sociology of knowledge T S \g
: 4 .
_~'~assumes and then takes for granted\that the soc1al world can £
"'~ be known, and can be known to a des red degree of objectivity,
.. validity, and usability by scholars chnform1ng to scientific
- - standards and methods that.have produced such knowledge about
+~ the physical and biological aspects of ‘the world. Such a.
‘philosophical position is obviously a prerequ1sute to the -
socnolog1cal enterpr1se (1975:105).

Ph1losophers have often delegated th1s agnost1c role to the ‘
: tf socqologISt.. H1nshaw (1948 5) argues that "there is no ep1stemological
branch of the soctology of knowledge" and that "the sphere of competen e

‘of soc1ology of knowledge is. that of a science, not of an ep1stemology.'

': He supports ‘his d1st1nct1on w1th the cla1m that "the soc1olog1st of

knowledge .o can be properly concerned only w1th what is’ bel1eved 1n, “

. what is held or thought to be true“ (1948 7) while’ "problems about

the nature, defin1t1on and appllcatlons oftheterms 'factually true

' and 'loglcally true belong r1ghtly to the ep1stemologlst" (l948 9)
Hinshaw cla1ms that thxs strict demarcat1on of funct1ons is necessary,'
for in these matters the scient1st must be "dogmattc"' Apparently
thls dogma concernIng matters of truth and ver1f1catlon 1s to be handed
down ex cathedra to the‘scient1st ?.“Otherw1se, how would thelsoc1o- :
logist of knowledge ever know that (say) the thought of a g1ven culture
*E uas 1deological in'nature" (1948 lo) ff;‘].cg “&}a:;qjl-;ﬂﬂjr,i‘~f
L Coombs (1967) argues in a similar manner for the logical o

A Hpriority of epistemology but hislreasons'are more explicnt. The sub-.:ﬂi




| epistemology accomplishes a rational reconstruction of sense experience
or sense data into propOSitions and therehy determines the necessary
and. suffiCient evidence for any propOSition to be meaningful or true
These efforts constitute the foundations of all stiences and there- |
fore prescribe the methodo]ogicai ru]es by which SCience4 proceeds
Therefore "insofar as a SOCioiogist dabbies in 1ogic and semantics he '{
- ceases to be sc1entist and becomes epistemologist“ (1967: 232) Criteria ,

of vaiidity are therefore not the concern of the SOCioiogist who

S

"by studying the . geneSis of an idea .; s ab]e to ascertain why a yf'
- specific ideoiogist was soc1a1lﬁ enab]ed to develop an idea that‘was 4
. o ~“‘;“valid Qr else was soc1a11y restricted from developing an. idea that was
- vaiid" (1967 233) This might be translated as saying that the soc10-
1ogist of know]edge shou]d be concerned primariiy w1th the conditions :
under which soc1a1 actors‘w111 agree or disagree w1th profeSSional |
' epistemologists Coombs pOSition aiso iiiustrates the close re]ation- ’
ship of the agnostic stance with the evaluativelstance On agnostic
presuppOSitions however, SOCiologists may legitimateiy have evaiuative "h;~
intentions on]y derivativeiy under the guidance of the epistemoiogist
B . The View of epistemoiogy as a logicaily distinct and foundationa]j
. o discipline is iuCid]y«defended hyAyer (1956) whose remarks can serve '
'fi{>-as a summary. Ayer claims that philosophy is uniqueiy distinguished

fﬂiby its methods Its probiems “cannot be sett]ed by experiment, since

‘V?ﬁg_fifliflthe way in which they are ansWered itsé?? determines how thljresu]t of )
o i f;ffﬁxthe experiment is to be interpreted” (1956 7) Thus when,discu55ing7?'fnf:
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-genera] that eVerything that the psycholog1st may dmscover about the jL

mach1nery of percept1on 1s deser1bab1e by 1ts means" (1956 109) Transe'ﬂ

pos1ng this obJect1on 1nto a soc1ologlca1 context, advocates of th1s\ |

o ‘v1ew conc]ude that the presumpt1on made by socio1og1sts that they are

dmore conpetent to adJud1cate c1a1ms concern1ng soc1a1 know]edge 1nvo]ves )
,them in a c1rcu1ar fa]]acy Th1s occurs because ep1stemo]ogy must _
;‘;sneak back in ahead of such c1a1ms in order to make them 1nte111g1b1e
, 4and in order to c1a1m warrant for the assert1on of such: sociolog1ca] a
'Judgements as. true o _ | {
g It has been shown that those phllosophers‘and soc1ologlsts whot.
a:haVe argued for an agnost1c stance for the soc1o]ogy of knowledge con- o
:tend that soc101og1ca] researchers must avo1d all Judgements wh1ch '"";‘_
-dlv01Ve ep1stem1c terms or content More prec1se1y, th1s argument 1s
1ntended to estab11sh that 1nsofar as even such bas1c terms such as
. 'knowledge and ev1dence enter1ntosoc1010g1ca1 descr1pt1ons, the 'f
:soc1olog1st must appea] to the ph11osopher to e1ther cert1fy that SUchifg,f'

fidescr1pt10ns are correct]y used or accept the redescript1on offered

| g*by the ph1losopher Yet stat1ng the agnostlc pos1t1on 1n th]S way

mde;po1nts out the very cur1ous status wh1ch 1t ass1gns 1n perpetu1ty to

. the d1SC1P11ne., If the soc1ology of knowledge 1s under the very strlct e

\:d“dﬁtell the sociologist what he 1s study1ng One ev1dent reason why this
'i,fproswt1on“is odd

‘ ”fap11nes&ga1n'maturtty:to the extent to wh1ch they are 1ndependent °f

;?ﬂitute1age of ph1losonhy, then‘dhe Iatter s task 1s qu1te 1itera11y@to

’:that if the common not1on that scient1f1c discm-

“'ffphilosophy1is aff1rmed, then the sociology'd'iﬂnowledge 1s, 1n pr1ncip1 ;



attacked 1n two ways. The first has to do with the Timitations which
.jTt sets on appropriate research questions for the disc1p11ne ;Thgjj
'.ifsecond questiohs the cogency of the epistemoTogicaT programme which
;g1t presupposes Cleariy the second critic1sm is the cruciai one_
~For-if: the epistemology which backs up- the agnostic stance remains
intact the proscriptions on research 1nterests thCh are entailed by
: that epistemology retain their force ’ Yet if SOCiologists feeiusuffi-
. ‘c1ent1y constrained by these restrictions they might be more recep-
' 'ghtive to-an epistemology which removes them The suggestion to be made
"ﬂhere which wa]] ‘be argued in more detai] 1n Part Three 1s that such
| 'silan epistemoTogy does ex1st Further, 1f the phiiosophical Zeitgeist
zTS a Tegitimate source of confidence, then there 1s some Significance

.t;in noting that this epistemology is becoming 1ncrea51ngly prevaTent

B _.among philosophers. lf

. The research programme of the agnostic soc1oTogy‘of know]edge
-t~1s c1rcumscribed and thus weakened by unwarranted assumptions concerning
'.T‘the nature of epistemology Given th1S cr1t1c1sm, 1t might seem para-‘;f- -
\fdox1ca1 to p01nt out that this ver51on of the discipline does contain

"pran 1mportant 1n51ght which is denied by proponents of the eva]uative

. }socioTogy of knowTedge._ This hasito do with the unwiilingness of
'n:}~€gfagnost1c writers to bring into the context of discovery questions of
Nii‘ﬁiiiﬂepistemic standards In other words questions of truth. validity and

'p’”jffobJectivity are exc]uded from the scope of research interests.,lA,j,j-:

_might{be antiC1pated a non-evaluative socioiogy of knbwledge;would

“assimption that ‘therie i5.or can be a single set. of epistemic’
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cr1ter1a or, equlvalently, that the set of such crater1a agreed on by
| fthe commun1ty of profe551ona1 ph1losophers is the on]y correct and h
v'_"only poss1b1e foundat1on of scientifxc knowTedge By constru1ng the . -
Just1f1cat1on of valzd know]edge in this restr1ct1ve way, they have o
';then gone on to argue that the study of the construct1on of this’ .3'
apparatus of Just1f1cat1on 1s barred from the purv1ew of soc1olog1ca1
,n'h_research Th1s v1ew of ep1stemology 1nvo1ves the 1dea that ep1stem1c ‘
standards are" constructed in a way which 1nvo1ves only sense or obser-
:T,tvat1ona1 data unproblemat1ca11y g1ven to the 1nd1v1dua1 knower /It
.15 therefore assumed that ep1stem1c standards can be understood apart
' ;rfj; from socxa] and 1ntersub3ect1ve factors For th1s reason 1t 1s sa1d
j:d:to be unnecessary and 1ndeed 1111c1t to study socaologrca]ly the or1g1n ff.
o . dt}and use of ep1stem1c cr1ter1a As was noted, 1n some vers1ons of the

; agnost1c stance the study of d1stort1ons of obJect1ve1y based cr1ter1a

"'fr.15 perm1551b1e but these eplstem1c assumpt1ons rema1n 1ntact s1nce such

/ )

"d1stort1ons"'are often he]d to be related to the 1ntroductiqn of soc1a1

ﬁ'ffffactors 1nto the process of va11dating know1edge »»" _ ”' _‘kh W
; : By adopt1ng th1s v1ew of ep1stemo]ogy,.these wr1ters have drawn

f'fflujthe cons1stent conc]us1on that the research 1nterests of the soc1ology

<L}:ffof know]edge cannot include terms and phenomenon stud1ed by phi]osophers.pu

'7ﬁg.fA proponent of the agnost1c stance, Barber (1975)s provides a bib]i°‘




i fwhat 1s to d1st1ngu1sh the econ

'd; -of prob]ems wh1ch wou]d estab11sh the soc1o]ogy of know%eL"e\as an

'ff_xep1stem1c structure of knowledge communities,

o8

ftand the de11very of commun1cat1ons and educatlon These are certa1n1y
“ fl]egit1mate research cbncerns for the d1scipline but 1f the soc1ology
oof know]edge IS to be a sub d1sc1p]1ne sui generi o? soc1o]ogy with
;f1ts own subJect matter and 1nd1genous range of empir1ca1 concerns it ‘
,;wou]d have to 1nc1ude more than the re51duaJ prob]ems of other soc1o- i
‘flog1ca] spec1a1t1es ‘ For examp]e, what IS to d1st1ngu1sh a pure]y N
‘organ1zat1ona1 study of a community of scient1sts from simi]ar m1]1-?i5 ;j
1tary, med1ca1 or bureaucratlc o::::}ﬁat1ohal stud1es7 Or, s1m11ar1y,:;-w ;
funct10n1ngs of academ1c commun1-.“ﬂf;“

t1es from other commun1t1es wh1ch do not pr1mar11y engage 1n 1n;e11ec-';‘h‘

. tual P duct10n° If 1ntegra'T' soc1o]og1ca1 theory 1s a des1deratum, e
e Py X

: ,d then it wou1d be 1mportant to estabt~K5 structural s1m11ar1t1es of th7

type 1mp11ed by th1s type of empir1ca1 concern However, the sort

_f,1ndepehdent sub-d1sc1p11ne are those re]atedvto the cogn7vﬂ

3M6 rspec1f1cudeta115 et

1

"f:of such a programme are to be con51dered 1n Part Three, but certain]y' .

| :?H;constftute epIStemic ;“

'.',,one of the cbief interests m this regar%/would_bq ho}: such comumtles

1ter1a and subsequently, how knowledge c1a1ms‘_fj3‘:

\

f;how epistemic'rules are const1tuted and al_'k55'”




. fashlon with regard to the soc1bloglca1 study of sc1ent1fic knowledge
N :
They c1a1m that thes“normative" soc1o]ogy ofiscience has implicit;y :

adopted a ph1losophy pf sc1ence wh1ch views the cogn1t1ve and hence -

. =N

w "f:soc1a1 nonns of. smence as stat'ic and pre estabhshed by the mmutable
. oo Coa _2 . »“
t;ep1stem1c*requ1rements of‘the subJect matter Al]eg1ance to such a. e

fjv1ew of sc1ence has, they contend masked a who]e range of quest1ons f*“"

t’

L concern1ng how such normat1ve sc1ent1f1c frameworks are estab11shéd

:Tma1ntatned and c1rcumvented and thus how sc1ent1f1c act1on 1s con-. e

_t'st1tuted By adopt1ng a ph11050phy of sc1ence in. the Kuhnlan mode;k ft

Q

v."the “interpret1Ve" soc1ology of sc1ence takes up prob]ems wh1ch Sh

~
.

S

mﬂ‘}h :U'Q,ffauthors clawm are of more 1nterest to a v1gorous socxo]og1ca1 study of
The p01nt that 1s argued here 1s the genera11zed vers1on of th1s

;comp1a1nt that certaln ph1]osqph1ca] pred11ect10ns have restr1cted

: “3x5nfthe purv1ew of e soc1ology of knowledge so as to deny the emp1r1ca] :

”'m:study of problems thch can be of fundamenta1 1mportahce~. I“ °”de”
Y

.2 $f;>'y”f;;fpr‘th1s compla1n; to be effectlve, 1tf:ust next be considered whetherr;i .

4‘;ffsuch ph110soph1ca]ly lnduced scnuples are necessary or even p1ausib1e.f"'s”

Do




-1observationa1 ev1dence and by prov1d1ng trans]at1on technlques for drﬁf”;
B v reduc1ng the pract1ca1 language of the worklng sc1entist to a 1anguage ;.'ﬁ:}.
v}of observat1on terms,.the ep1stemo]og1st sought to establish the 15_‘
foundatlons and cr1ter1a for any ex1st1n9 or new1y developed cogn1t1ve ’
'product wh1ch asp1red toward a des1gnat1on as knowledge It shou]d
?thus be c]ear why ep1stemo]ogy 1s con51dered by proponents of the
- agnost1c stance to be a neceSSar11y separate and non sc1ent1f1c d1sc1-¢;fcﬁ;
31p11ne and why any re11ance on sc1ent1f1c method or f1nd1ngs 1s v1c1ous]y
‘hpc1rcu1ar If the ep1stemo1ogxst s task 1s to estab11sh the founda-- '
)':.h{,_cit10ns of sc1ence in the way br1ef1y out]1ne8 he certa1n1y would defeat d'~3-
S :'{hh1s purpose by 1mport1ng sc1ent1f1c resu]ts dur1ng thlS process wh1ch
't';1s log1ca11y pr1or to sc1ence u o "?57" | '

e < RO '.‘.:.Q' :

‘ Th1s account 1s of course h1gh1y schemat1c but 1t 1s these

‘“-e}gessent1a1 features most recently reV1ved tp th1s century by Carnap

and the V1enna c1rc1e and the1r 1dea1 of/a 'Iog1ca1 construct1on of

Ethe world'; whlch has'mot1vated the v1ew that the soc1ology of know- £
| 'i:1edge has no Jeg1t1mate interests 1n ep1stemolog1caJ matters and ;
"t;fjnvolves 1tse1f ln a: vicious regress by d01ng so It can«now be
-"“$_shown, howewer, 1n 1ight of the phiIosophica] cr1t1que of empiric15m

e

)mjdm*fthat this Programme 1s untenable and that.conSequentlyﬂthe demarca-

t1on of science'and ep1stemo1ogy cannot be construed inSSuch a strict__
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”féféréncé'io an‘unobserved future*;fhenéetaT1'scfentiffo>1aws”and“.
‘fffpred1ct1ons galn no . certa1nty by any attempted reconstruct1on 1n thfs i
5 v;'wayt_ However, after proponents of this ep1stemology rea]ized th1s, v.;ﬂ_;
:there d1d rema1n a rat1ona1e for rat1ona1 reconstruct1on Th1s was
b g{the goa] of e11m1nat1ng by means of translation a]] statements w1th
‘phys1ca1 apd theoret1ca] terms 1nto statements couched on]y in terms ;;‘
'L,w*v;.f'of sense data and 1og1c Nh1le not r1gourously establ1sh1ng the truth
o dof sc1ent1fic statements. th1s progranme was attempted so as to c]arify |
‘ and forma11ze the 11nk between observatlonal ev1dence and sc1ent1fic _.{fif-
ﬁ,f”fd1scourse Thls wou]d be achleved 1f 1t were shown that theoret1ca1
- entermskgnd~terms wh1ch Feferred to physc1a1 obJects wh1ch were"thought
"to be- epistemica]]y prob]emat1c cou]d, in" pr1nc1p1e, be e11m1nated '}_ l;!
'ff}from sc1ence 1n favour of str1ngs of sense data terms and logical o :
.‘i..terms » But Qu1ne (1969 76 80) has documented how tP1s effort gradua]ly
: f;,came to be viewed by 1ts prOpf ents as 1mp0551b1e as 1t was attempted i
"Hf in. success1ve1y weaker forms wh1ch WOu]d not have e11m1nated theore- ‘f:;*'

’tf\g_t1ca1 terms but on]y have shown SOme of the1r observat1ona1 1mP1153t1°"5

Tf;iQu1ne attr1butes th1s fa11ure to the rea11zat1on that stakements about

.“”tfn;phy51ca1 obJects have no set of observat1ond] 1mp11cat1ons whaehfkf

: *f;ihn;f,1ndependent from other theoret1ca1 and conceptua1 presuppos1t1ons
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f‘ﬂno longer any reason to treat ep1stemology as ]og1ca]]y dist1nct from4
ermp1r1ca1 sc1ence. That is once the hope of ba51n9 317 sc1ence on.
: ;sense data has been g1ven up, worr1es about the c1rcu1arity 1nV01Ved
'5'1n 1earn1ng about sc1ence by means of science no 1onger have force
Qu1ne (1969 75) observes that 1f the hope of a rathnal reconstruct1ont7'
'“:'p:has been gvven up, then the best a]ternat1ue 1s simp]y to study “how 1: 
'i':thls construct1on of rea11ty real]y proceeds by sett11ng for psychology.?,n
bee contwnues | | | . |

-

SO all. ‘we' hope for is a’ recenstruct1on that 11nks
i, science to e erience in explicit-ways short of
- translation [f e, e11m1nat10n\of obJect and
- -theoretical: termg] then it 'would .seem more sens1b1e
-7 to settle for psychology.® Better to learn how.
science is 'in fact deve]oped and 1earned ‘than to - AR
.. fabricate a f1ct1ous structure to a s1m11ar effect A
5(1969 78) o , B R e ,
”Nhat Qu1ne has 1n m1nd here 1s ‘the psycho]og1ca1 study of percept1on
‘fand assoc1ated co.nit1ve processes.'E"Ep1stemo]ogy fa]]s 1nto .
"s"place as a chapter of psycho]ogy e Or, more modest]y,;bfﬁ; ep}ste- -
'mology merges w1th psycho]ogy“ (1969 2 90) | B " "
“o R Once the v1ew of eplstemology as a search for 1ncorr1g1b1e
| ’ffoundat1ons 15 dropped, there 1s no reason why socvologlcal as we11
-as psycho]oglca] understand1ng could not contrxbute to what Quine

f_Thls sort of ep1stemology and

7fiﬁjcalls a'"natura11st1c ep1stemo]ogy:

¢”}U;ﬁ_',ffthe ro]e 1t potent1a11y proV1des for soc1o]og1ca1 understand1ng w111

'cﬁplly become'more focusedc as the present work progresses It w111
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'of trad1t10na1 emp1r1c1sm, they stand to gatn a. rich c1uster of
' 'research problems yie]ded.by the need to understand the ro]e of |
,'1ntersubJect1v1ty wh1ch 1s accorded‘an 1mportant status by the‘v G _'
ep1stemo]ogy which replaces the older empiricism. -Emp1r1c1sm s
v1ew of the 1so]ated observer construct1ng concepts by 1ncrementa1
_’operat1onsﬂon d1screte b}tS of sense. data is reJected by this epis-
“ temo]ogy’1n favour of the v1ew that percept1on 1tse1f 1s concept
'] dependent In other words concepts, or conceptual predlsposvtlons, -
7:are sa1d to precede percept1on Further, concepts can only be 1earned
”1n a soc1a1 sett1ng which.is to" say that the1r use to br1ng order to.
= the barrage of sensory experlence 1s on]y poss1b]e by means of shared
,cr1ter1a of app]1cat1on N It is. the ex1stence of shared cr1ter1a and
rhence 1ntersub3ect1v1ty, which prov1des sense for the not1ons of ”

{ : o
' correct and 1ncorrect ﬁinguage and concept use. . In short concepts~"

&a.

. and a conceptua] structure are notqgnven by. 1mmed1ate exper1ence to

1nd1V1dua1 or iso]ated knowers They can be learned, app11ed in

observat1on or theoret1ca1 statements, and mod1f1ed only w1th1 a‘socia]e_",,
L ’ Qco11ect1v1ty or, equ1va1ent1y, only 1ntersub3ect1ve1y Th1s co cept ‘
| pp;fcould be and to some extent has been of great 1nterest 1n understand1ng
f:,eghow know]edge commun1t1es constitute and are const1tuted by part1cu1ar :
mtfconf1gurat1ons of concepts and epistem1c cr1ter1a.§aeey’@;-”A,_.gi:chn5v"

Post-empir1c1st ep1stemo1ogy can therefore be understood as s

]fan attempt to reformualte the relat1on between concepts and hence _

:';nguage and exper1ence ancepts anthhe'theoret1ca1 and observat1on j;f

"f“f°;£fte ms which they yield 1n congufct1on ensory exper1ence are no.-
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“ of coherence 1n th1s ep1stemo]ogy Once the idea that observation ;1‘
Iterms are 1earned -and 1ncorrig1b]y app11ed by attendlng to the stream
of sensory exper1ence 1s .given up, observat1on terms are then under- ;
stood as be1ng app11ed only in assoc1at1on w1th other terms both - |
observat1on and theoret1oa1 - wh1ch prov1de the1r cr1ter1a of app11ca-h
t1on Thus. the proper app]1catlon of any observat1on or theoretmca]
assert1on cgnnot be determ1ned in 1so1atlon from the rest of the set
-.of concepts and laws wh1ch const1tute bodies of know]edge - In Qu1ne s-
“extreme holism this coherence cond1t10n is asserted as the conclus1on
that “our statements about the external world face the tr1buna1 of -
sense exper1ence not 1nd1v1dua11y but on]y as a corporate body
(1953 W,

The coherence cond1t1on of this ep1stemo1ogy enta1]s that

' “the Justbf1ca1ton of hypotheses and even. the Just1f1ca1ton of descr1p-'

'~j.t1ve terms is importantly related to the d1scret1on and, u1t1mate1y, |

. ~ O
interests of know]edge commun1t1es Metaphor1ca11y,.1f 1anguage meets o

the wor]d in comp1ex ways, then the constra1nts the worlg sets on the

’~‘_truth va]ues of 1nd1v1dua1 components of that comp]ex will not be

' fp]urallty of conceptual structures and rules oflhh

"'M“_Moreover, these concepts and':u1 S of justifi

.ent1re1y dec1s1ve-w1th regard to the Just1f1cat10n of know]edge c1a1ms:;h
1‘_In short, g1ven disconf1rm1ng ev1dence for any hypothesis, there 1s as:
;}Qu1ne remarks uch 1at1tude of cho1ce és to what statementS'UJreeva1uate ;fi
” ;1n the 11ght of any s1ng]e contrary exper1ence" (1953 42)
. The methodolog1ca1 d1rect1ve wh1ch can be galned for the

:=ffsoc1ology of knowIedge from th1s ep1stemo]ogy 1s that there may be a

‘Jstjf1catlon that
l;\fjW1th 1nterna11y Just1f1ed warrih ;12;23“.fﬂyiati‘nf‘h*”“common

'estab11shed hndf'“
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ma%ntainediin a»nay'wthh révéals the'discretion of human knbnéns
fPost-emp1r1c1st ep1stemo]ogy 1mp11es that such m1ght or could be the
case. An 1nterest1ng soc1ology of know]edge wou]d describe and
understand th!S phenomenon as it occurs among know]edge commun1t1es |

Th1s chapter can be conc1uded by not1ng ‘how: thls resu]t d1s-‘.
1'fsolves the perenn1a1 d1ff1cu1ty of the relat1on between the soC1o]ogy

'of know]edge and ep1stemology It dlsso1ves because 1t on]y rema1ns

1og1ca1 barr1er D1fferences may we]] rema1n between

troub]esome 1f/the assumpt1on cont1nues that the two d1sc1p11nes are ,
| separated»by é

':the two d1SC1p11nes but they are d1fferences of method or a1m Indeed

~

:there cou]d or shou]d be mutua] enrlchment of the two but thlS presents con

o

©no threat 6? c1rcu1araty or se]f-refutat1on to e1ther 4

- " ~
» . . - .- N
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Notes toaChapter v

>

1. Lav1ne (1944) prov1des probably the mostosystematlc appraisal of
 the part1c1pants and the1r pos1t1ons 1n th1s debate
.2. Contemporary cr1t1ques of trad1t1ona1 emp1r1c1sm are, of course,
ﬂnnumerable (An access1b1e overview of th1s debate is prov1ded by _
Mor1ck (1972).) 1- fo]]ow, in ]arge part the argument of Qu1ne (1969);
h'for two reasons. F1rst, 1t is dlrected spec1f1ca]1y to the emp1r1c1sm )
of ]og1ca] pos1t1v15m wh1ch stands beh1nd much, of the th1nk1ng 1n
_both the agnost1c and the eva1uat1ve soc1o]ogy of know]edge'uJbe dis-
cussed in Chapter VI. Second as will. be d1scussed 1n the text Qu1ne'
draws extreme]y pert1nent conc]us1ons for the re]at1on of sc1ence
" and epistemology. ; L o | = |
3. The'notion,of'%ntersubjectinty is a somewhatmmoré»precise‘way
of captur1ng the 1ns1ght that know1edge is. 1ntr1ns1ca11y soc1a1 Th1s R
4'1s the sense 1n wh1ch the ep1stemo]ogy under]y1ng a non- eva]uat1ve
"ep1stemology fulﬁ111s the need for what some ear11er wr1ters ca]]ed
‘ ~\§omewhat vague]y a "soc1a1 theory of the m1nd“ (e g Ch11d 1941,~ .
“; repr1nted 1973) Thus MiI]s (1963 425) wrote “what is needed is.a
- concept of m1nd wh1ch 1ncorporates soc1a1 processes as 1ntr1ns1c to- ) o
e menta] operat1ons " Berger (1973) d]icusses th1s sort of theOry as 1tf?fi”;ﬂdg
s '1s worked out 1n the thought of Mead and Sthutz HOwever, Berger Qﬁfgffﬁtft%{p

o ‘st111 ma1nta1ns that "with1n the: soc1o1ogy of knowledge, 1t is, po‘f

\

. $
sible: to bracket the f1na1 ep' temo]ogica] quest1ons " Yet 1n ty1ng

:~fknow1edge s0. closely{tfisodia] processes ttliecomes quest1onab1e“1n

3'7”]?'Just what sense ep1stemology dea]s wath “frna]" questions :'Especia]1y,

”-°ff2r5 the goal of 'correct1ng, the 0c1a13 :
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" constitution of knowledge. Also it is curious in this regard to note

that the fruitfulness of'the'ééncebf of {ntersUbjéctivity is perhaps

best shown in Berger and Luckmann's wqu (1967). Their strict demarca-

-
a

tioq of sociology and epis§emo]ogy therefore becomes incongruous since
intersubjectivity in traditional empiricism as well as Husserlian
phenomenolggy to which these authors would presumébly:iipedﬁ is con-
sidered as an inc%denta] or derivative byproduct of the knowledge of
isoiated knowers. ’ | *
4, That there'is a relation of mutual éomp]emeqtarity between science
and epistemology is best voiced by Hesse (1976:202) who writes that
“Turking Qithin many of these é]ementé_@f the rew empiricism is a

A

systematfc-conilggioﬁfof certa{g‘a§pects of the epistemological problem
with causal mecqﬁﬁisms.T Law‘(1975) has quite correctly pointed out
that there are disparate'interests as well, chieffy those‘having to do
with ebistemo]dgy's inherent]y noxmative character. However, estab-
1ishiﬁ§.that such distinctions exist does very little to support his

“suggestion that difficulties which epistemology faces in this endeavor

impugn its status as a plausible discipline.



CHAPTER VI

THE SCIENTISTIC SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLéDGE

In opposition fo those who are willing to accept an agnostic
metatheoretical position for the sociology of knowledge, théfe is g
promineﬁt school which claims fhat it is within Fhe scope and capability
of the discip]iné to be epistehica]]y evaluative. In general, those
_who have arghed for thisvpositiéﬁ have claimed that sociologists of
knowledge po!sess, a neutral method for.aéhieving universally or objec-
ti?e]x vé]fd knowledge about sacial rea1fty. This method makes possib]e.
the descripti?e (or, moré ambitiously, éxp]anatory)panh comparafive
study’of the social basis and conditions which are\either conduéivelor
inhibitive of the establishment of knowledge communities Whjchvare in
possession of this method.

_ The sociology of knowledge can therefore evaluate the_cqgnitive
claims of disparate knbw]edge communities by reference to this method
and the éfiteria]_knoW]edge,which it produces. In thjs @ay, sociologists
can come to conc1u§ions pased on their empirical investigations about
the social conditions which are conducive to the prbduction of true or
objective knowledge. It is in this sense that the content of sociolo-
gical éonc]usions of thi§ sort wou]d be epistemically evaiﬁative.

These projected evaluations are, of course, underspood non-relativistically.
That is, their existence is to be understqod as not being essentially

tfed to any extant knowledge community. This characteristic of the
eva]ﬁative programme is clearly stated by a recent advocate ;; the

position. Urry (1973:472),_in'an‘§§say critica] of the relativistic

implications of a Kuhnian inspired sociology of knowledge, upholds the

view that "what the sociology of knowledge should be able to show is

91
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why certain eriteria operative within particular worlds ... are universal'
and true and why the criteria within other worlds are ‘context—dg?endént'."
This wqu]d allow sociologists, he coqtinues, to.assess whether groups
who "believe that they know the truth" do so in fact.

The intention)émbodied in fhe evaluative position c;n be considered
as derivative from a classical ajm of the sdcio]oéx of knowledge.

-

Because, as Mannheim originally argued in Ideology and Utopia, epistemology

fai1ed't6 recognized the intrinsically social character of knowledge,

a sociology of know]edge>was to be;expecﬁed to assume thg traditional
normative aims of epistemo]ogy.] Fuse ¥(1967) succinctly projects the
normative character which the classical or evaluative programme assumes.
" Hé writes (1967:249)'that the "task of the sociology of knowledge ..

is to devise some effective criteria by which to judge a;d ascertain
which knowledge or which idea is more accurate'thah other alternatives

of thought."

»
The sociology of kndw]edge is therefore expected to result in
empirical and fheoretic;? conclusions whicH, as Ryan (1970:226) has it,
will provide an "accbunt of how as a matter of‘fact the social, economic .
and éVentua]]y‘politica1 circumstances in which we live make it harder
or easier for us to discover the truth about social life." As will be
further documented below, .the evgluative or no;mative character of the
socib]og} of know]edge_continuesﬁéh\:eceivethe support of a large
number of sociologists working within ﬁhe discipline. Stoizman and
Gamburg (1975) have substanfiated this perception. Théy'observe
(1975:95) that sociologists of knowledge "have been primarily concerned

to demonstrate that certain social conditions are more conducive than

others'to;the intréduction of errors, distortion and obfuscation in
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4human thought." ‘

Despite the frequency with which the evaluative soc1ogogy of
knowledge has been espoused it is difficult to locate any sustained
defense of the position. The Just1f1cat1ons that have been offered have
genera]ly been based on some vers1on of sc1ent1sm 2 Scientism can be
understood, f0110w1ng Habermas (1971 4), as “"science's belief in itself"
not as "one ‘form of possib]e knowﬁedge" but as the sole equivaWen; of
any poésib]e'knowledge. The 1ink Between scientism and the evaluative
pos1t1dh can be. tied quite closely. 'ff sociology is a science and if
what is rather indiscrimately referred to as the scientific method is
the on]g or at least the best means to produce ‘knowledge, then it
follows that the sociology okanowledge can be evaluative in sense
present]y under coﬁ?ideration.. |

Sc1ent1sm in this sense has.often been relied upon in statements
of the eva]uat1ve position. Horow1tz,(1961) has argued for the eva]ua-]
t1ve soc1ology of know]edge in the most unequivocally sc1ent1st1c
manner. "The sociology of know]edge has as a fundamenta1<6f1entat1on
the discovery of both the social roots of error and of truth, fact
and op1n1on This is in 1arge part possible because sociology "require§
- no metaphysical superstructure.” Rather, "“fhe object under study
largely determines the mechanics of exploration” (1961:64). Further
warrant for this position is claimed by Horowitz in the assertion %hat
the sociology of knowledge-"does not rest on the standpoint of a moral
or political credo as such." Therefbre, by virtue of its "empirical
foundations" the discipline i: “distinct from ideology" (1961:27).

Even philosophical presuppositions are avoided as possible distorting

factors: "the sociology of knowledge necessarily employs a method
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" common to all science, and is thus distinct from.philosophica1.héthods."
It follows that £he discipline is "logically superior to the phi]qéophi-
cal perspectives developed jn thé'quest for knowledge" (1961:52). {
This last statement constitutes -the paradigmatic artitulation

of the sociology of knowledge as an independently eyajuativevdiscipline:
Recall that in Chapter V, some writers, a]th%ugh they.adVbCaféd an
agnostic poiﬁtion, conceded thdt the sociologist could have derivatively
eva]u;tiQe fnférests by virtue of their acceptance of an epistemological
method which insured objective knowledge. However Horowitz has severed
fhis'1ink by claiming fhat sociaT sciehce is yet more objective than
phi]déophica] inquiry.3

l' Pérsons (1§70:292) has also offéred an implicitly scientistic
but more cautious defense qf the'eva1uative positioq based on "universal
criterial or empiricél va]id{ty." In this yayg a distinction between
ideological distortion of reality "which/bykSocia]-scientific methods
| can be shown to be positive]j in error" (1970:294) and social science
which operates with "methodological criteria for 6bjective empirical
knowledge" (?970:302) justifies what is here called, but not explicitly
by Parsons, an evaluative sociology of knowledge. It should be noted,v
however, that Parsons is cautious to the extent that he refers to an
"ideal-type" of ;ocial science which may in fact be distorted by cer-

tain ideological "strains" (1970:295, 297).

| Spier, in ;n-early work apparent]y in response to Mannheim,
anticipates this justification for the evaluative sociology of know-
ledge by q]aiming that theofetica] reasoning, which presumedly in;1udes ’
science, is free froh the distorting influence of socia1‘and moral -

interests. “The aim" he writes "of theoretical reasoning is not success
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in pub1ic‘hut simply truth." It 1s therefore "absUrd to say that the -
truth of any scientific statement is soc1a]1y determ1ned (1970:275, 276)..
This 1ine of thought is also followed by Stark<who’asserts that soc1alﬁ

' Structune has "no ... influence on the‘content ofgécfenqe." On this
basis he claims that "we can exclude 511 SéientiticbhnoWIEdge oroper1y
so called from the realm of possible re]ativity"ﬂ(1958:176, 167).; :
 The scientisttc background of the'evaIUative'poéition fs also
reflected in the invidious dichotomy of science and ideology. If the
sociology of knon]edge is a science whete this term is‘Uanrstood as
referring to a method of inquiry free of the bias and distortion of
1deo]ogyé then it is:said to fo]1ow that’the disCip]ihe‘can discover
the social conditions of the epistemologica]'factors which accolint fot
the distinction between scisnce and ideology. This reasoning achieves
an a]most axiomatic status for Horowitz (1961:64) who equates the socio-
| 1ogioa1 study of science with the investigation of "the social conditions
which allow for the 'productions of truths' " and, conversely, the
soc1olog1ca1 study of po]1t1ca1 and economic history with the investi-
gat1on of “the sources of 1deo]og1ca1 distortion."
Finally, it is well known that phi]osophers in the Popperian
trad1t1on have been critical of re]at1v1st1c soc1o1og;ca1 approaches
to know]edge: Although Popper and his followers m1ght be 1nterpreted
as being'opposed-to any form of the so¢iology of know]edge, Law (1975:
321) haa argued that their primary objections are motivated by their
contention that the discipline has not deve]oped aTong strong eva]uat1ve
Tines. G1ven the remarks above, this percept1on by the Popper1ans is
quest1onab]e but it might be accounted for by Popper's. concentrat1on

on Mannheim and the more recent debate with Kuhn, In any case, they
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have cr1t1c1zed soc1o]og1sts for- fa111ng to observe putat1ve cr1ter1a

of demarcat1on between sc1ence and non- science and for the1r failure

e

" to account’ for the growth of knohledgef__From these assumpt1ons, Jarv1e‘
";(]972:137) has urged socio1ogistslto obseove'the "dist#nétioh betweenv
cértain know]edge (cuhrent stiehéé) ‘and mere de1us1ve op1n1on (anythxng
:else)‘“ Science is sa1d to ach1eve th1s pos1t1on by virtue of 1ts .
) methods ‘which “do not themse]ves incorporate or favour any part1cu1ar
symbo11c un1verse " It‘%an therefore be ;uggested that Popper wou]d
' we1comegsome form of the evaluative soc1o]ogy of knowledge,
Ityshould be clear that numerous soeial‘stientists ahq some
: phi]osophers from a fairlvaide Vériety of perspectives have adVocateo'
1? not actua]]y attempted to 1mp1ement an evaluative soc1o]ogy of
: know]edge ~ Given th1s d1vers1ty of perspect1ves, the task of criti-

. . Q
c1z1ng th1s poswt1on is a- good dea] less manageab]e than cr1t§c1z1ng

the agnost1c position. fh1s ]atter pos1t1on seems c]ear]y to presuppose
a traditional empirié1st ep1stemo1ogy, e]ements of which have genera]ly
been seen to be untenable. More prec1se1y, untenab]e at least to the
extent that it can no 1onger support the exc]us1on of sc1ent1f1c inquiry
into epistemological matters.’ As has been implicitly shown,.the -
evaluative position draws extreme cont]usions from this result by claim-
ing that socio]ogicat research can assume more or less unproblematically
the traditional goels of the epistemologica1‘enterprise.v This conclu-
sion is best expressed in the goal of the evaluative programme: the
discovery of the social Basis‘of truth-and falsehood. The argument below
J;is intended to establish that this goal conceals an essential incoherence

which threatens the very notion of %n evaluative sociology of knowledge.

This argument requires;two premises. The first is an essential ////)
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‘mot1vat1on for the eva]uat1ve programme and the other ijs a condition
for the poss1b111ty of the programme As such, any proponent of the
eva]uati¥5{50c1ology of knowledge is comm1tted to these two prem1ses:
| First, some degree of'ep1stem1c conf11ct must be assumed. That
is, there must be a p1ura11ty ‘of know]edge commun1t1es which produce
mutually contradictory knowtedge c1a1ms concerning a common subject
dohain; This current]y seems to be the}case within the soc1a1 sciences
end historica11y ie the case within natural scﬁence.' As such, the
‘assumption‘seems to be'empirieaidy pféusib]e. A]so, as Mannheim
or1g1na11y gbserved, when soc1a1 actors are confronted by th1s sort of
ep1stemrt conflict they are mot1vated to study the soc1a1 bas1s of the
competing know]edge communities. . It is th1s mot1vat1on as wed1 as the
additional one of coming to evaluatlve conc]us1ons*concern1ng the i
‘social basis of know]edge which an1mate the eva]uat1ve soc1o1ogy of
know]edge ' ’ '
Second the eva]uat1ng commun1ty wou]d have to assume that
at least one, or more likely, a set of these commun1t1es had deve1oped
a body of true know]ed;e1 This need not be equ1va1ent to assuming that
this know]edge is abso1uﬁe in the sense of being comp]ete or ent1re1y
true. Rather 1t would indicate that this set of kqgw]edge communities
had deve]oped a method which, in contrast to. the method of competing -
communities, had been most successful in produc1ng true knowledge and
which had thus yielded know]edge with the greatest truth content. Again,
'thio is an assumption which the'eva]uator needs to make. Denying the
assumption is equivalent to affirming eome radical form of skepticism or

a- m1t1gated form of skept1c1sm nameTy re]at1v1sm C1ear1y, neither

of these two aTternathves is compat1b1e with the evaluative programme.
Y
Y
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The argument against the evaluative programme will take the form
of reconstruct1ng'the manner in-which it would be or has been pursued.
Essent1a11y, the eva]uat1ng commun1ty would need to des1gnate at least
one body of knowledge as true in the sense sketched in the second assunip-
tion. above. The vague term 'designate' is chosen here because, although
this brocess‘harbouré‘difficu1t problems in itSe]f, it is not directly
~re]ated to the crucial difficulty which the argument is designed. to
uncover. As such, the, process of designation can be taken as accom-
plished. The evaluating community would then study the social basis
of the set of communi#ies which had produced that knowledge. This,
in rough out]ine,.would constitute the evaluative sociology of knowledge.
The second aspect of the process wou]& be the descript{on and ekp]ana-
tion'and hence the discovery of the social basis of truth. The con-
verse process, that is, the sociolbgica]ﬁstudy of the social basis of
the commun1t1es not de51gnated as having produced true know]edge would
be the d1scovery of the social basis. of falsehood.

In this reconstruction of the eva]uative programme, the

stages do not necessarily represent a tempora]-sequente.‘ However
Mhey do represent two distinct pfocesses. That is, the evaluative
Characterization ”of the social basis of knowledge commqnities could
only be accomplished by reference to'whetherbthe communi ty in_qugsfion
produces true know)edge. And\this Judgement could only be accomplished
by having a prior and distinct standard of frué knoQ]edge. But this

is merely an abstract way of expréssing the differences between rela-
tivistic and evaluative sociologies of knowledge. Thus in the rela- .
tivistic programme no distincg standard is involved in the context of

discovery since judgements by reference to external epistemological

4
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standards are not'included in the empirical prob]ehs of the relativist
p;ogramme. hThe knpw]edge'which is included in this ex;ernﬁT”sFandérd'in
use in the evaluative programme can thérefofe be termed the trbth
criterié] knowledge. It {s criterial in the sense that {t is the means &
by whfch'conclpsions regarding the social Basis of truth and falsehood
'are reached.

- The crucial incoherence of thé evaluative sociology of knowledge
is preceisely that the_eva]uator's knowd edge would necessari]y'hgvé to
be included within the truth criterial knowledge. This is clearly demon-
strated by acknowledging the logical fact that it would be contradictory
for the evaluator to claim that he had discovered that the social .
basis of his knowledge community was conducive to the production of o
fa]seﬁood. Such a knowledge claim would be self-refuting. To assert
a knowledge c]aiﬁ js to assert it as true. Further, it is a tenet of
the evaluative sociology of knowledge that the social basi§ of one who
asserts a knowledge c]gim is causally or otherwise related to the
truth or falsity of,thét_knowledge ¢laim.  Therefore, a knowledge claim
which asserted that the social basis of the individual who asserts it
. is related to the p?oduction of falsehood would refute itself. In short,
it is hOt possible for the evéluator to discover that his own social
basis is a social basig of falsehood. . ‘

This observation is sufficient to show that the evaluative
socio]ogy of knowledge, understood as the attempt to diécover the social
basis of truth and falsehood, is incoherent. It is so simp]y'because‘it
does not pose a legitimate empirical problem. If a community of scien-
tists sets out:td discover wﬁether something is the case, Say 'p', it

must be logically possible that either 'p' or 'not-p' is the case. In
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- other words, the proposed co tent of d1scovery must be a cont1ngent fact.
3

But the argument above hasféhown that the evaluator, as a matter of

1 -

logical necessity, must incliude his own know]edge in thekset of'truth
-criter%al knowledge and'hénce must designate his own sociaf basis as
product1ve of truths about social reality.

It follows from this that the soc1o1og1ca1 evaluator cannot
discover the social basis of falsehood. ' This because all bodies of
kﬁdW]edge which produced assertions contradictory to or‘inconsistgnt

with the body of criterial knowIedge would, of necessity, be Jjudged

as falsehoods. This body of }edge is equ1va1ent to the set of
"assertions which disagree with the assertions produced by the evaluator.
The evaluative socioTogy of knowledge intends to discovef”thé
social basis of truth and'fa1sehood.. However, it has been shown that
the eva[uator cannot discover that his social basis is conducive to the
production of falsehood. Hence he cannot discover that it 1§.conddcive
to truths about social rea]igy. Likeyise, he éénnot'discover'Ehat the
social basis of knowledge communities which have producea‘assertidns
contradictory to or inconsistent witﬁ his own are conducive to the pro-
ductions of fruths about social reality. Hence he cannot discover that’
they are conducive to the productions of fa]sehoods. Thé‘prqjected
results of the evaluative programme in the sociology of knowledge can- .
not, in princip]é, be accomplished. The eva]uati?e programme therefore
reduces to the categorizatian.of:competing claims of social knowledge |
as views with which the evaluative inquirers agree or disagree.
In order to block this feduétion, thaﬁ is, in order for the

evaluator to be able to say that his knowledge claims and thpse other

claims included with the truth criterial knowﬁedge are 'reaT1y true',

P
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he would have to justify his deSiQnation of criterial knowledgé'by refer-
ence to somevepistemo1ogiéa1 criferia Which are sui géneris or foundational
6r are otherwise secured before the process of discbvery commences. This
wou]d_then be equivg]ént to a re]iéﬁce on a form of the agnosfic programme
in which some group of'inquirers are elected to .discern fundamentaf

criteria which would Just1fy a body of cr1ter1a1 knowledge as true‘ This

..-.\.\

would allow the evaluative programme to prbcehd on a stronger bas1s than
the mere categor1zat10n of competing c1q1ms as to agreement or disagree-
ment with the evaluator. ’However, to concede the necessity for‘such

a re]ianée would involve abandoning the central intention of the evalua-
tive programme which is the discovery of such standards by empirical
1nvest1gat1on of the social bas;s which produces them. As such, it seems

clear that th1s move would be @ substantial concess1on for the eva]ua-

tive programme. For it is p ec1se1y their claim that the sociology of
knowledge as an empiricé] cience can achieve én independent and a more
adequate understan ing of kpowledde than ph11osoph1ca1 inquiry and can
therefore assume tZL trad1t1ona1 normative or foundat1ona1 status of that
discipline.

This argument against the evaluative sociology of khow]édge can,
be strengthened by showing how proponents éf the programme are committed
to the reconstructiéﬁ of the evaluative research prdcess offered above. N
They have almost uniformally asserted that the social basis of-the pro-
diction of true knowledﬁe can be discovered. ‘Horowitz (1961:64) is
) clearly the most unequivocal in this assertion for he says that the
task df.the sociology of knowledge is "the discovery of both the social
roots of error and of truth.“. Ryan~(]970:226) makes npar]y'the same

o«

~assertion by asking the discipiiné for an "account of how as a matter
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of fact’the social ... circumstances in which we live make it harder or.
éasier for us toldiscover.the truth about sociA] life." The argument
here is that we could only "discoyer" fhat our particular method of"
inquiry makes it easier for us and those whb agree with us to Fiﬁd the
truth about‘sociaT life. Simi]arﬁy, if the sécio]ogist of knowledge,
fo]10w1ng Stolzman and Gamburg (19}5'953 wish to "demonstrate tHat cer--
tain soc1a1 conditions ;re more conducive than others tq the 1ntroduc—
tion of errors ... in human thought" they would end up "demonstrating"
that the soc1a1 cond1t1ons which character1z; the know]edge commun1t1es

which produce knowledge not in agreemen§ w1th fhat of the evaluative \
' sociologist are donducive to the introduction of,errors ih this way.

fhis argument may'not directly.threaten the other writers who,

have suggested éﬁ evaluative programme. This is Becahse it is not
c]eér whether they are‘actua1]y c]osér ﬁo aﬁ'agnqs;ig,programme 1§ which
thevstandards for designating the cr%teria] knowledge are established
by some group who achieve epistemological results which are logically
.prior to sociological inQestigation. Parsons (19}0:302), for example,

>

contends, that the sociologist can identify ideo]ogicé] distOrtion by
vi:£ue of his scientific status which includes “mé%hodo]ogica] c;iteria-
for objective empirical knowledge." Howqyer,vft is likely that he wou]d\.
contendlthat these criferié have been certi;ied by a prior form of épis-
temological ‘inquiry. This supports the contention that the 'strong'
evé]uative programme of: Horowitz must collapse into'é form of the agnos-
tic sociology of knowledge. Again, this is a result that sociologists
who have reasoned Tike Horowitz wi]f“finQ'unp1easaﬁtt Even though an

‘agnostic programme cqu]d‘be.éstablished which was not committed to an

; . L2 . . . ,
untenable form of empiricism, carrying out an evaluative sociology of
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;/5n6w]edge from this basis would still place the discipline under the
. :

very direct tutelage of another discipline from which, in the conventional

wisdom, it needs to separate itself in ‘order to begin to achieve
scientific maturi‘ty.4 |

This argument is highly abstract in the sense that it relies

»
»

“upon a compressed and high]y schematized reconstruction of the evalua-

“tive research programme . In order to supplement.the re3ect1on of the .

evaluative soc1o1ogy of know]edge two emp1r1ca1 studies which have

‘evaluative intentions are discussed below. Th1s discussion is des1gned to

show the unsat1sfactory manner in which the researcher has in each case

designated or assumed criteria] knowledge and, conversely, how simple

it is/to suggest alternative sources of criterial knowledge which over-.

turn the researcher's evaluative conclusions. Also, in anticdpation of
;) -

the relativist programme, it can be shown how this need to assume cri-

terial knowledge obfuscates significant issues and phenomena which cou]d

be cons1dered by sociolegists. ' ‘ oo

The first study considereq‘is\gy Remmling et. al. (1973) and is
concerned with knowledge of the social c]ass'structure of Ecuador. The
authors' e;aiuatire’intentions are dd%]ared in the title; this is to be
a "study of the ideo]ogical distortion of social reality." The main
point in contention is the relation between racial and politico-economic
stratification in-this country, the population of which int}udes
nearly an equal admixture of indigenous and European racial elements.
Remmling shows that.in this rigidly and oppressively stratifiedﬁsociety,

L Y

there is a vaTue attached to Being of'European heritage. Remmling

. further, but rather cursorily, shows that the upper classes typically

identify class stryeture as being co-terminous with racial.background.
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Hence, the middle and upper classes make every effort_to identify them-
selves as beiné of European heri;age and culture.

. However it seems that since ninetéenth century co]onié] times
there has been extensive inter-marriage-to the extent that present]y,
in the urban population at 1east; no gegetica]ly unintegrated groups
remain. Therefore, even though the middle and upper class members, in
gehetic fenns, have significant native heritage they still attempt to
identify with a European heritage. At th%s poiﬁt the gocio1ogist of
knowledge enter's with the Conceptua] sibbolith of "false .consciousness".
The social know]édge of the upper and middle classes ié said not to be
"reality adequate" (1973:393) supposedly on the basis of their failure
té reéognize the genetic amalgamation of all class grgupé. What
Remmling has the}efore shown is that middle and uppér class Ecuadorians,
a]though'they often share a genetic baéLground with the subjugated Tower
c]assés,-identify with European.culture and life styles and, inh so doing,
1ggitimize the{r superior social position.

The European identifiéation of the upper classes.is claimed

by Remmling to be mythical or otherwise incorrect. It can "easily be
-debunked by the fact that near]y'aliEcuadorfans regard]ess of theiﬁ
social status display an admixture of Indiah}physical characteristics"
(1973:292). Bdt is-this debunking really quite this easy? It appears
so only becéuse Remmling has 1nc1u¢ed‘as an aspect.of his criterial
§Qow]edge a decision on how to usé the concepts of genetic and socio-
cultural jdentﬁfication. This decision appears to be one of 1inkin§
these two concepts such that socio-cultural identffication must be
applied only in terms of genetic identification. However, it is entirely

- plausible to suggest that the conceptual framework which stands behind-



105
the social know]edgd aﬁd meanings used by the upper classes does not
recognize this linkage. If this is so, then it would clearly not be con-
tradictory for ad upper class Ecuadorian to assent to both the proposi-
tion that he has rative ancestors and td the propositiod that he is a
Ehrbpean. The set of meanings whic; are associated with concepts and
actions having to do with a European form of life may relate to sdcia]
status and achievement and may not be.genetica11y ascribed. However,
Remmling has, without even discussing what conceptual meanings are in
use, reasoned that siﬁce upper class members either assent to‘Both
propositions or appeaf to deny the former that they are engaging in
blatant contradiction and therefore have a false consciousness. The
- upper classes, in other words, have failed to meet the epistemic require-
ments "demanded by the reality principle"” (1973:393).
“ Although' notions such as the "reality principle"” sound impressive
they actually function to designate Remmling's criterial knowledge '
which itself appears to buttress his own policy and value alternatives
for Ecuadorian society. He suggesés social policy proposals for o
Ecuadorian society which would promote economjc and politica] egalitari-
anism. While Remmling may well be justified in protesting what seems
"to be a rather brutal set of social arrangements, it is no%)at all clear
that he can legitimately use these evaluative sociological and epistemo-
fbgida1 categories in such a cavalier fashion.

It is clear that Remmling has been at 1édst premature in his
application of these evaluative categories. For he has addressed no
inquiry into the matter of what cdnceptua] meanings with regard to gené-

" tic and cultural heritage are actually in use. If, aé'suggested, the

upper classes stress cultural heritage as the basis of class consciousness,
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then Remm11ng s evaluative conclusions str1ke wide of their target

For the cognitive inconsistencies wh1ch he identifies are d1sso1ved by
th1s possible conceptual alignment. The 1dent1f1cat1oh\of conceptua]
disparity serves to f]]ustrate how the evaluative programme reduces to
the categorization of bodies of knowledge as to those with which the
evaluator agrees or disagrees. Remmling rejects the cpnceptua] network
which the upper ciasses may have efected around the notion of European
héritage and emphasizes the common‘genetic heritage which all Ecuadorians
presently share. But in the absence of some further'justification
which would secure the universal and neutral validity of his own concept
use, RemmTing cannot block this reduction.

In order to show that the meaning of social heritage which the
Ecuadorian upper classes may employ is an‘entire1y plausiblie one and to
show how Remmling has cloaked hjs own moral and political programmes
with ;he armament of the evaluative sociology of knowledge, it would be
sufficiént to poiét to a group where the 1ink between genetic and cul-
tural heritégé was 1egitimate1y severed. Consider the body of know-
ledge and its conceptual framework developed by b1acks in the Un1ted
States during the 1960s. For this group, there was nearly three cen-
turies of racial inter—bregding so that, és in Ecuador, blacks did not
represent an unintegrated genetic group. JHowever, as blacks begin to
stress as valuable their.cultural and racial heritage, it became quite
‘common f;r even those blacks who were light skinned and had Caucasian
facial features to assume, by virtue of socio-cultural but not genetic
meanings, a black identity. If Remmling claims in his study of
Ecuadofian society to be in pQ§session‘of neutral and universal standards

of rationality and correct concept use he would, of necessity, be
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constrained to charge blacks who thdught and acted in this way with fail-
ing to meet the epistemic requirements "demanded by the reality principle.”
' Hence, by failure to observe the facts of genetics, Both the Ecuadorian
‘upper classes and Anerican.b1acks assume a false consciousness.

This case poses extreme d1ff1cu1t1es for Remm11ng If he
assents to this consistent extens1on of his cr1ter1a1 know]edge in
sociological research and the policy proposals which.issue from it, ne
would need to contend that the reality principde upholds the 115era1 l
programme of black cultural amalgamation through integration with
whites. However, if he balks at such an extension, the status of his |
criterial knowledge in use in the Ecuadorian study would be threatened.
Remmling's eva]uative conclusions with negard to upper class Ecuadcrian
knowledge communities sould be cverturned if it could be shown that
upper class Ecuadorians had established, 1ike U.S. blacks, a certain
aspect of their conceptua] framework in accordance with their 1nterests
and not in accordance w1th Remm]1ng s conceptual framework. It is h1gh1y .
significant that there is this kind of uncerta1nty in regarding Remmling's
results. Do the Ecuadorians engage in .blatant and-collective forms
of se1f—deception, or is their concept use simply different than that
which Remmling assumes in his criterial knowledge? ,Tnat this fundamen-
tal matter of empirical description remains unanswered shows quite clearly
how the evaluative sociology of knowledge can often neglect or even
deny the existence of significant empirical issues in sociological
research. Until these issues are dealt with, all that Remmling can mean
" when he charges the Ecuadorian upper classes with having a fa]se con-
sciousness is that they have.ideaseand rule society in ways with which

he disagrees,
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The second,eualuative study to be considered is a book by Crane,

Invisible Cn]1eges (1972). kThis is the more interesting.of the two,since

it is a carefully conceived and executed‘study and, as a result, . the
defects wh1ch can be related to 1tswgva1uat1ve 1ntent1ons are far more
. subtle than is the case for the research cited above. The oh}ect1ve
which can be raised concerning Crane's research has to do with her concern
with the "growth of scientific knowledge." ' .
Crane (1973:20) is concerned with understanding the implications
that the social organization of scientists has for>the "growth of
knowledge in scientific research areas." The more specific concern is
withla form of hierarchical organization among scientists uorking on
high]y.de]imited4research,probTems which generates what she terms
\\"1nvisib1e co]1eges"{ Crane's‘(1973:34) chief-conc]usion is that "growth
of a research area reflects a social %nteraction process in which contact
between scientists contributeshto the cumulative growth ofiknow1edge "
The main index for growth of know]edge is the number of research p1eces
and their pattern of product10njwh1ch are related to the few central
and 1nnovat1ve pieces of research wh1ch~or1g1na1]y initiated the research
area. As such, Crane's work ts an'extension to small research areas
which are subsumed under larger scientific.disciplines of Kuhn's conception
of science in which paradigms and their development have a central role
in the cogn1t;ve structure of science.
Further details of her empirical findings‘are not germane to
the conception of the growth.of scientific know]edge. What is of interest
is the g]aring]y-insufficient treatment given to this centra]’conception..
For Crane, the dynamics of the growth of 1nv1s1b]e colleges, measured

in part by the number of research art1c1es generated during the periods
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of nérma] seience which this%éociaﬂ organization makes possible, is equated
in an overly simplistic fash1on w1th the cumu]at1ve growth of sc1ent1f1c
know]edge. However, the nature of the cognitive growth of science is
surely e more problematic concept than this 'operationalized’ treatment

a]]ows'for; For example, it ishwell known that Popperian phi]osophere
w . ’

abhor formal science which is concerned to extend in a merely additive

fashion the resu]ts ofa thearetical development rather than to subJect
such theoret1ca1 conJectures to emp1r1ca1 observat1ons in a way designed
to maximize the chances of -their fa]s1f1cat1on

In addition to the Popper1an tradition, the problem of sc1ent1f1c
growth has and cont1nues to generate. an 1mmense phﬂlosophlcal literature.
A fundamental problem revealed by Crane's focus on single research areas
concerns precisely in what way she is claiming to assess cumulativeegrowth

of knowledge. Without considering the disciplines and the ]arger paradigms

within which these reseatrch areas are embedded, it is impossible to estab-

lish to what extent findings produced in these areas are cumulative in
any way exeept as the} are internally re]ateq te that erea. That is,
the number of inter-related‘findfngs within a single area may allow one
to say that‘thaf area has grown in a merely aeditivessense isolated
from the overall cognitive deve]dpﬁent of the discipline. However,
cumulative growtﬁ in a strong, ontelogical sense implies that the suc-
cession of research areas are related iﬁ a cerfain way. In order teb
claim that there is cﬁmu]ative growth in this strong sense, it would
have to be estab11sbed that the encompassing parad1gms w1th1n which -

research areas are embedded also show cumulative growth This condition

~ would be established only if it could be shown that the replacement of

one paradigm by another allowed for the explanation of eVerything
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éxp]éinedvby the predecessor as well ﬁs additfqnaT findings (Laudan,
°1976:585). One of the necesspr§ conditions for this’is that all of the
.problems which ghe preceeding theory solved must be able to be formulated
with fhé succeeding théory. whegher these conditions obtain; that is
whefhér scientific know1edge is cumu]ative in this sense has of course
been questioned'by numérous philosophers. Kuhn (1970:268), for example,
claims to have shown that "new paradigm; seldom or neQer possess all the
problem solving capabi]ities of the predecessors." By focusiﬁg on
isolated research areas, Crane is not. even in the poéition,to begin to
assess whether the cognitive'pfoducts which they produce are cumulative
in the sense in which she imp]fes rather than in the uninteresting way
which can be assessed only within the 1imited‘scope of those résearch
_ areas. | |
The problems which ensﬁé from Crane's evaluative intentions

can become more clear if her procedures are related to the schematized
reconstruction of the evaluative research programmeﬁoutiined above.

What she has done is deéignated as a criterion of cognitive.growth one
form of research production. ‘She then claimsvtﬁét she can show, as

a resu]f 6f sociological investiéation, what forms:of social organiza-
tion are conducive to the growth‘of knowledge in terms of how well they
.épproximate the designated criterion. But this procedure.is neither
phi]oSophica]]y or sociologically satisfactory; First, the criterion of
growth of knowledge is apparent]y achieved only by an ad hoc operation-
alization of the inherently vagué notion of scientific growth. AS such
it is a mere designation of criterial knowledge and, as Suggésted, is
highly prob]ematic;philosophica11y. A]So, as was the case in Remmling's

R , _ : : N
research, this procedure obfuscates phenomena that should be important
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to sociologists of knowledge.

. 1

Kuhn (1970b:239) has written that?"ﬁhatever scientf}ic progress
-may be, we must aécount fo?‘it°by examining the nature 6f the scientific
group, discovering what it values, what it tolerates and what it disdains."
Crane's approach to scientific progress is to designate its criterion
and then discover from fh%s basis what scientific groups are successful
in promoting the growth of knowledge. The ¢careful deﬁcriptive procedure
Asuggested by Kuhn is thus subjugated to evaluative intentions.

There occurs in Crane's work a revealing passage (1973:54, 55)
in which shé‘is discussing the fai]ure.of an invisible college to form
in the area of éma]] groups research. She then cites a review article
written from a normative perspective by authors who chastize their
colleagues for their unorganized theoretical and methodological pluralism.

Crane (1973:54) contends that this is "tentative evidence that the.

absence of an effective invisible college linking groups of collaborators

. can inhibit the development of a field." However, given the complexity

of the notion of cognitive development, all she is entitled to assert

from this article in quéstion is that at least some working scientists

in this area (that is, the authors of the article) adhere to her account

of scientific growth and are wi]]ihg to assume the role of moral

entrepeneurs,wheﬁ they observe that their colleagues 4fai1 fd adhé}e to
that account. .0 |

There are tertainlyﬂconf]icting positions on this issue which,
if they are in force in the cdmmunity jn question,. would dissolve Crane's
eva]uétive conclusions inaway similar to the dissolution of Remmling's
conclusions. For Feyerabend's "anarchic theory of knowledge", such

conceptual and theoretical pluralism is quite compatible and, indeed,

.
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conduc1ve to the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge. More plausible, is
that sma]] group researchers hold to a kind of undisciplined 1nduct1v1sm
in wh1ch it is asserted that sets of apparent1y unrelated laws and
concepts are eventually inte?rated'under highef level laws and theoreti-
37cai-concepts. They are thus shown‘to be‘iﬁsgances of these higher level
laws and their fnitia11y haphazard development is thus vindicated.
Whatever the case might be, Crane is not in a posit%on to affirm or
eliminate these possibiiﬁtie§ for she instead treats a normative work of
participants in a dispute witﬁin a knowledge community as if it con-
firmed an eva]détivé.standard épp]jcab]e to all communities. In a ndn-

- evaluative sociological apprqﬁch, such an article would be treated as

evidence of possible epis conflict and not a éonfinnation of a
simplistic evaluative notion.

That such obvious efipirical possibi]ities are not éVen considered
can be traced to the evaluative intentions of Crane's research which
neglects the complexities and possible conflicting standards of the con-
cept of scientific growth as it is used by various knowledge communities.
Confrnonted with Such complex and unaccounted for possibilities, Crane's
eva]]étive reseafch reduces to a categorization of those scienéific
communities which implement a criterion which sﬁe holds and those which
appear not to do so. - |

This chapter has attempted fo document that the evaluative
soéio]ogy of know]edge proposed from a non-Marxist basis is unsatisfying
~and ultimately impbssible. It is impossible in the sense that its bri-
mary task — the discovery of the social bggis of truth and falsehood —

does not pose.an empirical issue. As such, the sociology of knoW]edQe

per se cannot be epistemically evaluative. This logical impossibility
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is also reflected in the manner in which evaluative intentions actually
obstruct the introduction of interesting empirical issues Whichvresearch
within the discipline should c]ear]yidea1 with. This has been demonstra-
ted above with the issue of whether different conceptual §tructures are

in use or whether conf]ictihg epistemological not%onszare involved when
know]edge ;ommunities glaéh and disagree.

By way of conc1usion, a similar resu]t from a différent perspec-
tive can be cited. Merleau-Ponty haszwritten;tﬁat if the epistemologist
is denied the role of the ultimate and absolute epistemic arbitrator,

thé social scientist is not thereby entitled to claim this role. He

continues (1963:500): ‘

The same historical dependence that prohibits the
.philosopher from claiming an immediate access to

the universal or the eternal prohibits the sociologist
frﬁm substituting hig;e]f for the philosopher in this
function and from gi¥ing the scientific objectification °
off the social the value of an ontology ... simple to '
transfer to science the grand-mastery refused to
systematic philosophy ... is out of the question.
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Notes to Chapter VI

1. Elias (1971) has recently restated this classical poéition by (a)
assertihg that philosophical approaches to know]edge are 1nadequate be-
cause of their alleged exclusion of sdcia] and historical fac%ors
(1971:362f) and (b) by urging that the empirical results of the sociology
of knowledge should inciude 5Ldgements as tovthe "object-adequateness"
and "object-relatedness" of the bodies of kﬁow]edge under investigation
(1971:364, 365). " |

2. It is appropriate to note here that Iﬁexc1ude from eip]ic%t discus-
sion in this chapter the Marxist: tradition in the sociology of knowledge.
This tradition has, of course, claimed to provide an evaluative sociology
of knpw]edge par excellance — the asserted abiiity_to Judge the func—
tioning and products'of"khowledge commﬁnities in an epistemically defini-
tive and absolute manner. But its phiiosophica] foﬁndations and sub-
stantive manifestations are so diverse and complex that the argument

to be offered.in refutation of : more strictly positivistic orlscientis-
tic evaluation programme would not Conﬁtitute an adequate response to
this tradition. Howéver, insofar ‘as Marxism incorporates positivist
content in the form of "scientific socialism", the argument in the text .
might also be transferred, with suitable modifications, to Marxist ver-
sions of the evaluative programme without loss of force.

AgainsE the mofe refined or less scientistic forms of Marxiim,
there are different lines of attack which can only be suggested here by‘
means'bf twquuestions, The eya]uative programme of the Marxian socio-
logy of know]edgé, especial]y'as advanced by Lukacs (1971), essentially

stands on the putatively universal status of the proletariat class.

The ground of revolutionary emancipation as well as valid and complete
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know]edge i§ td be located, Marx writes, in the pro]etapiat who consti-
tute a "sphere of sociéty having a universal character ‘:. that cannot
émancipate itself without emancipating itseif from all the other spheres
of society, thereby emancipating them" (1967:263). Marxist writers have
claimed that the universal status of this class wouid also guarantee that
social knowledge constructed from the pré]etariqt perspective isluni—
versally valid by virtue of a lack of particular interests which distort
boufgeois kno&1edge; It is of course .indisputable that the proletariat's
interests and attendant world view will reég]t in distinct intellectual
products but to argue that these are universal interests where this pro-
perty entails a privileged epistemic posifion, is an entirely different -
matter; Also, Marxists have been inattentive to a possible source of.
this hypothesis relating to the universal nature of the proletariat class.
One could bégin to critize this notion by 1nvestigating Marx's §mbiguous
relationship with Hege] in a way aﬁa]ogous to Part One where Mannheim

was criticized for importing incongruous elements from Hegelian philo-
sophy. What»implicatioh would there be for the Hypothesis ifeit could

be shown, as Averneri (1967) has ciaimed to,haQe_done,'that the notion |
of the universal proletariat class was transformed in largely specula-
tive fashion from.HedE1‘s reasoning that the Prussian bureaucracy was

a universal class in virtue of its lack of merely particular social

interests? A second and related claim that has been based on the uni-

versal character of the pro iriat by writers such as Marcuse {1960:291)
is that only within a_gfassless tommunist society initiated by the

proletariat revolution will valid and complete scientific knowledge of
society 9e possible. However, to anticipate the argument concerning a

re]ativigi concept of objectivity in Part Three; what would account for

4
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‘the rather obvious predictipn that within a classless soqjety’thefe would
be no 'propaganda', 'ideology' or 'distortion' of know]edge? Would fﬁe
communist revolution initiate an epocal opening of thé horizon of epi;-
temic purity, or would the classless society result in an unchallenged
consensual objectivity which coe]d easily be mistaken as an'abso1ut¢
ontological ébjectivyty?

3. To some extent, the distinction employed here betWeen the agnostic
and evaluative programmes is an artificf§] one. It is so in the sense
'that some theorists wish to reach eva]hatfve conclusions but look to
pHi]o;ophical inquiry for the standards which would sub;ort these con-
clusions. However, with regard to the issue of the causal explanation
of beliefs, the dfstinction and hence demarcation between epistemoiogy
> and the sociology of know]édge has beenArigidly imposed; Dean (1978:
283), for example, shows how, on the basis of certain epistemo]og%ta]
decisions which exclude the causal exp1anat19n of tru€ beliefs, the’
sociology of knowledge is restricted to the study of error and false
beliefs. Henceé the discfb]ine "becomes the sociology of error and
nothing more." Hofﬁann_(1976:242) also implements thi§ rigid demarca-
fion. yOn the basis of a set of assumptions regardihg id%o]ogica] or
defective thinking (fehlerhaftes Denken) he restricts’phe purview of
the discipline to this realm: "Diéé ist eine Aufgabe nicht der.
Erkenntnjstheorie, sondern der Soziologie." Conversely, epiSteﬁo]ogy
is solely enabled tostudy the conteﬁt and nature of science and sci-
entific knowledge. ‘ \ | A ' ’

4. " In Chapter V, Quine'é notion of a naturalistic epistemé]ogy was

discussed in order to support the contention that sociological investi-

gations into traditionally epistemological issues are quite in order.
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The reader ﬁay wonder, however, whether an implication of the present
argument, namely that some epistemo]ogiq&] results must be prior to
empirical research, is inconsistent with or at least puts constraints on
- Quineiaﬁ_motivated sociological research programme. Hoyeve?, there

is really no‘difficulty here.' Neither Quine nor tho§é who ‘promote a
relativistic socio]ogy‘of‘knowledge contend that epistemological inquiry;
whéther carried on by philosoph%ys or indigenously by socio]ogists; is
superfluous or imposéib]e. Certain forms of this inquiry, in particu]af
empiricist reductionism, are claimed to be socio]ogica}]y inadequate.
But the status of epistemology as a normative énd speculative discipline
which generates socio]dgﬁca] research problems and which would be
respohsive to sociological results is left intact by Quihe's naturalis-
tic epistemo]ogy.v‘In ;hort,nepistemo1qu and fhe empirical sciencesl
‘can, according to Quine (1969:83), co-exisf and évo]ve in "reciprocal

[

containment."
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THE SYNTHETIC SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

This version of the evaluative sociology of know]edée asserts
that‘no'single body of khow]edge constructed by existentially bound
knowledge communities has an exclusive epistemic priority with respect
to the true accouné of the subject mattefsin concern. This state of
affairs, in which there eXists at any given time a multiplicity of trué
accounés of the subject matters, is said to support the effort of an
eva]Lative sociology of knowledge to build froh these partial perspec-
tives a single body 6f knowledge which represents in its entirety the .
subject matter and thus provides a comprehensive and true account'gf
rea]ity. ‘

The on1y‘socio1og}st who has attempted thi; programme in erné;£
is, of course, Mannheim. Given that the idea of’a synthetic sociology
of knowledge involves an assent to some form of relativism, it is not
surprising that nearly all of the writers discussed. above who advocate
one of the other forms of the eva]uativelprogrammé have denounced
Mannheim's version of the:programme, generally by way of reject}ng the
.presupposition of re]atjyism.

Becaﬁse Mannheim is the most prominent representative of this
view, the exposition and critique of the position wi11 be nearly eﬁtire]y
concerned wifh his work. However, it should not be assumed that Mannheim
~is the only theorist to have advénced or at least implied tpé possibility
of evaluation by means of synthesis. The implication is ofteh present
in the idiom of existentially bound social knowledge yielding only a
partial vision of social rea]ityv(e.g. Sed€rberg, 1972:174). Stark.

(1958:91)‘at points seems to advocate a position that at least would be

118
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émenab]e to synthetic sociological efforfs. He asserts that although
those from different sopia}_contextS‘may create disparate and conflicting
knowledge, "the truth i§ one" -and that the§e different versions of it
are all "aspects of the truth which are all in themse]veslegua11y valid."
A recent sociological theorist who appears }o engage in a syn-
thetic approach in an evaluative way is Collins (1975)2' Although he is
not -specifically interested in the sociology of knowledge, his aim is
probably in an unintended way very close to what Mannheim advocated.
Collins sets himself the ambitious task of establishing sociology
as an explanatory science which potentially cou]h approximate the theo-
retical power and integration of‘physical scientifiE explanation. In
considering why this scientific status has not yet been achieved, he
'discusses the "deleterious effect of our overriding ideo]ogi;a] concerns
. that have led us away from, rather than toward, a generalized
explanatory science"(1975:20). Ideo]ogy’is; he continues, both limited
‘in its scope and by its va]heandpractica] implications. Therefore a
*prerequisite for a scientific sociology is a detachment from value
judgehents and a decision to choose "our Eoncepts for their optimal
explanatory adequacy rather than for their eva]uative'fesonance“ (1975:
23). This sort of prescription i§, of course, not new but where Collins
diverges from similar efforts and approaches the Mannheimian ideal is
in his synthetic.but selective amé]gamation of various péfspectives of
the social world. - He therefore rejects functionalism but accepts that
. this t}aditioh aoes accurately reveal that there are some equilibrium
and solidarity mechanisms fn all societjés; he primarily adopts the
co;flict pergpect{Qe which, compared to functionalism, "is a good deal

more successful at rea]i§tic and testable explanation"; yet “the conflict
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tradition has ideological problems of its own" (1975:21, 22) and these
are to be tempered by importing large deses of Heberian insights.

The parallel with Mannheim's‘synthetic approach should be c]ear.
However Collins' work illustrates an importantvdistinction_to which
Mannheih was\often inattentive. The distinction is between theoretical
eeIecticness and an evaluative synthesis. In the former, there is no
intrinsic claim made *‘to have transcended jdeo]ogica] particularity.
However, an evaluative synthe51s necessarily involves this idea in its

claim to have deve]oped a comprehens1ve and un1queTy valid account of

i )

the subJegt matter. This distinction will be further discussed in the
critique of Mannheim's evaluative soc1o1ogy of.know]edge.
When we last left Mannheim he had expressed some consternation

concerning the theoretical possibility, of his adapted,Hege11an effort to

find a universal and absolute v1ewpo1nt emerging in h1story which could
act as a criterion for constructing and judging socio-historica] know-
ledge. As noted in Chapter IV, after expressing such dpubt, Hegel's
influence is no longer explicitly acknowledged. Mannheim's concern
shifts entirely to the circumstances of contemporary fhought and aWay
:fromlanaencompassing historica] perspective. For these reasons many

of Mannheim's commentators have at least implicitly assumed by ignoring
the earlier works that there is a theohetica] break in Mannheim's thought

which sanctions treating Ideology and Utopia as an isolated statement.

"This may also explain why critics have by and large attdcked as imp]auf
sible the idea of the unattached‘%nte]]igensia as the beerers of the
evaluative task. However, this kind of criticism fails tb_reach the
heart of the issue which is precisely the Hegelian presupposition which

establishes the goal which the unattaehed intelligensia is to achieve.
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If it can be shown that this goal is itse[f>pr05iematic, the exiétence
and status of the unattached intelligensia becomes mute. |
" The structure of the present chapter is therefore parallel to

that of Chapter IV. It must first be shown that Ideology and Utopia

(1936) incorporates historicist and Hegelian presuppositions and then
criticism of Mannheim's synthetic sdciology of knowledge can proceed by

t
showing how these elements produce a contradiction within Mannheim's

synthetic solution to reJativism.‘T

RN

Mannheim is somewhat less explicit about his historicist commit-

ments in Ideology and Utopia than in his earlier works where historicism
. recei?es an almost 1yric.endorsement. But it is clear that the histori-~
éist view of social knowledge constitutes the primary motivation and
justification for the sociology of knowledge. "Because knowing is funda-
mentally collective knowing"'Mi?ﬁheim writes "it presupposesAa community
of kﬁowing which grows primarily out of a community of expériéncing
“prepared for in the subconscious" (1936:3})._ This historicist or, as
—Mannheim now séys, this "sociological pbiﬁt of view regarding: knowledge"
'-;}s responsfb]e for revealing "the irrational foundation of rational

knowledge" (1936:31). Theréfore, the historicist theory of knowiedge

is transformed somewhat in Ideology and Utopia in a way which emphasizes

L]

the more specifically sociological view that social anﬁ political fac- -
tors, aS opposed to the more vaguely defined anthropological factors

in the earlier essays, are what direcfly influence intellectual prodﬁcEs.
In numerous and typical passages it is asserfed that iﬁ social and
poiitical knowledge "actual differences in styles of thodght ... the
Qtatement of the problem and the logical techniques involved vary with

the political pésition of the observer" (1936:117).
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Historicism thefefqre proQides the basis of a research prograhme
for Mannheim's sociology of knowledge. Hegelian presUppgsitions however
brovidé'the basis for an eva]uétive.pfogramme whicHnMannhéim’desires in;
.order to mitigate the reTativism,inherent.in historicism. However, with
regard to this latter component, Manﬂggim is far less exp]icjt than he
is in his earlier essays. Nevertheless, Mannheim's Hegelian preéupposi—.

" tions can be documented in his central discussion in Ideology and Utopia

of the emergence of the sociology of know]edge_from’the concept of
ideology. °

The origin of the sociology of knowledge can be 1ocated} accord-
.{ng to Mannheim, at that poiﬁt when the total concepéion of ideb]ogy
is generalized. The total cdncéptkon freats tﬁe whoje of an adversary's
thoughf as existentialiy bound to his social position so ‘that conflicting
points of viéw afe no 1onger Ereated as conscious deceptfons but as.
' knowledge bfoduced in association wfth varying interests and'varying
social backgrqunds. Mannheim Credité Mafx with the discovery 6% this
total conception but he takes the 1ogiCa1'step of generalizing it .so 4
that it is no longer possible "to make one's own view appear infallible
and absolute" (1936:78). Thus_With the tofa] and general view of |
ideo]dgy a shift is made from the theorthf ideology fp a‘non-evaluative(
spciOIOgyaokanow]edge in which there is no attempt made to "expose
.or‘unmask these views with which one is in disagreement" (1936:78).

. At this point in-tﬁe work, Mannheim takesﬁup the issue of rela-
.tivism which immediaté]y confronts the non4eva1uativg,approach. He
rea]izés that this approach entail§ the need "to combihe sucg a non-
evaluative analysis with a definite epistemology" (1936:78). The

epistemology adopted here is very close to thét discussed in "Historicism"
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Mannheim first posits a posifion of "relationism" according to which
_intellectual produéts can on]ﬁﬁbe‘understood and have their va]jd{ty
assessed~in relation to the standpoint and its associated meanings and
interests %rom which it was produced. 'Rélativism, he charges, E]ingé to
an outmoded conéeptidn of immutable and etéfna] standards of truth fof
éocio-historica] knowledge. It_thus disparage; the4possibiiity'of
.genuine knowledge once it'is.conce&ed that such standards, even if thgy
'eijst; aré‘unattainab]e by virtue'o% the social conditioning of know-
ledge. By rejecting this‘theory and the associated inference, relativism
~is surpassed by Ménnheim's relational ebistemo]é@y.z

This is _the first step in the-deveTopment of the new epistemo]bgy
and it has'a}para]]e] in Mannheim's reasoning in "Historicism".  In this
essay, when discussing. the séme issue, Mannheim introducés the monistic
_ HegeTian element o% an abso]hte view of the entire historical process.

This move is made after he asserts "that it is a quegtion of 1ife and

death.fqr‘hiétoricism to be able to link the various epochs fogether

in a;meahingful evolutionary pattern" (1952b:107). In Ideology and Utopia
essentially the same move is made but it is left uﬁénnounced. The readef
can almost sense the same "life and death" question nagging at Mannheim
as he propounds the non-evaluative approach which then ‘¢reates a pres-  _
sure to reintrpduce-fhe notiqn of a single truth after thgvsame concep-
tion presupposed by relativism has been discarded. Mannheim responds

\to this pressure by asking "which social standpoipt 315:3.11§ hispory

- offers the best chancé'for réachihg an optimum of truth?" (1936:80). ;
Then there is a subtle shift in the non—evq1uat1ve prograﬁﬁééfrom an

isolated ana1ysis‘of each socio-epistemological standpoint to a concern

¥

with their "approximate truth as it emerges in the course of historical

-
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déve]opment out of the complex social process" (1936:84). Finally, it is
asserted that "conflicting intellectual positions mayAactually come to:
supplement one another" so that "the theme of this non-evaluative study
of ideology" becomes fhe relationship of all partial knowledge and its
component elements to the "larger body of meaning and u}timate1y to the
structure of histdrica] reé]ity“ (1936:85, 86). .

In this way, the non-evaluative approach shifts.to what Mannheim
calls "the evaluative concebtion of ideology". Mannheim realizes this
wheq he asserts "that beginning with tﬁe non-evaluative conception of
ideology ... we have been uhwitting]y led to an évé]uative-epistemo]égica],
and finally aniohfo]ogica]—metaphysicaT approach" (1936:88). The text
becomes somewhatAobscure here but it appears that Mannheim fails to
- attribute the shift to the evaluative approach tp the introduction of
the presﬁpposition of a monistic meaning in histdry and the possibility
of its abso)ute knowiedge'to which A]] ebochs and, now, all ghe'discordant'
viewpoints within‘each epocﬁ are treated. as appfoximate réa]izat%éns.
"Rather, he shows that the non-evaluative approach hag bgcome evaluative
by virtue of its criticism, i.e. its evaluation, of the static absolute
view which posits eternal standards in history. Thus "the non-evaluative,
dynamic point.of view'inadvertant1y becomes a weaan against a cértain
inte]lectua],pogition" (1936:88). Later he characterizes this as an ¢
"invisible §hift from the non-evaluative to the evaiuative one" (1936:90).

Nhi]e it may not be quite correct‘fo call this shift inQisib]e,'
it most certainly involves equivocation. This equiyocation occuré with
reference to two central concepts'Wh%chhare'emp]oyed. In both cases, it
isiMannheim's Hegelian presupposjtions which, although they are never

definitively asserted, allow him to embrace the more problematic meaning

-
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of each of the concepts in questions without ever really supporting his
choice. ) | | |

The_firSt‘equi§ocation centres round the notion of "evaluative".
By‘mere1y§éésertinggah intellectual position, in this case Mannheim's.
relationism, one necessarily, if only implicitly, evaluates other
conflicting positibns. This {s to evaluate in a triQia] sense and it is
.also the kind of evaluation in virtue of which Mannheim asserts that he
has shifted to an eva]uativ% conception of ideology: However this is
oniy a verbal maneuver. The concept of evaluation is reaT]y.used by
Mannheim in a much stronger way io describe the assessment of each
intellectual position and its correspohding social context in terms of
the degree to Which it is able t0»accbrate1y know social reality or.the
.truevmeaning of the movement of tﬁé historical situation. This second
sense of evaluation therefore involves a reference to-an independent
standard, namely “the structure of histori;a]‘reality" (1936:86) whereas
evaluation in the first sense is only the implicit eva]uatidn which is
invo]védvin the clash between discrete hodies of knowTedge. Mannheim is
never clear as to the warrant he has for shifting to the second sense of
evﬁ]ﬁation. The discussion below however is intended to establ{sh that
such a warrant can only be attained by virtue of his imp]icjt'Hegelian.
,,onto]ogy. . | |

The second, and more significant, equivocation concerns the
notion of "comprehensiveness"”. The degree to which any given inte11éc-
tual standpoint is comprehensive cén be assessed in twb ways. A posi- .
tion could be comprehensive if it attempted to assimilate cHanging

historical conditions and the practical alternatives which they made

possible; or if it had a revisable conceptual structure; or if it adopted,
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according /to its own epistemic rules, results and insights obtained from
divergent inte]]ectua]ipositions. These procedures involve éomprehen-
siveness in a way which can be assessed apart'from any external ordering
of the epistemic va1ue of discrete bodies of knowledge. To be‘compre-
hensive in this wa; is to be eclectic.

However, it is c]éar that'Manhheim intends to assess comprghen-

' siveness in a Qery much different way. He begins distussing the concept
in quite an uncommiéted fashion. He notes that different and conflicting
“systems of thought" can be "reduced to different modes of experiencing
fhe ‘same' reality" (1936:99). Our'knOW1edge of .this reality, he asserts,
"will become more comprehensive ... as it aésimilates more and more ‘
of these divergent perspectives" (1936:103). But shortly thereafter,
the Hegelian interprétation of cohprehensiveness as successive and more

~complete knowledge of a truth which is in some sense apart from mere
historical participants is discretely assertedz

1

For mastery of each historical sitdation, a certain structure
of thought is required which"will rise to the deamnds of
the-actual, real problems encountered, and is capable of
integrating what is relevant in the various conflicting
points of view. In this case, too, it is necessary to

find a more fundamental axiomatic point of departure,

a position from which it will be possible to synthesize

the total situation. (1936:105).

On this bdsis Mannheim can conclude that "ondy when we are thoroughly
awareaof the limited scope of every point of view ére we on the road to
the sought-for comprehension of the who]ﬁﬂi(1936:105):,

On- the first inferpretatioh of comprehensiveness, one posjtion
could be said to be more comprehensivg than another. Yet saying this

would leave undetermined the matter of whether the more comprehensive

view was also of greater epistemic value. Indeed, in a non-evaluative

t
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sociology of knowledge, properly so called, that question would not even
arise. However, by asserting that there is a truth, in this case about
soéiety, which can be known by meéns of, but in a way which supercedes,
partial standpoints, Mannheim has clearly imported an Hegelian presup-
- position iﬁto the sociology of knowledge as it is set out in‘his\central

/

work, ‘Ideology and Utopia.

N
»

/
I

After this innt in the text,.these presuppositions remain in
force ahd are not further clarified or acknowledged. When exp]icitiy
setting out the task of an evaluative sociology of knowledge in the
- chapter entitled "Prospects of Scientific Politics", ‘Mannhéim asserts
that 511 inte]]ectua]vpositions are 11mi€§3 by their conditioning factors
and therefore are "inevitably partisan". "But this implies" he continues
~"the possibility of an integration of many mutually cemplementary points
of view into a comprehensive whole" (1936:148, 149). Certainly it would
be easy for a reader'who hadinot identified the_Hege]ian background of
Mannheim's position to wonder how this "implication" fo]]ow; from intel-
lectual conflict or even h6w competing-and partisan view§ can be mutually
comp]ementgry. It is oh]y by reference to Mannheim's precqedihg chapter
and the background of hiS'ear1ier_w0¥k that the nature of the inferences
which support his "scieﬁtific politics" bécomes clear. Yet this ciari-
fication serves to 1]1umiﬁéte the fund of Hege]ién pr;;uppositions which

are preserved in Ideology and Utopia.

”

It has Been established that, under the pressure to find a
solution to the problems posed by relativism, Mannheim moves from the
non-evaluative to the evaluative study of ideology. In this move however,
he incorporates the Hegelian notion that reality, in particular socio-

historical reality, constitutes a coherent totality which posits its
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partial manifestations in the thoughts and actibns of_socia] participants.
Because the reality of "the total socié] process" (1936:81) presents

- itself as a coherent totality, the sociologist is "capable of integrating
what is re]evant.in.the various conf11cting.pdint§ of view" (1936:105).
This synthesis of the total situation would therefore accomplish the
harmonization of diverse mapifestations of the social totality wh{ch
appear to historical participants to be irrevocably discordant.

Before discussing this Hegelian inspired synthesis of contemporafy
epistemic conflict, some aftentiqn muét first be given to another manner
in which Mannheim occasioha11y supports his synthetic view éf intellec-
tual diversity. Thfs position draWé\on an analogy taken from the resU]ts
of.Husserl's phenomenology. In his analysis of the conétitdtién of
the objects of_perception, Husserl realized that the immediate phenomeno-
logical data involved in the perception of spatially 1oca£ed'objects (
contained only a small fraction of the dbject which is actu§>ly pér—
ceived in its\fu]]ness (i.e. seeing a house rather than#a plane of bricks
and windows). Perception therefore involves the 1mmedia£e1y given
sensation and a reference to other previogs or potentiai acts of im-
mediately given sensation. This not immediately given content of the
perception Husserl calls the “inte#na] horizon" of the act of
perception (cf. Kockeimans, 1967:141-143). | |

Three or four t%ﬁes in the early essays and once ih-Ideologx
and Utopia (1936:301) Mannheim makes spegific reference to what he calls -
this "discd&ery of;Hussér1's". He reaso&s that if immediate perception
of’spatia]\objects can only be partial and thus involve reference to

other partial perspectives, then this coqditioﬁf in an analogous way,

would support the synthesis of socio-historical perspectives of an

e
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encompassing social reality. He writes therefore:

By analogy with the discovery of Husserl — that it is a
characteristic of the spatial object that we can view it
-only in different 'profiles’ (Abschattungen), i.e. from
. definite local positions and in definite perspectives —
one cou]d, it seems to us, venture the thesis t at it is part
of the essence of a historico-cultural, but
psychic object, that it is penetrab]e on]y
and psychic profiles', that is, by way of cg¢rtain cross-
sections. and dimensions of depth the naturf of which is
dependent of the mental-psychic perspecgivic location
of the observing, interpreting subject (1936:105).

Using the same analogy in Ideology and Utopia he coqﬁﬂydes that

1

"objectivity is brought about by the translation of one perspective into
the terms of another” (1936:301). But Mannheim is clearly unsatisfied

with what.he terms this merely "additive synthesis" (1952c:171). This is

‘because he most likely, although he does not indicate it explicitly,

read further in Husserl's work Ideas where this conception is developed.
Husserl (1931:para.38) notes later in the text "how under certain cir-
cumstances the wﬁole perception explodes, so to sgeak, and breaks up”
into 'conflicting apprehensions'of the thing' ... how these-suppositions
annul one antoher, and in such annﬁ?]ing are-modiffed fn a peculiar

way." Probably because this situation seemed far more likely in the
socia]hworld; Mannhéim ﬁéver seriously entertains a mere compilation
of divergent perspectives as would be adequate in the perception of

physical objects but rd&ther he is led to a synthetic position which in- -

. volves®the "selection and accentuation of cqrsain aspects of historical

tota]ity.f This leads him to a position in which he must show how it is

- possible to determine "which of all the ideas current are really: valid

in a given situation" (1936;94).2

In Part One it was shown that Manﬁheim's association of Hegelian
. <

presuppositions within an historicist view ¢f social and'cu1tura1“réa11ty
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issued in a contradiction between the eternal and dualistic-prerequisites

of the former view and the denial of these elements by the latter. It

has been shown that Hegelian and historicism also co-exist in Idéologx ‘
. and Utopia. These two elements clearly result in the seriouswcontradic-

tion which was discussed in Chapter IV. This contradiction-can-ggk -

clearly identified by showing the confusion of two distinct and incom-

patible ontological theories in Ideology and thpié. These two dif¥er
most significantly in terms of how epistemo1cgy is related to ontology.

| The first ontological theory which Hegel and therefore Mannheim
utilizes is one which postulates a reality which has intrinsic toyit
accessible chéracterisfics which establish in terms externaQ‘to finite
knowers the conditions which must be satisfied in ordér~fcr\kﬁow1edge to
be attained. This is the general theory which mot1vates Hegel's (a1though
not on]y Hege] s) epistemology. He therefore establishes the onto]ogica]
attributes of reality in the Logic and then in other works shows how i
historically occuring.bar%ia] apprehensions of that reality cummulatively
and progressively satisfy epistemic conditions which are establi;hedAby
the intrinsic Snd eternal onto]ogﬁca] structure of reality. Hegel there-
fore cTaims to have demonstrated cpistemica]]y irreducible characteristics
of reality which uniquely determine the necessary structure of absolute

knowledge.

In order for the synthet1c programme to be even concegtual]y
™ 'a
) poss1b1e this sort of ontolog¥#al conceptlon must be presupposed. It

is .only by reference to the totality of ontological attributes of social .

reality that the evaluative sociologist could decide what results from
. oo & - - :
divergent perspectives were "relevant", in quﬁheim's word, to a.total

synthesis. That is, the total synthesis could not be secured if the

N = “
. a
. ’ Q
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criterion of relevance were implemented in terms of the sociologist's
particular interests.

It is this Hegelian inspired ontology that animates the evalua-

-

tive aspect of Mannheim's sociology of knowledge. The‘pdsition is sug-
gested by repeated use of’such phrases such as "historical totality", N
“total conception", and views of a "larger whole".  Further, the only

concept of socio-historita] reality which could support a synthetic

compilation of standpoints into a more comprehensive standpoint involves

the supposition that each standpoint has satisfied or has achieved a

sub-set of independently existing epistemic conditions determined by the
~

A

ontological attributes of reality. This seems to be the conception
behind characteristic passagea such as:

A1l points of view in politics are but partial points of

view because historical totality is always too comprehen-

sive to be grasped by any one of the individual points of

view which emerge out of it.. Since, however, all these

points of view emerge out of the same social and historical

current, and since their partiality exists in the matrix

of an emerging whole, it is possible to see them in jux-

taposition and their synthesis hecomes a-problem which must

;///59nt+nua11y be reformulated and resolved (1936:151). -
This passage is only intelligible against the bacgground of an

Hegeliap oﬁ?oTog;.\ Notice thatsﬁgartial points of view" are said to
"emérge éut of ... the same social and historical cur?ent“ or "historical
totality" and that this relation of emergence ‘is ‘said to support a -
co11e§tive epistemo]ogfca] accessibility of that toia]ity.' In a neutral
or epistemically indeterminate sense, partial points of view cb-existﬁ.
and as such réspond to the same events and coﬁditions. However, it

is only bxf?irtue of the Hegelian or idea]isfic identity thesis that

Mannheim can suppoée that, having emerged from social rea]ity,_these

dis;ordéﬁt.views can col¥ectively apprehend or know discrete yet compatible
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attributes of that reaiity. It is aTso perhaps significant that Hegel,
whose name appears only three or four times in this wérk, is mentioned
soon after this passage as one who'attempted to "synthesize in his own
work the tendenc1es which hitherto had developed 1ndependent1y" (1936:151).
It is crucially important to realize, however, that this view
- of realtiy is incompatible with the ontology presupposed’by.hlstor1c1sm.
= In this view, the subjects/of knowledge are not cut off or tota11ybisolated
from the objeét of knowledge. VYet the object of knowledge, or the world,
underdetermines the content of knowledge. The world therefore is demoted;
as it were, to, in Rqrty's apt phrase (1972:663), “the purely vacuous
notion of the ineffable cause of sense and goal of intellect." This is
the ontological theory which issues from locating the Qburcewof primiF
tive and significant epistemic content in the inter-play of the “knower's -
environmental context and wor]d.view. In short and in Mannheim'; words,
"rational knowledge" has this "irratjona] foundation" and cannot there-
‘ fore beygccounted for by a transcendent structure of reason from which
.partial'viewpoints emerge.

L3

There is a subtle but incompatible dualism in Ideo}ogy and

ggégig_between realify as it exists in itself and reality as it_exists
for those whose viéwpoint is partial} In other words, the multiplicity
of discordant viewpoints, either emerges out of the h1stor1ca1 totality
and are therefore only apparently discordant or they emerge from the
“life basis" (1952b:96) of conflicting social groups and are thus truely
and irremidiably discordant. Mannheim cannot have it both"ways.. If
the latter conception is Correcﬁ, the solution which presupposes the
former conception is Tmpossib1ef Yef if tae so]utiqqkis-pcssiblkithen
Mannheim must alter in significant ways the historicist foundation of the
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sociology of knowledge. e S

This historicist foundation must be altered because an effective
synthesis would contradict a basic premise of tat foundation. If any
group of knowers, in particu]ar a group of Mannheimian soci&?ogists,
claimed to have isolated from the various'perspectivgs of social knowledge
those elements which wére valid in térms of the epistemic and thus onto-
lpgical structure of reé]ity which is presuppose%‘in the Hegelian view,
then that collectivity would, of nece§sity, haveﬁto claim that their‘
synthetic kndw]edgé was no longer bougq or in ahy way essentiaf1y related
to their political interests and their social background. Therefore,

at the completion of any-valid synthesis, the result contradicts the

° o

presiipposition which necessitated the programme in the first place. The
presupposition nahe]y, that participation in the‘sociaI process "binds"
one to "a partisan view" and insures that "“his most genera]rmode of .
thought, including even his categories, .are bound up with general poli-
tfca],and sociai undercurréﬁts" (1936:116, 117). The only way in which
Mannheim could resolve this inconsistency is to opt for alf rm of the

scientistica]]y motivated evaluative programme Here it is claimed that

7

every ep1stem1c standpo1nt except that of the sc1ent1f1c analyst 1s

distorted or 11m1ted by social and world v1ew factors " Some commentators

have read Mannhe1m in this way, in part1cu]ar Popper (1962:216):
\' v
Is it not ... to be expected, always assum1ng the
truth of C%he theory of. total 1deo1ogi] , that those
who hold it will ... produce an amendment to the
theory in order to establish: the objectivity of
the1r own views?

However it seems. c]ear thqt Mannheim went to great length to avo1d /
prec1se]y th1s claim. His convo1uted reason1ng m1ght be understood as an

- attempt to secure the results wh1ch the self-exempt1on from social
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limitations on'knowledée claims would achieve but without resorting to
the blatant and unsatisfactory-assertion which the se]f—eXemption rea-
soeing undeniably involves. But this attempt‘involtes a very fundamental
. inconsistency and therefore fails. As_such Mannheim is left with another
version of an unhappy consciousness: That_is, he has set himself a goal
which is unattainable by virtue of other features of the system.

Again, as in "The problem of a secio]ogy'ef knoWIedge" (i952c),
Mannheim realizes that the envisioned eoa1 is pfesently unobtainable.
Therefore he cencedes that he has advocated "a comprehensive view of that
which_js notayet syhthesizaB]e into a system" (1936:188).‘ A]thqugh
he does assert that there is a "certain pfogress" toward this "absolute -
-synthesis" (1936:152) which is evidenced in the fact that.eaehf1ater ’
synthesis incorporetes “the reeu1ts ef those that have gone before."

But 1f this argument is correct, even the possibility of an absolute
synthesis cannot be allowed and hence the assertion that such "dynam1c
syntheses constitute-a hierarchical epistemic progress1on is confused.
He therefore rea]izes'that curtent syntheses would have to. be "dynamic"
end "reformulated from time to time" (19365151). Mannheim seems to
“account for these difficulties in attaining-theoultimate goal as
practicé] difficulties. The argument here is that they are conceptua]
difficulties and, as such they mask what can on]y be part1san struc-
tures of comprehens1veness as absolute but limited syntheses.

| Aniother way of i]iustrating.thesetconceptual difficu1ties is
to 1nvest1gate how they surface in Mannhe1m s equivocal treatment of the
v1mportant not1on of comprehens1veness. He writes that "we can no Tonger
conce1ve of the part1a]1ty of a point of v1ew as merely be1ng a matter

qu degree.? He/pont1nues that conf11ct1ng viewpoints are "based not only
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on the selection of subject matter, but also on the divergence in ways
. of setting'the problem, and finally in the divergence of categorical
apparatus and principles of organization" .(136:152). Simply put, any
synthetic attempt will be intrinsica11y tied to the socio-epistemic stand-.
,point of the ana]yst. Thus by being restrcited‘by explicit presupposi-
tions from transcending social influences in intellectual constructions,
the attempt to be comprehensive in the evaluative sense which Mannhe1m
proposes reduces to being comprehens1ve in the neutra] way in wh1ch
'know1edge and 1ns1ghts from various perspect1ves may he adopted and

N

utilized in a modified manner by particular knowledge communities which
consequently remajn in‘their origjnal state of epistemic and social |
conflict. |

In this connect1on, it is 1nstruct1ve to note that Co]]1ns
attempt to be synthetic in a fash1on close to the Mannhe1m1an 1dea1 has
failed to satisfy at least one reviewer precisely because he failed to
integrate into this synthesis those elements from a position which the
reviewer felt were the most powerfu] and essential insights prov1ded
by that position. More spec1ffca11y, Sto]zman (1975:537) has charged
that Co]iins has v1t1ated Marx1sm'1n'h1s synthetic conflict approachbby
1gnor1ng certa1n core econom1c tennants of that p051t10n Furthermore,
it is 1og1ca]1y poss1b1e that any cr1t1c depend1ng on his social and
1nte11ectua] 1nterests could cr1t1clze Collins 1n a 'similar way with
reference to any of the other v1ewpo1nts wh1ch he adopts in h1s compre-
hensive synthes1s wh1ch he 1ntends to be more va11d than any single

i ~

perspective.

Although Mannheim appears to rea11ze this, his lengthy case study :
of five forms of p011t1ca1 historical th1nk1ng (1936 117 147) ref]ects
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quice clearly the overly simple and:rejected.view that these different
 perspectives oick‘out discrete and true aspects of'social.rea1fty which
are then compatible in a synthetic and UniqueTy valid Synthesisf It is
evident, however, that fhere are in almost all societies in which there
is even a‘minimal amountiof conflict clear c0unter~examp1es‘to'Mannheim's
case stqdy. A study ofvthevBlack’Panther oarty in the U.S.‘betmeen 1968
and 1978 would show that‘their bo]itica]vthought expanded from a rather
narrow and polemic view mhich advocated po1ftica1 violence and revolu-
tionary_consciousness raising to a current view'which sanctions panty
politics within existing political structures as well as capita]iscic
economic ventures in b1ack'communfties. Has this more comprehensive
v1ew evolved in a way which would suggest the poss1b111ty of a synthetic
view of radical 1eft 11bera] ‘and 1alssez faire modes of. thought S0
as. to provlde a single system of know]edge removed from partisan dis-.
' tort10n3--0r, alternat1ye1y, have these'e}ements been merely scategica11y
‘adopted by a Teftist party ina way which leaves largely unmodified their
fUndamenta].world Vien of nevolutionaky change and cu1tura1lnaciona]ism?
The case of the Black Panthers-suhely sogoests the latter interprecationl3
A faccor which negates the_plausibi]ity of this kinq of inter-
perspectiva]vsynthesfs is that of meaning variance between.competing,
world yieﬂﬁ. This concept has been developed by Feyerabend (1962:42-49)
who ergues thét competing scientific theorfes'Can uti]ize.the 'samef
concept a]though the contextua]]y def1ned mean1ngs of that concept may
vary marked]y and 1ncompat1b1y Th1s_also restricts. the compar1son
of and d1rect”refutat1on of competing'theories nhﬁch clafm to'occount
','for the same obSenVational phenomena. Therefore, if it could be shown

that the mean1ngs of cruc1a1 soc1a1 concepts vary in conf1ict1ng ways
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qu1te clearly the overly simple, and reJected view that these different

perspectives p1ck out d1screte and true aspects of social reality wh1ch

are then compatible in a synthet1c and- uniquely va11d,synthesis{. It,1s

‘ evident ‘however, that there are in a]moSt all societies‘in which there

is even a m1n1ma] amount of conf11ct clear counter- examples to Mannhe1m s
case study. A’ study of the B]ack Panther party in the. U S. between 1968
and 1978 would show that the1r political thought expanded'from a rather
narrow and po]em1c view which advocated political v101ence and revo]u-
t1onary consciousness ra1s1ng to a current view wh1ch sanctions party
politics w1th1n ex1st1ng political structures as we]] as cap1ta1lst1c
economic ventures 1n b1ack commun1t1es Has th1s more comprehenswve _
v1ew evolved in a way wh1ch wou]d suggest the poss1b111ty of a %yﬁthet1c
view of rad1ca1 ‘left, liberal and 1alssez faire modes of thought so
as to provide a single system of knowledge removed from part1san dis-
tortion? Or, a]ternat1ve1y, have these elements been mere]y stateg1ca11y
adopted by a 1eft1st party ina way wh1ch 1eaves1arge]y'unmod1f1ed the1r
fundamenta] wor]d view of revo]ut1onary change "and cu]tura] nat1ona11sm?v
The case of the B]ack Panthers surely suggests the latter 1nterp;etat1on 3
A factor which negates the p1ausib111ty of this kind of 1nter- .
perspect1va1 synthes1s is that of mean1ng variance between competlng
world views. This concept has been deve]oped by Feyerabend (]962 42 49) )
who argues that compet1ng sc1ent1fic theor1es can utilize the same |
concept a]though the contextua11y def1ned meanlngs of that concept may

vary markedly. and 1ncompat1b1y This also restr1cts the comparmson

of and direct refutation of competing theories which claim to account

~ for the same observationa};phenomena; Therefore, if it could be-shown’ .

that the meanings of.crucial social concepts vary in conflicting ways
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' between various epistemic perspect1ves or world. v1ews, ‘then the’ k1nd of
translat1on of each perspective or world view into a s1ng]e enéompass1nq
“view of social rea11ty wh1ch is env1s1oned in the synthetic programme
wou]dabe, in principle, impossible. ‘The extent to which this m1ght be
the case would involve detaijed case studies and indeed would be a |
worthy setVof empiricaT problems tor a non-evaluative sociology of,knom-
ledge. In this cohnectionffor example,-Galjie (1964)‘has identifted

an equiyaient phenomenon which he calls "essentially contested-concepts"
. and shows in this«way that meaning variance‘holds for several crucia1
sociOehistorica1 concepts whioh include 'democracy’, 'justfce' as well
as re]igiods and.aesthetic.conceptss Mannheim'himself, anticipates this:
view in "The problem of a sociology of knowledge" (1952:170, 171) when
he notes howvshifts of socio-cultural knowledge'invo]ve'essential Chahges
of mean1ng ‘which make ‘an additive synthesis impossfb1e : A]so in

Ideol;gy and Utopla he observes that "diverse meanings can arise due

to the divergent soc1a1 or1g1ns of the d1fferent members of the who]e
soc1ety | ' |
However, whether the'proposed eva]uatton of‘soeial know]edge
through synthesis of the_range oficontemporary.epistemic standpoints is
mere]y additive or'is to-proceed more se]ective1y,‘the considerations
presented here are 1ntended to show that such a programme 1s, in pr1nc1-
ple, impossible and se]f—contrad1ctory Wh11e Mannhe1m recogn1zes 4
some'of the prob]ems that are 1nv01ved he presents them as’ practwca1
_d1ff1cu1t1es which will on1y impede progress toward what is- var1ous]y
called-a ful]y comprehen1sve pr1nc1p1e or an absolute synthes1s It'

has ‘been shown however, that Mannhe1m in Ideo]ogy and Utop1a has retained

v}_presuppos1t1ons wh1ch are on]y intelligible in terms of an 1ncompat1b1e

N

-



. L o 138

ama]gam‘offHegelian‘ideaTism and ﬁistoricjsm. ‘This iﬁcorporation of
historicism as the foundatiOn of the'seciology of know]edge~and the
retent1on of a Hege11an based so1ut1on to h1stor1cist re]at1v1sm there-
fore results in a profound contradwct1on |
Th1s,part'of the thesls has,jdent1fied_seriousbdifficu]ties wfth_
three forms of the evaluative sociology of know]édge ‘It can be contﬁu- ‘
ded that evaluative programmes wh1ch are- supported by standards set by
: ph1losoph1ca1 ep1stemo]ogy, or. by sc1ent1st1c conf1dence in the be11efs
of a single know]edge commun1ty or by a Mannhe1m1an synthet1c approéch
.'ere seriously deficient. Part Three argues that“tge sociology of know-
ledge shdu]dbe_]afge1y non-evaluative and.that-the‘epistemO]ogicalf
relativism which this aﬁpreaeh entails is a feasib]e and sttong founda-

tion for the sociology of knowledge.
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Notes to Chapter VII : ’
. . N N ‘ .

- . 1. Mannheim's assertion that relativism presupposes absolute and eter-
nal standards of epistemo]pgigal va]idity is clearly not accurate of
all accounts of relativism. He may perhaps ‘be tak1ng this from Lukacs

who writes that "it is only mean1ngfu1 to speak of re]at1v1sm where an

"
R

‘absolute' is in some sense assumed" (1971:187). "In any case, if this

position is or was commonly -associated With the doctrine of relativism,
. B - i . B
then Mannheim was correct to discard it. However, it is doubtful that

his shift is anything more than a verbal one, That is, Mannheim's

relationism seems clearly what is taken to be the doctr1ne of relati-

o
il

I

\‘{\

vism — the contention that the content of know]edge and the epistemolo-

-

g1ca1 standards which sppport it must be understood with reference to
the grodp which produce them and, further that it may be 111egjtimate
to impoSe‘extehnal standards. As such, merely c]arifying and improving'
the conception of he]ati?ism'does not constitute, as Mannheim-seems

to have suggested a "so]ut1on" to the problems posed by the doctr1ne
Renam1ng his version of the doctr1ne may or may not have been justified
depending on one!s view of tefmino]ogica] economy. Buf claiming that
definitional work goes some way toward c1earing up the primary‘prob1em
of relativism namely, the way in whiph it challenges common epistemd]o—
v gica1 intuitions, is unjdstified. . |

>

2. It is 1mportant to distinguish the few instances of Mannhe1m s reli-

ance on thlS Husser11an notion from the dialectical notion of synthes1s :

which is pr1mar11y employed. Schmidt (1974:172),'fpr example, has .con-
flated these'as,a single "metaphor". The concept of metaphor involves

the notion of a re-application of a concept in ways which significantly.

e

~)

)
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restrict the literal application of the originé] concept. If the argu-
ment in the text is correct, it woﬁ]d follow that.it is 1nappropriéte

to label the Hegelian inspired notion of the synthesis of perspectfves

in MannHéimxs work as merely -a metaphor. |

3. For more on the recent political and epistemological comprehensive-
ness of the B]ack.Panthers, see Frankel (1978). Huey Newton,'the'leader ’
of the party, justifies the decision to include electoral participation
by saying "I think we're a little more mature." However, he goes on to
.caution that "if yoq&iﬁdeo]dgy is not well developed, then tﬁe electofa]

. arena is very dangerous because you beéome'too dependeéent upon it" |
(1978:8, 9). This I take to be a concrete expression of the notion that
the dec}sinn to incorporate additjona], formally disparate, e]emen$§
within a pakticu]ar knowledge or po]ititai)community proceeds in accor- -
dance with the establisheﬁ.epistemic-and poTitica] conventions and
framéwdrk of that community. Typically, in other words, comprehensive-

ness in the realm of social knowledge %nd‘practice cannot be understood

to-invoTve transcendent standards.

R



"PART THREE
TOWARD A RELATIVIST SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

CHAPTER VIII

CONDITIONS FOR A RELATIVIST SbCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE - . .

Introduction

In the final part of the thesis, attention is directed to a broad
range of philosophical and methodological'issues which are involved in
-an attempt to understand a.relativist soc1o1ogy of know]edge It seems
that such a bas1s for the d1sc1p]1ne is.a current desideratum e1ther
implicitly or exp11c1t1y among many non-Marx1st sociologists. Yet there
has been’no convincingly systematic or extensive effort to establish 4
ve1ther a plausible philosophical or methodo]og1ca1 groundwork for such an;d
approach Neither of these virtues can, in a strong sense, be c1a1med
for the present work. However the remarks below estab11sh, in outline
form at least, that relativism is a coherent and 1ns1ghtfu1 way of:
understanding and investigatfng know]edge and knowledge communities.

. The’ 1ntent of this chapter is to characterize some of the
ph11osoph1ca] pos1t1ons which are compatible with a relativist soc1o1ogy:-

— -

of know]edge. The issue of re1at1v1sm is an extreme]y comp]ex -one in

the sense that it encompasses debates occurr1ng in numerous and diverse - -

areas of ph1losoph1ca1 discourse 1nc]ud1ng the ph11osophy of 1anguage,

of science and of social sc1ence as well a$§ the broader areas of ep1s—'
temology, metaphys1cs and ethics. In a3d1t1on most of these debates ‘
are the locus of an 1mmense amount of current philosophical work Hencé%
very little can be offered by way of a ph110$oph1ca1 defense of °the

pos1t1ons staked out. It will be enough however, if these remarks raise

141 o
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the level of the debate concerning relativism beyond some of the standard
refutat1ons wh1ch have been voiced fqr many years This will be accom-
plished if it can be shown that the debate can be carried on within the
parameters to he_Eet out and npt at:the level of discourse'thaf;was
originally initiated ih oppoSition to Mannheim. One intention is there-
fore to show from the perspective of the broad philosophice] positions
whfch suppOrt relativism thet challenges such as that relativism is self-
_refpting;dr empirically false carry no'weight. ' 4 |

| The concerns and the methodology of ?art Three, like those of
the previous twolparts, are primarily phi]osophica]. Two points can be
made in order to justify this approach in a work which is undertaken
in a sociological context and is intended for socioHogists. The first is
the perhaps circular claim that increasing humbers of sociologists have
turned to philosophical analysis during the past two decades in order to
come to some understanding of -the perp1exing issues which confront their .
discipline. K“hQ'S (1970a:88) observation of science in crisis (which,
in relation to socio]ogists, has been as much a description as a self-
fulfilling prophecy) is that "in- per1ods of acknowledged crisis ...
sc1ent1sts have turned to ph11osoph1ca1 ana1ys1s as a dev1ce for un-
locking the riddles of their f1e1d." The present work shares in th1s
motivation and thus gains at, 1east some justification from it.

Certa1n1y the deeper question here is the value of philosophical

analysis in understand1ng the nature and methodo]ogy of soc1o]ogy. For

| it could be argued that such an approach i$ either too abstract or sim-

@

p11st1c or otherw1se obfuscates our understand1ng of soc1a1 sc1ence
° - c

' However, to be susp1c10us of or to deprecate philosophy of social science

may we]] be an over-reaction to the pos1t1on 1nvest1gated in Chaper V

~

0 ) . /
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- in which there was assumed by both phi]osobhers and §ocio]ogists to be a
rigid hicrarchy between the two disciplines. If this assumption is re-
jected (and it .was the conciusion of thapter V that it should bei it
does not follow that phiiocophica] anaiysis s to be rejected as an
unimportant Cahponent of sociological sé]f-understanding. Its precise
rcie is, aqmitted]y, a'compiex issue.‘:Bﬁt Quine's (1969:83) notion
that phi]oscphy andwempiricai psychalogical science and, by extgnsion
sociaimscieﬁce, should stapd in*"reciprocal containment” prOvidcs a gocd

.sense of a‘proper and fruitful re]ationshiﬁ between philosophy qnd socio-
ioar. A . _
The specific?intentions of this work.have fagoured the philosophi-
-cal member of this relationship. However,‘aspedts-of'the workdhave con-
tained a strong intimation of the kind of reciprocity which can be achieved
Between philosophy and socig]ogy In Chapter VI, for example, a high]y
abstract argument was employed in order to point to serious difficui-
ties in the scientistic reasoning which motivates some research in the
'evaiu%tive sonoiogy of knowledge. However, this argument is reinforced
by applying it to two actual pieces of evaluative research.f‘Moreover;
in both of these case studies empirical counter examp]es (U. S hlack$
and experimental soc1a1 psychologists) are raised and they are crucial
in substantiating claims made in the abstract argument. In Chaper VII,
ark important part of the arguﬁent against Mannheim concerns the philo-
sophical prgsupp051tions which’stand behind his central concept of
"comprehensiveness”. In/ﬁddifTOH to show1ng that his philosophical pre—
suppositions are cohtradictory, an 1mportant part of the ana]y51s was h

provided by suggesting that in two empirical cases, the reception of an

intellectual work and the B]ack Panther Party, Mannheim's notion of

i
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coﬁprehensiveneSs was entirely inapp]icah]e.

| With a few exceptions, the philosophical remarks»which foT]ow
.are’'not supported byisuggestions of empirical cases. An.attempt has
beén made hoWever, to indicate how- the philosophical concepts which are
“explored cou]d be supported hy sociological evidence. A more mature or
less programnat1c work cou'ld therefore be extended by means of such
" evidence and case stwdies so as to approach more closely the ideal of a

rec1proca1 containment of sociology and‘phi]oSophy.

' The Concept of Relativism | 3%

In this chapter an accounttof relativism is offered. A‘set of‘
general philosophical positionslwhich are compatible nith re1ati§ism are
| outiined and then, from the perspective ot these poSitions, various
criticisms of re]atjvism and two traditional problems in the\sociolody
of knowledge ;: the problems of truth and of objectivity — are congjdered.

It may he]p c]arify the intent'of the chapter if theilogic of
an ‘account' is br1ef1y exp]1catedp On the basis of some very genera]
cons1derat1ons concern1ng the nature of the epistemic enterpr1se, I
hope to estab11sh that the content of knowledge and the ep1stem1c stan-
dards and goa]s wh1ch stand beh1nd that content, are best exp11cab1e
by understand1ng the structure and operation of the human groups which

produee bodies of knowledge. Irltechn1ca1 terms, the intent is to estab-

. lxsh that the nature of epistemic operators such as reference, truth

*and assertion is best understood as 1nvo1v1ng concepts explicated by
athree term relations between cogn1t1ve c]a1ms, the wor]d and the struc-
'ture and—content of knowledge commun1ties Th1s contrasts with the

'traditional and non re1ativ1st v1ew ‘which contends that such operators
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are concepts involving only two terms — that is; a relation between
statements or propositions and‘the wor]d.] The account of re]ativism'
below is therefore intended to show that the introduction of the'third
term, the structure of the knowledge community, can result at this

broad conceptual level in a coherent and insightful understanding of

knowledge. » ' “

[

" This conception of an account of re]atirism is significant for
two reasons. First, as Mannheim pointed out, re]ativism has otten been
used-to Justify an evaluative sociology of know]edget It Was shown in
Part Two hew propOnents of this“position assert as a matter‘of fact that

certain know]edge communities are deficient in that they are able to

. produce only knowledge which is relative to their va]ues and 1nterests

Relativism is said to be avoided. by the community ‘of the evaluator for
reasons, which'I hope to have shown i]]-conceived However, the account.

of re]at1v1sm offered below locates the source of the doctrine in- human]y

pervasive epistemic factors which are constitutive in some way of a11

knowledge. If this view is correct, the’ potentially eva]uative community
canno® resort to a convenient se]f exemptlon from relativism in order
to justify their attacks on other know]edge communities.

Also, being clear as to the intent of the fol]ow1ng account of

reiatIVism shows how it is distinct from a "so]ution" to re]at1v1sm

In a tradition perhaps initiated by :Mannheim, soc1o]ogica1 and phi]osophi-

cal writers who have confronted re]ativ1sm ‘have assumed that offering

a so]ution is the correct response to the doctrine. Thus, in the face of

empirical reports that within some realms knowers appear to make sub-

°

"stantive contributions to the content of their know]edge, they have

'sought to find ways which would allow them, in effect to eliminate the -

C
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th1rd term 1n an un9érstand1ng of knowledge. However, what fo]]ows is

an account wh1ch could serve to sens1tlze sociological investigators as

to ways in which this third. term could be 1Qdated in‘the content and

: stracture of even highly 'theoretical' or ‘rational' knowledge commuhities.
_In short, relativism provides an explanatory and conceptual framework

for the understanding of both coghitiye conflict and consensus. This
account is secured by revising our conceptual understanding bf the
foundations of knowledge and knowledge commuaities.

The re]at1v1st thesis 1s not - equ1va1ent to a set of vague epi-
grams or simple conclusions such as that 'all know]edge is determined by
interests' or 'rat1ona11ty 1s context-~dependent’. Rather, relativism
should be considered not as a fixed conclusion but pr1mar11y as a metho-
dological directive which provides a sense and a contextifor empirical
research. Asserting arguments concerning the coneeptua] possibi1it& of
re!ativism does 1itt]e;to'sett1e the issue of how relativism obtaiqs as
a condition of various sdrts of knowledge. Indeed, if refativism'is a
coherent thesis, then eStablishing that- it is would be the beginning of
inquiry and hardly its terminus. It will tﬁerefore be enough if the
commehts'belpw secure relativism as a:coherent option The next, and
f1na1, chapter will consider some issues concern1ng how relativism can
be 1mp1emented in a research programmew

In the debate concerning relativism writers, both proland con,
-raner specify what they take relativism to ﬁeah. What fb]lows is a
~ brief but preciée characterizat1on df what relativism is here taken to
.mean and what it is not taken to mean.

Proceeding at a vyery abstract 1eve1 conSider two_kndwledge

‘ structures P “and P2 Theseecan morefconcretely be understood as
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: paradﬁgms, concetha] schemes, world views, etc. Consider further, two
statements S1 and S2 which are asserted by proponents of P] and P2
respect1ve1y The relat1v1st asserts that it is possible in those cases
where S] and S2 are the same statement or where 52 is a translation of S]
into P2 and vice versa, that S1 can be true in P] and 52 can be fa]se in
P2 or that S] can be false in P] and 52 can be true in P2 Further, and’
this is the crux of the re]at1v1st S position, 1t is asserted that -
there may be no neutral dec1s1on procedure,or set of epistemic standards
for adjudicating such_contradictoryrassignments of truth values. As a
coro]]ary to this, it could further be derived that;in cases where
prononents of P] rejeCtlthat knowledge structure and embrace P2 such
shifts cannot fully be described in terms of neutral standards of ration-
N a]ity but will be, at least in nart cases of conversion. ThlS is what
'is meant by the assertion that know]edge c]a1ms are relative. Namely,

relative to one or.more knowledge structures wh1ch are, in turn, and

in ways "to be d1scovered related in some way .to a set of soc1o cu]tura]

factors 2 _ ,
-The next few paragraphs deal with certain misunderstandings and
1nadequac1es that have often ar1sen in the writings of both proponents %

and opponents of a re]at1v1st soc1o]ogy of know]edge In the hands of, |

_the former, they lead to obv1ously absurd and counter1ntu1t1ve consequences :

whlch allow for easy refutat1on of the position. If such,concept1ons

are advanced by opponents, then relativism does‘not get a tair heariag.

Therefore it is necessary to d1spense w1th these 1nadequate congeptlons

' and then present . sketch of re]at1v1sm wh1ch w11] at least be able to

avoid superficial prob]ems ".’ o :h L ' ',-_._, o i f, S
Relativism 1s,_first of all, not,subjectivism;3ﬁ'To sgyuthat.

[ . ' . T , ' e
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knowledge is re1ative is not‘to say that it is subjettive in a person
.‘relative sense. It is therefore not a do- 1t—yourse1f view which would
allow 1so]ated 1nd1v1duals to shape their know]edge in. arb1trary and
highly variable ways. To say that knowledge is re]attve,-1s to imply
that there are variable constitutive elements which are connected |
within certain constraints, to human discretion.. However, such dlscre~
tion 1s, in the f1na1 analysis, not a matter of individual d1scret1on
This implies that relat1v1sm refers to the character1st1cs of know-
ledge app11cab1§ to communrt1eslof knowers, Consequently, a relativist
conception,of_know1edge directs attention to the intersubjective, not
merely subjective asoect<of all intellectual products.

Second relat1v1sm, in the strong sense out11ned above, makes

reference to the poss1b111ty of intra- domain conf11cts of knowledde
and not only inter-domain var1ab111ty of inteliectual products. One
wr1ter (Todd ]976) has 1nterpreted re]at1v1sm as’ 1mp1y1ng, for examp]e,
that there can be both valid religious know1edge and valid sc1ent1f1c
‘knowledge.4 Relat1v1sm 1n its stronger and more interesting form
however, asserts that there can be conf11ct1ng claims to know]edge made _'
by part1c1pants who work within roughly similar methodo]og1ca1 domains.
Thus, given that knowledge is re]atlve to world v1ews, a s1ng]e pro-
posit1on can be true relative to one wor]d v1ew and fa]se relative to
another where both adherents to the d1spute c]alm an emp1r1ca] or.
sc1ent1f1c warrant for their claim.

| The.conception of re]ativism presented here is largely’incom-
‘patlble with 1ts 1nterpretat1on by at ]east one wr1ter as referring only
' to the conditional or corr1g1b1e nature of knowledge. Bandyopadhyay ‘

(1971 20) has written that "the corr1ng?]1ty of our know1edge is what

LA
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hakes it relative rather than abselete." ‘This immediately yields odd |
(esults Qhen it is pointee oet'that such a ‘vehement opponentugf relativism =
as Popper aﬁso i;sists dn the necessaryscorrigibiliﬁy'ahd conditional

status of k_nowledge. In Popper's view the corrigibility of knowledge is
precisely what enab]es:scientific knowledge'to‘represent an ever-ascehding-

spiral to absolutekhov'vledge.5

It should be evident, that this_resu]t
is undesirable in,thevrelatiVist coheeptioh,. Rather, empirigal research
within a relativist scheme should reveal that certain:knowledge'
communities invoke the idea of the conditional status of knowledge.as an

epistemic normkor a regulative ideal} As a conceptual matter, however,

it is necessary to exc]ude,from a re]ativistaaccount.many of the imp]i?

cations contained 1n'the“eharacterizaf10n of know]edgq,es-cenditioné].
a Fina]ly, the mo§? signficant mischaracterizatgon of relafiviSm
contends that relativism leads to or enta1ls sol1ps1sm MOre spec1f1-
ca]]y, Lukes (1973:237, 238) contends that re]at1v1sm "entails" a posi-
tion of “p]ura11st1c soc1a1 so11ps1sm" 1n wh1ch for examp]e the -
Mannhe1m1an idea of variable perspect1ves on a common. reality becomes

unintelligible. Tr1gg-(1973:2)'a]so asserts that "re]at1v1sm:... means -

that it is impossible to conceive of any kind of independent reality."

There have beenfsome~sociologica1 proponents of re]ativism who, by

virtue of a care]ess treatment of the onto]oglca1 presuppos1t1ons of |
re]ativ1sm, have fa]]en into a k1nd of sol1ps1sm wh1ch denies the exls-
tence of an externa], 1ndependent reality ex1st1ng apart from knowledge‘
of it. 6 To avo1d these prob1ems, ‘the concept1on of re]at1v1$m pre- :

e -

sented here stresses that re]at1v15m imp]ies skept1cism and not, sol1ps1sm 7

The relativ1st can concede that there must be some mean1ng assigned to

the concept1on of an independent reallty wh1ch is not onto]ogical]y

[4
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cdntingent on the existence of'knowers. However, the relat1v1st asks

( .
skeptlcal quest1ons as to the possible ways in wh1ch this rea]1ty is

ava11ab1e to human knowers. .

Philosophical Parameters of“Re]ativism “

It may clarify the organlzat1on of the next three sect1ons if a
brief character1zat1on of the subJect matter of the soc1o]ogy of know]edge;
- namely knowledge, 1s offered For the purposes of the soc1o1og1st a
standard ep1stemolog1ca1 concept1on of knowledge 1s ent1re1y adequate
On this account, know]edge JsaJust1f1ed true be11ef. The next three
. secttohs.expand this definition. ‘Some genera] concepts re]ated to the
nature of be11efs and their 1nter—re1at1ons are discussed in this’ sect1on
. A theory of truth compat1b1e with re]at1v1sm and the nature of objec-
t1v1ty and its re]at1on to Just1f1cat1on are-considered in the subsequent
two sections. | B |

Re]at1v1sm, whatever else it may 1mp1y, forces us to understand |
know]edge as an 1rreduc1b]y human product Th1s has tended to become_~
. obscured by the eva]uat1ve 1ntent10ns of soc1o]og1sts Persons are not |
knowers and social’ be1ngs but are knowers becpuse they are social. Thus

the ep1stem1c character1st1cs of knowledge wh1ch arise from its collec-
tive character and wh1ch on the evaluat1ve account are. taken to be
pernicious (' 1deo]oglca1 ) or 1nc1denta1 1mped1ments {' 1nterests or

'd1stor1ng 1nf1uences ) are prec1se1y those acknowledged by the re]at1--

"vist as const1tut1ve of . knowledge and know]edge communitxes The fo]-

10w1ng account is therefore 1ntended to«estab11sh that re]at1v1sm yields PR

a fully humanlst1cconceptionof know]edge

Starting at the most general and pervasive 1eve1. it is clear o
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" that cognitive re]ativism:éntails Some form of idealism:; Idea11sm, in
contrast to rea11sm, is a doctrine which contends that know]edge has an
~»1rreduc1b1e and foundational reference to a mentallst1c phenomenon It
-shou1d be stressed that 1dea11sm need not -and in most of its extant forms
does not lead to a form of - so]1ps1sm wh1ch asserts that a]] wh1ch exists
is mind. Rather, 1dea]1sm assignes to some_menta11st1c entity a cen-
tral epistemic ornonto1ogica1.position‘nhtch condjtionsaknow1edge of an
independent rea1ity. At this general 1eve1, the_connection,between
ideaiism and re]ativism'shou]d'a1read; be discernable. To understand
knowledge as relative, it wou]d‘be sufficient‘to establish that there are
or at least can be; a plura]ityZOf possibTe and inco;menSUrable.struc-
tures of menta]iStic reference by which knoW1edge is'conditioned

This comm1tment to an 1dea]1st1c account of know]edge may at f1rst
seem 1ncongruous g1ven that a substantial part of this thes1s has been
| directed at cr1t1c1z1ng Mannhe1m S adopt1on of a certa1n form of 1dea11sm
as a foundat1on for h1s eva]uat1ve soc1o1ogy of know]edge Mannhe1m.s
Hegelian form of 1dea11sm 1s, of course, an absolute 1deals1m which |
posits an al]-embrac1ng'transcendent world mind- in wh1ch‘f1n1te nnnds
are subsumed. This a]iowed Mannheim to espouse a transitory forn of
re]ativism in which a certa1n Hege11an fa1th-prov1des the poss1b111ty
of a transcendenta] reconc111at1on of e1ther d1achron1c (the ear]y

(
essays) or synchronic (Ideology_and Utop1a),re1at1y1sm, ~However,

idealism is a mu]tifarious"doctrine and the form to‘he discussed+below can

. be understood in an ent1re1y natura11st1c way That 1s the menta11st1c

reference assumed to exist can be understood as that wh1ch is const1- |

htuted by the co]lect1ve form of the human mind as it ex1sts in 1ts

posstbly var1ab1e forms. Avsociology of knowledge founded on thls sort
o o - \\&l : L :

LN
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of natura]15t1c 1dea11sm wou]d contend that know]edge must be v1ewed
1n re]at1on to a p]ura11st1c set of possible or extant ep1stem1c found-
at1ons-* This sort~of soc1ology therefore makes reference on]y to com-
mun1t1es of human knowers and therefore denies the poss1b111ty of a
resolut1on of re]at1v1sm wh1ch Mannheim found by 1mp051ng an 1ncons1s-
tent abso]ut1st metaphys1cs
A form of 1dea11sm wh1ch can support th1s concept1on of rela-
tivism has recent]y been deve]oped by Rescher (1973) who ca]]s his
formu]atwon "conceptua1 1dea11sm Rescher deve]ops the thesis that
the concepts and ideas wh1ch const1tute know]edge ar1se from and thus
' bear an 1rreduc1b1e reference to m1nd rather than to an independent
rea11ty. This a]]ows Qeschen to arguelthat,a11 epistemic elements
Aint]uding;taxonomic organizatton of experience, explanatory frameuorks,
the-complexbot socia1 caterries, concepts'of‘intentionality and pur-
. pose and eva]uat1ve categor1es are all "m1nd 1nvo]v1ng" in that their
nature and "adequate spec1f1cat1on 1nv01ves reference to mental opera-
.tors and processes. Rescher's 1ntent1on is therefore to show in what
way the "conceptual framework we standard]y deploy in thoUght and
discourse about rea11ty 1s a m1nd or1ented artifact whose component
e]ements are in certain ways fundamenta]]y mind- 1nuo1v1ng“ (1973 5).
Rescher S conceptua] idealism conta1ns some 1mportant 1ns1ghts
~which c]ar1fy the basis of.cogn1t1ve re]at1v1sm and hence‘a programme
for the-socjo1o§y.ot know]edge. First,rReSCher,is‘tntent‘upon.dis¥
tinguishing_his~fconceptua] idea1ismﬁ_from_the older, theistic or
absoluttst’forms'of ideaTsim{ vHe maintainsfthat l"tj:ategorica]_flr‘avq'ne-
" works are a social rea]ity: they embody'a'shared concept}on'of.the 'way

“the world works""'(1973;23).8 ‘Thisia]so_entaiTs,a,rejection of the
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Kantwan form of . transcendenta] ‘{dealism which: pos1ts a un1versa11ty
and nece551ty to the conceptua] framework involved in all cogn1t1ve
Judgements, Rather, Rescher seems to f1nd evidence for the correct-
: ness-of idea11sm precisely because of the breakdown of the Kantian
endeavor: | \ |
| V'The contributoby role of mind in-the'fqrmation‘of_our view :
of the world-as-we-know-it inheres in the fact that a o
~variety of very different conceptual frameworks can with
equal validity be super1mposed upon ‘the order of 'empirical
fact' ... Any experiental encounter with physical reality
is thus significantly underdeterminate of the conceptualized -
perception that 'results' from it in human cognition.(1973:9, 10).
This idea]istic'qpngepfion of kno&]edge, is therefore seen to éntail
some .degree of relativism in which knowledge is re]ativiZed to an inter-
subjective conceptual framework.
It is important to show how'thisvform of idealism can, as noted
above, escape the charge that it inevitably leads to soiipsism or
the denial of an external rea]ity épért from knowledge of it. Rescher
is intent upon refuting this charge Whén hé denies .that rea]itylasAif
is "conceived ... in mind invoking terms ... can exist only fdflmind"
j(1973:15). Ratﬁer, it i§ asserted than an independent reality (or
the items thaf are cognized) is the matefia] substrétumfof our know-
1édge.' However to introduce the possibility of knowledgé of it (o?
the,itemuas-it is cognized) is;;of neceési;y, to introduce mind
reference,g | - “
| This distinction is important for two rea;bns}v'First, if
defends relativism agdinst some refutafionswhiéh relate td its alleged
éntailmeﬁt offso]ipsism; Secondy itceliminates some'of:the;cquhter-
intuitive results of re]atfvist aééounts of -knowledge which ﬁaythave,

| given rise to such refdtatfbns.' Perhaps the most notorious -examples



of euch results are Kuhn's ruminations that'the.phenomendn of paradigm.
shifts "urges us to say"vthat the scientific revdlutionafies "lived in
a different world" or "worked in a different world" (1970a:117, 120).
On an idealistic account of relativism these strange locutions d1sappear
by reasoning that changes in conceptual structure or‘parad1gms involve
changes in the way the:world is known but, for knowledge of phys1ca1
rea]ity at 1east, no changes in the world as it exists 1nttse1f.
Idealism fixes.only the most pervasdve.parametersnof.re]ativism.
;In order to understand how the doctrine is connected with the ogeratidn
of more spec1f1c eP1stem1c terms such as mean1ng, reference, and truth
some attention must be given to a central debate among contemporary
philosophers, namely, the question of realism versus anti-rea]ismf
Affirming realism has diyerse ramifications. Within the context of
scientific theory, theoretical realism affirms that theoretica1,tenms or
terms naming unobserved entities do,:tn fact, have as their reference
entities in the external world which are assumed to exist in the way
specified by-mature scientific theory. Rea]isn interprets sciéntific
kprdgrese as convergence toward a situation in which scientific theory
arrives at a state in absolute correspondence with reality. Within
the context of a theory of Tanguage uee, rea]ism.entails°that the
meaning of sentences and'the}r component parts is determined by the
truth conditions which are fixed by an independent rea]ity. Thus to
know the mean1ng of a’ 11ngu1st1c unit 1s to know its truth cond1t1ons
thch are taken to be the states of affa1rs which obtain when it 1s
true or fa]se. Therefore to }descmbe what it is that makes a statement
meaningful is to descr1be the determ1nate truth cond1t1ons set by the .

world which may be independent of our actual capac1ty to decide what

)
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" those truth -conditions are. 10

It should be clear that relativism is.supported by the compet1ng

1

doctr1ne, anti- rea11sm Re]at1v1sm as argued for in the work of Kuhn

and Feyerabend appeals to the 1d;a that the meaning of theoretical terms
in a]]eéQ?d]y_ihcommensurable-theories does notxremaih stable across
thedry-thange. 'if'this is the case, then it is d%fficu]t-tb retain a
sense for the realist contention that these terms refer to entities
in thé world which, in the nature of the casé, cannot be said to change
.when—parégigms uhdgréo revolutionary change.]2 Thys the nature’ and
greference of theoretjca1~entities fs ékp]ained ihterna]]y or re]ative]y'
to the theories in which theylane postu]ated.
With regard to 1inguistic:concept§i'anti;realismbproceeds in
;mhch the same manner. - Whereas for rea11sm meaning is determ1ned by
determinate truth cond1t1ons, the centra]‘hot1ons of a theory of meaning
and truthAfor anti-realism are those of verification and falsification.
Meghings of statements are therefore séid by the anti-realist not toibe~
determined in terms of the conditions under which these statements are
determin;te]y true‘or faTse, conceived of as conditiOns Which,obtain |
or do nqt‘obtain independently of our knowledge or capacity for know-
ledge. Rather, a theory of meaning for the‘anti-reaiist is  to be‘stated
“in térms of the,conditions under which we recognize empirical eyents 
as establishing the'truth or falsity of statements of that class. And
these cohditions are said to be the verification conditions of state-
_hents, In this- way, the emphasis is on the epistemic capacities and |
practices which are actually *in use in given language and know]edge

commun1t1es

,Perhaps this distinction between realism and,anti-hea]ism‘can’

4
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_be made moke concrete if it is recalled that this iame distinétiOn 1's~
‘co-extensive‘WiFh that made by c6mméntators betweeﬁvthe early and 1ate'
.philosophy of Wittgenstein. Nittgehstein's later view QS; that language -
was to be thought of as a set of social practices. Therefore, in order
to understand how 1anguage works, attehtion must be focuéed on the ,
uses to which its sentences are put in relation to the circumstances in
which they are used. He thus é::L to view as mistaken the:idea that
independent]y determinate fea®wres of the world uni]atera11y f{X'meaning.
In short, Wittgenstein abandoned his ear]y realist notion of Tanguage
in wh1ch rea11ty is ref]ected in language and deve]oped an anti-realism
in which language is said to reflect, for its own purposes and therefore
vér%ab]y, reality. | - |
This distinction is also what is behind an often quoted but
cryptic passage from Winch (1970:82): "Reality is not what gives language
sense. What is real and what is unreal shows ifse]f in the seﬁse that
, 1éhguage has." Thus Winch has argued that there can be ‘no access to
" ““eality external to the context of any language. It is said to follow
that language use and hence know]edgé cannot be neutra11y.compared'apart
“from an} particu]ér language use against an indgpendent reality in'
brder to find if 1anguage is being'used corregtiy or;whether knowfédge
. expressed in that language is ;re£11y true'. Therefore, according to
Winch, the concept of-the independently real and the»coﬁventions which
direct access to the‘réal are given only indigenously within the frame-
work of discrete and hence possib]y variable languages and forms of lifé.
In Winch's work anti-fea]ism is appealed to in order to support.
his relativistic claims. More generally, 'this link between anti-realism

and relativism cah be observed in the way that anti-realists wish to
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co]iapse the distinction between epistemology and-ontology. Wright
(1976:226f) has shown that fa?ya significant set of assertions whfch
incjude higher level théoretica] assertiong,about socia]fahd physical
réa]ity.ihere 1s no conceivable epistemic or direct experiential
access to the realist's truth conditiqg;_uhicﬁ/are said to be determined
: 'by an iﬁdependentl; decisive reality. In this sense the realist is
| committed to a trané&endegt concept of truth and hence to a concept which
allows for an assertion ta be made true or false by a condition that
~lies beyond the reach of any actual or'poékib1e verification.
\ The anti-realist -however, is unsatisfied wiIh this chgracgeristic
_‘of the t;uth cénditionsxposited by the rea]ist._ Truth»conditié;s which
are epistemically unavailable to human knowers afe‘unﬁble to explain
how humans #n fact use and understand language. They contend therefore
that an account of the meaqﬁngs of such assertidns is to be give; By
the human practices which establish the v rificatfon and falsification
experiences which conventionally es;ab]isE\the assertability conditions
for such assertions. In this way, it 1s.assert¢d'that what there is in
.the wor)d‘for us to know is constituted in part by the poésib]e ways
in which humans can have access to the reference of know]edge claims.
This is the sense in which anti-realists mitigate the distinction
between epistemology and ontology. e
The way in.wﬁich anti-realism is compatible with and lends
support to relativism is implicit in the preceeding discussion. First,
it is'a ponceptjqn thcﬁ'introduces fn a stiong or conétitutive sehseA
the contributfon which huméns'méke to the ;ontent and.standards:of

know]edge. It suggests, in additidn, how the content of human institu-

tions and world view content might be inter-related with more specifically

<
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) epistemic-conventions and~practicesr It canétherefore explain: how in
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certain(reaims'of knowledge (e.y. especially social knowledge in‘which

 there is demonstrably-a plurality of disparate’worid:Viewsfoperating
B - IS .«

. is the contention that theories arecquerdetennined by observation

1”are sufficientiy accounted for-in. terms of direct observation or empi-'

on the same content) a plurality of theories about that reaim might

arise contemporaneously. -

:It can finally be noted that anti-rea]ism is, to a great extent

compatib]e,iwith the variety.of‘plura]ist,idealism sketched above. In
. . R . . » ‘ ] - )

both coneceptions, epistemic. operations are to be-construed as internal

to theoriesf paradigms or conceptual schemes. These epistemic struc-

tures are to be understood as generating 1nterna1]y valid ontoiogies,

.11ngu1st1c meanings, and procedures for a551gnments ‘of truth vaiues to\ .

'sentences. - L ’ “

To this point, it has been suggested that an outright espousal

of idealism as well as a form of less extremely idealistic anti-rea]ism

is compatib]e in the ways briefly 1nd1cated with epistemoiogica] re]a—
tiVism A third ‘and- finai, issue which is a topic of much current
debate and which is also compatib]e with re]ativ1sm in definite ways

13

To claim that observation underdetermines theory 1s to assert

“ -ww..

that ‘thére can be no terms in an observation 1anguage the use of which

‘ricai assoc1ations alone This is- to say that the meaning of observa-

;_tion terms 1s not fu]iy given independently of 1aws and theoretical

'7terms in the theory of'which 1t is the observation 1anguage._ The use

Fand meaning of observation terms or st\tements therefore 1s given or

uinfiuenced iﬁ a significant manner by various other more generai Iaws and

ftheoreticai statements of the theory 1n which the observation terms are ; éhQVV',
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- - contained. 0bservat1on reports are in this. sense theory 1aden

The standard examples of th1s interaction between observat1on and
theory are observatlon terms such as 'fa]]lng body" 1n which’ the mean1ng,
of the tenms are d1fferent1a11y 1nf]uenced by theoret1ca] concepts and
laws re]at1ng to grav1ty, accelerat1on, and so forth A]though soc1a1 ¥:

concepts have not explicitly been treated’in'this way, it might be

_ ¢
. expected that’ they are especially amenable to such analysis. Consider

the'concept of a]ienation Here . observat1on reports of the form "Jones

' 1s a11enated' would have wide d1vergence of mean1ng dependlng on whether

the term was asérlbed by a Marx1st (1aws and concepts re]at1ng to re]a-

- . tions of,product1on), an ex1stent1al1st (concepts re]atIng to the 'human'

condition') or a bougeois psych1atr1st (concepts re]atlng to personal
adjustment and fndiViduation) That such theoret1ca] concepts~are

underdetenn1ned by exper1ence shoqu, 1nc1denta11y, serve~to demonstrate

" why popu]ar efforts to fix 'the' mean1ng of . a11enat10n or eVén to find

the common mean1ng of d1yerse accounts=cannot succeed.'

The most important'consequence of the claim that observation :

: terms are theory 1aden is that statements of the 'facts p1cked out by

observatlon can no longer be expected to determ1ne or conf1rm a un1que

' theory or set of exp]anatlons of natura1 or soc1a] events In short,

it 1s the semant1c 1nter-relatedness or, to some extent the c1rcu1ar1ty

_ 'of theory and observat1on languages wh1ch is bas1c to the c1a1m that

theory is- underdeterm1ned by observat1on

o

The second and related cTa1m that fo]lows from thlS dpctrlne 1s

*|that theorles are not, str1ct1y speak1ng, refutable If laws and theor1es}}: i

‘l

Tare not induct1vely built up from an accumulat1on of neutra] sensory

-_ev1dence which they are then said to exp1a1n, and 1f the meaning of ;f_“

o



160,

obser;ation terms is not giVen in iso]ation.from\that‘of the rest of the
theoretical-terms in the theory, then ft is said to fo]low that experi-
nence cannot unamb1guously, show any 1ndiv1dua1 hypotheses 1mp11ed by a
-theory to be false. If th1s is correct, then theor1es cannot be refuted
in the manner traditionally supposed. In the Kuhnlan idiom, anoma11es‘
- can always be euplained away or accounted for by.means of‘minor shifts
“in.or accretions to the‘theory‘he]d by'a chhunity of'scientisté. .Although
an'accumulation of anomalies may create'preSSures on_scientists to_give ‘
‘up a oarticu1ar theory or paradigm, such 1arge:sca1e shifts of theore-
v_tfcal a]]egianCe'cannot be‘described as refutation of_the'theory but
rather are to‘be‘accounted for with the aid of political or’sociological
’metaphors .
C]ear]y underdeterm1nat1on of theories is an 1mportant concept
for the re]at1v1st Its 1mportance'rests on the possibility: that the
opponent of relativism could dismiss'theacontention that the pervasive

form of idealism adopted above supported a strong form'of'relativism ..‘i

The. ooponent's challenge cou1d.COntinue that/the mf d ;eferent1a] con-
ceptua1 structure enta1]ed by 1dea]15m was ommon -to humans, or at
least those of Western cu]ture: and that once 1n p]ace there could be
"no irreductb]e -or unm1tt1gated contrad1ct1ons in ass1gnment of truth
va]ues wh1ch the re]at1v1st thesis presupposes

However to say that theorles are underdeterm1ned by observat1ona1
' ev1dence al]ows that even w1th1n a. group of know1edge commun1t1es wh1ch
'share an identical conceptua] structure at a genera] level, as wel] as
' common e]ements of an observatlon language, there could st111 be com- :

v pet1ng and 1ncommensurab]e theories Th1s may occur because observat1ona]

. eV1dence is not regarded as determ1n1ng a un1que and singular]y correct

\..i;

SR

S



161
theory Moreover, 1n “the face of a fa11ure of hypothes1zed pred1ct1ons
any.- theory could be saved by mak1ng revisions in. theoret1ca1 laws and

the theoretical contributions to the mean1ng of observatlon tenns

: Further, because theoretica] 1ndeterm1n1sm underm1nes the emp1r1cwst

.+~ account of sc1ent1f1c method based on a foundat1on of neutral observa-

tion reports, it. also follows that there are no fu11y neutral ep1stem1c
standards which would dictate tolerance 1eve]s for accumu]at1on of
anomolies and (amb1guous]y) fa11ed predictions. Therefore, in the face
of any part1cu1ar piece of d1sconf1rm1ng ev1dence, it is a]ways pos-
sible for proponents of the theory to maintain the conceptua] and
theoretical framework as a who1e If the mot1vat1ng values and goa]s’
“asSOciated withvthe'theory are the driving force of the ent1re endeavor;
then 1t may be justified to maintain cruc1a1 parts of the theory in the
face of much contradictory evidence by a]ter1ng observat1on 1mp11ca*
'tions of theoret1ca1 Taws which can be accomp11shed bynmannng'sh1fts ‘
occurring in the conceptua1 structure 14 v |

vgﬁﬁ' Such reasoning a]ready prov1des a h1nt as to the potent1als for
: emp1r1cal research y1e1ded by the notion of underdeterm1nat1on Barnes

(1973) senses: this when he suggests as su1tab1e research toplcs the -

' study of the ways in wh1ch various ‘knowledge commun1t1es treat emp1r1ca1

f fa]s1f1cat1on and anoma11es  He br1ef1y suggests ways in wh1ch the
funct1on and ‘values: of knowledge commun1t1es and thelr re1at1on to the |

’ soc1ety 1n which they are embedded may be assoc1ated w1th the1r sens1t1- ‘
'f_v1ty ‘to anoma11es and the subsequent degree of rev151on of the be]xef
.:fsystem wh1ch they ProdUCe '_ AR | o
A standard cha11enge to the notion that theory 1s underdeterm1ned

,g-nd that observation terms are theory laden is to draw the paradoxica1
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' conc1usion'thatfif'the doctrine were correct there_couId,be no compari-
son between theories, That is, if the meantngs'of theoreticai terms,
and hence observation terms, are 1ncommensurab1e across theor1es and
more generally, knowledge commun1t1es, then there cou]d never be real
conf1ictvbetween thegries since, quite 1itera11y,bthe proponents of

~different theories. speak d1fferent ;anguages But. this is clearly"
absurd so the concept of underdeterm1nat1on 1s incorrect, ]5 This argu-
ement is a]so damaging to the form of truth va1ue relativism stated above

51nce comp]ete 1ncommensurab1]1ty gf meaning .implies that there are

I

‘no statements which can be sa1d to be. non- -trivially true re]atlve to
one theory or communlty and false nelative to another |
i Such prob]ems only arise, however, 1f underdeterm1n1sm 1s\ma1n- .
‘tained_1n'a crude form. More carefu] analyses. of the h1story of - sc1ence
have shown, and'ana1yses of paradlgms in thevarea of social theory might |
a]so reveal, that there is a s1gn1f1cant area of 1ntersect1on in:the . SRS
app11cat1on of terms in an observat1on 1anguage between compet1ng theor1es
which are, at the level of laws and theoret1ca1 terms, 1ncommensurab1e
_(Hesse, 1974'35) The- argument from the paradox1ca1 ‘results of - comp]ete
1ncommensurab111ty fa1ls because 1t can be shown that a]though there -
?';15 no complete]y neutra] observat1on 1anguage, ord1nary language or .
1ntersect1ng observatlon Ianguages prov1de a set of observat1on pred1-
- cates whlch are less entrenched in the theoret1ca1 language or: 1aden with
umeanlng prov1ded by theoret1ca1 terms and Jaws. Cons1der for examp1e,
a Marx1st and an 1ndustr1a1 psycho]ogist argu1ng over causés and remedies j -
of 1ndustr1a1 vanda]ism by workers 0bserv1ng part1cu1ar 1nstances of |
) evanda]1sm, the former may see an alienated membér of the proletar1at R

f whiTe the latter may see a ma1-ad3usted emp]oyee. If the argumenp from

@,-v-"
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, 1ncommensurab1l1ty were correct these two observers would be speak1ng
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such obv1ously different languages so as to preclude mutual understand—
| ing. Yet this counter-1ntu1t1ve-result can‘be accommodated by a rela- !
ltivism supported by:underdeterminatlon bx asserting that‘the two obserf
vers in question share an observation language at'the‘level of what
‘Anscombe (l958) has - called brute facts. Brute facts call attention to
.a level of relat1vely theory free obseruat1on terms wh1ch, in turn, help
account for understand1ng&of>the common_or shared'soc1al world which -
the Marxist and industrfal psycholongtvinhabﬁt.i By reference to such
facts the act of vandalism in question could be mutually ‘described as

worker-plac1ng-wrench in-machine’ or by means of the even more brute

facts given by a series of obser ations descr1bable by d1scr5te space- )

~""'t1me co-ordinates glven by the movements of the 1nd1v1dual in quest1on
It has been asserted (W1ll1ams, 1975) that for relat1v1sm to be
ma1nta1ned in a strong form, there must be w1th1n the nexus of 1ncom--'
,mensurably exclusive theor1es and/or world views some manner for
arr1v1ng at agreed descr1pt1ons of propos1t1ons or descr1pt1ons of
events or states of affairs. Only in. this cond1t1on would there be the
possibility of‘mutual'understand1ng of a common language whfch prov1des’
the context for confl1ct1ng theoret1cal and world v1ew cla1ms wh1ch are
said to be 1rreduc1bly relat1ve to part1cular knowledge commun1t1es
‘The 1dea of‘a common or 1ntersect1ng language of brute facts sat1sf1es
'} th1s cond1t1on of shared descr1pt1on Yet it must-not be thought, .as
-1do numerous proponents of an evaluat1ve soc1ology of knowledge, that
‘. by careful attent1on to such brute facts, a. un1quely true account of ,_‘;
K real1ty could be. developed Th1s 1s not plaus1ble because such facts
“;underdetermine theoret1cal or world-view accounts of the phy51cal and

| S
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socia] woer'for two reasons. First, because theoret1ca1 terms have

mean1ng wh1ch is not reduc1b]e to brute facts and second, brute facts
/':
‘cannot dec1s1ve1y refute theoret1ca1 hypotheses '

) Many social sc1ences have. not found 1t di, f1cu1t to assent to. a
very broadly based cuTturaT reTat1v1sm related o soc1et1es ho]d1ng very
different conceptuaT structures or wor]d v1ews/ The concept of under-~
determ1nat1on is. cruc1a1 for understand1ng ‘how re]at1v1sm can obta1n
between knowledge comﬁun1t1es who. share e]ements ‘of identical. conceptua]

~ structures and elements of a- common wor]d view. Even when such brute
facts are in force, the underdeterm1nation of the theoret1ca1 accounts ts
of the shared rea11ty y1e1ded by these commona11t1es can be 1ncommensur- :
'abTy reTat1ve to conf11ct1ng knowledge communities. The account above
is 1ntended to show 1n a genera] way why th1s is so and to suggest that
the emp1r1ca] forms and h1stor1ca1 deve]opment of underdeterm1ned theo-

retical accounts of phy51ca1 and soc1a1 rea11ty prov1des 1nterest1ng

'content for emp1r1ca] study

‘_The ProbTem.Of Truth in”the Sociology‘of Knowledge

Th1s 1ssue is cons1dered to be of such 1mportance and d1ff1cu1ty

'that is has generated qu1te a. ]arge T1terature as we1] as at Teast two
essays w1th.th1s rubr1c as ‘their: t1t1e General]y the problem is so]ved
by a re11ance on some. form of‘the evaluat1ve soc1o]ogy of knowTedge ]6 _
| This solut1on has been ré11ed upon because many have feTt that Mannhe1m S
11m1ted reTat1v1sm set ter wh1ch do not admit. of any so]ut1on to the L {“
probTem of truth and wh1ch thus Tead to a self-refutat1on. |

' There are two tasks to be accomp11shed 1n order to show how a

- soTut1on to th1s prob]em can be attalned - one methedoToglcaT and the __'f-"

N
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_Other phi]osophica1"l The methodo]ogxca1 task is to demonstrate what sort |

of actions are bound up with the concept of truth as it occurs within

know1edge-commun1t1es, It shou]d”be clear that a relatrvist socfo)ogy

of knowledge would reqUire an episteMically neutra1'account,of truth or,

‘more precisely, a. neutra1-account of ascrfptions of~truth" Awarding

‘eva]uat1ve ep1stemo]og1ca1 descr1pt1ons of this concept ¢o spec1f1c .
know]edge commun1t1es (e.q. correspondence to facts) enta1ls.a form of .
the evaluative soc1o]ogy of know]edge which has a]ready been d1scarded
‘Yet avo1d1ng the issue of truth in emp1r1ca1 study 1mp11es that the
understand1ng of this concept devolves to ep1stého]ogy and thus entails:
the. agnost1c vers1on of the eva]uat1ve programme
| Such a neutral, act1on or1ented account is to be -found in the
:performat1ve theory of truth Strawson_(1949),has,been the pr1mary.-
advocate of this theory ’ In a series of papers,:Strawson has:asserted\
: that it is a m1stake'to regard-ascriptfons;of-truth-as beingfdeSCrip-
t1Ve in e1ther a correspondence or semant1c sense He c1a1med to have
shown that the word 'true cannot, in rion- forma11zed languages at
least, be construed as a meta- 11ngu1st1c term used to refer to Sentences
in an obJect 1anguage (1 e. Tarsk1 s semant1c concept1on of truth)
to descr1be re]at1ons among sentences (coherence theory) or-a re]at1on o
between sentences and facts or states of . affa1rs (correspondence theory).
7Strawson (1949 92) 1nstead makes the c]a1m that "the phrase 1s-true
u)never has a statement-mak1ng role " Rather, the phrase and 1ts cognates
| are. uttered in. order to- perform some. act1on on the part of the speaker
; }tn response to statements. Strawson f1nds evidence for th1$ c1a1m by .

.,‘shOW1ng that the: result wh1ch the phrase '15 true accomp]ishes can alsoa

| be accomp11shed by substitut1ng for this phrase the verbs agree a0

N
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_utterances are 1nt1mate1y connected
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conf1nm ’ nconcede s admit', and so fOrth' Thus the-phrase"is true'

"~ is a g]oss for a who]e range of act1ons and therefore, Strawson conc]udes,

a species of what Austin’ termed performative utterances These are

utterances. wh1ch acuta]ly perform the act1on wh1ch they appear to be

'descr1b1ng Therefore, by say1ng a sentence is true one 1s actua]ly

conf1rm1ng, underwr1t1ng, admitting, or agree1ng w1th what somebody

”has said" (1949 93) 17

: %
Th1s 1eads Strawson to recommend that "better than ask1ng “

K]
'what is the cr1ter1on of truth’“ is to- ask ‘what are the grounds of
agreement" " (1949 94) " In this way. he suggests an 1nc1p1ent soc1olo-v
g1ca1 research’ programme wh1ch d1ssolves many of the troub11ng questions L
wh1ch soc1o]oglsts have cons1dered as 1mped1ments to emp1r1ca11y treat1ng

matters of truth and fals1ty It is further noted by Strawson (1949 16)

that quest1ons of truth most often arlse when doubt and d1sagreement are

' aroused Th15'1mp11es that‘the process of.Just1f1cat1on and is true'

18 o e

| In 11ght of the preceed1ng remarks a f1rst approach at an

adequate methodo]ogtcal.conceptlon of,truth for a re]at1v1st sociology
of know]edge wou]d‘be the fol]owing When an individual'Saysxthat a.

statement 15 true (or any of its equ1va1ent trans]at1ons, e g

correct' or conf1rmed ) he is commun1cat1ng one of two 1ntent1ons w1th

' ~reference to Just1f1cat1on (1) the 1ntentlon of perform1ng an act of
_'Just1f1cat1on in accordance w1th soc1a1]y estab]1shed 11ngu1st1c and

ep1stem1c convent1ons so as to e11m1nate, as ‘far -as possib]e, doubts Ty

t-*;

of others; or (2) the 1ntent1on to accept/£or the 1mp11cat1on that he \?: '

has accepted) the Just1ficat1on for the statement communlcated (or made

. [mundane1y ava11ab]e) by others. .vf”;tf};775'
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} while'StraWSon's theory and the meth0d01ogica1 definition of
truth based on his contr1but1on may be suggest1ve with regard to a re-
‘search programme, it seems to be genera]]y acknow]edged that the perfor-
k mative theory of truth is ph1losoph1ca11y 1nadequate i A standard reply
‘to Strawson concedes that he has correct]y 1dent1fted features of the
use of the termis 'true’ and Tfalse but hasunot prov1ded any insight as
to the point or meaning of applying or respond1ng w1th these-concepts ‘
to statements. Since it'is no.]onger fashionip]é to disso]ve these
concerns by making vdgue appeals to ordinary language, it seems clear
" that some. ph1]osoph1calor conceptua] cons1derat1on needs to be given to
the concept of truth in addition to -the ana]ys1s of standards and pat-
terns of use wh1ch is adequate for methodo]og1ca1 purposes 19

| That a re]atwist soc1o]ogy of know]edge does not ehmmate @
lneed for a phllosoph1ca11y 1nformed conceptua] ana]ysﬁs of truth is
revea]ed by the results obtalned in an essay by McHugh (1970) After .
c1a1m1ng to refute every formu]at1on of truth which has ever been coa-
ceived — correspondence, coherence, and,pragmat1c in their variéus
| forms — he asserts that "truth mS“concejvable;only as a socially
organized upshot,of.conttngent courseS'of 1in§uistic conteptualaand
" .social course'of behavior ... to study truth 1s to study the ways truth
can be method1ca]1y confered" (1970 329). This’ conc]us1on is interesting
in thatf1t represents an 1ndependent1y derived5resu1t"veryvsimilar to

,Strawson's Yet it demonstrates even more clear1y the ph1losoph1ca1

vacu1ty of th1s ana]ysis of truth To assert that ascr1pt1ons of truth

are ru]e governed 1s methodologlcally 1mportant but to assert that truthpa o

is only or nothing but ru]e guided fa11s to cons1der 1mportant quest1ons“
v concerning what ep1stem1c or cogn1t1ve content these ru]es operate on.. -'“

DA
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Moreover, by avoiding.phi1osophica1 commitments on this matter; or merely
asserting that theydhave,a11 been refuted as McHugh does, threatens to

* lead to a form of‘the agnostic stance in the evaTuativevsociology of
knowledge in which itvis assumed that answers tovphi]osophica1 questions
are‘available out are-not the'concern'of'sociologists.

It cannot be denied that relativisn entails a rather definite
dethroning of‘the notions of truth and ta]sity from the p]aces of proni-
nence they haue‘traditiona11y been accordEd in philosophy. The‘philo—
sophical task in so1v1ng the prob]em of truth in the soc1o]ogy of know- .
1edge is to show how this follows from the.philosophical parameters de-
veloped above. »Tovaccomp]1sh thjs would serve to philosophically buttress
the methodological definitian of. truth which, in the absence of such
consideration, is phi1osophica11y uninformative._

The theory of truth which seems most compatible with relativism |
is that known as the redundancy theory. To say that truth is redundant_‘
is to suggest that asserttngl'p is true' is quiva]ent“in meaning.to ’
aSsertfng 'p'. It will be noticed that the redundancy theory is entire]y
compatible with the performative theory on‘which thé'methbdo]ogica1 o ’

.conception of truth is developed above. “This because once 1ocuti0ns
such as 'isvtrue' or 'is correct' are freed from the idea th;t‘they have"
- a descriptive content in the way that assertive utterances must have,
- they can then be seen as hav1ng the performative functton of agreement.

'expre551on in 1anguage communitleS'

The redundancy theory is further connected with the form of ‘anti-

’ rea11sm which prov1des cruc1a1 support to re]at1v1sm »Ant1 rea11sm-den1es'

'that an account of meanlng is to be g1ven by appea] to the truth condi— |

t1ons of statements when these are understood as be1ng determ1nate1y set:

{

.
o
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by conditions in the world independent;of‘the.cognitive ceoacities,of
knowers. Therefore,‘jusf as meaning»for the anti-realist fs set by
reference-to verification_conditions Under which it may prooerly‘be
lasserted or used by language communfcies, truth becones defined for
particu]er 1anguage and know]edge’communipies in terms of warranted
assertibilfty or provability. ‘TrOth;vrather than being a universal
“relation of correspondence accessible to theiepistemica]]y.priviledged,
is,defined intra-theoretfcally or, more generally, as the standards

and conditions of warranted assertability which obtain in localized
knowledge and speech communities. | | | |

The replacement of the notion of fruth,by something like

warrantéd'assértability or provability was-origina]]y'suggested by the
‘pragmat1sts and has recent]y been uphe]d by anti- rea11sts (Dummett,
1959_160f). Apparent]y, the pragmat1sts who suggested this redefinition
of truth so as to avoid specious metaphysical claims felt that they lost -
little of the realist content of truth since the full form of their
substitut%on was "warrantedvassertability in condiﬁions of(idea] 1nqoiry"
(Putnam, 1978:36). However, it snou]d be cleair that‘apoeals_fo notions s
likebidealbinqoiry-or convergence toward conditions'of idea1 inquiry

are unténab]y naive or optimistic especially in the human sciences
Moreover, recent 1nterest 1n the h1story of phy51ca1 science and some
1nchoate f1nd1ngs in the soc1o]ogy of know1edge should defeat any usefu]
or neutral reliance on the 1dea that there is a single ep1stem1c standardv
~or framework.of meaning (beyondrtechnolog1ca1 control,of the_enyjron-
,ment‘wnich severely underdetermines'ontoiogyi-towerd which-sCiencenend,:
knowledge COnverges, | - |

The notion of truth’as‘warrenteqvaSSertability:or provability,

2 ; S : ) Q
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leaves open the specific content or_form of actual truth theories which
ppre in'force in various knowledge communities. That is, if truth is
re-interpreted as warranted assertability in order to be consfstent with
the premises of a relativist socioiogy of knowledge;'then the standards
and interpretations of truth in use in various know1edge communities and
therefore the norms which set truth.conditions for various categories
of assertions may well vary in significant ways. This vartation can be
expected to occur along the dimensions specified by traditional concep-
‘ tjons.of truth such that,one might expect scientific cohmunities to
employ truth criterﬁavwhich depend heavily on the notion of_empirica]
correspondence with the world and religious~communities to rely more
strong1y on,coherence criteria."fn anyvcase,.the study of truth theories
constitutes a potentially fruitful and interesting research.programme
for the sociology of know]edge as does the study of var1ab1e tolerances
to anomalies suggested above.A o ‘ ,

‘ In the 1ight of both ph1losoph1ca1 and methodo]og1ca] interests,
the relativist socio]ogy of know]edge is not c0mmitted to McHugh's
programme of attempt1ng to refute the poss1b11‘ty 1n any form of tradi-
tional concept1ons of truth. Rather, for methodo]ochal purposes, :
the discipline wou]d be interested in the social process involved 1n

'the development and 1mp1ementat1on of truth criteria 1n various commun1-"
ties. The conceptua1 or ph1losoph1ca1 1nterpretat1on wh1ch truth :
theories rece1ve by both subjects and ana]ysts can, thhout inconsis-
tency, be g1ven in terms of the notions of truth which’ have trad1t1ona11y
‘been d1scussed in ph1losophy As m1ght be expected however, re]at1v1sm

is committed to a den1a1 that any one 1nterpretat1on of truth and

_ therefore any extant truth theory is epistem1ca11y pr1v11edged in an
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 absolute or universal sehie.
.Objectivity .

The renarks here can be quite brief since much has afreadyﬂ
been said indirectly iohcerning the conception of objectivity to which
relativism is committed. Objectivity is an epistemological concept
but there are two very differentAways in which the'concept is expli-
cated; one via ontology, the other via intersubjectivity. The former,

: and more common conception”of objecttvity,.equates oojective judgements
with true judgements or, equiva]ent]y, with correct judgements as to
how 'the world really fs That the attainment of obJect1ve Judgements
1nvo]ves following agreed upon ru]gi of methodological procedure which
cancel the subjective, the idiosyncratic and the prejudicial elements

“Wwhich may hinder the atta1nment of knowledge is acknow]edged by pro-
ponents of the: onto]og1ca1 conception of.objectivity but 1t is seen as

g secondary or only as a means to objectivity and not its actua] content.

As might be expected obJect191ty, viewed from the pos1t10n of .
re]at1v1sm, s conce1ved pr1mar11y by means of the concept of 1ntersub—

. Ject1v1ty ObJect1v1ty is primarily 1ntersubJect1ve in the sense that
1t presuppases and is constltuted by first, a conceptual structure wh1ch'
prov1des the basis for a shared set of meanings and expectat1ons for

| the universe of d1scourse of a knowledge commun1ty and second, ‘a sh%ged

- set of crlterla and. rules of procedure wh1ch govern the app]1cat1on of

, concepts to empirical phenomepa and d1rect the productlon and 1ust1f1-

|

cation of knowledge. 'The concept of obJect1v1ty therefore has cPose
&

conceptd%i connections with th;t of agreement and of fo]lowyng a ru]e

3

and 1ndeed to en301n others to be obJect1ve is, 1n part a d1rect1ve
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| to. adhere to common grounds for ar&ument and discuss1on
fg" ;f’/”it7 The most sign1f1cant 1mp11cat on of thlS conception pf obJec-
': t1v1ty 1s that 1t becomes 111eg1timate tp character1ze entire conceptua]‘
| schemes or entire know]edge comnumt'ies a§ bemg either obJectwe or '
‘dh non-obJective Rather, what 1s obJect1ve and what is non-obJect1ve or
| f mere1y subJective’can only be assessed via an 1nterna] ana]ys1s of the .
concepts and standards in use by partlcu]ar knowTedge commun1t1es Con-_:
ce1v1ng obJect1v1ty via the concept of 1ntersubJect1V1ty is to questlon
| whether it is tenabTe to assert as do those who hold the onto]og1ca1
- conceptlon of obJect1v1ty, that the object of know1edge un1que1y deter—";
m1nes the epistem1h apparatus wh1ch 1nsures an accurate reflect1on of
how the wor]d real]y 1s If however, the knower brings to the obJect~
x':f of knowledge 1ntersub3ect1ve1y shared concepts and ep1stem1c standards’
| wh1ch are constltuted through a more comp]ex 1nteract1on between the
wor]d human d1scretlon, and the human mlnd then it 1s 1mposs1b1e to e
| | operate who]]y apart from that conceptua1 scheme 1n order to assess _
‘ 5{-1; 1ts ObJectIVIty by means of a po1nt of v1ew out51de the conceptua] scheme v
. be1ng assessed ‘ﬁ' fﬂf]ﬂ,.-ﬂflyl:d i};.' }ﬁk ";f?{;' _ ,4,231.};};j/';
e This resu1t fo1lows from the antl reallsm wh1ch underlles t%_:ifﬂt“

L “f, re]at1V1sm.; That 1§ the phenomena and propert1es wh1ch are obaect1ve1y

construed as being cqnst1tueats of the external and independent world
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S

object of.knoy]edge That 1s, the oonventions and- practigSENWhich shape-_‘

.

: the content of know]edge can’ be said to 1nteract ﬁith the manner in
which we build theoreticai and causal accounts of the obJect of. kﬁé&lf :
:lledge This access is not by virtue of commonalities 1n perceptua] ‘.1'~'
and reasoning processes, arbitrarily or 1nf1n1te]y variable This 1s .
to suggest that understanding obJect1v1ty by means of 1ntersub3ect1v1ty
"stili allows the retention of some aspect of "the cia551ca1 notion of |

‘ obJect1v1ty name]y, faithfulness to the obJect To suggest that obJec-'

- t1v1ty 1s relative is therefore to. suggest that\the discretion mani- :.1

%

.fested in variable human 1nst1tutions mediates the parameters of thTS

f.faithfuiness 20 ~,§J - - i' fé l‘ﬂ,' o ”‘, <

‘ From this, 1t does not foi]ow hoWever that, once 1n place, the ;,f}A
.body of know]edge supported by an 1nternai]y Justified obJectiv1tyﬂis 'r =
"V1mmune from criticism and. correction., The notion of crit1c1sm which J
;'this conception of ohJectivify yieids does not rely on the idea of a t;5 E

comparison of a system of knowledge with directiy given, dec151ve

'emplrical ev1dence as has often been«suppOSed In contrast to this .”G‘;.3i
vaieu, criticism 1n the modei of obJect1v1ty as 1ntersub3ect1v1ty 1s o
'r\said to proceed 1nterna11y In order.to criticize and correct features:iﬁif:
'H¢ of obJective knowledge there must be a framework of beiiefs and- stan-":i’ﬁ?‘

A(dards given by the conceptual»framework 1n use which are not themse]ves?fn79"
.

1“ QUestion.- In this way criticism and correction proceed by”utiTizing;ﬂf*‘




h manner 1n wh1ch 1t m&y be 1nstant1ated w1th1n d1fferent know]edge

\

commun1t1es It 1s ~of course, 1n this Sense that obJect1v1ty is
":relat1ve to the conceptua] framework and ep1stem1c standards of spec1f1c

‘knowledge commun1t1es ! Discover1ng how it is 50 re]ated wou]d be an |

1

: 1mportant research task for a relativast soc1o]ogy of know{edge Th1s
- concept1on of obJect1v1ty a]so shows by contrast, how the pursu1t of

“an eva]uatlve soc101mgy of knowledge (except1ng the work of Mannhe1m)

is, emp1r1ca11y obfuscaﬁory and conceptua]]y m1sgu1ded By ass1gn1ng

\

aﬁthe1r own obJect1v1ty a pr1v11edged onto]og1ca] status the manner 1n

wh1ch ob3ect1v1ty cruc1a11y depends on- 1ntersub3ect1v1ty 1s subaugated .

- {so as to a]low the poss1b1y d1vergent standards of obJect1v1ty opera- ff~

' f_ t1ng 1n the know1edge commun1t1es under study to be ascr1bed to soc1a] i

; d1stort1on, b1as or other fbrms of ep1stem1c ma]feasance Impos1ng

¢

":’external standards of obJect1v1ty onto other know]edge commun1t1es is iin

R s1mple compared to the more 1ntr1cate task of understanding d1verse

,V,_forms of obJect1v1ty suggested by a: relativ1st soc1o]ogy of knowledge

4
-

Before conSTderlng some common challenges to re]at1v1sm, two L

,hf1n 1 remarks shou]d be made.; F1rst to say that know]edge 1s re]at1ve‘ri

”-ﬁf_does not necessar11y enta11 that there exist a p]ura]1ty of know]edge fcfn

-‘;hffto be the case; in the rea]m of physica

B COmmun1t1es w1th1n single methodologlca1 doma1ns For example, 1t seems}f

_,sc1ence that there 1s a single

"t71ifwor1d commun1ty of science at']east with regard to a common stock of

' ff:know1edge and standards ofhobJect1vity. _However, because of the concepujfr

' ”';tual understanding of knowledge found in‘the fdea1ism and antiérealism*’f”
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h.be character1zed as an extreme response to the downfa]] of foundat1ona1- .
o o ism 1n 1ts emp1r1c1st and ratiOna11st forms and the acceptance that
knowledge is only possib]e w1th1n soc1o histor1ca1 contexts.‘ No doubt
1 relat1v1sm w111 be of more emp1r1ca1 1nterest to socio]oglsts when it
h'obta1ns synchronlcally among donf11ct1ng know]edge cemmun1t1es ’ But
‘mkeep1ng in m1nd that re]at1v1sm 1s a conceptual aspect of” knowledge and
; -not a trans1tory and cont1ngent feature of 1t arws1ng from soc1a1 con-»hwﬁ

)
- o

flict should serve to show why the 1nte11ectua1 m1t1gat1on of 1t env1-il
;s1oned by the eva]uat1ve soc1o]ogy of know]edge reveals a m1sconcep-- »:
sﬁt1on concern1ng the nature of know]edge o ‘ l »
. F1na11y, to assert that a11 know]edge 1s re]at1ve to the know- i) 3:
‘:1edge c0mmun1ty or commun1t1es whlch produce and aff1rm 1t 1s not 4?~:'1 3
r“deny that there are un1versa1 but cont1ngent commona11t1es wh1ch cond1-j,“f
g;tlon and constraln human know1edge It has been suggested that such |
'»commona11t1es are 1n operat1on at var1ous 1eve1s of human kndwledge 2fkl |
a and human 11fe Ham]yn (1975 255‘ 256). to110w1ng W1ttgenste1n, ?fith*db.
emp]oys the concept of a form of 11fe 1n th1s way Interpret1ng th1s
B y;}vague N1ttgenste1n1an not1on 1n a way analogous to what Kant ca11s a
. ﬁhhiform of sensib11ity, he*asserts that "forms of 11fe const1tute the
| Zufhganchor1ng points for»conceptual systems " This is equ1va1ent to say1ngtifd

”";g‘pthat at certain points"zfound espec1a11y in perceptua1 and pr1m1t1ve

~"-',j'f:-__fcogmtlve processes.'ﬁh. content of a substratum of know1edge is not

't'”*meerely conventional. I\fconstitutes, in'part, W "rﬁxt;is o be human,

ffﬁ-“‘jThus vie wouldffind 1t qdd to cate90'1zeta5'roupyof otﬁerW"E' "man]y

WWTaPPearing organ1sms who dldiﬁ°t POSSESS any CONCEPt °f number r °°]°"r




i

IHOtlon. for examp]e, that the 1dea of brute facts br1ef1y exp1ored e

S

}'above, can ga1n a footho]d 7;, = : ,J:v?:lI 

winch who has been perhaps,the most forcefu] advocate of a fOrm

tof conceptual relat1v1sm, has been at pa1ns to stress the 11mitat1ons _cfn‘

- or constra1nts on re]at1v1sm Fo110w1ng V1co, he 1ocates such "11m1t1ng

"not1ons“ 1n anthropo]og1ca1 un1versals of human 11fe such as b1rth 'a-ﬁk

-,”death and sexua] re]at1ons wh1ch are’ bound up w1th the mean1ng wh1ch a]]

men and women, pr1m1t1ve and modern, attempt to fash1on for the1r

';f11ves (1970 107f) Further, N1nch has not den1ed that there are certa1n
forma] constra1nts on human thought and rat1ona11ty wh1ch are formu]ated

.”1n some of our 1og1ca1 not1ons or 1aws such as non-contrad1ct1on and
-

‘ }1dent1ty as we]l as the mater1a1 constralnt of the assumpt1on of a com-
‘3_’mon and 1ndependent wor]d ‘fdlv;iiif:,if;‘: }fjtggof";,;Laf NUNEE
Acknow]edgement of such commona11t1es 1s, however, not damag1ng

"fto the re]at1vist the51s It 1s, rather more p]aus1b1e in v1ew of them.zj

% e

""-};fWhat makes the relat1v1st thes1s v1abTe 1s the observat1on that these c_-,.

g

:j,~commona11t1es wh11e they do constra1n re]at1v1sm such that 1t does not

f“h1ead to a counter 1ntu1t1ve, wor1d vrew proT]ferat1ng,.'anything goes

: ,iparody of the pos1t1on, do not serve to un1que1y order the range of cu1-t:

‘fftures, soc1et1es and*know1edge communr'

es‘along putattvely neutra]
BT, \ o

”l\,'.eth1ca1 or\eglgg;mic'stafdards.; This point WJTI be elaborated ﬂn the

"”i}fﬂaﬁdefense of relat1vvsm_against some common critic15ms and refutations“ e

cha,_néﬁ_‘gé‘s"_ft.‘o f'fReia*ia"il‘yi’sh%‘i




o poss1b111ty It 1s argued that those who c1a1m that knowTedge is, reTa-v
t1ve deny the1r own cTaim mereTy by assert1ng 1t The reTat1v1st thes1sr
1s, of course, an item of knowTedge wh1ch is asserted as true and 1t
c1a1ms to have the status of obJectlve knowTedge Yet, the cr1t1c con-
t1nues,,1t 1s Just these character1st1cs of knowledge wh1ch the reTat1-f
v1st thes1s den1es are ava11ab1e for know]edge c1a1ms Thus the reTat1-
v1st must contrad1ct htmseTf 1n enunc1at1ng h1s c]a1m He therefore |

ef has no warrent to- be taken ser1ously 22:‘ -5ffi3}f?.];~'j,f 135{_'Tl"

_ F1rst, 1t needs to be estabT1shed that the d1ff1cu1ty 1s not, -
str1ct1y speak1ng, a Tog1ca1 one. Howev r some wr1ters (e g walter,.

1967 349f) have seen a paraTTeT in p "f1ssue w1th the probTems that :;“

' '-J' Russegl encountered 1n h1s work 1n set theory wh1ch eventuaTTy Ted to

the theory Of types 3 Russel] found that the Tog1c of sets was pr:;'7~
N ey e

to generate vic1ous circ]es whehj’%mohg.other reasons, a propos1t1on 15\

& r

¥ advanced wh1ch refers tb or ascr1bes a property to a cTass of wh1ch

A“:51t, 1tseTf, 1s a member Th1s entaiTs the unwanted resu]t“that no

f‘:f proposit1on can be sa1d to refer to aTT other propos1tﬂonsé{

:,'assert sucb a pnop051t1on presupposes that the 'Tass 1t refers to 1sv;f
"“rfcomplete_‘ Yet this is a contradwctlon, the un1versa1‘propositiop 1n
%}fquestion aTso beTongs to this class and 1t s’ therefore\\ncomp_”te;

LA

‘funtlf that propos1tion 1tse1f has been mentfoned The consequence oflc

R ?fthls shtuat1on 1s that it rulés out any genera] theory about proposf-:;f

¥7ﬁ;>§$t1ons or about‘sets of any ent1t1es.; This probTem Ted RUSSE11 ‘b~'7i

‘deveTOpythe famous or. notorious theoryh;f”types wh1ch postulated a
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ph1losophers and ]og1cians One of ‘the more’ str1k1ng contr1but1ons
ﬁ wh1ch Russe]] endorsed was prov1ded by P. F Ramsey who 1dent1f1ed two
sources of*]og1ca1 paradox. The f1rst was generated 1n the forma] ]an-

‘:'\

| guage employed to construct ax1omat1c systems, the other was generaged
‘:J‘ 7f” 1; semant1ca11y in. ord1nary language when«such systems are ta]ked about 24_
w . | ' The mora] of th1s ep1sode, and one- wh1ch RusseH h1mse1f drew, is -
that paradoxes can be avo1ded if we are c]ear on the mean1ng of the words
' : L ?h wh1ch const1tute them W1th regard to re]at1v1sm, the charge that ts
\ ,f is se]f—refut1ng ]oses force 1f the re]at1v1st is careful to spec1fy he yf”
’°‘1 me;:;ng of the tenns wh1ch co;st1tute the re]at1v1st thes1s 1tse1f heil~'h
o d1scuss1on of re]at1v1sm above shows c]ear]y how th1s can be accomp11shed.
L If I for examp]e,,say that " 'a]] know]edge is re]at1ve 1s true" ﬁ
assert my read1ness to Just1fy v1s a v1s my own‘knowledge commun1ty and
other knowledge commun1t1es to the extent that common grounds of argu- ;,:'
‘ ment can be estabhshed that that "c]am }s a warrante.d assert1 on It ,i
.‘fdjfgft' 1s obJect1ve to. the extent that I am’ab]e to sat1sfy ru]es of procedure
‘f and make reterence to shared concepts of those same know]edge commun1t1es.;t
- To be\cons1stent the re]at1v1st must'expﬁﬁc1t1y assert know-<

L ledge c1a1ms and espec1a1]y the relat1v1st thesis 1tse1f reIat1v1st1ca11y;],f

Th1s reflex1vitx can be exp]icitly’achﬁeved by utteranceStof the form 5 el




'rfﬁreasonlng are pure matters of convent1on then - how cou]d we.

a‘;ﬁ‘(Lukes, 1?73 238)

-:1 1ncongru1t1es shou]d not be taken as 1ogica1 d1ff1cu1t1es R
| | There are two cr1t1c1sms wh1ch depend on what are taken to be f

- emp1r1ca1 refutat1ons of re]ativ1sm. The fxrst dea]s w1th the phenome-

' -non of 1nter-perspect1va] understandtng It has been argued by Lukes jh.
'2(1973) that relat1v1sm enta1ls ‘that. 1nter perSpect1va1 or 1nter-wor1d “,a;i
;_v1ew understand1ng 1s 1mposs1b1e yet s1nce this 1s obv1ous]y not the

'case, re]at1v1sm must be fa1se H1s argument attempts to demonstrate f;

' the necessaty of un1versa1 cr1ter1a of rat1ona11ty and of access to a ]h'
’/fshared rea]ity w1thout wh1ch any sort of understand1ng between a11en S TN
fﬁfcultures or d1fferent wor]d v1ews could not be estab11shed He theresgeen

ffﬁ?fore argues, 1n cons1der1ng the be11efs of an a11en cu]ture, that 1f

; ;ratlona]1ty 1s context dependent and consequent1y, that 1f forms of '4;°f”7

*jever understand the1r thought, the1r 1nferences and 4he1r arguments7"7f R

Th1s 11ne of‘thought has been an 1nf1uent1a1 one, yet the

7-rre1ativ1st canaccept.most of what Lukes and those who reason 11ke h1m26

”rigfhave sa1d and st111 contend that the re1at1v1st thes1s 1s not damaged

V;fijmbut human]y contingent) cr1ter1a of rat1ona11ty or anthropoﬂog1ca1

;jlqAS noted above,,re]at1v1sm does not enta11 that there*are no universa] d;ff

':f¢{1fe. Th;’relat1vist however asserts that such fea-vft S
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L part1cu1ar content or poss1b1e mean1ngs of the propos1t1ons wh1ch these ;3= |

= ,forms or cr1ter1a constra1n Therefore, a1though there are and must be. _'

un1versa1 cr1ter1a for understanding, such cr1ter1a cannot (neutra11y)

fact as a: means of cr1ticiz1ng or. evaluat1ng a11en systems of bellefs and ; ‘
fact1on 27 That such cr1ter1a can act 1n th1s way 1s the conclus1on wh1ch
vLukes w1shes to draw but he has not made it c]ear how they funct1on §n
'th1s way N1nch a]so has br1ef1y 1nd1cated that un1versa1 cr1ter1a ‘
fcannot serve as cr1ter1a of neutra] eva]uat1on by say1ng that systems }
lof be11efs "are ]1m1ted by certa1n forma] requ1rements centerrng .
';j;:round the demand for cons1stency But these forma] requ1rements te]]

?Eus noth1ng about what in part1cu1ar 1s to count as consvstency" (1970 o
” ”51000 Lukes c1tes th1s passage (1973 233) but ca]]s 1t "myster1ous“-:“”:‘”

. fIt s, however, no more myster1ous than the dlst1nct1on betweeh the

'[i'formal or symb011c representatlons of reason1ng and the 1nterpretat1on ;. |

V»‘of a symbo]ic ca1cu1us prov1ded by the semant1c content wh1ch 1s g1ven

~ﬂ;“f'by the part1cu1ar know]edge and meanings ava1]ab1e 1n qar1ous know]edge

"',Aifand 1anguage commun1t1es ' Lf ﬂf;j”_(wV

. l . "
A second emp1rica11y based argument aga1nst're1at1v1sm 1s based

' 7fﬂ7ﬁon the pbssib111ty and nature of cogn1t1ve change Ge]lner (1973) has c B

' T""".'....:5':3_'_:?_243) has a]so made this charge_

:zﬂffln part1cu1ar stressedﬂth1s 11ne of attack aga1nst w1nch and“therefore L
“ﬁifagalnst cu]tura] re1ativ1sm Jt 1s on tbe basms of locat1ng “qugte b
ffm1staken substant1ve be11efs about concrete soc1et1es" (1973 54) that

@;w1nch and relatlvism are he]d by Ge11ner to be reﬁuted Lukes (]973‘

on]y by assum1ng ratwona] cr1teria
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- re]at1v1sm canvaccount for and descr1be cogn1t1ve change is 1arge1y a
matter of carefu] emp1r1ca1 study rather than on]y conceptua] reason1ng P
However,.Luke S and espec1a11y Ge]]ner s charge seems to suggest or pre-

‘ﬁ'i suépose that re1at1v1sm postu]ates that systems of be11efs are stat1c
| and closed in a way that wou]d ru]e out cogn1t1ve 1nnovat1on and cor-
i rectlon No doubt soc1o1og1sts have sometwmes suggested that th1s 1s

the case,28

but there 1s noth1ng about the re]at1v1st thes1s wh1ch
B necess1tates the v1ew that the conceptua1 structures w1th1n which know-
1edge commun1t1es operate need be c]osed to 1nnovat1on or 1mperv1ous to_"
a]ternat1ve standards of know]edge and conceptua] structures _ 3
4 _ To refute such charges it wou]d be enough to estab]1sh f1rst _
that 1t is poss1b]e to cr1t1c1ze hyobtheses stated upth1n partxcu]ar =
| conceptua] structures from w1th1n that conceptua] structure However,
;f -as: noted above, the re]at1v1st wou]d subm1t that for emp1r1 a] c1rcum- C
stances to fa]s1fy a partlcular hypothe51s, there must be a framework
of background assumpt1ons, not themse]ves in quest1on wh1c g1ve‘ |
‘, mean1ng to the hypothes1s in. questlon and therefore set grounds for 1ts‘
refutat1on But these background assumpt1ons need not extend over the -
'ﬁc[ o ent1re conceptua] scheme 1n quest1on and therefore any g1ven assdmpt1on_n__
o s or hypothes1s can, 1n prlnciple, be subJect to emp1r1ca1 or d1scurs1ve
_v; tests and emendation By show1ng (contra Lukes? that it 1s pOss1b]e 775
' for a conceptual scheme to’ be quest1oned tested and amended from W1th1n{<‘-':
ﬁufih_n | the same conceptua] scheme, the relat1v1st can account fbr the process

‘*zf of cognltlve change and 1nterna1ﬂ cr1t1c1sm and correct1on Aga1n, ;‘"
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way on what has already been sa1d or done or understood" (1970: 96)

A second way in wh1ch the re]at1v1st can account for cogn1t1ve

v

- - change. is’ by means of the ava11ab111ty of some compet1ng criterion of

'~.ratlona]1ty or,. more ger ra]]y, ‘some a]ternat1ve conceptua] scheme .

Aga1n how such change actu‘ 1y proceeds and the extra cogn1t1ve factors
whlch are re1ated to it are matters-—of emp1r1ca] study An 1nterest1ng
case study of th1s process would -spncern the paradigm shift which the
prom1nent‘Amer1can b]ack act1v1st Immamu Am1r1 Baraka, . 1n1t1ated
Baraka a centra] f1gure in a rad1ca1 know]edge commun1ty in Newark

New Jersey quite sudden]y renounced pan -African nat1ona11sm and embraced
h what he termed the\"sc1ent1f1c soc1a]1sm of Marx and Engels. w29 There A

0

'1s no reason 1n th1s case,zthe relat1v1st wou\d assert, to assume that

7.i-;-Marx1sm 1s in un1que possess1on of un1versa1 rational criteria or

"truth concern1ng soc1a1 rea]1ty Rather a study‘ot th1s case m1ght
" well revea] certa1n tens1ons w1th1n and fa11ures of the reJected wor]dﬁ
| view. wh1ch suggested to Baraka and those who fo]]owed h1m that Marx1sm
"'would better serve thelr genera]]y def&!ed mora] and soc1a] obJect1vesJ

'wh1ch are e]ements of the1r world V1ew wh1ch remalned 1arge1y stab1e ‘

-'through the parad1gm sh1ft _ »
In contrast the exp]anat1on of Bara a 's parad1gm sh1ft pre ents "»

”problems for those who reason as Lukes does. Lukes has wr1tten (1973 243)

that 1t 1S‘“on1y by assumlng rat1ona1 cr1ter1a app11cab1e to a]l con—.o_j'_*?

';texts can one fu]ly exp1a1n why men abandon re11g1ous be11efs, or sc1v?f3

: "Hent1f1c parad1gms " Lukes, 1f he w1shes to mainta1n th1s assertton, 1{o%l.:7bij

fﬁ'v1s comm1tted to e1ther the V1ew that Baraka s Shlft is 1n accord w1th ‘“-'

. f;rthese cr1ter1a (and hence that "sc1ent1f1c soc1a11sm" 1s the m\st

’fﬁftrational mode of social thought) or that Baraka s sh1ft repﬁesents a
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| N _

_ degenerat1ng parad1gm sh1ft The f1rst v1ew 1t seems. is’ not 1n accord

with Lukes own behefs30 yet the second would, at the very 1east be

 difficult to susta1n or. neutra]]y Just1fy It can.be conc]uded that

’Lukes assert1on can on]y be ma1nta1ned in a weakened sense. That is,

we can _gglg_to explain cogntivie change by means of some very general:

universal cr1ter1a of rat1ona11ty the existence of which the re]at1v1st :

need not deny ~ However, there is no reason to be11eve‘that such change, f'

espec1a11y in parad1gms of soc1a1 know]edge, can be fu]]y exp11cab]e g

Jin terms of . these—cr1ter1a and hence that particular 1nstances of cognitive

change can be un1que]y ordered or eva]uated w1thout 1rreduc1b1e conflict.
F1na11y, there are three further cha]]enges to relativism wh1ch

identify what are taken to be" counter~1ntu1t1ve resu]ts of reTat1v1sm

.and wh1ch are therefore cons1dered to present prob]ems for the pos1t1on

F1rst there is the-venerabte'pract1ce of adduc1ng any of a number of

.Uncontested facts and then reasonlng that if the re]at1v1st asserts that

s these facts are true for some theor1es and fa]se for others, the pos1-

t1on is absurd; converse1y, the re1at1v1st 1s sa1d to contrad1ct his

_own pos1t1on if he concedes that such facts are true for every and a11

' ‘knowers Th1s procedure has been fash1onab1e at 1east s1nce 1t was

o enunc1ated by LoveJoy (1940) and has recent]y been repeated b} Jarv1e
’ (1978) Both of theSe wrlters cal] attent1on to certa1n facts from .
1m111tary h1story and argue that it 1s odd to the po1nt of 1ncoherence
_‘to assert that knowledge of such facts 1s re]at1ve to one s soc1a1

”‘;'pos1t1on or knowTedge commun1ty Hence 1t fo]lows that re]at1v1sm

o i1s false

Th1s cha]]enge togre]at1v1sm falls w1de of 1ts mark In the .

:ffybdiscuss1on above concerning the”:mderdetermination of theory by
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, 4observation,'it~was'noted that'there COqu'be and isfa'wide area of
intersection of observat1on terms or facts shared by compet1ng know]edge
commun1t1es Such facts, however are not decisive w1th regard to
theories which attempt to. exp1a1n them In short the 1eve] of know:
ledge at which know]edge c]a1ms are’ re]atlve in the strong sense pre-
sent]y under cons1derat1on is that of explanat1on or, more genera]ly,
theory rather than fact. Thus to cont1nue w1th1n the m111tary sphere,
Marx1st and r1ght1st h1stor1ans will agree on near1y all of the- sa11ent
facts concern1ng Worild war II but w111 offer 1rreduc1b1y opposed o
theoret1ca1 exp]anat1ons of 1ts causes, conduct and consequences As
.noted above, shared or brute facts are necessary to estab11sh a bas1s
for “intra-cultural re]ativ1sm to be poss1b]e but they prov1de on]y
very 11m1ted means for its m1t1gat1on ' | ‘ |
Another quick refutat1on of re]at1v1sm which has been often
been offered is :L s1mp1y assert that .a re]at1v1st soc1o1ogy of know1edge'
,‘S based on a 1og1ca1 fa11acy and 1s consequently 1ncorrect The

‘1og1ca1 fa11aoy adduced is that of the %rgument ad hom1num It has

,been sa1d (Jarv1e, 1976 W1dsom, 1973) that re]at1v1sts have fa11ed to

i

understand that 1t is. 1ncorrect to reason from the socia] status or
' perspect1ve of a knower to the truth va]ue of,h1s assert1ons Thus
Jarv1e (1976 526, 527) 1ns1sts that “there 1s no . 1nference from what
a man is. to what he says Th1s 1s ad hom1num " This p051t1on a]]ows
for a weak form of the soc1o]ogy of knowledge 1n wh1ch soc1o]og1sts
ffﬁcould study why certa1n 1nd1v1duals or know1edge commun1t1es assert
};figcerta1n be11efs put 1t w111 not sanction the re1atnv1st1c study of

1353fﬁthe actua] epistemic funct1oning.of various know]edge communit1es

Again, th153°h511enge,against relativism fails.r It fai]s _ii’”" .




'1fflto the 1ssue of 1nter-knowledge codlunlty cr1t1c1sm It has often been;AJ”

:"’j§1mpossible or in some other‘way 1lleg1timate This gharge 1s Gellner s

”'?‘f‘f(l974) primany quarrel with relativism., He tenms the re&ati”ist theonyu;“
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because. it- confuses an ep1stem1c norm or technique w1th the meta--
ep1stemolog1cal or soc1olog1cal study of the operat1on of such norms 1h
part1cular social contexts. Within the commun1ty of soc1olog1sts
studying knowledge communit1es from the relat1v1st standp01nt the
proh1b1t1on of ad hom1num reasonIng w1ll be 1n force, at least r1tual-
1st1cally, but one can easily 1mag1ne knowledge communities which.do
not hold to this norm (the Cathol1c church is-a part1cularly 1nterest1ng,
example) However the norm is vacuous w1th regard to the content of |
.soc1olog.cal knowledge cla1ms That is, a mature soc1ology of knowledge
m1ght make it possible to make 1nferences from an individual's soc1al
pos1t1on to those propos1t1ons he w1ll Just1f1ably assert as ‘true. s Yet
this is. by no means a v1olat1on of the ad hom1num norm for both: the
subJect (3 knowledge cla1m and the soc1olog1st S knowledge cla1m, wh1ch o
has’as its content the cla1m.of the subject, will be appra1sed w1thout
reference to the soc1al pos1t1on of those who. have asserted these cla1ms.-
‘ Thus only the content of the soc1olog1sﬁfs knowledge‘cla1m\w1ll (super—:r
f1c1ally) appear to violate the ad hom1num norm, the cla1m ltself and .
its Just1f1cat1on w1ll“be Judged in the soc1olog1st S commun1ty 1n "i
\ ; accordance w1th th1s nonnw- Failure to make-th1s d1st1nct1on results~ln
_the assert1on that the relat1vxst soc1ology of knowledge is based on an'.
'i(1nformal)—log1cal fallacy ¥

A th1rd fefutat1on of\ﬁklat1v1sm wh1ch 1s developed by draw1ng i ]

..on supposedly counter-lntu1t1ve results of the pos1tion calls attent10n§v“'v

J

N taken as a consequence of the relativ1st thes1s that such cr1t1c1sm 15 _
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of knowledge a "ré—endprsement theory" which“deniés the existence of
“any contextless cognitive Criteria‘and hence the possibility of any'
éogn%tive.criticism either within specific contexts and especially .. .
between contexts. Tayior (1965?582), speaking in an analogous way of

fethica] relativism, asserts "that an ethical reJativist may be defined

Py

%s one who denies that the language of ‘'ideal morality' has any
legitimate or justifiabie use." He goes on to say that morality for
the ethical re]ativisg.(and analogously, knowledge for the cognitjgé.
: relativist) is reduced to what is‘éccepted.as such bylspecific'horal
and knowledge comflunities.

This 1as£ﬁpoint s iﬁﬂgénéra], correct but it does not follow
E ??bﬁ%tgi; thaF there }s not or cannot be an ideal ethical or epistemic
1aﬁéuage. To suppose that it does follow {s to confuse the two sorts
of relativism which Mannheim originally distingﬁished and which can be

?

termed destructive and descriptive relativism. A desfructive're]ativist
'“is‘one who wields the relativist thesis reductively against epist;mic or -
moral opponents in order to show that their theories and beliefs are
nothing but expressions of infe?ests and ideology. The destructive
rg]ativist typically smudgles in, for his own knowledge and morality,
transcendent moral and epistemic criteria which he_denies the opponent.
The destructive re]atiyist does, overtly at least, wish to deny that
there is any sense to the {dea of an ideal moral of epistemic ianguage.
Thé descriptive form of relativism which isvfhe form.deve1oped
here, applies relativism consistent]yvand hence reflexively. There is
nothing in thig.form of re1étivism which denies that individuals within

knowledge communities have access to an ideal epistemic language. In

other words, locutions sueh as 'is p really true?’ or 'have we been
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incorrect in beiieving P?' or 'does p correspond to reality' and S0
forth are perfectly intelligible .in both intra- and inter- know]edge
community discourse. What the relativist does want to do, however, is
to revise the understand1ng of such 1dea1 d1scourse which is normally
wunderstood as descr1b1ng the results of the application of neutra1 and
universally va]1d ep1stem1c criteria. On the relativist account, the
ube of an ideal epistemic 1anguage is persuaeive’rather than descr;ptite
‘and its application ts to be understood and investigated re]ati&e to ..
the knowledge cohmunity within which it occurs. The relativist does
not deny the obvious existence and use of such language but certa1n1y
the question of whether it should be employed by those external to a
particular community is an ethical one which is left undec1ded by the
relativist thesis. The terms of ideal ethical and ep]stem1c languages
are, in short, terms of appraise] and not description. Thus Gellner
s correct in his understanding of relativism as a "descriptive" theory
of knowledge but mistaken; becauseaof inattention to the ethical rather
than epistemic questions involved, in héserting that it is necegkerily
a "re-endorsement" theory of knowledge. -~
Acknowledg1ng the exxstence of ideal epjstemic d1scourse a]so
allows the relativist to account for dynamism and change in the content
of know]edge One opponent of relativism however has charged that
relativism entails "that noth1ng‘is conceivable beyond what is taken as
knowledge among particular groups" (Trigg, 1978:290). But this is
clearly incorrect. For Qg‘is an ehtire]y plausible endeavor for the
relativist to observe how the conventions and standards operative within

particular knowledge communities either promote or inhibit the reassess-

ment, the advance and thus change in the content of cognitive claims
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regarded by particular groups as knowledge. The notion of an ideal

language draws attention tq such conventions. o -

It can be concluded that the éet of standarq challenges to and
refutations of relativism have very Tittle forcq againstTthé doctrine
a]thouéh they certainfx force‘the relatiwist to'c1arify his thinking )
about the nature of thex}e1ativist thesis\ This c]ar1f1cat10n has taken
the form of po1nt1ng to the ph11osoph1ca1 parameters which support
re]ativism St111, any form of re]at1v1sm w11] be fraught with diffi-
culties and unreso]ved prob]ems with regard to the severe revision of
epistemic concepts that relativism demands. However, the relativist
need not feel daunted by this state of affa1rs simply because re]at1v1sm
is not self- defeat1ng, it is self-affirming. |

Absolutisms of éﬁl sorts have traditioné]Ty and contfnﬁe to
Iincur great embarrassment in the face of the dfversity of philosophical
and scientific systems and truth claims. If fruth can only be an
absolute relation between propositions and rea]ity and if truth is so
clearly grasped by us, why, askes the absolutist, is there sucﬂ a wealth

of competing and cShtradictory systems of thought? In short, the

problem of epigtemic diversity must continually challenge the absolutist.
. oy

relativist however, epistemic diversity constitutes

‘ confirming evidénce for the doctrine. More significantly, the status

of thé relativist thesis.itself is explained by the doctrine. It has

no 1a;k of cha]]engerSIWho sincereiy cOntenq thgt the doctrine is
intellectually absurd and morally pernicious. Yet surely the relativist
will extend the relativist thesis to. include philosophical knowledge

and in this way will show that this sort of diversity and con%]ict'is

the unexceptionable outcome of the diversity of factors which condition

!
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thencOnstrﬁctfon of phff&%ophical.knowledge;3]!

Consider the methodo]og1ca1 and evidential status of the rela-
tivist thesis. The:e rema:n great problems having to do w1th the nature
of objectivity, truth and the growth of know]edge as well as unfu1f111ed
empirical issues as to how the knowledge of competing communities is in

fact true relative to those communities rather ‘than simply false. But
agein, the content of the relativist position shows how these unresd]ved
problems are unexceptienable. The,re1ativist claims that theories,
world views, and research programmes are, in part, dogmas in the,sense
<;::t they are prior to and thus condition the eontent and import of evi-
dence and solutions to the problems that those who collect themseives
ugaer the banner of these dogmas confront. These theories or research
programmes are in a sense political entities wﬁieh aim to promote,
prolong and enhance thefr status and longevity. Aﬁd th{s is accomplished
by'continua11y addressing new brob]ems, pxoblems that'mustvbe re-
examined, and so1u£ionsAthat need fo be strengthened. As Kuhn (1970a:
10) writes, one of the crucial features of any research programme is
that it must “leave all sorts of problems for the practitioners to
resolve." | ‘

The reflexive self-understanding provided by the relativist
thesis explains its perpetual condition of only having started to solve
the problems which it raises. The relativist thesis is a research and
world view dogma itself. It must therefore promote its existence by

vacknow]edging its own difficulties while at the same time claiming that
these d1ff1cu1t1es on]y require for their reso]ut1on an adequate treat-
ment and exp]anat1on by proponents. Relativism therefore accounts for

the 1nterminab1e existence of philosophical opbonents and its unresolved
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conceptual and substant1ve problems It accounts for these so that they

cannot essentlally Jeopafd1ze its c1a1m to be a correct and methodolo-

'g1ca11y fruitful account of knowledge Re]at1V1sm is in"this way self-

;’aff1rm1ng ;
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Notes to Chapter VIII

Bl

1. Mei]and (1977:571f) has relied on this terminology of two ‘versus
three. term relations to explicate the notioh of relative truth and its
contrast with absolute truth. | ' .
2. This defihition is adopted frpm one Offered;b& Skoerski (1978:91).
‘_However, I befieve this author has hot proper1y stresSee the notion"
that there is not, or at least may not be, a* neutra] dec1510h procedure
3. See, for examp]e, Todd (1976 178) "The relativist can believe
what he wants to, at Teast within certain ]imits; ihsist that what he
be]ieyes is true for him, end.reject the, arguments ofvothers as irrele¥
vant." This éxpress1on of relativism as subJect1v1sm is not as extreme
as others due to the qua]1f1cat1on but to place primary emphasis on the .
1nd1v1dua] knower is to misconceive the re]ativist‘thesis.

4. It may be surprising to note that this is as far as Winch seems . ¢h’
prepared te push relativism (1970:84). Also, in a recent paper (1976)
W1nch defends his vers1on of conceptual re]at1v1sm and, for the first

| time in print, exp11c3t1y states that he does and-has argued for this
iFsort of re]ativiém. THe does however cohtinue to argue strong]y against
the more radical version of relativism-which is here called 1nter domain
re]at1v1sm |

5. See, for example, his essay “Truth, ratiohality, and the growth of
scientific knowledge" (1960&233, 234) where he discusses howthe truth
and falsity content of a theory are related to the concept of versimi-
Titude wh{Eh presupposes Cohvergence toward absq]ute’know]edge

‘6. Flew (1976) contends that th1s sort of care]essness is to be found

in a volume edited by Young (1971). Although some of his criticisms
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' fall w1de of thelr margﬁﬁn@ is correct to. protest aga1nst the s1mp)1c1ty
of Blum's assert1on that it 15 not an obJect1ve1y d1scernabTe pure]y
ex1st1ng external wor]d wh1ch accounts for soc1o]ogy, it is the methods
and procedures of soc1ology wh1ch create and susta1n that wor]d R
(cited in F]ew, 1976 12) Indeed th1s naive k1nd of so]1ps1sm is an
easy target for anti- re]at1v1sts d

7. The skept1ca1 impulse beh1nd re]ativism-has too rare]y been-eip]i- o
citly acknow]edged; _Natanson (1963) is one of the few writers who has
stressed this Iink. - In an essay by Hesse'(1975) the skeptical impulse

behind relativism takes a curious turn in her assertion that we can

&

. never know whether we have absolute or only re]at1ve know]edge
8. Durkhe1m m1ght be understood to make the stronger c1a1m that . cate- ‘
#gorical frameworks s1mp]yaresoc1a] rea]1ty 'S1nce the world expressed
by the entire system of concepts is the one that soc1ety regards, soc1ety
a]one can furnish the most general notions with which it should be re-.
presented" (]9]5 441). However he seems to qualify this strong socio- .
‘lagico identity thesis by asserting that a more deve]oped’Llog1cal
‘organization differentiates itself from the soc1a1 organization and be-
comes autonomous" (1915:445). :
9, Rescherls diStinction between mute ontological reality and cognized
ep1stemo]og1ca1 rea11ty is clear]y 1napp]1cab1e for social rea]1ty
~ for there s a sense 1n which a conceptua] structure applicable to soc1a1

/‘i

reality s1mp1y is (rather than is of) that reality. ’

10, My d1scus§10n<of.rea]15m and'ant1-rea1dsm relies heaVi]y on Dummett '
(1973:464-470) and Scruton (1976). | |

11. This has also been affirmed by’ N1111ams (1975: 227) "Seientific :

rea]1sm could be true, and 1f it 1s, re]at1v1sm for sc1ent1f1c theories

w
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'.Cﬂzhuej be'falée:P~:
12. Fdf'a.mofe;Sustafﬁed deve]opmeﬁﬁeof thfs point‘see'Hesse'(1972),
13. The implication-of the underdetenmination of theories for relati-
v1sm is briefly exp]ored by Skorupsk1 (1978‘90f) Lukes (1978) has also
extended th1s issue to. the rea]m of soc1a] ‘theory. The account of the
~general idea of the unéerdeterm1nat10n of theory by data 1s 1afge1y “
Udependent on Hesse 1q74 Chapter 1). - .
14, Sharpe (1974 58) has advanced the suggest1on, based on moral con-
s1derat1ons, that the goa]s which -animate 1deo]ogy may justify main--
ta1n1ng that 1deo1ogy in the face of d1sconf1rm1ng ev1dence "If a
person sound]y judges that a certa1n ideology enab]es him to be useful
to his fe]]ow men, it m1ght be rational for’ h1m to suppress certaln
'arguments which fe]] agalnst that,1deology." .
15. Tﬁis is a standard response against Kuhn,‘perhaps‘most influentially
voiced by Scheffler (1967). |
16. DeGre (1970) repeats most of the admonitions which enjbin socio-
logists to back away from matters which are the prope;.domain:of the
epistemologist. Assumi;g a naive form o? the cofrespondence theory of'
truth he adVises fhat‘it is not the function of the sociology of know-
ledge "to pass value judgements aé tolthe-ﬁntrinsic truth, worth, beauty,
“or COmparat?ve value or validity of the thoudht products with which %t
deals" (1970:662). DeGre therefore offers a form of the agnostic stance
as a so}ution of the problem of truth. Chitd (1947) implies a cafefu]
and skebticsl form. of the evaluative sociology of knowledge by positing

a level of "primal” or "biotic" categories with reference to which

competing.know1edge claims can, in principle, be adjudicated.
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17. Johnson (1977:510, 512) has developed an 1nterest1ng variant of

‘ the performative theory for fact language "We must ask not what facts
are, but-'what 'fact' language does ... 'fact' ]anguage ... has the
prlmary linguistic force of expressing certification of the adequacy
of ev1dence !

18. .Lehfer (1974:16) states this connection by considertng the eocial
nature of.epistemolbgical justitication; "If we consider Jjustification
in a social context the justification of knowledge claims need proceed
on]y as long as some claim to knowledge is disputed ... there is no -
reason to suppose that the argument need proceed beyond the point at
which‘agheement is reached." .

19. *Dummett (1959:141), ahong dthers, has reasoned in this way. See
White (1970:101) for further references.

20. - Taylor (i960:82) very cautious]y suggested some yeans ago that

the sociology of knowledge "perhaps” necessitates "some bas1c modifica~ .-
tion of the concept of objectivity." I find this modification to be
ava11ab1e in the thought of Wittgenstein. Thus the concept1on of ob-
Jectivity offered here is taken 1arge1y frdmnthe development of the
ideas of wittgenstein_in the work of Winch (1958:954102) and Hamlyn
(1970: Chapter3 and 5). | |

21. Thus a re]ativist such as.McHugh (1970) by failing to explicitly
note the constra1nts found in human commonalities is left 1n an embarr-
assingly apo]oget1c position when he comes to exd;a1n why knowledge
commun1tTes are not far more dlsparate than they actually are. In the
end (1970:353) he is forced to simply assert "people cou]d take any
Vprocedure as adequate [3 e. could construct private rea11t1eg]<and

each of them could take some different procedure. But they do not."



L L
22. The claim that;relativism is §e1f-defeatiﬁg is so common thaf it is

not necessary to cite parficu]ar ﬁnsfances of it, 'Suffice it-to.say that

it was asserted by Gfunwa]d.in 1934 (reprinted, 1970) in opposition )

to Mannheim and it has recent1y been upheld by Trigg (1978:290).

23. . Bierstedt ( 1971:3) specifica11y cites this ibsuejin connection .' ~
with Russell's work and calls it the "ultimate and unresolvable paradox"

of the sociology of knowledge. | | i
24. 1 have discussed this episede in logical theory in more detail
“and have provided primafy references in quiowski‘(1929b). o

25.  Hookway (1978:29) has for certain technical reasons having to do '
with Tarski's critefion of adequacy for truth definitions deniéd that
tHis procedure for making relativism explicit is admissible. I haye
elsewhere (Kozlowski, 1979a) shown that a more careful reading of
Tarsk{fwill not substantiate his criticisms.

26. See Hollis (19?0}214-220). ’

27. Nielsen (1974) has argued this claim {n greater detail. See A
also Mullick (1975). |

28. See,'forhexample,'wi11er (1971:19): "Perception of order in“
empirical situations is based on the type of system of knowledge used,
and it follows that experience will not ‘contradict it." ' |

29. My fhformqtion of Bagaka’s pafadigm sh{ft is limited to a lengthy
newspaper report (Sullivan, 1974:1, 28). Recent]y‘So]lars (1978)

has considered Baraka's move to Marxism in more detail.

36. Lukgs.has writteﬁ a polemical denunciation of Soviet Marxist '
ideology. The title of the arficle yields some clue-as to the strategy

o

of its content: "The facts close in on the faith" (1966). To an

v
.

jndividua1 who is familiar with denunciations from the other side, i.e.
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Mar*istlhenunﬁiationsléf American capita]ist‘ideq]ogy,,it is striking
to realize that the substant1ve claims and charges made 1n Lukes'

piece could be used/?lmost in the1r ent1rety by the Marx1st by .merely
changIng names; dates and locations e.g. 'Soviet imperialism in Africa’
to 'American imperialism in Vietnam.' | «

31. Rescher‘(]978) w9s recently defended a relativistic account of

phi]osdphicaT‘knggg,v e: There are, he writes, "equé]]y eligible
alternative eva]uéf1ve orientations which underwrite different and
mutually incompatible reso]utions of phi]osophica] issues" (1978'229).
The "ultimate basis" of this k1nd of p]ura11st1c d1sagreement "3

extratheoret1ca1 because it is pretheoretical® (1978.22n).



CHAPTER IX |
PROSPECTS FOR A RELATIVIST SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

c

In fhis fiﬁa].chapter some conceptual and methodo]ogiéa] issues
are discussed which arise from the'philosophicéi remarks offered in the
" preceeding chépter. This discussion is not intended, exiepted ina
‘rather abstract and gepera] way, to be a detailed methodological pro-
.gramme or conceptual framework for research in the sociology of
know]edge.] Rather: the pripary task is. to arrive at some'understénding 
of the re]afion between the philosophical doctrine of relativism and
a brogrammecof reséarcﬁ in the socio]og& of- knowledge.

A primary intention of th%s work has been the development of
a plausible coﬁceptfon of episiemological relativism. The primary
philosophical barrier which must be overcome in this endeavor is
~reconciling relativism with common epistemoioQipa] intuitions and be-
tiefs. Towérds this end, it was'suggested in Chapter VIII that thére
are numerous constrainté which shbu]dube pTated\od-an account of re]a:
tivism so as to sat?sfy some of these intuitions. -More speciffEally,_w
it was shown ‘that the relativist can concede that there are‘pérvas}ve
and anthropologically universal elements in.human cognigion.; It follows
from this that the re]ativjst can retaih some element of the classical
notion of objectfvity and admit that within single methodological do;
mains there exists; a cohmon quy of fécts. It was also asserted that
thé relatﬁvist can account-fof'the change and growth of knowledge by
calling atténtion to conventions embodied in ideal epistemic language.
This strategy woq]d need to be filled out in far more detail in order

to develop a Fu]]y plausible account of relativism. But Chapter VIII

197
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provides at Teast a h1nt of wha; such an account wou]d y1e1d name]y,

‘]98 “.."’.'

a mitigated or—moderate sform of the ph1losoph1ca1 doctr1ne which is
moderatebprec1se1y because it has countered the charges of ant1 re]at1—
v1sts who often react to very radical or car1catured vers1ons of the
doctrine.? L T ’f

A s1m11ar set of d1ff1cu]t1es is encountered when attempt1ng
to 1mp]ement relativilsm as a research programme Here aga1n, common. *
concept1ons of the sort.of research which is perm1ssib1e within ;
re]at1v1st frameworj clash w1th intuitions about the nature of soc1a1
reality and fe]t concept1ons of how soc1o1ogy and sociologists _are
related to that~rea11ty Soc1o]og1ca1 opponents o? re]at1v1sm charge
that . re]at1v1sm can only issue in a highly passivist and conserva- \
tive concept1on of soc1o]ogy wh1ch .embodies mistaken be11efs about

the nature of soc1a1 reality and an 1nadequate conceptlon of the ro]e
which the sociolegist should have in the constltutﬂon and Chang1ng ‘
of social conditions. To take the most common substant1ve comp]a1nt
soc1o]og1ca1 relativism is often found 1ack1ng because it 1s a]leged
to have noplace for the, eth1ca11y rich notion of fa]se consc10usness
There are grounds for charg1ng that relat1v1sm does have these metho-
do1og1ca1 consequences However, the 1ntent10n of the present chapter
is to suggest that the doctr1ne need not have these consequences.

K ,
More spec1f1ca11y, the 1ntent1on 1s‘to demonstrate that re]at1v1sm

can issue in 2 more adequate or fru1tfu1.research programme than some
of the evaluative programmes d1scussed previously. §e1at1vism can
accomplish th1s without sacr1f1c1ng a p]ace for some of the ethlcal
intuitions concern1ng the nature of socio]og1ca1 practice which evalua-

tive stances have typically stressed. ' .
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//// ' This strategy can also be stated by reference to a second in-
/////0 tention of this work, To this point, referehces to Mannheim have been
nearly entife]y Criticalf However, the purpose of the critique of
- Mannheim has been, in effect to save him from his solution to relati-
vism. This so]ut1on has resu]ted in a good deal,of justified criticism
yet too often cr1t1cs have not given suff1c1ent attention to his sub-
K o stantive contr1but1ons which are of a much higher quality than hts
\ philosophicat ruminations concern1ng relativism. However, the cr1t1qUe
offered here a1}ows_for thjs positive content to remain. After strip-
pingiawaylthe contradfctory~Hege11an basis of the solution which is
largely ehtraneous to the histortcist substance of his sociology of
knowledge, we are Teft with a form of relativism, .vAnd showing that.
relativism is a coherent and plausible doctrine allows one to accept
much 5% Mannh;1m s substant1ve ana]ys1s
This suggests that a re]ativist sociology of know1edge has a
¢ good deal to learn from Mannheim. However, it would be mistaken to
suggest that Mannheim's §01ut1on to re]at1v1sm was merely an 1nte11ec-
tual exercise. For, as Kettler (1967, 1975) has established, Mannhe1m
- was acute]y ‘motivated, Qy the political and moral factors associated
with very troub]ed socia]-conditions. It follows that any research
programme which wants.to claim Mannheim as positive intellectual
»preoecessor must:retain a place for se]f-uhderstandingAand practice
<:::i“//Which arises from and is relevant to contempofary political and
social-conditions. ' |
A good dea1 has a]ready been said concerning what sorts of

empirical problems and 3ssues a relativist sociology of know]edge

contagns. In general terms, it has been suggested that the sociology.
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of knowledge should study the constitution, maintenance and change-bf
from an encompassing social context.

}

Some of the more spetific issues that have been suggested are the study

systems of knowledge as‘they.arise

of how knowledge groups react to anomalies, how ‘paradigm shifts' occur,
how and why meaning variance obtains and is eijther obscured or height-
ened among knowledge communities It has also been suggested that the
most characteristic feature of the relativist programme is that the
epistemic standards of the researcher's community are isolated from
the céntext ofldiscovery. This serves to sensitize investigators to
thelpossibility‘that the standards and the conceptual framework of
the group under study'may well be different than those of the investi-
gator's community. It is therefore.descriptions and hypotheses concern-
ing- these aspects of the group under study which are subject to valida~-
tion according to the standards ef the sociological community. This g
distinction between the contexts of diecovery‘and Jjustification has
been much ma]igned for it is associated with the phi]osophy of 1ogica1
pos1t1v1sm However none of the positivist's c1a1ms concerning the
1nsu]at1on of any particular context of Just1f1cat1on from psychological
and socio]ogital study need be accepted here.3 The distinction is
made in order to emphasize-thatﬁa relativist sociology of>know1edge‘
will not typically be concerned to offer epistemic eva]uationé con-
cerning the knowledge claims of the communities under study.

It has a]ready been noted how difficulties can arise from
any:attempt to specify, prior to empinﬁeaj research grounded in the
content of a specific subject matter, a very detailed Set of expee-

tations concerning the conceptual and theoretical structure of the

disciB]ine. -It will be enough therefore to specify some of the

-
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empirtcal problems suggested by the philosophical positions whith
underwrite relativism. This strategy shall be in force for most of the
remainder of the chapter. It is imﬁ]emented, however, with attention
given to some of the difficulties and compiexities which-are ]1ke1y to
be encountered in a soc1o]og1ca1 implementation of relativism.

First some attention must be given to the concept of "knowledge
community".“fThe term has been employed throughout the work without
any exp]isatién but this is justifieq for the_p&i]osophica] purposes
which it has served-stnce the nbtion has-a fair degree of intuitive
clarity. Howeter, this clarity quickly s]ipé away in the face of what
"would be a primary research task, namely, the identification and-de-
marcatipn of know]edgé communitiés.

rThis task could be achieved in two ways. The first, and
perhaps more straightforward, would be the identification- of know]edge
communities by reference to the groups of persons\Qﬁo constitute them.
The second would be by reference to the systems of knowledge which
constitute them.l This distinction has affinities to Masterman's (1970)
conceptual analysis of the notion of paradigm. She a]sp distinguishes
paradigms as communities of scientists as opposed to paradigms as
cognitive entities._‘Again; how these dimensfons are utilized in actual
research should not be prescribed prior to research. Hoﬁ%ver there
are two issues apart from the ex1genc1es of any part1cu]ar research -
” project which the concept does raise. //4'

F1rst the concept of knowledge commun1ty 1ends a significant
degree of un1ty to the discipline. That is to say, 1t a110ws fon any

s

discernable group of 1nd1v1duals to be treated as a knowledged commun1ty

Evaluatively mot1vated programmes have often den1ed themselves this |

Q
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unity by allegiance to a comp]ex of ¥r1or normat1ve assumpt1ons regarding
what know]edge must be. Thus there. has ben much superfluous debate
over whether the sociology of knowledge is rea11y a soc1o]ogy of ‘intel-
lectuals or whether studying political knowledge claims is really the
study of ideological distortion. By adopting the concept of knowledge
'cohmunity as fundamental or primitive, attention is drawn to the rela-
tivist commitment_fo a natura]istie approach to knowledge. The-approach
is naturalistic in the sense that it seeks to understand how and
for What purposes groups of indivﬁduais construct knowledge and the
ways which their existence as a group is reflected in that knowledge.
This naturalistic strategy, among other advantages, allows for a com-
parative study of the”standards and content of knowledge and knowledge
communities the terms of which are not given in advance by the evalua-
tive categerfes of the investigator. Indeed, it was the need for this
sort of comparative study that originally led Mannheim to call for
conceptual unity in the study of cognitiye products:‘

Our first task, then, is to evolve concepts applicable

(1ike a co-ordinate system) to every sphere of cultural

activity alike — concepts making it possible to ask

meaningful questions regarding art as well as literature,

philosophy as well as political 1deo1ogy, and so on

(1952a:74).
The claim made here is that‘the concept\of a know]edge comnunity fulfils
Mannheim's'requirement. It suggests that the sociology of knowledge is
not the highly circumscribed sub-discipline which it is often thought
to be. In short, any commﬁeity can be studied as a'knowledge community.

The second issue connected with the congept qf knowledge

community is that its use would neEessari]y be somewhat arbitrary or. .

involve a good deal of idealization. This problem is entailed by the
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conceptua] understanding of rélativism deve]oped earlier. This under-
lstanding included the recognition of humanly universal elements of .
cognition and hencevsome wide scale sharing of epistemic standards.

By admitting this,~it follows that there is a sense in which all hUmgps
and especially groups of humans united by a 51ngie cu]ture constitute’
a single knowledge community And this is the case in terms of

.

both

ions of the conceptﬁname]y, human individua]s and systems
of Knowledge. However, to speak metaphorically, if there is a common
web ¢f beliefs, it sti]] remains that discrete groups either develop
value certain areas of that web to the exclusion of others or
develop discrete systems of beliefs as accretions to that common web .-
It is theretoreviargely a matter of research interests which
determine the boundaries which sociologists will attempt to demarcate
when“they locate khow]edge communities for study.. For example, tHR
phenomenological approach in the sociology of know]edge might be under-
stood to have dec1ded to demarcate a sipgle know]edge community via
pervasive elements of human cognition and epistemic significance. 4
Their “11fe world" therefore is the encompassing web of beliefs men-
tioned above. In contrast, a relativist socio]ogy of know]edge can
be understood as wishing to 1oiste‘far more isolated or discrete
knowledge communities by reference to systems ofitheoretical knowledge
- or elements of political or professional ideoiogies.‘ The research

motivations associated with relativism seek to emphasize the particular

or distinguishing elements of the epistemic and conceptual standards

which characterize e discrete know]edge communities This set of
motivations should_no obscure.to the relativist the recognition that

such discrete communities also have links to a more pervasive or even

Ity
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universal knowledge community It is this recogn1t1on which forces

the re]at1v1st to concede that a demarcat1on of know]edge commun1t1es

“which he1ghtens the potential for relativistic and conf11ctua1 ana1ys1s,

also 1nv01ves a 1arge element of 1dea112at1on or even arb}trary impo- .,

sition of boundar1es.

Of course the degree of epistemic fragmentation in the subject

matter will set tolerance Tevels for a'warranted degree of idealization.

e

’However, it is important for the sociological relativist to recognize
that there is this element of idealization and that it follows from
this that theknowledge communities so identif}ed'are not seamless.

That s, they are not impervioué to Criticism-by reference to the

epistemic standards and knpw]edge given 1n the more pervas1ve know]edge

commun1t1es of which they are a part. Moreover, the relat1v1st must
recognize that such cr1t1éhsm~can\1eg1timate1y,proceed either inter-
nally by members of a oartiéh]ar communfty or'externa]1y by indivi-

duals who have -some interest in the_cognftive revision‘of.that com- -
S munity. _ | |
Introducing the element of criticism is somewhat premature:

That is, it can only be seen in perspective after the descriptfve

aspect of the relativist programme is discussed. Hoﬁever,'these last
. “ B . lf,‘ .

— N o

two'sentenceé have in;roduced the two key te*mS'necessary for under-

_stand1ng the procedures and resu1ts of a re1ativ1st sociology of

know]edge They are “descrlpt1ve" and "rev1s1onary" ana1y31s These :

notions are taken from Strawson (1959) who uses them to d1st1ngu1sh
metaphysical methods of analysis. Descr1pt1ve analysis, accord1ng to
Strawson, 'is content to. describe the: actua1 structure of our: thought

ahout the world" whlle rev1s1onary analys1s "1s concerned to produce

Y C : 204 RN
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a bettér struéﬁure" (1959:9). 'Suitably P?oadened and explicated this
m distfnction can yield important 1nsights'as to the nature of a relati-
" vistic soCiolbgy of knowledge. iy ‘  ' o ' | ~ ?F‘
To exp]icate.the nature of deséribtive ana]ysis’would be to

produce and impTement a f&i] scale account of methodology. This

account raises 1arge and 1mportant questions. HoWever," their detailed
analysis is c1ear1y beyond the scope of the present work Suffice it

to say that the genera] strategy of descr1pt1ve analysis wou]d be to

seek out the know]edge claims of the communi ty under study and then

make 1nferences from these claims back to the conceptua]-and epistemic
sténdards which support t_hem.5 A simple example of this‘pfocegs'has

‘been offered in my spécu]ation~concerning an aspect of the conceptual

structure of.the upper c1ass Ecuadorians in Chapter VI. That example

also illustrates some further salient aspects of descr1pt1ve analysis. -
'Namely, that the ana1yst must proffer a certa1n degree of benevo]ence

in making assumpt1ons about the th1nk1ng of the commun1ty under study.-

It was implicitly assumed that the Ecuadorians do not. engage in bld-

tant forms of self<deception or self- contrad1ct1on and that the1r

thought ‘exhibits a.h1gh degree Of internal coherence and validity.

Indeed, this pr1nc1p1e of benevo1ence is very fevea]ing of an |

element of conservatism which d1st1ngu1shes the re]at1v1st sociology of
‘knowledge from the more obstreperous 'debunk1ng spnﬂt‘t assoc1ated with

eva]uat1ve programmes.
€

In essence, descr1ptive analysis would be concerned to identify
how -members of knowledge éommun1t1es actually do th1nk and construct
,and,eXtend their:knowledge; However, it would berf great importance

for a relativist research programme to identify and describé how certain
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_ knowrdge communities or sect1ons of knowledge commumtTes abuse
recognized and standard reasoning processes (that is, recognlzed and
standard for that commun1ty) so as to either come to hold false be]iefsd
themse]yes'or in order to pass false be]iefs on to those over whom
they h;;e epistemic achority.' Introducing a provision for analysis of
ébuse.of recognized_standards of reasoning and heﬁce false beliefs is
a way of reconciling relativism wich the undenieble ebservation that
persons often do have false be]1efs or dece1ve others into accept1ng
them. In contrast, it has often been thought that relativism pre-
cludes this sort of research interest. However, relativism certainly
contains no conceptual impediments %6 such interests although it
enjoins the ana]jst to be quite cautious as to their identification.
This point will be e1aborated be1ow.

Beyond these general methqdo]ogica1 directives, ﬁot much more
of a descriptive methodology can be discussed. It might be suggested
that situationsvﬁhere 1earnin§ or debate takes place as well as situa-
tions where'know1edge C]aims are va]%dated; extended or rejected Qi]T
be esbecially important in making the sort of inferences desired by
descriptive analysis. In.addicion, the purposes of the practice and |
existence of knowledge with reference to a particular knowledge com-
munity and its‘SOcia1 context will also be of primary interest. \

The idea of a descriptive sociology of know]edge ha}bours'a
potential misunderstanding. Presumedly descriptive analysis would'not
issue in a mere description of the epistemic structure and functioning
~of a know]edgefcommUnity‘as it would appear in the descrfptiOn'of an
ideally situated informent.. In ather words, a describtive pfogramme

would not be concerned to merely reproduce the account which a knowledge
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community offers of itself. Rather, there would be a good deal of

-

redescription i; the content of mature re]ativisti; accounts of know-
1edge communities.. This redescription wqulé proce;d in term; of both av
relativist epistemology and the substahtjve findings of the sociology

ef knowledge. Consider a cdnnunity which c1a{ms to produce knowledge

of absolute truths which bear no relation at all to their social struc-

/

ture’ and interests. In this case, redescription might proceed by

showing the ways in which their supéosed]y'ébsolute truths were actually |
relative and also in showihg how the content of thbse claims did, in

, fact, reflect and promote tﬁeir particular social interesfs. Thus the
brimary force of calling a relativistic sociology of know]édge;a des-

vcriptive programme is that it seeks to elucidate in sociological terms
the standards, concepts and self-understanding of the subject tommunity
which are actua]]y'in use in that community. Acknowiedging that this
might we]} involve redesgriptioﬁ in the sense explained does not deFract

"from the relativistic presuppositions. of descriptive analysis. " ¢

The notion 6f redescription provides convenient access to a
properly re]ativistic appraisal of the eva]dative'sociology of know-

" ledge. Within the framework devqiﬁpedvhere; evaluative programmes can
be'understood via redescription as attempts at kevisionany ana]yéis,
ProponentsAof eva{bative programmes claim to have access‘to universal
or absolute standards‘gf va]idiﬁy and ?;Em-this standpoint claim to show
that the knowledge of the communities Under‘studyvis false or otﬁerWise
Timited. However,uif such an evaluative soéio]ogical commuhity were
the object of a socio]Ogical analysis by a relativist community, their

g
analytic efforts wou]d be redescribed as revisionary in gn‘interventionist N

» v . . ( o o : _(:ﬁ
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way. More specifically, they would be shoun te be engaged in a promotion
of their étandargs and content‘of thought to the canmunity under-study.
In a sense therefore, they can be understood to be mak1ng a 1arge1y
mora] claim: ‘Our way of reasoning and our beliefs are better than
your's; you should adopt them'. '

Why is thi; kind of redeécription of the evaluative programme
important? First, it is a way of being cohsi%tent in ‘terms of theqz
reflexive self-understanding achieved in the relativist programme. Thus,
the re]ativﬁet cannot consistently claim that the(yarious forms of the

evaluative programme are false or incoherent in any straightforward sense.

judicated was a fiction adopted in Part Two for

b 4
er, a consistent implementation of the kind

That they could be s
purposes of debate.
of self-understanding sketched at the end of Chapter VIII demands that
this fiction be recognlzed as ‘such. Still the terms and 1ntent1ons of
the evaluative programme are inadmissib]e in a relativist Jhderstanding
of these kinds of programme%. Therefore, the redescription provided
for by the notion of revisionary analysis yields a consistent relati-
vist understanding of the evaluative sociology of knowledge.
Redescription of.the evaluative programme in terms of thejr
primary interest in revisionary analysis is important for a second
reason. It c]ar1f1es the status of rev1s1onary ana]ys1s as-a techn1que*
in a relativist sociology of knowledge. Re]at1v1sm has often been
thought to preclude efforts at what is here called revisionary analysis
by virtue of its stress on the internal generat1on of ep1stem1c func-
t1ons.6 However, the understanding of - relativism deve]oped above im-
poses no conceptual impediments to an inclusion of rev1s1onary analysis '

within a re]at1v1st programme. Important]y, it is conceded that there
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are pervasive aspects and standards of cognition and that there is an
ideal epistemic 1anguage which can be implemented in either an intra-
or inter-know]edge community context which is, in part, the vehicle by
which these standards ane fmplemented.’ It is denied, of course, that
such standards are or could be dec151ve with regard ta the ad3ud1cat1on
of any system of knowledge. But they do contr1bute an, 1mportant com-
ponent in understanding the nature of inter-knowledge commun1ty dis-
course and cr1t1c1y‘

%he relativist will still insist on one important constraint
on revisionary analysis. Namely, that it must be preceeded by and thus
_.rema1n 1mportént1y dependent on descr1pt7ve ana]ys1s As a matter of .
B methodological rigou and even ethicat proprlety, if soc1o]og1sts wish -a
to intervene and promote a new way of th1nk1ng or a new content of know-

ledge, then they should be clear as to what standards and content are

N

actua]Ty in use in the target community. Using'somewhat different
terms, it is commonly thought thatk1nterpret)ve soc1a1 science and cri-
‘t1ca1 social science which incorporates the idea of revo]ut1onary prac-
tice are highly distinct enterprises (e.g. Ryan, ]970:162f). However,v
the argument which is suggested here is that revo]utionafyvpractice,

or revisionary analysis, would require a foundation in careful inter-
pretive or descriptive ane1ysis. "The re]ativistbwi11 still criticize the
imposition of evaluative judgements on knowledge communities which

have not been carefully studied. And it is this kind of imposition
which is too characteristic of revisionary ana]ysié in the sociology

of knowledge. | | |

-The relativist will also contend that the decision to engage in

revisionary ana]ys1s and 1ntervent1on will be one cond1t1oned by largely
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' moral considerations. This follows from denying that such analysis has
recourse to absolute standards of knowledge and validity and hence from

the recognition thationly the structure of an internally generated

moral and epistemic commitment to the standards that are held by. the .
evaluator can justify revisionary ana]ysis.? : ' j;{é"
. : BN

This contention‘that;the implementation of revisionary practice
in the soc%o]égy of knowledge relies on a framework of moral commitmeht
rather than epistemic certitude.suggests that the relativist must c]gfiky
the ethical content of his own progfamme. A committea relativist pro-
gramme would be far less prone to sanction;revisionary analysis than
the evaluative programmes discussea previously. This has, of course,
led to the common charge that relativism contains hi§h1y conserVativé

political and ethical foundations.8

While there {E some basis for this
aésertioh, perhaps a more ‘plausible connection could be made between |
relativism and the political theory ;f 1iﬁera1 pluralism. This position
claims, in genera],_that.the greatest good arises from the ;1ash'and
evéntua] resultant progress of competing political groups working
within a general framework of common values. A]thou@h this position
" would need a great deal more support, it can pe sUggesEgd that relati-
vism is the épis£?m01Ogy of po]itical'piuggjism. For this reason, the
relativist sqéioTogy of knowledge takes 1é§-p]ace alongside bourgeois
political sciencé as the analyst of epistemic b]ura]isﬁ.and conflict.
These remarks can be tentatively takén as showing that a
so;iology of knowledge based on a ré]at'vist epiétemo]ogy may still,

4

ithout loss of consistency, engage in forms of interventionist socio-
' :

logical practice. I havé“shown that the justificétion'for such practice

ig/}ﬁ be found in moral considerations rather than claims of epistemic
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'v'abso1uteness. The ﬁitigatioh of epistemic relativity by reliance on

the relativity of mofal values ‘may not be entire]y,reqssufing. “However,
the claim here:is not that revisionary analysis ielehiy‘jdstiﬁfable
through moral doheidérations; Rather, the claim is that it always has
at least some basis in such cons1derat1ons . This implies that there

| may be phenomena that charecter1ze knowledge communities or parts of
know1edge eommunities‘thatidan justify interventionist practice with .

a high degree of certifdéexﬂ Such a phenomenon may be that of false
consciousnese. Y ‘

It has often been aFQUed that a relativist socidiogy of know-
ledge excludes the concept of false consc{ousness‘from its conceptual
‘apparatus (e.q. ;§9Ja’ 1975: 62) However, once aga]n, g1ven the form
of re]at1v1sm prev1ous1y adopted there are no conceptua] barr1ers to
retaining some sense for this notion a]thgugh.that sense may be suffi-
ciently distinct from the concept's traditiona; sense so as to make it

: mis—]eeding to retain the term.

> ©

One application of the concebt would be in situations where
' ode segment of a-knowledge community holds a significant number and
degree of false beliefs. Tﬁese beliefs would of tourse have to be fafee
_ ﬁeli;;::/ég/kﬁeﬁ;bisfémic&standards which are held in common by those
who he be]iefs and those who have developed them‘ These s1tua-_
tions would most 11ke1y arise in stratified know]edge comnunities in
‘which there 1s a po]1t1ca1 andhence epistemic elite who for purposes
of po]1t1ca1 exped1ency, have systemat1ca]Jy perverted recognized stan-
" dard$ of knowledge and validation procedures in order to develop and
inculcate a body of false beliefs.

-4

A Timiting case of sucﬁ a community might be the one depicted
_ ( I -
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by Orwell in 1984. There it was precisely because there existed a body

of epistemic<standards that the elite was required to go to such great
P . \ . .
lengths to deve]op‘a large system of false beliefs. An actual 9ase of

this sort of false c'nsc1ousnes§ wou1d be the knoy*édge community con-

stituted by American society d 4hng the Vietnam era.

A more dj ffoult[fgrm ‘.f_he concept, and one which is perhaps

s

closer to its traditional content, could be applied to those sttuations
where there was a significant degree of collective forms ‘of seﬂf—decep-

tion. The'concept of self-deception itself is a difficult one to apply.

But it does possess a common core of meaning which points to aspects

of 1ncons1stency or contrad1ct1on e1ther among pairs’ of Qe11efs or with- -
in aspects of ent1re systems of - know]edge or arising from membersh1p i
in a p]ura]1ty of contradictory know]edge commun1t1es The ]984 society '
would const1tute a limiting case of this sort of fa]se consc1ousness
The know]edge commun1t1es fonst1tuted by women: a]so have often been )
characterized as ho]d1ng inconsistent if not contrad1ctory beliefs con-
cerning concepts of persona] deve]opment and social worth. The last.
condition mentioned above is intended to cover perhaps the empirically
more 1tke1y cases such as the Flat Earth Society. If it could be shown
that this know]edge communlty and those like it part1qdpate in s1gn1-
ficant ways in éur contemporary sc1ent1f1c know]edge commun1ty, then
app]1cat1on of the concept of fa]se consciousness to their members
may well be warranted. ! ‘ : o ,

| This is of course a very genera] approach to the prob]em but
1t is to be hoped that it at ]east points to some of the comp]ex1t1es‘ a

4
ipvolved in implementing a relativist epistemology as‘a ‘research pPOi

3

gramme, In summary; there is nothing contained in that epistemology -
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which precludes that persons abuse recognized standgrds of reasoning

and evidence, or that persons hold a 1argeﬁnumber of false beliefs, or

that there are systematic aspects of inconsistency in systems of be]iéfs.

What a relativist epistemology does require ismthaélcareful intefﬁél

analysis of knowledge communities be accoﬁp]ished Sefore judgements of

false consciousness are proffered. The relativist might therefore “

expect to find this phenomenon far more rarely than is the éase in

evaluative versions of the discipline. Howéve}, once it is identified, -

a relativist epistemology does not hinder interventionist practice by

socfologﬁsts who either con§ider themselves as part of tﬁe community

undér study or those who have primary allegiance to an external communityl
To this point,uit has been suggested that a relativist socio-

logy of knowledge encounters ho’conchtqal barriers in.attempting to

account for and to ehgage in forms of socio]ogicg] practice which are

interventionist in éharacter. This has been a paﬁtia]'fu1f1]1ment of

the intention, stated at the beginning Sf the chapter, to account for

in relativist terms, certain beliefs concerning the moral character

of the sociological enterprise and certain common sense be]iéfs‘aboﬁt

the standards and empirical nature of beliefs. o

| ‘A relativist sociology of knowledge dpes no; stand in blatant

- opposition to these beliefs but rather adopts a caufious or conserva-

tiQé attiﬁyde~toward-them. However, the relativist does stii].wishlto

o

e et n . . ‘
maintain that a re]at1v1st epistemology is ;onduc1ve to the construc-

~,

tion of a stronge;\qnalytica1 framework which could support more
. ] \»\ : ' s
interesting research gfforts, This claim can be' supported by suggesting
that relativism i§‘combatib]e, in a way that evaluative approaches are ’ }jﬁ&\
o . {

. not, with the analogical extension of traditional sociological concepts
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to the g&éﬁy of knowledge and knowledge coﬁmunities.

An exahp]e of such an extension can be p}ovided by considering
the terms under which a conflict perspective might be imb]eménted in
the discipiine. In his rela¢ivist stance, Mannheim originally estab-
lished the importance of understanding how “competition" which has
roots in the more general phenoﬁenon of .societal conflict is of funda-

mental importance in understanding how sosio-po]itica] know]edge is
| constituted. He was concgrned to show how "even the categorical appara-
tus of thinking has become socially and po]itiéa]]y differentiated as
“the result o% competition at the stage of concentration” (1971c:250:-251).
A relativist sociology of knowledge would be concerned to(;nderstana

how political conflict is reflected in both scientific and ideological
knowledge and th’political positions aEe partially constitutive of ;hat
knowledge. Even wfthin realms of know]édge not directly oriented %o
po]ifica] concerns, the metaphors of conflict and political utility

could be very powerful in understanding how knowledge communities pro-
mote and reproduce themselves. |

It is beyénd the scope of the present work to suggest how such .
concepts might be implemented in more detail. It is significantﬂhowevek,
thatysuch ana]ogica] extension.is not;as compatible within certain
eva]uafive programmes.9 One réason for this is that they cannot® reflex-
ively apply political metaphors to their own knowledge. Since they are
committed to certain'nofmative epistemologicq] features which do not -
sanction the qonstitutitive role of social existence in‘knowledge; con-

cepts and metashors whiqh call attention to this phenomerion are inad-

missible in a reflexive understanding of the evaluative programme.

This s another face to the problems which self-exemption from
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relativism or social constitution.of knowledge poses, but it is one
which has methodological conseduences. These consequences are that

if political knowledge is viewed in a conflict perspectivé, the terms
Aof the analysis are given in advance by the evaluative categories of -
.the atcepted epistemology. Those rea]%s in whicﬁ disagreeménts and
conflicts in beliefs are easily recognizab]e aie accounted for by'
assuming that the bqsié of such conflict must be largely 'nbn-Cdghitive'

in character. Conflicting knowledge communities are therefore those

which typically allow such 'non-cognitive' factors to 'distort' their -

- o

beliefs. Evaluative programmes are theréfore prone to the bg]ief that,
to the extent that such factors can be_insﬁ]ated from the construction
of beliefs, those beliefs will be true. in contrast, the relativist
can again call upon Mannheimian insights to cbntend'that the link bet-
ween éocia1 existence and social cbnscibusness is too close to warrant.
the viabi]ity of theée expectations WhiCh are taken over f#om tradi—o
tional epistemologies. —GiVen this basis, ;he relativist cdu]d show
how irreducible epistemic conflict ensues from irreducible socio-
political éénf]ict. The relativist is tﬁeﬁefore in a far better posi-
tion to.account'for epistemic conf]icf. -
| In conclusion, the aim of this chapfer has been to suggest‘thét
a relativist sociology of knowledge cén incorporate at least somé,of
the content of the classical impulse which has traditionally motivated
the discipline. This aim of reconci]iation'a1so_characterizes the
'account of re]ativism_offergd in Chapter VIII: Tbgether, these two
chapters have attempted to‘dffer-a relativistic perspective which is

consistent with the existence of épistemologicaT conflict and consensus

and therefore of inteijectua] fragmentation and dia]ogue.

kY
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The doctrine of relativism is often rejected because it has
been simplistically or inadequafe]y‘defended, It is to be hoped that
the account of relativism offered above can escape rejection on the
bésis of this kind of féi]ure. At a deeper level however, relativism
is often rejected because it challenges felt conceptions of the nature
and of the duties of intellectual discourse. This rejection is based
not only on perceived conceptual or gmpirica] inadequacies ih a
statement of relativism but also oﬁ the ‘intolerable intellectual and’
moral consequences which the doctrine is alleged fo entail. It is
argued that, if relativism is a correct view'of knowledge and if social
.'and political conflict arée reflected in irreconcilable epistemo1ogicé]
Conf]ict,othen intellectuals are restricted to merely document and

sociologically exp]icate the world vigw and socially motivated basis

’

of such conflict.

This result is taken to be into]érab]e., It countenances an
evasioﬁ of the intellectual duty of mutual dialogue among pe rsons who
are committed to the truth of their knowledge claims and who aim-to
extend or modify those claims by testing them against the conflicting
views of others. A relativist socio]ogy of knowledge is said to reject
the possibility of rational criticism and dia]ogﬁe among beliefs bé-
cause it claims that there is, at best, only an illusory basis for such
intellectual activities. |

| It was asserted above, however, that the statement of relatif
vism offered in Chapter VIII Cquld account for intellectual dié1ogue;
The suggestibn was that there gre a set of trans—cuTtura] and trans-
world view human commpné]ities‘wﬁich, to an extent to be discTosed'by

empirical inyestigatfbn; allow for mutual understanding and comparison —
. B : }
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of beliefs. It is these commonalities which support the sociaﬁy ‘ “
negotiated and maintained standards Which méke debate and communicetion
possib]e when beliefs and theories clash.j.Negotiated or mundanely
~available elements of this sort generally include shared rules and -
standards of intellectual debate sucb'as consistency, coherence and
empirical p]ausfbi]ity as we%] as elements to be found in shared or
overlapping world views. On this basis, theses canAbe_offered, debate
and criticism can ensue, and;'finally; errors can be pointed out ahd
admitted to.

~ The reletivist sociology of knowledge can ithhis way accom-
modate this normative function of intellectual discourse.  However it
can acco&nt for, in a way which absolutist epistemologies cannot, the
undeniable fragility of such discobrse. Debates in;olving theories or
world views thch are relative to highly dfsparate'socia] foundations
are often severely threatened by disruptton. This is an occﬁrrence
- to which a relativist sociology of knowledge is acuteiy sensittve but
which eitherembarrdSSESabo]utist sociologies of know]edge_or,'more
qften, induces their proponents to apply their strategic concept of
false consciousqess.

:Jhis fragi]ity~certain1y entei]s*no moral or epistemological
imperative in re]atfvism,which‘prohibits this‘discursfve engagemerit- of
those who support radically opposed knowledge claims. It isfa disturbing.
fact however, that such engagement w111 often result in debate whlch
becomes sta]emated and arouses 1ntense emot1ons Here errors which
are obv1ous to some will not be to others and concepts which have c]ear
application for some will be denled app]ncatlon by others. At such :

times, it may well be prbfitab1é to cease evaluative ‘analysis of the
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,conf]1ct1ng know]edge c]aims and¢ e1ther cont1nue w1th the aid .of the

soc1o]ogy of knowledge or lapse 1nto s11ence

Wegsehen sei meine einzige Verneinung!
Nietzsche

Die'ffqﬁ1iche Wissenschaft (276)
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‘Notes to Chapter IX

1; Although attempts to develop, brior to the practice of research,
detailed conceotua1 frameworks and theoretical eXpectations'are not
wtthout merit, significant and integrative results of this sort*can
.'onhy emerge in cyc]ica1.fashion_from.sustained research efforts. Since
’the conception of thié work has not'been‘directed to a cycle of theory
and research, I feel justified tn being highly programmatic in'these
remarks ip the text. ‘It is interesting to note however, that this»

kind of 1ntegrat1on of theory, res:arch, and a deta11ed methodo]og1ca1 :
programme is crysta11z1ng round a Kuhn1an sociology of know]edge
Immershine (1977) has, against the background of his own and’others
research, attempted to develop a quite‘detai1éd methodologtcal Strategy :
.in terms of what he cails "ethnoparadfgm'ana1ys15" But one may ques-
't1on .whether h1s very close adherence to Kuhnian categor1es and theo—
retical expectat1on5'resu1ts in too rigid a methodo]ogy. This point
wou]d have to be argued in more- deta1] than can be offered here but

one can 1mmed1ate1y quest1on h1s hypothes1s that anoma11es can on]y

vbe accounted for as "the resu]t of rule v1o1at1ons under the current
parad1gm" or that a parad1gm community has recourse to no “prescr1bed

- or prescribable cr1ter1a" beyond "emp1r1ca1 success or failure" when
they are cons1der1ng a sh1ft to a new paradlgm (1977:30, 31). )The

point that cou]d be argued is whether Immershein is deve]oping a set

of methodological guidelines as he claims to do or a set of ad hoc gp
theoretical hypotheses by reasoning too c]ose]y in,%erﬁs}of the frame-
work which Kuhn has offered for understanding natura]“Sctence;' In any

case, a Kuhnian inspired sociology o?.know1edge clearly has close
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aff1n1t1es to the view of the d1sc1p]1ne offered here. However, I -have
tr1ed to respond to the broader ph1losoph1ca1 movement of which Kuhn is .
a part. | ‘ v
2. It may well be that a re]ativist.sociology of knowledge cou]d be
- viable on even a far weaker form of philosophical relativism than
| that offered in Chapter VIII. For example, Doppe]t (1978) has recon-
structed Kuhn's relativism in a highly attenUated'manner. On this
freading Kuhn's results support only "a short-run relativism" concernfng
scientific knowledge .and rationality. Paradigm shifts are said to
- involve on]y a relativism with regard to research interests and prob-
1ems. In short Doppelt's relativism does not extend to 1ntr1ns1ca11y
epistemological or onto]og1ca1 matters , . .

3. This was Hans Re1chenbach s prec1se c}aim; He'was also the origi-
- nator of the distinction (193gz7f)r

4, nGiven the oonsensus that characterizes the know]edge communfty
demarcated by the phenomeno]og1ca1 approach, Ro]and (]972 76) seems.
.clearly incorrect 1n ma1nta1n1ng that "this type of sociology of
knowledge is far more 'threaten1ng to the social order than the ;
'class1ca1 sociology of know]edge'which dea]t with ideologies ... and
we1tanschauung " Indeed, it 1s far from clear why exp1a1n1ng how peo-v
" ple learn to fol1ow train schedules or find med1ca1 help to (perhaps
unfa1r1y) single out two of Berger and Luckman S more mundane interests
is threatenlng to soc1a] ‘order or any of the powerful groups w1th1n it.
On the _other hand, show1ng that. the know]edge of those groups is
dimited because-1t is relative to their part]tu]ar interests is far f'

more threaten1ng to the claims that such groups typically make for

their know]edge Schm1dt (1978: 97f) is therefore correct in c1a1m1ng
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thao the phenomenological programme ‘has lost all aspects of the: "emanci-
oatory intentions" of the c]assiéal socio]ogy of know]edge

5. I have adopted this manner of stating the methodo]og1ca] strategy of’
descr1pt1ve analysis from Harman (1973) who reasons that the ph11oso-,
phical study of inductive inference can best proceed by understanding
~how people do in f;;t arrive |t justified inferential knowledge claims.
6. Thus Jarvie (1970:232) charges that under the terms of Winchian
re]ativism “cross-cultural va]ue judgements wi]]vaIWays be mfsjudgements
— andvtherefore should be\aVoided — because there is no ianguage game
- in which cross-cultural value-judgements could be legitimate moves "

7. Berger and Pullberg 1n the1r 1mportant paper "Reification and the
sociological critique of consciousness" (]965) seem to go some way
toward this c]ain. They qistinguish their use of'the'eva1oative cate-

gories of reification and false consciousness from their standard

Marxjst usage. On this basis they say that "just because of its social

functionality, reification is a cross-cu]fura] and historica]]y re-
current phenomenon“ (1965:208). They therefore suggest that'some rei-
fication and.hence aspects of false consciousness "constitutes the

de facto reafity'of most socio-historical situations." GiQen the
pervasi&enesS”bf the phenomenon and its likely existence in the poten-
tially-eva1uative commdnity, it can be suggested (a1£hough these-authors
do‘not exp11c1t1y do s0) that the decision to 1ntervene aga1nst the
false consc1ousness of another communlty 1nv01ves an aspect of mora]

' comm1tment on the part of the eva]uators and not the c1a1m°that the
eva]uatorAs themselves have an,apsolute1y’de-reified or true conscious—

ness.

o

1
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8. Two authers have thus shown affinities between wittgensteinian
relativism and the political theory of Burke (Nalsh, 1963: 131 and .
Pitkin, 1972:8). However retlcence to intervene can support what is
now taken to be a liberal att1tude ‘towards a11en and primitive society.
Winch has commented on the proselytizing impulse of certain re11glous
groups in such societies: "... this is a way of thinking which I
wouldn't support at all ... I am not genera]]y in favour of m1ss1onary
activities“'(c1ted in Gellner, 1973:77n).
9. I am trying here to deve]op some\sugges@ions.made a]ong-these
lines by Martins (1972:56) in a slighltly different context. He seems
sympathetic to some form of relativism and contends from this perspec-
tive that “there seems no reaSon to take the view that conflict must
necessarily stem from 1gnorance or error and be epiStemically cont1n-

gent or redundant."
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