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. ABSTRACT

‘The purpose of this thesis was to examine the relations"
betWeen the languages of science and the status of knowledge
claims in Sociology}'In particoiar,-we have investigated the

degree of variation between alternativée sets offcrite:ia_for'

the certification ofvpropositiohai_etétemente éé'either fact-
: : T v Co ) AR
’ ual:(empiriea;) or'theoretical.;,Towerds‘this'eod}_we have
‘eoh;truoted,a;tjpologyAofwthefalternative setsof:ceftifiea—e
ption'erite;ia.ahd havezée;onstteted'th.theY-Euoqtioo°ae
:ules‘of.evidence Qithin’5lternetiveimodei5‘of soiehtific~
'discooree. Thus,vfrom an 1dea11eed model of ianguage usage,
the blnaty language - model of e01ent1f1c dlseourse, we have
”vdetiyed'two basic logical tariations:'anpobeervational re;.
hdhctionist'model'ofpscieotific‘diSoouree aﬁd a theoretical .
redﬁctionist‘hodel of'sciehtifiq-disooutée:‘_ | | |
’It has been furthetiSthh.that‘these:tWOhredoctiohiet
‘yetiatiohe of.the;bihary ianguage'ﬁodei of scientiféehdieei'
,course'mhderiie.competingprogremmee for thelérowth of'o
sciéntifi.c'knowiédgé‘.' :"I'hi'.lsv the origineil'log‘ic.agi-empifiei-s‘t
ptogramme for a unlfled science, as well as the Kuhnian pro—o"
‘gramme for paradlgm closure, together presuppose an observaqj::
.‘tlonal reductlonlst modei of sc1ent1fic-discoorse. Alter--vb

;natlvely, the phenomenologlcal programme for the relat1v1sa4’

tion of sc1ent1f1c languages,'as well as the neo-crxtlcal ra- .

iv



-, .

¢

'ztionalist'programme for'theoretical pluralism, together pre-~

o

. Suppose a.tﬁeoretioal reductionist model of scientific dis-

course.
It has been concluded that neither of the reductlonlst
’ varlat ons . of the blnary language model presents a- satlsfact—

ory model of sc1ent1f1c dlSCOUISQ : Instead ‘a dlalectlcal

o

model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse has been formulated with refer-

LI \"

ence to examples drawn from crltlcal hermaneutlcs and a re-
1ated programme for the COmplementarlty of blnary language'

has also been suggested k }1 _ "': — e

£
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-~ / _ CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
SR IR o IR e
Problem - o . \§ |
‘hThe'relationship,ofilanguage to knowledge}cla ms has_

recelved 1nsuff1C1ent attentlon in the llterature of theore-ﬁ_h.~

‘tlcal Socrology Such'attention aS'has-been paid.to this'l

-problem has 1nvar1ably c01nc1ded w1th the broader development
of these issues in the nelghbourlng dlsc1p11nes of phllosophy

of sc1ence and eplstemology.‘ Thus for example the early

,”.‘prEgramme of the loglcal emp1r1c1'ts for the loglcal recon—

structlon of the foundatlons,of sc, ntlflc dlscourse was de—

veloped 1nto a correspondlng legacy of loglcal emp1r1c1sm in
"Soc1ology by such wrlters as Lundberg (1939) and Aetterberg
.f‘(l954) Slmllarly, the later wrltlngs of W1ttgenste1n (1953),

¢

hllwhlch lald a ba51s for the subsequent development of the analy—'

L

.t1c phllosophy of. language were introduced 1nto Soc1ology by .;

'fsuch wrlters as Wlnch (1958) and later by the Ethnomethodolo- T

ngtS. Today, the more recent arguments over the lncommensur-lv' -

-gablllty o alterndtlve theoretlcal vocabularles from such

: wrlters avauhn (l970a) and Feyerabend (l970a) have exerc1sed

-

hsuch soc1ologlsts as Klinma- (1972),,&§g;1ns (1972), Splnner
"(1973), Phlllps (1974),,Lammers (1974) 7 to gO'no’further,

'“”* "The 1ntentlon of thlS the51s, theref ., is to reopen
the problem of language in. SOClOlogy as one of the‘key pro—v,f

’-



'tifi¢~knodﬁegg¢,

e

~ blems in,trying to evaluate the present state of knowledge in

4

'Soc1ology. Ferjthe investigétive,languages of thefsocial”

sc1ences prov1de the spec1al theorles of soc1ologlcal dls-‘

cburSe_withkthe~categqfigs'that make the-social~world avail4

[}

able to research and experimentation, and thus, an examina-

tion of the structure of the inveSt}gative]languages'is‘an_ '

,

‘important hifparatorysteptowards.evaluating their”everall

contribution to- particular programmes for the growth’ of scien-

S

. *“:’

o

This type of investigation, ih a number of senses,.

coincides with a renewed interest.among many sociologists for

A

tthe-g:eater puré@it-oﬁ'foundationa1‘studies,ihto’tﬁe cognitive

@

_structure~of their’discipline} 'Fbr‘althOugh',until now, the

tradltlon of crltlcal llterature in Soc1ology has tended to

concentrate upon the more 1mm1nent theoretlcal debates w1th1n5 -
 the disdipline as in the c;;L of such wrlters as Lynd (1939),

V.Mllls (1959), Gouldner (1970), And*e§k1 (1972),_

v | R
Frledrlchs-(197Q)ﬂ§tofname‘but a few, the renewed-lnte:estfin

s

t'thétépiétemological5foundations'of sociologicai theory may now -'\\;;;

S ' S e e o S - -
be seen. as -a response to wider intellectual currents origina- . -

.

tinglbeyond the’boundarieseof‘the.breseht.&iSCipiine.‘7'

Not«that thereiié.anYthingtwrongfwith.this new”dirée—'lr

. tlon--on the}contrary.-such 1nvestlgatlons may 1ndeed be the'

~-pre condltlon for new p0551b111t1es to flnd thelr way onto e

ek e g S




v }‘;_ ' | VE.' L kf ;. 'f\ B

' the agenda of sociological.theory andvreseerch. As one writ- \
ertcloser'to.the Subjectythanbmany remafked: ..»~ C A?{

Periods of re- evaluatlon of bellef systems and®’ a
the&r methods 1nvolve an 1nherently phllosophlcal"
manoevre of 'going back to basics! The present. L -
is such a perlod of re- -evaluation for the belief - . -
_ 'systems and practices comprising Soc1ology.. ‘And ' o
. as such. it requires, beside political rlthues'
‘of Sociology as a pract1ce, phllOSOpthal crltl- -
. ques of Sociology as a belief system. Its be- .
liefs concern soc1al action and social structures
thelr relations and the methods most approprlate :
_for their study - -
' Roche, (1973‘ix)

~Max Scheler (1960 64), perhaps, closely formulated the
startlng p01nt of our 1nvestlgat10ns when he observed that
_ "each type of Knowledge develops 1ts own' language and "’ 1ts own

vspec1al style in formulatlng its knowledge" ;(Translated’in

A
A

Stehr and Slmmons, 1975. ) For‘the purpoSegofrthisithesis;isfh
to exam1ne_the dlfferent models of digqourse‘in Sociology“
‘whichdprovlde the alternativeisetsnof criteriavfor thedcerti_
'.ficat,i»'cl;r_u' and legitimis;at‘ion' ‘Q.‘f.i{nawlédg; :élsms.. This the

‘certification of specific classes of terms and propositions

Ty

}as fadtual'(empiricalj,'and'other classesvas theoretical. al-
1yways follows from the crlterla prov1ded by.a.partlcular model '
;of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse. We have, therefore, attempted to
. consbruct a. 1oglcal'typology‘of the varlatlons upon an 1dea-.5"
’ llsed model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse, and have shown thelrele—_uf

'_vance of ‘an application'of’this typology togthe case1of.'t

‘SQciology.




of scientifﬁc dévelopment.‘

)
" . o . » N ; L
Models of scientific discourse, however, are also re-
- . . .
N . . N 3 s

lated to idéntifiable theories of SCientific dévelopmeﬁt.’XZQ

Thus }t also becomes important to reveal the fundamental pre-

suppositions of alternative models of discourse, for. these.

presuéPdsitions aré_implicitly related'to‘existing thebries;f

.

L ¥

, Having identified the logical variatiohs'of an idea- .

liSéd model of scientific diséourée, and S§ecified'the-relaf

tions of these variations to alternative theories of scienti-.

“ie dovelopment, “t is alsovpossiblevto:construct a related

typology'of,programmes f6f\thé érowth of sciehtific knowledge.

For these.prbgrammes-presuppqse both'a partiéularamodel'df

scientific discourse and an identifiable'theOry'6f $cientific

deVelobmént. “hése»typoiogies; although constrUctéd on.the _

- basis of investigatidns into the natural sciences, may also

be usefull oplied to the casefof Sociology} ,

Objec.ives _ - S ' . ol

The ¢.jectives of the'thesis may be*Stated_as'fbllows:;'

(1) ,Td,discover.the significant vafiatiohs in thq‘cefﬁifif

cétionrcriteria bf'facts.and ﬁheories; and;tb“findga '

o

3

Simpiified.literary-form_

(ii) To inveétigate‘the,felationéhip'of'the‘main certifica-

i

ST e A . | R
tion criteria to identifiable theories of science. ..

(1ii), To investigate the fdtther relationship of certifica-

A

for their'CbnceptualiSatiqn.Q,]_ 

{




(iv) To-eﬁhmine,the implications of the above sét of con- -
Ratlonale _ ?,\‘. S Co : SR o

problem of thls study w1ll proceed along the follow1ng llnes.

(i) - To present the problem of alternatlve models of langu—-;

Limitations

| ‘_erature survey w1ll gneatly lunrt the scope of thls 1nvest14

Y

tion.criteria, and theories of science to identifiable®

programmes for.the growth of scientific knowledge.:

@

. \ : * ) 3 .
clu51ons for a crltlgue of Soc1ology. R o ; E

-

D
5,

The procedures used to expllcate and 1?yeS%1gate the

E-)

;age wlth partlcular attentlon to the problem of reduc—
'.Atlonlsm. o "" "_. o S
: ; : .

(ii) To present the. problem of" alternatlve programmes for

~

sthe growth of knowledge wlth,partlcular»attention‘to"'

the problem of paradlgms.'

(i1 Tovpreseht as current problems of'soeiology: theoreti=

'cal_pluralismﬁahd methodological dissensus. . -

(iv) ‘To.investigatestheyalterhative.solutiothQf metaflangui I

‘agesjoépcOmplementary'languages."

, ) . B SRR B
In %rief} the massiVehlimitatiohs_of-thisfstudydare

. partly determlned by the ploneerlng state of these 1nvestlga—

-]
)

ﬁtlons. It cagnot be regarded as a well deflned area w1th

N

ea51ly 1dent1f1able and 1solatab1e problems. Quite'the con¥ ’

trary. Also, the quallflcatlons already 1mposed on ﬁﬁz llt--

A
]




gation. For we are’not concerned here for example, witﬁ);;y
¢ove;age of thé/growing»literature on the‘sociology ofalangu~.
age.,- This:is an qréa of comE?téncé-£hat;£raddles a number
| of sub—disciplineé, inCluding‘the soéidiogy of_knowledge,‘:
social stratificétion,_and éécio;}inguistiés.‘ From!the_ré—
A.pprts of a reégnt lifératu;e'reviey,-(GriﬁShaw( 1974), ;hi§
is a rapidly ekpanding area whicﬁ haé-benefited from a_crossf‘:
fertiiisation wiﬁh'related aisciplines. HQwev?&,%iﬁhéuéh;in_
many waysbintégrally félatea.tolthe égfjegt of$the préesent
study,vthé coﬁtribugidns of the sociologyjéf'languaée ﬁéye:
'nét been‘citedldf evqlﬁated, énd ﬁheir si§hifigancé fOf-thg :
‘Cmain argumeﬁts of tﬁis tﬁesis haveﬂbeéﬁ ﬁegleétea,- Similafiy,
» _

"~ another area that must be ignored for pfesent purpoSes)fal;

though, if anything, its relevancé to the‘tdpic at hand is . .

more pressing than.the sociology of language, is the enormpu
ly fertile area of linguistic anthropology. The revo ionary -
writings of Sapir and Whorf must be felt by'anydne.Who under-~

takes any kind of a study of language, but their impact on

this investigatibn'Will,remain for the mobt:part unacknow—

-ﬁdéed and implicit. S e ;.'

And finally, the contributions of'the‘ethnéméthodolo~

25 3708 : - _ —_— : e
S AN sts to the:problem of languages in sociology axe'aké:‘avoid-"
-+ ,ed. This, perhaps, is the most difficult omission to defend,

for their inte:est in these problems hasAbeen'unrémittingbénd



-

thorough{ But there has also been ‘no systematlc effort @o

.
N

evaluate their dgntrlbutlons on this occa51on. Perhap¥ the

future. W1ll prov1de time and régources to rectlfy these omis-~

sions.

l D : AR

Eﬁplanatron of Theoretical'Terms
-, We shall introduce a number of termsilnto thlS paper-
whlch refer to some.of the central theoretlcal concepts of“/
:our analysrs -For-thls'reason, therefore 1t 1s necessary
from the outset to prov1de a clear deflnltlon of these terms
- as well as some 1nd1catlon of the way in whlch they are used
Y : ;
ﬁg&roughout the study
The flrst concept to be- 1ntroduced 1nto thg study 1s

v

‘that of the model of dlscourse. The model of dlscourse,lln

vbthls study, refers to a set of the varlons analytlc dlStlnC—_ 
tions which have been used to conceptuallse the general sta-f.“
tus of language 1n.the practlce of scrence; Foremost among
these dlstlnctlons is the tradltlonal dlstlnctlon separatlng
the languages of observatlon‘(Lo's); from the languages of o
| theory (Lt s) i (See, for example Spector, 1966 67 Wlsdom
:f197o Hesse, 1970. ) | o o
In brlef however, what rs generally 1nd1cat d by uhls-
:'dlstlnctlonrls, on the one hand bthe ex15ten“e of a stable
:language of ohservatlon-: a set of‘proposltaons-whlch more or
t:less falthfully record the emplrlcal phenomenaiof the subjectv'.

L

A



domain»and'certify them as 'facxs'.} The language of theory,’
on the other hand refers to the ex1stence of a set of 1nter—.
| related propoS1t10nsatpropositlonal calculus) whichvare con—.}
nected'to‘theAsentences_of'thelobServational'language hy
'meane of correspondence rules' whlch may partlally 1nter-!
-pret but may- never fully translate, the propositiona»of the:
. Lt.lnto propositions oﬁ the-LO. In many'SCiences the langu-a
age of:theery hae heen formally"reconetructed;from the terms
of'ordinary»languaéefdiecourse tdlthe re-axiomatised“terms‘of .
the.theoretical'scienCejthrouéh the appllCation.ofilocico-:
;:mathemathal operationSOto the.semantic'contentiof the'
theoretical terms. : f‘,.: L e o S {
o ;To'éome}eXtent,dall the theoretlcal ‘and’ observatlonal
. : . : . . I
terms of the sc1ences depart from the conventlons of ordlnary
language dlscourse; Thls is largel}y a result of the fact
that in‘the exact‘screncea, terms such as mass ,.fvelocity'}
lacceleration“,'etc.,lreferjto a fuliy éﬁéciéiéd class'of'ob—
ject predlcates, whereas in ordlnary 1anguage dlscourse‘the:
casual uee of these.terms 1sbfrequently 1n V1olatlon of the

. cla551cal rules of loglcal 1nference (see Lachenmeyer 1971)

vr In addltlon to the above 1deas 1ncluded in the. general

D

'concept of\model of discourse_we»should‘also.explainvtheAusev
of some other ‘terms. The term proposition as usedxthroughout»w
thisdpaper refers to those piopOsitioqﬁlof theth'orrLb'of a

. :

\.



- science which make assertions about specified events or.

classes of events within the context of a set of certifica-

tion criteria. The form of certification of these.ciaims re- .
4fers to the rules of'evidence‘thatfare'invoked to test the
cognitive significance;*or meaningful.COntent .of propositions

A formulated‘gn a partlcular model oT . dlscourse. The set of

W ) .

i \ ‘ . .
rules whlch are 1nvoked to certlfy the legltlmacy of the class
of emplrlcal ev1dence may vary wlthfthe particular programme“

]

“for the growth of knowledge of which they are a part
- Thus the cla351cal programme of log1cal—emp1r1c1sm pre—

sumed a set of COrreSpondence'rules which would.provide for.'
- the possibility of a full empirical verification of all |
theoretical terms.. In~this case,'the rules of evidenCeiwerej

'._

determlned by a correspondence theory of meanlng or truth (see
" Hempel, 1965). For the analytlc phllosophers of language,

o uhowevergvthe cogn;t;vev51gn1f1canée.ofpproposltlonS'1s-tested3'

by rules of evidence which have as‘their-object the elucida—
rtlon of propos1tlons or classes of prop081tlons 1n relatlon
.to the structure of- the total relevant context of dlscourse

' -orpthe‘:fage game (Wlttgensteln, 1953)

Flnally, the concept of programme for the growth of
} .. mf"

-.knowlédge as used throughout thlS paper refers to 1dent1f1able

strategles for the cognltlve organlsatlon of sc1ent1f1c spec- o

rialities.” Such\distinctiye'pIOgrammes:as_the logicalfempiri;



‘ 10
\ o %
“cist programme for a unified science: have already been sug—
gested in the earller llterature. At present the competl—

tion of alternatlve programmes for the growth of knowledge 1s.

1ncrea51ngly centred on the debate over the des1rab1hgty of

cri :

theoretlcal plurallsm in the natural and soc1al sc1ences

o,‘/ .



CHAPTER II \

: THE BINARY LANGUAGE MODEL OF: SCIENTIFIC DISCOURSE =

r"\ . . '.."

tIntroductlon- '
The de51re to dlstlngu1sh betweenjthe various classes
:of loglcal operatlons Wthh may be performed through the use I
iof 1anguage dates back to the turn of the century | ForultA:
‘was durlng the early.part Zﬁ‘the twentleth century that. |
Ludw1g Wlttgensteln succeeded in" placrng the problem of langu-
"‘age rlght at the top of the phllosophers agenda, and 1n'most
freSpects it has stayed there ever srnce.‘ In addltlon to .
Wlttgensteln s attempts to loglcally reconstruct the founda-
.'tlons of ordlnary 1anguage however other phllosophers of :
thls perlod began slmllar attempts to 1oglcally reconstruct
"'the foundatlons of the more Spec1allsed and technlcal lanéu--:
’,ages of mathematlcs and phy51cs.: Thus thelreyolutlonary lm-'
petus 1n1tlated by Wlttcensteln wasvmalntalned by the ph110-57yll
:sophers of the Vlenna Clrcle, and has achleved a permanent o
: expressron ln the phllosophy of loélcal emplrrclsm.. For-an'
‘hlnterestlnc account of the deyelopmeni éf loélcal emprr1c1sm‘;
vf:and the orlglns of-the Vlenna Clrcle see Joergensen‘(l951)
| One'of the earlrer dlstlnctlonskdrawn by some’analysts
1of.the»languages or sc1entlflc dlscourse was that befmeen the o

‘_'observatlonal and the theoretlcal functlons bf language usage.f;”f

‘1AAlthough orlglnally thls was . a relatlvely uncontroverslal dls-bfz

L3



,dlsputed dlStlnCtlonS in the contemporary phllOSOphy of

_demonstrate that the-compleX‘structure of language’is deriv—

' reference to any more fundamentaJ terms., It is these prlml—

~_a.language'system that are dlrectly connected to the world

12
tinCtiqn,lthe passage of time has left as_one of the moSt

¥

“science. The orlglnal ba51s for dlstlngulshlng the observa—

utional language (L ) from ‘the theoretlcal language, (Lt) was,

establlshed 1n the . earller wrltlngs of Wlttgensteln.z For'in:

' ,the pages of the Tractatus, Wlttgensteln (1923) set’ out to

.- able from a serles of. elementary prop051t£ons. -These-pr0posi;]

tions can be further broken down .into thelr constltuent prlm—.yy

'1t1ve terms vand it lS these terms whlch stand as ax1oms

w1th1n the prop051t10nal system, as they cannot be deflned by

t1ve terms and thelr grammatlcal arrangement 1nto elementary~\\p

»

_propds1tlons that constltutes the emplrlcal ba51s of ordlnary

language. For it 1s only the elementary propos;tlons w1th1n

They ex1st as- loglcal plctures' of the elementary facts of
-che world- facts whlch cannot be furtger broken down 1nto 1
_ thelr 1nternal parts. Elementary prop051tlons, therefore,

'correspond;to- atomlc' facts, (Tractatus 4: 21)

/

From the elementary pr0p051t10ns 1t 1s possxble to de—~-‘

rlve (complex) proposltlons,whlch are dependent for the;r.“,"
,/ B

cognitlve 51gn1f1cance on the elementary class of prop051-'

'.;_tlons._ Un11ke the elementary proposrtlons, the (complex) pro—r-“

\\.-. P
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positions do not stand in a direct relationship to the ‘world.

e

- Their primitive terms are abstract and cannot fundtion as

logicallﬁictures-of'atomic'facts._’For this reason they.can'

only exiSt as 'truth- functlons‘ of the elementary prOpOSl—

tions, whlch means that the truth or fa151ty of thelr asser—» s

- tions can only be determlned by translatlng them 1nto élemen~"

'ftary_propoS tlons, Only the elementary propositions are*cap—

.pable of verlflcatlon, for only they are dlrectly connected to‘

the,world. It was w1th thls dlstlnctlon 1n mlnd that
R . < e ¢ ’

ittgenstelnﬁ1n81sted that ayl propositions’which‘cannot;be_-

translated into an elementary:form.where theirttruth"cOndi-.
tlons may be judged cease in any loglcal sense to be mean- .

1ngfu1 For meanlngful propositlons must be capable of belng

&

tested for thelr truth content and such a. test can only be

'made of anlelementary prop051tlon,

It was, therefore, on the ba51s of thlS programme for

the loglcal reconstructlon of‘the foundatlons of ordlnary

| language that*Wlttgenste;n'set'out}to'revolutionise'theotradsj

2.

B 1tlonal.methdds.of.phiIQSOphicaI aha1y515.1

'MOSt of the propos1t10ns and questlons to be

.. found in phllosophlcal works are not false but
_.'nonsen51cal Consequently, we cannot givé any,

- answer to questlons of this kind, ‘but: can only\\

'vestabllsh that they are: n0nsen51cal Most of

" the prop051tlons and. questions arise from- our .

_fallure to’ understand the logic of our language;?
Tractatus 4 003)
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‘The 1mportant_ﬂistorlcal takk of Wittgenstein's earlyfphiloe

,sophlcal method was to lllustrate that many (1f not most) of
o

;the central problems that ‘had perplexed the earller phllo—,'

sophers such as the nature of the mlnd—body duallsm, the»
eiistence of God ‘et~cetera;)were’w1theutemean1ng. That 1s,‘*f
.that the cla551cal‘way of framlng phllosephrcal questlons fre—?
4_lquentl;'transcended the loglcal llmltS of language ' Such. |
_rmetaphysrcal er rellélous questlons could only be prov1ded

' _Wlth metaphy51cal or relri:ous answers, but under no circum-

'stances could they be answered loglcally, as elther true or

false. Thus, for Wlttgehsteln, the verlflablllty of pro-

L4

',p051trons is’ 1nseparably bound up w1th the meanlngfulness of
'proposrtlons._ It was, therefore; W1th ‘this prodramme thatpﬁ
"Wlttgensteln belleved that many of the fundamentalvprop051—
‘ftlons of cla551cal thought cbuld be. "dlssolved"‘7when;the i
_:problemshthemselveslceuld be‘shewn to behinstances.of‘the.inf'v
correct-usedoftlanguaée. 'Fer'sentenees mhlehhincludedlas:
dthelr predlcates sueh terms‘as."soul" orl"mlnd" or whateuer,

| _were 1ncapable‘of belng deflned as prlmltlve terms of an.ele— f"
mentary P%opOsrtlon; And it was.on the ba81s of thlS dls- d“{t'm
'trnctlon between thelcomplex classes and the elementary I
.iélaseeS'of prppe51t10ns.that_theulater_distinctlenvbetmeeniil
'tpé’tﬁéaréiie§1ﬂ1éﬁ§uages,aﬁa:bnserQaEibnalglanguégés of

Y

,\

usqientifiefdiSCdurse_waS‘Qriginally fpunded}_-Fd}“Wittgensteinn?
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: between the elementary and complex prop051tlons of ordlnary

dlscourse were later converted 1nto 51m11ar dlstlnctlons for

ﬁand the secondary system. The secondary system. or theoretl— h'7~§f

15

- earller programme for the loglcal reconstructlon.of ordlnary

language became ‘in the hands of the phllOSOpherS of the ";_;1

_AViennatCircle a programme for the loglcal reconstructlon of |

'"mthe foundatlons of 501ent1f1c languages.ﬁ'

.0

";Theory and Observatlon Languages

Th%:énalytlcal dlstlnctlons that Wlttgensteln had made

e

. the IOglcal.analysls oi sclentlflc dlscourse. In place of-
7the elementary prop031tlon, which prov1ded an emplrlcal _'f
-;foundatlon for the language system of‘ordlnary dlscourse;'a'
»h.serles of other terms wereilntroducedbto descrlbe what later
':came tosbe called:thel observatlonal language"- (L ) ' For 1t

_Awas the L, that was to prov1de the emp1r1ca1 foundatlons of

sc1ent1f1c dlscourse. _Thus for example, the phllosopher of .
I ] :

'SC1ence F.P, Ramsey, dlstlngulshed between the prlmary sy~ .

‘stem of dlscourse (1n sc1ence), Wthh contalns all the terms

and prop051tlons of the unlverse of dlscourse ln questlon,

:cal system, 1s related to the prlmary system by means of a

. ~d1ctlonary Wthh deflnesV"the functlons of the prlmary system

in .terms of those of the secondary system", (Ramsey, 1931 215)

N Slmllarly, another phllosopher of sc1ence, A J Ayer has

lspoken of "observatlonal statements"'whlch are alleged to re—»r‘

h \‘ 4



-eeratani"aetuai-er:possible ebsetvatienﬁ; He teéards onif'
. those statements'as.directly;verif%able whichvatéesither7oh;i
servatienai statements,'dr_statements>isnchhthat infconjune—"
tion with one or'&dre ohservationfstatenents it,entailslat

least -one dbservation'statementﬂWhich‘is‘not'deducible frém'

these~other premises.aione", (Ayer, 1946 13) He fu{ther;};
dlstlngulshes dlrectly verlflable statements from those which )
areﬂindirectly vetifiable but Which apnear in scientific.'
-1:theortes W1thout‘de31énat1ng anythlng observable.‘ Another
'-_writer who has made similar dlstlnctleng 1sbR B, Bralthewalte
he‘distinguishes.hetWeen"prngsitiens1ab§ut;observablefenfi
titiesﬁ, suchtas “flaShes of 1ight.orhbointetfreaainés-ofigh:v5‘”"
.meaSuring instrnment", and those‘eontainingttheofetiéalicené."h
» ce;ts, examples of whlch he c1tes as‘"flelas‘ef force,‘wave-

.functlons,-electrens, (Bralthewalte, 1053 51) Dlrect pean-.»
hllng is élven tobthe flrst class of prop051t10ns, and 1nd1rect
Vmeanlng to thensecond.i (I am- 1ndebted to. Mary Hesse, 1958,
.fbrltheseﬁexamples.ff:!

! These fveeﬁampieS‘mustvsnﬁfice;lfor_thefptesent;“tar."”
v‘show the nhiqgitybof-tHEﬂdiehthnisationdqf;SCientifindis;h
¢putsé into the'twehelasses_of tefms,7qbsef§atiqna1'andftheo,
- retieal..blt"is a distinction’that is eommon'toﬁwritershWhe'
Zg'have analysed the languages of sc1ence through the crlterla

'h'of 1og1cal emp1r1C1sm. We Shall'refer thfqughogt-to_thisg'

g
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particular‘conceptualisation of the scientific enterprise as

the Binary langugge-model of SCientific discourse.

«

The content of the L has been the- subject of con51der—

able debate and rev151on among the loglcal emp1r1c1st wrlters.

‘r\ s

--Some followed the early p051t1v;sts 1n seeklng an 1ntrospec-;:

v | /_

' tlve experlentlal base for the K;‘whlle others sought a base ,

in the sensory data of hum’n perceptlon. More recently'-
Carnap, (1936, 1937, iZ?B) has argued for the adoptlon of a
e

language to. descfibe concrete phy51cal reallty of the

.‘world.' These changes clearly record the shlftlng 1nterpreta— e

tions'that.have s rrounded,the career of the binary,languagevh

model from its €arliest inception;
‘ The hlS ory of loglcal emp1r1CLsm could well be .
B terms of the problems and changes in- ‘ _
| in characterlslng the ' observatlon ‘langu- EIRREE
A_age' of science .on the basis of the content of =
‘the observatlonal vocabulary - ‘what the terms
" refer to: eg ‘subjective impressions, ‘inter-
-subjective sense ‘data, and flnally, gross physxcal
objects and thelr propertles.
S Spector (1966 7)

Orlglns and Early Evolutlon of the Blnary Lanquage Model

One of the earller advocates of the" dlstlnctlon between<~v

/
K : . 1 : P2

~ the L, and the Lt was the phllosopher, Rudolph Carnap.' And

1t has been at hls hands that the dlstlnctlon acqulred a mod-_ :

.;1f1ed and more - defens1ble form For although many of the

ﬁearller wrlters 1nfluenced by Wlttgensteln tended to regard

-the dlStlnCtlon between the Lo and the Lt as an absolute se=

e
‘/‘
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pparation of.two languages) Cafnap,was less dogmatic

There is no sharp line between observable and
non- observable predlcates because a person will,
be more or less able to decide-a certain sen~ -
tence ‘quickly, i.e. he will be inclined after
a certain period of observatlon to accept the
sentence. For the sake of brevity. we will have
to draw a sharp dlstlnctlon between observable
and non-observable predicates. By this drawing .
an’ arbltrary line between observable and non- -
' observable predicates  in a field of: continuous
~ degrees of observablllty we partly. determlne in -
- advance the possible answers’ to questlons such’
~-as' whether or not,a certain predicate is obser-
- vable- by a glven person. . f
' Carnap, (1936) . SO

18

Rather than dlstlngulshlng between predlcates whlch re— 3

I . - N bl

fer to observables and predlcates which refer to unobserv—
q'ables as though thls_were an absolute lbgical distinction,'
'r(as 1t was for the early Wlttgensteln), Carnap recognlzed

il that the category of observablllty could 1tself be broken‘ S

Mgy

fservable to the tralned observer may not be readlly observ-

down 1nto relatlve degrees of observablllty. What may be ob-‘ .

;able to” the ‘naive observew To accommodate these fuzzy ele- ;"

ments in the concept of. observablllty, therefore Carnap 1n—-

'cal C?E?ltlon of observablllty It was only those sentences R

v

-troduced the crlterlon of. "qu1ck dec1dab111ty" as the practl—.)
_ -

' whoSe truth or fa151ty -could be ascertalned by a quCk dec1s-

'”1on whlch should be regarded as observatlon sentences Other

sentences whlch requlred a 1ength1er (and more 1nferent1a1 o

¥

though not necessarlly so) judgement process should be regard-‘r

v



ed as

- of either 'p(b)' or '-p(b)"', of such hlgh degree

/

{/#]? Thus Carnap S earller crlterlon for dlstlngulshlng between

>the L

lf(e.g;

on a pragmatlc deflnltlon of "observablllty"
lrof 1nterest for two_reasons,
ences whlch ex1sted between Carnap and some of his contempor—_'

'arles of the Vlenna Clrcle who remalned much closer to the

early tendency in- Carnap s thought that remalned largely un—j
bdeveloped in hlS later work
- of obServability'Seems.to

‘later Writings of Carnap: -

< ‘tinction.’

diverse as Grover Maxwell

: S y . RS T 2 ,
propose reforms or refutations of 'the classical Lg

W o

theoretical sentences. ¥ j*gfﬁu»

A predicate 'p' of ‘a language L is called observ—

able for an organish (e.g. a person) N, if, for

suitable arguments N is able.to come to a decis-
ion with the help of a few observatlons about a
full sentence, say 'p(b)’, i.e. to a conflrmatlon

that he w1ll either accept or reject 'p(b)' cew
There is no sharp line between observable and
non-observable predicates because a person will
be more or less able to’ dec1de a certain sentence-

'qu1ckly...For the sake of s1mpllc1ty we draw a

sharp dlStlnCtlon.
: : Carnap, (1936)

and the L as has been remarked by.other wrlters

Spector, 1966 Feyerabend l962),lwas based very. much

4

0

.. . .
. . . .

J{ C "loglcal atomism" of the Tractatus, and 1t also reveals an

{

.

o .

HoweVer,.there_were‘other,morehfundamental'departuresf"

" _This fadt is,

for it.shows the real différ—'

In fact the pragmatlc crlterlon '

it 1s onlyvretrleved by’wrlters\as
R " _ .}/ .y‘_','f, ’ .
and Paul Feyerabend who use ‘it to

19

be forgotten and flnally lost to the

=

i
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SChlle 194%\ the condltlon of verlflablllty had Spec1f1ed.
Eade -

that a sentencg could be accepted as cognltlvely SLgnlflcant -

'only 1f it was?not analytlc and was "capable at least in o

l_’ ’\ F3l

: pr1nc1ble,_of complete verlflcatlon by‘observatlonal evi—i
denCeﬁ,'(Hempel 1956: 103) 'Thls>cend1tlon assdmed,'there—‘
lfcre,_the iogical poséibility:Ofebtaining‘thérelevantjdhe
;gervatiehel'datahtqcfulfii the cdhditiohethI a compiete ver~ ..
ificaticn.‘ However, these conditidnsdwere;laterfshdwn’to be .

far too restrictive for use in scientific disfourse. TFor
: e :

‘when these criteria of cognitive significaﬁceiwere\strict%y‘ :
- applied, they succeeded~in defining as meaningless all pro-
positions expressing universal regularities or general laws.

" They precluded'frqm meaningful discourse, ‘therefore, the very
-propositions that are-baSié’ﬁﬁ?%he formulation of scientific"

Ut
i

' theOfies, (Hempel 1956 105) ~Recognising these limitatii'ﬁ??

on the crlterla of verlflcatlon, Carnap resolved to modlfy
the criteria. A;f_ . .
The historical merit of -this thesis (i.e. verifica-
tionism) was that it called attention to the close.
fconnectlon,between the meaning of a sentence and
the way it 1is conflrmed...Thls formulatlon thereby



helped on the one hand, to: analyse the factual
content of SClentlflC sentences, and, on the v
other hand, to show that'thé sentences of trans-
‘empirical metaphysics have no cognitive meaning.
" But - from our present p01nt of view, this formu- -
lation, although acceptable as a first approxi- -
“mation, is not quite correct. By its over- ‘
simplificatioh, it led to a too narrow restric-
“tion of scientific language, excluding not only '
_metaphysical sentences but also certain scienti~
flC sentences having factual .meaning. Our
_ present task could therefore be formulated as.
“that ‘of "a modification of the requlrement of
verlflablllty. ‘
- l Carnap 11936)

In the place of the former crlterla for the cognltlve

Significancerof.propdsitions}jCarnap QVOlVEd;a less restric-

tive set of conditions which he called the criteria of con- -

2

firmation. . The significance of propositions was no longer

determined by the logical possibility of retrieVing-releQant;

21

;obServationél_détavin order to make afﬁerification,f For the

new’criteriafof COnfirmetionlsimply_demanded‘that;the cha;.'

bulary of'significantbpropositions be made up elther'of7logi— o

.calvterms) or of terms with'empiriCal‘significance. The

'.termsvof empiricél significance are those'whiCh.are'Capable_

~of being defined inﬂobservational'terms, or can heflbgicaily )

"related to»them in other ways, (e.q. through eXpllcatlon)

1 Thus, for Carnap, the crlterlon of verlfylng prop051tlon5~

through an examlnatlon of thelr correspondence w1th observa-'

)

| 2

,tional‘ev1dence_become-subordinated_as’a.criterion for cogni- -

tive'significanq@;'tofthe,reqnirements_of'fprmulating3pro- e



posrtlons in a language made up only of loglcal and emplrlcal
‘terms. 'He later gave the name "thlng language' to.describet

. thls mode of dlscourse '_'..g“f\
. i )

[ : * : ’ \ _“(‘
Let us give the name ’thlng language to that

language which we use in everyday life in . e

speaklng about the perceptible things' surround-
ing us. A sentence .of the thing~ language‘
describes things by stating their observable ,
relations subsisting between them. What.we have -
. called observable. predlcates are predacates of
¢ = the thing-language. " (They have to be clearly
' dlstlngulshed from what we have called percept- .
ion: terms...). “Those predicates of the thlng—_
. language which are not observable, e.g. dis- .
~ .position terms, are reduc1ble to. observatlon
*predlcates and hence conflrmable. :
: : Carnap, (1936)

In. deflnlng more fully the contena of the th1ng—langu~
,Zagé; Carnap also made it clear that he was only 1nclud1ng the
lconcrete phy51cal terms of the natural language and ﬁot the
‘dlntrosbectrve terms relatlng to sense date that many earller

h.emprr1c1sts had made the foundatrons of thelr observatlonal

'language | 'He had replaced the language of phenomenllsm by

the language of phy51callsm And 1n addltlon to these rev1s- o

~ ions Carnap also.lntroduced some.modlfled rules governlng the |
3‘loglcal connections hetween prop051t10ns of the thlng-langu-p
age anddfrop051tlons of a hlgher order constructlon
| Whereas orev1ously the old requrrement had 1ns;sted that

vall theoretlcal terms should be capable of complete deflnltlon

A

‘i‘dltlon asﬂtoo restrictive.e Part of the problem of the requlre- g

3

22

&

S ln the prlmltlve terms of the Lo' Carnap now rejected thls con=~




e 23
ment. for definability lai in the'fact'thatpcertain Classés_pf-

terms, éspecially_disposition/termst4Cannot.bé‘defined'with— L

out*téking intdlaCcountuthe”contéxt of theif‘uéaQé.

The property magnetlc is an example of a dis~
‘position term: it de31gnates not a directly
. observable characteristic, but rather a dis- }
’ p051t10n, on the part of some physical ob]ects,;
- to dlsplay specific reactions. (such as attract-(#. -
ing small iron objects). under spec1f1ab1e cirt v\\&
cumstances...81nce an object may be" magnetlc at.
-one time and non-magnetic at another...a contex-
tual’ deflnltlon...has to be sought.; ‘ -

Hempel (1970 676)
It(is:impossible; therefore to prov1de a. deflnltlon Wthh
can cover the_finite‘range,of contextS'ln Whiph theSe terms o

may be used. ;Tb'bvercome‘this difficulty'Cafnap'propQSedn
" that instead of definitions;l"redﬁéﬁion‘Sentences? should be -
o ST T D S

nused_tQ:COnneCt theoretibal;termSCWithjobéervatibnal terms. =
Reduction sentences; unlike.definitions, specify the meaning . .=

of a ﬁérm'only éondition§11Y_bf.paftialiyiand:dolnét p;ovidepf;'
A'a.way @fqéliminaping“pnénﬁerm.erﬁ.ali é9ntex£S in nhich,ifp’j
e e saviaiond ‘-in{the older conceptualisation

: of ﬁhe-cénngctibi}itypof.6b§efvanipna;land.theofétical térmn -
'1£hat'broﬁghtzébout:a-redefinifipnp6f fhévféiationship-bétweén'

propos1tlons of the . Lg nnd prop051t10ns of.the Lt.f Fdn Carnap ‘
thad shown that theorétlcal sentences cnnid no longéfhbe cpn-"v

. 51dered as’ parts of a fully translatable language system, but p

¢
b



© only as parts of a_partially‘interpretable language~system.i"

'His-criterla:forgthe cogni't:.iA\'le._s‘ig'nif‘i‘_canceo'f'pro;'>ositions-~
had alreadyftravelled some.conslderable_distanoe”from thé]
iTractatus. o .{ h BT S
oln'a'later’contrlbutionlCarnaos (1956)_hasvmadedit olear
'that»EVen these reulslons.may.lmﬁose too.gfeatbalrestrietion

on any criterion of significance for theoretical sentences.

24

. The relationship between To's'and'Tf's he:therefore;concedes, a

" is even weaker and more indirect than acknowledged in his.’

_earlier formulatiOn.a'

| However, as Chlld (1971) has shown the assumptlon that

}the theory and observatlon languages form two 1ndependent

languages in sc1ent1f1c dlscourse, remalns central to Carnap s

-f[system. The problems w1th1n thls system are related to the

\ .
dlfflcultles of spec1fyrng the connectﬁons between these twov

leveLs‘of language. For whereas at one tlme, Carnap express- B

ed these connections 1njthe'form ofvcorrespondence“rules;,1n‘

“his later work (1956):.he rejects this form asdtoo»restrlCtive,f .

;o

’ *and_replaCes'itSWith the'more‘flexible:form of"correspondencel

postulates. rAtcthe’samé-dime;’howevér..it is evident that

Carnap s commltment to the. blnary 1anguage model remalns un— -

‘_’altered although hi's . dlscrimlnatlon between the L and Lt

'seems no longer to be based on the former pragmatlc crlterlon‘ o

' ’of "qulck dec1dab111ty



..

S0 . . . ’

© In discussions on the methodology of science, it’
- 1s customary and useful to divide the language-
of science’ into two parts, the observational
‘language and the theoretical . language., = The ob-
nservatlonal language ‘uses. terms des¢gnat1ng ob-
servable propertles and relations for the des-
crlptlon of observable" thlngs or events. The .
* theoretical language, on the other hand, contains
" terms which may refer to unobservable events, un-
observable aspects or features of. events... i
: Carnap, (1956:38) ..

In snnmary; therefqre, Carnap rev1sed a number of as-
‘Aeumbtions‘edntéineé in tbé‘earlier'formulations'of.the rela—U
| tlonshtps between L and Lt,Awhlch can be expreSSed accord—;._-’
1ngly : B .
seage 1 ht“‘ 1;"‘ f.,, "'eb : "f_'"? o

Verlflcatlon T ‘_(definitiqn)x

<:: S, (eranslation)
¢:
<:

"”Stage72

"

Conflrmatlon M b‘fédu¢ti°n):

[} ’

’_tSentenee ,

= Term

’a .
I

0 = observation 3

t* = Theory.

‘derivable thrdngh'approptiAte\Cbrtespondencé rules n?”

. .

,

'»(partial_interpretation)‘1--V
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This sﬁmmarised-picture.Oftthe evolution of Cafnap‘s
thinking aboutathe pteblemsvef verifiability’and;translation

of theoretlcal terms 1s necessarlly overs;mpllfled and - 1ncom\s

’_,plete.;

'The Present Distinction between Obseratidn;and'Théory

- //f; f‘

Anyone'with mofefthan-afpassing interest in these pro- . -

blems will.be.obliged_tb'return‘tedcarnap!sIOWn5Wbrk_onfthesev'

esﬁbjects‘fdr a fuller”statement‘of5his position; “chevér,”
the 1ntentlon here has samply been to 1ntroduqe the blnary
o

'-slanguage model of sdlentlflc dlscourse through the early
.Aﬁideas of Qne Of‘its mo;eléqwe;ful_advoeates;.;“ o -

. '_fhefp;éséhf centtevetsy‘ardundethe binafyflanéuagevlv
modei has produCed ayllterazzre as volumlnous as 1t is seat-

| ;.tered. (For one of the best up to-date blbllographles on this

. subject see Many Hesse s artlcle 1970a ) However, for the '

‘tsake of brev1ty and S1mp11c1ty lt w111 be argued that all dlS-.;;ﬂ

/

.t.cuss1ons about the L, Lt dlStlnCtion may be placed 1nto one
”“dof three}categories;
(i) * arguments for the erasure of the distinction. .

‘ih (ii) ‘ar§Uments;for retaining'the.diStinction~ih“a_quifiedae:

. form?.

'(iii) arguments for turnlng the establlshed dlstlnctlon on

. N . . P P

'_1ts head

"As is_inevitablehwithhanyfgeneraliSedhtypolegy;fit;isjf'~, o



i alWays possible to.encounter‘specific ekamples'whiqh may be

_ apbropriatelyeritted'ihto_more}zhan:ohelofbthese;categorieSSSEV
;'Therefore,sit rs worthwhiie aadihé‘the proverbiai‘oaution»o
'tg that such‘typologles are ohly’analytlcualds for breaklng up
‘;1reallty in thought before puttlng 1t all back\together agalh
fln braotlce.b For our purposes,lhowever,rthese dlfferent1a~' |
'tions'shou;d:clarlfy:the problehmore than-they‘obscure:it,t

.

(i) ‘Arquments for the Erasure of the Distinction

"One writer who'has_clarified some_of«the’problems‘suré
roundlng the observatlonal theoretlcal dlstlnctlon 1s Peter
‘tAchinstein,  Achlnsteln (1968) has argued.that general dls—-'

| tihction”betweeh Td'andthﬂlsfnot a,loglcalry defen51bl¢ one;“Eu
'besausejﬁin?his_view; Qhehltheiqeneralvdistioctioaois'ioétrir
' (\:ally ' '_ana:,lysed'_.it .“:‘al} . be_fl é_éeﬁi ‘top_ ,di.s“sv'.ol\.rév 'i_r';tg"":e. sér)iéS_"-d’f:
trelated‘and‘oVerlabbinéLdistinctions:_:He:theréfoieeEQﬁolﬁdés'

'that 1f a dlstlnctlon between T 's: and Tt s 1s to be retalned
'then the~criteria for.this'diStinctionvmust;neceSSariiy be
: : v ~ o R - T ST

"ﬂfixed byweverY Pértiéulaf context of itssuse.”' .

g ThlS 1s, as he acknowledges, qurte contrary to the 1n-ﬁf

f»tentlons of those who seek to ﬂemonstrate the exlstence of
‘_an observatlonal‘language whlch 1s 1ndependent of theoret1cal

Aframeworks.ﬂ:j:'+fa e‘ﬂ? o

¥4

.&he the51s t at a 1lsa of observatlonal' termsh!
“can be: complled i3 deVended by thoSe envisaging
the pOSSlblllty of c nstructlng an’ emp1r1c1st

R NFOATE



N

Sy

i_as'"electrlc fleld", gene" mass" ﬁ"electron"'and 80 on.-_-:

Nl

language'. \An underlylng assumptlon of this .
prdgram is. that there exists a unique (or -at =~
" least a most sultable) way to describe what is

- or can be observed ~'a special .'physical ob—.
: 'h ject' or sensedatum vocabulary emlnently f1t
) e for thlS task.
" : ~Achinstein, (1968 178)

.

Achlnsteln s maln argument is- that the observatlonal—-

theoretlcal dlstlnctlon cannot be loglcally justlfled as - a

general dlstlnctlon. - For an'1n51stence on”the importance ofh

: L 3
such a dlstlnctlon, he clalms, conceals the problematlc and

amblguous use of terms llkeA"observatlon" and "theory" ' The o

_ problem 1s that these terms are not always deflned ccnslstep—:;

28

tly,‘and consequently dlfferent and 1ncon31stent crrterla arer_”

frequently used to justlfy the L L dlstlnctlon.t;v

“'Lf If l;sts were to be made up contalnlng both theoretlcal

and non theoretlcal terms 1t 1s ev1dent as Achlnsteln sug- f

gests. that the ‘non- theoretlcal llSt would probably contaln

terms such as "red"- “warm" n water" ~"moVes"i et cetera, ';f

whlle the theoretlcal llSt would probably 1nclude terms such' f;“aj°

ThlS separatlon of observat10na1 terms from theoret1ca1 terms{i‘,_-.

lS frequently justlfled for (one of) two reasons~ elther

’“f that T s refer to observables whereas Tt's refer to unobser-"‘

vables, or that T 's are- 1ndependent of theoretlcal frame—:“,

E . ,', -).

S works whereas Tt s cari only be understood w1th1n thelr con-_f"7f3

c,texts,; There are then, already two poss;ble sets of crrterlaf~"



"~ tion between observation and theory.

29 -

.. for making‘thefdistinction betweeniL and L, those deallng -
h'w1th the problem of observablllty and those deallng w1th the
‘problem of fact1c1ty. -However, as Achlnsteln has shown,

.there are‘a number ofadifficultles which result_from'any at7

»

' tempt to apply these criteria on behalf of a general distinc-

.I
P S ’
s TN

: S TR _
';Theiassertion that T 's refervto,observables“Whileth’s

S TR I o . o o : o
refer to unobsgervables provides no guidance about the use of -
~these terms in any given situation. . For as Achinstein sug-

'§e$ts there are a-number of(different ways:in‘which;the word

i

‘h"observef may be uSed; There is, for example, the meanlng

a

d'of looklng at ordlnary objects such as tables and chalrs. On

f{the other hand sc1entlsts also use the term ‘when’ they read

H

off,’or interpret certaln types of ba51c measurements Thus”

-'-,temperature changes are "observed" as’ well as the movement,ofg'

electrons inside c10ud,chambers.‘ In the last two cases, the

oo

*meanlng of the term "observe" has changed for 1t.1s not the

) ;

'.temperature or the electron themselves, that are precelvedl

'dence as. 1s necessary to 1nfer the presence of the,phenomenon. Lo

/

i Moreover, as Achlnsteln goes to show, the presence of a part--
uhlcular phenomenon may be observed and reported in any number,

-of dlfferent ways. The phy51c1st may say that he observes

‘.glven to the term "observef whlch 1ncludes the everyday sense;'

v_as elther ObjeCtS or processes, but rather such phy51ca1 eV1-'”i'7



'electrone baseingvthretgh @iélOUd eﬁember;ebt aLtefﬁatiQeiy,.
the‘tracks pteducea by‘the electrohs;’otuagafn,'he:@eyreimély‘
»feport an_ebeetvationof stfinge bf{tihy’Qater'drepletsfthet
:haye eoﬁdehsed}on‘gae'ione.A ﬁis{fina; ﬂobsetvation"; inﬂe |
othefiwords,'is ﬁet eimpiylbreéiceted”op-whet he.eees, bett
felso.onlthe situetioe-in“ﬁhichvhe ie-makingtaireﬁpft; eté;
. Qhether'to'prqfeesiohél;celleagﬁee;Qt tp”é 1ayhaudienee.:‘
fherexie thetefere, ﬁo Qnique way-ef deecribihg;or tegertiﬁg_'
ﬂ-éhehomeeeeinitheeterme;of»eh;aﬁeoltteif Standetﬁisedeb éfv-‘
atibnal“vpcabuléi&,‘beeause;Qhetvis obserVed>and‘dese:ibedty'
eis aiweye reiativeitofthe cdntext:ef_ihteﬁpfetetidh,  It\is:
A’fot theee.teaeone‘thettAchigstein diebwns.thettraditieﬁéli.eﬁ'
distihction‘between obsetyetien.aﬁdftheeti ae 1ﬁeohsistent:e
and unwptkatle;  At*tﬁe_sa@eetiﬁe;.ﬂe_mdkes,it:eleet»thet_hee
is'prepereé te.discrimiﬁetérbetweed'eﬁserveble:aﬂdﬂnehfobeer; o
Vablefrefereﬁte; butidﬂly;ﬁitﬁiﬁfthelseecifie eehteﬁteof;anyt_'”'
-tgiyen_ease;Aahdenevef a;,en'hbéeitteidistinCtion:. B B
?'if Anothet writer who has mede‘eesentlally the same.criti- :
- cisms. agalnst the amblgulty of the establlshed L L dls-bk
1, : :

’:tlnctlon is Marshall Spector, (1966) ~ He presents an argu-f‘
ment s1mliar to Achlnsteln to show that.the observablllty- o
'unobservablllty dlstlnctlon is eententlally ueed to}cover a:'ﬁgrﬂ
seriequf‘diﬁferentfdistinetioﬁs. Spector argues that be-;ﬁf"
;‘éapse;the:d;stinetieﬁs betWeen;Lo;epdtLt are_not_ebse}gte’tt__ffn

30
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ones;'hut are rather definable in each separate context of -

their usage, it is, therefore, inadmissable to attach abso-
lute legical. criteria to these’distinétians. As_a conSe;u"-:d
quence of this.positionghe?denies the validity of criteria -

Whioh permit semantieal rules to be given to the primitive‘

terms of the object (1 e.. observatlon) language but not to

A

the terms’ of the theory language.

.;Thls crlterlon was 1ntroduced by'the,logieal{eﬁpiri;

“'eists as'a“consequénee ofJaocepting,the binary‘language ﬁodel

B of}scientificrdiscourse,.andliS~alSQ-eritieisedfby'Achinstein.

fThe prooedure of giving:semantical‘rules-toyferns*in-the.

“‘SClentlflC object language 1s used for the 1ntroduct10n of

v

_new terms., It is the method whereby terms in the object

ﬁ:language can be fully deflned 1n terms of somethlng observ—r

‘»able. ?The Semantlcal :;ore, 1s not exPressed in

',the Ob]eCt 1anguage 1tsl the metalanguage, whlch jl'

.contalns.the term”as antj Ly understood;

fal rule would be “R"

pe property red,.where
jentific ‘object langu~ ;
jthe metalanguage. - To

Jss, the theoretical =~ .
'.a551gned by semantlcal A

 An example .of a 'sema
. means.(or de31gnate#
- "R" is a term in the]
age and "red" a term]}

_ terms in. the second q
'»-_terms, meanlngs are I
- rules.

e

f_’

_Achlnstexn, (1968 69)
’ ,-Theoretlcal terms are not glven semant1ca1 rules be- SR

'cause they do not refer to observables and therefore, cannot



be fully deflned w1th1n an axiomatised language system In-

3

'stead T s’are given correspondence rules; or !what'Qarnap,
.calls<mixed SentenCes{:v'They contain at‘least one theoretical'
term;an at least one- non theoretlcal on:.and w1ll be.part of-
: the theory itself, (Achlnsteln 1968 69) . lt'is forfthis'reaé_
”v,nson that T 's are subject to'"partlal 1nterpretationﬂ‘because
._‘the.connect;on”betweenrtheoretical and.nonftheoret}cal_terms
;is.indirectnandbmediated;by'the miXed-sentenceSQ
However; Spector s argument is that such absolute logl—’“‘
d:cal crlterla for the separate uses ot L .and Lt-are not justl—
'pf;ed; For any- attempt tokshow the ratlonal ba51s of L vand'
- L .distlnctlon 1nev1tably.end5'updin a-serles otvrelatedsand-
Vtover.lapplngidlstlnctlons, none‘ot Wthh‘ls strong enough to
“1support the fundamental dlstlnctlon of the blnary language
imodel. Yet'another wrlter who has devotedvcon51derable space
‘to an on901ng 1nuest1gatlon lnto the blnary language model
.-of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse ‘is. Mary Hesse,,(l958 l970a, l970b)

= " / 2y
_’She has argued that aithough most phllosophers have conJen-'

. , ¥
'tlonally employed the vaguest of crlterla to deflne what they
;-choose to call the " observatlon language"}_most of‘their* |
"crltlcal energlesbhave heenvspent 1n»problemat1s1ng the sta-fr
tus of.theoretlcal terms; Hesse departs from thls custom hy |
lilnvestlgatlng.the observatlonal terms of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse

«

t as a prlmary problem, and reflectlng on the consequences of

O
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"her analy31s for the establlshed Lo Lt diStihction.

describe the rules Whioh‘are-given‘for‘the introduction,

- the case c1ted by Hesse, (l970a 44)

33
.
She begins by plac1ng the 1solatable term at the centre
of her 1nqu1ry,'rather than the sentence,‘although the’latter
form has tradltlonally been the standard hnlt of analy51s.:
The'rules of'sehtence formation and»grammatleal gohstructloh;

i

she argues, may:be asSumed the same for scientific‘diseourSe

as for natural dlSCOurse fromVWhioh-the'former is.derived,'
‘Therefore the central task of her cr1t1c1sm is to. show that
terms'Whioh are aCcepted as‘standard observat;onal.predlcates,f

“rely in part for their'proper-“funotioning", onvconEOrmity to -

general laws. (The "Funct}oh"'of a word is-HéSse*s'jerm to -

[

learning, understanding and using of 4 word). No'matter How

.well'"ehtrenched"”an ohservationalrpredicate.may appear@‘it
’lS always p0531b1e to reveal some of the condltlons of 1ts

"use, whlch are pIOVlded by general laws. ThlS 1s true, HesseA

maihtains even for those terms that appear most 1ndependent*a

. of laws and theOries~for their.significance. iThus,“although’n.

aldgscriptiVe'predicate.1ike""red".may}Seem”Quite autonomous

from”ahyitheoreticalldetermination:of-its“meaning when used

to

~in an observational sentence, there are casés when it may be .

‘shown to bezdependent’upoh a»theoréticalaeonteit; Consider

\

.It.can't'haVe been red because 1t was a sodlum e
flame, and sodium_ lames are not red. - '

S
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‘ﬁﬁis example or any'similat one, indlCates’that indeed
there,are certain laws.which govern the use of-theiterm "red"
.*' “v\\‘ . T ‘ v . "
,dh any glven 51tuatlon, and that‘disagreements over~the pro-
‘:r . .

,per use of the term may be resolved by a publlc appeal to .
£ . . . . .
these laws Maxwell provides a srmllar-example:

. 5

'Even a term such as 'red' has part of its meaning
provided by,  for example, the lawlike sentence
'No. surface can be both red and green all over
atthﬁmetmm L ”
- Maxwell \mez 123) .

N

=,

It.iS‘possible'therefore to dlstlngulsh between predlcates

\;;on the ba51s of thelr relatlve degfee of entrenchment the

‘degree to~which a meaning ofl a term. has remained stable over

‘,\

- the’ several dlfferent conte ts of its use, and consequently,
o _ . _

.the degree to Wthh the 1nduct1ve character of the term has

vthereby been féfgotten., The fact that any predlcate is, well

entrenched should not delude us, says Hesse, 1nto bellev1ng
'd‘that”rts.functlondnlll remain;unchanged_inlall futurelconf’
}_%:te#ts o;:its~use£‘.§or the-nore\entrenched.a term‘beCOmes,

thg%moré:shocking‘apnears‘lts laterichangefofffunction,d

. Therefore, Hesselsuggests.that the”traditional,distincé(

tion between L and L, should be abandoned in favour of some

':other model of scientific (andiordinary) discourse.r

. ..the present account amounts to a den1al that
there. is a fundamental distinction between
. theoretical and observat;onal predicates and.
" .statements and implies that the distinction
";commonly ma&ﬂrls both obscure and misleading. -
: . ; ' Hesse (1970a 61)
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In the place of the blnary language model Hesse has

' proposed acceptance of a\ network" model of dlscourse " The

main- dlfference between the two models is that whereas the
blnary model 1mp11es the ex1stence of levels of language-.

i.es that theoretlcal terms may be reduced to a more emplrl-

[

cal level the netWofk model does not. -vInstead of acceptlng

the de51gn of dlfferent language levels and the ontologlcal

’commltments that frequently accompany’at the network model

”stresses the 1mportance of centrally and perlpherallty of

\.

1n51sts, 1rrespect1ve of how well entregched a partlcular -

..predlcate or how central a glven law may be, nelther are a

t

'exempt from modlflcatlon under pressure from thelr surround-

1ngs. It is. precrsely bécause the blnary language model has

a tendency to relfy the hlghly conflrmed and publlcly accepte

.ed statements of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse, that it should be

abandoned LU TS B
e T o Lo e

35

~terms 1n the structure of SClentlflC theorles Thus as. Hesse .

ThlS verdlct 1s shared by J O Wlsdom, (1971) and stat-f

ed 1n Somewhat slmllar terms. For Wlsdom sees the blnary

in the phllosophy of sc1ence- 1nstrumentallsm, conventlona—,

gues; lleS in the assumptlon of the "ultlmacy of observatlon" g

o

However, observatlonal reductionism may take onevof-two pos;\

o language model as underlylng the three great tradltlons w1th-;

~-11sm and 1nductlon ' And the foundatlon of thlS model he ar-gy



- 36
~51ble forms W1th1n the above tradltlons- elther a functlonal
or a structural mode of 1nterpretatlon. (It appears as

'.though WlSdOmvlS not u51ng the term "1nterpretat1o ! ih theh
‘téghnical:sense'intended by(say,~Carnap}to.Specifj'the hro_
B oedares'used;to formf;onneotiye sehteﬁces_betWeen'the Lé and':
'the'Lt; Some;of his hseslof;the'term‘approximate'this meaned-'
.ing,nwhereas:otherSido ﬁdt.f:' ) St

iA funotdonal:mode of interpretation'is used both by the';»

flnstrumentallst and conventlonallst tradltlons in performlng
v | .

loglcal and' mathematlcal‘operatlons on the observatlon langu-
age of sctentlflc'dlscourse.“fFor'to theainstrumentalist
sc1ent1f1c theorres are regarded e#clus1ve1y as. 1nstruments, f
:nerther true nor false but only- more or less effic1ent for
-spéelflckoomputatrohalvpdrposes; ‘simiiarly,'cgnyentibnalism .
ddisavoms’anyihtentions.of usdnghtheories to'uheover the trde
State.of{the wbrld,:whieh is not considered as- a 1oglcai B
__possrblllty, but 1s;'rather, 1nterested 1n the desrgn of.
approprlate theorles to cover the lrmlted range of the glven

_Tobservable phenomena.' Both tradltlons empha51se the 1mport- -

Aance‘of.correctiy handllng obserVations, which,leads Wisdom

B to descrlbe them as methods based on observatlon—manrpulatlon.’

_The method of 1nductlon, on the other hand is based Ongoba K

'servatlon—COnstruction whiCh isla,quite-distinct“mOdejof in- "

terpretation.
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Inductlonlsts do not try merely to manlpulate !
observation: they want observations to grow
into somethlng, ‘to grow into a truth.wider- than -
themselves, in other words they want to make
observations produce theories. ‘

Wlsdom,:(197l:215)ﬂ-
fBoth these methodsfate; therefore,;ptemised,on_the as-
sUmptiOn ofvthe "nltimacyvotiobsettationﬁ, with’the strnctﬁr—
al‘mode ofjinterpteting ohsefvations“resemblind'a calcnlatincj

‘machine, and the functional mode~having.more in common with

SN

to show that there is not ultimate stdte of uninterpreted ob-

a jigsaw puzzle, .(p.216). The problem-for'Wisdom is, however,

" servation, and to point out'thefconsequences-ofnthis fact. for

l'thekinvestigativedmethods'based upon‘theSe,premises. Unfo:—. -

: tunately he gets no' further than'a Simplebelaboration‘of some“

of these questions leaving aside any detailed reconstruction"ﬁ

"

of. an alternative<model of scientific'discourse;””

'Once the. ultlmacy of observatlon ls glven up - v
without 1n51nuat1ng the ultimacy of theory -~ we -
may see the structure of science not as'a gap

' to ‘be brldged from' data to theory, but as a
theoretical structure with observatlonal layers
-w1th the: boundary shlftlng accordlng to the
'problem confronted .

- ';wlsdom, (1971 220)

(11) Arquments;fér'Retaihinqsthe.Distinction‘inha-Modified
o Form .. . o~ S T ST ‘

One‘wfiter,who has recently'responded<tohcriticisms“of o

7the L Lt dlstlnctlon 1s Ernest Nagel (1969) : Althoughlf".k‘

Nagel makes 1t qulte clear from the outset that he is not

"



prepared to defend any absolute expre551on of the blnary

. language model he is of the oplnlon that wrth certaln'.

!

quallflcatlons, the dlstlnctlon between observatlon and
theory is a useful one. HlS paper is very much concerned
w1th offerlng a cr1t1c1sm of the current arguments agalnst

[T

i the establlshed blnary language model partlcularly those

whlch he regards as eventuatlng in: a‘"sceptlcal relat1v1sm""‘

HlS argument for preserv1ng the L, L dlstlnctlon is

- a famlllar one for most emp1r1c1sts and conslsts of showlng o

.the necess1ty for crlterla of Justlflcatlon.‘ Even 1f the

'dlstlnctlon between L and’ Lt is. not an absolute one, he ar- .

| gues, the flnal need for belng able to dlStlngUlSh observa-

\

'process of valldatlng a theory.. For theoraeS'must be reduc-;

h 1b1e to the level of publlcly Justlflable dlscourse 1n order-{

~for thelr clalms to be objectlvely valldated And although

~such a'- language may not be totally free of "theory-loadlng"

L.

,Nagel argues that 1t is based on observatlonal predlcates to

- a much greater degree than the theory language.

Thus the dlfferences between the L and Lt are not abv
. , - .

'solute dlstlnctlons of k1nd but are rather relatlve drstlnc

tlons of'degree.' From thls p051t10n, Nagel clalms that he S

fthereby av01ds the polar extremes of elther a rlgld dlchoto—hh:

_,mlzatlon of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse 1nto two separate languagesv

”»tlonal predlcates form theoretlcal predlcates is glven in the'-

38
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Kand ontological domains), or the other extreme_of’sceptical‘

/

relativism,‘which'denies the.objective basis of any compari-

/

,.. " - N / .
“son whatever between dlfferent (1ncommensurate) theorles.

Nagel therefore handles the Lo, Lt d1st1nct10n w1th

_J»kld gloves He makes it abundantly clear that hls employment

Vw

-of the dlStlnCtlon is prlmarlly heurlstlc (or, as he says_-

pedagoglc ), and is- preserved for want of any more useful t'b7"

alternatlve e s
It'would‘be'idle'to _pretend, however, that there

.are no difficulties in drawing a’ dlstlnctlon ‘bet-
'ween observatlonal and theoretical statements-vand
I Certalnly do not knaow how to -make such a dls--_j
tinction. precise. . Nevertheless, I do not consider
that this distinction is therefore otlose any ‘more

~ than I ‘believe that the. ‘fact that no sharp line
' can be drawn to mark off day from’ nlght or . 11v1ng
‘organlsms from - 1nan1mate systems makes these
_dlstlnctlons empty and useless. : :
o : Nagel (1969 19)

-

In turnlng‘to the maJor crit1c1sms levelled at the L

39

“Lt dlStlnCtlon, Nagel opens hlS case for retentlon by accus- S

1ng the CrlthS of ba51ng thelr argument on. two false assumpwvf

tlons Wthh they mlstakenly attrlbute to most users of the
Vo : S -

o' Le dlStlnctlon._ These two assumptlons are glven as the

"71a11eged opac1ty (non observablllty) of Tt s and the absolute'

'separatlon of L from Lt."

[

the respectlve predlcate dESlgnata.- For as numerous prev1ousf'm'

The d1st1nctlon between To 'S, and Tt s cannot be purely’

l,v and srmply based on the observablllty or non-obserVablllty ofnfm



. ..,.' - ‘ ) , . l . ;‘.-,__.',. o .o .» /.
. writers have been at pains to point out, what are theoreti- -~
cai'terms in one context of use mayvVery welltbeeome:obserVa—-;
- tional predicates in another context. To accommodate this

qualhfication; therefore, NagelAinsists that; although;any'_

a0

given term may cross the threshoLd from theoretical:tofobser.-'"

\ vationaleand back'again,‘in*different‘situatiohs,'we may .

B stillvdifferentiate,the functions that'differentupredicates

'change ltS meanlng over dlfferent contexts of 1ts use, does ,;'
'!not.prevent us from'lsolatlng 1ts.stable,meaning within-eaeh
fof<these eontexts, On thlS ba51s, therefore it”is meaninge’

!ful to analytlcally dlstlngulsh between observatlonal and

’.perform in'aﬁy:specific context} So the fact that a term mayj- |

theoretlcal predlcates by examlnlng the role they play 1n ther;"bﬂ

ErESCIlbe how the thlngs 1dent1f1ed 1n gross experlence

| hwrth the help of observatlon terms are to be analysed" at»h

‘,-of.éeneralisation'and abstraCtion.' Observatlonal terms,'on

,'the other hand have a separate serles of functlons to per- hdf

form, Wthh 1nclude the tasks of def1n1ng the perceptual

“:_fleld establlshlng famlly resemblances between Observables,;;

.\‘

B descrlblng 1nstrumentat10n, readlng measurements and codlfy-f

I'?'lng data. The most 1mportant quallflcatlon for uslng these

_-conduct of sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry. Thus theoret1ca1 predlcates" _;‘

f.the_same time theygaISO'serVe as inferentialtlinks"tO'cbnneotﬂf

‘the given product ofgobservationiwith-theieonstruCted{prdduct'31f



S

7

'criteria, as'Nagel’again reminds us,_is.to';emember;thatt,

:glven predlcates may only be a551gned an. observat10na1 or

P

'theoretlcal status w;thln a sgec1f1c context of use.’ When

)

.StatuS‘oflthesedterms may also change, - This generalhargument
is used by Nagel to show that even 1f certaln crltlclsms of
~f\the binaryvlanguage“are_accepted, (e g. Hesse 'S conc%pt of

e

‘”.'"entrenchmentﬂywtheyfdo not:demonstrate_any loglcal-nece551ty;

41

this cOntext'changes, the.eplstemologlcal (and,ontologiCal?),s‘

fo;‘abandoning_thelL Lt dlstlnctlon. Indeed,nfor;SPecificgj

« g
.9

'-realms of7eXperiepce, certamnfT ls remaln stable over dlffer--_

L] . L . . - ‘ . r.'

'”ent theor1es4 to this extent they may be regarded asv"core"i_

&.4.

8l
.

WOuld'be unable toFCOmpare;Suchftheofies;; Becahse; iﬁbofder‘~

L]

e

:pred;cates. For if we were confronted by a genulne and ex-4_1f
t¥éme éase'af 1n¢°mmeﬁsurable'th¢°rlesi‘Suggests;Nagal,;whe;eg“
. the theoretical frameworks iiniquely &ssign total meaning to-

_observational predicates within their jurisdiction, then we

fto emplrlcally compare tWO competlng*theorles 1t 1s necessarth G

to flnd some observatlonal predlcates Whlch are common to B

"both,wandicanfbe‘used'as a'standard.testfof-their'respective,':f

‘fftruth condltlons._ Therefore, Nagel concludes, the very pos-;f

W'ﬂwrlters who cr1t1c1se from a standPOint °f sceptlcal relatl-'

PR

5vi€m;"~

* Another influential writer who has defended the dis-

i‘51b111ty of contlnulng emplrlcal sclence 1s rejected by those},,[fi7



tinctionAbetweenﬁObSétvation~and{theOry,:but in a modified.
'wforn‘to accomodateﬂrecent ér1t1c1sms, is Grouer Maxwell |
(1961 1962) .He.ilhe-many‘other contempotary‘writersi_diseg
JQWns the older.and,morehrigid?@ichotomisation1of7ﬁojand'L£}b
’vespesially:inithe fornswhichjassuhesjthat'theofetiealnterhsh
are merely "convenient fictions' and should be translatable

without-remainder\into,ObserVational"terns.cvMakwell'has been’

partlcularly anxious to show that unreasonable ontoloqlcal
- consequences result from the attempt to establlsh absolute,vj
"loglcal dlstlnct1ons between the varlous functlons of langu—

.,‘

bagejln'sc1ent1f1c dlscourse;
For any attempt to establlsh'an absolute boundary llne

between observatlonal and theoretlcal'terms is bound.to be an,f
arbltrary‘dastlnctlon, fulf1111n§ some crlterla of-51§ntf1;..
‘h cance and.rejecttné others.; Maxwell argues that such a. r}gldji fﬁh

"dlchotemlsatlon of observatlonal and non-observatlonal terms..u”

_.has the effect of grantlng reallty to some entltles and deny-ﬁu .

._tlng reallty to others under*condltlons whlch are nelther con?ﬂ‘tzif

_51stent nox ratlonal.zjs '“fﬁi_.f*fj *{*¥ t?,ff’c”t”,_7g}ffﬁ,*f;;>n-
ﬂfCertalnly, we W111 often f1nd 1t convenlent tovﬂ EENSR A
. draw such a to—some~extent-arb1trary llne but R
oits posztlon will vary widely from context to
‘tontext...But what ontologxcal ice does’ a mere
AV{’methodologlcally convenlent observat;onal-.' =
.~ theoretical- dlchotomy out?" Does it attaln phy- S
- sical thlnghood -and-or- "real ex15tence" in one gﬂ7
~‘context only to lose it in another? Or, may we
" ask, recalling the contlnulty “from observable - - _
to unobserVable, is what is’ seen through spect-:} e

I -
. )




A, . : o
acles a'"llttle bit less nreal” or does 1t "ex1st
to' a sllghtly less extent® than what is observed o
'by unalded v151on?""' : -
Maxwell; (1962:8),

" He rejects, in particular, what heyregards as two ‘tra-

_ditionai criteria forjclaSsiinng'statements'as either'obser?~

ivatlonal or . theoretlcal the crlterlon of dlrect observabl-

'.llty, and the crlterlon of obs?évablllty in prrnC1Qle. For,

-to stlpulate that all theoretlcal sentences and thelr constl—v

'tuent,terms must be'reduCrble to_elementary‘Observatlonal

‘terms, terms, that-is, which have a direct connection with .

| fhlike'"hydrogen moieculeﬁ have. a different ontoiogicai status

the~"rea1_Worid”lleads us into familiar problems.f;bo-termsl

xﬁrom terms‘like'"Salt'moleCule”;-rhere theafirst ean3on1y be“

’

F_observed ‘with 1nstrumentat10n, whereas the second 1s capable S

T8

"of u?alded observatlon°‘ If thlS is so, then 1t ev1dent1y

g

o _leads to all sorts of unrea;g%able consequences, such that

vetwo stars X and X : one,of whlchZIS'observable.and one-whlch"'

is- not (w1thout 1nstrumentat10n) have greater and lesser de-f?

!

'grees,of<rea11ty,-respect1vely.k It also means-that whereas;‘

X as an. observatlonal predlcate may be glven semantlcal

O -

“ Jfrules, Xu can only have 1ts hwanlng establlshed by the total

'j”body of theory of whlch 1t 1s a part Thus the crlterzon of );,fn“'

n'

Adlrect observablllty breaks down as any reasonable cr:.terlOn S

- for'thejCOgnltlve‘sign;f;Cance pf'Statémentsi.says MaxWell,

ool
»
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'.oh account'of'the'ﬁnacceptahle entdlegical eensequehceS'that ,
fdllow'from.sﬁth'afcriterienf»’

'on the othefjhaha,.the"éfiterionhef obsetvablllty lh;'
"}avprihCiple is alse an unsatlsfactory way to.claasif§ the alf—h
Aferent'iogicailfﬁnctidas'of.seientific disedurse.‘ For;what"
fmay'bé anobaetvable'in ptlhciple‘at'ehezéelnthihﬁtiméfméy 53_;.
leeme~obaetvahle atfahethet;peiht; glvehithe dlselosate_of“new
aSSOCiatedjphehohena:ahd‘the deVeloémehtfot'ebeerVatiOhal in- .

1strumeﬁtati6n. 'Heﬁée“many objects; frOm élementary'particles

to extra-terrestlal bodles have at one tlme beeniass1gned

: . - . l'
~ the status of 'cOnvehient-fictiOnsf before an;advanced instruéi

mentation made.themlavailable to anjaided;observation,fandg
‘f_thus certlfled thelr materlal reality. Makwell’cdncludes

-from.ehas backward 1ook 1nto th; hlstory of sc1ence that there —

1s no . loglcal nece351ty for electrons (for example) to remaln i\7~

-

¥ unobservable in pr1nc1ple, notw1thstand1ng the uncertalnty

A L : : . . -
: pr;nc1ple. The dlfflculty din certlfylng thelr materlal rea—f

.;ity is esseht;allyjan emplrlcal‘problem,of;meaaurement,"a5’,fi-f

gprOblemVof"learning-te.SimultaQeouely'ccmputéfmemehtum'and‘flbf‘
- position.

'fThiS'leads_to_the requirement for a morellehient»crit-? o

¢

alefion fortdiStinguiéhinngiﬁe frbmﬁTtéQ; Instead of thé more ;f"

~frlgld dlchotomlsatlon of the blnary language model based on’

‘a‘ . ‘@*’ ) : : - o - _-‘.c [T

-.dlrect observatlon, observatlon 1n pr1nc1ple or any such



>S1m11ar clas31f1cat10n, Maxwell proposes a pragmatlc dlstlnc-'

~. .

‘tlon. He . argues that observatlonal sentences should be taken

qulckly dec1dable":sentences, proposrtlons whose truth

condltlons may be subjected ck and easy qudgement.
he observational..
Pnal term' but
Bentence....a qulck--
fCechnical sense em- -
Fas a singular, non-

F 2 reliable, reason-

E user can very quickly *
pr deny it when he is
gsrtuatlon._”'Observa-?
Fined as a 'descriptive | -
('may occur in any qulckly

-_~We;should take (aS'the;
‘base of science) 3
rather, the quick]
.ly decjidable sentd
ployed here) may. %
analytic sentence’
able: sophlstlcatebr
decide whether to' af

. reporting on an occy
. tion term' may now. b
_'(nonflogical)vterm. f
- decidable. sentence’. |

o o o ell, (1962:13).

| Thns;Maxweil chooses. a E}gmat;c definition_of the

’g_reaim of'the observablé"(whi* ﬁ;vattributes'to'Feyerabend)

'and whlch ‘of course was also used by Carnap in hls earller :

days. HlS purpose' is tO. r,etal_'

"vof”anbobserVational-base;u"foi

a conflrmatlon base for statements Whlch do refer to entltles '

: Wthh are unobservable at a glven tlme"-

At the same tlme however he seeks to av01d the unrea— E

‘7.

's:sonable consequences of the more rlgld and cla351cal dlChO- .

tomy; For the consequence whlch appears most unreasonable rsﬁﬂf’

,that of grantlng or denylng predlcates the status of "reallty"

‘ ":on the condltlon of thelr observablllty. To Maxwell there-v nf e*

‘fore, theoretlcal entltles do not EXhlblt a dlfferent onto- ']'v"

. '6>v

45

P

e usefulness-of'the'concept.j;i

is absolutely necessary as f,
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logical status which makes them ﬁlessrthan-real"vor "conven-

ient fictions" or.whateVer; ‘They must be assigned the same
ontological statustas observational'predicates, regardless of

the?violence done tOﬂtraditionaL/metaphysical criteria of

‘reality.

hr(iii) Arguments for Turnlng the Establlshed Dlsg(nction'on
its Head : . : .

,Withoutra’douht, the;most-radical7criticisms-ofutheil'
‘hestahliShed binarylanguageimodel of\sCientiric,aiscourse
"comes.from the;historicai traaitiOn;ofrtheiphiiosophyhof"
'science; _Th;svtracition, is;\péfnépég weli representedtin»

the writings of Kuhn, Feyerabend, Hanson and Tcuimiﬁj' The - -

Point of this‘chdpter;\however,thas been tOHshoW-that'(i)
'cr1t1c1sms of the observatlon—theory dlstlnctlon go back to

<

the orlglns of loglcal emp1r1c1sm,'and are not llmlted to thev Lo

ho'more recent debéies. (As Gledymln, 1970 has observed ear-.»:f

N lier’ discussions in faVour'Of'the Io L dlstlnctlon tended[ N

to be strong on loglc whereas later cr1t1c1sms of the dls-»’7

.itlnctlon tended to be stronger on hlstory ) And (11), ﬁhatfﬂ

there are two types of cr1t1c1sm of the observatlon theory

PR dlchot@my- an argument for the erasure of the dlstlnctlon,f:»
and an argument for the transformatlon of the dlstlnctlon.is'

'ﬁ . : : o : ‘
‘Too”often, 1t seems that the heterogenous gature of the .

-3 R R
riti 01sm of the blnary language model is forgotten, and the 7517



e

and Feyerabend over the- type of methodologlcal research pro—f‘

.chapter by attemptlng to. summarlse the common p01nts of de-,f

. ’: ' \ . l’ o : | . . - C v N 47 "

@)

ArecentgargumentsofhKuhn,TFeYerabepd et'al‘are‘introduced as
vthe Only.alternatiuexpositions toithat ot totalvacceptance
»of the observation-theory distinctlon‘nge hayebtried to‘show,
‘ however, that'thlngshare.never quite so clear—cut nd that
‘T”there (at beast) two classes of consequences that derlve from\
_ ,:hthelresPective_critical positionsfr.} | ‘.r.x ‘.h' | . - b'ri
'There’are”some,signiflcant disagreements,withlnlehat~b“ S

Awe,have chosen to call'the historicalvtradition’in the philo—;

sophy of sc1ence over a number of related ﬁoplcs. Toulmln,‘

b.(l967a, l967bY for example, ‘has suggested that an evolutlon—

ary model stre551ng dlfferentlatlon and selectlon more close—

.ly apprOX1mates the hlstorlcal growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge‘b

/

‘than does Kuhn's.model of paradigm revdlutions. 'Morefirre—

Aconc1lable, perhaps, has been the dlsagreement between Kuhn

,gramme recommekded t0‘the_spec1al'softness: whether or not
the pattern of past sc1ent1f1c development 51gnals a corre-

"'spondlng pattern for the future.' Some: of these dlsagreements -

w1ll be more fully dlscussed in. the next chapter where thelr

possxble ramifications.for the SQcial sciences\may,alsopbek" e

considered. AFor'thelmoment[ hoWever;3we Shall'conclude this ’,f &

:parture that these hlstorlcal wrlters exhlblt 1n thelr treat-//*f'

¢

Uﬁ

ment_of ‘the binary language model of'scientificﬁdiscourSeﬂ

[ ]
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It.will'beCOme apparent that‘although most of'these writers

reject the basic ‘qannons of the logical emp1r1c1sts they

share Wlth them a preoccupatlon w1th the- 1mportance of langu-

| age for comlng to a closer understandlng of the problems of.

iR ]
1

'.knowledge s o o . '_ ". e
The attitude of the hiStorical writers towards the es;'
tab. :shed distinction between observation and”theory may,

i

"perhape;_best-be lntroduced throughﬂThomas‘Kuhn'shnotion.of.
inco@mensurabillﬁy.f’For,}asris-well known,dKuhn ha tafgued
that‘atbcertain'critiCal:polnts in historydthevest lished
.rules for puzzle solvlng ig sc1ent1f1c research undergo a:

dlStlnCt revolutlon and are replaced by an alternatlve set

. | » e |
of rules. These sets of rules, or paradlgms' ‘contain the =

[=] 1.
9.

J"law theory, appllcation, and 1nstrumentatlon whlch together

provide models,from wh;ch sgrﬁ g\partlcular coherent tradif

IS

étlons‘of'scientific research“ (Kuhn, 1970a 72) f:In_the in-

. . ’ 1 . .
_tervals between such revolutlonary crlses these coherent

»

tradltlons of research prov1de the organlsed framework for
the everyday practlce of what Kuhn call "normal sc1ence"'

In thlS way the growth of knowledge in the sClentlflc

o,
{

dlSClpllneS can be descrlbed as a’ serles of revolutlons in
whlch old paradlgms are usurped and new paradlgms are en-

throned. The novelty of this partleular 1nterpretat10n of _

‘ sc1ent1f1c development lles ;n the fact that it 1is proposed

L)



.as an alternatlwe to the conventronal dESCrlptlon of the .
_'growth of science, whlch has tradltlonally represented the
1advance of knowledge‘as an eyolutlonary and accumulatlve pro—d
cess. Therefore, where prev1ous wrlters have descrlbed the

' replacement of one SClentlflC theory by another ln terms

| Wthh are meant to suggest that. the new thd‘&y contalns‘the

'old theory as a llmlted case of a’ more general 1aw, Kuhn sug—

49

gests that the two theorles are srmply unequlvalent or 1nc0m—?

mensurable . He makes clear that what he heans by thlS is that.<?

the old theory cannot be totally 1ncorporated 1nto the new
theory w1thout remalnder and that some of the operatlons per-

formed by the old theory W1ll be Lost 1n the new.

Instead of v1ew1ng the growth of knowledge as an 1nev1-_

-table march of progress therefore Kuhn 1mp11es that such

;progress 1s largely 1llusory., For each hlstoracal epoch only -

>/
sets for 1tself such questlons as 1t can answer, ‘and thisvit

~does 1n 1ts own unlque way.
Settlng asrde for the present many of the controver-j

sies surroundlng Kuhn s hlstorlographlcal method and conclu-~*

o

: srons we shall brlefly examlne the consequences of his ana-h o

f: . .

_ly31s for the observatlon theory dlstlnctlon and the bJ.narys~
' language model : There are two senses in whlch Kuhn 1nten- -
tlonally uses the term paradlgm a soc1ologlcal and a .

,phllosophlcal sense,_(although other CrlthS such as |

e



Masterman, (1970), have managed to distinguish as many as

N

'twenty—One_different'usesAOf the term)} o o

On the one hand, ‘it stands for an entire con-
stellatlon of beliefs, values," technlques, and
so on shared by the members of a given community.
.On_the. other,: 1t denotes one sort .of element in
'_fthat constellation, the concrete. puzzle solutlons
which, employed as models or examples, can re-
. place expllc1t rules as a basis for the solutlon_
of the remalnlng puzzles of normal -science. .
: . Kuhn (l970a 237)

When paradlgms undergo the fundamental transformatlons

,that characterlse the perlods of revolutlonary sc1ence,'

therefore,,everythlng w1th1n the paradlgm changes This in-’

mentatlon»but also the symbpllc factors-of;language and”con-

\

ceptual frameworks.'fBetween incommensurabletparadigms;~Kuhn.

ies of the ‘two sYstems,'although_the]meanings’éttributed'to»

the new terms will have been greatly altered, (1970a:267).

~Thus,;e§en‘in those3caSeSjWhere_it is posSibleoto,point'to a

3

Tz,gthe significance ot.the'term.ha57changed for its meening:

has beeh’reaXiomatised;

50

" cludes not only the materlal factors of technology and 1nstru—:'

’suggests{ there mey'be*little#outWérd change“in.the'vocabular—*

© term which was presehtviniTl, and to show‘its'persistenCe3in g

There is, therefore, no neutral observational language

available to scientists working within'incommensurable.para—;‘~

\ 8

dlgms, for the very observatlonal terms used 1n maklng an em— -

?_vplrlcal Justlflcatlon of dlfferent theorles have had the1r _"
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kfmean;ngs establlshed w1th1n the context of these theorles

IS

'(Kuhn 1970a 263) For thls reason 1t follows that the theor-
'1es represented in thergreat h;storlcal breakthroughs-ln |
sc1ence cannot be Justified on the ba51s of thelr correspond-
ence.to ‘an lndependent reallty; for the way such a reallty,p
1tself lS percelvedvls»dependent upon the methods and o
._etheorles contalned in the hlstorlcal paradlgm ’ The datajof’L
'observatlon in other words, are dependent upon theblnvestl-:'
':gatlve languages used ln the practlce of sclentlflc‘research

| It may be asked 1n»response torKuhn s‘theslS‘Of‘in—.
commensurablllty, (as, for example, 1n Kordlg,,197l) how any h

‘]comparlson between dlfferent theorles is pos51ble 1f there is ;,ﬁ

.‘ no common observatlonal language ava:.lable'> 'Kuhn' s.answer |
(l970a 264) 1s that‘communlcatlon between‘screntlsts w1th1n

.1ncommensurable paradlgms is po851ble through a processlof =
translatlon.- By flrst establlshlng whlch theoretlcal termsk.

: are Stlll held in common .they may next proceed to clarlfy i
those terms Wthh are used unproblematlcally w1th1n paradlgms

,but are the source of mlsunderstandlng between.paradlgms. he‘
Flnally, the re51dual problem terms may be expressed through
the natural languages avallable to sclentlflc communltles,

-"and by thls series. of.translatlons 1t 1s.posslble for 501en-

”dtlflc worklng w1th1n dlfferent paradlgms to understand each '

‘other 8. theoretlcal vocabularles, (1970a 264) Kuhp, however,f
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makes it quite clear that in his estimatiog ‘he only real’

communlcatlon problem 1nvolved between ‘the part1c1pants 1n

.

:Avdlfferent paradlgms is not that of learnlng the new vocabu—l
»lary, but in. translatlng it, (l970b 267)

* ; The consequences of Kuhn S analysrs‘for the blnary
-language model afe, therefore more-radlcal in 1Q¢ent than =
: elther of the prev;ous sets of cr1t1c1sm. For 1nstead of a?

'Abandonlng altogether the observatlon theory dlstlnctlon he
S | o

is prepared to turn it on’ 1ts head and assert the prlmacy of .
'theory over'observatlon.‘ He dlsmlsses 1n a 31ngle paragraph
for example any pretext for retalnlng the concept of an ob-

B servatlonal language ln the tradltlonal sense of the term.
v That such a language (i,e. an observat;onal
llanguage) lles ready to hand has been w1de1y
assumed since at least ‘the' seventh century when
phllOSOpherS took the- neutrality of pure sen-
sation-reports for ‘granted and sought a 'uni-
':versal character! which would dlsplay all lang-
-uages for expressrng them as one. - Ideally the
.prlmltlve vocabulary of such a language would
_consist of pure sense-datum terms prus syntac= = -
-tlcal connectlves : Phllosophers have now aban—
doned hope of achieving any such ideal, but many
;0f them continue to assume that theories can be .
-vcompared by recourse to & basic’ _vocabulary con=
- sisting entirely. of words which are- ‘attached to.
‘nature in ‘ways that are unproblematlc and to
- the extent necessary, independent of theory...I
4 have argued at length that no such vocabulary
:1s avallable. '

7

Kuhn,:(1970b 266) »";b R
Kuhn arQUes, 1n fact that the observdtlon data of the'

world are Mout up" by the theoretlcal langﬁages and becausefﬁ‘-

Tl
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‘;,
"of this‘fwé.have noiaccess‘to.a neutral:sunellngulstic.means
of‘reportingt,'(1970b;268f,"Thererore,_thelconSeguencesiof;'l
-adopting a‘éarticular~theoretical‘languageventailsea.commltf
vdment.towardsla7restrlcted.waydot_observing-the.world._.The-'a. o
\ i o o e S
enprrical crgteria uéédjfcr‘thevj#stifiéatibn'éf'séientific'
:ﬁheoriesaare nadesavailable thrOugh the,theories théﬁselves.
f.For{ "ln.the.absehcehofﬁa’neutral 1anguage the chorce of'a ;
‘.-new theory is a- dec131on to adopt a dlfferent natlue 1anguage
'and to deploy 1t in a correspondlngly'dlfferent uorld"
(l970b 277) Much;of;Kuhn-s~dxscuss;onnof,the‘obseruatloh;_d l
'Tltheory distinetlon, howeuer;~has'hadda’tendehcy to rehain
‘fsuhordlnated to hlS more central‘concern, that.of ‘the - dlscon—;f;
:tlnuous ‘character of.the growth of knowledge. And although 3
hlS opp051tlon‘to the establlshed blnary language model 1sS
clearly reveEled in both hls analy51s and CIlthlsm of tradle”.jfdf'

ke

dtlonal 1nter retatlons of the growth of sc1ence, 1t has re—k
‘_}malned for otherlwrlters to further develop the hlstorrcal

-_crlthue in. thls dlrectlon. Thus, Paul Feyeraband has emerged i27'
 as one of the nore eloquent crltlcs of the blnary language ::
-model‘ {or what he has called the"layer—cake model ) and rnzd" L
the course of his assaults upon‘thls p051tlon has elahorated'f
}a pragmatlc theory of observatlon‘ 5 The pedlgree of these f‘

_1deas, as well as those of Kuhn dates back to the earller_;‘

‘attacks on radlcal emp1r1c1sm made by Karl Popper, (see for B



example, ?opperj 1968:59[footnote).‘-Therefare}'hoWever,

great disagreements between these writers on other issues re-

lating to'the’recommendationtof methodologicalIprogrammes'for .

in:the neXt‘chapter;

Both Kuhn and Feyerabend are- unlted 1n thelr opp031tlon"

o pendencytof-theorles on’observatlonal facts; Feyerabend

: vsuch facts' can only properly be’ thought of (to use Hanson s

'dbwhlch then beCOme aVallable. He:therefore*enjoins~empiri—"~"

"hcal research Thus in: hlS ana1y51s of the ShlftS from geo--hh

1_(1962 1968 1970a, l970b) has argued cons;stently that all

- exPre551on) as "theory-laden".f In other words,'lt is only

through the formulatron of new theorles that new: realms of

/

N

‘\c15ts, as those Wlth an 1nterest 1n examlnlng observatlonal -

.

.;freely engaglng in the formulatlon of new theorles.‘ For 1t

jls only in the course of elaboratlng new theorles that new ,ﬂf'

facts may be generated ' ffj[aufv ;;“filh ‘; :ti;‘jf

54

oL = R - B : :
‘the special sciences, and these will be more fully discussed = .

fto the models of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse whlch stress the de-""l

’ ‘facts' éan be brought 1nto the new observatlonal categorles ,'f.‘

.'data, to constantly seek to extend the range of such data by .

Feyerabend s method of argument con51sts 1n show1ng how=;»fl}

o s
‘}many of the 51gn1f1cant breakthroughs 1n the hlstory of

sc1ence v1olated the presently restrlctlve cannons of emplrl-f.*f

‘centric to hellocentrlc cosmologles, represented in: the re—»'j7f7”"“
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[
\

1p;acement_of‘Ptolemaic bylcopernican and-Galilean astronomies,f

he shows that the empirical evidence offeréd in support of

~the new ideas was secondary'and"anterior to  the elaboration e

of the theories themselVes;~ 1In many 1mportant senses, there-

fore, we may see that the Galllean arguments for the the31s .

B

that the earth relates upon its’own axls_could not beJemplrlf

cally justlfled 1n terms of the range of observatlonal facts 7._§

- Relchenbach 1968 96- 98)

.41”__

avallable to the contemporary astronomers of that perlod

o such astepler or'Tycho.Branche.v It was only through arn. ap—

pllcatlon of the.new theorles that new categorles of observa-

tion were rmposed upon the tradltlonal domalns of experlen— &f

t1a1 data,g(see Feyerabend 1970a, l970b) | (Thrs same ekample

1s also used by Relchenbach but to very-different effect-,see['ufi
. o _ S

Thus Feyerabend s clalmlls that what has been tradltlone,'

ally sought by emp1r1c1sts as a secure eplstemologlcal founda—f‘

B tlon for sc1ent1f1c knowledge,-namely,fa neutral observatlonaltuﬁﬁf

language 1s ln pr1nc1ple, unavallable.- For all observatronalﬂﬂ"‘

"_ languages contaln w1th1n them a serles of unanalysed assump~7 L

{.

tlops whlch derlve from oldEr theorles{ metaphyslcal systems,-‘f;f =
and ordlnary dlscourse. Because we cannot ellmlnate those
contextual 1nfluences from scientlrlc (or any other) language,ﬁff&;Q

Feyerabend suggests that we make them eXp11c1t 1n the unre—:f

strlcted formulatlon of new theorles.;-f"



Thls much agrees w1th the conclu51ons arrlved at by

. Kuhn and other wrlters who have champloned the Hlstorlcal‘

S of sc1ent1frc research ' Feyerabend) however“fproceeds.to out—m
'llne an alternatlve theory to the blnary.language.model whlch
‘,he calls the "pragmatlc theory of observ\atlon“‘~ And 1t is ;‘ th
‘these 1deas whlch have the most drrect reievance to the con-j;y
.]trover51es 1nvoived rn the observatlon—theory dlstlnctlon.. |
al sentences in an observatlonal 1anguage do‘notAreflect the._ :
remprrlcal-content of any 1ndependent reallty,,they dq repre—fﬂ
;}Asent the establ;shed practlce of a glven hlstorlcal and be-.;t:
hav1oural system,‘(a system composed of soc1ologlcal phllo—[(‘
1rsoph1cal psychologlcal phy51cal aspects, et cetera) llin;'i"
‘14'thls sense therefore, obserVatlonal sentences may be dlstrn-ifﬁ
'ctéurshed from other sentences 1n a theory by the causes of: f’..~
;thelrrassertlon,lrather than by the content ” ‘
| : Now 1t 1s most . 1mportant to reallse that the.
.characterlzatlon -of observatlon statements im- -

’_)pllClt in the above: quotatlons is a causa11 -
v'characterlzatlon, or 1f one wants to use more I

v’recent termlnology, a pragmatic characterlsatlon-a'”I;.j ”qu“

" an observatlon sentence lS‘dlStlHQUlShed fram :
~.other"- sentences of a theory, not as was the case
.in earlier pos1t1v1sm,_by its content; but by
' the cause of its productlon or by the fact that
it productlon conforms to - certain behavxoural ;
o Eatterns ThlS berng the case the fact that a‘

For Feyerabend has argued that whereas the observatlon-~hx.




fcertaln sentence belongs to the observatlon

‘hlanguage doées not allow us to infer anythlng
about. its. ‘content; more especially, it does '
not allow us. tg make any inference concernlng
;the klnd of entltles described in it.

o S Feyerabend (1962: 36).

"_What 1s made avallable through the- eXpre551on of the‘
vobservatlonal language, accordlng to Feyerabend cannot'be

descrlbed as a connectlon of observatlonal terms to SOme un-

s"~

1nterpreted reallty in the world but rather as a- routlnlsed '

| way of looklng at the world which has become codlfled 1nto a
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| "gseml—permanent (but far from 1mmutable) language In an Aim-

‘portant sense, 1t seems, that Feyerabend has adopted a behav-'.f, ‘

<

’1ourlst1c prlnc1ple where the‘L has*become the response Wthh
A_each observer, or class of observers makes in the shlftlng :
.rcontexts of practlcal Stlmull. Thusltheorles are of bara-ift
,imount-lmportance and the Lt S of screntlflc dlscourse pre—{g;

’determlne the categorles through Whlch observatlon may take

r-'fplace, and f1x the boundarles w1th1n whlch the realm of

/ . -

' "facts 1s open to emplrlcal 1nspect10n However, Feyerabend s -

-,'method is not w1thout 1nternal contradlctlon, as several jﬁl
‘Jwrlters have sought to demonstrate, (Leplln, 1969 Townsend
:hvl970 Kordlg, 1971 Koertge, 1972) But further 1nvestlgatlon

%of these problems must be left for 1ater dlscu551on.‘:1

In termlnatlng thls brlef rev1ew of the more recent

ffcr1t1c1sms ot the blnary language model to have emerged from [EUR AR

:fthe Hlstorlcal tradltlon, we can do llttle more than 1dent1fy

A




‘the remaining representatives of this tradition. For to:
) ) ., ) N . . - . . . v - - l ‘.\‘\ - ~ . v .
undertake any serious exposition oricomparative analysis

would necessarily require more time and space than present.

circumstances_permit. fIt;remains°on1y to -indicate the'interf.ﬁ

‘st that other Writersshave~showh'in3the controuersial dis-

tinction between-obseryationrand;theory.

| /""
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',~Toulmin;'for ekample, states:the aifferenCe’betweenvthe”"

-'emp1r1C1st phllosophy of sclence and his own, ih character-

.1st1cally suc01nct terms.

-~

For . the great d1V1de in twentleth century phllo—vy
sophy of sc1ence 1s that between the Platonlsers
h_some """ Eermanent structure or. system ,‘and those ;-‘

"of us who see the ‘crucial problem, instead,
being to dlscover the ratlonale of scxentlflc _;“

tfchange._ L e "4 . 2}-j .

”Toulmin, (1969 199)

' The thrust of any cr1t1c13m of the emp1r1C}sts' Crlter—"

’ : ,
1a for dlchotomlslng observatlonal terms and theoretlcal

!

‘-,terms.must'come, suggests Toulmin,tfrom:revealing the;inter—

-‘,nal 1ncon51stenc1es in the emp1r1c1st programme.v Ch1ef among’

-these is the attempt to make'"the sensory observatlon on whlch“"

'”we rely for ev1dent1al purposes serve, at the same tlme, as
lunlnterpreted descrlptlons of the contents of our sensory
n'flelds""‘ (1969 204)

Thls ralses essentrally the ~same class of objectlons

' 'that Feyerabend has made whrchlls hardlynsurprising,asfhoth;f]“,



3

writeérs continue to acknowledge ‘each other with.pfedictable

regularity; ‘However,~What is'noticeable.in'the presentatiOn
'..of these varlous p051t10ns 1s that whereas Feyerabend 1n51sts
that the manlfold of observable experlence 1s organlsed for

"human cognltlon'through the formulatlon of dlfferent theorles,

Toulmln ahd also Hanson, place a greater\enpha51s on the im-
Aportance of langnage.l For althoughvlanguages unlgersally cone
,taln tacit ana‘rhformal theorles about the world kthelr per-

I
b

'vas;veness 1s-more-exten51ve andimOre fundamental than the

"exp11c1t categorles lald down by,more formallsed theorles.

Tk

Slmllarly,:fqr;Hanson, the 1nfluences that:are embodied'in,{
langdaéé'funéiib?has”“speCtacles that we wear)behind'the{eyes",

And it is in- thlS sense of everyday language, as. much as of

'spec1allsed theoretlcal languages, that leads Hanson to de—
.scrlbe observatlon as a "theory-laden operatlon.v"‘

: Facts, true statements -and cansal connectlons
are all,the way they are because . the - world is - ,
what- 1t¢18. Were the world dlfferent our.. .ideas

'fabout facts, truth and’ causallty would be pro—.
foundly dlfferent “But this is not to say that -
facts,&tryth and causallty are somehow built
~into the WOrld like great pieces" of terrestlal
furniture| They are, as I have urged,- to a.

'large dégree built into ‘the structure of our:
language. They are not for this reason however,
subje'glve, chlmerlcal notions.

TN AR ‘ Hanson,‘(1969 312)

3

-:,:A 'Theseﬁthen are the major representatlves of what we

have calleqéthe HlStOIlCal tradltlon. ’Their'ideanhavetbeen',




‘hlng problems 1n the phllosophy of sc1ence suggests that 1t

,Summary

tcan best be elucrdated by examlnlng the relatlons between
l:terms of the observatlonal languages andvterms‘of the theore-.3
:tical languages of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse. We have called the
bmodel whlch expresses the relatlons between these two sets-t

'of VOcabularles ‘the- blnary Ianguage model i,’f
“7,on the blnary language model Flrstly, there 1s

,to the start of loglcal emp1r1c1sm. ‘But whereas the older '

]uver51on of . loglcal emp1r1c1sm demanded that the L of sc1en-~'

n

v

-'powerful 1nfluences in. challenglng the establlshed v1ew of

.the b;nary language model Wthh was so hlghly 1auded durlng :

\

Y

“.the earller part of the twentleth century; i ';‘_ —

> . ,(u
The debate in whlch they have part1c1pated 1s not yet

'fover and a backward look at the hlStOE¥ of other longstand— jm

3

o may’ never be dec1s1vely concluded

Ty

, - . o R
The central problem of thlS chapter has been to 1dent1-ﬂ;

‘fy the varlous ways in whlch facts and theorles may be Sald ;

o ) _
to be connected in sc1ent1f1c dlscourse. That there 1s no

”unanlmlty among phllosophers on these matters is evrdent from
" the foregorng-account. To 51mp11fy matters therefore we

have proposed that the connectlons between facts and theorles

,c/-‘ :

t

N

There are, 1t seems, at least three p0551 e variations ’
at may be "~ ..,
A » z

called the or;glnal blnary language model Wthh dates



_ : ’ - e o gGl
tlflC theorles be used as a ba51s for the potentlally com-,

yvplete ellmlnatlon 3§ theoretlcal terms; ‘the more'retent,ver%‘

sionsiare considerably‘weaker. Nowadays, the L is'demanded'b

malnly as a means of Justlflcatlon, as a relatlvely stable a

/
Y

ianguage’whroh oan serve as'a_basrs"to oompareod%fferent°t
‘_.dtheories.for their empirical»éontents and resEectiveutruth

| conditiOns. | | | |
Secondly, there is the p0551b111ty of abandonlng the_f
'blnary language model altogether. Arguments commonly used to

nsupport thls proposal do so through dlsc1051ng the loglcal

1ncon51stenc1es 1nvolved in: trylng to dlstlngulsh observa-'

o

- tional from;theoretical terms’

And thlrdly, as we have also seen, there 1s the possa-
blllty of replaolng one form of assymetry 1n the blnary langu;
.age model - the ultlmacy of . observatlon ;Aby another; the -

ultlmacy of theory.' These two,polar»variationsvofithe binary*" o
| . -y v

: ‘e

;language model we shall refer to as observatlonal reductlonlsm

o

and theoretlcal reductlonlsm, respectlvely.-



-, CHAPTER III
'THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MODELS OF SCIENTIFIC DISCOURSE |
' AND PROGRAMMES ‘FOR THE GROWTH OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE

Intreduction

. 0 B . N . o o . ..
Having separated the three main logical variations on
. . o N o :

B '- u. » . .. ' . | : . - :T' .
the binary language model of 'scientific discourse, we turn

“now to an eXaminatiQn'df how two bf.the‘polar variations on
o : o B T : &
this ‘model, observational and'theoretical reductionism, are’
. . ) ) / , . . . :

related to some different current programmes for the growth

of SCientific.know%edgeQ For our presént purposes, there-

fore we have seiected'three contemporery wrirers each_of -
thselwork'indicates a preoccupation withda parrgcgiar Pré;.d‘
gramme rerdtﬁeigrewth 5f°ecieptific khowiedge,_':i{,)“_
- }Thedcharacter of ee;h ef_rhese programmes hasgbeen

,greétly.influenced'by the underlying theory of’ science which =

A

LA

“each writer has.developed'durrﬁg‘the'ceuree of his:work..

l?h?%f;he task inthis.Seerionjof the thesis'ie'to identify f
Atﬁe;theery of‘sciéncedte;wﬁich5eachrpartieﬁ1ardwrifer~isleem-
| mitted, and re.ekawihe‘the ihplicaﬁiens of’ﬁhese thébrieelfor

o

a model of screntlflc dlscourse aﬁd a programme for the grow;_
Lh of knowledge. It w111 be argued througheut thatian ade-vZ
qﬁate programme for the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge cannot
:_befsetlefactor;ly groudded on ajreductlonistdmodei.of scieql dr
.g‘tifie,language; whetherrqbserverionai or fheoréfical,.bdt ?d
: " n .

© . . . . L
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. must somehow proVide the wherewlthal.todresolvethls'long—'

standing contradiction'in traditional theories'offscientific

knowiedge.“ The three wrlters whoselprogrammes forbthe growth
‘ of sc1ent1f1c knowledge form‘the materlal for our comparlson

are Thomaslkuhn, Paul.Feyerabend ~and Jurgen‘Habermas._.The‘

three progranmes associated’withithese three'writers have,
dbeen 1dent1f1ed respect;vely as The Programme for Paradlgm

Closure Thegprogramme)for Paradigm Proliferation,sand The
Programme -for'Paradi.gnllt Compl‘ementarity“. S ' ]

| Although in a sense already alluded.to in thedprev1ons |

chapter these three writers have frequently been 1ndlscr1m—
”EB%Eély labelled elther as. Hlstorlcal phllosophers of sclence'

or as: Radlcal ph110oophers of 501ence‘ there is another just—
'&'rflcatlon-for their~inclusion‘here.' For the very dlfferent
'fblmpllcatlons that arlse from these separate programmes for.
hthe growth of knowledgeAlllustrate not only the consrderable
dlfferences that ex1st between these wrlters, although these‘
'lare often concealed nnder the more:comﬁon stereotypes, but

also a convenient‘pdlarlsatlon-of»views_whiehvis nost'in~.
.gtructlvepfor onrimainvpurpose.':This_purpgse renains:through;:»<
‘out the srngle.one of showlng the relatlonshlps between pro-}
'grammes for the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge on the one o

;hand .and. models of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse on the other.




fThe,Proqramme for Paradigm Closure

The account of-the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge set -

out in the wrltlngs of Thomas Kuhn 1s at once radical and

'\
N

' conservatlve in its 1mp11catlons and, therefore, appears to \ﬁ”

u

i

'satlsfy concurrently two 1ncompat1ble 1deologles of our tlme.
dIn.one sense we may say that 1t is radical 1n“the use of the
hlstorlcal method of 1nvest1gatr n, but conservatlve.ln terms
of. the theory of”sc1ence whlch underlles Kuhn s programmevfor1
the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge What_exactly do.we mean
;by this dlstihction’ | |
vbIt has already been shown that what has been called the
'HlStOIlCal School' represents one of the maln challenges to,.

the more tradltlonal orthodox1es -in the phllosophy of scxence{

‘Writers such as Kuhn, Feyerabend Hanson and Toulmln have

'succeeded in challenglng the normat1Vebmethod by whlch the
.earller establlshed phllosophy of 501ence had tradltlonally
‘been pract;sed.l For whereas the prev1ous.generat10n of phllo—
sophers SLGh as Russell, Carnap, Hempel Fergl. and so forth
5“sought to 1nvest1gate the problems of SClentlflC knowledge by k‘

jmeans of a. loglcal or mathematlcal method alone,tthe new gen-

L
-

eratlon re establlshed the hlstorlcal method as a further,

ol

and at tlmes an alternatlve, means of 1nvest1gat1ng these and

'other problems This’ dlstinctlon has been remarked by a num-" i““‘%'

ber of commentators ‘on the hlstorlcal development of the
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philosophylof science.

w ...there is one 1mportant sense .in Wthh the

" Carnap of the Philosophical Foundatlons of
Phys1cs is a. klndred spirit with the Arlstotlef';;“
of the Posterior Analytlcs . - Each. reduces the .
phllosophy of science to a logic of sc1ence to
-the study of science, considered as a formal:
system. The only fruitful methodologlcal

~ lssues,’ ‘therefore concern the way in which the’
“different prop051tlons in the system are re- ..

~ lated to one another, the types of inference
‘used to valldate one prop051tlon on the ba51s
- of others ‘ :

McMullln, (1970 13)
Gledymln (1970) has also drawn attentlon to the dlffer—il'
ences of method whlch separate many of the prevﬁous genera—'

tlon of phllosophers of SC1ence from many of the present gen—

"

eratlon.
/
A confrontatlon of the dlscu851on of" the problem ;
of comparablllty of theorles thirty-five years
ago with - its: treatment in recent- contrlbutlons,
reveals at least the follow1ng difference: the S
older approach was logically far more refined }’; R
and sophlstrcated whereas recent contrlbutlons BN
"are much rlcher in historical detail. . - _~,“d e
: : Gledymln, (1970 :257) .

' Thus the use of the hlstorlcal case—study has agaln
. come 1nto promlnence For 1t has been through an hlstorlcal

. - 0..‘.
re- examlnatlon of the SClentlflC practlces of ~some of the

- great and emlnent sc1entlsts of the past that many of the
,‘.tradrtlonal bellefs governlng the theory and practlce of
‘sc1ence have been brougpt 1nto questlon._ In thls sense, there-

.fore Kuhn may be seen as an opponent of the methodology of

leoglcal emp1r1c1sm whlch has attempted to reduce all 81gn1f1- L




| cant.problems'of'seientificvknowledge,'and indeed all pro-
blems7of‘knowledgedin general. to the level where they may
g unlformly be analysed as problems.oonnected with the loglcal
‘structure ofyproposltlons ' By restorlng the hlstorlcal\trlt—

'1c1sm of knowledge and 1ts foundatlons as a further means to

- be employed in the current practlce of the: phllosophy of

ci‘u
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sc1ence ‘Kuhn cannot therefore,135cape partlal 1dent1f1catlon o

bw1th a‘phllosophlcal tradltlon that includes among others
'-;Hegel Dllthey,Gfroce ‘Colllngwood Mannhelm Koyre;.a;d‘
"Bachelard.. It is a tradltlon Whlch.standsvln profound Oppos-
‘fltlon to that of‘loglcal o051t1v1sm;»:“ . .

At the ‘same tlme, however,'lt can be shown that al- e

:though the method of 1nvest1gat10n used by Kuhn stands 1n 't\f“

,clear contrast to that of the prevlous generatlon of phllo-

'vsophers of sc1ence, the theory of sc1ence that he uses is

)
t

much less hostlle to logrcal p051t1v1sm than others who have<7

t . . : v‘»f

;,adopted the hlstorlcal method In fact many'of the. dlstlnc-‘,' y

K]

tlons establlshed by the loglcal posrt1v1sts for c1a551fy1ng
S\ ;

. knowledge are. retalned by Kuhn, although the earller Justl- :

: flCatlonS for usrng them are replaced by new arguments from §

- Kuhn S own theory of sc1ence.
The 1mportance of Kuhn s theory of sc1ence is that lt

“‘underlles hlS programme for the growth of sc1ent1f1c know-

.Aledge, and 1mp11c1tly deflnes what he takes to be ‘an. adequate i*
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- model ofiscientific discourse. It is: these two aspects of

Kﬁhhfs we:kjthAttWe sheiljnow Undertake toteriticaliyaexemine-
 in gieaterldetail. fEer 5@; pfesent p#ré°éeSJfWe-ehéli dis;,'
'tihéﬁisﬁ bet§eﬁﬁ the,two;maih pafts‘te Kuhh’e'theorytqf 
‘science which are, (i) the theory of the transformation of

4

‘normal science to revolutionary science, and .(ii) the theory

. of the growth of non-science, or proto-science, to mature

éeience;»'it,will be argued-here{that'there'ere serieﬁs”iﬁlt"
'ceneletenc1es b ween’ these two‘parts ef Kuhn é geﬁeral o
g theery'of&sciepee,Aand that~these haVe'ledAto.certain undef
Vsitablet(andtunreeeenable):ceneequenees'in;h;é:eveféll.cen;"\.
lclﬁsiene:ebout.tﬁe‘peeessery;eonditieesffetethevg:thh‘of:iefie“
eeientifie“khowledéeVés'well as his implicit definitien5aeltq |
'v»tWhat'ﬁayjor_ehould ser§e:as.eﬁAadeéﬁeteemedeltqf.ECieetifiee'

“discourse..

- (i) The Transformatlon from Normal 801ence to Revolutlonarz
' Sc1ence : : : SR ~ - :

| The sPec1al pertlof Kthn s Qenefel theory of sc1ence 2k
lect deals Wlth the transformétlon froﬁlnormal to revoluttqn4 
L ary.setence has probably eaused more contro?ersy than any. |
i ; other P?rt ' In/order*tovlllusttate 1t5151gn1f1cance,‘there;;e
 ' “fore, for Kuhn s progtamme for the growth'of 501ent1f1c kﬁow;-'(
B .]..edg);e,» ,';t: ‘is \meee'ssary. }t'o. bxflefly-;re"cepl‘tulate 'hlS _'.aecotn_t__ of S

 this transformation. . - N
. TUOUEES
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Kuhn arguee;»it.wiil be.recalled; that_muCh_of the,past‘
_ahdtpres;ntgactivityvofgscientistshaseaiweyseconsisﬁedpof_ ;Jﬁ
.the‘routinrsedgresearch and experimentationlthat:rs,carriedlt
on within-a particuiar;cognitive'traditionl. it is in thel:'
context of such a tradltlon that the major theoretlcal proe ‘

',blems of the sclentlfic community are recogniSed bylits'mem-

.bers, and through Wthh the methods and 1nstrumentat10n are

b'prOV1ded for the research and resolutlon of these problems.f.
.Screntlfrc practlce4 for the most part suggests Kuhn; isf
‘carrred out asba co:operatlve .and soc1a1 enterprlse, and the
problems and puzzles‘to whlch screntlsts“frnd themselves;o

: *drawn are the product of an elaborate lelSlOn of‘labour Wthh

g'ls set up wrthln the context of the current research tradl—

”tlon., It 1s to the total set of theorles and methods Wthh

h“make up thls tradltlon that Kuhn glves the tltle of paradrgm"'

N

Normal sc1ence therefore always proceeds w1th1n the context -'"'fA

"of a glven hlstorlcal paradlgm

The routlne and normal practlce of sc1ence, 1n Kuhn S

£

eyes, 1s practlsed w1th1n an 1nst1tut10nallsed cognltlve and |

..soc1al tradltlon, or’ paradlgm, Wh1Ch supplles the problems

: and’ puzzles for normal sc1ent1f1c research. The set of prln—}ﬁ.’f R

'_ipclples and bellefs whlch govern research actzvrty w1th1n the
?paradlgm is generally ac¢epted w1thout debate by all sc1en-7gg

3ftlsts of the research communlty, for they have been srmrlarly
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socrallsed lnto 1ts tradltlons and share therefore, a com-“
monly held v1ew of the past hlstory as: well as of the present

prlorltles of thelr dlSClpllne Normal research wrthln a

paradlgm does not therefore, crltlcally :eflect uPon the en—é >

trenched theorles and methods whlch constltute the foundatlonS"

of knowledge wlthrn the sc1ent1frc sPeC1a11ty._“These are,'for
. . . i ) S T :

the most part accepted as non-problematlc
'; For thls reasgh Kuhn goes on to add there 1s an ab-~u55.
sence of any real testlgg (fa151f1catlon) w1th1n the normal
t‘research tradltlon, for the relevance of puzzle-solvrng-ln f;th
terms of the paradlgn is much greater than that of testlng forli
H.normalusc1ent1flc practlce.:iu f;if~i o v | |

'y -

The dlfference between the process of testlng and that

41'

P of puzzle solV1ng, ‘as. Kuhn makes clear on a number of occa-‘

.\.

‘51ons, (1970b 5) 1s that whereas the former 1nd1cates ar cr;t-'27~-
: 1c1sm and debate over the fundamental theoretlcal and metho-'

dologlcal premlses of reSearch the latter 15 Slmply a measure""

1 of the.success of an 1nd1u1dual sc1entlst workrng Wlthln thesei:,"
premlses.~.0nly when these prenlses are‘brought under-serlougﬂ vAin:ZN
rev1ev;r can the routlnlsed pat.tern of: normal sc:.ence be s‘ald B :
to undergo an lnterruptlon.z wf;h"h' | R N o

| SUCh lntefruétlons dn the normal pattern‘ot sc155£1f1¢ fnio
practrse, accordrng to Kuhn swaccount have occurred perlodl-h[g},3,~,
.‘cally throughout the hlstory of sc1ence; Theypgrerbrgughtfgnpifjfa'

BT




—

70

by'the failure of normal-science ~at certain timeS"to suc-
cessfully resolve such problems as have remalned refractoryg'
. . ' \ ‘ .

to the range of solutlons supplled by the extant paradlgm.-d

Over a deV810plng perlod of tlme the crisis of the paradlgm,’

£

becomes steadily more evrdent in the v151ble multlpllcatlon_

' of those anomolles whlch cannot be fltted 1nto the pattern of -

puzzle«solutlon that has tradltlonally succeeded in ther
sc1ence It is only at thlS tlme that the paradlgm, 1tself-

comes under a, new and crlt;cal examlnatlon from the SClentl-‘

f1c communlty, and the theorles and methods Wthh were once

uncrltlcally accepted become agaln the centre of debate. o.’

, ThlS is a perlod that Kuhn has called "Extraordlnary Sc1ence"'

"'All crrses begln w1th the blurrlng of a paradlgm
“and - the consequent loosenlng of the rules from

".,,normal research s U e

. Kuhn, (l970a 84)

tThe result of such a breakdown 1n the capac1ty of f‘

{

i sc1ent1f1c paradlgms to generate puzzle~solutlons 1s thelr

/-. .-L

eventhal replacement by another paradlgm. ThlS paradlgm w1ll: o

have the advantage of belng able to resolve the anomOlous o

o problems that lend to the damage of 1ts predecessor, althought_f

SQme of the earller solutlons to research problems may agaln -

appear as re-problemated Not all of the successful research?dh

=0

tradltlon of the past paradlgm can be convenlently fltted 1n-f",;f

f to the structure of the new,Athere may be a large but never a



o o o Vo
;complete.overlap,ofﬂsuccessive paradigms;’ (Kuhn l970a 85)

There may also be a. consrderable dlscontlnulty between o

)

'.scientlflc paradigms and in fact Kuhn goes so far as to

suggest that on’ some occa51ons, and in some’ ways, the rela-

.tlonshlp between an old paradlgm and the new may be one of ‘

1ncomparab11rty; the two paradlgmslmay be }ncommensurable to ’

" each other. *The, times of scientific revolution are, there-
P R -
-,fore, times;when«a total change_ianOrldfview converts the

[

Qcommunlty of sc1entlsts to" a new way of perce1v1ng the world"c

0

‘whlch may be greatly at odds w1th what went before._ Such~and'

acknowledgement has 31gn1f1cant lmpllcatlons both for the re-
constructed hlstory of scrence as well as’ for a model of.

E»sc1ent1f1c dlscourse.

The notlon of paradlgm 1ncommensurab111ty has some 1m-,“”‘

.portant consequences for a model of SClentlflC dlscourse., TO'»v'\

'1begln Wlth 1t serves ‘as a cr1t1c1sm of any model of languageiz’

i

_that is based oh an observatlonal reductlonlsm.‘ For at a

‘_7t1me of paradlgm revolutlon 1t is the observatlonal languaﬁe -

as well as’ th@ theoretlcal language of research tradltlon

;ythat 1s replaced The replacement of one observatlonal langs,7

~uage. by another Kuhn carefully adds has not necessarlly

-i;meant the replacement of all the o%d scrent1f~c terms by new o

ones. What has frequently happened is. that the meanlﬁgs for- Y}l;f

_‘merly attached to pr1nc1pa1 terms such as maéiaddfvelocityt;yx"
| | L e

- 1 5 %
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'accegeration-’and so forth “have been replaced by new mean—'
“:ings,_although the terms, themselves,mremaln linguistically

-unchanged, -Thus those'termsthich‘wereiusedcin an earlier

'.paradigm tradition may become re-axiomatised which as to say~f

i

" that although the establlshed terms, themselves, remaln un—~

Vchanged the way in ‘which they are. now deflned and the objects

’_of thelr predlctlon may be quite at odds w1th thelr earller o

~.usageh

- Two men who percelve the same 51tuatlon dlffer-

’ ently but nevertheless employ the same vocabulary
in its dlscu551on must be using words dlfferent— -
ly. They speak, that is, from what I have called
incommensurable v1ewp01nts...They cannot that is,:

resort to a neutral language which both use "in

. the same way and which is adequate to ‘the state-

~ment of both their-theories or.even of both

‘.,those theorles‘ empirical consequences.
. ,-“_,_ . - , L Kuhn, (1970a 200 201)

\

"Thus, where prev1ous accounts of the growth of sclence have’

assumed»a semantic-uniformity'in the historical use of con—'3-_"

-ventlonal sc1ent1f1c terms, Kuhn argues for the recognltlon:
fOf an actual semantlc relat1V1ty of terms between dlfferent

1'and 1ncommensurable historical-paradigms;ulf;

Kuhn,ftherefore expllC1tly rejects the 1dea that there

- ex1sts anythlng 11ke a neutral observatlon language, whlch is

- constantly avallable to SCiEHtlStS at all tlmes and 1n all
) . o

72

ttplaces, and to whlch all reports about natural phenomena may :_,

'!|,

. ultlmately be reduced : Fpr, as we have seen ‘in the prev1ou5‘.h“

'l




‘chapter, -Kuhn argues that the ré-axiomatised terms of a new

)

'observational’language are~supp1ied in the context’of thefnew.‘

73

'paradlgm, and not by rcference to some unchanglng correspond-:_h.

ence to ‘an 1ndependent reallty. wTo thls extent Kuhn s model

'of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse is grounded upon the: ultlmacy of -
. o

:theoretlcal languages over observatlonal languages, and is' a

'..

 model based on a theoretlcal reductlonlsm. With a transfor—
hmatlon from the research tradltlon of one paradlgm to that

i"of another, there is.a radlcal transformatlon 1n'the use of

sclentlflc terms. It ls a sutf1c1ently radlcal change,.says

Kuhn, to warrant descrlptlon as a new language, or what may

2

perhaps call ‘a new parad;gm languaqe._-'

In the absence of a, neutral language, the ch01ce
‘of a new ‘theory is a decision to adopt a dlffer-
. - ent native language and to- deploy it ‘in"a '
orreSpondlngly different world. - ;o
T' . ‘ Kuhn (l970b 277)

: Thus for Kuhn, the relatlonshlp between knowledge and ‘

L3

‘~freallty is subject to abrupt and dlscontlnuous change. And o

W

1t is language that predomlnantly medlates thls relatlonshlp,

‘_for w1th1n the categorles of language 11e the codes whlch

»

& . o :
’have been establlshed by the 1mp11c1t cosmologles of partlcu-:l“‘

N3 g
,lar cultures as well as the | w@?@ formulated theoretlcal sy—

“stems of organlsed sc1ence. It lS for thls reason, therefore,." B

/-

:'that what the observatlonal language of one paradlgm may ac- f

cept as- eV1dence, or data, or even as 'facts', may not be ac-f\'f

,_/




‘cepted as such by an earller or a later paradlgm language.;;

The structure of the real world' is thus pre c0nst1tuted for

us by the structure of the paradlgm language of a glven re-

‘3Asearch tradltlon and ‘as hlstory records, these structures are

never unlverSal permanent or flnal but are always hlstorlcali"

-because they are<man-made

Thisjthen is perhaps,-the most fundamental cr1t1c1sm

: that Kuhn makes of the prev1ous generatlon of phllosophers of

science’ and the orlglnal reductlonlst model of sc1ent1f1c

R
w

' dlscourse~ the rejectlon of a bellef in the p0531b111ty of a

'neutral observatlon language | For w1thout such a stable

74

- foundatlon for sc1ent1f1c knowledge the‘meanings of ‘scienti~-

[

flC terms can no longer be taken as constant over dlfferent

K hlstorlcal perlods.f Once, therefore, the p0551b111ty arlses ﬁ

’that sc1ent1f1c terms may vary thelr meanlngs at dlfferent

’

htlmes throughout the hastory of . sc1ence then the4g0551b111ty

also arlses that the development of sc1ent1flc knowledge may

no . longer be reallstlcally characterlsed .as progre551ve and

'accumulatlve

5 Thus Kuhn s cr1t1C1sm of the observatlonal IEdUCtlonlSt: ,

'model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse leads hlm to a rejectlon of the,f-:f

'preV1ously establlshed hlstory of sclence. For much of the :

:.' (&/{‘j

L recorded hlstory f sc;ence, 1n Kuhn s v1ew, has presented a

P

. e
'mlsleadlng and mfstaken-plcture of the actual growth of
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'fscientific’knOWLedge;l'This hasfbeeh the case for the many

philosophers: and historians of science who have been under

.

the influence of the positivism "set down byocomte'and Mach .
- and reVised'by the Vieuna_Circlé; TFor_these writers the
growth'of,scientifiCaknowledge is often describedvas thoughd

it were strictly a logical and empirical and supra-historical -
. .. ». ) o . ‘ . PR ‘:, . R . ‘» e - . . O" ; . ..
enterprise, -the systematic collection and.progressive accumu-

IatiOnaof\empificatefactS,m‘
: fhegpictute of sciehtific;knowledge Whtchhemerges from‘i
dsuch'historicai,interptetatiohs}offits_érbwth,}argues_Kuhh,
is based on ja viemfofvpiogressbwhich‘sees thekactimity_og.' .ﬁm
sCienceAasvthatfwhich~is:ih the processiof»gradually uhcover%t
ingithe_true statevoﬁ auhindépehdemt_reality, vindother wordsha
;‘as}the historicai'htactice:of‘scieucesbuilds up"an§§éf-iﬁ_a.»
creas1ng supply of emplrlcal facts about . the natural world
the time must someday come wheh the collectlon of facts is o
Acomplete,'and»out»expetience ofjnatu:e:is fullgireégaled,
. _SuCh a'pictute,of scienceg'suggestnguhn::is-teleologigai in‘

hat 1t supposes that the practlce of sc1ence has some trans-f'

N

: cendental purpose above and beyo;d the 1mmed1ate qged to
solve practlcal and spec1f1c problems. _

We are deeply accustomed to seefng sc1ence as

-the one enterprise that draws: constantly nearer ;
. to some goal set by nature in advance. But need PP
- there be any such goal?...Does it really help to

imagine that there is some one’ full, objectlve

account of nature and that the prOper measure-,‘



o

% W
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A\revolutionary sciencé.

v

‘'ment of scientific achievement is the extent to
which it brings us closer to that ultimate goal
Kuhn, (1970a: 171)

It is only by carefully re-examining individual case

studies of scientific practice'and discouery, says Kuhn, that '

we‘mayucompose a.more accurate’picture;of the real‘history‘of

scientific development. For it is a hlstory not of the grad—

- ual eVOlution of rational thought towards the ultimate goal

~of total objective knowledge, but of.periodic'revolutions in

human thought which are frequently 1ncomparable to preVious 'r'

N e,'.ﬂ
forms~of‘sc1ence and are; in’ turn, liable to become redundant

'themselves;\'The réal history.of science is, therefore, not

an unbroken line.of intellectualfprogress, but‘a serieSFOf re-

'\\‘)

Qolutionsieach_of'whiCh ‘succeeds in decisi&ely changing the

7.prevailing standards of sc1entific theory and practice.

y

, The reputatlon that Kuhn has enjoyed as a radical b§£

LK . :
ponent Of.lnducthlSth theoriesvof science_(to use‘Mary_/

Hesse's termh,isqitherefore; based on that part of his theory

‘of science which deals_With.the transformation from normal to

e

An 1nduct1vrst hlstorian has 1mp11c1t Baconian

phiIosophical alleglances, concentrates on:

describing ‘'hard facts' and experlments,_re-,

constructs past arguments to fity an inductive

structure, and judges past theoretical concept-

ions as true or false, significant or fit for
 ridicule, dependlng upon what are now accept-’
_able theories g

R Mary;Hesse,v(l970:l4l).f

-

3
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For thefe would seeém to be at least three conséquences\of~his_

a

 account of scientific-changé and  the growthfbf<know1edge»

which defy the previous accounts given by.Writers in the es-

,tablished'trédition of logical empiricism and~néofpositivism;,

These may be listed as:

(i)

hqualificéiion to the mofe traditionalvdescriptidns of scienti-
fic knowledge, which have generally emphasised natural science -
as being fhe exemplary form of human knoWledgé.: However,Vés'f

~we shall show Kuhn's criticism of natural science is not as

.depehdent‘reality.

His denial of~an'independent‘iealitf, a reality, that

is, which exists independently of our thebretical pre- .

. conceptions as “the reaiiworld' of uninterpreted facts.

His denial of the possibility.Qf écquiring objective
knéwledgé, knowledge, that_ié;‘which reflects én in-

Y

P

His denial of the,self-image,qf scientific knowledge as
" a collection and accumulation of facts which progresées
from one period of history to another.

: Tékenitogether,-theseethree_denials are an‘iﬁpdrtant

I

.

_,fundamentai.as-many comméntétors_hAVe‘beén ledAto believe. v

TPo illustrate this, we shall now;turh,to'the‘second,part'of'

‘Kuhn's genefal-theory of‘scienée.

@



(11) The Theory of -the Growth of Non—sc1ence or Proto-science,
to Mature Sc1ence i AR

The»principal contradiCtlon indKuhn'svgeneral theory of
soieneef it'will bejargued,'is:revealed whenba comparison‘isbf
_made betweenfhis theory of th?_transformatlon from normal.to'
revolntionary seienee,ionfthe one,hand,.and_his4theoryhof» |
.'growth of matnre\sclences,'on;the other..‘For'whereasthe

'theoryvtranSfOrmation iSfesSentially‘a,critique‘of.that philo-

“sophy of science which has based itself on the positivistic
_premises of,obServationa]preductioniSm and-historieal:pro-

fgress the theory of the growth of sc1ent1f1c maturlty stands

"o

in qulte a dlfferent llght If the former part. of Kuhn s

_theory of science may in SOme sense be regarded as relat1v1s—
tic, 't hen the“latter’part-may more easily be'regarded as'a‘
'llnear stage theory of the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge

‘

Kuhn S theory of the growth from what he has called I
proto 501ence"to mature science may best be lllustrated aS‘

- a stage theory if a comparlson is permltted w1th another well

known stage theory of development For the'theory pr0posed

by Walt, Rostow in h1s 'Stages of Economlc Growth' (1960) is
1nstruCt1ve1y s1m11ar in de51gn ta Kuhn s theory of the

- stages,ofvsc1entlf1c growth. Both wrlters have clalmed that
F:thelr models of growth are e#trapolatlons from the recorded

hlstory of economlc and sc1ent1f1c development and are,

N



tﬁeiefgre, descriﬁﬁionsbof théée.hist§;i¢é1 forms. .Aglthe-.\
 same time, hé&evér; ?hésé dé$§fiptiQns COnétiﬁgﬁé-tﬁélbasis
‘for.the ﬁ@fmulatign §£ futu;? progfammés for fhé'gfowthbof H.'
féqonoﬁic orfséientifié inétgtufiohé, In‘tﬁ¢\éésé of‘Rostdw,

' thé,switch from historical description to cdntemporary pro-.

79

gramme is made_quite explicit in his programmaﬁic sub-tit1¢; '5

"An Anti-Communist Manifesto". 1In the case of Kuhn, we shall
S o N " S
argue that although the switch is more tacit, and is hedged

by numerous reservations, ‘it rémainékthe case that his his-

‘torical account of?thejgrowth'of»scientific maturity.is also -

| converted into a programme for the future grthh'of sciénti¥
fié knowledgegb

Like Rostow, Kuhnﬁs.accoﬁnt of thefhiéthy of_sciehti—*I

fic dévelopment is inténded,t§ tracé'the,steps whérebyj%radi—‘.f‘

&

A

pérato;y»to reél‘scienﬁifié'grOWth,iﬁheItake-off-pointé, énd‘,

. then continue.tq aéveiop'through'théfpaﬁh of éeif—éustaining

~. .

tional systems of knowledge undergo those‘transformationswpreQ-

growfh df»sciéntific maturity. ' But Whereas Rostow's concep-

s .

tion of the historically necessary steps is explicitly laid

‘out as a series of’sQCCéssive_stages of:growth,fKuhn{s stage-
_ theory’;s.not,présented as a mahifeStdzand is, therefofe;_

1ess obviously progrémmaticl“

The take-off into the real growth of scientific know- -

ledge, according to Kuhn, " comes. only when an academic disgi-.’ .
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pline develops angidentifiable paradigmL_Whioh‘is‘to say, "

Sy

that>it'developsVa'commonly shared research tradition.a_Thef L
. . . : . ) . SRS
emergence of such a paradigm in the research tradition of an

._intellectual_disciplineIintroduces, therefore;‘a nethormvcf\g
:Cognitiye:organisation'whichfcorrespOndingly signais:the_disr
':aopearancé'of the muitipie‘schoolS'which'formerlyycoeexisted
ulthln the dlsc1p11ne (Kuhn, l970a'l7) - The dlsaeoearance
of the‘preeparadxgm_schools says Kuhn,'ls caused by the
» “trlumph of one of these schools rn elevatlng 1tself as’ a do—_lk
'vminant ppzéléﬁSOlYing traditaon?and'hegenOmisinghits research
\hgtandardsrfor_future method=§nd theoryawithinjthetdiscipline{.u’
1 Thisiorocessgof;paraaign?formation,‘in Kuhnhs'eyes,‘is the
Single”nost-stab1e indication:of'the birth,of_a;new science..
gIt shouid perhaﬁs; be.aédeéfthatvin more recenthWritings‘
iKuhn has . suggested that it is. not the presence of a paradlgm
alone that is. necessary for sc1ent1f1c take-off, but also the
nature of: such a paradlgm, in partlcular’rts su1tab111ty~for .
'v‘haeueloplng a problem-solV1ng research tradltlon. '(Kuhn,ﬁ' "

o*.

1970a: 179)\ &
: _-In hi dlscu551on of the" signlflcance of paradlgm for- ﬁ_n,'f“

.’3

matlons to SC1ent1f1c take—off Kuhn.uses two types of eX-

ampfes to 1llu%trate the condltlon of pre-sc1ence, or proto-

" b ¢

science, prlor to the emergence of a Earadlgm. The flrst

funderllgs hls de;crlptlve account of the past growth of ,

.
gty LT
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|

|

. |
v

scientific knowledgeIWhile the ‘second provides an'application o
- of'his programme. for the futureﬁgrowth‘ofwscientific knowfi

‘ledge.

i

’"CH&miSﬁrY»Or astronomy is indidated by the emergenCe'Of a"' -

,s1gn1f1cance of the new paradlgm re51des 1n the fact that 1t

E permrts theigrowthjof a_puzzle—solving tradlt;on‘and'hence.

‘ﬁvparate research communltles, each hav1ng a separate set of

o now recognlsed as a sc1ent1f1c research tradltlon 1s very

.the practice'of a normal science. Prior.to,thisnpointfof
| 'take*off as Kuhn makes clear, the anc1ent dlsc1p11nes of

alchemy and astrology were fragmented 1nto a number of dls-'
'theorles and methods and w1th no overall framework for the .

'_common selectlon of research prlorltles. Under such condl-ff“

: tlons, although some advances wrthln the specrallsed schools

'hard to flnd (Kuhn, l970a 163)

S

Y

may take place, any more general progress towards What 1s

-

2

» The success of the “new: form of cognltlve organ;satlon B
[ e . . ‘ B

For Kuhn, the~takefoff'point'of such exact sciences as .

rsingle research tradltlon from among the multlple tradltlons -

. that formerly exrsted as schools of alchemy or aStrology, The_jf”

» -0

‘,fwhlch 1s now regarded as sc1ence lles, therefore, ln 1ts abl-'

llty to replace ‘the earller schools of thought contalned in ff.;thV

the’ anc1ent drscrpllnes by a 51ngle un1f1ed research tradl-}.f

4tlon. \For where these earller schools proceeded along very

)
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diverse methodological and theoretical lines, %helnew‘re-p

‘search community unanimously adopts a common programme which

tutionalisationvof'this'new research tradition and the con-

sequent~e1iminetioh of‘thé:earlier-treditions'of fragmented

- schools, we shall refer-to”as:thelprocess‘of parediqm clo-

. sure.

-It is however, the more contemporary appllcatlons of X

;_;the theory of paradlgm closure that evoke the greatest con—;

F

N of the hlstory of SC1ence, Kuhn reveals one of the reasons

ichat led tg§irs dlscovery of the 1mportance of paradlgms.

'4_...Spend1ng the year in a communlty composed
p_predomlnantly of -social sc1entrsts confronted
~me with unant1c1pated problems about the dlf-‘f;_
fferences between such communities and -those’ _Q
- of the natural- screntlsts...l was struck by
the. number and extent. of the overt - dlsagree-
"ments between social sc;entlsts about . the -
© " ‘nature of 1eg1t1mate sc1ent1f1c problems and '
'rmethods.. the practice’ of astronomy, physrcs,.v_h
chemistry, or’ biology normally fails to evoke
. the ‘controversies over fundamentals: that todayf&l
» _often ‘geems endemlc, among, ” say, psychologlstsV
' or soc1ologists.‘ Attempting to dlscover the

Va - source of that.difference led me to recognlse ER

l_the role in scientific research of what I haveffn
VSlnce called "paradlgms" S ST
5 Kuhn, (1970a v111) Empha81s suppllhd

: The evrdent dlfference of cognltlve organxsatlon and

¢
'y

~ is based on a shared set ofttheories.ahdfmethods;“ TheﬂinStif_f

'troversy‘;n;Kuhh s=general theory and.programme_for”the-growthu.

: _of'scientific'knowledge. ”For at;an'eérlyspoint in his»accounf_"

‘f;-cprogressqbetween'the naturalxscrences.andjthersoc;al'sc;enceSHf"



N

‘ ;mas,}thus,'one of the points qf departure:for Kuhn{slinVestifff

, Ce T . R
gation into the historical structure-of the growth of scien-

L tific"knohledgeiffThe implications of,Kuhn'sJaccount of?the_:

= 83

“historical development of science’for'the_futurejgrowth'ofp_...

scientific knowiedge'are, therefore[ seen‘moSt”clearly~in'his_ o

Pixvaluatlon of the present status of the SOClal sc1ences.:"

However, 1t 1s at thlS p01nt that the loglc of Kuhn S

-_explanatlon of the past hlstorlcal progress of sclence 1s ap—_‘

. 0 . X
.parently suspended For although 1t 1s clear enough from

’Kuhn S comments that 1n many senses, the present soc1al

’._301ences are just as much pre—sc1ences, or proto sc1ences, as-

were: the earller schools of alchemy and astrology, he stops

,.m

h‘con31derably short of recommendlng the dellberated creatlon';

| R : . _ SR -
of common puzzle-SOIV1ng tradltlons as a pre—condltlon for e

+

'»hscxentlflc take—off 1n the soclal sc1encei‘» In fact, he ex-

h,p11c1tly rejects the 1dea that a 51mple‘"m8thodologlcal Pre—7f .

.». ‘.

r_scrlptlon"'can convert a,proto—sc1ence 1nto a- mature scxence. :

s .

If...Some soéﬂal sc1ent1sts take from me the
view that they can'improve thé status of their
field by first’ legislating: agreement on. fundang»V
'mentals pd. then turnlng to puzzle—SOIV1ng, -
. they" are badly mlsconstrulng my p01nt A sen-~ff
tence I once used when discussing the Speclal '

‘efficacy of mathematical theories applled eqqally[rjfffuﬁﬂhvff

“here: "As: in 1nd1v1dua1 development, s0 in the .
. scientific group, maturlty comes most surely to
c.thOSe who ‘know “how Jto. wait." Fortunately,
fthough no’ prescrlptlon will force it; the .

,ptran31tlon to maturlty does come to many flEldS':~m Y

and it 1s wells worth waltlng and struggllng to
.attaln. lf7'~j'g';_ Kuhn,,(1970b 245) ‘

R
e -,v*w,_u..;,-,;. LT T ey
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’Kuhn;otfersfa.numberfof sinilar disCiaimersgagainstﬁthe idea :
‘that the'social 5ciénce§”éan‘hefnade;Wscientific by adopt- o
11ng a s1ngle oaradlgm of.theoretlcal nrlnc1ples and methodo~}“
- loglcal procedures. ) |
‘h.I clalm no therany.to a551st the transformatlon
. ofa proto-science to a’ sélence, ror do'I =
-4f3~_'_fsuppose that anythlng of the sort is- to be had.
‘ o ‘ Kuhn (1970b 245)
"; Fron these observatlons one may conclude that Kuhnuln--
; terpretsvthevh;storrcal orogress:oflparadlgm.closureiasaa
fam 6‘r"n.a‘tu'r§i: and thus inevitable eb’volu:tni'.:on v}nich'prac"eéasf‘_ "
-accordiﬁb€to”it§rown.inteénaitand necessary!lawsfot,deVeiopeih
‘hament rather than through the oontlngent efforts of 1nd1v1d—--
1uals to.reshape thelr dlsc1pllne ;n accordance w1th a precon-5f;n

cerved plan For although the course of the hlstory of

;sc1ence, accordlng to Kuhn, clearly demonstrates that thev.f

of a paradlgm, 1t seems that paradlgms cannot be formed at
fwxll but are the outgrowth of a partlcular sﬁate of 1ntell-: o
ffectual and soc1etal preparatlon w1th1n a communlty of scho- ”

There 1s, however more than Just a mere su5plclon of'
. , , _ . :

jﬁcﬁ?cularlty in Kuhn s reasonlng at thlS p01nt for whlle hefl{djf'

| ,dlsclalms any 1ntentlon of offerlng a therapy to the soclalf,ﬂkcjig
.isc1ences for thelr sc1ent1f1c transformatlon, he 1n51sts that

K ot




S

hlS methodologlcal prescrlptlon (of paradlgm closure) is only
dlrected towards the mature sc1ences

‘ Everythlng that has been sald-so far though
: ..~ phrased for 301ence and - gcientists, applies
Ly equally to a number of other fields. My
_ "" "methodologlcal prescrlptlon_lsf however, :
- . directed exclus1vely to the sciences and, among
' ’ " them, ‘to those fields which display the spec1al
~developmental pattern Xknown as progress.,,_'
‘ " Kuhnl(1970b 243)

But 1f Kuhn s programme is only dlrected at the mature

sc1ences, those sc1ences Wthh exhlblt a pattern of progress,'h‘

o we are agaln taken full c1rcle of the argument when we recall
3 : . : :
' . what 1t 1s that Kuhn means by ‘sc1ent1f1c progress"
T Sc1ent1f1c progress is not dlff rent in klnd from o
M .. . ., - progress in. other fmeldi but the absence at most
= L - . times of competlng schools that questlon each
o other $ aims and standards makes the progress of .
'-a normal-sc1ent1f1c communlty far eassier to -see, .
: Kuhn, (l970a 163)
» 8

. Thus although Kuhn cautlons agalnst the pOSSlblllty of at—”

_temptlng a premature paradlgm closure in those dlsc1plines.[yf

- \/-. o N - . . .
fnpnesently regarded as proto-sc1ences, 1t 1s clear that hrsr

Awork may be read as a necessary programme for the future

‘-development of the soc1al sc1ences as. mature sc1ences.ﬂ”

o .: R gramme of paradlgm closure and the modelx'f'éc]QT':'T”

'course presented in Kuhn s work" It 1srat thls'pornt that

R J

F‘

we shall begln to see the restrlctrve nature.of Kuhn s theory
, , T { ‘

- . 'v.~ -

“,'of sc1ence.vf‘

What therefore, 1s the relatlonshrp betweenk}he pro-yn‘igff:ft

R
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It is clear that Kuhn has decrslvely broken w1th the

earller pOSlthlSt tradltlon of the phllosophy of sc1ence in
‘his accpunt'of the historical.structure of .the growth 5f‘

scientific knowledge. Whereas many previous commentators had -

taken forfgranted:the_essential-continuity of science over ﬂ;”‘-,

‘different‘historicalhperiods, KuhnfrejectsntheSe'interpreta-

'g_tions. He rejects them most severely on the grounds that the'

u-.terms that make up the prop031tlons of sc1ent1f1c dlscoursef

o of sc;ence._v"

o

have proven to be unstable in thelr meanlngs,_and have, 1n—'

deed var1ed thelr meanlngs at dlfferent tlmes in the hlstory -

"Thefméaning\\of sc1ent1?1c terms are, therefore, sup--

”J'plled in the context of thewpartlcular paradlgm Of Wthh theYhh"‘

: > .
are a-part They are an 1ntegral eXpre551on of the total set“l'

®

;:of theorles ‘and methods Wthh deflne the boundarles of the

‘ tlflC terms have thus made dependent upon the partlcular
7

'qsc1ent1f1c language—game that 1s currently played Thls 1n—~5;;f”

. e R
'of"language-game' (Kuhn, 1970a 45); The meanlng of‘scien—

A

”scxentlflc'enterprlse,at:any‘glven-hlstorloal moment.~'There.

in thls sense, a 51mrlar1ty between Kuhn s ‘use of the
. . v. ,.{,?

N

‘Cficoncept of paradlgm and Wlttgensteln s use of the concept

-

,terpretatlon of the growth of sC1ence necessaxlly rejects the f,ffh

T

‘jldea that scxentlflc terms have a natural connectlon to the SRR

/_'__.

'”’1mmed1ate world of human experlence, and rather sees sclentl-f”

- . [ AN

‘~2.;.g"fb - “A3$” S .ve;»- 3§;§.j .
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fic discourse as pav1ng its foundation in a series. of con-

ventional'agreements<related to the”current use.of a'particu- :
lar language. Sc1énce as a system of‘dlscourse, therefore,
- is no longer separated from other systems of dlscourse by rea-

: son;that:is, alone,'prQVidés_a truthful:picture»of reality.
' Eor‘the'pictnresvofdreality~draWn‘by‘science‘are as prone to

A-"fChangevas'other‘syStems of‘knowledge,'and’are'equally'based,l*k
,upon the changlng contexts of contemporary 1anguage usage."
. ' : R
Q At the same tlme, Kuhn makes lt qulte clear that the'lf"CZ;\

'dramatlc pattern of progress whlch is recorded 1n=the dlffer- o
ey

'en'.storlcal “elnts of sc1ence 1s the result of a part:Lcu— L

Lo 3

«lar form of cognltlve and soc1al organlsatlon. Thls organl—

'S v

Lsatlon 1s expressed in. the formatlon of a para lgm and the

‘ ellmlnatlon of prev1ous forms of plurallsm w1th1n the former '
o research traditlons of the“scholastlc-dlsc1p11nes;f The pro-‘

A : T : R
‘”fcess of paradlgm closure 1s, for Kuhn, a necessary stage 1n

',the attalnment of scgentlfrc status for a dlsclpllne._ It 1s

o

f_a precondltlon for the later development to sc1ent1f1c matur- ‘

C e ‘ }

. ,. o
..

The conclu51on of Kuhn s general theory of sc1ehce, and "A o

v{the bas1s of hlS programme for the future growth of sc1ent1f1c‘{.'

h’knOWledge Comes from hls attempt to 1nteg!ate the relat1v1sm flf”“«
f‘°f hls theory of sclentlfic revolutlons and the 11nearltx of
hlS theory of scxentlflc maturlty On the one hand hlS ac- ':v’”

DU

TR
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fore, the eﬂ/mplary form of objective knowledge but a series

-beside other such language—games;:

- paradigm closure; fThe”formation:ofra paradigmiandfthégélil

. mination of competing schools is5anece;saryprecondition,forf.

' fact of paradigm closure and therefore its relative dlsh

-.fcontinuity w1th reSpect to prev1ous or other contemporary

~but a- narrowly defined field of enquiry, Kuhn s theory of

88

count of the history of science suggests that scientific dis-

course does not have a separate or direct correspondence with

an independent.realityﬂ 'Scientific knowledge'is.not,"there-7

~

. of historically SpelelC language games which although no-

doubtkpriV1ledged under.present social arrangements co+exist

.;_

- - 0n the other. hand the progress exhlbited in the growth

\\\ '\‘

’gof sc1ent1f1c knowledge, according.to Kuhn, 1s a result of .

the fOrm‘af cognitive organisationacaused‘by‘thefprocess'of

) -
%

S o

' scientific maturity. The primary distinction of scientific = . =

~

f discourse from otherlsystemsﬁoffdiscourse‘is,‘therefore)fthg o

».

systems.ofrdiscourse. It 1s 1mp11c1t 1n Kuhn s programme

that,other systems of knowledge and models of discourse may

,'growth 1nto SCiences_upontthegemergence Of a“unifiedaparas

*gdigmatic research traditionrg Whereas the earlier philosophers L

‘xfhad denled the p0551b111ty of SClentlflC status to anything

k‘.‘

. sc1ence has opened the way for the uncritical appllcatlon of ﬂfi_.},

hsc1ent1fic methodology to all fields of enquiry.

;
.



o
Kuhnde general theor?‘of»Seieneevgresente; therefe:e,
Qhat may be éeenbas an fexternai' andAan 'internal“ pictufe,
.'ofdthe growth of eeientificeknewiedge;”:His_extetnaljéietute
dis.neanteteade$cribeﬂthe'totai-histdrieal p;eceee'Wherehyeone
-fotm_of ecience is.snperceded by,aenew.form,‘Whieh ievitselt

'destined;fqr'fntn;e_displaeement. Thevperiodie_revolution ‘

infpatadigms ighlies also that the terms.invﬁhieﬁaseientific a
. propositigfs are formulated are necessarily part of the total
'process f_change'and;replacementg Thus the,bbsetvational,'

permanent foundatlons for an emplrlcal language of sensatlon

gor phenomena. Ear what are the well conflrmed facts of ¢ne f‘

R ”(. - : . . N . . '

~?.-reseafCh'tradition may again become problematic in another;l e e

. . ,.‘ff'i“ The meanlng of observatlonal terms are-supplleo w1th1n the

“ . N - . B - I,

G fre context of the total paradlgm In hlS external v1ew of the : 1; "

'vgrowth.ofﬁsc1ence,.therefOre;'Kuhh'Shows'that the L 's of"t

2.

sc1ent1£1c dlscourse are - dependent for thelr meanlng upon the E

R 7\5‘ . ‘ . . S . '
IS S context of thelr usage, and not upon thelr corre3pondence to -

an 1ndependent reakbty.,’Hls;external v1ew'of 5c1encefls‘thus‘::'eef

based on ‘a theoretlcal reductlonlst model of scxentlflc dls-

course,P ’ﬁIE :"fi = J‘-fesf,' "VJn f~:;.7';;A_Z‘:
‘7_;Knhnfs aecounthfvthe_internal develgpmenteef'écientif g
fic knowledge within particular historical periods, on the

° »

Sor

N
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N

'other4hand,.1s based on the necess1ty for paradlgms The
consequences of thls account for a model of screntlf;c dlS~
course- and for a programme for the future growth of SClentl—‘
f1c knowledge &tand in opp051t1on to hlS earller account of
the general hlstOIlCal process of the development of sc1ence
_For the _process of: paradlgm closure‘entalls the elrmlnatlon : f )
of alternatlve languages of theory and’ observatlon and the

v : _
'establlshment of a paradlgm L and L It is ev1dent there—‘
fore, that in. Kuhn S relnterpretatlon of.the hlstory of
sc1ent1f1c knowledge those s01ences whlch have been based on
1an observational reduttlonist model ot sc1ent1f1c dlscourse
contlnue to‘flnd a justlflcatlon in Kuhn's work‘ although no
longer in the tradltlonal téfhsbof loglcal or emplrlcal nec-

. , * _
essity, but in Kuhn s terms of hlstorlcal neces51ty. ~Thus = -~

»

'talthough Kuhn has - apparently rejected the tradltlonal eplste-p
A'mologlcal criteria for the Justlflcatlon of an observatlonal
‘reductlonlst model of 301ent1f1c dlscourse; he has replaced
them by other criteria of justlflcatlon whlch are based.on
pragmatlc and hlstorlcal grounds It is these crlterla forb
'the Justlflcatlon of an obseruatlonal redUCtIOhlSt model of
.SClentlflC dlscourse that. Underlle ‘his programme for paradlgm%

closure as a programme for the future growth of sc1entrf1cR

‘knowledge




The Programme for Paradigm-Proliferation

B ~ ).
The work of Paul Feyerabend stands beside that of

h)

-

Thomas Kuhn in part as corroboration and in part as refuta-

tion. For, as,hae been'previouely shown,. Kuhn and Feyerabend

share together'a sfmilar commitment to investigate the struC—'

N N . i

y :
ture of screntlfld knowledge by restorlng to legltlmacy the

7 . . -
. L)

guse of the hlstorlcal method Feyerabend has made clear hls

agreemenzfﬁlth Kuhn onwthe‘Yundamental 1mportance that hlS—
torical studies have‘for'a clarification of the status of

MOdern séientificfmethods of inquiry.
_ s ,
Kuhn has made it clear to me that hlstory canriot
be dismissed out of hand as belng 1rrelevant to
" the methodologlst ‘ The methodologlst deals w1th
a certain sticky materlal - theories - and he
wants to change it. . Knowledge of the shapée in -
which the'material is avallablefand of the cir-
cumstances under. which  the change has to be .,
»_carrled out igl essentlal to g}s task. :
DR : Feyerabend (1969 277)

} HSQ&Ver Feyerabend departs w1dely from Kuhn in hlS
"dlfferent programme for the future growth of sc1ent1f1c know-
hledge;_ For whereas Kuhn hasgsuggested that ‘the development

of science towards cognitive‘maturity is dependent.ﬁpon the

-

.temergence_of baradigms Feyerabend is hlghly crltrcal of the'f"

'bast role of paradlgms 1n$the hlstory of sc1ence.: In hlS

_v1ew;tthe future development of sc1enee ma? best be achleved

»through the multlpllcatron of.theorles and ‘the enlargement of
h-thelr_emplrlcal\contents. For thisﬁreason, thereforeﬁf

B ‘ '

.
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Peyerabend stands in fundamental opp051tlon to Kuhn S pro-
gramme for paradlgm closure and. to . the theory of scfence con-’

tained in it. For Kuhn plurallsm is eplSOdlc ‘for
e . .\- } . \

Feyerabend it is essentlal o - ST , SN

‘Yet W§ile I thought I recognlsed Kuhn s 9roblems¢
and while I tried to- account for certain aspects

- " of science to which he had drawn attentiop (the
omnipresence of anomolies is one example), I was.
qulte unable to agree with- the theory of sc1ence
which he himself proposed; and I was even less
prepared to accept the’ general 1deology ‘which I
thought formed the background of his thlnklng._

' Feyerabend (l970b 197)

Y

¢

:There are‘a number of dlmens1ons to Feyerabend s phllo-"

NN

’sophy of science Wthh are 1nstruct1ve for .our preslnt 1n—

v
r‘

vestlgatlons It may, perhaps, be suggested that Feyerabend

\

has, through hlS orlglnallty and erudltlon, prOV1ded the

theoretlcal foundatlons for a new. dlsc1p11ne pOllthal or

soc1al eplstemology. For his contrlbutlons to the ph1losophy
\.of SC1ence have been suff1c1ent1y 1nf1uenced by theorles of
h;polltlcs.and hlstory,'as well as the more tradltlonal areash
of loglc and the analysls of language, tg render them qulte

distintt from the conventlonally recelv d wlsdom of the dlsc1-'t

pline;_

In addition to this, hiS'di3cussions ol the status of

language in scientific'dlgzourse has been more extenslve and
'detailed‘than Kuhn s perlpheral observatlons. Hence hls ex~

.pllClt commLtment to a theoretlcal reductlonlst model of -




-

ﬁto an hlstorlcal method in the cr1t1c1sm of Knod&edge it isl~

# » 3 ‘ . oo s

\Y

. scientific discourse is taken to* its logiCal"conclusion,

. which is we will arque, an unsatiSfactory‘Conclusion.

We shall; therefore, éxamine Feyerabend s programme for

'sc1ence and model of SClentlflC dlscourse under two headlngs

/ The theory and practlce of plurallsm, and the eplstemo—
loglcal and pOllthal just f1catlons for it,

(11) The llmltatlons of theoretlcal reductlonlsm

_ Although as in most complex sub]ects, such an art1f1c1al se-

Q-

paratlonéof’content cannot be malntalned 1n reallty, 1t is =

v‘only offered here to 51mp11fy the 1ssues of 1mmed1ate concern

)

to us. T o ,

The Theory and Practice of Plura’lsm

Tn the same’ way as we. have seen'that Kuhn's programme
for paradlgm-closure can best he understood only after the
theory of sc1ence upon whrch it rests‘ls‘openiy 1dent1f1ed
Feyerabend S: programme”forJoaradlgm prollferatlon must be
SLmllarly examlned : For these two wrlteré‘who are frequently
clas51f1ed together on‘the basls of thelr common commltment

ga

1mportant to understand the theory Oﬁ.SCIGHCG'Wthh underlles'

ca

.the ‘work of each and separates it from the other ?

The theory of sclence that underlles Feyerabend s pro- :

- gramme for the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge and hls model

_of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse derlves from the tradltlons of SOClalﬂ.'

.I.

/4
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dand‘pglitieal philOsophy. For in hlS outrlght rejectlon of

,the establlshed methods of phllOSOphlcal cr1t1c1sm as pract—
1sed by the earller generatlon of logical emp1r1c1sts and h‘
"neo—p051t1v1sts Feyerabend has adopted a»crltlcal phllosophy |

’ or ‘science whlch 1s 1nformed by the methods of hlstorlcal and

‘?pOlltlcal analy51s, There is- throughout hls work a m.re ex—

2 . ow

’rpllclt connectlon between theorles and pOllthS and theo i
N . :

of knowledge than ‘in most other of h1s contemporarles

hPOllthal analy31s is wider and much more rea-,-‘
listic than the: phllosophy .of SC1ence in that’ it

. considers hlstorlcal conditions 1nclud1ng the
pecularltles of individual human thought It

. also recognlses that the hlstorlcal conditions

 always contain layers. of different age and of
different .sophistication so that a progre531ve
idea may be impeded,’ not by any intrinsic dlS-

. advantage, ‘but by the fact that 1t arises -in

‘]backward surroUndlngs

' Feyerabend (1969 276)

1 It will be argued throughout however that Feyerabend s'
appllcatlon of the hlStOIlCal method to the phllOSOphy of |
science is ‘based uponuan idealist conceptlon of hlstory and
’ .selence whleh hae unfortunate consequences both for hlS analy-h.f

.‘51s and conclu51ons. ~9

- o -

The most 31gn1f1cant part of Feyerabend s programme for :
"'the growth of knowledge, and one that most clearly revea%p rts;*'

pOlltlcal orlglns 1s the eplstemologlcal demand for theoretl-

fcal plurallsm It is’ thlS demand thCh expressed the basls of

'hls dlsagreement w1th Kuhn and hlS rejectlon of the programme d




At

X

'\'Forparadigm closure.

¢
y

FOI ?eyerabend thE hlStory of . the past development of o

&

sc1ence 1s also the hlstory\bf the soc1et1es from whnch these.f

'\.,.

" sc1ences came. There is, for h1m no 1nev1tab111ty or logl—
: cal necessrty 1n the pattern of growth Wthh may be exhlbltedﬁ-

1n any branch of learnlng, sc1ent1f1c -or non- SClentlflC Thea

i

fact that sc1ent1flc knowledge has tradltlonally developed

w1th1n paradlgms and through the replacement of .old paradlngf*'

\ .

. o
r o o\

by new is no. guarantee that the organlsatlon of knowledge by

paradlgms Wlll Contlnue to be the. most deslrable or reason- = .

* N -r\.

; able programme for the future growth of knowledge

AR
,'._*3‘. o .

.l Thus Feyerabend re]ecbs any 1nterpretatlon of the past
~ development of sc1ence whlch may be based on a presupp051t10n

_of hlstorlcal determlnlsm and whlch therefore commlts the fu-_;

ture growth of science to .the traﬁltlonal pattern of develop-‘

'.ment

/ Qview,
count 1s by no means free from amblgulty

; .-Whenever I read Kuhn 4’411 troubled bylowe“ DR
ing. questlon- are we here presented with ethodo~ ' - L

-loglcal prescrlptlons which tél%”the scientist how"

Such a determlnlstlc theory of sc1ence 1n Feyerabend' -

i

may be read 1nto the Kuhnlan account of the structure of

‘a4

sc1ent1f1c revolutlons although as he also observes th;s-ac{n

,,‘v-

x

- to: proceed or are we glven a descrrptlon, void of

any. evaluative element of those actlvltles whlch
are: generally called 'scjentific!. :
: T : Féyerabend (1970b 199)
U : o

‘The reason for Fdhn s defence of paradlgms in hlS hls-bg
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I

toriography of science' suggests Feyerabend rests on' two

Lo

"presuppositions Flrstly, that the role of paradlgms in ‘a
Atheory of 'Science may be justlfled by the actual role they
- have really played in h}story, and’ secondly because paradlgms

»prov1de an heurlstlc structure for the future growth of know—

'

'”ledge fhls second presuppos1tlon, as Feyerabend says, 1s¢
;less ev1dent for 1t ls,not openly stated by Kuhn as a reason
fffor defendlng the role of paradlgms 1n sc1ence

He defends such a procedure flrst because it
_y!plays a role 1n actual science as he sées 1t
- This is the descrlptlon~recommendat1on amblqulty
.already dealt with. But he defends it also for
4 second reason that is somewhat more recondlte L
as the preferences behind- it are not made ex-
pllClt He defends it because he belleves that
its adoptlon w1ll in the end. lead ‘to ‘the over-
'throw of (the very same paradlgm ‘to which the L
‘ sc1entlsts have restrlcted themselves in the -
- flrst place. ‘

Feyerabend (1970b 201 202)

It is thls defence of the role of paradlgms and the im-
‘ p11c1t formulatlon of What we have called the programme for

paradlgm closure,»to whlch Feyerabend 1s most strongly opposed.gt

I}

For_hlm,‘the paradlgm form of‘knowledge that regulates the

:-_practlce of normal sc1ence has had the effect of restrlctlng

the emplrlcal content of sc1ence by rejectlng for con31dera~f'
»tlon those theorles whlth dlffer from or contradlct the theo-./l'

7r1es of the paradlgm; ’Thus wrthln the research tradltloﬁ of

/~ . r‘t’

- a normal sc1ence the only emplrlcal eV1dence certlflable as a
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~leglt1mate test of other theorles is that ev1dence whrch con—;
;‘stltutes ‘the set of‘emplrlcal consequences of the eX1stent
'paradlgm theory " The demand that only thOSe theorles be ac—_'

cepted that are ]ustlfled by - the"facts is, -as Feyerabend ”;tb;tf
& : _ Do

shows, a demand that effectlvely restrlcts the avallable
realm of facts totthat Wthh is generated by the paradlgm L

xtheory. J*__ » _'

ThlS demand of modern emp1rrc1sm that those theorles ;,- SR

t whlch do not flt the avallable facts be ellmlnated has been -

. & .

elevated 1nto a new form of dogmatlsm. It is. not the case,:h~°

argues Feyerabend as is popularly advertlsed that the

-method of modern emp1r1c1sm 1s free from phllOSOpthal or: me- e

aphysrcal blas On the contrary,'the demand that alterna—v
/- L ‘

o t1ve theorles of reallty or knowledge be ellmlnated becausé
they cannot be Justlfled in the observatlonal terms of a para—f

dlgm theory 1is one that is made in defence of a- dogmatlc mod—

ern metaphysrcal system- contemporary emp1r1c1sm.x{;’-'
‘\.- Far from ellmlnatlng dogma and metaphysrcs ani _
“»thereby encouraglng progress, modern emp1r1c1sm \nffv
- has. found a new way’ of maklng dogma and meta-
‘ physrcs respectable Viz., the way of calling
“them 'well conflrmed theorles', and of develop- o
ing a method of" confirmation in which experimen-
- o . . tal. 1nqu1ry playe‘a large though well controlled
v ., role. Lo -
R \ . R o o . f* Feyerabend (1968 13)
In OppOSltlon to. thlS tendency of the p&st hlﬂtory of
sc1ence and to all}programhes for the future growth of sclence
S _ Co S ‘ :

- o



~based on parad}gm closure, Feyerabend forﬁulates’two princi-
» o : v e \ : - ¥
-ples for generatlng sc1ent1f1c knowledge Wthh he calls the

U

3 '\pr1n01ple of tenac1ty, and the p_;nc1ple of prollferatlon.?oc

. The pr1nc1ple of tenaclty demands that a theory should be re—_”

”}atalned even 1f there are. data whlch are 1ncons15tent w1th 1t

(Feyerabend 1970b 203) : The purpose of thlS prlncrpie is to_
iprevent the premature death or uncondltlonal surrender Qf\\
,-itheorles.‘ Whlle the pr1nc1ple of prollferatlon demandp that d

;new theorles should be 1nvented which are 1ncon51stent w1th

the accepted p01nt of v1ew, even 1f these pornts of v1ew are.

v

hlghly cOnflrmed and generally accepted Feyerahend (1965-'
'223 224) The Justlficatlon for such a multlpllcatlon of

theories accordlng to Feyerabend is both eplstemologlcal

“

o R __ "'_-f-f98'_»

~ "and p litlcal, It is to these two types of JUStlflcatlon that“ |

we shall now turn for a closer examlnatlon.;
The main. eplstemologlcal Justlflcatlon for adoptlng a :
:programme of prollferatlon in the 501ences, says Feyerabend

: : x
is that alternatlve theorles prov1de us Wlth a measure of

v cr1t1c1sm (Feyerabend l970a 45) For in order to begln the

| ;cr1t1c1sm of sc1ent1f1c concepts supplled by a paradlgm theory
_ T S
1t is necessary to step "out51de the c;rcle" and 1nvent a new

theory and a new conceptual system whlch ~may stand 1n contrast .

SR

;'w1th the current paradlgm theory Only when we have such al— f"

ternatlve theorles 1n ex1stence can we then prqceed to crltl-f
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. cise one of them in terms of the other. .The Criticism of -

~ ‘'theories is only possible' therefore 'on the ba51s of other

ftheorles whlch enable us to have some external yardstlck as

'racts These ‘new facts can then be used to eValuate the para-fhe_j,'

. . :
a means of" evaluatlon. ThlS process of formulatlng alterna—-

2 -

tlve theorles to counter establlshed theorles Z;y%rabend E

~t

h'calls the gr1nc1ple of counterlndu;tlon, (Feyerabend 1970a- :

45) . Wlthout such a pr1n01ple he suggests, the tradltlon'

of sc1ent1f1c research becomes dogmatlc for theorles are only .

' i

ever confronted with the emplrlcal consequences of‘tﬂe para-

dlgm theory,,and tHe demand that alternatlve theorles conform :

to these consequences effectlvely prevents any genu1ne test

of" the paradlgm theory Such a test can come not by demand-,‘
: _ ‘.

1ng that alternatlve theorles must f1t the eX1stent 'facts'

,but by elaboratlng alternatlve theorles whlch can then gener—'

'ate dlfferent emplrlcal consequences and thus dlsclose new -

Y.

of practlslng eplstemology, Feyerabend has Joklngly la.elled

as hlS pr1nc1ple of "anythlng goes" Whether'or not thlS

" dlgm theory ' Such a general-conceptlon for ‘a cr1t1 al method-'"

’characterlsatlon 1s 1ntended to be facetlous, 1t remalns an «

_approprlate slogan to descrlbe 1n a shorthand way hls pro--‘

oy

gramme for theoretlcal plurallsm W1th1n modern emp1r1ca1

. sc1ences

| Some of ‘my fr1ends;have chlded me for. elevatlng
‘a statement such as anythlng goes" 1nto a .
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fundamental pr1nc1ple of eplstemblogy They o ' ‘
- did not notice ‘that I was joking. Theorles of -
knowledge as I conceive. them develog llke '
anything else. . We find new principles, A we
"_abandon old ones. Now there are- sohe- people
who will accept an'eplstemology only if it has
Some stablllty, or ratlonallty" as they are.
pleased to express themselves, Well, they can
have such an eplstemology, and "anythlng goes"
‘will' be 1ts only prlnc1ple

: Feyerabend (l970a 105)
In demandlng snch a orogramme of prollferatlon for‘the
'nsc1ences,.we may see more clearly how Feyerabend‘s account of
theoretlcal plurallsm contrasts w1th that of Kuhn. For in

'>Kuhn s phllosophy of science the ex1stence of pluralism at

- any” one tlme in a sc1ent1f1c dlsc1p11ne is egther a slgn of

w -

A

4A:sc1ent1flc 1mmatur1ty or a»51gn of CrlSlS.
Accordlng to Kuhn there are oertaln-p\ rods in the
hlstory of sc1ence when the paradlgm form of cognltlve organ-_
1satlon may be absent Thls may be in. the pre SClentlflC
~ stage of knowledge hefore the take off p01nt 1nto ecrence, or -
jlt may be at ‘times of CIlSlS when revolutlonary sc1enoe re-
‘plaCéS normal ec1ence Durlng these'perlods of non-paradlg—
.‘lmatlc}research therefore, the growth of knowledge takes placehi
in the form of dlfferent schools and rryal 1ntellectual come .
hmnnltles Wh1Ch may comoete w1th each'other for recognltlon
.‘w1thln a SpeC1allSed area of knowledge The content of thlS l

’non-paradlgmatlc form-of knowledge is revealed 1n the prollf-

ieratlon of theorles and methods that accompany these perlOdS
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as well as the unlversal cr1t1c1sm that underlle them These
i o

';perlods of theoretlcal and methodologlcal plurallsm are in-
v .
ev1tably replaced however, by a paradlgm form of knowledge

-whlch lays the precondatlons for the further practlce of ‘nor-

*

hd

mal science’ -
SR Lo T S S P
" In Feyerabend's vlew; however,,the existence of plura-

\

iism is necessary and de51rable at every stage of growth of
'.sc1e3t1f1c knowledge for systems of knowledge that are self-

tcontalned and paradlgmatlc become dogmatlc and re51stant to .A‘
. ) ) . v

.

-,crltlclsm. In-a WOrd they come tb wlolate the very prlnc1—-
ples of emp1r1c1sm that they lay clalm to represent and -
actlce.

...you can be a yood emplrlclst only 1f you are
prepared to work with -many alternative theorles
rather than with a single point of view and
"experience". This plurality of thporles must
not'be regarded as a prellmlnary state of know- .
ledge which will at some timeé in the future be
-replaced by the One True Theory Theoretlcal
pluraiiim is assumed to be an essential feature .
- of all nowledge that’ clallb to be objective.
Nor ‘can one rest ‘content with a plurality which
is merely abstract and.which is created by deny-
ing now this and now that Component of t§ie ,
3‘dom1nant point of view. ‘Alternatives musttrather
be developed in .such detall that problems' ‘ ‘
already 'solved' by the accepted theory: can agaln-V'
- be treated in a new and perhaps also more de-v IR
.-talled manner. S ' 77]"l.¢%’
feo o S Feyerabend (1968 14) .

051ng hlS theory of plurallsm as-a gulde, therefore,'

| Feyerabend proceeds from a cr1t1c1sm of paradlgm closure as



-

E consequences whlch do not derlve from the applacatlon of thelr"

o~

. ~ - L . ) ' c N . o
_a,programme’for the future growth of knowledge to ats crrt1~ _

L

cism as a descrlptlon of tbe hlstorlcal growth of past sclen—y

tlflc knowledge . For. whereas Kuhnxhas\inslsted that perlods:,

\ ®

o N . . . .

of crisis in sc1ence are generally concluded by the emergence

of a new paradlgm capable of explalnlng the anomolles of the, R

prevrous paradlgm, Feyerabend throws doubt on the ex1stence

/)of paradlgms 1n the hlstory of ‘science, (Feyerabend l970b

2

-207). For 1f the growth of scrence has always been predo-7
mlnantly organlsed w1th1n paradlgms, except for perlods of
'cr1s1s, how do we account for the perlodlc emergence of com--'

petlng theorles and the general state of . sc1ent1f1c pluralrsm"

, We can only account for the rise of'competlng theorles, says -

Feyerabend by recognlslng'that they exist at. every stage of;l"“~
Q;bc1ent1f1c development and that Kuhn 'S notlon of normal ‘7.
scrence 1s consequently only an hlstorlcal flctlon.~ Thus

fa . 0 { .
5
,when new theorles are 1ntroduced 1nto a sc1ent1f1c problem

"area they can never flnd an unamblguous conflrmatlon on the

s

syldence whlch has been supplled by earller theorles. ’Far_

“from resolV1ng exrstlng anomalles, new theorles -are handl-‘

‘capped by thEII 1n1t1al restrlctlon to ggrealm of emplrlcal

N e .a

v,own concepts Y A Lot R ,

In documentlng the problems 1nvolved in the 1ntroduc—

tlon of new theorles, Feyerabend draws heavily.on avnumber‘offt
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4 " : N .
historical case-studies which he uses to illustrate his the-
sis. Thus, 1n hlS dlscu5510n of Gallleo S defence of the
Copernlcan theory of hellocentr1c1sm (1969, 1970a) ,

Feyerabend examines the absence of confirmatory evidence,fOr
e

_ . o
- the new theory, and the abundance of %rguments against it.

Many of these refutatlons for example the argument that the :
fvertlcal motlon of a falllng object refutes the theory of the
movement of the earth were emplrlcal refutatlons based on

the dlrectly reported experlence of~the phy51cal'world .In
order to counter these Objectlons, therefore, Gallleo had to

w:transform the . observatlon language of the day into .a new ob- u
"servatlonal language whlch 1ntroduced new. categorles 1nto theA
discoyrse’ of seventeenth céﬂtury astronomy In this particu—.
_:lar case the . categorles of moperatlve” and non—operatlve ',‘bg;
L) ‘ . .
motlon" were 1ntroduced 1nto the observatlon language of
Galllean astronomy 1n order to connect ‘the new theory to‘a‘
range of emplrlcal consequehces that had never prev1ously
-been 51ngled out for spec1al 1dent1frcatlon The distinc—
tion between “operatlve" ‘and non.operatlve" motlon enabled
:..Galllean astronomers to dlStlngUlSh between-the observed mo-_a
tion ot a movrng object in a statlonary envrronment and theb
unobserved motlonlof a movlng object an a'mov1ng envaronment _'

It ‘was’ only by transformlng the categorles of the old obser—

vatlon language ‘to flt .the predlctlons of the new theory thatﬁ

: J



- primarv agents in the growth of SC1ent1f1c knowledge."For7it

‘1ncrease and the mortallty rate should be made to decllne.;'

104

Galilean astronomy provided itself with the empirical evi-.
dence to support its revolutionary~hypotheses.

"*  For examples  such as these taken from the hlstory of

g

scientific.discovezy,_Feyerabend COncludes that theories'are

.

- 1is through the formulatlon of new: theorles that new facts may -

" be uncovered and the range of human eXperience COnsequently-

'enlarged; Jheories prov1de new cla551f1catlons and new cate-

..
/ :

, , , "
-gorles whlchdare a551m11ated 1nto observatlon languages where

'they make possible a new organlsation of practical*hﬁman ex-

perience. | - : S o e

‘At the same tlme, however Feyerabend makes 1t clear‘ '

’hls concern over another aspect of the dogmatlsm which he sees.

A

zattached to the Kuhnlan programme for paradlgm closure. As’

well as argulng for prollferatlon -as a means ‘of developlng

measures of.cr1t1c1sm, he advocates prollferatlon as a neces-

sary means of preventlng the suppres51on of past knowledge

rIn other words the blrth rate of theorles should be made to

\

For one of the events that 51gnals the acceptance of a'

."new theory has been the ellmlnatlon of the multlple schools
thlCh preV1ously co- ex1sted w1th1n the dlsc1p11ne. Thus for
example the entrenchment of the Galllean theory of hellocen—'

tricism in the astronomy of the seventeenth century 51multan—

.
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eously meant the flnal ellmlnatlon of the astrologlcal schools
and the research tradltlons they had supported In the same
way the rise of modern chemlstry was ‘also followed by the sub—
sequent demise of the earlier schools of alchemy For
". Feyerabend 'the ellmlnatlon of these schools and the suppres-
sron of’the research‘tradltlons assocrated with them is only
? ‘further testlmony to the dogmatlc cognltlve.structure of mo—j
'dern sc1ence The ecllpse of the anc1ent drsc1p11nes of as-
'_trology and alchemy was brought about in‘his view,-not by
any refutatlon of thesevtheorres. but 51mply bybthelr replace-'
ment wrth a new.theory and‘a new observatlon language. _For
‘the rise of modern.chemlstry pxuducedla new observatlon langu—.'
age whlch excluded the older observatlonal termlnologres as
" unscrentlflc or as superstltron. .Thelobservational~terms
'.that werelonce used to recordsthe experiences»Of_the practi¥
_calhalcheniSt‘arebno'lenger theAterms used“to record'theler;d
peéienCes ofbthe empirical‘chemist With th1s transformatlon )
1n‘the observatlonal vocabularles of hlstorlcally separate‘
'dlsclpllnes comes the parallel transformatlon 1n the recerved
_world of‘emplrlcal facts For the "facts"aof one age.report-_
ed in a glven observatlonal 1anguage are not the "factst of .
"_another age Wthh has acqulred a dlfferent observatlonal |
‘f‘ language.- It 1s for thlS reason that Feyerabend calls the re-'
placement of earller tradltlons of anwledge by a normal
111 | - S .

K-

A
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scientific tradition‘the.suppression of past knowledge, for

'the new theory does not refute the old knowledge 1n those

terms whlch the old research tradltlon 1tself employed The“

~old knowledge 1s ‘suppressed- because it. 1s not- supported by

{

' the facts wthh are generated by the new theory, and it 1s

1nva11dated on - the basis’ of thlS realm of facts, rather than'
the realm of facts contalned in the earller observatlonal vo—
cabulary..

 The.so- called SClentlflC revolution led to as—.
tounding discoveries-and it considerably extended
. our knowledge of phy51cs, phy51ology and astro-
* nomy. ' This was achleved by pushing aside and
'regardlng as 1r§elevant and often as non-
existent, those \facts which had supported the’
‘older philosophy. .Thus all the evidence for T
witchcraft, demonic possession, all the emplrl-
cal phenomena one had been able to cite in -favour
of the existence of the devil, were pushed aside
- together with the "superstltlons" they once con- -
firmed. The result was that "towards. the close .
of the Middle Ages science was forced away from -
‘human psychology, so that even the great endea~ .
. vour of Erasmus and his friend Vives, as the best =~
representatlve of’ humanlsm, 'did not suffice" to
_ brlng about a rapproachment), and’ psychopathology
' had to trail centuries behind the deve lopment
" trend of general medicine and .surgery...As a-
. matter of fact. ..the divorcement of . medical s01ence
- from psychopathology ‘was so Gefinite that the
- latter was always totally relegated to the domain -
of theology and eccliastic and civil law - two _
~ fields which naturally became further and. further“j
- removed from medicine.
leboorg quoted in Feyerabend (1970a 124)

Thus for Feyerabend another result of the dogmatlc cog- '

nltlve structure of modern scrence has been the perlOdlC sup-l:'
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.pre551on of all knowledge Wthh is 1n§bn51stent w1th the es-

tabllshed theory. A CIlthdl,philOSophy of SCience nust re-
. v '
fcognlse this problem for what it- really is and at the same REE

13

R tlme seek to generate alternatlve theorles to those currently
_ | | e
1n~acceLtance;_by~the prOCess of counterinduction.

[N

We shall now turn to a brlef con51derat10n of the poll— v
tlcal content of Feyerabend s phlltsophy of sc1éhce and the

way in Wthh it JS related to hlS crltlcal theory of scienti-
: -

V_flc knowledg¢ as well as to his programme for its future

AN

”r-growth

V

The link between pOllthS and eplstemology 1s made qulte
. PR P .

openly by Feyerabend as .one of hlS Jpstlflcatlons for the pro-'

—

gramme of paradlgm prollferatlon,- Hls demand for the multl—-

‘ pllcatlon-of,theor_\s 1n sc1ence and the rejectlon of monlstlc"

i

»paradlgmatlc cognltlve structures is s1multaneously tijhslated

into an equlvalent pOllthal demand for the abolltlon of mono-

N

o Y~
lltth soc1al structures o '

. ,Prollferatlon ‘is 1ntroduced as the solutlon to ‘a-
' . problem of life: how can we achieve full con-
sciousness; how can: we learn what -ve axe. capable
of d01ng, how can we 1ncrease our freedom S0 .
 that we are able to decide, rather than-* adopt by .
habit, ‘the manner in which weé want to use our. =
y’talents.’ Con51deratlons like ‘these were common
> at a time when the connectlon between truth and
"fself-eXpre551on was still regarded. as a. problem
_pand when even the arts ‘were- supposed not just .to
'.please, but to elevatefand to. 1nstruct...Sc1ent1—~-
‘fic method ‘is part of a general theory of man..ait'
received its rules from thlS theory and it is -

3




built up ~in accordance w1th our 1deas of a WOrth—»
whlle human existence. '

. . Feyerabend (l970a 29)

. Feyerabend S cr¢t1c1sm of the paradlgm form of sc1ences- . §

is, therefore most fnndamentally a_Crlt1C1Sm of the societalv
“form of ilfe that supports and 1nst1tut1onallsesvsnch para-
drgms. It 1s“a'cr1t1c15m based“on the reCognitionhthat
:,501ence has become an allenated form of human act1v1ty. 'faflf
whereas.the practlce of sc1ence at one trme may have‘been re—
Spon51ve to.practlcalahuman 1nterests,vwhether theSe were o
polltlcal or rellglous preferences; today the iaws of‘sc1ence"'
- ‘have taken.on the appearance of a transcendental Ob]ecth1£y.

: whlchvcannot be‘altered for or bj any klnd of human 1nterest

If there was ever‘a time when the practlcebof sc1ence was re—i

N

garded as a vocatlon 1t 1s no longer so, today sc1ence appear

: z;a L
almost as a monollthlc machlne 1ndependent of“the w1shes or -

expectat}ons Of}ltS human practltloners;‘ It 1s thlS famlllar t
'1mage of sc1ence that Feyerabend cr1t1C1ses as. an allenated

dconceptlon of what at 1ts orlglns, Stlll remalns a practlcal
_ J _

'.human actlvity.

ﬂ_The sc1ences, after all are our own creatlon, -
-jlncludlng all the severe standards they seem to
. impose o6n us. It is good to be constantly re- ,
minded“of the fact that sciénce as we know ‘it to=
day is not 1nescapable, and that we can construct
a world in which it plays no role whatever. (Such
a world, I venture to suggest would be- more plea-,
sant- to behold. than the world we: live in today, R
both materlally and 1ntellectually) R 5‘;f s

: Feyerabend (l970a 91)

z S .*j‘ 'i- “-:,__ EE



Jtransp051t10n of the pattern of past hlstory onto the pattern

of the future 1s a clear example of the mlstaken conceptlon

T of sc1ence as a transcendental rather than as a practlcal

»human act1v1ty 1 Feyerabend exposes the relflcatlon of sc1ence
-‘and partlcular'soc1al structures that is 1mpllc1t 1n“Kuhn s’
descrlptlon and.programme.d'ir' | H
v-_ In the place of.Kuhn&s programme for paradlgm closure

tpeyerabend substrtutes hls own programme for‘prollferatlon.i

This he has descrlbed as’ an ananchlstlc‘theory of knowledge
'j_whlch ls de51gned to counter.the restrlctlve organlsatlon of.jv
;;_sclentlflc knowledge in paradlgms by generatlng~theoret1cal |
pluralism 1n the 501ences Feyerabend s solutlon to the pro—~7'
-blem\of monOpoly‘ln soclety and monlsm'ln sclence 1s 51m11ar—

. o \

1y translated 1nto a practhp&OSolutlon to the problem of so—p,p

‘c1al and pOllthal mon0poly of power and 1deas 1n sgclety

“For as 1n SC1ence where hlS programme calls for the prollfer- -

s

¢

.atlon of multlple theorles, hlS programme of polltlcal prac-x
' ]?tlce Calls for the multlpllcatlon of "democratlc bases" whlch.
»w1th1n the ex1st1ng 1nst1tutlons.r In thlS programme of poll-.t

tlcal plurallsm Feyerabend sees a. solutlon to the problem of

the restrlctlve organlsatlon of thought and actlon 1n modern

v

gsoc1ety.-_ T T




~

It w1ll be argued here that whlle Feyerabend may

-

o choose to. label his pOllthal programme as’ anarchlstlc 1t’is_.

- in practlce a programme of 1deallsm and may be cr1t1c1sed on
|
_thls ba51s. For it wxll be . recalled that ‘the cla551cal des-

*
¢

'-_crlptlons of capltallst soc1et1es as democratlc amaigamatlons"
of competlng 1nterest groups were prov1ded by the llberal

4 .
o : : 1. _
Atheorlsts of polltlcal economy in the elghteenth century (see“

',1‘M111band 1969).. It is to them that we owe the general

]theory Of/plurallsm as an’ eXplanatlon of the foundatlon of

-

the’ pOllthal economlc and moral orders of modern socrety
vOne of the most 1mportant founders of the school of class1calv1'

.11berallsm was John Stuart Mlll, and it is’ no accldent that
. . )__.. N .
, .Feyerabend makes nuperous and lengthy references to-hlm

- .Many people are 1nc11ned to call Mill & llberal

“and to dismiss him -because of the weakness of-
_the liberal creed they have perceived. ‘This is -

. somewhat unjust, for Mill is very dlfferent in-
-deed from much that is- called "llberallsm"'today._-
He is a radlcal in many ways. - Even_as a radical,
however he excels by hlS ratlonallty and hlS

‘ humanlty PR S :
B Feyerabend (l970a 108)

'ﬂ,The maln objectlon by Marx1st wrlters to the clas51cal
L4 :

‘deSCrlptlonS of capltallsm as a llberal democracy has been

R~
that the llberals have falled to acknowledge the reallty of

s omm

rullng class 1nterests whlch domlnate other 1nst1tut10ns of
the modern natlon state.: Far from belng a comp051tlon of com- ’

ppetltrve plural 1nterests, they have argued that the state

- ) Lo R . . . % A o <
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;logy may be cr1t1c1sed along these llnes.. For hlS programme 7'

3fa11 the 1lls of Amerlcan 1mper1allsm may be removed "by pro-

111

J-. , .. . . o ) )

o

"existsvas‘an apparatquof.CIaSS rule; and that the structure
of the modern capltallst state has 1ncrea51ngly ellmlnated
:the earlier plurallsm.of Competltlve entrepreneurlal capltal—

’1sm (Mlllband l969 Hobhouse 1964) The solutlon to the

54\ : ) s -

' problem of. a monopoly class power accordlng ‘to thlS cr1t1-_

_c1sm does not lie in. trylng to turn the clock backwards to f

'»a restoratlon of the status quo ante For 1n order to abov

.llSh the rule of soc1al classes ‘the power of the state must

pass 1nto thé‘hands of the last soc1al class left in the hlS-. :

'tory of the modern state~-the working class. It 1s only af-v'
ter such a revolutlonary selzure of state power that the ap-

,paratus of the state may be transformed 1nto a classless po—'

11ty whlch permlts the growth of a classless pOllthal plura—

Feyerabend's 1deallst conceptlon of polltlcal eprstemo- .

-for the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge and ﬁgr the transform— |

. atlon of Capltallst soc1ety suffers from one of the classrcal .

fallures of llberallsm. HlS programme for polltlcal plufa—_

’llsm underestlmates the nece531ty fqr an organlsed polltlcal

struggle agalnst the monopoly~cap1tallst state (for he 1s _jn,

;wrltlng;of_the'U.S.A;) He belleves, on the c?ntrary, that

A..g

'paganda,venllghtment sPec1al blllS personal effort..., and .

»t;_l_ L.




“jnumerouS'other legal‘means"}» (19705:111).

: w1th the cla551cal 1deallst and utoplan theorlsts For if
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-

‘_ Thls fallure in Feyerabend s programme for plurallsm '

1n knowledge and soc1ety, however, 1s llnked to hlS further

‘failure to adequately account for the present state of cen-

trallsm Wthh he so strongly opposes Thls is the fundamen-

tal weakness of Feyerabend S programme and one that is shared‘,

\_i‘

~

the present state of prlvate economlc centrallsatlon for

ly more competltlve form, then a return to thlS orlglnal form

o under the same system of prlvate property,.wlll not 1n any way

'prevent the reformatlon of future centrallsatlon. In order to

ensure the ellmlnatlon of centrallsatlon 1t is necessary/;o

-

f‘ellmlnate the condltlons that perpetuate such centrallsatlon

' tellectual communltles is that it. falls to predlct the con-“

f dlUlonS under whlch partlcular sub—groups can by v1rtue of

In the same way, Feyerabend concelves of a general so~-

 sue thelr own objectlves even’ 1f they are. antl-soc1al (1970a~

i.llo) But the problem w1th thls 1mage of POlltlcal s 1n-biﬁ

4 R

Sy
B

"‘propaganda or bellgerence or whatever, come to domlnate the

'tory of polltlcs and sc1ence, states of competltlon have in-'

',"'(',‘

fvarlably glven way to states of oranlsatlon, and plurallsm:i
. , o . - / —

PR

‘example, 1n capltallst soc1ety has,developed from a preVlOUS— :

,c1ety made up of plural sub—soc1et1es Whlch are free to pur-‘

:total polltlcal or’ SC1ent1f1c system., For throughout the hlS~




N

- has beénhfollowed by centraiism...This weakness in

" Feyerabend's programme is the result of'his;failure‘to ade~ .
S W . L o - ' : -
~quately account for the growth of the present state of cen-
'tralismbin science andfsociéty; and to Specify.the'neceSSary -
conditions for its el;m;natron;~ -
'Attentionthas also,been drawn tO‘the idealist'content7
of Feyerabend 5. work from other commentators on hlS hlstory C

f'and phllosophy of sc1ence*, Thus McEvoy (1975) has argued

that Feyerabend s ‘use of t;e hlstorlcal method follows prln—:'
c1ples that are already 1nherent 1n Feyerabend S phllosophy ;: r
-Aof sc1ence ’ Feyerabend S clalm that the prlnc1ples of a“ |
lhhalosoohy of scaence should be based on an understandlng of
v'the hlstory of sc1ent1frc change therefore, remalns unrea-,
~lised in h1s own phllOSOphlcal programme' Ironlcally, thrs.
problem is most clearly revea&ed in Feyerabend spcommlttment
~jto a programme of theoretlcal plurallsm and methodologlcal
'counterlnductlon, %thh hevpresents 1n response todthe dogma-
tlsm of prev1ous phllosophles of’ sc1ence whlch had pursued’
f_the search for a flxed‘ratlonallty. For as McEvoy and»} {t;if X:'
ZliMachamer (1973) both have argued Feyerabend s commlttment to a.u‘
s.a radlcal crltrcal ratlonallsm results in con51derab1e dlS—"'.
lﬁortlons}rn hlS hrstorlcal.reconstructrons of case studles of

sc1ent1f1c dlscovery and change.

Though depre551ng, such hlStorlCal dlStortlonS
are not surprlslng glven Feyerabend s v1ew of
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hlstory as a. source. of brute force to be w1elded

" against his phllosophlcal adversarles...lnstead
of learning from the history of science
Feyerabend has merely used it to reflect ‘the ,
shortcomlngs of his own phllOSOpthal outlook e
A richer ratlonallty, one. embedded in a care-

_ful study of the hlstory, as well as the philo-

- sophy .of science, .could avoid such pitfalls by

. 1nclud1ng in the constitpents of rationality a |
wider variety of criteria than are to be found in
any contemporary phllOSOphleS of science.

McEvoy, (1975 65 66)

Thus the 1deallst content of Feyerabend s work is ev1-1v3

L,
‘ dent from the way in Wthh hlstory and sc1ence are subordl—'

]
'nated to phllosophy both in analy31s and conclu51ons
_ o, :
Thls ﬁallure of his polltlcal programme to 1nvestlgate

-fthe fundamenta} contradlctlons of Amerlcan or Western soclety_
'\\nd to organlse in the dlrectlon of thelr deepenlng CrlSlS is

f_ also\re\iected 1n Feyerabend sveplstemology For the funda-lr

mental problem of Feyerabend s programme for the prollfera-'

tlon of theorles 1n sc1ence 1s that he offers us-no selectlon ',

~
AN

procedure by whlch to choose one theory over another For 1t'”
"could well be argued that11f the number of p0851ble theorles.

'that may be generated is 1nf1n1te, we may well‘Be adv1sed to

Sthk wrth what we. have, unless we’ have acCess to some type o

-

of rat;onal selectlon procedure : On the other hand

_Feyerabend s programme for the prollferatlon of theorles

[

LS

glves llcence and support to the most antl-humanltarlan and

‘repress1ve of 1deologles In the 50c1al sc1ences for ex- L

ample where research may be more heav1ly and dlrectly rn-v

C e

.g_r;'
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fluenced by publlc pOllCY considerations than 1n some of the

phy51cal sc1ences Feyerabend s programme for an uncompromls-

plng plurallsm presents formldable polltlcal problems Should.
a research tradltlon wthh 1s based flrmly on a theory of the.

fundamental 1nequallty of dlfferent rac1al groups be glven &%

the samé support as a counter theory° The problem of

fFeyerabend S programme is thus in part the problem of an

" abst : Ltt proqramme whlch has no concrete relatlonshlp to the

0 -

‘4...my aim has been to present an abstract model
for the acqulsftlon of knowledge, to develop
its cohsequences, ‘and "to. compare . these conse-
quences with- sc1ence...Such models~tell\us how
to. proceed if a certaln aim is to be achleved
In this way they form a basis for the. cr1t1c1sm

. as well as the reform of what exists.

' : Feyerabend (1965 223)

—

.

.Feyerabendﬁs recommendatlons take on the form of abstract

s

' ‘Aprocedures for generatlng knowledge 1n the 501ences w1thout

':glven stages of development in concrete soc1et1es Thus,

- well agalnst hls own account of the Growth of Sc1ent1f1c

_Knowledge

sufflclent reflectlon upon the hlstorlcal alms of sc1ence at

Feyerabend S cr1t1c1sm of Kuhn for neglectlng to dlscuss the7

dThe leltatlons of Theoret1cal Reductlonlsm

The model of dlscourse that underlles Feyerabend s pro—
’ .

;v
/

- aims of sc1ence (Feyerabend l970b 201), can be made equallyf-



grammekforjparadigm proliferation in»the sciences is based_

oh an uncompromlslng theoretlcal reductronlsm. He reverses
the relatlonshlp between theory and - observatlon that was for-‘.“
merly p051ted by the loglcal emprrrcrsts For mhere Carnap
argued that theoretlcal terms,.as’part of an unlnterpreted
prop051tlonal calculus, only-acculre thelr meanlng when con-

nected by correspondence rules to observatlonal terms

~

Feyerabend argues the reverse For'hlm, obserVational terms
acqulre their meanlng as the emplrlcal consequences of a con-.: -

' ceptual system whlch 1s provrded by a. partlcular theory.
N &
The double language ' system assumes that theorles
. "which are not connected. with ‘some observatlon
- language do not possess an- interpretation. The
. demand assumes that they do, and asks’ tg choose
R .7; ~ the ‘observation language most suited to it. S ‘
' . _reverses the relation between theory- and _ L
experlence that . is characterlstlc for the double-
- language method .of 1nterpretation, whlch means,
it gives up thlS method. :

: \\\\\\\\; o Feyerabend (1968 23)% -dfd"j_
v There'are,i wever, a number of fundamental problems

S that follow on the ad0pt10n of
,»\

~

| e . |
.- and unreasonable-conseque

: _ . , .v
'Feyerabend 'S model of theoretlcal reductlonlsm. JFor thls rea—.

,”. .

son, therefore, we. shall argue that the theoretlcal reductlon—f“

1st ‘no less than;the observatlonal reductlonlst model is an_'

R

ol ' k faTe ‘
_unacceptable model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse. IR

. The most,importantfa controver51al part of Feyerabend s 'wl~'

“model of scientific language. : undoubtedly been hlS the51s of
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rag%fal meaning variance. This conceptlon of the -status of

language in 8c1ence is, of course alSO shared~with Kuhn, but

ForiFeyerabend the observatlonal
*f terms of science are almays trov1ded with a context ofnmean-
'gira.theory and' its related system.of concepts ‘ Wlthont th
a theoretlcal context observatlonal terms are un1nter~. |
prgtable and, therefore meanlngless | In thlS regard
Feyerabeno has. crrt1C1sed whatbhe has called the autonomy _'

‘.ernc1gle the bellef that "the facts whlch belong to the em- :

"'plrlcal content of some. theory are avallable whether or not.

one con51ders alternatlves to this theory" (Feyerabend 1968-

27). Thus the real task of ‘a theory, 1n Eeyerabend s vlew, is
‘to prov1de a ”correct“ account of the world ‘an account that
. .1»"-’“ - -

’_1s, which dlSClOSGS the totalrty of faets as seen through 1ts

own concepts (Feyerabend l970a 89) v Both Kuhn ‘and. Feyerabend o

have arguéd that some dlfferent theorles may be 1ncommensur-.§

‘able; that 1s they may not be subject to any comharlson be-'

' causelthe meanlng of the terms in whlch the one theory 1s for—_
mulated may be qulte at odds w1th the meanlng :srﬁ?e terms of;
the other In such a case therefore, as: 1n the»example whlch.
_ Feyerabend frequently prov1des the(case of the‘theories~bf

<

- Classical Mechanics (C,M.), and the SéeCial Theory of Reiati-
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2t . : o ' '
A . .

! R - . . : -

vity (S.R.), the observational languages which proVide the
//fe;pirical consequences and content of each of these two theo-
' . . . . ! . . i " . ) . - 1 ;
~ ries are incommensurable to each other.y, E ‘ R
Classical ‘physics is a case i’pomt. - It has «
developed a comprehensive terminology for des— ‘
¢ribing the. most fundamental . properties of our N
universe, such as shapes, speeds and masses. '
The conceptual system, connected‘w1th this ter- -
minology assumes that the properties inhere in
objects, not otherwise. The theory of" relativity
. .teaches us, at least in one of. its interpreta-
“+tions, that there are no such inherent properties
in the world, neither observable, nor unobser-
vable, and it ‘produces an entlrely new conceptual.
system for descrlptlon 1n31de the domain of.
mechanics. This new conceptual sysgem does not
just 'deny the eX1stence of ‘the classical states -
of affairs, it does not even permit us to, formu—,‘
late statements eXpre551ng such states. of
affalrs... : D

. Feyerabend (1970a; 82)
| For'Kuhn,.as‘Qe?haveHSeen thls theS1s of the moanrng.
‘varlance and 1neommensurab111ty}of dlfferent theorles glves
'rlse to no- 1mm1nent problems in- ‘his theory‘of the transtorma—;
r.tlon rrom normal ‘to revolutlonary sclence.r Even though suc;j
ee551ve theoretlcal systemsvmey be 1neommensurable the. pera-,'
:d;gmvform of the organlsetlon of knowledge ensuresbthat
.throughout the duretlon of the normal sc1ent1f1o per1od‘only
.one paradlgm‘language of theoly end observatlon 1s tolerated . rv?'
rThe problem of 1ncommensurab111tydls, therefore, 51mply a B

_(problem of learnlng a new language and not the much welght-' '

ier and more questlonable problem of translatlng one language-.
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into another;
For.Feyerabend however the the51s of 1ncommensurab1—;
lity . and meanlng yarlance between theorles does'create a dlf—
‘ferent order ot problem because of the assoc1ated programme L
‘~for the prollferatlon of theorles To what extent one may |
ask, 'is Feyerabend S 1njunct10n to éenerate alternatlve theo~
‘ries , as- a measure of crrtrcrsm contradlctedxby hls thesis
. of radlcal meanlng varlance°r For 1f two theoretlcal systems
:_such as CM and SR are really 1ncommensurable, then they can-_y
not be accorded the status of "r1val“'or_"¢ompet1t1ve" g;f'
_even. alternatlve".theories . In order for two theorles to be - dv.
'competitive, and to fulf111 Feyerabend s requlrement for . mu~ffJ
tual cr1t1c1sm, they must 1nvsome sense be commensurable wlth

‘ each other., ThlS dlfflculty 1n Feyerabend's account has been,

H'remarked by a. number of wrlters and has prov1ded the most

v‘practlcal rod W1th whlch to beat hlm.

'statements would share no common characterlsa~“’
. tion of. the pragmatics of the observatlon situa~-
‘tion either, and the. possibility of a genuire
- crucial test between them would thus seem- to be

obviated.
> Townsend 61970 208)

Slmllarly, Gledymln (1970) Nordlg (1971), Koertge
(1972), and Leplln (1969) all raise the same - obJectlon agaln-ff
st thls apparent contradlctlon between Feyerabend's theory

' and Programme. for sc1ence ,’

S
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‘ Feyerabend S proposed solutlon to thlS problem however,
falls to- overcome this fundamental dlfflculty in the loglcal
.method of comparlng alternatlve theorles‘ On avnumbet'of oc44
‘ casaonsl(l970a:ds, 84—85 1970b 220), he has suggested that.
ancommensurable theories: may be 1nterpreted on the ba51s of?'
dlfferent observatlonal languages. ThuS~mhlle two theorleso
lmay remaln 1ncommensurable when lnterpreted in a phenomenavv»n“'
list- observatlon language.they.may become‘commensurable in an
'1nstrumentallst observatlonilanguage The problem; in thlSj.
case becomes one of plcklng out an approprlate observatlonal
Lflanguage‘ Thls suggestlon, however, assumes that the meanlng
of- ohsetvatlonal languages ls 1ndependently flxed of theorles;
;and thus-v1olates Feyerabend s earller (and more ba51c) com;:,

_ mltment to the abolltlon of ‘the autonomy pr1ncmple We are.

left 1t seems,'wlth a loglcal paradox whlch even 1n the face 7

- of Feyerabend s expressed attempts, has so fan/eluded :esolu;jdl .
-tlon. | . |
g The modellof theoretlcal teduetlonlsm, as expressed 1n
) »the thes1s of radlcal meanlng.varlance has also glven rlse |
ffto}other dlfflCultleS Thus Kordlg (1971) has trled to show
}3that the commltment.to a theory of meanlng variance: of obser-':“h‘
ovatlonal languages leads to unreasonable consequenees when.
.~con51der1ng the 1091071 methods“of compatlng;'communlcatlng, -

i learnlng and testlng dlfferent sc1ent1f1c theorles.b

\" o o i

i
Y
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B For these reasons 7therefore Feyerabend s proposed
model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse 1s not a satlsfactory solutlon
to the earller problems ralsed by the observatlonal reductlon--
1st model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse For whlle hlS cr1t1c1sms
of modern emp1r1c1sm are clearly approprlate the replacement -
»of the asymmetry of observatlon by the aSymmetry of theory
"1does not prov1de us W1th a model of dlscourse that is 1nter~'
.nally conslstent ThlS problem is also present 1n hlS pro—
gramme of prollferatlon for the growth of sc1ent1f1c know—f-
bledge<where it reappears in a number of forms- as a methodo-
Vloglcal problem of selectron procedures between theorles as” o
'vea pOllthal problem 1n the relatlonshlp between extreme theory
‘and extreme practlce and so on These problems of 1ncon31s-'y;'
-tency in Feyerabend's theory and programme for sc1ence have
_'also been recognlsed by another wrlter whom, 1n other ways,
lremalns hlghly sympathetlc to Teyerabend s phllosophy of
fThe methodologlcal anarchlsm or dadalsm of S
Feyerabend...ls compatible with my plurallsm, L
' but'there is a major difference of emphasis..
For me, the notion of- phllosophlcal systems is -
"centrar and therefore -also a strong,. purltan"_
stress on internal con51stency, or rather co- & = - -
_herence ‘between a- researcher s.-and .a communlty s -
}3log1c, methodology, ontology, eplstemology, : N
- . ethics, pOllthS.‘ .The -hedonistic. ‘Do as a re-;"f~“
“1searcher what ‘you w1sh and have g pleasant
“time' is qualified by the’ addition ‘and if &
- philosopher by 1nc11natlon or nece551ty, be

.. clear and coherent in developlng your syntheer'?J
B ,Because of requlrements in other parts of ‘the




_ L Vo . - _
system, one's methodology_in scientificﬂmatters
may have to be rather rigid, Anythlng will not
' go. TR - ”
. 1 o S Naess (1972 lOO)
No matter how useful a crltlcal tool ‘the programme for
‘paradlgm prollferatlon may prove to be 'therefore,_we should 7’;“
not overlook its fallures or the‘shortcomlngs of the model of
i . . . ) - : . .
T T o - : L :
‘scientific diSCoufSe on which«fg/;s based _ For what remains:
, cleaf‘is'thatFeyerabenddoesinotcome'toanyconclusionsas
to the aim of science within different historical periods, -

utheoraiparylahguagé'mOdei'of,sCient;ficdiséoﬁrse,iobserva-f
ltlonal and theoretlcal teduotlonlsm have.underiald the re-‘;L
N Spectlve programmes of paradlgm closure and paradlgm prollf_ ;
; eratlon for the future growth of the natural and soc1al

- "is"'le“ces | A;f.th"..“gh.: the a°°°u“tlthus féx h,ié&' i'ay"."‘_° f clalm to

' comprehen51veness 1ts maln purpose has been to serve as a -

";-rbas1s for the eluc1dat10n and cr1t1c1sm of the reductlonlst R




B hermeneutlc theorlsts c01nc1de on’ a: number of 1mportant toplcs,f
A'_'there has been llttle commentary that has compared or evaluat-»:f;:_;

: “'°ted them together._ Part of thas neglect wrll hopefully be re-gf'fnt
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_models of SC1entrf1c dlscourse and the eplstemologlcal pro-
grammes that 1nclude.them -"“ | | | )

Havrng argued against the accebtance of anyvmodel of .;lh'
sc1entaf1c dlscourse'founded upon reductlonrsm, we turn.now
Jto a.consrderatlon of another_model which offers a pos51b111ty : 'fri
for ouercomlng'the objectlons already encountered ThlS thlrdle.

l model of dlscourse can be reconstrﬁcted from the works of

.Jurgen Habermas and Karl Otto Apel whlch we have abbreV1ated B

under- the tltle of the proqramme for paradlgm Complementarlty. AN
The works of these two wrlters are only now beglnnlng tof"

',be read by an Engllsh speaklng publlc, although lt lS, more

_often than not, a somewhat dlfferent publlc than that whlch .'f'\hf“
has’ attended to thé writlngs of Kuhn and Feyerabend rhl_u,

'zwhereas the work of the latter has mostly preoccupled,the clr-l
cle‘around the present~controver51es w1th the phllosophy of J
jsclence, the work of the former is better known to soc1al |
'ascrentlsts in’ the schools of cr1t1ca1 theory and hemeneutrcs
.’j?It 1s safe to~say; that although the concerns of both the hls~j'jhjr¥”

"Vtorlographlc phllosophers of sc1ence and the crltlcal and

[y

7

- medled ln a small way by thls chapter sectlon..f;tivjefh Tﬁ@f}‘

The 1mportance of the 1deas of Habermas and Apel to our
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present llmlted 1nvvst1gatlons lles in- thelr materlallsatlon

' of the method of polltléal eplstemology ~For where»

”Feyerabend s struggle agalnst the pOSlthlsm of the natural

l and socral sc;enceSvlsﬁconducted at the;level.of:theory, o
throﬁghlthe;theoreticalireconstruction;ofithe_objects.of ex-
..perienceand.perceptlon;iﬁabermas recognisesvthat_theoretical
critiCismabecomes‘effective only‘when‘ittls linkedlto'an-his-'
,torical_social*practiceli For thls reason hevargues.that a<vr
‘.profound cr1t1c1sm of knowledge must also become atbthevsaMei‘
v?gtlme a crltlcal theory of soc1ety It 1s only at the fun%a—“
mental level of practlce that theoretlcal cr1t1c1sm may be- )
fecome a materlal force 1n the hlstorlcal condltlonslof soc1al.f
:gchange;and reallse‘ltself as.practlcal-critiCism, o

| :~The most.importantjasoectfoflthe dontfibﬁtiéﬁé'aff
g.Habermas and Apel to an elucmdatlon of the problems that have»5
‘v;concerned us so far lles in thelr attempted materlallsatlon
1ff these problems;_ Fgr whereas, as we have seen,.most ph;lo-:: ;
~_50phzcal drscu551on of the relatlonshlps between models of‘.

ﬁ:,sc1ent1f1c dlscohrse and programmes for the growth of - sc1ent1—fu-y

,;oflc knowledge has been largely concerned wlth the lntellECtualng"’

'If: 0perations of scrence, whether as 1n the case of the loglcal

‘hemp1r1c1sts thls is concern over the 1oglcal status of sc1en- N
't1f1c prop051tlons,_or as 1n the)case of the new hlstorlo-t}"

ﬂggraphers the theory—ladenness of observatlon languages, the‘ii



 primary interest of.phiiosophers has’been and remains‘that'of '
the cognltlve structure ‘and 1ntellectual operatlons of sc1ence

_There has been remarkably llttle 1nterest shown in the prac—

: . . : :
‘tlce of s01ence as a global soc1eta1 1nst1tut10n.‘

+

- This is not to say that the role of materlallfactors in
'the.hlstorf of sc1ence has gone totally unacknowiedged” Ah_'
1ncrea51ng‘number of phllosophers of - sc1ence contlnue to pay
'1;p serv1ce to the rmportance of the naterlalvfactorS/rn his-v;“”
'tory; and the nece851ty for a so01ology or hlstorlography of "d'i;

jsclence to record the 1mpact of these factors upon the hls-.
'“.

'torlcal‘practlce of sc1ence Thus McMullln stresses the c01n-'

c1dence of 1nterest between the soc1ologlst and hlstorlan of

- sc1ence, and the 1mportance of the work of both these spec1al-j
tles to the phllosophy of sc1encef

‘...the phllosopher and the soc1ologlst have to
<fbegln from the activities of ‘real people; they
may not 1nvent their material, ‘they have " to. find
it.. This ‘can be seen ea51ly in the case of o
‘phllosophy, because it is for the most part at D
" such a high level of generallty that" SpelelC
-feference to’ concrete instances, ‘instances- re—‘-w
. quiring the skill of ‘the. hlstorlan to establlsh
'or unravel them,;ls rarely found. o .
R McMullln, (1970 55)

f_'Kuhn also has been prompt in acknowledglng the 1mport-;‘.h'dﬁ X

~

-ance of materlal factors 1n.the hlstory of sc1ence, as»well o

o as Justlfylng hlS own neglect of. them.,'
g | have sald nothlng about the role of techno--{

loglcal advances or of external socxal, economlc,

and 1ntellectual condltlons 1n the development of



‘the sciences:. EXpllClt con51derat10n of effects
like these. would not, I thlnk modlfy the main
theses developed in- this. essay, but it would
surely add . an analytic dlmen51on of first-rate
',.1mportance for the understandlng of sc1ent1flc
advance ‘ ] _ :
. Kuhn, (1970a x)

'Slmllarly, many other phllosophers/ofﬁsc1ence pos1t1-
: . . ¢ . o

<v1st and ant1-pos1t1v1st allhe, have lamented thevseofratlon
| of those studles whlch have examlned the 1mmanent cognltive '
=structure of - sc1ence from those whlch have had‘as their,obf :
.ject the transcendental‘examlnatron of s01ence as’ dne'amqhé'
'.many organlsed hlstorleal systems.of knomledge. .
For Habermas and Apel however,’sc1ence.1s hotbsatls—s o
’.factorlly eXamlned solely from the 1n51de. It has, at the
Jsame tlme, to be 1nvest1gated as a‘pract;cal human act1v1tyd:_
’alonésrde other 5001al 1nst1tutlons.; A crltlcal theory of |
'.hsc1ence is thus necessarlly nart}of“a correSpondlnély Crltl—::
eal theory of soc1ety.-. | |
o The work of both Habermas and Apel rs, therefore,‘ln—';””
'tended as a transcendental crlthue'of sc1ence, whlch‘examlneslﬁ
the 1nterna1 cognltlve structnre and self—lmage of selenee 1n
.,lrelatlon to the outer hlstorlcal totallty in whloh it 1s uitl-'

"mately embedded In followrng thelr crlthue, we shall see 'y'

' how the several reductlonlst varlatlons on the blnary language

o _model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse correspond to hlstorlcally spec-/

11f1c and separable forms and aims of sc1ent1f1c practlce. At S



<

127

._e_

the same'time ‘we shall also consrder the proposed condltlons

for the eventual resolutlon of the tradltlonal contradlctlons L

between theoretlcal reductlonlsm and - observatlonal reductron—

1sm and the model of complementarlty that - replaces them
In the earlier part .of this chapter we have shown al—

ready some. of the connectlons whlch ex1st between modes of

SC1ent1f1c dlscourse and programmes for the growth of SClentl—

flC knowledge We have suggested for example that Kuhn 5

programme for paradlgm closure in the sc1ences rests upon a

revrsed versron of observatlonal reductlonlsm in sprte of the

rected agalnst the orlglnal proponents of thlS mode of dlS--“

.course Feyerabend s programme for paradlgm prollferatlon,'

| been consrderable, as has that of Kuhn, 1n stlmulatlng a re-‘.

LN

newed 51gn1f1cant dlscuss1on of the problems assoc1ated w1th
the constructlon comparlson, and testlng of theorles,’hls
proposed resolutlon of these problems has proven less than

satlsfactory Feyerabend s programme of prollferatlon based

' .as 1t 1s on ‘a quel of theoretlcal reductlonlsm, has falled as

a theory of scrence to relate the status of sc1ende as a"

Nowhere 1s thls om1531on 1n Feyerabend s programme more no- N

A

: fact that much of the polemlcal content of Kuhn 's work 1s dl-;t

_on the other hand has 1ed in our estlmatlon to another serles :

of problems. For although the crltlcal 1mpact of hlS work has

theoretlcal obgect to 1ts status as ‘a. form of soc1al practlce.p



.1_'28.5
' tlceable than rn his fallure to prov1de.any crlterla for for—
1mulat1ng a selectlon procedure whereby some theorles‘may be
;or.should ‘be Supportéd at the expense of others at any glven.
{hlstorlcal moment ‘ In Feyerabend S worldbwe are left - as 1t
.bwere w1thout any real ba51s for eh0051ng between multlple 1n—f
terpretatlons of the world and’ the multlple-rules of ev1dencev
'contalned 1n.these 1nterpretat1ons. Such are the problems

posed b}'antheoretlcal reductlonlst model of SClehtlflC.dls-g
.course vand whlle.dlfferent 1n-k1nd from those posed’ by an ob—
seryatlonal.reductlonlst model of sc1ent1flc dlscourse they-'

r appear no‘less 1ntractable | . L “
| ', Part of the way out of these dlfflcultres has been pro-

_,v1ded 1n the_em,

’wabermas and Apel ' For although the work
of ‘these wrl E' many ways, no freer from cr1t1c1sm’

'than-that ofﬁ, 4”eyerabend the programme for the growth

‘fdge presented in thelr work offers some

:of.scientific”
.of these problems already encountered Tit'

ipossible;resolt
~"is'for this[reaé }fonly,lthat thelr theory of SC1ence is pre-»-}

sented,hereias_ﬂ -o51t1ve contrlbutlon to the problem of re-

-«

duct1 nlsm in- sc1ent1f1c dlscourse S ] "771.1-,'5\

gﬁe.Relatlonshlp between Knowledge and Human Interest
b el . : :
: The part of Habermas' WOrk most relevant to our 1nvest1-
”gatlon of models of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse is hlS theory of the‘

-'relatlonshlp between knowledge and human 1nterest For itvis '

Vo
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here that Habermas attempts to. analyse the 1nst1tutlon of
. G . . :
- science, both as theoretlcal object and as soc1al practlce

Accordlng to Habermas therefore the scienceS'are best

A

"classrfled on the bas1s of the "knowledgerconstltutlve or
‘knowledde guldlng 1nterests that underlle them The concept
;of ”knowledge constltutlve rnterest” is 1ntroduced 1n_"
Habermas’vwork to prov1deda materlallst foundatlon for h1s

theory of science; . Thus, 1n order to eluc1date and compare'f.{

]

.the 1nternal cognltlve structures of the spec1al sc1ences 1t
.rs necessary 1n Habermas view, to be able to spec1fy the in- ‘
stltutlonal aims of sclence as‘expressed in the transcenden- d -
"rtal materlal categorles of the knowledde constltutlve 1nter-«
ests - - | |

I term interests[the basic orlentatlons rooted
in spec1f1c fundamental conditions of the pos- -
. sible reproductlon and self- constltutlon of the
" “human spec1es namely work and 1nteractlon..; .
- Knowledge-constitutive interests can be defined
‘.exclu31vely as a function of the objectlvely
~constituted problems of the preservation of. llfe'
. that have- been solved by ‘the cultural form of
- existence as- such o

Habermas (1972 196)

“‘f bn this‘basis Habermas dlstlngulshes thektwo categor-:
'_1es of work (soclal labour) and 1nteractron as complementary
Aa5pects of the fundamental form of human soc1a1 practlce and="'h
' |

' thus as the bas1c types of knpwledge-constltutlve 1nterests_d;‘

”underlylng the prlmary modes of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse 'It isf
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| in his clarlflcatlon of the dual character of the concept of

"social practlce" that Habermas reveals hlmself as a Marx1st

as well as a rev1s1on1st of the more cla531cal 1nterpretatlons .

of. Marx1an theorles of sc1ence We shall brlefly examine 15; ,

-therefore, Habermas rereadlng of the cla551cal Marxran theory .

-

,,of knowledge and sc1ence. G

r Y

Accordlng to Habermas Marx S, theory of knowledge was

‘too dogmatlcally grounded upon the model of productlon ’ For.

o . 1

' the only bas1c knowledge constltutlve ﬁhterest acknowledged :
by Marx in hlS theory of science was that of soc1al labour,
for work.. The‘development of knowledge in general and'scien—'

,tlflc knowledge in partlcular, therefore, is- seen bj Marx tO‘f

I

correspond to changes in- the forces and relatlons .of product~ 'k"'
. ,_¢.| S . o

: “ion that domlnate the human actlon systems of any hlstorlcal
"perlod. For thls reason Habermas contends, Marx came to

. yldentlfy the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge in general w1th L

the growth of natural SClentlflC knowledge in partlcular

'The natural SC1ences could be readlly credlted w1th expandlng

~ the scope of‘human 1ntervent10n and control over the natural

o world and thereby dlrectly COntrlbuted to the development of

3

~the materlal forces of productlon - Thus for Marx, the acknow-_7;ﬂ

'}ledged rolejof sclenee as a form of 5001al practlce was large- g*ll
s : :

ly 1nstrumental in character 1nasmuch as the theory and ,

K

‘practlce of sc1ence made possible the technologlcal appllca-v
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tlons of modern 1ndustry and the constant pOSSlblllty of new
forms of productlon

A The natural sciences have developed an_enormous

o actrvrty and appointed an ever growing body of
-material...In a much more practlcal -fashion,

» ' natural science ‘has intervened:in human 1ife o
Lok - and transformed it by means of industry. ..

45' ‘f +  Industry is the real hlstorlcal relation of:

nature and thus of natural sc1ence to man. - ‘

’ : Marx, quoted in Habermas (1972:45).

o

'HoWéver as Habermas p01nts out such a. justlflcatlon-
for the‘growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge 1s hardly con51stent :
A'l ';:;' w1th the dlalectlcal method of Marx S system of hlstorlcal

o ‘materlallsm For the hlstory of socral change has generally
been analysed in Marxian socralltheory in' terms of the rela-
tlonshlp between the dual system of the forces and of‘the re—_ﬁ
. : 5

wlatlons of productlon It is useful suggests Habermas, to

' regard these aspects of the general system of productlon as

‘two separable actlon (or behavroural) systems.. The. 1nstrue

-mental\actlon system of soc1al practlce whlch leads to thev

.'development of the materlal forces of productlon through the
>A&appllCatlon'Of SC1ence to 1ndustry and whlch Habermas calls
ﬂvg - pythe system of work or soc1al labour.' It is- thls aspect of

, ~ science that has been hlstorlcally predomlnant in the natural -
o ) ) .{"*’ )

sc1ences and Wthh Marx 1dent1f1ed as the unlversal form of by
science. The knowledge constltutlve 1nterests derlved from S

the actlon system of work are, thereforel largelyvtechnical



- and have as their object the extension of natural scientific'

4

discourse to resolve all puzzles of hature and to ensure the

. . . - F“’».l
“human hegemony over the natUral-environment.

'iAt-the'same time, however Habermas recalls that the,d
Marxran theory of 5001al change never degenerated 1nto a 51m—

“ple reductlonlst theory although 1t was based on a model of

productlon The reason for thls was that in the crltlcal so-

° v

cial theory presented in hlS work on polltlcal economy Marx

7

continued to recognlse the dlalectlcal relatlonshlp between‘

~ the forces and relatlons of productlon - Thus while on the

v

fwhich”eventually’transformed the relationsvof production,

132

(Habermas 1972: 53) _ For thlS reason, suggests Habermas, men .

'stand in a double relatlon to thelr own hlstory. both as in-

-strumental technlcal agents 1n the transformatlon of the na—_b

. @ :
- 1tural order and as COmmunlcatlve—polltlcal agents in the-
: transformatlon of the moral order
_ . R ,
Alon931de the forces of produgtlon in Wthh
instrumental - actlon 1s sedimeénted,. Marx's -
social theory also incorporates 1nto its ap-
proach the institutional framework, the rela-.
‘tions of production.. It ‘does not ellmlnate o
from practlce the structure of symbolic’ 1nter—-’
action and the role of cultural tradltlcn, _
which are the only basis on which power and -
”vldeology can- be comprehended
- : ' Habermas;:(l972:42).
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Habermas argues therefore that although Marx clearly
recognlsed the dlalectlcal relatlonshlp between the two act—~
| _1on systemsﬁcontalned.w1th1n the general system of: productlon.
‘he falled.todacknowledge thelr mutual 1mportance.as know—
.ledge constltutlve 1nterests in a theory of.sc1ence : ln other

VWOrds whlle hlS method of pract1c1ng the 501ence of pOlltlcal

S

economy always retalned a dlalectlcal content his Jgstlflca-

'

tlon for usrng the method was based on reductlonlst presup—.
p031t10ns of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse o
Thus in Marx S works a peculiar’ dlsproportlon
'arises between the practlce of inquiry and the
. limited. phllOSOpthal self—understandlng of .
~ﬂthls 1nqu1ry ~In his emplrlcal analyses Marx-
comprehends the ‘history of the species under
"categorles of. material act1v1ty and the criti—: o
cal abolition of ideologies, of ‘instrumental AT
'actlon and revolutlonary practice, of labour . '
» 'and reflection at once. But Marx 1nterpretS"
- what he does ‘in the more restricted conception
‘of the species' self—reflectlon through work -
"alone...In fact it even prevented Marx from B
'}understandlng his own mode of procedure from .
thlS p01nt of view. _ :
s 'Habermas,‘(1972:42).

In Habermas' analysls therefore it is posslble to dls—
;tlngulsh two fundamental klnds of knowledge constltutlve 1n~b
,terests. The flrst’lsytechnlcal.ln content and ‘18 derrved
from the 1nstrumental actron system of work (or socral la-‘

‘bour) The form of dlscourse that corresponds to sc1ences :

"'5based on thls knowledge—constltutlve 1nterest 1s that whlch

@Habermas descrlbes as emplrlcal-analytlc The emplrlcal-




v.analytic‘sciences for Habermas are those sclences de51gned
’for the generatlon of productlve knowledge (Habermas, l972
.i308) Theories are constructed as'"hypothetlcal deductlve
'connectlons of prop051t10ns -which permlt the deductlon of
law—llke hypothe51s w1th emplrlcal content“ '(Habermas,'l972

i

.‘308). But perhaps more 51gn1f1cant1y; the emplrlcal analytlc -
/ . . . .
. sc1ences are based on the object1v1st 1llu51on“ that thelr
)ifelementary descrlptlue statements eXpress observatlons whlch .
"are supposed to be rellable in provrdlng 1mmed1ate ev1dence B
w1thout the admlxture of subject1V1ty (1972 308$ :We.may p
,'say W1thout too much dlstortlon therefore that Habermas'
vcategoryUofbthe emplrlcal analytlc sc1ences overlaps to. a |
,slgnlflcant degree w1th our own conceptlon of an observatlon~»

al reductlonlst model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse

The second klnd of knowledge-constltutlve 1nterest,.ac—:.

'f}cordlng to Habermas,_ls derlved from the ;ymbollc 1nteract10na1'

actlon 5ystem eSpec1ally the system of language, and has a-

' _;pggggigg_ rather than a technlcal content The form of dls-'f

course that corresponds to. sc1ences based on thlS knowledge-

constltutlve 1nterest 1s that whlch Habermas call hlstorlcal~ :‘.

'phermeneutlal . The hlstorlcal~hermeneut1c sc1ences are not
establlshed W1th1n the frame of reference of- possrble technl-'

cal control as are the emplrlcal—analytlc sc1ences but in

vmthe framework of the practlcal understandlng of symbollc mean-udul:*'
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ings (Habermas, ~1972-3o9~310)‘ At the level of dlscourse

"the loglc of explanatlon through the hypothetlco deductlve

‘ n‘method is replaced by the loglc of 1nterpretat10n through the

methoa of hermaneutlc understandlng Thus whereas the em—
_.plrlcal analytlc;sc1ences are de31gned for the productloh of o
1nformatlon that eXpands our power of technlcal‘control the.l‘
4‘:hlstorlcalrhermaneutlc ec1ences are de51gned for.the communl— 2
,catloh“of 1nterpretatlons that mahe p0531ble the orlentatlon'
.of’ actlonsbw1th1n common tradltlons (Habermas, l972 313)f
However . as Habermas acknowledges, ‘the hlstorlcal—her-"
-maneutlc sclences are also groundedvupon.avreductronlst}model
;h_of scremtlfrc dlscourse | For although they do not share thev
.p051t1y1st1c commltment of the emplrlcal analytlc sc1ences

4

’“to an observatlonal reductlonlst model of sc1entlf1c dlscourse,
~they remaln commltted to a fsrm?ofﬁtheoretlcal reductlonlsm.

. The nature of thlS form of theoretlcal reductlonlsm be—’[
‘comes clearer when‘we further examlne the mode of dlscourse f.
o employed 1n the hlstorlcal-hermaneutlc sc1ences.. Unllke the -
| emplrlcal analytlc sc1ences that presuppose the p0551b111ty of:'
stable observatlon languages whlch establlsh the procedures;:;

-fwhereby eXperlence may be llnked to theory, the hlstorlcah~lr"“'

'hermaneutlc scrences operate from a dlfferent model Here,%f

'i__the range of eXperlence 1s necessarlly restrlcted by the par- fv'tf7“

e'tlcular form of the 1anguage in currency. 'ThuSpthe{strQCturey'




of,the language-game used in any communlty prov1des ‘the cate~
‘gorles for the 1dent1f1cat10n and 1nterpretatlon of all ex-
perlence.

In the context of COmmunlcatlve actlon,.,;the

role of transcendental framework is taken in- o
stead by the. grammar. of ordlnary language ‘which : -
-51multaneously governs the non-verbal. .elements

- of a habltual mode. of life conduct or practice.’

. The grammar of language games links symbols
~actions, and eXpress1on. It establishes: sche=
‘mata of" ‘world 1nterpretat10n and 1nteract10n...
'What is real ‘is that which can be eXperlenced L

accordlng to the 1nterpretatlons of a prevalllng v
f_symbollc system § : :
.JA.", L ,';:' Habermas (1972 192)

1

.f"The dlstlnctlon that Habermas draws therefore betWeénf
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the emplrlcal—analytlc sc1ences and the hlstorlcal—hermeneu—~”s

-'_th sc1ences is 'in large part Justlfled on the basrs of th1s‘

‘dlfference 1n thelr respectlve models of dlscourse. For the o

.emplrlcal analytlc SC1ences, observatlons are the bulldlng
"blocks of sc1ent1f1c theorles and are connected to them by

“means of operatlons performed through the formal languages of

_ loglc or mathemat1¢s (Habermas 1972 85) For the hlstorl_;,a

cal-hermeneutlc sc1ences on the other hand the ordlnary lang— o

buage games of all forms of llfe contaln the symbollc codes

that reveal the structures of meanlng avallable to the1r glven‘;t:

“;Speech communltles The task for the hlstorlcal—hermaneutlc

B

R sc1entlst becomes, therefore, one of eluc1dat1ng the grammar
.fof partlcular language games and thereby 1nf/rpret1ng the

‘structures of meanlng contalned in ordlnary language.ﬂu,'f"
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Thlsvmethod of anestrgatlon necessarlly dlsclalms any .
1nterest‘1n formulatlng protocolvstatements ‘or other types _
of stable obServatlon languaces; for.the content of any glvem.j'
obseryatlon language ls only~; ndered meanlngful when exa- |
mlnedjln.relation_to.theicon_th of the . total language game, ‘T

| Wepmay say, therefore that whereas the emplrlcal analy-l
't1c sc1ences are based on an‘observatlonal reductlonlst model

-of SC1ent1f1c dlscourse -where the rules of ev1dence are. sup-,“-

.__.A

E plled by a correspondence or plcture theory of truth ‘the'

)

| hrstorlcal-hermeneutlc SC1ences are based on a theoretlcal; :'
:reductlonlst'model of screntlflc dlscourse; where the rules'
of ev1dence are Supplled by.a pragmatlc,'orAcontextual theory
fof truth In each case argues Habermas, the"mode of dls~{

1~course employed by elther form of sc1ence contlnues to pre—"
. o . v % : o
serve the Ob]eCthiSt 1lluS1on" that conceals the relatlon--

, ship of knowledge to human 1nterests..{5

‘ In the: emplrlcal analytlcal sc1ences, the model of dlS- f

’ scourse used corresponds to that of a loglcal monologue. Al- v;ﬂ;

on

though thlS 1s sultable for generatrng prop031tlons w1th1n a

| "closed system of observatlonal and theoretlbal languages, o

~f;Habermas argues that 1t 1s not a model of dlscourse that can

: be used as. a medlum ofecommunlcatlon between complementary
°~5ub3ects The dlscourse of the emplrlcal-analytlc sc1ences °.,7 o
4 A 4 S SO

o always presupposes a IEIBtlonShlp between a. 51ngle subject |




e j‘dealt w1th at. sore length by Apel (1967 1972)

ﬁand.object rather than between dlfferent subjects

Deductlon, 1nduct10n, and abductlon establlsh
L relatlons between: statements that are in prin-
".c1ple monologle It is p0551ble to think in
.'sylloglsms but not to conduct a dlalogue in
- them. I .can use syllogistic reasonlng to yield
arguments for a dlSCUSSlOH but I cannot argue,'
fsylloglstlcally with another. Inasfar as the =/
- employment of symbols is constitutive for. the
behav1oural system of. 1nstrumental actlon, the
use of language: 1nvolved is monologlc ’
g Habermas (1972 l37) (Emphasls Supplled)

-~ Or again,” S v',}.' S = f_‘_;:“_;__

...from the point of view of pOSSlble technlcal e
control...language is separated out of its em~- =
abededness in lnteractlons and attalns monologlc
' . closure. . Action is severed from communication | B
and reduced to- the solitary act of the purp031ve- H
_ratlonal utilization of’ means, .. '
' Habermas (1972 193) (Empha31s Supplled)

'Habermas 1s descrlblng, in’ SO many words, some of the .

f_ attrlbutes that we have 1ncluded 1n our descrlptlon of the

programme for paradlgm closure whlch srmllarly correSponds f"

'to the use of an observatlonal reductlonlst model of sc1ent1—“

flC dlscourse. Thls character of the monologlc closure, X

v'ﬁ"language in. the emplrlcal analytlcal sc1ences has also be”n

In the hlstorlcal—hermeneutlc SC1ences, on the other 3

St

hand the preservatlon of the "ob3ect1v1st 1llu81on"'1s a re—f?i;7l ‘

sult of the hlStOIlClst content of thlS form of knowledge._h

__For although the hlstorlcal—hermeneutlc sciences reject the

v7p051t1v1sm of the emplrlcal analyt1ca1 sclences, and.the_ohg
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"servatlonal reductlonlsm that underlles 1t the hlstor1c1sm
1nherent 1n the theoretlcal reductlonlst model of SC1ent1f1c

._,dlscourse preserves in a dlfferent way the "object1v1st 1llu~

sion". = - R &

Much as the cultural sc1ences may comprehend
their - facts through. understandlng -and llttle
'though they may be concerned with' dlscoverlng
- general laws, they nevertheless share with the

empirical- —analytic sciences the: methodologlcal ,
: 'consc1ousness of descrlblng a structured reallty
-,-w1th1n the horlzon ‘of the. theoretlcal attitude.
Historicism has. become the p051t1v1sm of the-
”cultural and-social sciences.
&, EIEUCERIE Habermas (1972 303)

«‘- ] »

What Habermas regards as’ objectlflcatlon in the hlstorl—

'cal hermeneutlc sc1ences 1s the bellef that the. meanlngs of
the text of ‘an hlstorlcal perlod may be 1nterpretTd in thelr'
o S S oo ' - .
--orlglnal context by the modern 1nterpreter The 111u31on of ’
“:the hlstorlcal-hermeneutlcal sc1ences re51des 1n the bellef
w“"that 1t 1s p0551b1e for £the modern 1nterpreter to re enter the
fhlstorl//l 1anguage game and part1c1pate again w1th1n the
1orlglnal structures of meanlng., ThlS 1llu31on, accordlng
-»Habermas,vls the h1stor1c1st counterpart to the posrt1c1st
'1llu51on of the ex1stence of stable observatlonal languages o
'ﬂdfor the standardlsed reportlng of human exPerlence.-"h'v'
1“Hlstor1c1sm has taken the understandlng of meane
ing, in which mental. facts .are supposed to: be_.'
- given in direct evidence, and grafted onto 1t ‘the-
objectivist 111usron of pure theory. ‘It appears Q"
- as- though the - lnterpreter transposes hlmself lnto

~ the horizon of the world or language from which :
o lan text derlves 1ts meanlng But here, too, the




facts are flrst constltuted in relatlon to the
- standards that ‘establish them.' :
Habermas (1972 309)
The process of examlng hlstory, therefore is no more-'

’neutral than the process of examlnlng nature | Both forms of

'sc1ence resuppose b ic 1nst1tutlonal alms that deflne thelr
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birespectlve programmEs for ‘the growth of knowledge., The tech— |

’nlcal alms of the emplrlcal analytlc sc1ences are: related to o

. the growth of pOSSlble control over nature and are pursued

through the medlatlon of work or soc1al labour. Whereas the

vpractlcal alms of the: hlstorlcal-hermeneutlc sc1ences are. rew-.

:lated to the development of a mutual understandlng in: the con-rﬁ

duct'of llfe and are pursued through the medlum of language.'-\

However both forms of sc1ence may be sald to presuppose the_*

obgect1vrst 1llua|on"'of reallty 1nasmuch as they fall to ac-‘”"--d'

h'knowledge the partlcular human lnterests that underlle them.- -

To the extent therefore, that both forms of sc1ence

'>have been part of the materlal and lntellectual herltage of

}modern man Habermas regards them as complementary.l Thus 1n o

dan 1mportant sense Habermas' programme for the growth of

LY JH B

'fsc1ent1f1c knowledge dlffers from that of the loglcal emplrl—::

‘ c1sts or the new hlstorlographers of sc1ence both 1n hlS se—jo»'

aiﬁparatlon of the natural from the soc1al sclences, and 1n hlS

'fffrecognltlon of thelr complementarlty. It is for thlS reason

- : i o

: : »~ ~ : S
,that we have called Habermas theory of sc1ence-ithe pro- L

3
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-_fgramme"for'paradigmvcomplementaritj.g
| | - We~ have so far only sketched out the broadest outllne.e
"of Habermas 1deas dn'the complementarlty of alternatlve
_z,modes of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse ‘For’the'lnterestaof Habermas;
work lles 1n the use of‘the category of paradlgm complement—:'d'yif
e‘v‘arlty as a solutlon to the problem of reductlonlsm 1n tradre

‘tlonal conceptuallsatlons of a model of sc1ent1fic dlscourse,

iand a correspondlng programme for the future growth of sc1en—

vﬂtlfchknowledge We shall now therefor .rproceed to examlne :

—
¢

in- greater detall those aspects of Habermas theory of sc1ence

”that relate most dlrectly to,the\problem of reductlonlsm and
;to the relatlonshlp between sc1ence‘as a theoretlcalvobject |
jand SC1ence as a fornf%f soc1al practlce Some of the 1llu-ﬁ_;
.‘stratlons presented here are taken from the work of Habermas"

‘Fcolleague (and teacher), Karl Otto Apel whose 1nterest in :_5

fthese questlons is” 51mllar to that of Habermas.l‘

’

]Reductlonlsm Complementarlty and. the Blnary Languaqe Model -
of Sc1ent1f1c Dlscourse" : : o , _

Habermas"crlthue of the two forms of reductlonlsm -

found at the ba51s of thp dlscourse of the emplrlcal-analytlc.

._/, o Y
sc1ences and the hrstorlcal-hggmeneutlc 301ences leads h1m

;to formulate a mpdel of dlscourse whlch overcomes the pro-
; : e s : ST
jblems of theoretlcal observatlonal reductlonlsm for the case

Tt

iof the 5001al sc1ences. Thls form of sc1ence Habermas calls' -

;-crltlcal social~science,~and 1b is based on a dlalectlcal

13



.. sciences ‘and has dj

ure of the originalf

ice of SC1ence
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‘model of'Scientific discourse.j'HoweVer, in4order7to evaluate

more precisely.the‘s‘ £ Habermas' solution to the pro-

‘blem of'reductionis'g ) turn‘now_tofthe workbof'Karl;

Otto Apel for' afil n} Rfication of Habermas' theory in

.

ln much th} g géy as Habermas Apel has cr1t1c1sed

the‘pOSitiVistiC'“'ﬂﬁ ycatlons of the emplrlcal analytlcal

;Apartlcular attent;on to the problem of

:observational reducf ?ismf~ ertlng on the hlstorlcal fall—

TiCal emp;rlcists:to 1ive up-to the'f"'

g early promises.Of’thfﬂ fenna Circle< Apel dlstlngUJshes two

w.:.lt became clf Fihat the follow1ng 1deal ‘
postulates 51mpf"could not be reallsed in the .
‘logic of science: first, the idea of one
syntactico- semantlcal framework which could be
presupposed as the universal’ language of science
as -a wholej;. ‘second,- the 1dea of observatlonal
'~ sentences which could be considered as copies of
- facts (protocol sentences) - ‘independent of . ‘--
‘jtheoretlcal contexts ‘already implied in the" for-
‘mulatlon of the observatlonal sentences. .
SR S Apel (1972 6)

Sa

‘\

_The fallure of the loglcal emp1r1c1sts' programme for

l.l'

~'the growth of soc1al sc1ent1f1c knowledge has resulted 1n |

'}Apel s v1ew, from the dogmatlc attachment to the observatlonal]m~.~¥

\\reductlonlst model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse In hlS crltlclsms o

‘of the use of thls model of dlscourse in the soc1a1 sc1ences,
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'therefore Apel has attempted to reveal some of the untenable

B presupp051t10ns that 11e unanalysed at the basrs of the p051~

t1v1st1c use of language in modern scrence

Perhaps the most fundamental presupp031tlon that per-
f{vades the emplrlcal analytlcal sc1ences and thelr programme

’for the semantlcal reconstructlon of the language of sc1ence,

argues Apel is that of'methodlcal sollp51sm.' Forvln thelr

' theoretlcal 1nterpretat1onsvof the‘correct procedures for
hgeneratlng‘s' entlflc knowledge ‘formulatlng meanrngful statee
ments, certlfylng rules of ev1dence they fall to reflect up—""

- on the soc1al conventlons that underlle sc1ent1flc dlscourse.

'Such a fallure suggests Apel leads to the lllusory 1nter-'

‘v_pretatlon that by followrng the rules of SClentlflC dlscourse_pj;

the %ﬁolated 1nd1v1dual 1s able to practlce sc1ence ThlS j.'
Vo B mlslnterpretatlon of the nature of 501ent1f1c dlscourse has S

»{arlsen through the phllOSOphy of loglcal emp1r1c1sm whlch has.'

LG
L)

Wii,.'thout presup-

T
PR

fassumed that objectlve knowledge is p0551ble

‘V‘

l'pos1ng at the same - tlme the 1ntersubject:¥9 undérstanding_bY"“
g ”hcommunltles;

P w1sh to malntaln the the51s that a phllOSOphy
“which postulates a phy51€al1st1c-behaV1ourlst1c
, - 4 _»4language for objectlfylng the phénomena of human
a T 1ntersub3ect1v1ty involves methodical sollpsrsm
' . 'to no lesser extent than a phllosophy that’ starts
-from the assumption that. meanlng and ‘truth are |
 matters of intros pectlve ev1dence of prlvate ex~ v _
'perlences of consciousness. . R
e ' Apel (1972 12)
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Thus Apel's theoretical'criticiSm of»the positivistiC‘-;

.—Justlflcatlon of a dlsc0urse for the soc1al sc1ences based on

e
L

:an observatlonal reductionlsm 1s taken from Wlttgensteln s
' later crltlcal use. of the concept of 'language game" For'

jfwhen the dlscourse of the sc1ences is recognlsed as another,
although more SpeC1a}1sed type of language game it. becomes
'apparent that the rd&es for the establlshed use of language

) . / L o A ( . .
must rest upon soclally followed convent'ons, rather than on:“'x“"

ndlrect correspondence to the world g

o

.Itjls, perhaps worth notlng th t the termv"methodlcal

'-sollplsm” was . ormglnally 001ned by deolph Carnap as a method-_
:ologlcalnlnjunctlon for personal verrflcatlon 1n matters of fif,“;
vsc1ent1f1c reportlng,‘but the term uas later abandoned rn the
‘face of frequent mlsunderstandlng (Carnap 1936 423 424) |

In the hands of Apel howeVer the concept of "methodle_

J

cal sollplsm"'ls turned to crltlcal account agalnst the em-j

plrlcal analytlcal sc1ences For these sclé"es, baged as,

\,r' . . S

they are.on an observatlonal reductlonlst model pf sclentlflc_*

: . A >3 r
: . S ' . : . . o

vdlscourse are constructed as thouqh a etable observatlonal

TN .

ba51s for thelr pnotoqel\statements makes p0551b1e the con-

s \ ’ o,

structlon of a unlversal language thCh is the language of
v i ,:ev .

sclence, (Apel 1972 12) : For Apel however as for the later

Wlttgensteln, such a unlversal language wouid only be p0831ble

1f we can also*presuppose the ex1stence of alcorrespondlngly



L

§

_ universal formlofllife. But in”a_world where all forms of

‘life are mediated by history and culture such a'material'

\ a
v

’unlversallsatlon is nowhere to be found Thus a presupposr— :

thD of the methodlcal SOllplsm of the emplrlcal analytlcal

' sciences reduces 1tself - as Apel shows}-togan‘argument‘for

the{eX1stence of prlvate languages ‘ KApel, l972:12); ~In this
case, therefore the descrlptlve languages of observatlon 4n

‘-.

" the emplrlcal analytlcal sc1ences must be. justlfled on - the

i

»w1th1n the total context of" the language game of sc1ence.

‘Apel's crlthue of the observatlonal reductlonlst model of

kS
¢

ba51s of the pr1v1ledged verlflcatlon provrded by 1nd1v1duals

But as Apel further recalls the arguments for the ex1s ence -

of prlvate languages have already been repudlated by

’ wlttgensteln with his formulatlon of the concept of the publlc

o

' "language game“ JFor in this 1nterpretatlon, the rules of

emplrlcal analytlcal sc1ent1f1c dlscourse are establlshed

The meanlngs of sc1entrf1c terms ‘are 51m11arly deflned w1th1n

the context of this language game and are. anchored to a cor~

respondlngly SpelelC form of llfe- the system of 1nstrumental

actlon ) We are back at thls point, to the crltlcljﬁigof Kuhn,v’

- Feyerabend and Habermas Wthh all substantlally agree w1th @f

' SClentlflC dlscourse However, 1t is preclsely at thlS polnt

o

) N . N

'where Feyerabend for example retreats to a theoretlcal re—'

o - e

‘ductlonlst model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse thathpel s crltrcal

o [




I .

N '14}6

insight is most fully'revealed' For hlS rejectlon of obser-

-
L

_ _ <
vatlonal reductlonlsm as' a model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse does
: | . . / . v
" not predispdse hlm.to‘acceptlng a tHeoretical reduCtionist~
IR : - ’ o : S oL
model’ of scientiflc'discourse SR

. ¢

For the crltlcal concept of "language game", when‘ap—"
plled to all forms of dlscourse, has tradltlonally suggested
varlous levels of relat1v1sm. hlsto‘rcal culﬁstxral and epls— )
temologlcal Indeed these conseguences are: 1mp0551hle t0' '

avord..for the‘premlses of. Wlttgensteln s later method ofdln- o

vestlgatlon assumed the relat1V1sm and 1ncommensurab111ty of

dlfferent forms of- llfe For these phllosophers of sc1ence,'

. / ‘
/ .. ~ .
-‘therefOrei who share Wlttgensteln 5 preoccupatlon with an.

-

L

analysrs of the language games of dlscourse it.ié evident
that the meanlng of presupp051t1ons can only be.exolicatedf
;VW1th1n the rules of. the total language game Innthe~hands of‘
such phllosophers as. Peter Wlnch (1958), the analytlc phllo—n
sophy of language has been converted 1nto a programmeofor the
'future growth of SOClal sc1ent1f1c knowledge whlch 1s essen—
tlally 1ndlst1ngulshable ;n 1ts consequences from that of
~Feyerabend The exrstence of multlple language.games, llke f,
‘the eX1stence of multlple theorles; is a condltlon that denresf
%lheAp0881blllLy of common selectlon procedures for choos1ng

one language game over another But as 1n the case of

- Feyerabend the ultlmate reductlon of all dlscourse to the
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Alnternal structure‘of the rules of - the language-game conceals‘
Aithe hlstorlcal content of dlscourse both as a theoretlcal ob-"
ject and as a‘form of soc1al.pract1ce \The analytlc phllo—
sophy of language thus ends in spec1fy1ng an abstract method

1for the 1nvest1gatlon of language games ‘which succeeds 1n ob—:‘

’scurlng the hlstorlcal content Of dlscourse

Wlnch however due to hlS Wlttgenstelnlan pre—
‘Supposition that language games determlne the -

~limits of understanolng and that any questlon
can be asked meanlngfully only within a 'specific
language game, arrives at a klnd of methodology
of different cultural Systems. A further conse- -
quence is radical relat1v1sm in® phllosophy,;or .
in social science as he. sees. it.

e Accordlngly to Winch, the dlfferent cultural

o gsystems, €.9. the forms of a maglcal inter-: o
' - pretation of. the world, can only be understood

~ In terms . of their - 1mmanent rules,  i.e. in the.
context of their own social forms of llfe If.

- we think of our all too hasty explanatiohs or'h
archaic ‘and exotic conceptions of the world in =
‘terms of Western, especially s01ent1f1c standards -
of knowledge we can only approve of Winch's B
demand as a, conditio sine que_non for socaologi-v
cal research of cultures. Is not a concrete
system like the Western Christian rellgrbn
really a compound of" very dlfferent language
games...which were nevertheless united through

- ‘continuous argument with each other. And the
external critique of religious . forms - not - : ‘
admissable according to Winch - was it not always

3 a part of the concrete dlalogue of Western ' o
T Chrlstlan rellglon... s

Apel, (1967 54)
Perhaps more 51gn1f1cantly than even thls Apel later:,f
concludes that the real problem w1th the Wlttgenstelnlan con--5

' .cept of language game is that 1t conceals the ex1stence of

) “
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‘change and perpetual hlstorlcal process

If we.., apply Wlttgensteln 'S prlnc1ples to the
'concrete history of the human mind, thus ad—_
mitting all language games to be understandable -
also the meta-physical ones, whlch really should’ o
not have functloned according to Wlttgensteln -
then we see that these. principles do not fit -
'here - The language games of the concrete hlstory

.. of the human mind- are- not understandable just by .
~and in themselves in the course of hlstory, pPro-
ducing. --through permanent dialogue - the reflect;
ion and critical questlonlng of thelr own
principles (as well as the critique ‘and eventually '
revolutlonary correctlons of the correspondlng,
‘forms of llfe) R o

: Apel 11967 55) .-

In place of the mechanlstlc conceptuallsatlon of the

'language game whlch necessarlly has to corresnond to an ap-lp::

S

"proprlate 'form of llfe' Apel 1nsrsts upon a more hlstorlcal ‘.T

flnterpretatlon of the language game,‘ Accordlng to thlS 1n-_5

R ‘the. world W1th a practlcal form of llfe. (Apel 1967 56)
:.Thus for Apel 1t remalns concelvable for a language game

'from the past to eX1st w1th a form of llfe from ‘the present o

5such dlscrepanc1es., _,gf“;; 5'._ f?;l

'terpretatlon language games may ‘be: seen as dlalectlcal unlts'.

_whlch coordlnate the use of language and an understandlng of - ‘;;

¢

. B : 3

for the process of hlstorlcal change generally results rn s

s . . : . .‘ '
.
NN

The notlon of dlalectlcal unlty,‘suggested by Apel' how-7'
ever, is also 1ncorporated 1nto a model of stlentlflc dis~ .
course. It is presented as a- solutlon to the assymmetry of

\

elther observatlonal or theoretlcal reductlonlsm, and as a
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'method for dlssolv1ng the ObjeCthlSt 1llu31on that has trad—‘

]

: | g |
1tlonally haunted 301ent1f1c dlscqgﬂhe.’ For whereas the log— ST
A _ g

‘ 1cal emplrlClStS have argued for the recognltlon and the ap~ .

_pllcatlon of a. Unlversally reconstructed language of loglc -

and mathematlcs to express- all proposxtlons in the sc1ent1f1c
node of“dlscourse band while the antlepos1th1st phllOSOphers
have.argued for the recognltlon of" the fundamental dlstlnctlon
Hbetween the dlscourses of the emplrlcal analytlc and the h1$~:;l

;torlcal hermeneutlc 501ences, Apel follow1ng Habermas,~1n51sts

-

' on - ‘the mutual 1nterrelatlonsh1p of both types of dlscourse

From ‘this T conclude that phllosophy of science -
"in a broad sense, . 1nclud1ng the humanltles, ‘has-
to take into ‘account two qulte dlfferent but
' complementary, leadlng 1nterests of cognition. .
' Only one of: them is that of sc1ence ~in the’ narrowvv
" sense of the modern . loglc of SC1ence, that is,
the leadlng interest of descrlblng and explaln-
.1ng objectified data of -the world. I ‘would -
o ssume a close connection between. this’ 1nterest
-of cognltlon and 1nstrumental labour, that lS,
1,operat1ng on, nature as an env1ronment to be .
adapted to. by eXperlmental behaviour, learnlng R E
by “trial and error, and so on. In- ‘any event, R
:the relatlon of scientific cognltlon in thls-. ’ ' o
_ sense to the practlce of life is, nowadays, va-'>
" technological one. ‘Now,  the’ other leading =~ =
interest of cognltlon, complementary to the ' '
" interest. of -an o ectlfylng scaence, 1s, in’ my o
. .opinion, the ‘interest in. 1mprovlng communlcatlon
'1n owrl dlmen51on of 1ntersubject1v1ty.'
- Apel (1972 28)

Thls,'of course is a loglcal contlnuatlon of the argu- v?ﬂ

ment already encountered in Habermas' work that the dlscourse'"

o

of the emplrlcaleanalytlc sc1ences and the hlstorlcal—hermen-“"
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150 .
l.eutlc sc1ences arlse from the bases of dlfferent forms of so-
-¢;ai practlce; 1nstrumenta1 and commuhlcatlve aetlonr_ Both
ﬁabermas and Apel therefore, by reveallhg the.lnternal in-
con51sten01es.of each of these twoAmodelsnof drscourse.whlch
anciudes.both forms The rejectlon of both the reductlonlst
h varlatlons on the blhary lamguage model of SC1ent1frc dls—
‘course reopens the pOSSlblllty of formulatlng a. genulnely dra-
'lectlcal modei of sc1ent1f1e dlscourse |

Thus for Habermas and Apel the flrst step towards the.f

-conceptuallsatlon of a dlalectlcal model for the use of langu—’~

‘; of the tradltlonally separated systems of dlscourse 'in the
"-hemplrlcal analytlcal SC1ences and in’ the hlstorlcal hermeheu—
't;cal scrences .Thls solutlon‘stands in marked eontrast to

'that of‘Kuhn, whose pfogramme tor paradlgm closurells de51§ned
"ito generate only one domlnantqsystem of drscourse‘w1th1n a i i
.-,specrflc drSC1p11ne It 1s also.dlstlnct from Feyerabend s R
;'programme for paradlgm prollferatlon, ror unllke the prlnc1ple
!'of anythlng goes": the programme for paradlgm complementarlty
;‘eStabllSheS the relatlonshlp between theoretlcal sc1ence and |

fsoc1al practlee, and thus pIOV1deS a framework for the‘formu—
E ‘latlon of selectlon procedures to choose.betweeh multlple“;'?;
'3ftheor1es mhlch may compete for the explanatlon of a glven '

,/

‘gevent The programme for paradlgm complementarrty 1i‘rremised_f]
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LAY

upon‘theiassunptlon that hoth the reductlonlst varlatrons 1n

- the uselof language are mutually 1nseparable in. reallty and
,should. therefore, be unlfled 1n both tha theory and practrce |
':of sc1ent1f1c‘d1scourse | B |

4Ob3ect1ve explanatlon of facts and 1ntersub3ect1ve "
communication about - what is. to be explained are '
instead '+ c0mplementary aspects of - human" know--
A'ledge = in the sense in which N. Bohr used the
wordy¥" They exclude each other and they presuppose
. .each ‘other, Nobody can. just understand' w1th-,~
"~ out Presupposing factual knowledge Wh1Ch could be.
stated explicitly as ‘explanatlons On the
other hand, no natural SClentlSt can eXplaln any-"
. thing without. -participating: in the 1ntersub3ect1ve
5commun1catlon descrlbed above B :
Apel (1967 23)

Apel thus makes clear that the programme for complemen- gﬂjt B

htarlty 1is partlcularly de81gned to transcend the reductlonrst
conceptuallsatlons of sc1ent1flc dlscourse. }ﬂ

I w1ll call thlS first: part for’ the sake of
- brevity, the Thesis of Complementarlty, and I.
Cowill exp11C1tly state my ‘claim that this thesis
'rrefutes every kind of sc1ent1f1c reductlonlsm. -
: - Apel (1972 3o) ';,:--m;;'“

:'In concluslon therefore Habermas and Apel present thelr‘so-=d
vgvlutlon to the problematlc use of language 1n 3c1ent1f1c dls—f‘jﬁ"
course 1n the follow1ng terns 4 The;r crltlcrsm of the dls;"\
R course of the emplrlcal—analytlc sc1ences-1ncludes the recoge::.
':xnltion that these sciences. are based on ‘an observatlonal.re—”:f“
ductlonlst model ofdsc1ent1flc dlscourse.l It 1s largely on
.lf7the ba51s of thlS restrlcted and dogmatlc use of language that

'/the emplrlcal—analytlc sc1ences have preserved the "objectl- s-T
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'v1st 1llu51on" 1n thelr conceptuallsaklon of the structure ofA

\)

- tific dlscourse are assumed to offer a neutral language of '

descrlptlve report the prOpOSltlonS whlch contaln the sen-

. ontologlcal categorles 1n thg’frameWOrk of 501ent1f1c langu~-'

’“age constructlon and appllcatlon._ There 15 therefore con—

1sts between the observatlonal reductlonlst model of sc1ent1—_

PR A _ : o
. socral sc1ences Instead of the object1v1sm that corresponds,t'

sensus in the works of Habermas and Apel that an equatlon ex—]'

fic dlscourse and the' ob]ect1v1sm whlch characterlses the

:1anguage of the emplrlcal~analyt1c scrences.-

'natural reallty , For where the protocol sentences of sc;en-'

dtences are seen . as reflectang the structure of natural rea-. .-

_11ty'"as 1t really exrsts" g In other words, they des1gnate_,;

On the other hand the hlstbrlcal—hermeneutlc sc1ences .Qf

tlflc dlscourse preserve another form of object1v1sm ln the

_ to the bellef 1n the p0551b111ty of a stable observatlonal

L

language, the hlstorlcal—hermeneutlc scien

I

Slblllty of eluc1dat1ng the orlglnal meanlng of prev1ous se-_

age game and the form of llfe from whlch 1t was derlved

In both cases Habermas and Apel malntaln, the emp1r1~:

-whlch are based on a theoretlcal reductlonlst model of sc1en-;e

ces assume the pos- L

o mantlc systems through a reconstructlon of the or1g1na1 langu‘fi“

cal-analytlc sc1ences and the hlstorlcal—hermaneutlc scxences -

‘.

',the certlflcatlon of eyldence 1s not regarded as problematlc

i i it i S e
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tor1ca1 form of dlscourse. In the case of the. emplrlcag—

-

ductlonlst model of sc;entlflc dlscou%se 1s a precondltlon

for formulatlng the theory of a unlversal language Qf sc1ence'f.e

-

sc;entlflc knowledge as that of paradlgm closure. :tifv

In the cese of the hlstorlcal-hermeneutlc sclences, the

/

v1st1c theory of sc1ent1f1c language whlch 1s 1ncorporated

f that of paradlgm prollferatlon. Both theorles of sc1ence '
-and the reductlonlst models of dlscourse that unﬁerlre them

}are 1nd1v1dually 1nadequate for the constructlon of a satls—'

‘\gelther as a stable observatlon language or as a prev1ous hlS-"

. analytlc.sc1ences the presupp051tlon of an observatlonal re- _

_-whlch 1s 1ncorporated 1nto a programme for the growth of 5:*~"'

’_presupp051tlon of a. theoretlcal reductlonlst model of sc1ent1- g“

. flC dlscourse 1s the precondlt;oh for formulatlng a relatl-'n

' 1nto a programme for the growth of 501ent1f1c knowledge, asf:;""




‘ The Case for a Paradxgm Language ,:

. B "CHAPTER IV
| THE MULTIPLE LANGUAGES OF SOCIOLOGICAL DISCOURSE _
\

The 1ntentlon of thls last chapter is to show how the

Vforeg01ng analy51s of the relatrons.between modeis of sc1en- i
“tlflc dlscourse and hrogrammesvfor the growth of Sélentlflc:
-_knowledge may be applled to the sPec1al area of Soc1ology
The case for constrUctlng a paradlgm language of obser—‘
vatlon and/or qheory 1n(Soclology has been advanced by a num—hd.
'ber of writers. repleLentlng dlverse theoretlcal epiStemologi;“
'cal and methodoloalcal p051taons.: Not every wr;ter presenteddf“
“in thas sectlon however, has maae the need for the constructeg_

.‘1on of a: soc1ologlcal paradlgm language, or metalanguage, an

.,/_

'expllc1t and programmatlc demand Some wrlters 1t 1s true,iiyfq_"‘
- have formulated the demand for a unlform language of 50010109-”_ﬁ‘
‘<1cal dlStourse as a necessary precondltlon for the developmentfﬁﬁ“'

of a general theory of socral behaV1our (or soc1al actlon)

But other wrlters have contrlbuted to the dlscuss1on on so-'

N

| c1olog1ca1 dlscourse from the more modest perspectlve of/
'clarlfylng the" present state of termlnology used 1n Soc1ology g

gfrom 1og1cal emplrlcal and theoretlcal standp01nts. 3

..'
R

-ferent contrlbutlons,_they have together been 1nc1uded under

the present headlng for the reason that the general 1mpllca-

v
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Whatever the motlvatlon and justlflcatlon for these dlf—"‘

-
3

S

M

1
Cy
£

]

¥

¥
b
i




B B
):k.‘ : . R -

“‘\\ )
| tlon of these crlticrsms p01nt clearly in the dlrectlon of

constructlng a more standardlsed and paradlgmatlc language of
: R . o
theory and/or obServatlon.

‘ Towardva Criticism of SoCiological,Terms;

| i

¥

g Qnejcﬁ the.landmark;teth‘in'the"literaturefof theore—

tlcal socrology to: serlously address 1tself to the: problems .
. S . !
_ of re- evaluatrng the loglcal and theoretlcal status of SOClO—

loglcal dlscourse was: Zetterberg's,_On Theory and Verlflca—

_ftlon in Soc1ology, (1954) For 1t was 1n thls work that FEE
AZetterberg drew general attentlon to the eVldent lack of con- se

-sensus w1th1n the dlSClpllne over the- use . of’even the most
o ba51c terms ln soc1ologlcal dlscourse.
: _ . R _ ,
"_f...the actual number of so lOloglCal laws is.
- subject ‘to debate, ‘becaus differernt soc1olo—;”'
gists cannot -agree on how stiff to make crlterra
for calllng a genexal statement about soc1eta1
life a: socrologlcal law. - Furthermore, there is
“a_lack of agreement about the precise language
- and -formulation of these laws. Any inventory of
"s“the laws of sodlology becomes, therefore,‘sub-
. ject to' some convrctlons and.- preferences not.
'*shared by colleagues in all detalls.- R s
Zetterberg, (1965: 12 lo) (empha51s suPplled)

S

Zetterberg s maln task throughout thlS work was to pre~ :
‘sent a preferred method for the constructlon of what he re~"

f"garded as SClentiflC theory in Soc1ologY. and to p01nt out-

’»hthe lnadeqUaCles of what has tradltlonally passed as ClaSS1-»"':" ‘

~9ﬂcal socrologrcal theory.u Toward thrs end he recommended a
: R . ‘
‘programme of loglcal formallsatlon for the constructlon of

Ly

>
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1theoret1cal prop051tlons in Soc1ology, Wthh has subsequently
come . to be called the:'Ax1omat1c Method'

The,starting point-for any formal theory construCtion

) (\‘ . O '
v,ln Soc1ology, accordlng to Zettérberg, 1s the prOper deflnl—

.tlon of sc1eqt1f1c terms.y Unllke'the more exact scienCes,
however;_the-community;of ‘social scientists*have'not'eVOlVed‘

' a‘COmmon‘terminologyawith standardised’definitions;

'°Soc1ologlsts have Spent much energy in developlng
-, technical deflnltlons but to date they have not' "
. achieved a consénsus about them ‘that is commen-‘
"f‘surate with their effort. " At present there are
- so many competlng deflnltlons for. key soc1olog—' :
“\1$al notions such- as"status' ‘and 'social role'
" that these terms ‘are no more valuable than
’{ their counterparts, p051t10n .and 5001al
. -g{relatlon '+ in everyday life.
o Zetterberg, (1965 30)

f

S
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However, when 1t is recognlsed that one of the necessary,'

, functlons of a sclentlflc soc1ologlcal dlscourse 1s the trans—,

latlon of terms from orlglnal hlstorlcal and. cultural sources
. ."-' ! R . . : & -

'31nto a. technlcal vocabulary that 1s unlversallsable, then the

:i,neeg for a systematlcally deflned soc1ologlcal termlnology be- 3

. ,4,3 s
c

fcomes readlly apparent (Zetterberg, 1965 31 44)

,.‘f\ - .
i The process of deflnltlon, for Zetterberg, is one of

;thehmost 1mportant ways of loglcally reconstructlng the dlS-j:v.l

"

_ d ) S
‘ gco?rse of Soc1ology.- For the loglcal ana1y51s of soczologl—

cal terms, whlch is- a necessary precondltlon for the construc— S

‘rtxbn of formal” | ﬂibeglns,Withfa_preferred method-_;g-'-

) .'.-

- "“T\ . P




' ,1‘57'

‘of definition.f'

Following Hempel (l952),ftheref0re, Zetterberg‘distin— -
!

gulshes between the loglcal an@;extra—loglcal components in
AR . .

any scheme of deflnltlons 'Words_such}as vand',;‘orf,"notﬂ,~“

'imply',‘et cetera, are part of,the uniVersal logicalfstruc—
ture whlch governs the operatlon of all screntlflc terms..

. ‘ - _’ | ST
_.Whlle words such as entropy 'reinforcement',-'homeostasis',

w

'social system', et cetera, refer to COmplex propertles

events, or relatlons deflned 1n~the terms_of a particularf'
scientific theory language.“1In'thefideal‘case Of scientific '

'r‘theory constructlon, Zetterberg suggests, the extra—loglcal

LN

.‘terms in a deflnltlon or . scheme of deflnltlons, should be
-rancapabie of further reductlon :.That 1s,.they should have the

the status of prrmltlye terms, wh;ch resrst further deflnl— "
v.tlon and stan@ as ak;oms.within‘a_propositional-system.

. . In an ideal‘theory it ‘should, 'furthermore; be
o posslble to find a small group of. extra-logical
' © words, the 'primitive terms' which in different .. -
"comblnatlons with each other and with loglcal ,';, R
. terms can deflne all other extra-loglcal terms I
- of the theory, the 'derlved ‘terms'.. Any de~ " |
. rived term, in ' short,. is obtained by comblna-
' tions of the prlmltlve terms and the loglcal R
words Lo : - -’h‘ o f/_f
' U R Zetterberg, (1965 47) Co

Zetterberg s programme ‘for the constructlon of formal
7 theorles in Soc1ology, therefore starts from the premlse;»

\\' ' that the complex terms of soc1ologlca1 dlscourse are reduc— ’1i,
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_iblefto prlmitive,gor axiomatic - rms. - Fram sueh’a'set of

axioms;‘Zetterberg'eoncludes,7ir is pos51ble to systematlcally
deduce a general system of theoretlcal prop051tlons

The fundamental ldea of ax1omatlzatlon was that
by strlct proposxtlonal lodic, one could derlve _
all the empirical ‘statements of a _science from a
set of. axioms. 'There axiomatized theories would
in turn, make p0851ble other- deductions. "By~ e
 testing the consequence.of a set of ax1oms one '
.could gradually bUlld a tested ax1omatlzed de—.
ductlve theory ’ v
: ~ Mulllns (1973 218)

As .an example of the ax1omat1c method Zetterberg in-:
_troduces several 'theorems' formulated from Durkhelm S theory
._iof the . lelSlon of labour - from Wthh he proceeds to spec1fy ,

the baslc concepts., Such theorems, for example, 1nclude‘

(1) -The greater the lelSlon of labour the greater the con-.f'

o - E S N , _ ', R _ o L :: S
Asensusy '/v'._.p I e — S 3:, R
- b . v . K

| e (ii), The greater the solldarlty, the greater the number of

assoc1ates per number

P N
-

‘m(iii) The greater the number of assoc1ates per number, the
E , 'lgjf : _ R
(lv)~ The greater the lelSlon of laBour, the greater the’iafs :

, R . R N . R . ) \ .

solldarlty.

égreater the concensus

e

v : T SRR T
: .

,From these theoremp, Zetterberg 1solates a number of . lf}'l
. N - : S

‘ ba31c COncepts such as,"éiv151on of labour' 'norm',_WCOnﬁxfl
: 'sensus' 'behavlour‘ member" group solldarlty et

'meetera}. On the b351s of these prlmlthe terms, Zetterberg

[




L

o

T

v

derrvcs more. complcx formulatlons through the process of no-
. , » g _ ) o
i‘mlnal dcfanltlon U51ng the. prlmltlve terms as the ax1omat1c
basrs of hlS theory language he 1is able to derlve for example. B
? .

B

Unlformlty - the proportlon of members whose behavrour
SN .
1svthe norm offthe group
‘peviationj ; the proportlon of members whose behav1our
t” ‘,15 not the norm of the group. |
The key to Zetterberg s‘programme for.the formallsed construc;°w'
. tion of soclologlcal'theory; therefore, lies in his method'Of; -
»axiomatisation. For it is only by deflnlng the prlmltlve
: terms of the theory language‘that we may acqulre the 'bulld—
'1ng blocks for the constructron of the more abstract and de—
rlvatlve terms needeg for the formulatlonwof generallsed
cheoretlcal prop051tlons | The process of translatlng the
terms of a soc1olog1cal theory language 1nto the terms of.an
observatlon.language Zetterberg also ldentlfles as “a. process
bof'defihition . Thus for concepts whlch have been nomlnally

deflned in the. theory language it is possfble to . yleld cor- ) -

respondlng concepts 1n the oggervatlon language through the

S g

’process of opera ional’ deflnltlon ;Some-examples are7pro—

-0

vided.

NOMINAL DEFINITION: . Degree of division of labour
' - ‘ - in soc1ety. &: : RS

OPERATIONAL DEFINITION: Number’bf‘occupations in |
. " N ) - . S‘Ociety . v ° . / 3 ' . . . /:,/f

h
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~ NOMINAL DEFINITION: Degree of rejectlon of de-
‘ Co ' __v1ants

_ | e o : SR o . o
OPERATIONAL ‘DEFINITION: - Rate of executlon incarcera—7 -
' ' tion or criminal prosecution.. '

Zetterberg's general‘recommendation’for'the present
state of soc1ologlcal dlscourse,.therefore,jls for the logl—
‘-calrreconstructlon of~the.foundatlons of soc1olog1cal theory
languages_through the ax1omatlsatlon'ofvtheir basic»tergs |
In thlS way Zetterberg was conylnced thatlhe was.establlshlng ;'

the necessary precondltlons for the growth of an hypothetlco—

)
PR

deductlve.SC1ence of,society.

From'the'aboVe acCount, 1t 1s ev1dent that Zetterberg
. concelves of a model for the formal constructlon of soc1ologl—
cal theorles in srmllar terms’ to the observation- reductlonlst

-4

model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse oreylously examlned 1n thlS

‘work. The 1njunct10n to ioglcally reconstruct thebfoundatlon
of theory languages on the bas¢s of axiomatised prinitive y
terms\owes much to.the loglcal emp1r1c1stlprogramme for ‘the -
growthbof sc1ent1f1c knowledge.',ln thls sense; Wlttgenstern s
early drssolutlon of the complex predlcates‘of dlscourse 1nto
thelrlconstrtuent«elementary prOpositionss ‘as well as the var-~7
‘ious proposals by Naurath Carnap, ﬁagel and others for the h
constructlon of sc1ent1f1c observatlon languageA together

share Qlth Zetterberg Q comnon frame‘of reference.'

PO

vZetterberg,SPprogramme for the'ax1omatisation'of€SQCio;~
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'logical.discourse hoWever has not gone totally unchallenged
Among ‘the more crltlcal responses to Zetterberg s work: from
quantltatlve soc1ologlsts have been those of Duncan (1963)

Costner and Lelk (1964), and Blalock (1964 l966)

« One of the. more 1nterest1ng crltlclsms of Zetterberg s o _,§

'work has been made by Charles Lachenmeyer in hlS book The.

_ Lanquaqe of Soc1ology, (1971) In thls work Lachenmeyer re-— s

‘peatedly demonstrates the fallure of soc1ologlsts to evolve a

S

language whlch 1s capable of sc1ent1f1c prec151on 'To-the“exf f"
tent, therefore that Zetterberg s work has advertlsed the

need for thq/loglcal systematlsatlon of soc1ologlcal terms

4

Lachenmeyer 1s 1n general agreement 'HoWever 'it-is evident‘
' even from. a cursory readlng of Lachenmeyer that Zetterberg s

.fvprogramme for the loglcal reconstructlon of soc1olog1cal
’theory languages falls con51derably short of establlshlng ade—b

5 -

quate crlterla for the pre01se use. of soc1olog1cal terms

Zetterberg clalms that several dlStlnCt advantages o
-accrue from the axromatlsatlon of 8001olog1cal
- theory. By and large, these advantages are
genuine,.and T will not make ‘explicit reference
. to them...What I want to emphasise is that as
benef1c1al and. for as: faulty as certain aSpects
of the axiomatization ‘of sociological. theory may
~ .be, it is at best a partial solution to the K
S deflnltlonal theoretlcal problems of soc1ology S
L. we have seen: . , * '
o : Lachenmeyer, (l97l 87)

»Lachenmeyer argues that Zetterberg s ax1omat1c method f;'

\suffers from several 51gn1f1cant llmltatlons whlch substan-

.




'hitlally detract from its value as a method of for . theory

»These'llm". L ng,eWhiChiare rec.fe
, AR
lated to the general level of 1mprec1sron of socrologlcal\\‘f\e«“

<

",

theory languages,“are class1f1ed by. Lachenmeyer w1th1n the H
'bcontext of hls own 1nuest1gat10ns 1nto the loglCal status of
sOClologlcal dlscourse. | | |
bne of‘the basrc llmltatlons of Zetterberg sbprogramme, .*§‘>
suggests Lachenmeyer;lls the uucrltlcal acceotance of core |
h'terms from socrologlcal dlscourse as - prlmltlve terms within.
.au.axromat;sed_propositiohal sYstém;v ThlS would be legltl- -
mate only'if such éoré}termsdcég£72ﬁ preclse'deflnltlonsvunl-;_f
o uersally accepted Wlthln the dlSClpllne nBut this-is not thelf
.l_case; and such terms as-'éroUp' socral system' - 'norm' ;‘
\7solidarity' et cetera; have tradltlonally have been deflued d-
'-w1th a looseness and 1mprec151on that makes them rnlmlcal to
fuller loglcal ax1omat1satlon.:.t?.: flil'.’a‘r'mi ‘_.*;'_ti hhpl

A further related llmltatlon of the ax1omat1c method un—

covered by~ Lachenmeyer resrdes rn the fact ‘that many of the
'"1pr1m1t1ue terms 1ntroduced by Zetterberd do not de51gnate ob-
A'servable,oropertles, relatrons or eventss Such terms asl‘
.group '1 social ; systemA; norm': et cetera, refer to abstract}__ ;
"conceptsbwhlch would requlre the use of complex deflnltlonal

'7cha1ns before thelr object predlcates could be stated 1n ob— H;“”

servable terms. Thus Lachenmeyer concludes that Zetterberg s




dlscourse."

\
A
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'programme for the reconstructlon of soc1olog1cal dlscourse has

neglected to spec1fy the condltlons under whlch the construc—‘

L3

- tion of a valld soc1ologlcal observatlon language may be un- .
dertaken Such an observatlon language Lachehmeyer suggests

.remalns a necessary precond:tlon for any system of sc1ent1flc

\
°

' The fallure to achleve a language»of theory and research

in Soc1ology capable of sc1ent1f1c pTGClSlon and of reductlon

to an emplrlcally based observatlon language ﬂas resulted 1n'

: Lachenmeger S v1ew, from a serles of 1og1cal fallacles whlch

. /.‘

are endemlc 1n present soc1ologlcal dlscourse A slgnlflcantf'

part of Lachenmeyer s programme for the reconstructlon of so~'

f'Clologlcal dlscourse is, therefore, dlrected toward a clarlfl—_

catlon of these sources of error in the use of 5001olog1cal

' terms, '1n the eXpeCtatlon that .a reconstructed soc1olog1cal

'language may potentlally free 1tself from such 1mprec151on. 1 ]3

7

Lachenmeye? dlscusses four sources of error in’ the use

(™
v

1jof soc1ologlcal terms that arlse from common logxcal falla-.'”

c1es, and he suggests that any programme to control the 1m-_;'
S .

.prec131on of socrologlcal dlSCOUISG should start by m1n1m1s1ng

| " these’ sources of error Most of theoe log1cal fallac1es ‘are .

A .

endemlc 1n ordlnary language dlSCOUISe, and thelr ublqulty in //ff

soc1olog1cal dlscourse shows that the languages used by so- )

,ClOlongtS are closer to ordlnary language than to sc1ent1f1c




’dlscourse is the problem of vagueness,» To Lechenmeyer, a

5_term may be said to be vague when the range of object predl—‘

'.fled

hequ1érobable.

le4

language. ;
oo b

The flrst source of 1mprec151on in much soc1ologlcal-

(\ 4\

cates Formlng a term s referentlal meanlng has not been 5pec1—

:*In extreme cases, a vague term may have multlple,
‘equipropable, specifiable object predicates. . ‘The
term. 'fucking' (in the vernacular) is often used
SO excessively in any (slang) linguistic’ state-
ment that 1t has become vague in the extreme sense.

: : Lachenmeyer, (l97l 30)

_ Terms which are’ USed W1thout specrflcatlon of the range‘

i

'of the Ob]eCt predlcates are commonplace in SOClOloglcal dls-~'

~ course, Lachenmeyer c1tes as an example the celebrated de-“

,\

‘-bate over the 1mpl}catlons of the structural functlonallst

perspectlve of s001ety._ He suggests that much of the contro-.

lversy stemmed from the vagueness of terms Such as 'functlon e

i

L and soc1al structure' For an assertlon such ‘as 'Every so-

cial. structure has a functlon has sometlmes been 1nterpreted

~

‘sto mean that "the establlshed ways of d01ng thlngs serve a

. .?
N

apurpose Wthh ]uStlfleS thelr contrnuance" (Lachenmayer,rv-.7
“_1971 31) : The problem of vagueness occurs therefore, when

nthe object predlcates of a nomlnal remaln unspec1f1ed and .

The second source of 1mprec1sxon in soc1olog1cal dlS--

"

' course is the problem of gul z A term may be sald to be

. \‘\ .
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'amblguous,_suggestsfbaohenmeyer,hwhen it‘earries multiple‘
:feoually legitimate meanings.. Whereas the problem of.vague; _.t"
) ness is causedeby too manygpossrble spec1f1catlons of meanlng,
the ‘problem of amblgulty is caused by too many actual specre f
yflcatlons of‘meanlng.,.:- ' | S "s' R f,“
- Any term is amblguous when'more than two but a.
finite number of object predicates have been
specified as equiprobable members’ of the set
'comprlslng the referential meanlng '
: o Lachenmeyer, (1971 32)
In soelologleal dlscourse, an. excellent example of an
;amblguously used term 1s provlded by Kroeber and Kluckhohn s
(1952) 1nvestlgatlon 1nto the multlple spec1f1catlons of the.
'_ meanrnglof culture A | | o
The thlrd souree of 1mprec151on in soc1ologloal dis--
:course 1s the problem of oEac1ty A term may be sald to be-T

*opaque when there ‘is no referent object of the sort represent— o

: ed by the term s object predlcates. Tradltlonal examples of

-

bopac1ty have been such terms as_ unlcorn or' phoenix for o

'whlch‘no referent;objects exiSt. However, as. Lachenmeyer

makes'clear ‘the problem of opac1ty 1n soc1olo§1cal dlscourse S
vvlS more commonly due to the rmpr0per usevof leglt1m$te terms;‘;s‘;
jrather than through any confu81on over the valldlty of a-term“sf

r:referentlal functlon.“t~ o | | i | |

...a term is used opaguely 1f it is used as 1f_i
it des1gnated directly observable objects,' '

propertles, or relatlons when, 1n fact ‘it does

A
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not and cannot w1thout prlor deflnltlon
» Lachenmeyer (1971 33)

'Thus terms s ch:as.'status'_ 'role'- 5001a1 sy stem‘
G U

;'soc1ety , et cetera,,are constantly used as though they de-

slgnated dlrectly observable thlngs when 1n fact they refer}.

not to emplrlcal realltles but to 1nferent1al realltles - For -

:thls reason,»therefore, Lachenmeyer 1s unable to accept

Zetterberg~s.programme-for»language formaliSatiOn'because”it

’<1ncludes many opaque terms as. prlmltlve terms w1th1n the

Rl

~aX1omatlsed language system. The problem of opac1ty, sug— af

';gests Lachenmeyer has prevented the development of an emplrl-.'

,'cally based observatlonal language 1n socrologlcal dlscourse
-j;Such a language is a necessary precondltlon for the further g
'nformallsatlon of soc1ologlcal theory

The fourth source of 1mprec1s1on 1n soc1ologlcal dls--

| rcourse, dlscussed by Lachenmeyer, is the problem of COntra—.*-h"

'dlctlon.'

'LfContradlctlon is a spec1al case of amb1gu1ty
. that ‘occurs when 'a -term- -has two. different,
'equlprobable ‘object predlcates specified as

its referential meaning and these object pre-—~ :

~d1cates are loglcally 1ncon31stent
SRR Lo . Lachenmeyer, (1971 3ﬂ)

FA term 1s thus 1n contradlctlon when both an assertlon 5!’“'

and a counter assertlon can be spe01f1ed as parts of the re-pf

ferentlal meanlng.' The example Lachenmeyer glves 1s the sul

generls fallacy 1nvolved in the deflnltlon og a grbup as both R

* B

Ta
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AT

_s‘bers Such a use of a term, for Lachenmeyer is contradlc—»

. cates.

‘~soc1010g1cal theory ‘ More seraous and analytlcal cr1t1c15m

‘hrof the present state of 5001olog;cal dlscourse 1s not so easy

S
S

From Lachenmeyer S account of the slgnlflcant sources

¥

oo [

Lhe can only regard Zetterberg s programme of ax1omatlsatlon

3

"as a very partlal solutlon to. these problems For Zetterberg

loglcal dlscourse are*related to the routlne use of eVen the .

£

'mlse the 1nterference of factors such as vagueness, amblgulty,
'opac1ty and contradlctlon, and lay the basms for a genu1nely

”emplrlcal soc1olog1cal observatlon language.

General cr1t1c1sm of the 1mprec1sron of soc1010g1cal .

terms has become a commonplace 1n much current llterature on

o

f

’t%ﬂ N

| Blumer (1954) Scrlven (1956), Bergman (1956),vand the more :
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"_-the sum of 1ts members and as more than the sum of 1ts mem—.~~

oo

"tory bedause 1t contalns loglcally 1ncons15tent object predl-
~of lmprec151on in soc1ologlcal dlscourse 1t is evldent that j“'

falls to apprec1ate that the sources of 1mprec151on 1n 50010—‘ -

‘most central terms in the vocabulary of the dlSClpllne. Any o
' 81gn1f1cant reconstructlon of the foundatlons of soclologlcalf

’ dlscourse must therefore, by Lachenmeyer s standards, mlnl-__

3

_.to flnd but 1s represented 1n a rlslng tradltlon of crltlcal.

Hllterature whlch 1ncludes such wrlters as Lundberg (l939),i_-'

| lrecent contrlbutlons of such wrlters as Kllma (1972), A. Kuhnj[f'



.les .
(1961), as well as those works already acknowledged

Naturally enough, cr1t1C1sm of ‘the. present state of 'so- |

c1ologlcal dlscourse can be broken down 1nto the dlfferent

13

hperSpectlves carrled by the various CrlthS of the dlsc1p11ne

‘Thus, those writers, such as Lundberg, Catton, Guttman,

[

'*,,Homans Zetterberg, Lachenmeyer who have been lnfluenced by

-

'jthe loglcal emp1r1c1sts tend to share a srmllar perspectlve ‘ o

on these-problems.‘ They also tend to share, to a lesser or o

they O
R
¢

.greater‘extent ‘a 51mllar view on the solutlons to these pro-'

blems. For even in a case where dlfferences may arlse bet— .
’ . B 5 . \ S

_ween wrlters of a- srmllar perspectlve, such as that between

Zetterberg and Lachenmeyar ,1t should be ev1dent that both ".'Qj =

- _wrlters have been concerned Wlth related problems of deflnl-'

gl

/“'

'tlon, systematlsatlon and ax1omatlsatlon, and for.that'reasonf p:'

;'wrlte w1th1n a common tradltlon.

N

Another wrlter wrthln th1s tradltlon who has wrltten a

serles of papers on the problems of conventral soc1ologlcal

ftdlsco&rse is- Alvxn Leyton (1956 1958a- 1956 l958b) o.In much.
h“sthe same way as Zetterbeég and Lachenmeyer Leyton argues for‘
:'i:the“constructlon of an emplrlcally based observatlon 1anguage phd
‘fland for the ellnlnatlon'of those core prlmltlves whlch fall

f[to de51gnate dlrect observables.. He attrlbutes the present

e

fabsence of such an emp:Lr:Lcal gata langtgge to the relatlvely

recent hlstorlcal emergence of Socrology as an organ1Squdlsg

REeRN

: ]

e




o posslhlel
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s
cipline;g At the same tlme, however the posrtlon 1s argued h

that- w1thout the emergence of a common observatlonal language

lrn.soc1ology,.the deveIOpment_of ahtheoretical science.is ime

L

The science’of’SOciology is less than a hundred .
years old, and its results have been remarkable
for that short. space of time. But it awaits the
'development of its methodology. There must be
‘more attehtion to the purely loglcal problem of
 the relation of the various. fundamental social -
categories. to each other. Most 1nvest1gators
feel free to use thelr own categories; and where ;
these are expressed in common terms the old" '
'»,llngu1st1c Confusions arise, with all. sorts of -
_T”lll -defined penumbras of values and meanings _
avoiding the. clarity so essentlal to any degree '
of ratlonal thought : .
' Leyton, (1956 l958a 398)

”Thls argument is - shared by many other commentatOrs and - -
'theorlsts on the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge in Soc1ology.-.ﬂ

f‘To examlne the 1mp11catlons of the demand for a srngle theory@i’
and/or observatlon language in Soc1ology, we turn now toba

_ubrlef rev1ew of several recent advocates of thls p651t10n._

J Toward thevConstructlon of a Unlform Language B

‘The greatest 1mpetus for the recognltlon and/or con—g'
structlon of a‘unlform observatlon language for the dlscourse,7
_of Soc1ology came from the early‘programme of-the loglcal ém-;f
p1r1c1sts. Asbwe have‘already seen, the concernsvof thls;
‘:school for the loglcal prec;slon of language were carrledﬂln;

‘ Vto soc1olog1cal drscourse by such wrlters as Lundberg,

o
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-Zetterberg, and Lachenmeyer. ‘However, in addltlon to the
-1mmed1ate need for'the loglcal clarlflcatlon of sc1ent1flc
systems of dlscourse the loglcal emplrlcnst programme also
formulated the demand for a common language-of observatlonvto
be recognlsed.and/or constructed for each‘ordthe.speclal
sc1ences. The background pr1nc1ple underlylng thls demand
for the development of common observatlon languages ‘was;, of
'course the programme ror A ﬁnlfred Sc1ence to whlch all the‘
dorlglnal members of the Vrenna Clrcle remalned commltted |
.:?perhaps the major‘consequence of thls programme for Soc1ology
4was.the re]ectlon of the. earller tradltlonwof Ideallst phllo-‘

‘sophy and hlstorlography represented by such wrlters .as Hegel
.thlthey, Wlndelband and Rlckert 1n Germany,dand Colllngwood
1n England whlch had always 1n51sted that the natural sc1ences p
'iand the’cultural sc1ences were separate forms of.knowledge;:. B
-w1th their: owm approprlate methods of 1nqu1ry and thelr ozégvggrp
;systems of dlscourse.r It Qas, therefore,nagalnst the;legacy e
qf these 1deas “as- muchbas anythlng else,?that the programme
for)@?Unlfled Sc1ence struggled in Socrology : It is w1th thlS
‘h‘polemlc in the background that the 51gn1f1cance of the demanddu.,7~'

of the loglcal emp1r1c1sts for a common language of observa-_

.‘tlon in Socrology can be’ most ea51ly understood

(4) Neurath and the Loglcal Emp1r1c1sts ' 1

The general s1gn1f1cance of the loglcal emp1r1c1st pro-',
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: gramme;for a unlfOrm language of observation'for.the-disci;
hpline»of SociolOgybcan;'berhaps‘.best be 1llustrated in the
iwrltlngs of 6tto Neurath who was both a soc1ologlst and an
orlglnal member of the Vlenna Clrcle.:'A brlef‘examlnatlon of
his rdeas on. the status of - soclologlcal'dlscourse reveals,
T(ih}f;the.dlylslon w1th1n the Vrenna Clrclevoyer the eplste—,-
mologlcal status of observatlon‘terms, |

‘p(ll)- the general agreement on the need for’a‘phy51callst1c

y(behav1ourlst1c)'observationhlanguageypurgéd of lmeta;‘ff“
.iﬂbhysicalf.expressionsa | | |
' Neurath starts at a pornt of.departure from the classr—
-‘,cal bosltlon of the Vlenna Clrcle.towards the eblstemologlcal‘
b'status of observatlon terms ‘for whereas.(the early) Carnap;

. Felgl and.Schllck as well as (the early) Wlttgensteln ‘and
Russell accepted 1n one form or another "a p051tlon of logl—
cal - atomrsm based on a correspondence theory of meanlng and

itruth, Neurathvdld not, Wlttgensteln, as we . have already |

'Liseen, clalmed that it was the case that the'elementary proe

o

p051tlons of ordlnary language d;scourse corresponded to the

,~_a

atomlc faotg of the world It was through language, therev,

\ = ..& . [
‘ fore thab knowledge was conflrmed by reallty, for elementary
.rpropos1tlons wthh were 1ncapable of a complete verlflcatlon-'t

of thelr object predlcated by thelr object referents ‘were -

classed by Wlttgensteln as cognltlvely 1nslgn1ficant and

;-
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'-therefore,_meaningless;
'_For Neurath on’ the other hand the form taken by an g"

observatlon language for any of the spe01al 501ences was best o

H

o expressed as a,serles of p_otocol sentences

Observatlon statements, if formulated very care— o »
fully, may be called 'protocol- statements'. We - - R

 shall use the term protocollst" as equivalent -
to ! protocol writer'. We may. always ask for the‘

protocollst ~name ' and for the details - that C
w1ll depend on the dlscu551on in questlon o Ce
o SN . Neunath (1944 5) _ SRR

‘Protocol sentences*are therefore, the’ terms and ex—a;”»'.f,,f
s ' ' o
pressrons of the observatlon language which are used to re~‘ ) ‘

w

.cord’ the emplrlcal phenomena (propertles, relatlons or events)

A R . {}‘ [ : '_,,..'
of the subject domaln of the special sc1ences However, o

o Neurath emphatlcally rejects the clalms made by other members Bk ‘

- of the Vlenna Clrcle that the elementary (or prlmltlve) terms
' L R « |

of the observatlon language stand in a pr1v1ledged relatlon-_g'
ship to ‘the world or that they functlon as 'lognﬂal plctures"'

or reallty. It is on the«ba51s of thlS mlsapprehens1on pro—b,i

\M‘/ .

"pounded by Carnap,7W1ttgenste1n and others, suggests Neurath
that the false 1dea of protocol statements as 1ncorr1g1ble

and stable elements of a’ screntlflc language system, not_in"
= need of verlflcatlon, has ga1ned support

There 'is no way of taklng conclu51ve1y establlshed

pure protocol sentences ‘as’ the starting p01nt of
"‘the sciences...There- are no sentences in the

universal slang which 6ne may characterize as - , e
'more primitive than any others. 'All are of ..
equal prlmltlveness Personal nouns, words de- E '

-



‘noting pQrCthlODS and other words of 11ttle
primitiveness occur in all factual sentences,
~or, at least, in the hypotheses from which: they
_derive. "All of which means that there are
.neither prlmltlve protocol sentences nor sen—
terices which are not subject to verification.
o a « Neurath (1959:201, 205).

fiNeurath's objection to the positioh of\logical~atomism
"isibased‘onna‘nomber of consfderatioos chlef amonglthem 1s
hls cialm that the crlterla for the verlflcatlon of a pro-
. position cannot reside in any mystical correSpondence to_the»

atomic 'facts of the world', but rather in the systématic

’aéreement with other relevant:prOPOSitions - This position

1Y

3

was adVOcated by Neurath as -a consequence of his rejectlon of -

T !

&'”Carnap s pr1nc1ple of methooologlcal sollps1sm | This prin-;‘
Clplel it wiIl be remembered, suggested that the process of
verlfylng proposltrons could énly be accompllshed by subject—
ing them to the 1mmed1ate prlvate emplrlcal eXperlence of the
1nd1yadual. Such rmmedlate eXperience, and thevprotocol ,

_language_representing'it, was regarded by Carnap as the em-

A

L plrlcal basrs of SC1ent1f1c dlSCOUISG, the pr;mltlve extra-
ey

logical ‘terms of Wthh were not in need of" verlflcatlon.
r : MR , .
For Neurath,hthe protocor senteﬁdesvof scientific‘dis-

-

bcourse cannot be meanlngfully be sa1d to correspond to -any o
extra llngulstlc crlterla, or to have any pr1v1ledged access :

to the facts of the real.world'; They cannot therefore be'

‘ 2
. ,
assigned any fundamental!status in. the system of SClentlflc

173 .
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dlscourse for they are; indeed--as‘hypothetical.and as sub—.
ject to change as the theory languages Wthh are loglcally
derlvable‘from them | |
Thls-rejectlon of the classlcal correSpondence theory
. \\
of meaning and truth leads Neurath to formulate what SChlle
(1959 :214) has called"the coherence theory of truth'i Thus
lthe test of.cognltlve 81gn1f1cance for prop051tlons is no _hV :
longer achleved throudh the traditional reduction nrocess to
elementary propos1tlons and correspondence w1th the 'facts
but is now a test of the con51stency relatlons between the .
f'protocol sentences and non-protocol sentences (theory sen-f
tences) of a systenﬁgf SC1ent1f;p dlscourse (Neurath; lSSéé
203 204) o
In the case where a hew protocol sentence falls to agree
with the avallable system of‘prop051tlons Neurath p01nts to
the loolcal pOSSlblllty that elther the- protocol sente ce .or
the system of non- protocol sentences may have to be dT:;ered,\
unlike Carnap for whom protocol sentences were 1ncorr1g1ble |
%(Neurath 1959 203) | - | ‘
Thus Neurathﬁs‘criterion'for the verlflcatlon of pro-%a .
p051tlons 1s.based on-: relations of con51stency and coherencel
within the total system of ayallabﬁe propos1t10ns | In.this .v

‘sense, his p051t10n seems to approx1mate that of (the later)

Wlttgensteln, although Neurath never actually conceptualiSes_



the systems of SC1ent1f1c dlscourse as. 'language games‘.'tIt

o

“1s also for his coherence theory' of meanlng and truth that

' Neurath has been‘most cr1t1c1sed by other Commentators,

(SChlle 1959 Scheffler 1967 Russell 1962) ~For 1t has

~175

been argued that because Neurath rejects any extra- llngUlSth:

(factual) ba51s for the verlflcatlon of prop051tlons he

o

therefore possesses no>cr1ter1a to select between confllctlng

. or’ contradlctory sets of sentences ‘Indeed Neurath hlmself
- seems to- 1nt1mate that in such cases the ch01ce of. pr0p051—
tional systems is more or less arbltrary.

A socral SClentlSt who,(after careful analysls
rejects. certaln reports and hypotheses reaches
‘ a state, finally; in which he’ has to. face com-
.prehen51ve sets of -statements which compéte with’ .
- other comprehens1ve sets of statements. al1. "fiﬁ
‘these sets may be composed of statements which
seem to him plausible and acceptable. There is
" no place for an empiricist question: Whlch is
the ‘true' set? but only whether the soc1al
sc1ent1st ‘has sufficient time and energy to try
more than ‘one, set or to decide that he,.. in re-
gard to his lack of time. and energy - and this
the more important p01nt'~~should ‘work. w1th one .-
of ‘these comprehen51ve sets only. ' : '
: ’ NeUrath (1944 13)

-rated

The real 51gn1f1cance of" Neurath s 1mpact ‘on the dlS*
course of Soc1ology, and one- whlch ,he shared w1th the other
',gmembers of the Vlenna Clrcle on all branches of 501ent1f1c

' dlscourse was hls programme for. the emplrlcal reconstructlon

S '
AR
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of.the language of observation}' For like Carnap,
. . 1(‘ ' '
.Wlttgensteln, SChlle et al, Neurath Saw the need: to purge‘

'the languages of the spec1al sc1ences, 1nclud1ng Soc1ology,
of the metaphy31cal te;ms and expres51ons that arlse through
. , / _ _ -
_'the 1ncorrect use of language The protocol statements wh;ch
form the language of observatlon should therefore accordlng_
to Neurath be’ formulated exclu51vely in. those terms Wthh
de51gnate aspects (' v. propertles, relatlons, or events)'of :
observablefphysical behaviour.‘
~ Without meaning to say that every soc1ologlst i,':‘d’af.'
- must be.trained in behav1ourlsm, we can still o I
,‘demand of -him, if he wishes to avoid errors, he
must be careful to formulate all his descrlptlons
of human behavlour in a wholly stralghtforward :
phy51callst1c fashion. | Lo
' Neurath (1959 299)

Neurath further argues (1944 :6) that the systems of dlS~
fcourse 1n all cultures have protocol statements formulated 1n |
phy51callst1c (or behav1ourlst1c) terms and that 1t 1s only on

: the ba51s of these protocol statements that prop081t10ns from: -
~ one system oﬁ dlscourse may'be translated 1nto that of another.'
system.j For the only p01nt of natural equlvalence between .
‘dlfferent cultural language systems, 1n Neurath S v1ew, lies
:1n the concrete protocol statements of the culture and the '.g ': i
’:collecta\e practlcal experlence that underlles them.

Neurath therefore, recommends to SOC10longtS use of |

an observatlon language based on the phys1callst1c categorles 5

§




-of,objective behaViour Such an observatlonal language he

suggests, is able to- make use of the protocof‘sentences that

ex1st in all cultural languages, for the purposes of comparl—".f

'son_and,translation; and also the common use of a physxcallsa
‘tic observatlon language in all‘branches‘of the spec1al
sc1ences 1s seen by Neurath as a necessary precondltlon for

‘ the growth of a Unlfled Selencer‘.

‘Qn'these points, Neurath stands 'in general agreement\

w1th the other members of the Vlenna Clrcle,-and 1s thus pro~y-"
.poundlng -a fundamental tenet in the doctrlne of loglcal emplr-

>1c1sm. For whereas SChlle Carnap and Russell may have d1s~'

agreed w1th Neurath over the eplstemologlcal status of pro—'

tocol sentences ;. .OT the proper method for thelr justlflcatlon,_4

all of them agreed on the need to ellmlnate 'metaphy51cal"
express1ons from sc1ent1f1c dlscourse. For these reasons,_f

. therefore, “the loglcal emp1r1c1st programme for the loglcal
/a ! . .
Areconstructlon of language of Soc1ologlcal dlscourse had as

fltS most 1mportant demand the constructlon of a paradlgm lang~

,"uage for the soc1al s01ences based on the thSlcallSth cate—u

' fgorle of objectlve human behaV1our.~ :

/

(11) 'The. Modern- Legacy of 'Posi’t-ivis"m'» .

The necess1ty for a loglcal ana1y51s and reconstructlon

of sc1ent1flc systems of dlscourse, flrst ralsed by the 1og1-,‘

cal emplrLClStS, has remalned an abldlng 1ssue 1n the dlsc1-i.$'u

2NN
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nllne‘of Sociologi.' HoweVer 1t is now the case that demands
for .the ellmlnatlon of loglcal 1mprec1slon from soc1olog1cal
.dlscourse haue 1ncrea51ngly been'supplemented by addltlonal
gdemands for the constructlon and/or recognltlon of a- common
':‘language of observatlon and/or theory. e |

| Interestlngly enough although both of these demands‘
were'orlglnally 1dent1f1ed w1th the genéral programme of the
hloglcal emplrlClStS for.the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge.ln-”
areas such as. Socaology, more recent formulatlons of these t-
j'demands have drawn thelr 1ns§1ratron from altogether drffer;

;eﬁt phllOSopthal sources.} Thus to many soc1ologlsts, the:';ﬁlf
” work of an_ alledged arch-p0s1t1V1st'such as Thomas Kuhn has

.been used to Justlfy the need for. a common (gi paradlgm) lang-
~ uage of‘observatlon ln‘Socrology. From our prevlous a‘;gyh

*‘of Kuhn s theory of sc1ence, 1t w1ll be apparent.tha we have

'already ant1C1pated thls particular 1nterpretat10n of Kuhn s . g.

work as The Programme for Paradlgm Closure It remalns only o

‘to document some more recent examples of the demand for i‘ t,k
» paradlgm 1anguagev1n 5001ology, and to complete our theoretle
” cal analys1s of thls p051t10n.‘ - e

One commentator who has recognlsed the monrstlc 1mp11-”
B catlons of Kuhn S work for the future constructlon of soc1o-j

. gloglcal dlscourse 1s H Martlns, (1972) In a paper dlSCUSS;L"‘

1ng the role of paradlgms 1n the future growth of screntlflc

- .
-
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‘ knowledge 1n Soc1ology, Martlns has expressed hlS conv1ctlon o

»'that Kuhn S work 1s generally-regarded as prespective by many;'

ol

social SCientlStS and for thls reason may be: seen as’ a new
| \ justlflcatlon for some of the classrcal demands orlglnally
ﬂralsed by the loglcal emplrlclsts

~',Although Kuhn's theory of. sc1ence is clearly 1n—
compatible with logical empiricisms at the
eplstemologlcal level, 'its influence on the soc1a1
- sciences ‘is- only too-likely to relnforce that of
. v 1oglca1 emp1r1c1st canons. Formallzatlon,
g quantification, extrusion of soft ‘data, social’
o R behavrourlsm, ethlcal neutrallty » the dis-
couragement of epistemological’. debate and close
-links "between systemmatic theory and the hlstory
-of thought - 'all these prescriptions, prohibitions
-and preferences—can be justified. on standard neo- -
pos1t1v1st grounds, such as 1nter-subject ve
agreement, -extrusions of extra SClentlflC valua-
lons, predlctlve power : :
,ﬁs,_ o B o Martlns, (1972 52)

. it

Thus the demands for a greater consensus over the use.

of soc1olog1cal terms, ‘or over the selectlon of a CQmmon 3

methodology for testlng hypotheses are inerea81ngly llkely

R -

";; L to be jUStlfled on the basrs of Kuhn s Programme for Paradlgm
Closure.

]*Kuhnlanlsm in soc1al ‘science is beglnnlng to"
' act.as a functional ‘equivalent and substltute
for. phllOSOpthal p051t1vlsm. - To some extent -
_thls "Kuhn - effect' is the result of. the’ recept-_ ‘
.- lon of Kuhn in-a milieu saturated with positi-.’
vism, but it also partly. reflects the substance\ S
'of Kuhn s analy51s.._ ‘ .-'j' j'»;f-“,§f"
. . | Martlns, (1972 52 53) B S

'Another example of the more recent crrtbClsms of 50010- R




loglcal dlscourse Wthh draws 1nsp1rat1on from: both the" logl—{
cal.emp1r1c1sts’and from huhn s work is, that of Rolf Kllma'
-(1972) Kllma has become known for hls Crlthlsm of the ime
ported 1deas.of Feyerabend 1nto the dlscourse of Soc1ologyb
';'by wrlters such as Splnner (1973).-‘Feyerabend ‘1t w111 be re-_';

called is well known for recommendlng a programme of theore- -

tlcal plurallsm (descrlbed in our. sectlon on Paradlgm Prollf-
eratlon) to the natural sc1ences Kllma E main objectlon to
L u51ng Feyerabend s’ theory of 501ence as a programme for the

ffgrowth of knowledge in Soc1ology is that 1t is unworkable a%

N

| the present tlme For 1n order to 1dent1fy a case of theore— '
J ° ’ . ’ .
‘_tlcal plurallsm, says Kllma, 1t is necessary for the compet-'

o

1ng theorles to have been formulated accordlng to common |
Y

'methodologlcal rules.. 1t is- only‘on thls condltlon that
o theorles may be sald to compete atl‘ll 1n thelr knowledge:yl
_éclalms about reallty It 1s only on the ba51s of a common L
vset ot.methodologlcal rulesﬂthat some theorles may he ellmln-vn'h':
t;.ated and.other theorles-selected accordlng to generally agreedf_?iA
lupon emplrlcalacrlteﬁla.l Because Soc1ology has not achleved |
5:suchndeneral methodologlcal consensus,:concludes Kllma, it
fyls lmposs1ble to speak meanlngfully about 'theoretlcal plura--}"”‘
f“llsm . On the contrary, the exlstence of dlverse schools of
. .- , , e

,3.theory and methdd s;gnal only the ex15tence of a “qua51, aP-fo:”

o parent or pseudo plurallsm";»whlch does not represent a real-f

o P LT . ¢ ,/

T 7ﬂd: . ,'tﬁ'*fhfui“ﬂ;et:.lfu fnai?‘t: :
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S rchmpetition of ideas"r bﬁt only a-"confrontation-of stand-

points“., Thls sltuatlon argues Kllma, is not COnduc1ve to

; the growth of screntlflc knowledge 1n Soc1ology hecause'the
jtruth condltlons of soc1ologlcal orop051tlons are notvsubject— ;f'
ed to commOn crlterla.of conflrmatlon.;.3h 'dlthgdi o

The more 1nteresting asoect of Kllma s posltlon,’for

V;our-present purposes, is hlS crlt1c1smvof'what he calls the

'”lstate of methodologlcal dlssensus” wrthln soc1ologlcal dls-.v'

'course.‘ Upon further examlnatlon of Kllma s crrthue vlt ap—

. o

B peﬁrs that what he 1s largely descrylng 1s the absence of a

rcommonly shared (or paradlgm) observatlon language in Soc1o~

S
a ‘.\:

'leen ‘the Stlll prevalllng 'essaylstlc manner 1n : S
which soc1olog1cal theorles are formulated often - 'd"f"
" not only the loglcal relatlons ‘between' the pr0p051- ' ¥

tions, but indeed - the meanlng of the terms from.

~ which these prop051tlons are constructed remaln in

: . the dark o : e
e -.f-,r' . Kllma, (1972 70) o
.3*£\;J4’J“"T As. he further makes clear, the dewglopment of a para-

 @fdlgm 1anguage of Qbservatlon 1n Socrology may be regarded as"

. a necessary precondltlon for the proper constructlon and test—

llng of theoretlcal prOPOSltlons. Untll such trme as a para—f'

o . S s ce el
dlgm language emerges 1n soc;ologlcal dlseourse, sociolpg;cal'f: e
theory is doomed to eclectlclsm. : . :,f(‘ PRSI

. SR 3 S e T e PR
]_What is now often camouflaged'by the rrch some-»“'fﬁl*f'@d-hjro
,"tlmes colorful and’ flowery, sometimes excessrvely o '

" abstract and’ empty but ‘impressive, descrlptive

“iT(vocabulary oﬁ,the SOClOloglCal language. s, that hf‘fiiﬂgifff"’
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S B :
most” SOC1olog1cal theorles - and especrally the
formalised ones - do not contain observables.-
~~The problem of connecting the theoretical terms .
‘ ~with the observables. (or "indicators") is usually
- treated under ‘the catchwork operatlonalizatlon
- in a non- theoretlcal therefore arbitrary manner.
‘The valldlty of the operatlons considered as
. measurements of the theoretical terms, is most
often based, hot on well corroborated auxrllary
jmeasurement theorles,‘but rather on 1ntu1t10n,
or at best, on some. statistical ad- hoc tests of
the 1nternal consrstency of several 1nd1cators _
But' as long as the validity of soc1olog1cal mea—ig-“
., Surements remains ‘as uncertaln as is the case in-
. most empirical studies, one cannot’ speak of |-
;satlsfactory theory,testlng, and one cannot yet
talk about~'theoret1cal plurallsm in ‘Sociology
'1n a meanlngful way. : e S
Klima,'(1972¢71);. o
_ , e R _ o .
Other proposals have been advanced to extend the con-

[
[

'"structlon of a unlform language of observation by systematls—i
jllngpobservatlon terms'taken from the most developed soc1al .,
'solencestd Thus Alfred.Kuhn (1961), suggests the" constructlone/h_
ppof a unlform language of informatlon and_;nowledge Wthh n
3‘.would develop a set~of-conoeptualrsatlons and a vocabulary fjf.
'Afron four 1nterrelated flelds/of research; phllosophy, 1nfor:ﬁ7h
amatlon and communldatlon theory, psychology and neurophy51o--jv

_'logy. He suggests that there exrst certaln,lipmorphlc pars j”"

"allellsms 1n the conceptual struct 3

-pllnes whlch can be expressed by tbe construct;on of a. unlform -

F,'

'.ulanguage. Kuhn prov1des as, an example of such a parallelrsm T

@] . S -

thhat exrstlng between the neurologlcal term, "network forma-'h"

| . . . : rl ,3 ‘Q

'”-<t10n" the term "code formatlon" used in 1nformat10n/dbmmun1-

.‘“.__.‘ ,’/
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catlon theory, and the psychologlcal term "concept formatlon".

, In thls way,_he argues for the pOSSlblllty of constructlng a

data language Wthh can max1mlse the powerful theoretlcal ad—
: N ‘ _ o e

vances achieved.: 1n all “the above research flelds

The attractlon of a unlfled language of observatlon for

the dlscourse of Soclology has not only exerc1sed ‘the loglcal “'

pOSlthlStS . Luckmann (unpubllshed), for example has argued
_ for the development of a paradlgm observatlon language based

on a phenomenologlcal rather than behav1ourlst1c crlterla

Other wrlters, equally opposed to the loglcal emp1r1c1st pro- 4
8 : ) ;o

gramme for th\\reconstructlon of a phys1callst1c language

have also suggested the development of phenomenologlcal data
. * . » . K

. e _ :
o languages in- soc1olog1cal dlscourse, but most of these wrlters ‘

(Blumér 1956 Bruyn 1966 Denzun l970 PhllllpS 1973)f have

,’ stopped short of supportlng the constructlon of paradlgm |

languages ."' . . | .
Forfthe constructron of avparadlgm data language in.

- 8001ology is based on a partlcular theory of the growth of )

SC1ent1f1c knowledge whlch we have Called a Programme for

" Paradlgm Closure We shall now turn to examlne alternatlve
. . . /

/
oA

proposals for the development of %oc1olog1cal dlscourse whlch

derlve from dlfferent theorles of sc1ent1f1c development

The Case for Plural Languages‘t

The case for the recognltlon or constructlon of multlple.j



ilanguages oﬁ‘observatlon and theory in- soc1olog1cal dlscourse
Hhas been made by a number of commentators of dlfferent theor-

;etlcal and methodoloq1cal v1ewP01nts : Thelr ba51s of unlty,
, ¥ . . , ,
and reason for thelr 1nclusmon in thlS present chapter sect—‘
: : o) i
"~ ion lles 1n thelr Opp081t10n to the Programme for Paradlgm

‘

E “Closure and to the related programme for a unlfled language'

',’yof observatlon or theory for the soc1al sc1ences.' - <::\~"r

Part of thlS re51stance to the programme for a unlfled;:4‘

: language~*c1ence derlves '_from the residual influence of ,
'A"' o S ‘. o A R
an earller tradltlon of 1deallst phllOSOphyh a tradltlon _ '

'whlch has always sepanated the natural sc ences from the so—:

o 01al sc1ences on the ba31s of the content of thelr subject
) . . »5;—}' Lo L : )
S domalns. Eor 1t was held by such wrlters as Dllthy,

'W1nde1band and Colllngwood that whereas the natural 301ences::

1nvest1gated ghe propertles of the natural erld as an 1nde-¥fvf

3 . . T e

'.ﬁjvpendent object of 1nqu1ry, the s001al sc1ences are 1n ‘the s

Y

‘dlstlnctlve p051t10n of hav1ng man both as the subject and as

v . . B

the object of sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry For thls reason, ran the L

'essentlal argument the methods of 1nqu1ry as well as the sy~ ',"

e M

stem.of dlscourse of the natural scf!nces are 1nappr0pr1ate o
_for ﬁse 1n the screntlfrc rnvestlgatlon of human soc1ety.',idh .
_Thls debate over the‘presupp051tlons of’ sc1ent1f1c mefhod.rs pi.v
too well known to- requlre further elaboratlon here -and our 5

h.,maln 1nterest tg?ches only perlpherally on- the c1a551ca1 _*95'

N : ST - R .
. . L . . . ot 3



A

_questlons that have tradltlonally been ralsed by 1t ’ A com—

- ~”

preheﬂélve documentatlon of these issues and an examlnatlon'

-

of thelr relevance for Socrology is. prov1ded by Radnitzsky

f'(l968 2 vols. ) As earller

stated however these background

polemlcs should not totally be lost from 51ght for they form |

the broadef context 1n whlch
eplstemologlcal status of the

'1ly 1nte111g1ble

- 18

more detalled debates over the ,AJ

oretlcal terms become more read-,»

I

R
4
'9.

vg‘c

- We may say, as an 1ntroductlon to this flnal sectlon,

that whereas the loglcal emp1r1c1s S and other supporters of"

'the programme for paradlgm closure in the soclal sclences have”

v'the relat1v1ty of dlfferent S

g_,mlse of the relat1v1ty of sys

r_sc1apt1f1c dlscourSe has been

theoretlcal Soc1ology, (1) as

~cai emp1r1c1st call for a un1

and (11) as a spec1f1c Crlthue of- the programme for a para-;A

QAWﬁlgm 1anguage in Soc1ology.»

ceed to rev1ew these twp case
RO o

e

b‘

"1started from the*premlse of the actual or potentlal unﬁ y of
'sﬁdlfferent systems of scxentlflc dlscourse based on commonly
_ constructed or recognlsed languages of observatlon, the %p—

v"-ponents of thlS programme start from the contrary premlse of

]

ystems of dlscourse. The‘pre;f .

tems of dlscourse, as a basrs

’;for opposrtlon to observatlonal reductlonlst models of f"_“A

expressed in the llterature of .

P

a general crlthue of the logl— S

s - :
form 1anguage of the sclences,f.”

We shall therefore brlefly pro-;'

s of relatlv;sm and show thelr ,"ﬂ
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. consequences forﬁa’model«of'scientific discourse within.a =~ . 4

‘discipline sudh as SOciology.nv'

Bl

The Hlstorlcal and Cultural Relat1v1ty of Systems of
Dlscourse : :

: |
2 Wy

One of the earllest and mostwlmportant'assaults on the .

programme for a unlfled science and for a %nlform language of

°

‘s01ence came from a source that had been very close to the
P vorlglnal Vlenna Cerle._ For 'in the Tractatus (1923), ;
Wlttgensteln had’ presented a theory of meanlng and truth

_'1§§ was to. 51gn1f1cantly 1nfluence the school of loglcal

;: f
tenets in the early doctrlne of loglcal emplrl- e

oL . St

Hh
o
5.
o
v
S
o
=N
ot
)

cism,fsuchva’ the theory of loglcal atomlsm and the corre-

B . -

spondence theory of meanlng and truth . In hlS rejectlon of

‘zf-'= ,*;’ these theorles of meanlng,_W1ttgenste1n was led tb a total R
‘G a '.5- . “"; N B ‘ ) : ' . . !

ﬁ'renunc1atlon-qf.all models_of ordlnary.and-scientific dis— i

.gcourse based on ‘what we have called observatlonal—reduct‘

'1sm ' and proceeded to construct an alternatlve model of

/

course whlch has exercrsed sone conslderableklnfluence anong
;j5001a1 sc1entlsts;. w | |
AAfter-the-rejecblon of hlS earller formulatlon of the R
lcorrespondence, or plcture theory of language functlons as o

vfset down in the Tractatus, Wlttgensteln turned to a theory of



, z
e~

\

'Thus the set of rules governing the se of language in one
‘ ‘{

'are a part has been 1lluminated by the met#phor of a game of

N ) - M \: . . " - )
language based on the criteria of use and coherence. The
: ~ Y ‘ . N ° . R N

. meaning of terms of pmop051tions, he now in51sted ‘was not to

(

be found in their- corresponden@e to the .facts’ of the empiri-

L]
A
\

?al.worldpgbut rather in\the part.they played within a part—
_ . _ \ . 2 ‘ < F

—

_icular 'language game'.'xLanguage games'for.Wittgenstein are

A b'\

Y

by-thevinstitution of particular rules of language usage.

-

language game may ‘be qu1te diffqrent and allen to the set of

_rules used in another The problem of understanding (or

-~ \

_eluc1dat1ng) the meaning of a termaofppropOSLtion, therefore

*

187

Ao

/

» simple or pfimitiye*forms of language which are held together

is a problem'of exposing the actual set of rules operative'in 3

~

‘nificance that.the place of the term or proposition has with-

fore, a specification of the use to which it is put”within

ca

the language‘gamefas a whole. -The rules-used in‘language '

,games, writes wittgenstein, derive from the particular"forms
of life that support them. Forms of 11fe are thus 1nst1tu- "

tions of human activity characterisedvby oustoms, practices

’”eof'terms or propositions and the‘language game of which they ’

L

chess

S a particularelanguageigame;ras well aS'interpreting the.Sig- B

in this set. The meaning of a term or proposition is, there-

3

“and uses (P.I. #199). .The relationship between~the'meaningsh '



'of observation'and theory.' Unllke Neurath who also retreat—

‘structed from such terms are 1ntelllg1ble only when the

188"
| .

To, understand what a piece in‘chess is one must -
understand the whole game, the rules deflnlng ) {
it, and the role of the piece 1n the gamé.
. ‘Similarly we might. say, the meanlng of a word

is its place in'a language game. To put it in -
eanother way, the meaning of any simple word in "

a language is 'defined’', 'constituted', 'deter~
mlned', or"flxed'...by the 'grammatical rules 2
“with which it is used in. that language

' Fannl (1969 73) .

One of the major 1mpllcaglon§ of Wrttgensteln S later

s

"philosophy,vtherefore, for'a‘model of sc1ent1fic discourse

s

' 1s the relatrvrty of dlfferent hrstorlcal cultural languages

e /

P

ed in a similar directionﬁaway from a correspondence'theoryr

!:of meanrng, Wlttgensteln dld not recognlse any basis for

\

.COmmonly shared meanlngs between allen cultural langﬁage

games ekpre551ble.1n protoc%l sentences otbany other N

form of metalanguage ?orIW1ttgenste1n strlctly held to the
wgew that the meanlngs whlch dlfferent and allen language
communltles attachdto the terms of thelr languages, cannot;

in ‘any sense, "be extrapolated‘from therr partlcular language';

games. -Thus the meaning of the observational terms of any‘

.partlcular language communlty, %F the protocol sentences con-id

Jrules governlng the use of these terms are revealed They may

.only be revealed within the‘total context of the language'i

N

“game. ‘Unlike Neurath or any of the.more orthodox members of .

' |



‘the Vienna Circle, therefore, Wittgenstein' renounced once7$nd

for all any further .speculation or consideretion of a "com-
. o . . . . . . V_'\

mon-sense language', -'a universal slang', or 'a universal
3 v Ang i ; K

physicalistijc.'/

servational: ﬁetalanguage between dlﬁferent hlstorlcal and
7 : _ :

cultural la\qnage/communltles
Wlttgensteln.s later,conclUSions on the funct10n of-
. % . : .

'\language were 1ntroduoed 1nto Soc:ology by Peter' Wlnch (1958)

In the same way as Wlttgensteln, Winch held the v1ew that -

3
L .

the %eanlngs’dlfferentblanguage commun1t1€s-attach;to the®

v

‘terms‘of’the languége cannot‘bemextrapolated from their part—'

' icﬂlar langnage'games."They,éannot~be'fitted into a larger"

and more inclusive language game where the meanings taken

language' which might_have operated as'an'ob-"*

189

.:fromfspeCific games can&be'independenbly,and'objectiﬁely.eva¥i:’

luated on a transcendentalxscalé<of meaning. For'Winch and |

Wittgenstein,-at'least such a trénscendental diméhsion“of .

meaningiis unavailable and the concepts of ari socletles 11e .

locked into thelr partlcular language games wh re they can

only be eluc1dated 1n thelr own terms

~, There is just'as much pO‘ 1t 1n saylng that sc1ence,
art, rellglon and philos hy are all concerned

. with making things intelligible as there is in -
saying that football, chess, patience and skip-
ping are all games.v ‘But just as it would be S

" -foolish to. say that all these act1V1t1es are one .
part of one super—game, if only we were clever
‘enough to. learn how to play it, so. it is foollsh

. to suppose that the results of all those other

'v



A

et

of ‘scieéntific dis

- science remains an impossibility.-

. course to those of the natural sciences.

\ . scientist we have to deal with only one set of

Vs

act1v1t1cs should all add up to one grand theory
of reallty as some phllosophers have 1mag1ned),

"with the corollory that it was. their ]Ob to dis-
cover it. ‘ R

L, R '~wlnch, (1958:19) .

.

The CoAsequences"of the philQeophieai'preSupposition

~

'of‘the're%ativity of different language communities for a

model of scientific discourse are evidently critical. For

'ethe clear implioation-offWineh's work is to deny to systems'_a'

b

.. 18 human SOClety From &hls POSlthD, some commentators’h~

N

#

’ities'presumes:the_nECeSsityvfo:.alternative‘models of dis- -

P R ' P

‘:

...for whereas in the case’ of the natural | 'h'by

\urules 'namely those governing the sc1ent1f1c w"és oo
; 1nvest1gatlon itself, here what the soc1ologlst
. is studylng, as well as hlS study of it; is a
~ human activity and is- therefore carried on
~,accord1ng to. rules. And 1t is these rules,
rather than those which govern the sociologists
,‘1nvestlgatlon which specify what is to count
. as ‘d01ng the same kind of thing' in relatlon to _
f that klnd of act1v1ty T . N
: - WinCh,](1958587y." | o

- In othér words, a model of scientific diséoﬁISehbased =

Lt

190 - .

Urse any advantages over ordinary language

- syStems of disc_u:se when the object of‘their investigation' o

'(Saran 1965 Maclntyre 1967 Cohen 1968 Gellner 1968 Jarvie'_"

-1972) have concLuded~that for Wlnch, the enterprise of soqia;v

For Winoh;_the’relatiVity_ofadifferent'ianéuage;COmmﬁn—_’A



languages of sciencezmust,be overthrown before a meaningful-

. the SClGﬂtlStS own part1c1pat10n in the language communlty

RN .
v

on a'standardised obscrvation ?anguage-isflncapable Of,eIu-

“c1dat1ng the meanlngful content of allcn language communl—n

b

tles For Winch, therefore the paradlgmatlc status of the
. ) . b

N ’0

; "elucidation'of'theﬂlanguagES offother cultureS»can begin.5

_JThe trouble is that the fasc1natlon sc1ence has
for us makes it easy to adopt its sc1ent1f1c
form as a paradlgm against which to measure the .
- intellectual. respectablllty of otherAmodes of '
"‘dlscourse ' :
' -_winch, _(‘1964.:308), .

Thus according to5Winch, any Fcientific investigatlon"'

into a'primitiyefor-alien‘cultural_comnunity mUst'begin with;

B Y

under study For the’ modern observatlon languages of the -
contemporary soc1al sc1enceS'aregbased¢upon_the*forms of‘life.

which support such.sCientificchltures“and are,-therefOre;r

'Zrestrlcted in thelr range of meanlng to. these cultUres.’ Even gy

when the soc1ologlst or anthropologlst beglns to test the be—

ghav1our of an allen culturai comnunlty 1n the terms of a *5

technlcal language of observatlon developed w1th1n hls own -

J'.

: sc1ent1f1c 1anguage communlty, ﬁinch presgmes a prlor famil- L

) .

‘vlarlty Wlth the language of the communlty under study. ;fi, '";%ngf3”

...although the...student of soc1ety, or of a ..
o partlcular mode of soc1a1 life, may find it :“; 
'necessary - to use concepts ‘which are not taken -
from-the forms of act1v1ty which he is lnvestl—'
-gating, but which are taken ratier from the .
: context of hlS ; own 1nvest1gatlon, Stlll these oy




‘ condltlons is that the forms of llfe whlch may on

v
technlcal concepts of hlS w1 1 imply a pre—"
- vious understanding of those other ¢ cepts :
which belong‘to the actlvutles under 1n estl—-
'gatlon. D 3 T T”;:
- : | ‘Winch, \,(1958 89) o,

The ultlmate consequence of the Wlnch YlttgenStein pre-

.

supp051t10n of the relat1V1ty of dlfferent language,communl—

_ties for a model of sc1ent1f1c‘dlscourse 1s a cr1t1c15m of
knowledgeqrather than the constructlon of alternate models j
of~sc1ent1f1c dlscourse._»The»tradltlonalicla;ms of Iogical

empiricism, contalned in the programme for a:unified science,

b B : ’ . €

' are criticised for their inapplicability to the social

sdiences,f For the observation languagefof'the SCient1St;j

course is not universalisable to other language communities-

‘VWhich_arevsupported.byhdifferent forms of'iife.,,The.termS'

X

v.and.proPOSitions offsuch'alien:language éommunltles may only

/ .
!

:be eluC1dated 1n the totaL context of the language game of

_whlch they remaln an 1ntegral part.- J.'~}f . r' .

‘a

Gellner (1968) 1n a hlghly crltlcal revmew of Wlnch ‘s

"work has prOposed a number of condltlons under Whlch the re-v’“

-

“°lat1V1st1c presupp031tlons are 1nva; ated One e 5se '

o S

,

H .o - \
,have now become 1ncrea51ngly lntegrafed 1nto our domlnant

form_Of.life;-_WinCH's cont;fﬁed 1n31stence on the 1ncommen-v-’3

192

»Which'iS;taken_as the‘empiricalﬁbedrOijof his system of dig-

jlhave been

(s separate and dlStlnCt from that of our own screntqﬁlc culture :Jf;”
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3

surability'of:d' ’ rent forms of llfe 'and the untranslatabl- X
| g |
llty of dlfferent language games wrltes Gellner,'amOunts'to o

d new-presugposltlon-ofvscollective soliPSismi:'iﬂé‘adds-anﬁ
-”Irritablevfodtnote:

“For mdst modern thinfers relat1v1sm is .a- Eroblem°
ror Wlnch and Wlttgensteln it is a- solutlon _';*3
’ - Gellner, (1968 399)

Another wrlter greatly 1nfluenced by the phllosophlcal N

o . a

> lllnvestlgatlons of Wlttgensteln was Benjamln Whorf In hlS

‘book Language, Thought and Reallty, (1956) Whorf formulates ._'-J‘

a

L8

4. N r N
hls own ver51on of a relat1v1st1c theory of language usage l“-

Y

'For Whorf the content of any system of dlscourse only ac-

hd -

qulres meanlng through ‘the ., partlcular form of language usage, L
that 1s through the partlcular set of . grammatlcal rules 1n

-operatlon. Thus for WhOrf the syntactlc structure of langu-'

.

. .lv' y
age, as much as the avallable categorles and classes of pro~ s

pOSltlonS, determlnes the relatlonshlp of a language communlty -

~to 1ts partlcular materlal env1ronment - In hls 1nvest1gatlons

R

1nto the systems of dlscourse of a11en and prlmltlve language o

‘communltles therefore Whorf always placed great 1mportance on
the grammatlcal structure of forelgn languages, for lt seemed

»

“,‘to h1m that these structures revealed the hldden 1og1c of an .

. a“w

: 1alternat1ve form of llfe For the same reasons as Wlttgensteln

~and Wlnch Whorf was also sen51t1ve to what he regarded as ~ B S

L the llmltatlons of sc1ent1f1c systemsiBf dlscourse, and was o l_ %

kS




- - o

‘eritical of‘any_claims for~their-uhiversalisability.
What we call ! sc1ent1f1c thought' is a. spec1al—»
ization of Western Indo-European type of. langu—

- age, which has ‘developed not only a set of - o
+different dialectics, but actually. d set of '
different diale¢ts.  THESE DIALECTS ARE NOW
BECOMING MUTUALLY UNINTELLIGIBLE...Every
~language and évery well- knit: technlcal sub-
language incorporates certaln p01nts of v1ew

. and certain patterned re51stances to widely
divergent p01nts of vlew...These r951stances not
only isolate artificially. the particular sc1ences
- from each other, they also restrain the scien-
“tific spirit, as-a whole from. taklngdthe next
freat step 'in development - a step which en-

“tails viewpoints unprecedented in science and- z"(~///

©

S a. complete severence from traditions. For
" certain llngulstlc patterns flgldlfled in the
dlalectlcs of: the sciences, often also embodled
in the matrix of European culture frém whiéh
these sc1ences have Sprung, and long worshlpped
. as pure Reason, per 'se, have been worked to

death..._ '

‘ -Whorf (19§6 246 7)

;Whor 's preoccupationuwitﬂ;the,grammatlcal structnresv )
e N AR e o

\... BN R s .
— . - : R A

- of ordinary language discourse and his implication that these
. d S R “L R

struCtures;reetrict.the-range'gf_meéningful”contépt,{has )

drawn'sharp~criticismffrom commentatoréhsuch,as,Feﬁetd(1953){
But his writings clearly dovetail with those of Wittgenstein - -

'~and'Winch on' the commén presuppositions of the relativity of

§ e

different historical;cultural.syStemS of‘discoursé,fénd on
oo . Y R I
‘the common 099051t10n to any programme fa;%%funifOrmllanguage

_of SC1ence._~ o S
N . & . R ‘( L e . R - . . .

4 A more recent derlvatlon of these presupp051tlons 1n

;._quciology”maytbe'seen;in\ﬁhe rlslng tradltlon of Ethnometho— 4",¢_""



.

e

‘in. the system of soc1olog1cal dlscourse are determlned by thej e

195

p

doloéy For in. the same way Ts Wlttgensteln' Wrnch‘and "':‘) ‘;JQ
Whorf Garflnkel.(l967) has also 1nsrsted that the meanlngfnl ;’

' _structhres of'soc1al actron‘mav only be- erucrd@ted in terms : :;};)
‘of-the ruleslwhlch governla partlcular form of llfe, and ‘ ZX\ -

whlch are exPressed 1n the relevant language communltles.

For Garfrnkel and for other ethnOmethodologlsts such as

RO Lo B I

Clcourel and Sacks, the observatron languages developed w1th—"‘

. : N o o

1mm1nent rules of the languaqe game; and cannot be translated 1' |
1nto.the technrcal languao. game of,the soc1ologlstsldzln;'d.

”:l thelr own programme“for soc1ologlcal research therefore,b
the ethnomethodologlsts have 1mported the crltrcal presupposl-
tlons of the later Wrttgenstern rnto the drsconrse of Socrh—j“,.:\'

‘.course rather than the constructron of an alternatrve model

be mentloned here, is that of the Soc1ology of Knowledge.'f:ﬂij*

¢

logy It is Rrobably falr to say that much of thelr work has
? ‘ .

taken form of a cr1t1c1sm oﬁ establrshed soc1olog1cal dls—’

[y

of dlscourse.
Qne other 1mportant tradltlon in. 5001ology to have ugﬁ
held the presupp051tlon of the relat1v1ty of drfferent hls- ' ,frf J{

torlcal cultural systems of drscourse, and last tradltlon to R

For the Soc1ology of Knowledge 1s generally COnSLdered to be d?
o :
‘an- outgrowth of Karl Marx s theory (and crlthue) of 1deology,.

& g
P B

in fact the central presupp051t10n of those soc1ologlsts

.
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e

ffWOrking Within.thiS-tradition has‘frequently‘been cited'as

':vﬂzrx'sffamous'dictnmy'It'rsfnot the conscionsness ofvmen'thatv”
r'/y— ndetermines their‘existence,_bntionhthe contrary their sociai.
( 'Iexistencexdetermines'their consciousness'
. . v [ S . ; .
It was’the amblt;on of Karl Mannhelm (1936), however,‘r

o -

to convert the Marx1an theory of 1deology 1nto an 1nclu51ve
-,theozx}of knowledge which wouldrbe;capable;of:logically just-

“fying its.ownvfoundations.u For Mannhelm, one 6? the'main

R pndblems of the Marx1an theory of 1deology<was ‘the 1oglcal

o contradlctlon that he. belléved was entalled 1n the two relat—r
: o _ ‘ : v e e *
ed clalms of (1) the p0551b1i1ty of a cr1trc1sm of revious
, , , et
fdeologles (and systems of dlscourse) through exp051ng the

.

_* historically redundant materlal 1nterests they represented

.-

-', and (11) the pos51b111ty of afsc1ent1f1c Marx1an theory of B
/-
1deology and 1ts 1ndénfndence form any hlstorlcally or cul— ‘k |

turally llmlted context : f”ﬁ - ’:i fvl y, r,v'.". . RS

- ‘ . o

Mannhelm‘belleved therefore,,that Marx had fallen 1nto
the cla551cal trap of the German Hlstorlcal School “and one | .':5
) ‘ . \
Wthh could be traced back tb the earllest forms of phllo- ;

Sophlcal skept1c1sm, by adoptlng a relat1v1st1c method of
crrt1c1sm whlch necessarlly 1nva11daled hlS own b051t10n and
| 31multaneous1y lfquldated any objectrve crlterla for testlng»
. ihelﬁr;;;fcén- : R : ,

trons of'knowledgerclaxms;_ .

In~seeking'tofavoidhwhat'he;regarded as the unreason=



.

P o A - o
" able consequences. of a presupposition of the‘relat'y'tyfgf-
,dlfferent-historical and cultural systems of disco

o = ‘ o o T e
S 2 o

supposition of the relational character of systems of dis-

‘course. . .. R U o
O If we w1sh to emanc1pate ourselves from thls re- o
~ lativism we must seek to understand. w1th the aid
of the soc1ology of knowledge that ‘it is not
eplstemology in: any absolute sense but rather a
‘certain hlstorlcally tran51tory type of epis- "
‘temology which is in conflict w1th the type of - o A
‘thought oriented to the social situation.... ""'l1»““:-
A modern theory of knowledge which takes account ' -
of the relatlonal as dlstlnct from the merely
. " relative character of all historical knowledge;
" must start with the assumption that there are
'*spheres of thought in which it is impossible to
conceive of absolute truth ex1st1ng 1ndependently
. of the values and p051t10n of the. subject and
A unrelated to the soc1al context. - . L
| - ' Mannhelm, (1936;79);."'1_5~u .
The justification of propositions within a‘sysiom of
 discourse is, for'Mannheim, alWays_made_with»criteria that>
- hare'imminent'within the systeh. -This isfa'position,thati
parallels that of Wlttgensteln and hlS followers, and

.-Mannhelm S. deflnltlon of relatlonlsm is seen to be very Slml—M\
_ 3 : ' : S
 lar to Wlttgensteln s deflnltlon of the language game. o

) Relatronlsm srgnlfles merely that all of the

R '»”'elements of, meanlng in’a given situation* ‘have

. reference to one another and- derive thelr 'sig~

- nificance from this rec1procal 1nterrelat10nsh1p
"in a given frame of thought. (1936:86) . SN

?f...Relatlonlsm does not s1gn1fy ‘that there are
no'critéria of rlghtness and wrongness ina - “
 dlSCuSSl0n.r It does 1n51st however, that 1t



o

[ ~ . -
© lies in the nature of certain assertiohs. that -

they cannot be formulated absolutely, but .only - ,

in terms of the perspectlves ©of a given situation.

: < ‘Mannheim, .( 936 2839
A"AA . ‘ .

Thus 1¢ may be seen that the presupp081t10ns of

lat1v1ty of dlfferent hlstorlcal and cultural systems of dlS—

course istshared.by~intellectfal,traditionS'withinlsociology'

N

that have otherwise been considered as separate tendencies. .

-

1nappropr1a\“\End unworkable for the soclal (and cultural)

‘sciences.

1

Ty

"The anelyﬁic philosophy.of'léndﬁage;lthe'cultdral'felativism

-

of_linguistie.énthropology,.the:historical‘relativism'of the
German idez1list school and:its‘moderﬁvfepresentation in the
SOcioiogy'offknoWledgejhaSQwell as the rising tradition of

L .
L

_ . » _ o ' : S R
Ethnomethodology, all presuppose -a fundamental criticism of

the programme for a unified science and for a uniform langu-

~age of ociological disCOdrse;”»A cohCIuSiQngshafed-by'aillﬁ,'

these theoretical and methodclogical tendencies. is that the

obsa'-;tiohal—reductioniSt model'of scientific discourse is

-
.

L

N~ \h To.these'ekemples we could also hive added the

Hermuneutlc School of Socmology, some of whose representa— E

g

198

~ tives have.been mentloned in a previous chaﬁterg -Tﬁ? relatif

. - . - N .

- vistic presuppositions that formithe‘basisnof,the'above7writ—

=Y

?

ers opposition to the'obse:yational;reduCtioniét.model‘ofi.hf

A

scientific discourse. have inltUrn.beeh\critﬂCised by other



"(1972); ST

'model of sc1ent1flc dlscourse

: nunciation of the'programme for paradigm'closure;'and;

R

. I
~ T

commentators. A useful discussion of the more.common criti-

."‘

.cisms of the reletivistic position is provided‘bywcnnninghamk

i
1

o
4

~

SOClal theory is that the social sc1ences>gannot operate w1th
o \._ .

a. model of dlscourse that has been develOped in the research ~

-

contéxts of the natural sciences.“ For injrejecting'the~cor-'

/ X . . : o : i
.respondence theory of meaning and'truth or any other justi-

flcatlon for constructlng an observatlonal metalanguage we,
.are left w1th the nece551ty of formulatlng an alternatlve
. - . "t

\ y '
We.shall-now'examineithe alternatiye_models of sgienti-

e

fic discourse that have been proposed as a result of the re-

o

¥

~ jectlon of the call for a’ paradlgm language of observ tlon

THe general conclu51on of these separate tradltions of :

re-

199

AN

and thé’ry l;he completlon of this flnal stage,of'our*analyé '

-SlS W1ll brlng the‘chapter to'a Clee~-l,1, o,
The Relat1v1ty of Observatfpn Language 1n Soc1orog1cal
Dlscourse - : : .

e

N

]

of theofy and observatlon in® the present system ‘of soc1ologl—p

3 o

cal dlscourse has been apparent to many recent commentators .

#® o,

gon-thewdlsc1pllne.. To some (Kuhn 1970a) as we have seen,-such

2} . . . - - N

-

plurallsm has heen 1nterpreted j/ an~1ndrcator of;underdeyglf"{;*

ﬁThe 51gn1f1cance oflthe ex1stence of multrple languages_f”‘



disciplines must pass on their way to achieving full scienti-

- 200

fic status. To others (Mastérman 1970), the pluralism of the .

. 4 o ;
'soéial séiénces has suggested the need_fér a.revision in the
kuhniqn theory.ofvSCiéntific deQelopmént, to inclﬁde-a‘recog—
nition‘of'the‘existénce qf'multifpéradigm sciences. - -
‘We,sﬁall’argue thét;thére'haVe been at least two identi-
fflable,alternatlygs formulated in oppos;tlon_to the o?serya_
>'tiqpf£eduétionisf model_pfwsCientific_discourse;vandft%f?re—.
latéd'érég:ammé‘for'paradigm,closuré.‘ Ohéfbf.tﬁéée; the;pro-
gramme.for ééradigm ;roli£ération<and fhévrélated.theoreticai;
reductionist model of scientific discourse has advocated a
strategy of theoretiéallélﬁréiigﬁ as a cohditidﬁ"foﬁﬂﬁhe pro-
‘gfeééive éréwth,of.séieﬁtific khqwlédgé;'.The Otﬁef altérﬁa_
tive, one‘we haveAcalled‘péradng COmpiémehtarityL‘hasv;éﬁofv
.‘catea'the overthrow ofiboth reductignist.models §f’é?ientifié
'discéurée and their reblacehentwby a ﬁodel in'which.fhe re5 ‘
i;tidnshipghbetWeeh the léngﬁégeg of observation and:thebry
_ are éonce?tﬁaliséd'iﬁ'd;alectigal’tefms;".
iWé shalifhow proééed to briéfiy.ﬁrace thé'félat%énshié
;6f thésé'alternétije prdéramme%_énd_moaeis'té;fié éystéﬁ §f
"’éociological diséouf%e;, | |

Pluralishm in Socioiog2 -f5[ L ,

" The adbption of a progfamme,6f pafédigm pféliferatian:

‘in Sociology necessarily presupposes the renunciation»of a



-

de

.f, . . . ) . . - ‘3 ) ! .' : . ’
programme «0f paradigm closure. For manyvobserversf\the most

problematic aSpect of the’programme for closure has been the

model of SClentlflC dlscourse related to it, It haS'become

'apparent to many wrlters, that the recogn;tlon of constructlon;

of a paradlgm language of observatlon in soc1olog1cal dls—

'course‘ls neither'possible'nor desirable- Thus DlXOD (1973)'

1dent1f1es the blnary language model of" sc1ent1f1c dlscourse

and dlsmlsses 1ts relevance as a sultable model for the- con—

ceptuallsatlon of‘sociological disdourse-'

7y ’Thus the idea that g%e can operate 1n sq1ent1f1c‘
terms with two levels of language - a formal -
‘ theoretlcal language and a- data- language llnked
- by rules of corrgspondence - appears 1nadequa
to meet the subtle : 1nterplay of . theo ‘and data.
The. separation of theory and data’can. only lead
to a dlstortlon of what occurs ‘in the development
of a sc1ence : L
) _ Dixon} (1973:15).
His rejectlon of thlS model for the conceptuallsatlon‘
. N _ S

of soc1ologlcal dlscourse is based on two maln con51deratrons :

The flrst is,’ that whereas 1n the phys1cal sc1ences 1t may be

: correct to say that observatlonal statements are already

hlghly 1nterpreted 1n theoretlcal terms it lsgndt”correct'tov

AN

say’thls_for the soCial sciences.“ For'the SOCial sciencessdo

‘ not possess any overall touchstone"theorles whose component
‘terms may be treated as hard data More 1mportantly, however,; d
Dlxon argues further that - the emplrlcal data langu ges of So—

,‘c1ology are not theoretlcally 1nterpreted in the same sense as

L



_stood meanirngs.. -

the data languages of the physical sciences because social
"data‘is_interpretedeithin the framework of culturally under-

i

. Social data is ‘interpreted not theoretically but
within a framework of culturally understood -
‘meanings which make nonsense.of the behaviour-
1sts clalm that an uninterpreted observatlon

: language is p0551ble :

1 have argued, then, , that the attempt to
construct a neutral data base which will oper-
" até as a foundation for theory is .in pr1nc1ple

\u»not p0051ble

Dlxor_l, (1973:13)./ -

.

. L4 A

:From this analysis,

- to co/struct a paradlgm language of ohservatlon for the dls—

.

/

Lhcoursé of 5601ology would already have had to select a para—,
dlgm language of theory. | | | |

- The problem of the relatlonshlp between the languages'
.of observatlon.and theoryﬁhas also beenthe sublect ofea.re_h
hcent_exchange between:otherlurlters of'oppoSing-yiews.”Thus

Hummellband'Opp (l968) have'argued‘thatvthe subject domain~

_/ of Soc1ology, deflned as that class of prop051tlons whlch de—_

202

concludes that any programme'

- signates collectivities 'is.reducible-withOut remainder to*the,l}

subject domaln of psychology, deflned as that class of pro-'

posxtlons that de51gnates 1nd1v1duals., HUmmell and Opp make

‘ clear that one’ of thelr central presuppos;tlons 13 the . ex1st—'

/

ence of a paradlgm observatlon language 1n“€sychology, to

' whlch observatlon statements 1ntSoc1ology may be . reduced

'
.
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’ Therefore you might say that the 'reductlonlst'
‘proposes a certain type of descriptive language,

. that ,is a language similar to that used in

" behaviouristically orlonted psychologlcal _
theories. . This proposal is combined with the
claim- that this language is'rich enough to - N
express’ those facts whlch are of 1nterest to -

. Sociologists. o
' Hummell,and OPPi~(1968:226).'

O \

In resPonse to thlS clearly (1f not 51mpllst1cally)

formulated programme of reductlonlsm for the soc1al sc1ences,
\;- . ,v' ! . ' N

(1973) has argued that the case for. reductionism

Spinner
_ A

rests upon a false premlse. that the content of the soec1al

sciences subject domalns can\be deflned by reference to : ’&‘

,paradlg anuages of observatlon or fheory For~ Splnner,-'

there 'is no. sc1ence that exhlblts a suff1c1ently precxse or

stable language of observatlon or theory to warrant the gen—'

"Herallsatlon of- that language to paradlgm status. L

'f,..there 1s ne . such thlng as a dlstlnctlve
'vocabulary or 'lanqhage of science’ which -
is characteflstlc of a certain SC1ent1f1c
dlsc1pllne or of a science as a whole.and,
in addition, sufficiently clear, autonomous,v

*»stable, and unambiguous to prov1de a prec1se,

unequlvocal demarcatlon criterion., .
, : ' Splnner, (1973 23)

‘In the }soc1al sc1ences, the poss:.b:.lltles of construct-. Lo

S : N
at the present tlme, than in the phy31cal SCLences. For, :

ing a common language of observatlon seem even more remote

>Sp1nner recognlses, the deflnltlon of the data-base of a dls-:zv

LS A

-c1p11ne such as Psychology w1ll dlffer accordlng to whlch one_'ﬂ"



- of a number of observatlon languages is selected to prOV1de

fable facts L "'ﬁl ' j tir b N

L I

the terms for thlS déflnltlon. Thus the multlple languages

of observatlon in‘the systemsfof dlscourse of the social‘

"sCiences ranglng from phenomenologlcal observatlon languages

¢
-

to. behaV1ourlst1c observatlon languages presuppose alto-"

gether dlfferent data—bases and dlfferent classes of avail-
v
- /.
'Thls relativi ty is. due to the plurallty of p0551b1e
.and -even act al psychologlcal and sociological
perspectives, theorles, and systems as well as
phllOSOpthal systems’ thered6f. ..which one among
the actual plurality of partly 1ncompat1ble
vocabularles is' the righ{/vocdbulary, entitled”
to become the proper basis of pur deflnltlon....
I am 1ncllned to assume ithout* seeing. any :
further ‘need for a‘gument at we will get sub-.
~ stantially differert results in delimiting the

. proper domain of pA‘chology dependlng on whether
fix on the vocabulaly '~ with, alas, the rather

- dlStlnCthe cluster of. ba51c terms‘— of a mental—.:*
istic or phy31callst1c, a matgrialistic, phy-'

_ siological or hermeneutlc...psychology, -or on.
‘'whether we start out from a Freudian or X
Skinnerian,conceptual .scheme for, the analy51s:f§

-“of what is regardednas the proper“domaln of psy—

. chology.. o

A

Splnner, (1973 24) S ﬂf

In reSponse to. Hummell and Opg\ therefore,,Splnner ar—

'gues that the content of the sibject domaln of the spec1al

S

of observatlon. In place of the obserVatlonal reductlonlst

.6

the content of sc1ent1f1c subject domalns 1s only deflnable

¢_.

204

. sc1ences cannot be deflned in terms of any paradlgm language_'

?fmodel~of s01ent1f1c dlscourse, therefore, Splnner argues that o
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in terms of the prevailing theories of a'dfsciplineﬂ' "Theor-
ies.of_a,very,fundamental and comprehensive kind", he‘writes,j

. ,._\ N . . : . :
~"def1ne 1mp11c1tly the proper domain of any sc1ent1f1c dlSCl—
A}

'pllne“ (1973 29) . e

Thus.Splnner'identifiesﬂthe.reductionist‘model offdis—‘
-course‘ as well as g stage theory (or accumulatlon theory) of.

the growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge ’ Thesé are, of'course;

Q

'the-elements of:the programme we'have,already'identified1as
’tthe7programme~for_paradigm closﬁret ,As]anjalternative,to.this

programme, Spinner'recommends a programme for the7grOWth'of

s01entgf1c knowledge based on the recognltlon and developmént
of theoretlcal plurallsm._ For.ln the same sense_as>
t‘~Feyerabend,;Spinner has argued that”theoreticai-pluralism-is»v»n

a’ condltlon for the effectlve cr1t1c1sm of knowledge,~and

8

that the cr1t1c1sm of theorles, rather than the reductlon of '

. theorles,'ls a neceSSary process-Underlying aﬁy future'pro-z:‘_*
gramme for the progressive“grthh of~spciological kﬁowledge,"’
- If one grants, in accordence with theoretlcal S
- pluralism,. that the most severe and effective
, cr1t1c1sm of" theorles (and of whole 801ences,
too) cons1sts in- thelr confrontatlon Wlth contra-w
dictary ‘global alternative which are qulte .
. capable in, prlnC1ple, to 1nvalldate and to- re- "
place cr1t1Crsed 1deas, what a badkward Soc1ology
- needs is.a Psychology (or any alternatlve,
‘flncludlng a new, more advanced 5001ology) Wthh

'»j?_f__ stands in its way as a stumbllng-block ‘not’

one that’ nlcely accommodates it be reductlve

1ncorporatlon. R : I

[
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/ Another wrlter who has rejected rhe relevance

'observatlonal reductlonlst model for soc1ologlcal dlscour e’

is Derek‘Phillips'(l974).’ Phillips'has\aISQ_drawn attentlon
. ST B . asse ten

B to-what'he regards-as the theoricised charactervof dataelange

' uage in the dlscourse of Soc1ology The certlflcatlon of

’any class of soc1a1 phenomena (propertles, relatlons or LJ'I

AN

of another ‘implicit theory'. For the distinctions between

events) ‘as part of the legltlmate data—base of the sclence,.

1s contlngent upon the dlfferent p esupp051tlons contalned _
. . . : I . c;s.

206

in”the various observatlon‘langu%ges, .These presupPOSitions;f

5

;argues.Phillips,"are“Herived_from.the:main thedretical;orien-

tations Ofithe‘d;scipline,tand-cannot‘be justified:inﬂtermsﬂv

T = : . L N

’

‘_of‘empirical experience. . *P-,s\

Whether or not somethlng is regarded as a ’fagt\\

(as well as whether somethlng is regarded as ‘
_ somethlng ) is dependent upon dlfferent sets-
of presuppositions. . That is, there is-no such -
.thlng as 'pure experience', no such thlng as .

. facts that ‘are recorded dlrectly 'from nature' ;§$¥'

Theoretlcal presupposrtlons are. always 1nuolved
There can be no. scientific: knowledge free of
supp051tlons, and it is therefore . 1mpos€1ble to
‘ get to the bottom in any verlflcatlon process
R . ' Phllllps, (1974 229)

Thus although most soc1ologlcal research programmes are i g

gulded by %XpllClt procedural rules, these rules are 1ncap- o

able of dec1d1ng whether partlcular phenomena, or classes of Mfd

phenomena, are 1eg1t1mately part of the content of the sub—q=

\-»,

Ject doma;n, Such 1ssues are- only—resolved by utlllslng one

> . -
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Ch o : : e
. f . . R .

- what. may be certifiable as 'faetuali,and what may not, are

{..

‘originally distinctions that are settléd within a.particiilar

'dretlcal orlentatlons in Soc1ology from each other Gross con—_'

‘lated into an_appropriate observation language. For this

~ framework of theory. ,Only’theneare_such distinctions.trans—“

a

ot

reaSOn,~concludes Phillips,ftheVprogramme_for afparadigmd :
language of observation would reverse the natural processes
of theory'conStruction'andltheory;criticiSm,v

‘The orbgramme‘for'theoretioalfpluralism,infsociologiealb‘

disCOurse'haS-also received support from'Grossd(l960,‘1961).;

A

1_1n discussing.the'relative’immunisation of‘thé seVeralrtheo—~€7

] .

‘cludes that there is 1nsuff1c1ent use of alternatlve theorles‘_

as a ba51s for crltlélsm..:"One klnd of language“5 he wrltes,Mr'lh

/ey

- e

"is! taken as the standard bearer and all others are evaluated

e

s . . B . . . l .‘

"fby it (1960 441) _ For Gross, therefore, the - 1deal programme

w

for the growth of soc1ologlcai/Khowledge 1s one that would =v

'sglnstltutlonalise the dlfferences in multrple languages of

E

.dtheory and observatlon and use these dlfferenqes as a baS1s

1_;forvthe;cr1t1c1sm]of soc1olog1cal.theory;,‘f

'In brlef does not every form. of knowledge,
every. form of criticism, rest upon, contrast . =
~ and: comparidon? - To characterise anything g
- must it not be collated.with qualities or . '
" events. that serve as opposxng standards of Co s
‘appralsal and evaluation. ' - IR :
ST : S . Gross, (1961 135)

. -,‘
@ v

Madsen (1970) has also recognlsed the relat1V1ty of observa-"f‘



- dlscourse wthh he argues, would more adequately represent

T view ©of man he will be inclined to employ . hYPO‘f

208

Lo

tion_languages in"thé sociai scienees, and their direct reL

e.

latlonshlp to. theoretlcal presupposltlons Thus he proposes A

L. ] - . .

an alternatlve to the blnary language model of SC1ent1f1c

" the actual functlonsvof the languages of scrence. -His alter—

R " ) L -,— X i ) 1
'%atlve model therefore carrles three level : the«observation

2

Flanguage, Wthh 1s ba51c from an epiStemologicaltpoint'ofi?;7

v1ew;.the hypothetical‘language; and the metalanguage Wthh

is basic from a hlst?rlcal and psychologlcal pOlnt of v1ew.'

gAlthough Madsen s conclu51ons are drawn from a‘hanaly31s of

the d1scourse of Psychology, there are also ev1dent 1mpllca—"

A\

N

tions for Soc1ology.'i_5"
4 . - . P N - y
'.The 1mportant fact 1s that psychologlsts - and
.‘all other sc1entlsts'- have certain phllOSOphl—.~
‘cal presuppOS1tlons and thgy 1nfluence their-
way -of theory cbnstructlon nd their selectlon
o of methods, data-language and field of search.
~ And only:by explicit formulation of the philo~
,‘SOphlcal Presuppositions can. they be criticised,
. - .Thus if a psychologlst has a materlallstlc phllo—‘
® . - sophy and a Darwinian v1ew he will be inclined
' _dto prefer hypothetlcal terms ‘with phy31olog1cal :
_jsurplus ‘meaning, use a- behavroural data~language,
. and perform\eXperlments ith rats or other

j\ AN

R 'anlmals._ On: the other hand, if a pSYChO]-Og-“-S‘t

- has a: duallstlc phllOSOphy and a 'humanlstré'

‘thetical terms ‘with ‘mentalistic surplus meaning. =
-~ and. perhaps use: a phenomenologlcal data—languagej‘
oin research w1th human beings .as subjects. R 3

B ‘ f” Madsen, (1970 150) o ‘fj

In conclusron therefore, 1t is- evrdent that many recent 1

commentators have supported a programme for the growth of so-'f -

/
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ﬁ_ciological RnQWledge based on theoretical pluralism. Some
' writers (Friedfichs 1970, Gouldner 1970, Lammers 1974) have
. suggested.that_an;earlier_developmentrof sociological»theory,

.'during the ninegeen—fifties‘and early nineteen—sixties, show-

‘e .a pattern of paradlgm closure around the language of

structural functlonallsm.. Whether such an appllcatlon of the _*

L)

.terms.'paradigm'-or 'theory are consonant w1th the orlglnal'

context of thelr appllcatlon by Kuhn,'ls an 1ssue that cannot?.

: SO ' S ’ :
" be settled here Mostvwrlters-at,the present time,'howeVer,

»
t

‘are'agreed upon_the'non—parad;gmaticostatus of sociological
~discourse, as is evidenced by the cOnsiderable'fragmentation
-of'theoretical‘orientations. Attempts to cla551fy the main

1identifiahle 'theorieS' .or theoretlcal schools, have ended

:ln a puzgllng varlatlon in. the number ahd type of dlfferent

‘“:theorles;v Thus Sorokln (1966) llStS four such theoretlcal
: 7

t‘schools Martlndale (1960) llStS flve, Wallace (1969) nine,.u

lTlmasheff (1968) seven Mulllns (1973) four and thzner (1975)

‘xllStS three maln schools

0«;

The 1ncrea51ng popularlty of a programme for theoretlcal e »

sa

i

-x'vplurallsm-ln.Soc1ologyrreflects'a growLng dlsenchantment " S

. ";among many soc1ologlsts, Wlth the earller programmes formu-"”'&
_h=lated by the loglcal emp1r1c1sts ‘ The fallure of soc1al

'sc1ent1sts to construct a paradlgm language of observatlon for

<

EZRN

kS

'fthe dlscourse of Soc1ology has resulted ln a crltlcal re-eval—.;f.f



,uatiohlof the.praﬁsppositions of-the programme,for paradigm-

N

~

.ClOSure;
..TheValteroative‘programme.for!paradigm prolifératidnb:

has beéﬁ‘éétapééd on thehbasls oflahtheoretiCal'reguctionlst

'mogel'ofjscientiflc discourse.':AlthOugh.this'hasibeeh‘justi-a

" fied in;terms‘ofrthe necessity forltheoretical\pluralism;ash'
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a basis for the criticism oftknoWledge,{theoretiCaléreqution—r-

'uisﬁfmogel, itself,.is.hot-freehfrom crlticlsm; The_dentral
:probleg'forvthisfmodel or'sczentlfic:discourse.re@alns‘the""'
‘probleh'of selection‘éroCeaures.‘bFor:thehbosltiOntoffers,no
ratlonal crlterla for the selectlon of one sclentlflc theory

{over another; Aga851 (1972) has also noted the loglcal dll—

_emma of the blnary language model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse -
‘The truth is that both theorles, 'we start from '
‘observation', and 'we start from theory are both o
’uncomfortable and abstract .The more phenomenolo—.
fical alternatlve ‘is. due to Michael- Polanyl. "We

. start - sc1ence not by observing and not by think-

- ing", he says, "we start science by g01ng to .
college and taklng courEES in sciende".” . -
Agass1, (1972) '

bl

It 1s in order to suggest some escape from the horns ofl"'

v

.thls dllemma that we- turn now to a flnal ana1y51s of the pro-.g7_

N

'gramme for paradlgm complementarlty B ' "ﬁ',;.'v .

"Complementarlty and the Way Ahead ;;}
‘ \

' Our 1nvest1gatlons.ﬁnto the two maln loglcal varlationsff

‘of the blnary language model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse have
o _ VIR . i :



o shown both»these.variations to be based.on;reduotionlstlc
premises: at Onevend'of'the eontinuumvwe find the ultlmacy of
,observation;hat'the'otherhend the ultlmacy of theory It'
‘has also been further.shoun that each-of. these reductlonlst
models of sc1ent1f1cvdlsCOUrse‘formsgthe basis of'a related

programme for the growth of knowledge. Thus a commltment to’

the. bellef that theoretlcal languages should be ultlmately
‘reduc1ble to a serles of observatlon statements Wthh corre-

‘sponds to’a de51gnated class of stahle object referents leads ‘
e é C
naturally to sc1ent1f1c programme dedlcated to the construct-

ion of paradlgm,languages-w1thrn.the-SQeCial sciencesl’as a
precondition for thé evéntual-unification of the languages of
science. o .
”"At‘the other,end'oftour_oontinuﬁm,ihowever,'itfhas been"

‘shown how a,commitment_toythe alternatlve;beliefsthat'obSer-F;

vVation.termsyarelonly meaningfulxuhehfdefined Within;the<con¥'

text of a particular theory, and the termsnfromddifferent" o

i

'.~s¢ientific'programmefdedicated,to1the construction ofvmulti-'

)theoriesvare'mUtually;untranslatable;fleadsﬂnaturally3to{a;

ple languages of theory and observatlon W1th1n the 5pec1al

'sc1ences, as a precondltlon for the permanént relat1v1satlon*

- of the languages of sc1ence._ﬁr"'

Thus from such an 1deal typlcal rec nstructlon of models

:of dlscourse and theorles of sc1ent1f1c dqvelopment ,lt is

S
-



gy

'inadequate to :oneeptualisé the“realwrelationshipé»between"

' science as a theoretical obiject and science as _a form of so-

S ) . ) . . ' ) ) - - . .

"possible to throw some light-on what more recent writers

v

B héVe:begun to sec as one of thehmost,important:prOblems of -

science: the:growth'of'seientific‘kﬁowledge.'

It is qulte reasonable to demand of a phllosophy .
or theory of science whlch clalms to. provide
“research programmes that it: “should be able to
give us some .relevant information about -the
most important problem of science: the problem

of the growth of scientific knowledge ’
Splnner, (1973 44)

e

3

The results of the foregoing investigationfhéve'showni

'fthet both.the réduCtionietgmodels of-discoutse‘which»fall at™

[ - V . ) C’.. - .. . . e )
opposite encs of the observational-theoretical continuum are ”

14

1

~¢ial practlce;‘ Fbr thiS’reason,qtherefofe, hoth”these pfoé
- grammeslmustfbejreQArded‘ae unsatisfactory for they neitherv':

) pfesent_a feasonable‘theory-of‘seieﬂtific changeland‘develOp-”

i

ment nor do they prov1de any guadellnes for the practlcal :

. y o | -
aims of scientificlreSeaTCh. If these om1s51ons are regardedp
as serious ones in the natural~seiences, how~much more So

must .they be in theksociel sCiehces,.where.controversy oVer‘
these fundamental.questlons 1s.sharper;;and_where‘the'need
: : - SR

i

'l'for clarlflcatlon 1s much greatef

The programme for the growth of knowledg@ prev1ously

1ntroduced as the programme'@%r paradlgm conplementarlty,

'?..offersAsomedposSibllities of escape'f:om a-mbdel of_contendihg o



A‘fofms of reductidﬂism.» .
It will‘bquécalled thatfiﬂjfﬁeir theériés-of.;ciehéé,
.Habefmasfénthpel identifiedﬁtﬁfee formsvQfn$ciéﬁtifiC kn9w—
lledge, the flrst two of whlch emp%riéél~analytic'kﬁowledgé‘
and hlstorlcal—hermeneutic knowledgé,‘COrreéprd mpfe"orviéssx-
/g £6.thé two\main.vafiétioﬁs{oﬁ éu?_biﬁary languégé modél of -
scientific discoﬁrsé,.'Thé-£hipd;fqrﬁ of.knpwlédge §roposéd

-~ . B T o u f'  R
is.thap_qf;crifiqalfemancipatory §qience whish is bgsgd.gPop.
a diéle¢tic§1:£odel Qf'Séiéhﬁif?GIdiscoﬁrse. ;Th?QAtt?ibugé'of.

T

o o

such a model of discourse, explains-Apél, is that it~présents

a method for.mediatiné‘bétweep alternatiye~aims.of knowledge:,

explanation and understanding. -

In order to clarify the status of thé;critiqalfemanci- -'
ﬁatory form offsciencé;.Apel (as,jofvcourse,does'HabefmaS),i

presents the case of psychoanalysis as an example. | T
/ S i R R - o - L
~ . Now, I myself have come to the conclusion that =" L
. psychoanalysis is neither -a natural science nor
- a purely hermeneutical science. Rather it -in-
‘corporates a peculiar methodological model which ~
constitutes the very heart of a branch of human— '
istic social sdience: whlch I would call crltlcal—y
jemanc1pato:y soc1al sc1ence. "The - p01nt of the- '
model is,- in my opinion, the dialectical medlatlon
S of communicative understanding -. espec1ally human
B . self- understandlng - by the: qua81—naturallst1c
’ ;objectlf1cathn and explanatlon of human behan;us
-and human hlstory.

Apel, (1972 33)

Ny The case of psychoéhalysis'islinstructive~as énQexampie;

oﬁ'the_dialectiéal reia#iohship.petween_the_ﬁodglé of dié4r g

’

[EN



For one stage of .the pSychoanalyticsprocess'makes
. N .
'ia'semi~reductionist model of,discourSe‘(what Apel

A3

qua51 naturallstlc objectlflcatlon), through Wthh the

She o @ . /
~¥._ TN

”pé&sonal ‘reports-of the patlent are certlfled as relevant

(J

-

.-+ At. thls stage therefore, the
persoh%#hreports of the patlent supply the’ observatlonal ev1—‘
dence*%or hls pathologlcal Condltlon -‘In th15»51tuatlon.the-
patlent %sfboth seen to.be and treated as, an\independent h
object of ohservatlon; and onceveﬁpressed hlS persona&hre-
ports retaln only'that meanlng prOV1ded'by the theoretlcal

E frameworkvof the analyst. | In.Apel“s words, the-analyst ob-
jectlfles the content of the patleﬁt sicommunlcatlon "by re-

'_pre551ng them 1nto a- relfled pseudo language of neurotlc sympé

5 . S e

_toms" ..
At‘the sahe time; hoWever the analyst must also seek to
‘lnterpret.ahd anderstand the personal reportslof the patlent

nln the patleht S own terﬁs of reference % Thus the analyst
‘;parth1pateS in two sets of language gameS° the flrst related_
- to the dlscourse of a speclal SC1ence, the second‘sélgped to
the ordlhary language dlscogrse of the patlent It is by |
ldlalectlcally medlatlng these two systems of dlscourse sug-
gests.Apel that the analyst succeeds 1n transferrlng hlS role

as commentator ana 1nterpreter to that of the patlent ' The

apatlent vau1reS the perspectlve to - retrospectlvely relnter—




pret ‘the meaning of his own past personallxéports'and to o ow

practically'reorganise his own hasiS-for self—understanding.

215

..The proper aim of. psychoanalys1s as. a method - N -

this /is. the crucial-point in my opinion - does - {
not lie in the nomonological deduction of B o
predlctlons which could be tested by 8bsérvat10n,

but in their restitution of communication between -
the analyst and analysand on a higher level. o
Thus the object of analysis should himself cons

firm: theﬂhypothe51s of the analyst and even o
supplement ‘them by hlS self-understanding.

' : Apel (1972: 34)

.What one may Stlll ask is" the relatlonshlp of the

| _ _ - _
'»above exp051tlon to general theorles of sc1ent1f1c,develop—

fv.ment models of sc1ent1f1c dlsgourse, Or programmes for the l

future growth of sc1ent1f1c knowledge’ We can; perhaps drawl
a general conclu51on from Apel's example and show its rele-;
‘“yanCe tothe class'of issues thatbhave concerned'us;- |

The case'of'psychoanalysis shOWS cleaflyihow“an object—
ma? be accurately descrlbaple by psychoanalytlc protocol -
_statements can also (1) 1nteract w1th the 1nvestlgat1ve sy-
1stem of dlscourse,:and (il) transtorm 1tself 1nto somethlhé.-
_~else | The 51gn1f1cance of thls case: lleslln the fact that |
the sfstem ot relatlohshlps whlch ptovlded thejev1dence for

. neurotlc personal_reports is Capable of“change; ThuSrthe ob—

vservatlon predlcates that at flrst de31gnate a class of neurl—'

’

>lfled domaln of observatlon (such as neurotlc behav1our) whlch

t1c symptoms w1ll become progre551ve1y meanlngless*as the ob-s f{:i“

. Ject referents themselves are’ de-relfled untll they are no.

‘a
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/ .
.longer'oertifiable_asbfaets or as évidence;

' The:cohtradictioh betweenithe ‘correspondenoe"ahd;
contexthalt.theorles of meanlng in the blnary.language model
of SC1eht1f1c dlscourse is. thus a product. of ‘a hon- dlalectlcal
form of-conceptuallsatlon . For Apelfandgﬁabermas (ahd‘ewen‘ld
Mannheim){ an observationalereductioﬂist modei ofsdisCOurse _‘i

-may.co ex1st w1th1n a progresslve csntextlal relatlwlsatlon
of all models of dlSCourse - |

Thebrelfloatlon“of observatlonal terms whlch occurs ﬁn
an observatlonal reductlonlst model of s001ologlcal dlscourse o Yo
:1s thus in practlce the relflcatlon of ac@ual soc1al.rela~
'_tlonshlps.A Lukacs (1971) has descrlbed the: relatlonshlps;

between the relflcatlon of soc1al llfe and the objectlflca--’

tion of the social sc1ences. The progre851ve transformatlon

r._of %he eondltrohs that relfy soc1al relatlonshlos must also
Vresdlt in the progresS1ve trahsformatlon of thoselsystems.of
soc1olog1cal dlscourse, that have as thelr object thebdescrlpe:
wtlon of these condltlons It is clear, therefore that any
-adequate model of selentlflo dlscoﬁrse,.or anykrelated pro—.*“
‘gramme for the growth of knowledge should representﬂthe |
,changlng and d;alectlcal relatlon of.selence as a. theoretroal
'object to that of sc1ence as a form of soolal practlce |
| Alternatlve conceptualrsatlons to the brnary 1anguage

'fﬁmodel are as yet only 1ncompletely suggested in the crltlcal

b




_llterature related to these 1ssues ) Thus (as already men-
_ . _ _ ,%ﬁ%
tloned) Madsen (1970) has proposed a trlnary language model

of dlscourse : Be51des the orlganal two levels of observatlon

and theory, Madsen also suggests the recognltlon of a meta-

Fad

langua ¢ level of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse Wthh functlons ‘as an

argumkntatlve structure' fOr the total model It is at thls"‘

.level that theoselectlon of theory and observatlon languages Y

is made on . the ba51s of meta-theoretlcal and metaselentific'
. . . : . . n ./.'
: criteria._‘

ln another'proposal for a multl—level hodel of‘sc1ent1—
‘flc dlscourse Laffer}y (1970) has argued that the subgect
‘domaln of the soc1al sc1ences nece551tates the constructlon
' Aof a model of-dlSCourse wthh can generate languages'for‘a;

"serles of dlfferent eplstemologlcal programmes. PR
“How are we to know descrlbe ‘or conceptuallze S
multi- level soc1a reallty? What llngUlSth .-
framework ‘shall w, “use to express the intra- -
level and trans— evel ontologlcal aspects° By
what -‘method w1ll WE‘grasp the dlfferentAdomalns
.+ of 'lawfulness" These are the basic lssues
-,whlch describe the eplstemologlcal tasks’ asso- .
ciated with the flux and permanence: of the'so- = .
cial world. I believe that the answers to these
questlons will be dec1ded in relatlon t) - the
"+ ontological’ .commitment to the various a pects s
+-of the multi- level- .complex. - Dependlng on the
~ research- guldlng 1nterest thlS commltment will
 stress either the" genetlcal; or the trans- level
zlnteractlve, or the, 1ntra—level statlc domains. B
Each realm will be assoeiated with its own ex=- .’
planatory mode; the epigenetigc, the - causal- Co A
_conjunctive and the correlative.. All three modes L
have thelr SpelelC operatlonal and,theoretlcal ‘ -
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characterlstlcs~ ‘their SpelelC methodologlcal

“and conceptual languages
- Lafferty, (1970).

He.suggests that such a mult1 level model of dlseourse
should be capable of sw1tch1ng from ob]ectlvelmeasurement P
'1anguages ‘to Aprobleh.orlented contextual languages" ."The'
ldea of - multl levei data. structures""he concludes; "prQVidee h
vethe’Syntax;of_such'a;language“.vj: r_-,_h‘ ; h "jf?;. |
| | A 51mllar tentatlve hodei fer eoc1olog1cal dlseourse
,‘has also been outllned by Lemert (1973) Lehert'hroeres:that_

' a, relat1v1st1c.parad1gm-jbe-cons tcted te.inCIude the

-

-

‘mult1p1e4or1entatlons ‘of theere 1cal Soc1olegy, related to'ﬁ
each other on the baels of complementarlty, 1ndeterm1nacy;b‘i~r
hiand_relatlv1tyr rhrough the 1ntegrat10n of the multlple lang-
‘~aa§es of theory and observatlon 1nto a: 51ngle paradlgm,‘Lemert
.'suggeste that 1t is then pe351ble to,formulate a’ unlfled pro—
gramme for the future growth of soc1ologlcai knewledge._z‘

The analy51s T have presented of the relat1v1st1c T
.“paradlgm requires us. to pause before uncritically ... .
:acceptlng theoretlcal pluralism as a necess1ty. R
“We ‘have seen’ that the relativistic paradigm, whlch

* has developed in exactly the same ‘ethos and time.
.- period-as has sociological theory, makes qulte a :

, ,.dlfferent response to the plurallsm of modern- ‘
hgculture ‘Relativism has. incorporated, modern plura~~
lism within itself. The result has. been-a: remark»
ably con51stent 1ntegrated paradlgm whlch has’ f"
.-forged a single’ coherent perspectlve with a- broad

‘applicability to. a number of methodologically -
diverse. dlSClpllneS._ Socrologlcal theory,_on the -
other hand, is respons1ble to a.comparatively &
‘smaller range of methodologlcal and toplcal con-, '




?

siderations, yet has been unable to- take the
plurality of modern life- Ainto fts thought

E ]structures. Simply stated: Both Soc1ology and 4
the relat1v1st1c paradlgm have arisen -in' a. plural
ethos. 8001ology appears to have fragmented as
a- result Relativism has transcended the:

' plurallsm and escaped fragmentatlon

' « - Lemert, (1973 28)

’ Further dlscu551on of alternatlve models of dlscourse
: ’

to the cla551cal blnary language model has also ‘séen a pro--

aposal by Maruyama (unpubllshed) to formulate a programme forf’ ~

‘*,the growth of knowledge based on the method of Earadlqmato—

A

logy. Paradlgmatology ns the study of alternatlve systems of:

“j'COmmunlcatlon throu the elucldatlon ?f the paradlgmatlc

¢

.structures of reasonlng and models oﬁ dlscourse. Maruyama

" has suggested that such a method could be used to 1nvestlgate::f

L

| alternatlve cultural systems of cOmmunlcatlon, as well as"”;”'"

RN

_ SClentlflC systems or other 1dent1f1able systems. O

These then have been ‘some of the tentatlve outllnes for".

the. conceptuallsatlon of soc1ologlcal dlscourse whlch have .

[N

i_attempted to av01d the 1mp11c1t problems of reductlonlsm re-n N

L

'7'ta1ned in a blnary language model For an adequate model of,_fs.

';sc1ent1f1c dlscourse has, on: the one hand to av01d the re1~lj”

f1cat1on of observatlon statements, whlle on the other hand

(

: Hav01d1ng thelr total relat1v1sat10n.y Such a model 1t has

)

_»been suggested must account for the relat onshlp between the

7_status of sc1ence as a theoretlcal object and 1ts status asf;k

e .
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a form jcial'practice. When thas perspectlve 1s adopted

-

3it is scfn that the relatlonshlp between screntlflc theory

and observatlon 1s a fundamentally dlalectlcal one. - For this"

'reason, reductlonlst models are 1ncapable of conceptuallslng

220

'thrs relatlonshlp and should be rejected in faVOur of ‘a dla- v

' »lectlcal model

i

As an unoff1c1al postscrlpt to thlS the51s 1t must pe

¥

acknowledged*that the dec181on to conflne the foregorng 1n—n

'tvestlgatlon to ‘the problematlc of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse 1m—‘

Ttendlng forms of redqptlonlsm 1n the languages of sc1ence 1s

3
3

tuate the problem as lt has been formulated untll now and to

-fpostpone 1ndef1n1tely any more practlcal clarlflcatlon of

fiposes crltlcal llmltatlons on the flnal outcome Such ‘a, de*‘h

‘bc151on presupposes that the resolutlon of the problem of con—‘{'

':locatable W1th1n an alternatlve model of sc1ent1f1c dlscourse.:f\

:yHowever to adopt such a concIu51on would be to further perpe— ﬁbn*'“

/For any useful understandlng of the growth of 301ent1f1c

q

. : B o /
.portantly requlred 1s an hlStOrlC1sed polltlcal economy of

:thlngs), so that sc1ent1f1c dlscourse, as a ratlonally ideo-*f_:hdjli

ﬁﬂvthose socretles that have produced sc1ence (among other

"knowledge clearly cannot be llmlted by an eXclusive preoccu— dhﬂ”"

[V

;fpatlon wrth models of sc;entlflc dlscourse. What is more 1m~.~- L

"~”loglsed bellef sYstem, and the SClentlflC practlce that corre—‘:ﬂ7



e

sponds'to.it; may,be seen as’inseparahle diménsions”of-an '
. I L s S
:historically specific form of_hunan activity;f‘

For-thls reason, therefore, the stated problenatlc of :
thls the51s 'and the typoiogresconstructed for lts elucida;n
. tionﬁvbreakddonn‘infthe,facé:of:historicai reality.:fTherea”_
',canzbeAno~resoiution_of'the:brohiemfof reductionrsm in S?ienf;‘
titicfdiscourseaunre3§vitiis a'éracticaiisolution,ua’solution:
',vfoundhinctherhistorrcal.actitity‘oftscientistsy and:upon
whichlthese:abstract_nodels‘ofhdiscourse andfnrogrannes ny
’uknowledgesare necessariiQ:based‘ o B
afh ThlS conc1u51on 1s hardly a novei onef“ It goes béék;atvt'

:'»:least to . 1845 when Marx flrst publlshed hlS Theses on-.f"
/ .

_Feuerbach For 1n hlS cr1t1c1sm of eplstemology Marx sorted

1 N - -":

‘.,»out hlS dlfferences with both the phllosophlcal tradltlons; o

L of 1dea11sm and tradltlonal materlallsm.A Hls cr1t1C1sm of

. j.'
A

these phllosophles contalns much that 1s relevant to our pre-*

'{‘sent 1nvest1g+t10n, for both these tra 1tlons have modern :
. . B .4 (A - o

= ”1@gacAeS in the phllosophy of sc1enc' Hls pronouncement on.

the hlstorlcal status offeplstemologlcal probhems (such as we

.

~;,;have undertaken to 1nvestlgate) should stand as the real con- o
. ' - N . e . Tl /. .
clusron of thlS work.i' .

'»U»The questlon whether objectlve truth is" anfi'ﬁ ,
. lattribute of human thought is not a theoretlcal
" but a/practlcal question:: - Man: must prove the.

truth;-i.e. the reality and power, the "this- . -
51dednessw of h1s thlnklng in practlce. The



e . A
'dlspute over the reallty or non- reality é¥

- thlnklng that is isolated from practlce is a
purely scholastlc questlon
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