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ABSTRACT

Some Symbolic Manifestations of
Power in Industrial Organisations

David Golding

This thesis derives from experience of being a manager in several
industrial organisations, and especially from a period spent working
with a.brief to intervene in an action research framework. ' The
organisational experience, characterised by an increasing dissent
generated in successive locations, thus prompted an investigation of
the way of life of being a manager. The thesis in investigating this
way of life, critically examines theories of power in organisations,
with a view to establishing a coherent thearetical framework for

. conceptualising the dissension generated. ILimitations of theories of
power-in the literature in fact mobilises an examination of more:
‘submerged aspects,as constituted in the symbol-rich nature of everyday
organisational life, and an argument that -such factors can be
conceived as manifestations of power. In focusing upon such submerged
aspects however, a more fundamental concern with the nature of
"knowledge - as the very means of expanding upon experience - is
identified, and an examination of some of the problems of knowledge
in carrying out social analysis, is undertaken in preparation for the
" investigation into the symbolic manifestations of power.

The examination of the problem of knowledge is approached through a
review of some of the more prevalent formulations of what is to
constitute sociology, and the epistemological and methodological
implications of such formulations. ‘A perspective is developed which
subscribes to an emergent and reflexive epistemology and methodology,
and a critical stance is adopted towards any purely empirical
conception of knowledge. The criteria for knowledge is thus posited
as a problematic to be investigated within a particular social
enquiry. DProblems of validity and relativism are thereby conceived:
as problems inherent in formulations and expansions of experience -
as the essence of social being - and not specifically problems faced

: lﬁby scientific methed.

The symbolic manifestations of power are approached by an examination
of the derivation-of the apparent assumptions of managers in relation’
to the symbolic world in which they operate, and which they construct.
The thesis thus illuminates some of the neglected aspects of power

in organisations and augments the predominance of work which has
investigated the more observable aspects af the type,v'A has power
over B ifeeesss! :

The thesis concéntrates upon the idea of a 'capturing! of meaning
contained in ambiguity, as distinct from its more usual destruction
by 'refining-out'.



PREFACE

This thesis constitutes an account of the struggle to understand

an apparent discrepancy between theories of power in organisations, -
as propounded in the literature, and my organisational expefience.
The nature of the discrepancy has been a long term‘interest/concern,
but was conceptualised more formally in the most recent employment
experiencé. This latest employment as a manager with a somewhat
confusing brief to intervene in an action research framework, in
fact epitomised my concern about the discrepanéy, and the major
part of the materials used in the thesis come from this périod of
employment. The thesis does however, draw onn previous
organisational experience, and also uses data collected from other
orgénisations dﬁring the construction of‘the thesis, and therefore
there are many people to thénk for the contributions and help they

have given. Some of these can be named - and some cannot!

Most of those who can be named are in the academic world, and I

would particularly like to thank my two research supervisors, l

* D.Gowler, Professorial Fellow in the MRC Social and Applied

.Psychology Unit at the Universiﬁy of Sheffield, and Dr.H.S.Gill,
Reader in Management Studies at Sheffield-City'Polytgchnié. Iiam

also grateful for all the helpful comments, advice and criticis@s
given by various members of staff and students at Sheffield City
Polytechnic, and in particular, R.Grafton-Small, D.Jones, M.J.lcAuley,

Dr.M.d.Pedlar, Dr.J,.S.Smith, and Dr.D.R.Tranfield. In addition I

would like to thank W.B.Spiers, and T.Webster for helpful reaaings

and criticisms which spanned the organisational/academic chasm.
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Those Qho must remain anonymous because éf their continuing

- employment in the organisations concerned, again I thank for the
help given (whether they knew they were helping or‘not!) during my
organisational periods, and also subsequently for reading and
commenting on various drafts of ideaé from which this fhesis has
been constructed. The process resulting from such continuing

contact undoubtediy forms part of the emergingAmethodplogy, glthough
I bear full responsibility for any shortcominés, no-one being

associated with anything which they would not wish to acknowledge.

Thanks are due to my wife Anne who typedvmost of the manuscript;

and also supportéd me in various additional ways! Acknowledgemeﬁt

is also made to the SSRC for the studentship which made this work _
possible, although it has to be said that the disturbing termination.
of my stﬁdentship (subsequently reinstated after equally disturbing
prdtestations and deputations) in the 'panic cuts era'! of 1979,
undoubtedly led to the premature foreclosing of some lines of

enquiry.

Parts of this thesis have‘already been published, and acknowledgement
. is méde to the editors and proprieters of the following: | -
MCB Books. (Por part of Chapter Four). o
Personnel Review. (For part éf Chapter Five). B

The Sociological Review. (For part of Chapter Six).
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION-
THE ORIGINS AND BASIS OF THE THESIS

Undertaking Social Analysis

'For all their fierce egalitarianism, there is

. thus a significant element of stratification in
Nuer society. This is largely based on the
ascribed status of the dominant clans (dil),
whose members the Nuer honour in their pastoral
idiom with the title 'bull' (tut). "Wherever
there is a dil in a village, the village
clusters around him as a herd of cattle clusters

. around its bull.," However status is not
exclusively a hereditary endowment: it can
also be achieved by outstanding mastery of all
those virile pursuits which the warrior Nuer
hold in high esteem.'1

There are many often apparently insurmountable problems facing the
prospective social anaiyst, and some of the more important of these
can be highlighted by even a cursory exemination of the above
passage. The extract is from I.M. ILewis', 'Social Anthropology in
Perspectivef, and concerns some aspects of stratifiéation in Nuer
society. The original study of the Nuer upon which Lewis draws,'

was carried out by Evans-Pritchard.2

Oné>kind‘of question raised by the passage concerns the nature of

the relationship between egalitarianism and stratification, but in
fact this immediately raises another kind of question concerning what
appears to be the Nﬁer's perception and presentation of themselves as
egalitarian (suggested by 'e...their fierce egalitarianismyeeeo!)

and the analyst's perception of stratification .in the structuré of



their social relationships. This is underlain by a whole series of
questions such as -~ Are egalitarianism and stratification both
socially ascriptéd‘concepts? - Are they thus socially ascripted
soiely by the analyst, .or is egalitarian the way that the Nuer seé
themselves and stratified_the way that the analyst sees them? What
is the relationship between the phenomenon and the analytical concepts?
- How do tﬁe concepts represent the situations? - And what is the
“relationship between the analysis and social ascription, and the way
in which.fhe Nuer see things? ihus in tﬁrn further kinds of
guestions are raised - qu do we know that the analysis represents
an ‘accurate ﬁicture‘? - And how do we define 'accuracy'? - How do-
we come to accept the analysis as an accounf of the way of life of
—fhe Nuer? - And indeed how do we come to accept Iewis! account of
Evans-Pritchard's‘account? - And is it necesséry to make a distinction
between them? -~ And what kind of distinction? -

, .
These questions seem to operate at,different levels. There are on
the one hand, questions cpncerning the way in which fhe.Nue; manage
‘the relationship between inheritance and achievementvof.dominant '
clans status, and on the other haﬁd there are éuesfions concefning
the way in which the readers of -the analysis come to know that

- relationship.

-

Thié thesis will be'particularly concerned with the way in which the
second type of queétion; influences the fprmﬁiation of the first kind
of question, and with the more general but fundamental issues (such
as‘the nature of science, objectivity, truth, etc) underlying the

second kind of question. The thesis will thus be concerned with



carrying out social analysis whilst illuminating some of the
presentiﬁg problems facing any such analysis, My interest in these
kinds of questions undoubtedly stems from my personal development
(ana the circumstances which led to an engineer attempting social
analysis of this nature) and it will be useful to locate the thesis

in my previous experience at the outset.

My engineering experience gave rise to a concern about the tfaditional
separation between discovery and utilisation. The idea that
scientists were more concerned witﬁ the actual discovery whilst
engineers were copéerned with applying_what had been discoveréd,
seemed to me fo be built upqn'a questionable éonstruction of..
’sbecialisation and the division of laboﬁr, which did not conceptually
follow. This is amply démongtrated in the notion of invention,.which
‘contains the seeds of bbthldi;covery aﬁd application, but is
conceptually sterile if either is removed. The confusion that this
causes to the concept of scientist-and engineer is parémount, but
generally resolved for practical purposes by the inventions of
engineers being défiﬁed as of inferior status to the inventions of
scientists, in accordance with the‘higher esteem in which scientists
exciting - and demanding.) The invention of the hovercraft i§ a

good exgmple of the irrelevénce of delineations between discbvery
(of‘the sciehtific principle and basis of hovering) and utilisation
(travel) since until the two are put together we demonstrably do not

have a hovercraft.

The differing status afforded to engineers and scientists



(notwithétanding that both might.complain about their status in

| relation to other professions) seemed therefore to.be built upon a
conceptually unsustainable échism. Furthermore, the whole questiqn
. of discévering what is possible, is so inexorably bound up not only
with what is practicable (eg practical problems of scéle - whether

economic or technological - such as magneto-hydrodynamic power

generation 3) but with what is desirable (eg nuclear power generation?).

The separation of discovery from‘utilisation, thus seemed to me to be
not only conceptually unsound, but also morally questionable: Indeed

moral problems abound such a separation.

This concern led to an interest in the means by which such a échism
'cbuld bé sustained against apparently obvious contradictory evidence.
Such an interest took me into a study of the social World, albeit
spasmodic.énd theoretically ugformulated, but it soon became apparent
that any attempt to make a similar differentiation between discovery
and utilisation of knowledge about social phenomena was even more

) o ~

- fraught with difficulty. I foundered at this stage'on how it was

possible to know anything about the social world.

-.The grounding of- these thoughts and tentative formulations in everyday
life can be illustrated by the way in which I tried to account for
some rather strange evenis related to me by a neighbour.

i

Mrs., Pendlebury's Spiders

The Pendleburys' were a retired couplé who had recently moved into the
area (the Yorkshire Coast) from the industrial north east. They had

moved as part of a retire-by-the-sea strategy at the time of Mr.

\



‘Pendlebury's retirement. Sometime after their arrival we had a
garden fénce convers;tion in which Mr; Pendiebury was relating his
wartime.experiences in Afriéa - ah '21l flies, shit and sand!
experience -~ when Mrs. Péndlebury appeared at the garden fence ana
entered the conversation. She related how when living in the north
east some years ago she had discovered an enormous tarantula in her
kitchep; She described how she ran.out of the house and called fof a
neighboyr,who came, and after the initial shockvmanaged to kill the
horrendoué beast. She accounted for the presence of such a non- -
indigenous species by the fact that she had just bought a largeAbunch

of bananas from the travelling shop.

The telling of this story S0 élarmed‘my wife who had appéared during
 the relating of the stoiy, that.we ate no bananas for several weeks.
~ In fact it was only months later that we began to re-establish saome

'kipﬁ of trusting relationship with our own.travglling greengrocer.

This re-integration was speeded up.by the occurrence of another

sighting.

My wife whb had become s0mewhat preoccupied with destroying the
‘vnations'population of spiders, had killed an extra large garden
spider and was relating this to the Pendleburys in a further gardeﬁ
fence conversation, when Mrs., Pendlebury interrupted with an aECOunt
of a.tarantula found the previous evening on the curtains in her
‘living roam - again accounted for by the incidence of bananas. I
visibly'witnessed the diminution of my wife's feér of finding such

a bird eating monostrosity, as two shades of colour retﬁrned to0 her -
cheeks. At last life on the Yorkshire Coast was returning to

normality, for even my wife's fear was not such that it could support



the. nature of such coincidences, or a tropical invasion of such

proportions.

So what of Mrs. Pendiebury's accounts? It did at least provide fuel
for my explorations of the questions about knowledge etc and I began
to examine the nature of the kind of question which might be posed
to Mrs. Pendlebury to which she might answer - 'Yes I once had a
tarantula in my house.f What kind of data is then Mrs. Pendlebury's

account? - What can it tell us?

It would not be‘difficult tb envisage a scientific investigation into
the incidence of tarantulas imported with bananas. Clearly Mrs.
' Pénd1ebury would respond positively there, and assuming that she
‘indicated only one 6ccurrence this raises the question of the effect
of such data on the investigation. With the additional kmowledge that
Mrs. Pendlebury is inclined to 'see! spiders - clearly not very
reliable. Yet the investigators would not have that kndwledge socce

and so what kind of results?ececcee

Alternatively a psychoanélytic investigatibn might find Mrs.
"Pendlebury's multiple accounts very useful, but to get that knowledge
(of multiple incidences) some greater degree of contact with Mrs.
pendlébury would be reéuired - in analysis? Again an inveétigation
into the responses people make to locate themselves in %heir social
milieu might find Mrs. Péndlebury's accounts rev§aling (ie. in the way
individuals construct their sense of self in relation to the social
ﬁorld in which they exist, and the reflexive nature of this

structuring. )



Such posfuring is however to put the cart before the hbrse, and in any
rgal investigétion the incidences of Mrs. Pendlgbur&s is the problem
to face. How is it possible to investigate the social wqud given

- the propehsity for respondents to give an account which may be so
ephemeral? Sampling is not a sufficient answer, since investigations
about the sociai world are seldom concerned with such.specific and
unusual subjects as the incidence of tarantulas. In sccial
~investigation 1t is much more likély'that everyone is his own Mrsf

Pendlebury. ' . ,

Befbre developing this aspect further it will be useful to identify a
particular concern about certain facets of the social world which
troubled me and within which a'aiscussion 6f the criteria for knowledge

can be located, to avoid unnecessary abstraction.

i

This cbncern again sfems from past experience, particularly
- organisational experieﬁce, and to illustrate the grounding of this,
an event occurring in the Company with which I was ﬁost laf%erly |
employed, Wenslow Ménufactﬁring Co;, will be introducea. In this
Company I was.employed in an action-research role,4 but seemed to be
~more or less paralysed from éctually doing anything. A central
concern therefore was to illuminate this paralysis.

Jack Pisher's Tie

Jack Fisher, the Administration Manager in tﬁis Organisation, related
to me how every evening when leaving his office he wdﬁld lock the top.
left-hand drawer (the confidential drawer) in his desk, but before
doing so would carefully place a perfectly flat file on the top of

.the othervcontents in the drawer., He would then lay a pencil 1aterally



oﬁ.top of the file about eight inches back into the drawer, and

very carefully close the drawer so as not to disturb the pencil.

When questioned why he did thié, he replied that it was his detection
syétem, since anyone opening the drawer would cause the pencil to

roll off the file backwards, and by opening his drawer slowly every
morning, he could then determine whether. or not anyone had been

in the drawer during the night. When asked why he should want to

"do this he replied, 'How long have you worked hereeesee?!

Asked if the pencil was often found at the back of the drawer he
nodded his head and said that now he'd learnt to use the system by
purposely leaving in the‘drawer items which he wished to communicate.
'ﬁér instance he'd récently produced some figufes that indicated that
his Deparfmenf was doing pretty well in financial terms, and he'd
realised that the best way to communicate this facﬁ was to leave the
figures. in the drawer. That gave 'them' the message that he was on
the ball - that he was efficient and conscious of the need to
institutionalise control procédures. eese 'Without sﬁouting about-

iteces 'You have to be a psychologist'! .e... 'let them know that

you regard control systems as routine'! ..... 'not worthy of bringing

.~ - their attention to the fact that you're doing it! !

This apparent combination of paranoia (in the adoption of 007

methods in what is supposéd to be a rational.exchange based arena) .
with working -the-system (to communicate to 'them') seemed to highlight
the éssentially idiosyncratic and symbolic nature of the sociél world.
Indeed the importance of this symbolic nature was further underlined
in a subsequent conversation with Jack Fisher, Several days after the

abéve'conversation_l met him on the corridor leading to the Managing



Director's ofﬁice. He stopped for a few moments to téll me that he
was on his way to see the M.D. I enquired why, and he said to report
upon the difficulties he was having withrecruiting staff for his
Department. I asked what reasons he would give for the

difficulties and he said, 'oh . pay, I suppose.' I asked why he
didn't just tell the Managing Director that the Company's bad
reputation as an employer was a large factor. He laughe& and said
'you must_be joking' .eee 'you don't give explanations to him' eeee

'in fact you don't go in there to talk -~ you go to listen.'

He then drew my attention to his tie and séid, 'This is how I talk
to him.' The tie had a rather attractive motif on it somewhat
““reminiscent of an Association such as a professional body or
Institution. He alloved me to puzzle for a moment and then turned

his tie round.at right angles.  The motif was transformed into a

stylish 0ld English scroll which read clearly, 'Piss OFf{ !

The concern about the possibility of knowledge (given the 'sméngeness'
of Mrs. Peﬁﬁlebury's accounts) was thus increased byia practical

- necessity for knowledge about the‘éooial world stemming from the

. accamt given by Jack Fisher. Tﬁigjnecessity stemmed for me, not so
much from the strangéness of Jack Fisher's account, in fact the account
seemed 'normal' accdrding tohmy experience of what was required to
survive as a manager at Wenslow Manufacturing Co.y but from the
discontinuity of that experience and available theoriesAconcerning

the essence of competent . membership of such organisations. In

fact I turned to the literature on power in organisations as a means

of formulating my experience, mainly because this seemed to link



Jack PFisher's world to my own problems of paralysis in trying to
carry out my action research brief, but the theories propounded
did not seem to fit with my experience, generating instead a feeling

that perhaps after all, I was the real Mrs. Pendlebury.

This then forms the starting point of this thesis. These are some

of the factors which led to me investigating the 'way of life' of
managers in organisations such as Wenslow Manufacturing Co., as a
means ofiformulating my experience about concerns such as exemplified
by the Jack Fisher story, and to arguing that sﬁch incidents can be
regarded aé maﬁifestations of povwer in‘orgaﬁisations. The more under-
lying concern Qith knowledge, particularly in view of the indentifi-
éétion of the importance of thevidiosyncratic; symbolic world
indicated by the Jack Fisher story suggestéd that the investigation
would ha%e to be undertaken i; a manner which treated epistemology

. and methodology as problematic. o -

Aims of this Social Analysis

.The issues raised in the two stories of Mrsf Pendlebury and Jack
Fisher seemed then to cé;%ure the essence of some of the problems
facing social analysi;, on the 6£émhand developing undérstanding.
of social life by conceptualising and formulating the ways of life
(Jack Fisheyr) whilst on the bther band explicating the criteria for

what is to count as valid in representing that social life

(Mrs. Pendlebury).

" This seemed to equate to the central issues raised in the discussion

~ about the life of the Nuer at the beginning of the chapter and suggested

10



that‘thé.way to proceed should consist of doing social analysis whilst
concurrently explicating the criteria for knowledge. Gellner has

in fact expressed this succinctly.

essees 'Both the main streams - on the one hand
the codification of the process of knowledge,
and the attempt to formulate the criteria of
knowledge; on the other hand the sustained
investigation of our human social situation

—~ are highly meritorious. The way forward
seems to me to consist of a kind of confluence
of thema; a more sophisticated level.'5

This is not to say that every postulation, every sentence, should

bé examined minutely (held up to the light!) against some specific
"cfiteria, but rather that the thesis itself constitutes the process

of emerging, and represents the investigation of the criteria in its

esSsencee.

If thét repreéents a wéy té pfoceed, it does still leave something
of the question of why proceed - why do éﬁcial analysis?‘ The
thesis will thus also be concerned with this probleﬁ in that -the
explication will examine the naturé of various conceptualisatiohs
.. of the human condition as consti%ﬁging a search for‘meaning - for
liberation - for understanding - etc; and the extent to which such
forces are a necessary part 6f being human. The thesis is a
cohtribution to the studybof the human social condition within an
explication of the criteria for knowledge, driven by factors of the
human ontological condition which themselves aré a subject for
investigation. More specifically, the thesis aims to investigate

the criteria for knowledge, and the reasons for carrying out such

N



‘an inveé%igation, within the conceptual analysis of theories of
power in organisations in relation to the writers organisational
experience. The thesis aims to examine the neglect of societal _
and historical context in much of the work done on power in
organisations, and seeks to construct an alternative perspective
based on the symbolic manifestations of power (exemplified in for’
instance myths, rituals and ideologies) which it is argued neéds to
be considered in additibn to the more traditional perspectives of
the type,x'A has power over By if eeeee! |

)

| Distinctions made between management research and sobiological
research have,présented something of a problem during the

- construction of this thesis; indeed it has been suggested by some
that the thesis should not be submittéd from a Manééement Department
but rather from a Sociology‘D;bartment. | (Yeeees why on earth are
you doing this in a Management Department? c;ooo', t ceces well
yes bu£ what is there in this that Managers can use? eeee',

've.. but this isn't management research. ') it would I beiieve{be
fairly easy to‘defend doing sociology from a lManagement Department,

'buthto do so would merely be to approach thé world from thé same

~ kind of rigidly categorised perspectives of the critics. Whereas
it is not necessary td be able to closely define sociology to
appreciéte that the subject matter has far reaching implications for
the basis of management research (e.ge. the.study of the way in which
individuals strueture and organise their worlds is at the heart of |
the way in which management is practised). Nor is it necessary to

make extravagant claims for the basis of sociology as being the

cornerstone about which everything else revolves (e.g. Queen of the

12,



social sciences arguments). It is sufficient to be aware that,
insofar as sociology and management are seen as different, the
nature of the questions concerning the ways in which problems are

to be settled, and the-extent to which‘these problems have been
identified are similer (perheps soﬁetimes the same) and that'
mereover management as a discipline is often dependent upon

the explication of some sociological concepts for its existence
(e.g. the nature of management is ineluctably.located, conceptually;
in a science of society). Furthermore the perception of sociology
and managemeﬁt as being (always) things which are idenfifiabLy
different may itself be an unnecessary confusion, parficﬁlarly if
' management is approached from a broader base (e.g. management as not
vesimply.concerned with how some - the managers - manage others, but

with how all perform the awesome task of managing everyday life).

’ /
Another s1mllar criticism made of my work has been that it should

be submltted in a Philosophy Department. The assumptions behind

this kind of v1ew seem to me to be at the heart of the traditiomal
separatlon between philosophy and other dlsclpllnes (e.g. 'sciences')

and the problems af such a separation for sociology are taken as a

‘ matter for-eﬁquiry in the thesis. A further criticism has been that -
the thesis is not really research ('.... but this ggglgweociology ceee |
| you remind me of anotﬁer ex-engineer I know, who when asked wﬁo is the

. greafest. sociologist of all time, answers, "Balzac"') since the
 concern is with retrospective data and therefare research instruments
could not be designed ngggg undertaklng ﬁhe warke. - Thus it is

. suggested, research frames could not 1nfluence the’ data to be collected.

13



It would similarly be possible to refute this criticism from

-within the rigid categorisations implied, since the subject of the
thesis clearly emerged during the action research period of
employment and most of the data were collected according to
-frameworks developed at thét.time. In fact the period of employment
at Wenslow Manufacturing Co., concerning as it did a brief to
intervene in an action reseérch role (although undoubtedly suffering
from lackAof awareness of the implications of such a brief) occuriﬁg
at a time when most of what is in this thesis was largely unformulated,
- was used to collect data specifically with a view to shedding light
upon why I was suffering paralysis of my brief. It is not therefore
surprising that power became a central concern. Thus whether
”cbncepttalised as hypofhesis—testing (I nypothesise that'itvis
'beéause I lack power that I am paralysed) or following domain
asS@mgmions(about power) it c;uld be argued %ﬁat the investigation

- was not in fact concerned with retrospective data, Such a
‘refutation however would again rely upon the soﬁewhat rigid}y |
categorisea perspectives-of theselcritics, and the thesis instead
takes such criticisms as a topic‘for investigation within the
_examination of the criteria for knéwledge.

The Organisations

\

The Organisations from which-the materials for this.thesis are taken
are three organisations in‘which the wﬁiter.has worked during the
precéding five years, plus six other orgaﬁisations from which d&ta has
been collected during the research. The na@es of all companies,
persons and some job titles have been changed to protect the identity

of those involved. The Companies are:-

’

14



1. Wenslow Manufacturing Company.

This Organisation is the last company in which the writer .

worked, and is the one involving the action research role where

the presently developed exposition emerged into a more coberent
~formulation of past expefience. Wenslow Manufacturing Coe. is a
.medium sized engineering manﬁfacturing concern in the North of

England. The Company employs about 2000 people and has an annual
turnover §f around £20 miliion. ~ The Company represents the British
Division of an American ownedv&orld wide multi-national Corporation
although there are no purposely eﬁployed American Nationals in the
Company in this country. This absence is generally accounted for
-by the exceptional profitability of4the Company (return on net assets
being maintained above 30% during the bad years of the mid 1970's)
which in turn is usually attributed to fhe high quality of the
productse. ~

iAwas employed in the Personnel Department for approximately 15 gonths,
and my job héd the dual role of doing action research and also
managing the recruitment operation in fhe Company . Materigl‘irnm
_Wenslow Manufacturing Co., appeaféﬁﬁainly in Chapters five, seven and

eight of the thesis. o ' e
2. Fielding and Company
This Company is a private family concern in the electrical contracting

ihdustry in fhe same town in the North of England as Wenslow

Manufacturing Company. The Company has approximately 100 employees
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and has a national reputation for high quality workmanéhip. I was
employed by the Organisation as a Design Engineer for approximately
14 moﬁths. Material from Fielding and Company’appears in Chapter
Six of the thesis,

3« North Midlands Board.

: North Midlands Board ié an A¥ea Board of a public utility
organisation, one of twélve Area Boards in England and Wales.
North Midlands Board employ approximaﬁely 8,000 people. and have an
annual turnover of around‘£100 million, ’Ifwas employed in the
Bastern District of the Board, as an Engineer, for 6%-years.

‘Méteriai from North Midlands Board appears~in.0hapterssix, seven

' énd éight of the thesis. | |

4. Penborough Corporation.

[

Penborough Corporation is the Local Authority in the same Northern
town as Wenslow Manufacturing Co. and Fielding and Company. . During

the research I was supplied with some correspondence regarding an

- incident in the Administration Department at Penborough‘Corporation,
by an employee who asked me to account for the 'strange logic .of the

Organisation.! This material and analysis appears in Chapter six

of the thesis.

5. Five manufacturing companies in the Chemical Industry.

Data was collected from twelve industrial relations practitioners

\

in five companies in the North of England concerning the way in



which they accounted for their jobs when questioned abéut what they
understood by industrial relations. The practitioners consisted of
one Managing Directar, two Personnel Directors, four Industrial
Relations/Personnel Managers, one ILine Manager, one Works Convenor
and three Shop. Stewards. This material appears in Chapter nine of

the thesis.

The Thesis ’ .

The layout of the thesis derives from my perception of the way in
which certain issues required examination before investigation of
logically succeéding problems could be undertaken. Thus thé
examination of tﬁe criteria for knowledge occupies the whole of
chapters two and three, in preparation for the substanmve approach

N

to the investigation of power, which commences with chapter foure.
/

- In fact chapter two begins with é discussibn of some of the main

‘ways in which carfying out social analysis has been conceived.

This is undertaken in order to locate the examination of the criteria
forrknowledge witﬁ respect to the underlying theories and assumptions
of knowvledge inherent in the various progfammes. This foundatioﬁ is
then used to develop in chapter three a more specific éxamigation of
fhe actual theories of knowledge which have been postﬁiéted, and the
discussion ié then focused upon the immediate prbbiém of procedure in
carrying out social analysis. The first ﬁaft of the thesis is
therefore involved with a glariﬁkution and construction of a base upon

which the enquiry can proceede.

Chapter four is concerned with a review of the literature on power



in organisations and sets the scene for the consideration of my
organisational eiperience which occupies the fdlloWing fi&e chapters.
The presentation of‘this counterposed experience, which illuminates
the discrepancy witb theories'propounded in the literature, in
concentrating on the submerged aspects of organisational life (iee.
the symboliq infrgstructure)'is thematice In chapfer Tive the

| presentation is commenced with a discussi?n of the notion of the

right to manage and the assumptions underlying such a notion.

This is developed ip chapter six into an examination of the way ip

Which the‘right is transformed into a duty and'én absolute sovereignty.
\

. Chaptef.seven coﬁcentrates upoh_the means by wh;ch an absolute, like

;the sovereignty of management, is produced and maintained as a self

gviden£ part of organisational life, and chapters eight and nine

cent:e upon a consideration of the reinforcing and‘instituxionalising

mechanisms which serve.to unﬁerline the abéolute. Chaptef ten

| recépitulates some of the main componentsbof the argument and

identifies some of the implicationé.

The central problem which is add:ggsed in the thesis then, stems .

) ‘frcm my organisational experience epitom%§ed by the péfiod‘of

employﬁent in which I was involved in action research; and focuses

upon the seaich for ﬁnderstanding as to why I seeﬁea»to be paralysed

in achieving anything in that framework. Tﬁe conceptualisation

ofrthis'sroblem as an issue of power led directly to this thesis,

and the discrepéncy between theories of power in the literature znd

my organiSational experience resulting in an identification of the

importance of submerged factors led to the investigation of the
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criteria for knowledge. Both these conceptualisations will be

guestioned during the ensuing argumenf.



CHAPTER TWO

CONCEPTIONS OF THE NATURE AND STATUS OF SOCIAL ENQUIRY

Questions of what is to count as valid knowledge and the problem
of how to proceed in acquiring such knowledge are thén,fundamental
difficulties in sociology. The difficulties are not unigue to
sociology, rather they are specific tovthe human situation, but
they\are_particularly critiéal to the extent that tﬁe subjeqt concerns
the human social. situation. Given the potentially crippling nature
of the difficulties it is of prhne)importance for any contributor
to soéiology to attemptlto formulate a tenable approach to the

~ pioblgms, although thoée;‘who build their work upon less problematic
programmes will undoubtedly regard such an exposition as an
epistemological diversion! , -
. ' . .
In order to explicate the nature of the difficulties it is necessar&
to éritically examine the nature of the discipline (or 'skin trade’
s O'Neil puts it 1) as conceived,vconstruﬁted and developed by
practitioners, since the question of what constitutés sociélogy is

- . inevitably entangled with the qﬁéé;ion of the possibilitx of

sociology (as conceived) which in turn must underlie the question of |

-

how sociology is possible.

This chapter then is concerned with a critical examination of some
“of the ways in which sociology has been delineated by practitioners.
The first section concentrates upon conceptions of sociology as a

science and particularly on the origins of a postulated science of
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society, and the second section focuses upon the emphasis placed

by social analysté upon theory and the apparently central nature

of theory in formulations of sociology. The examihation develops
with a discussion of ways in which some practitiohers have attempted
to delineate sociology by arguing that it can be distinguished from
art (sociology as not-art) and concludes with an analysis of the
way in which the identity of sociology has been determined by the
argumentAbf some bhilOSOPhers that carrying out soc;al analysis is
demonstrably distinguishable from philosbphy (sociology as not-
philosophy). This framework is not a representation of différent
sociologies (there are enough straw men without creating more)
rather it is constructed for analytical puréoses in an attempt to
tfanscend the sbmewhat restricfing normative assumption that sociology
is séience (which is not to suggest that socioiogy is not science)
and to isolate for discpssioﬂ.certain emphases to be found in

sociological writings.

Scientific Conceptions of Social Enquiry

Commentators éccounting for the origins of sociology generally point
to the surfacing of questions about social organisatién stemming from
. the disturbing political and economic changes which-occurred in
Nineteenth Century Europe. The origins are thus seen to derive from
a desire to develop a scienée of society in terms related to_or built
upon the prevalent versions of natural science. Criticism of such
versions of sociology however do not always relate the articulation
of the‘central concerns to the particular experiehce of political and

economic change in each country.

21



Criticisms thus lose the essential'coﬁtext of the programmes set
forth and in so doing detract fram the historical importance in vain
attempts to extract significance. Iﬁdeed as Rex2 has argued, %o
capture the essence, the particular versions need also to be located
eépecially with respect to the more immediate intellectual antecedents
of the significant figures. Thﬁs for a fuller understandiné of
the development of Comte's version of sociology one needs to examine
the influence upon him of people like Ste Simon. Similarly Adam
Smith's influence on Spencer is crucial.

\ ) )
This Section is concerned with tracing the versions of sociology
developed by Comte and Spencer, and in the location of these versions
‘in their pérticular historical circumstances:ana antecedent influences
in order to‘establish the origins of scientific concepbions of sociologye.
The érgument is developed hié%orically through Durkheim and the Logical
- Positivists to present qéy versions of soclology as science.
Sociology as conceived by Comté then, was to see the comple?ion
of the historical development of the scientific disciplines. The
..history of science was seen by Comte as a progreséive evolution of
scientific kngwledge moving from disciplines relating to the natural
. world, through disciplines relatiﬁé—to mans involvement and control of

the natural world, towards the study of man himself.> ..

The logic of this development rested on the assumption that successive
sciences presuppose the laws of previously developed sciences, and
sociology (conceived as a kind of social physics) presupposes the laws

of physiclogy.
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"Phus we have before us Five fundamental
Sciences in successive dependence, Astronomy,
Physics, Chemistry, Physiology and finally
social Physics.!

The history of this development was seen %o rest on the idea of

ta greét fundamental law,!

The law is this, that each of our leading
conceptions, each branch of our knowledge,
passes. suacessively through three theoretical
- conditions: +the Theological, or fictitious; the
Metaphysical, or abstract; and the scientific,
- or positive.! o

-5

This 'Iaw of Three Stages' reflects Comte's'affinity for science

and the nature of a scienﬁific knowledge,’which‘formed the only |
basis for valid knowledge. The positive éomponent was to be
identified as something which was concrete as distinct from
fictitious or abstract and therefore was to represent a significant
‘advance on the basis of knowledge.  Things were to be real and
actualised because they were positive, having passed through and left
-behind the less concrete stages, although the battle scars of the

\

arduous journey remained.

'There is no science which, having attained the
positive stage, does not bear the marks of having

passed through the others.!
6

Thus the 'positive philosoply'is conceived as rising up out of

opposition to that of the 'Superstitious and scholastic systems



which had hitherto obscured the true character of all science,!

The character of the positive philosphy entailed the regarding of all
phenomena as subjected to invariable natural laws, and the aim was to
pursue therefore an accurate discovery of these laws, with the red-

uction of such laws to the smallest possible number.

The positing‘of social physics as the completion of the evolution
of the scientific disciplines presents then a version of a social
science which is conceived as a development of other sciences and
in turn rests on a programme built upon the methods of the natural
sciences. Socialvscignce is thus seen as a more methodologically

complicated bub dependent kindrof mtural science.

The conceiving of social science in these terms, however; did not
necéssarily involve commmepcihg right away with ﬁatural science
methods, There were problems of how to achieve such results bub

the positing of such an aim was the important thing.. Comfe was
indeed.particularly aware of the great problems set by his érogramme.

'T am not blind to the vast difficulty which

this requisition imposes on the institution of
positive sociology, obliging us to create at

once, so to speak, observations and laws on -
account of their indispensable connection,  _.
placing us in a sort of vicious circle, from

which we can issue only by employing in the

first instance materials which are badly

elaborated and doctrines which are ill-conceived.'8

The issuing from this vicious circle is then at the heart of4
constructing a positive programme, in order to replace the previousiy

vague and incoherent social observations.  The aim is positive, the
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method one concerned with overcoming dlIT1CULTi€sS, ODUL LUE PUSLLLVE
method can be judged only ih action, and not in itself apart from

the work in which it is employed. It is not possible Comte argued
to‘zgi explain the logié of procedure apart from their applications,

and whether or not there could be a true (a priori) method of
" investigation independent of a philosophical s£udy of the science is
guestionable. 'Thus the way to proceed seems to be to examine the.
‘?elation of sociology to fhe natural sciences whilst investigating

‘the social world by the methods peculiar to sociology viz — Observation,

Experiment and Comparison.

In Comte's schemé, obéervation of any kind of phenomena must be
~directed and finally interpreted by some theory, sihce science can
use only those observations which are connected, at ieast
hypothetically, with some law. Such a connection différentiates
between‘scientifiq and popﬁlar observation, but by the guidance

of a preparatofy theory the observer wouid know what he ogght té
"look for 'in the facts before his eyes.'9 According to Comte,
experimentation is not, as might be supposed, entirely inappropriate
in sociology aithough it is seen té be of inferior vélue,lO due to
the difficultieslof isolating the conditions and resuits of
'disturbances' due to spontaneous alterafion. These'undetermined
alterations do not however have any effect on the sciéﬂfific‘value
if the elementé are known. -Théy become known by ex;ﬁining 'pathological

cases! of disturbed natural states.
In this scheme, comparison is to be an examination of different

co-existing states of human society on various parts of the earths

. . s 11
surface to produce a 'general social evolution.!
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The inherited tradition of Comte thus includes a cleaf programme
for a positive science which is strongly founded in a natural science
modél of the day although involving a more complicated construction.
Indeed the positive programme is conceivgg of as being immensely
‘@gifficult involving an (at least potentially) vicious circle. The
ains afe clear. The method inseparable from the action - proéeed

by bbservation/experiment/comparison, whilst examining the relation

of sociology to natural science.

Spencer also developed a version of sociology which was based on the

.

idea that the scientific method was the  only method of human knowledge.

Yeeessprevision is possible, and therefore
some subject matter for Science.'12

!

Spencer's sociology derives from a simiiar ascendency kind of model
to Comte's in whiéh sociology is seen as a bulmination.of all that

is possible in knoﬁledge of the world. in cbntrast'to Comfe however
Spencer's sociology is not merely rooted in a methodologicai unity,
but i1s a . manifestation of the essentially evolutionary nature of the
COSMOS. Sociology arises not simply from the culmination of the
evolution of scientific method but in an important way is the very
essence of evolution ('from incoherent homogeneity to coheren%

heterogeneity.')13 The emergence of a sociology is thus an

expression of the evolution of society.

"The study of sociology (is) the study of
Evolution in its most complex form.'14
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Spencer was however also aware of the great difficulties for a

science of society.

'eesosIn his capacity of inquirer he should
have no inclination towards one or other
conclusion respecting the phenomena to be
generalised: but in his capacity of citizen,
helped to live by the life of his society,
imbedded in its structure, sharing in its
activities, breathing its atmosphere of
thought and sentiment, he is partially
coerced into such views as favour harmonious
co-operation with his fellow citizens.

Hence immense -obstacles to the Social Science,
unparalleled by those standlng in the way of
any other science.! 15

In fact, despite Spencer's view of the idea of sociology being a
-manifestation of organic evolution, he was at pains to peint out the
dangere of physiological analogy. A law producing écienee which is

built upon an evolutlonary model of progress in which sociology
follows and relles upon the development of the laws of a"blologlcal
‘s01ence, does not necessitate a 8001ology which follows a biological

organic model.

'Here let it once more be distinctly asserted

that there exist no analogies between the body
politic and a living body, save those necessitated
by that mutual dependence of parts which they
display in common.' 16

Spencer's evolutionary perspective was indeed not a simple‘orgénic
analogy, he being very much aware of the potential eontradictions

in a model of theoretical integration in a world which was viewe& as
developing'increasing differentiation. The evoiutionary,differentiatien

(eg. the increasing division of human labour) was seen to.be
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counterbalanced by a progressive integration of individuals within
1 )

more comprehensive associations of men. 7 Thus the man makes

society - society makes man, action/systems dichotomy was

anticipated.

'This is a misapprehension naturally fallen

into and not quite easy to escape from; for

to get out of it the citizen must simultaneously
conceive himself as one whose will is a factor
in a social evolution, and yet as one whose

will is a product of all antecedent influences,
social included.‘18 :

* The escape is undoubtedly by way of developing a social science.
The way to proceed, one of overcoming difficulties (Tobstacles!').

J

Such early versions of sociolog& conceived of as representing a
pinnacle of knowledge as man constructed a formal basis for
assembling discoveréd éxpefience'about his worid and about himself,
formed then a coherent pért of a logical evolutionéry history of
"scientific knbwledge. The development of the idea that sociology
was a science was firmly located in the very ideas which gave its
birth. It was an inevitable feature of advancing society. MNan

_ histbrbdﬂ&‘reaches anrevolutionary”stage in which social knowledge
about himself and his society is necessary -~ is inevité?}e. The
desire for such knowledge is in itself an expressiogyof that ;ery
evolution. That such knowledge should be conceived of as
constituting/requiring scientific status is iikewise'a result of the

characteristic modes of thinking of that same stage of development.
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It is therefore inconceivable that knowledge (if it is to be of any
 tuse! - if it is‘to have a 'reasonable! status) should be conceived
of as anything other than scientific.

19that the particular versions of

As suggested, Rex has argued
sociology postulated owe a gfeat deal to the particular experiences
of the theorists concerned in relation to the political and economic

~ changes of the country in which the theorist was located, and the

orienfations/interest/perspectives of the theorists antecedents.

In the case of Comte, this obviously involved some orientation
to French Revolutionary experience, but also to the influence of
“people such as St Simon. Comte's underlying Qrientation was i
fact to provide a more acceptable alternative to the programmes of
idealists and revolutionar;eéj A new social order was to be
-envisaged through social science and therefore such a social science
Would bave to display an acceptablé degree of objectivity in order to
. be regarded as in some way establishing conceptual schemes sutside
the persomable nature of man. Such a programme naturally conveyed
- the idea of a naturalrscience built upon the disco&ery of facﬁs and
. ‘laws independent of maﬁ. it was therefore natural that soéial
science should be conceived of as an albeit more compligﬁted’version
of thé-model-of natural science dominant in the day. Furth;fmore,
Comte's conviction that the idea of a sociefy achieving 'social :
solidarity' is tied to the notion of a collaboration of individuals
through the division of labour (with state political and ideological '
control to ensure that integrétion is ach;eved) which hecessitates an

objective means of formulating experience in order %o avoid the
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(scientifically untenable) 'wild schemes'zoof the'ideaiists and
revolutionaries. Comte's sociology then derives from the St Simon
kind of éiew of the pmimaéy of the scientist and of a State ruled by
the 'useful! industrial classes.>| ’/ |

In contrast to this collective view of‘s;ciety Spencer's sociology
was built upon a somewhat different conception of society stemming
from the English liberal tradition. Spencer posited a society based
upon freedom of contract influenced by the free trade kind of thinking
of for instance Adam Smith, but in fact the kind of freedom of
contract envisaged represented a freedom of trade between those who
had the power to trade -/the capitélist entreprencur class, whilst
‘the masses (with no alternative) had to enter into contract in name
only dictétea by the entrepreneurs with the power to withold
opportunity for contract. , N;vertheless Spencer'!s conception of
socilology was equally tied to a scientific base originating frém his
evolutionary - conception of existence. | A science of societ& thus
becomes inévitable as an evolutionary progression, and necessary

for establishing formal recoghition ofvthe superiority of, and the
ability to attain and sustain, the counterbalancing social
_integration (the coherence) in'%gg face of increasing.evolutionary
differentiation (the heterogeneity). Scienée was to be the means of
ensuring that progress was indeed progress, alleviating some of the
negative aspects of the evolutionary journey, the dissolution and
disintegration of which, contrary to some of his more severe critics

. ‘ ~ . 22
views, Spencer seems to have indeed been aware.

Thus the foundations of sociology are firmly located in a view of
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soéiology as science. Knowledge of society and man in society is

a natural extension of scientific knowledge and knowledge about
anything fo be acceptable is naturally to be put on a scientific

basis. That is the dominant view of the Agee. ﬁith this kind of
intellectual inheritance it is little wonder that a great deal

of sociological work has been constructed upon versions of sociology
as a sbiencé, generally constructed according to some (often presumed)-
model of natural science. However as conceptions of natural science .°
have come to be seen as mofe problemtatic, . controversy in sociology
has also become more voluble. Unforfunately thé arenas of depate
have too often involved oversimplified versions of science in
criticisms of some of the alleged perpetrations of unproblematic
sociologies. Attacks upon for example positiviSt sociology have too ;
often relied upon unproblemat;c versions of what constitutes being
positivist, Combe's notion of a positive Philosophy is often

regarded as a starting point for the construction of positivist
sociology and Comte is often held fesponsible for a supposed wrong
turning in sociological development, whereas in fact as illustrated,
Comte was very much aware of the great difficulties set by his |
programme.. If an awareness 6f di?ficulty is not much to boast about
it is nevertheless a sobering thoughtthat not much progress.(at least
in terms of a development ofﬂa conprehensive and genefally accepted

way to proceed) has been made on this problem even today.

%
s

Development of approaches to the problems as seen by Comte and Spencer,
‘and particularly scientific development, can be traced in the work
of Durkheim, although again, critics of his work have not always

located his programme in relation to his aims, as developments of
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Comte's and Spencer's conceptions.

Inter alia Durkheim was concerned with Spencer's idea of a

transition from incoherent homogeneity (mechanical solidarity)

to coherent heterogeneity (organic solidarity) and with the way in
which to achieve a moral accomplishment of this social integration.

The failure to achieve such an integration, requiring the commitment

of individualsvto supra-individual obligations, would result in anomie.

Such obligations required an accepted 'moral authority'.

'Por the feeling of obligation to appear in
~all its strength there must exist a closely

wrought moral system prevailing without
“opposition.! ‘

23

The acceptance of such a moral system'was seen as a condition of
man's liberation_and the apparent problem of contradictions in the
practical application of such a liberating obligation was defined
out of existence by the very inevitability of such a, 'no'freedom

without order - no (sustainable) order without freedom' conceptualisation.

'By putting himself under the wing of society,
he makes himself also, to a certain extent,-
dependent upon it. But this is a liberating

dependence. There is no paradox here.'24 . | '

oo

The iﬁsistence in the notion that there lies no inherent conmtradiction
'in the idea of individual freedom being attainable by a subjugation of
the individual to social control is underlain by Durkheim's notion of

the concept of social facts, and the idea that there could be such



thingsiés social facts, has been the target of many of Durkheim's

criticse.

The notion of a social‘facf being the heart of Durkheim's conception

.of sociology as a science therefore forms the basis of the
vdifferehtiétion'of a subject matter separate from those of the other
sciences. Social facts ére conceived of as consisting of 'ways of
acting, thinkiﬁé and feeling which are externai to ‘the indivigual!',

and which 'endowed with apaver of coercion', consequently control hn‘m.25
The postulation of a dimenéion of.socialvfacts existing 'outside the
individual consciousness' is then the contentious-tasis of Durkheim's

-

sociologye.

The ensuing suggestion that social statisfiCS'ﬁor example cbncerning
'suicide) are a rich sourceﬁééhdata\for the sociologist has fesulted
inkinterpretatiops of Durkheim's work as supporting a sociology based
on the collection of statistical data in order to test a hypothesis -
j about‘the relationships of certain entifies which are amenable to
measurement. This has.led to the view of Durkheim as a founding
father of 'abstracted empiricism'.26 Theie is much to refute in such
a restrictéd view of the work ofﬂsﬁrkheﬂn,'although of cours; the
reliance upon social statistics as fact (in effect) in much of
Durkheim's empirical work hés been shown to be far toorsimplistic
(for example by Douglas in respect of the ihdividual/external fact
dimensions of defining suicide.27) Thé.argument by Durkheim that
fhe scientific programme of sbciology involved the sociologiét in

eliminating all his common sense notions and preconceptions about the

Phenomena under study can be seen to rest on the same kind of objectivé
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view of a matural science model identified in the discussion on Comte
and Spencer. Considering the revolufion in concepfions of natuial
science which have occurred, although by no means univérsally accepted
in the last 70 years (eg. the Einsteinian notion that even the
observation of once supposed objective entities such as space and time
are subject to thenobserver's perspective) such an objective view does
indeed seem strangé (although Einstein himself was not aversé to calling
upon 'outside agéncy' for support when challenged to provide evidence).
But that\is with hindsight. For the purposes of the current argument
- it will be more fruitful to follow the ensuing tendency to form camps
réflecting what Durkheim is supposed to have said; rather than carrying
out an extensive further analysis of what one more peréon fhinks he said.
_ Thus those who woulé vieerUrkheim as éupportihg their version of
establishing relationships between hypothesised structures would no

doubt emphasise that Durkheim clearly called for this.

/

"le have seen that sociological explanation
consists exclusively in establishing relations
of causality, that is a matter of connecting a
phenomenon to its cause, or rather a cause to
its effects.'28

They would in doing so however pay -rather less attention to the call

to comparative method.

—

'Consequently, one cannot explain a social fact
of any complexity except by following its

complete development through all social species.'29

Alternatively those who would view Durkheim as postulating a

peculiarly untenable version of a positivist sociolgy based on a
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construction of an unholding causal explanation epitomised in

Durkheim's rejection of J.S. Mill's idea of the plurality of causes
(by positing that if there 'appeared' to be a plufality of causes.‘
then there was a plurality of 'things.'Bo) would no doubt hold that

Durkheim destroys his own aims.

leeeee if suicide depends on more than one
cause, it is because, in reality, there are
several kinds of suicides.'31

The proposition that the treatment of phenpmena as things was as
Gidden332 has pointed out, a methodological principle not an
ontological statement, would in this schema be given rather less

’aftention than it deserves.

!eeeee ALl that it asks is that the principle

of causality be applied to social phenomena.
Again this principle is enunciated for sociology
not as a rational necessity but only as an
empirical postulate, produced by legitimate
induction.'33 ‘ -

Despite these fundamental problems and differences, it is clear that
Durkheim's conception of sociology rests upon the identification of
" 'a distinctive area separate from other sciences and involving

different kinds of facts from for instance biological facts.

'For it can justify its existence only when
it has for its subject matter an order of
facts which the other sciences do not study.'34

The methodological inheritance resulting in much of what passes for
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sociology being based upon unproblematic versions of science, has
been influenced perhaps even more significanﬁly from quite other
directions than those of.the founding fathers, despite the
disproportionate bufdens carriéd by figures such as those examined
here. Such is the burden of intellectual pioneering. In the brief
- excursion undertaken it has been possible only to argue for the

need for more substantial rescue operations to be carried out on
such early and significant theorists, but it has been sugge;ted that
there arexother perhaps moie fundamental problems underlying Such

a task not least the problems of ianguage which aithough traditionally
regarded as posing significant semantiq/syntactic problems, also
céhstitute substanti;l historical/contextual problems demonstrated
‘by the preponderance of subsequent versidnsAof what was contextually
‘meant. Translation is not just a questién of translating the.words.
The idea of a sociology (as a‘scienée) being built upon a model of a
natural science in which théf model is itseif more préblematic than
is often supposed, leéds to an analysis of the kinds of natural
science model underlying such constructions of_éociology. Although
tﬁere are numerous versions with more or less subtle variations,
nevertheless theré are recurring themes which typify the kinds of
viéws of 'doing science which predominate amongst scientists of the
kind which have influencéd sociologists concerned to estabiish their
subject as scientific.upon similar bases to their 'spec;;culafly
suécessful' natural science colleagues. .Perhaps thé prec;pts of
this view of the world are besf approaéhed via the positivist

conception represented by the 'Vienna Circle! ofi'Logical Positivists'e

" Briefly the logical positivism of this group of theorists sought to
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establish the idea that knowledge could only be possible in the
shape of formalﬁstatements which could be tested - anything else
was nonsensical, Thus building upon Kant's ideé. that it was
impossible to ‘have knowledge of anything which could not be
experienced by the senses, the Logical Positivists extended this
into a formal scheme of things which had to be statable in terms
of logic or mathematics and demolished any notion of the existence
of anything beyond the ordinary world revealed to us by our common
sense.35al Without pursuing here the many philosophical problems
raised by this schema, for the purposes of this discussion it will
suffice to concentrate upon the extent to which the programme set,

epitomised the approach of‘those who influenced the kinds of sociology

- under examination.

Ayer, often credited with the introduction of logical positivism to
this'countrgfhas in fact suggested that the tenets of the programme

were largely false.,

Well, I suppose the most important of the
defects was that nearly all of it was false.!
' 37

Ayer has, nevertheless identified that the appeal of logical positivism
to scientists was that the idea of knowledge being dependant on the
very thing scientists were doing (empiricaily testing) was '

enormously attractive and encouraging.

fAfter all, it told them they were the
most important people, and they liked
that.!

%8
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This justification of what scientists were doing was obviously a
poWerful force and the ideas repfesented in logical positivism are
relevant not only %o conéqkualising the kinds of science carried out
up to that time, but have begp influential ever since despite being
largely discredited. It is a very comfortable way to proceed, to

be simply concerned with doing science with progedure largely
unprop;ematic and settled. The predominance of ;uch views ofithe way
to proceed albeit often’largely férmally unexplicated, has undoﬁbtedly
extendedzmuch further than simply a layman's view of what scientists

do!

Assumptions of formal logic underlying scientific work carried out
~today are moreovef often held to be merely réfinemeﬁts'of the ‘kinds
of'aséumptions predominant a century ago. The traditiénal scieptific
Vieﬁ éf the world saw the geﬁ%ral‘task of science as a search for natural
laws (laws wﬁich were generalisable). .The most obvious way td‘go

"about that task was to carry out observation of 'what there is' and
induce general laws from these observations. This kind of'%radition,
stretches back through the centuries to Newton, perhaps first'being

39 From a great number of

systematically described by Bacon.
- observations a theory is supposed to. follow fram the facts by a

process of rigorous argument. L _ \

-
A

Th;fe are a great many problems inherent in this conception of
.formulating scientific knowledge, the most fundamental of which being
that no series of observations can be complete enough to justify the
'_ eétablishment of a general law, since it can ﬁever be made definite
that one more observation would not produce.counter evidence to the

induced theory which has been constructed to represent the general
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pattern of things. This argument is most famously illustrated in
- Poppers example of the ubiquity of swans. Popper argued that no
finite number of observations could be said to conclusively establish

the uni#ersal statement that 'all swans are white! since there may be

somewhere a black swan which no-one has ever (yet) seen.40

Poppers scientific method deyeloped from this criticism thereforé
concentrated upon the possibility of sach a black swan and argued

thét such a possibility must form thé basis of'constructing the kinds
of knowledge which are permissible. Popper sugges*bed that the way

to proceed was presented by just such limitations. The only way was
to proceed to attempt to falsify statements such as 'all swans are
'white,‘-since the observing of one black swan was sufficient to
disprove the statement. Science should therefore proceed to establish

knowledge on the basis of falsification.

The falsification response to the problems of induction has
influenced a tradition of carrying out research in science known
as the 'hypothetico-deductive! method in which hypotheses are put

forward andfdeauctions'made about what should happen if the

. hypothesis is correct. Tests are carried out supposedly to refute
the hypothesis. Invacfual practice however such testing so often
degenerates into confirmatory testing, and refutations are reserved
for someone elses hypotheses! The whole idea of proceeding by
falsification is indeed ih many ways countef culture (or at least

counter to what we feel our culture.ought to be).

Far from being a refinement of traditional assumptions of (inductive)
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science thé developmént of a deductive method is a complete reversal.
Further, the movement from a scheme of induction which embarrassingly
for the history of science can be shown to have such a dubioﬁs
logical foundation, to a scheme in which knowledge is supposed to be
accumulated by falsification has profound implications for the notion

| of truth. It is no longer possible to equate science with truth since
we have no means of knowing (independently) what the truth is - we
can only make (hopefully?) ever closer approximations to the truth.
Purthermore the falsification process results in a host of theories
beiﬁg’superseded (or it ought) but we do not always discard such

: things as no longer being a part of science. So the theoFies of
Newtoh and of Einstein are regarded as being a part of science yet

“they cannot both be true and may indeed both be false.

Such‘epistemological 5ases fo;>the discontiﬁuity between truth and
the way to proceed in science has left high and dry so maﬁy studies
.aspiring to be science. This is particularly apparent in sociological
studies which purport to follow (ineﬁitably unproblematic) versions of
. natural sdience. In fact most attembts at formulating what science is,
adopt a schema which tends to concentrate upon the pathbreaking
' ;jreyblutionary part of scientifidJégtivity, whereas most of the.
scientific community are for most of the time ehgaged'in,more\mundane \
activities. The majority of.those working on science are not continuaily
trying to disprove something which (by falsification or discovery)
would 'turn the world on its head.' MNost are getting on with the job
of doing science irrespective of whaf are (defensively?) défined as
philosophical problems and not the concern Sf sci?ntists. Kuhn has

termed this kind of every-day activity, 'normal science,'! and argued
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that most science is conducted under the banner of the 'dominant

4L this relativist theory of Kuhn's suggests

paradign' of the ége.
that any real progress in acquiring scientific knowledge can then

énly take place in periodic revolutions in which the accepted
theoretical framework (bf a particﬁlar community) is overturned. The
question of whether or not such activities can realistically be
addfessed in terms of constitufing a communit}, raises the problem of
reificétion. The resolution of this problem obviously depends upon
how the characteristics of what is to be defined as a community relate
to the distinguishing facets of doing science. Mulkay for instance

has suggested that rather than viewing a community as being constituted
in the incidence of technical norms or social norms, the very
epistemological negotiations in culture (e.g. professional journalé

42

as a constitutive arena) represent community manifestations. It

does not require an extensive_contgnt analysis of such journals,
however, to argue that Kuhn's idea of doing normal science can be
easilj accommodated into this scheme - such epistemologicél
negotiations predominantly cqnstituting reinforcements as distinect
from revolutions. |

The idea of a scientific communi%&’busily going about the largely
unproblematic job of doing science, is ﬁuilt upon the idea oﬁ science '
being in some way a superiof form of acquiring knowledge, by establishing
more objective observations and formulations, whilst in reality

‘perhaps being more akin to, formulating the formulatable within the

taken for granted and accepted ways of proceeding. This is not of

course to disqualify results of such activities - indeed it would be

fatuous to disclaim the advances and 'usefulness' of, for instance,
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medical science althougn thNe DLINKEILZ WHLCL WAy HAVE UECI DU ps vuuvou
is contentious to say the least. The conception of a science of

society based upon such practice, is however,vmore partiéularly dubious
in view of the nature of'the subject, as a concern with the very
subjectivity which is misleadingly conceived in'soﬂmuch of the work dcne
under the model which such formulations are seeking to emulate. The
unproblematic formulation of a distinction betwéenroﬁjectivity and

subjectivity will not do. And it particu;afly will not do for sociology.

The.consideratibn of éociology as science‘undertakeﬁ in this section
has been concerned to trace the antecedents of some of the more
unpfoblematic approaches to sociology, but there are other approaches
to constructing a sociology some at least of Which are more realistic
with respect to such prbblems.) Such alternatives cannot be considered
as not-science, rather they often involve different conceptions of |
science and what a science of society ought to be. Some of these

wiil be taken up in the following chapter,vin the meantime however

the focus moves from science to theory.

Theory in Sociology.

. There are many versions of what_constitutés a theory. In theAprevious
‘section for example, an examinmation was made of'traditions'which ’
consider that a scientific theory coﬁsists of general‘uiiversalA
statements whose truth can be determined by method;,‘Hoﬁever, the
argument was developed that this kind of conception islqnly really‘.‘

. . . ’ 3 *
sustainable because conceptions of science underlying such

formulations are treated as unproblematic, and as representing the
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objectification of a separate external and knowable world, a world in
which scientific theories are determined by facts.43 In this section

some of the problems of such inherent assumptions will be made more

apparent.

Marx's concept of a theory for instance (at least in the later
writings) consisted of explicating the apparent observable features

44 Of course there

of social life in terms of underlying structure.
is no such thing as one reading of Marx, and the conception of what
he meant by theory is not the least of these interpretive problems.

Nevertheless it is possible to identify a theme in which theory is

the practical accomplishment of sciencee.

'"Phe dispute whether objective truth can be
attributed to human thinking is not a question
of theory but is a practical question.'45

This is tied closely to Marx's conception of praxis which is seen as
the only end for criticism of abstractions of speculative philosophy

(of law - and of the state, from individual man) by attaining

46

revolution. The, transcending of such abstractions is the task in

fact of Marx's conception of science by reasoning into concreteness.

A

'eeeeo by the latter (the scientifically correct
method) the abstract definitions lead to the
reproduction of the concrete subject in the
course of reasoning.*47 '

The task of science is to establish by argument.

'Science consists precisely in demonstrating
how """48
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Purther the task is one of establishing the nature of theory as
being inevitably tied to practice not something existing only in the

realms of ‘thoughte. \

'The dispute over the reality or non-reality
of thinking that is isolated from practice is
a purely scholastic question.!

49
Thus being scientific seems to be equated in some way with,lbeing

rigorous.

Despite then, the broblem of making a reading of Marx (indeed some
commeﬁtators have held that lMarx has been sbciologised, arguing that
Marx neither was, nor intended to be a sociologistSO) Marx as

theorist has been so influenﬁ;al that it would be unprofitable as well

as fatuous to ignore him. -

The search for causal relationships which could provide an
explanation for oﬁservable features of social life in this framework
then, is the prdgramme which rather than an experimental search for
general universgal laws, involves a comparative procedure by

" description (analysis) of diffegént modes of-production co-present
within a given-society, and different societies in which different

modes predominate.sl .

Scme of the most influential writings fto develop from a Marxist
perspective are those of the Frankfurt sehool,52 in which thé
development of social theory as a critcal theory, is put forward
essentially as é theory of actidn inseparably located in a
transfofmaﬁion of society (involving the control of the means of

production by those involved in producing.SB)
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Coﬁnerton has described the theoretical perspective of.writers of
the Frankfurt School as involving an attempt to steer between two

extreme poSitions which typifies the relationship-between philosophy

54

and the social sciencese. He argues that Frankfurt School writers

sought to 'fertilize interpenetration of theoretical and empirical
work.'55 ! Ignoring the seeming disjunction‘between philosophical

speculation and empiricism,' a programme of critical theory was to be

.'constructed.56

The tenets of such“a theory were to invoivé a much mare complex
approach to the problem of objectively erecting an.explanatory scﬁema
. which réprééented social life. The drift in fact, was to move away -
~“from & simple naturalistic observable world view to a deeper .
consideration of subjective factors, involving a concern.with
iﬁterpretive understanding ‘%gfstehen) as distinct from causal

explanation (erklaren).

Keat and Urry bave noted some of the most important features of such

~ a critical theory.

'First, it starts from an evaluation of

existing reality as fundamentally irrational.
Second, it attempts to identify the possibilities
for change in that reality, the relations and
developments that are already operating to
undermine the continuation of its present form.
Third, critical theory challenges the ideological,
reified consciousness which is generated by
existing social reality, and which systematically
conceals these potentialities for radical
‘transformation. Finally, it is opposed to
postivism, and to the positivistic assumptions

of most types of social science.'57

\

S
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Such a programme exemplifies a shift from postivist to phenomenological
conceptions of formulating knowledge about social life, but clearly
this is not to say (absolutely) that one is science and the other is
not - although this has sometimes been done. The implications of"
such a phencmenological approach will be returned to in the following
chapter, but more immediately the idea of Marx of describing
(analysing) the structure of society by attending to a comparison of
the different modes of production prevalent in a particular society,
rather than suggesting that such features are separately identifiable
in a positivistic manner, can be seen to comprise an abstraction
process carried out for analytical convenience. Such abstraction
however is not an abstraction of speculation, but rather an
abstraction of purpose. Such an analytical device suggests the
notion of an ideal type and indeed Weber developed Jjust such a

concept as a means of formulating knowledge of social life.

The ideal type concept as developed by Weber was to serve as a
guidance in research. It was not to be considered a reality but a
device to be used to give unambiguous means of expression to a

description of reality.58

The ideal type, as a means, forms part of what Weber calied tpe
ratiohal method,59 which was the deter@ining factor, establishing

fhat sociology was a science. Sociologists thus had a -shared

element with other scientists - a rational method. Such a rational

| method represented a major agent in the demystification of ‘che'world,6
and the formulation of sociology as science was seen to be essentially
concerned with explanations which are necessarily limited in scope

-and incomplete in execﬁtion.61 The interpretation of the sociologist -

’
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was thus seen as a rational process based upon rules of logic and
. . 62 . . . . .
valid method, such a version of science involving a theory in

which concept construction is to be grounded in (and depends upon)

2%

the setting of the problem.6) This also necessitated an essentially

critical programme.

-1The greatest advances in the sphere of the
social sciences are substantively tied up with
the shift in practical cultural problems and
take the guise of a critique of concept

. t
construction. 64

The emphasis placed upon the distinction between the matural sciences
65

and the cultural sciences by Weber -~ has been criticised by Pa:sons,66

who argued that the natural sciences are more relativistic than WVeber
seemed to allow. However as Eldridge has pointed ou.’c67 the adoption
- of Parsons! argument that there is no logical difference whatsover,
is to ground social science in a law producing totality. In fact
Parsons seems to see the ideal'typ?cal form as preventing the
formulating of such 1aws,68 and ﬁheréfore 1imitedbto ideal typical
sociological generalisations, which cannot develop social theory in
the sense of 'setting up a system df interdependent variables.'69
For Veber however the 'construction of a realityAwhich could be
APermanently and universally valid'70 was- anathema since he did not

feel that cultural scientists could have direct awareness of the
structure of human actions in all their reality. For Weber, sociology
was to be a science which was concerned with interpretive understanding

of social action - action in this context being defined as:

.
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'eeeeo all human behaviour when and insofar

as the acting individual attaches a subjective
meaning t0 itees.ss.Action is social insofar

as by virtue of the subjective meaning attached
to it by the acting individuval or individuals
it takes account of the behaviour of others and
is thereby oriented in its course.'71

Meaning however in this schema does not refer to an objectively

. Co. . . : . T2
correct meaning or use which is true in some metaphysical sense.

The subsequent readings and misreadings of Weber have been multifarious
and whole articles have been written on single concepts,73 in attempts
to0 rescue the original intent. For the purposes of this discussion

it is sﬁfficiently evident that Weber considered that sociology was

4va scienée, albeit a substantially different kind of science from some

of those categorised previously.

Parsons himself has undoubtedly béen one of the most prolific

~ theorists in sociology, but again his work is the subject of great
controversy. Pﬁrsons' work is in fact largely motivated by an attempt
Jﬁo construct a fGrand Theory'74 which woﬁld be general and establish
universal laws. Unfortunately in attempting to create suéh a
Universal @heory the high level'of abstraction generéfed hags resulted
in formidable obscuritye. A}though obscurity is not new in academic.
writings and such ascents of Everest are forgivable if the view from
the top is worthwhile (revealing etc.) unfortﬁnately the very aim of

Parsons is so debatable, as to make the journey duestionable.

In his construction of general theory with universal laws Parsons in

fact distinguishes a theoretical system from an empirical system.

’
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' .eoo (Theory) is confined to the formulation
and logical relations of propositions containing
empirical facts in direct relation to the
observations of the facts and thus empirical
verification of the propositions.'75

Each theoretical term therefore has to be related to empirical facts
to be applicable (and given meaning). Theory is thus seen as a
'means of defining various properties of empirical variables and

stating relationships between thieir values.' 76

Gouldner's analysis of the conseguences of a Parsonian position has
argued inter alia that all theory subsumes an underlying value

‘positione

'From this perspective all social theory is
immersed in a sub-theoretical level of domain
assumptions and sentiments which both liberate

a ain it.!
nd constrain it 77

Thus the domain assumption; of Parsons can be seen to be baged in a“
consensus view and any apparent conflicts are accbmmodated into an
already formulated theory of relationships in an establishe&
structure. (Alternatively of course Marxist conceptions of theory
could be seen to be grounded in a view which emphasisesﬂ?he basic '
conflict between classes, with a similar accomodation procesg

taking place in which any element of consensus is defined for example.

as ideologically manipulated legitimation of structures of domination).

With such an individualistic model in which theory is a representation
of certain individual's views of the warld one would expect to see

shifts in emphasis and theoretical perspectives from time to time

/
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attributable to particular influences as individuals developed,
and indeed Gouldner argues that Parsons himself made just such a

shift.

'It is as if in his theory of equilibrium
Parsons speaks as a Comtian but when he
addresses himself to a theory of change, he is
suddenly transported and mysteriously finds
himself speaking with Marx's voice.'78

Gouldner's argument however places too great an emphasis on the
leading figures (Parsons, Marx, etc.) whereas as discussed in the
considerations of sociology as sciénce, the greater masses of people
doing sociology are likely to be much more variable and hence dominant
domain assumptions are more diverse. Nevertheless the postulation
does highlight the fallacy of concrete bases for constructing
conceptions of what constituﬁgs theory just as was illustrated with
science. To a large extent theory is dependent upon fhe underlying
conceftions of what theory EE.(as self evident ffom daminant domain
assumptions) and this often results in spﬁrious notions of what

theory should be due to such limitafioné in perceptions of what theory
could be. The result is often then a multitude of studies of dubious
basis/utility (Grand Theory abst;;;tions or abstracted empiricisms)
rather than a variety of studies of what those various individuals
feel feallx matters. This obviously has profound consequences for
the theory of knowledge, since knowledge comes to be defined as
superior if scientific or theoretical, but the very notions of
scientific and theoretical are built upon shifting domain assumptions.

A soclology of what is possible (as perceived) is therefore constructed,

rather than a sociology of what is necessary (to be approached through
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the explication of the problematics of constructing such a sociology.)

Not all sociology of course is guilty of this methodological opportunisme.
Merton has argued for instance that theré is a divergence producing
almost two sociologies, one in vhich sociologists are faced with not

not knowing whether what they say is true, and one in which socilologists
say that what they say is demonstrably true, but that they cannot

73 There have indeed been several calls to

indicate»its significance.
a more significant sociology80 but the difficulties of formulating
such a more significant sociology often produce paralysis. The
diffioulités ‘arfe not least located in the subjective/objective
dichotomy, resulting for instance in positivist/interpretive
'distinctions in conceptions of the task of a science of society. This
dichotomy will be returned to in the following chapter, but in the
next Section some of the attoopts to deliﬁeate conceptions of
sociology as science by comparing with art are examined.

-

Soclology as Hot-Art

The counterposing of science and art is of course a traditional
differential equation, and inefitably the supposed dichotomy has been

. used to attempt to illuminate cooooptions of sociology. This is not
to suggest that soclology has been dressed to appear as.an opposite to
art, on the contrary sometimés quite subtly, the similarities have

been emphasised, although always retaining something of the idea of
being mofe rigorous (doing art scientificallyl). One way of

achieving this has been to suggest that artists and especially

1iterafy artists are not so different from scientists and certainly

from sociologists, in terms of what they are trying to do, but the

way that they go about doing it is different. Of course art is just
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as problematic, if not more sos; as is science, gnd therefore subject
to the same kinds of problems of identity as examined in the preceding
discussion of science. I shall not in consequence rehearse a similar
debate in relation to art, and at least for simplicity I shall contain
the discussion in the main to considerations‘of literary art and

particularly to Work‘produced by novelistse

One difference often pointed to between sociologists and novelists
highlights that the sociologist is involved in demystifying the

world whereas the novelist is often involved in mystifying the world
and therefore the enterprise must be different. The problem with such
a distinction however rests in the relationship fto knowledge and the
equating of démystification with acquiring knowledge, whereas the
results in terms of knowledge-in-consequence (in that readers
internalise and use insightsfénd ideas of both) rather than in terms
of supposed rigorously formulated knowledge (scientifiq/theoretical?)

suggest that such apparent distinctions may not in fact be so divergent.

As Berger argues.

'If the achievements of both are compared, the
gap considerably narrows. The promise of social
science is based on a faith in its fubture that is
no more justified, scientifically, than is the
opposed notion that social science can never be

a rigorous set of interrelated propositions, laws
and theories explaining observed, acknowledged

facts about human behaviour and social institutionse.!
1 81

The idea of social science resting on a faith in its future (we have
enormous difficulties - but we're working on them!) considerably

deflates the traditional image of the artist as being passionate

’
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(affectively intellectual) and the scientist as being dispassionate
(rigorously intellectual).?2 Purther, if the differences in enterprise
(eg. %o produce knowledge as distinct from, to entertain etc.) are
established only on a faith, then the implications for knowledge are

indeed some way from normative expectationse

Agéin_the argument raises the question of truth in relation %o
validity of knowledge and although this problem will be examined in
greater détail in the next chaper, suffice it to say that as a result
of the demolition of traditional categories of activities such as
delineated as doing science and doing art, eﬁen some of those
involved in science would now refutethe idea that science is

éXclusively concerned with establishing truth.

Stinchcombe for instancevhas argued that truth should be relegated

to secondary importance in favour of utilitye.

'"The crucial gquestion to ask of a strategy is

not whether it is true, but whether it is
sometimes useful. I have a firm conviction that
some things are fto be explained in one way, some
another. Trying to explain a phenomenon by a
strategy inappropriate to the eumpirical terrain,
because one thinks that a strategy is a "theory"
which must be either true or false, leads into
ambusheSeeeeesoWhich kind is true of a particular
phenomenon is a matter for investigation, not for

debate among "theorists”.'83

Such subjugation of truth to utility can however, so easily lapse
into a kind of methodological insurance policy occasioned by virtue of
utilitarian aims rather than any genuine attempt to epistemologically

explicate the nature of the particular problem. It is not simply



a question of the kind of strategy which is true for a particular
phénomenon being a matter for investigation as Stinchcombe suggests,
but that the very essence of the problematic nature of epistemology
involves the question of whether it is possible to isolate method
from content - ie whether or not such a separation would represent a'

84 If such is indeed the case, then what is to

'category'mistake'.
be the subject of investigation? How is knowledge to be formulated?
Rex has suggested that this problem is the main problem facing

sociology - findingvé'way of such formulation.

"The main problem facing the sociologist is
that of finding a scientific and objective way
of talking about these things'.

85
The artist hoﬁever is also concerned with the means of formulating -~
of communicaﬁing -~ but truth is not generally even a secondary issue

in such formulationse. There is nevertheless still a concern With what
may be called authenticity. The characters and events in a”novel may
be fictitious but the message has to liﬁk in some way with the reader's
reality (in terms of constructs - even in the case of fantasy -
interpreted by the reader) to retain authenticity (witness the
- tproblems' with Pinnegan's Wake):rfﬂoreover many nineteenth century
novelists were concerned to be didactic by formal authorial intrusion
andAwith such aims it is notbdifficult t0 see how an alternative scheﬁa
in which art (in this case literature) is conceived as producing

knowledge (albeit a different kind of knowledge to scientific

knowledge) has developed.

A division into art providing insights, and science providing logical



deductions which somehow suggests that science produces more secure
knowledge is in effect perpetuated by Brown in his argument for a
framework of cognitive aesthetics86 with which sociology could.
proceed, the aims béing one of achieving a confluence of the different

kinds of knowledge.

'Cognitive aesthetics we argue, has four
principal advantages. PFirst, it permits us to
move beyond copy theories of truth in both art .
and in science. Second, it provides a framewark
within wvhich the pioneering artist and the

. pioneering scientist are both seen as involved
in essentizlly the same activity: making paradigms
through vhich experience becomes intelligible.
These two advantages give birth to a third and
fourth; for if art and science are seen to have
an essential affinity, then the possibility is
opened for a fusion of the two principal ideas
of sociological knowledge: the scientific or
positivist one, stressing logical deductions
and controlled research, and the artistic or
intuitive one, stressing insights and subjective
understanding. Finally, insofar as such a
fusion is possible, cognitive aesthetics
provides a source of metacategories for assessing:
sociological theory from any methodologlcal
perspective.! 87

Unfortunately such ‘a programme makes the same kind of category

. mistake already identified, being more concerned with method than with

. results to the extent that it starts from the assumption that the

knowledge (as end) produced by art is essentially different in essence
to that produced by science quite irrespective of methods (as means).
The essential aim seems to be one of rigour which in some way will
lead to the formulation of a confluence of different kinds of
knowledge and a transcendence of the whole objective/subjective

problem in social science.



In fact Brown's cognitive aesthetics in maintaining the category
mistake does less for the transcendence of this problem, than does

for instance the (literary?) work of Piréig,88 in 'Zen and the Art

of Motor Cycle Maintenance,' postulating quality (in the 'form of life!
- a concept to be examined in the following chapter) as holding the
clue to the bridge between human subjectivity and objectivity. The
separation of such science and art thus seems to rest upon a
proposition that would conceive the work of Brown as being more

rigorous than that of Pirsig - a somewhat tenuous condition.

Just as the idea that science is exclusively concerned Wiﬁh truth

is no longer upheld even by many scientists, so also however the
traditional separation of science and art has not been regarded as
sustainable in all quarters. The failure of scilence to.withstand

the supposed objectivity dideals héd indeed led maﬁy philosophers of
science to reject the sepafation. Kuhn for instance had indicated
that much of his W5rk stemmed from a realisation that such a split was

untenable.

'I remember well my own discovery of the
close and persistant parallels between the two

enterprises I had been taught to regard as polar.'89

Putnam in arguing for an objectivity to moral (ethical) principles
suggests that the connection with what it feels like to live by such
principles is paramount and that literature has an important part to

play in developing understanding of the human situation.
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'"We can only understand the way in which the
literary imagination does really help us to
understand ourselves and life, on the one hand,
and the way in which science does really bear

‘'on metaphysical problems on the other, if we

have an adequate view of moral reasoning, where,
by moral reasoning, I mean not just reasoning
about duty or virtue, but moral reasoning in

the widest sense - reasoning aboui how to live.'9o

It‘is.clear that literary effort has been expegded at least as much
as scciological effort, towards 'reasoning about hpw to live,! and
that does underline the problems of the status of sociology with
respect’t; knowledge and undérstanding the human situatione The
problems of how %o proceed in determining the vaiidity and status
of knowledgé in sociology and the basic issue of how questions of

' this nature are’fo be settled,‘have been’further compounded by

academic discipline demarcations.

/

Sociology as Not-Philosophye

The problem of the way to proceed-in sociology then is clearly not
at all settled, and yet a great deal of social engquiry is undertaken
as though it had been largely settled. The construction of a
sociology-as-method rests upon a foundation of sociology as

_ empirical»and to the extent that ébistemological questions are not
entirely ignored they are defined as problems for the philosophy of
science. The traditional sﬁlit between philosophy and science has

perpetuated this schism.

Berlin91 has argued that advance in the sciences and philosophy has
been a processvof allocation, whereby empirical_and formal elements
are disentangled prdducing separate disciplines with substantive
subject headings, but always leaving a nucleus of unresolved,

’
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unanalysed and apparently insoluble questions whose status is

attributed to philosophy.

’

'Indeed it might almost be said that the

history of philosophy in its relation to the
sciences, consists, in part, in the disentangling
of those questions which are either empirical
(and inductive), or formal (and deductive), from
the mass of problems which fill the minds of

men, and the sorting out of these under the heads
of the empirical or formal sciences concerned

13 1
_w1th them. 92
In this way argued Berlin, astronomy, mathematics, psychology; biology,

etc. became divorced from the general body of philosophye.

'"They remained within the province of philosophy
only so long as the kinds of way in which their
problems were to be settled remained unclear,
.and so were liable to be confused with other
problems with which they had relatively little
in common, and from which their differences had

not been sufficiently discerned.‘93

To what extent then, has sociology disentangled its problems? To
what extent have the kinds of ways in which i{s problems are to be
settled, been clarified? Clearly.this can be said to concern the
‘: history of sociology, in the same way in which Berlin's argument
éonsiders that the disentangling problem encapsulates éﬁe history

of philosophy.

On the one hand, the identifying of sociology's problems as to be
settled by empirical testing of hypotheses would seem to be such a
clarification. Indeed as already suggested, Spencer argued that a

method concerned with comparisons constituted such an empirical

I
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foundation (...'in rude outline an empirical sociology e..'”") and used
this argument to refutevthe assertion that sociology was not possible
by suggesting that the assertion was based upon a misconception and
that sociology could be considered to be concerned with the evolution
of struéture and function in society in thé way in which biological

science is concerned with structure and function in the bodye.

The claim that such a programme of empirical testing might be a
clarification of the question of the kinds of ways in which the
problems of sociology are to be settled is, however, tempered by the
fact that one hundred years after Spencer's proposal, -the programme
is still the subject of contentious debate. The same kinds of
assertion as that to which Spencer responded are still being

- expressed. Louch, for instance, is quite clear on-this.

7

Yy main intent has been to show that the idea
of a science of man or society is un.tenable.'g5

That such a proposition can still be put and taken seriously is .
perhaps evidence enough to doubt the degree of clarification achieved,
but the kinds of refutation now made, by shifting the ground upon

which the battle is to be fought, make this doubt even more concrete.

@

96 that far from

" Gellner in dismissing Louch's éssertion, has argﬁed
%he pursuit of generality being a mistaken éourse resulting from an
attempt to move away from an ad hoc kind of explanatory existence,
the emergence of generalising/scientific‘thought is not simply a

. historical element of the social sciences, but is a crucial phenomenon

for the social sciences. The difference between Spencer's and Gellner's

.,
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refutétions of the assertion, that sogiology is not possible is
interesting, since whereas Spencer.suggests a method (with all its
inherént difficulties) to overcome the problems of doubt seeded in the
assertibn, Gellner's approachﬁsuggests that the issue i$ not one of
providing a method to overcome an obstacle, but rather that the.
obstacle is itself the vehicle of procedﬁre. The question of whether
or not sociology is possible is not a question which can be addressed
without concurrent consideration of how sociology is constitﬁted.
Gellner ;onsidefs in fact that the emergence of generalising/scientific.
thought is not siﬁply a précondition of sociology, it is its subject .
matter, and is inevitable, in that it is a feature of advancing societies
preéisely because it is that very advancé which iﬁexorably'comés to be
ﬂ-reéarded/defined‘ié,anvadvance.

In Berlin's Schéma, unresolfé&, unanalysed and apparently insoluble
éuestions were attributed to philosophy, and since the fdregoing

"~ discussion hasvsuggested that sociology has fundamental unresolved

- problems the nature of which make them apparently insolublé; the issue
) of whether sociology is a science would seem tq be questiénable on ,

-philosophical grounds, much‘more fundémentai than considerations of

. for instance, sociology as a science v. an art. There is also another

perspective to this problem of the location of subject matier. .

v

\ -

Berlin97 has suggested tﬁat in addition to éomplex and apparently

~ insoluble problems a sdmewhat different perspective would see philosophy
7 as being concerned with the paive (such as the kind of Quesfions which
‘childrep ask, because they do not know the enormity of what they are

asking). From this perspective it is possible.to view the question, »
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'what is sociology?! as such a naive question, and the fact that it
causes so much difficulty emphaéises the enormity of the question.

In fact the question, 'what is sociology?! is not simply a primordial
question‘subsuming all the epistemological and methodological

. questions discussed in this chapter because, 'what is sociology?!

is not a question which can be disentangled and placed logically
before the question, 'Is sociology possible?'. Thus the fact that l
the, 'what is ee¢e?! question caﬁnot ontologically be placed before
the, 'Is it possible eeee?! question,\reinforceé the argument that
the disentanglement has not been accomplished to any great extent.
Some philosophers, nonetheless, would argue that the question is a
‘descriptive categoiy question and that it is precisely because

- sociology has been disentangled that a question such as, 'what is

sociology?', can be asked at all.

/

This controversy highlights a political element in thé philosophers
conceptual hierarchy which places philosophy‘above science (an
extremely subtle resultant reversal of Locke's idea of the philosopher
as 'under—labourer' - ie. clearing away the rubbish) in the process
of di;sentangling the empirical (and the formal) to leave philosophy.
This réises the question of the whole model being perhaps more of a
comfortable,. self-sustaining device used to create and justify the
eminence and exciusiféness of the world of philosoghers. Thé way in
which a distinction is made between philosophy qua philosophy and
philosophy qua philosophy of ...;...... (e.g. philosophy of science -
in which scientists may become in#olved) confirms this philosopher's
hierarchy, and the distinction is perpetuated ﬁot least by the long
tradition in'science which emphasizes the need for such a separation.

Bernard in fact, went even further than that:

4
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'"When a man of science takes a philosophical
system as his base in pursuing a scientific
investigation, he goes astray in regions that
are too far from reality.' 98

To pose such an argumenf is clearly to suggest thét scientists should
not even involve themselves in a philosophy Of eeecececese It is then
a short step to the view that the distinction is necessary because

of the lack of.competence of those involved with empirical maitters
tolcope with the problems of philosophy. Indeed as Law99 has
suggested, many sociologists accept the subordimte position permitted
them in the philosopher'!s scheme of intellectual activities, and keep
their noses out of epistemological issues, thereby fostering the
doctrine of eplstemologlcal incompetence. It is not therefore so
-surprising that the submerged world constituted in the SmeOl—rlCh

nature of organisational life has been neglected, with all its

potential hazards for 'knowledge.‘

This chapter has exémined some of the approaches to, and pfogrammes
put farward for,-carrying out social analysis. It has been suggested
that sociology origimated in nineteenth century conceptions of a
_science of society to form the culminétion of a developing scientific
model of the world. It has been argued‘that a scientific conception
has been maintained throughout <the history of sociology, buf that
such scientific versions (some Vinterpretive sociologies! discussed
in the followmb chapter notwithstanding) have developed in pecullarly
unproblematic programmes often unrecognisable in relation to the
founding fathers'! versions from which they have descended (eg. Comte's -
'vicious circle! being presumed no longer vicious). 'In contrast, some

of the arguments for the place of theory in sociology have been traced,

’
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from more purposive theoretical programmes to ambitious general theory
propoundingse. Iﬁ has been suggested that attempts to produce general
theory have resulted in similar irrelevant abstractions to the abstracted
empiricism resulting from unproblematic conceptions of sociology
conceived as science. FPFurther it has been argued that conceptions

of sociology as scienceror theory which seek to establish or act on
assumptions tﬁat such programmes are more rigordus and consequently

~ produce more secure knowledge than can be produced by art are at best

over-simplifications if not epistemologically untenable.,

Finally it has been argued that traditional separations of sociblogy
and philosophy have contributed to the view that the epistemological
problems of carrying out social analysis have been largely solvéd
whereas in reality not much disentanglement in the shape of

clarification of the kinds of ways in which problems in sociology

are to be settled, has been achieved. | ‘ -

The ground has now‘been prepared for a more extensive examination of
the problems of knowledge in carrying out social enquiry, and in the
following chapter the issues are located more firmly in the theory of
knowledge. The discussion is then developed specifically into an
investigation of the implications for procedure in social analysis,
such as is undertaken in this thesis in relation to Qoﬁ;;iviné same

of the submerged aspects of organisational life as symbolic

manifestations of power.



CHAPTER THREE

PROBLEMS OF KNOWLEDGE AND PROCEDURE IN SOCIAL ENQUIRY

The theories of knowledge which have been promulgated in the
philosophical vacuum created by thg separation of science from
philosophy have requisitely been 'handed down' from the philosopher's
Mount Sinai} and toalarge extent accepted and incorporatea as bhases
for much of the empirical work carried out. It will be pertinent
therefore to summarise -the main positions developed in ?he theory of
knowledge. This will be undertaken in the first section of this
_Chapter in preparation for a discussion of some of the alternative
'anceptions of social analysis in sections two and three, which in
“turn prepares the way for a development of an appréach to‘procedure

-relevant to this particular enquiry, in section four.

The Problem of Knowledge

One of the traditional distinctions made in distinguishing different
kinds of knowledge, has been between knowing-how and knowing-that.
Hamlyn has suggested that knowledge-how might be said to be practical
- . and knowledge-that to be theorefig;l,1 but Ryle has argued that not
all knowledge—how presupposes knowledge-thatz. The implication of
this is to suggest that theéretical knowledge is not a necessary
basis for practical knowledge. Such a distinction does not provide
much clarification since it introduces an even more contentious

notion involving the relationship between theoretical and practical.

A further typology has distinguished three different kinds of
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knowledge involving, knowing-of in addition to knowing-how and
knowing~that} In this schema a distinétion is made between knowledge
involving, competence, acquaintance, and apprehension/comprehension.3
Thus one may know how to play the piano (involving competence}, one
may know one's neighbour (involving acquainfance), and oné may know

that 2 + 2 = 4 (involving apprehension/comprehension).

Notwi£ﬁstanding Ryle's contention that one type of knowledge doés not
necessarily presuppose another type, it is arguable whether any type
can exist in isolation, in that different types may act in parallel
if not in linear dependency. The different types identified may.in
- other words be implied in each other in the thrust of meaning. For
example, to Se competent at playing the piano (to know how to) also haé
an element of bging acquainted (to be familiar with a piano as
something to be played) and an element of apprehension/comprehension
(to ¥now that this will hapben if.......).’ Indeed the overlapping
is so mulfi—directional as to serigusiy quéstion the Whole typology.
For the present purposes the typology will however be considered in |
the sense of representing an initial categorisation for analytical
purposes and the type knowledge—that will be the main coﬁsideration,
although without attempting to make the same kind of distinction

between theoretical and practical as suggested by Hamlyn.

-

'One>probleﬁ confronting the knowledge-that cqnception is the condition
of truth. How do we justify our knowledge-that (knowledge-how can
easily be demonstrated by playing the musical instrument, knowledge-
of by demonstrating our familiarity). We can conceive of some
knowledgg as if it were stored, but knowledge-that cannot always

‘

(or even very often) be demonstrated. Taking the example of the

’
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formal mathematical stafement 2 +2 =4, such knowledgé is only
demonstrated by the same principles as knowing-how and knowing-of,
with some kind of acceﬁtance of past experience as validating
present performance. A statement such as 2 + 2 = 4 relies upon past
assimilation of the rules of mathematics, similar 4o rules governing
what is to count as playing a piano' (ie. 'Yes that is demonstrably -
in my éxperience ~ playing the piano') or count as knowing a
neighbour (ie. 'Yes he demonstrably knows that feilow - he is
familiar with so much about him.') Such a statement is nevertheless
fundémentally different in origin (ie.in the extent of derivation
from sense data) in that it cannot be accounted for by knowledge of
empirical generalisation.4 Knowledge about playing the piano can be
Areinforced by empirical data since all observétion of playing is
likely to produce slightly di?ferent sensual_egperience (examples)
_which add something to the definition (as rule) of playing the piano.
Similarly knowledge about ones ﬁeighbour. No amount of replication

of 2 + 2 = 4 can however, add anything different to (but can merely

repeat) an already accepted principle. So much for knowledge of
formal mathematical knowledge, but how far is this identified

discontinuity in knowledge-that, exclusive to formal statements, or

~how far does it transcend into the supposedly empirical? How far is
it possible to distinguish between knowledge derived from experience
and universal (a priori) knowledge, and how far does such a

5

distinction necessitate differing conceptions of truth.

Traditionally this discontinuity has been held to establish a
distinction between empirically derived knowledge (eg. science)’and

formal knowledge (eg. mathematics) resting on the assumption that a

4
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priori principles relate to abstract entities and sensual experience
derived principles relate to concrete (empirical) entities, more or

less exclusively.

An illustration of the problem which is masked by this kind of

conception can be drawn from an examination of the treatment of

language.

Wittgenstein held that knowledge-about language was obtainable by
empirical method, with emphasis on the particular case.- Such
empirical meﬁhod was not necessarily located in science, and indeed
.in many ways bears more relation to art, because the study of such
particular cases was fo be preSented by careful descriptions of actual
linguistic practices, rather than by being 'caught'! in any theory.6

. One of the main problens witﬁ this kind of formulation is ssaid to be
that it inevitably involves some kind of relativist position, and
indeed the formulation has been attacked most notabiy by Geilner,7

but there>is a. perhaps even more fundamental ontological pfbblem
located in the necessity to use language to investigate language.

Such difficulty is located in th¢ essentially human essence of what
it is to use language. Chomsky has highlighted the foundations of
this dilemma in his argument that because all the elements of language .
are foo complicated for a child to learn empirically, thére must be
some pre-programming (ie. ontological ordering -~ quite distinct from
ideas of disproportionate inheriting) in the make~up of the human
capacity to acquire language.s_ If this is so, then in the.
Wittgensteinian investigative model, we are faced.with empirically

demonstrating facets of a phenomenon by the use of that same
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phenomenon which is itseif in part governed by a ériofi principles -
a nbt inconsiderablemethodological problem. Furthérmore, if there is
indeed some pre—programmlng in the human capacity to acquire language,
it raises serious questlons concernlng the human conditions for

knowledge acquisition.

- Russell for instance argued that scientific inference necessitated
a kind of knowing which had to be iﬁdependent of gxperience.

'Either, therefore, we know something independently -
of experience, or science is moqnshine.'9 N

This pre-empirical lknowledge is guch; in Russell's.schema, that
experience will confirm at least all the verifiable consequencés.
What constitutes an unverifiable consequence and how the differentiation
is méde, is léss clear. The more recent work of Quine leaves a |
similar problem by posfduting the distihctly 'abstract phafaéter' 6f
the 'imnate structure! which underlies induction.lo For tﬁé purpose
of this thesis I Shall consider the i&ea of a priori eleménts,
conceived as an iﬁnafe ability‘to acquire knowledge, as conétituting
fundameﬁtal problems for any formilation of purely empirical basis

to the criteria for knowledge. ihe effect of this on knoﬁledge about
. power in organisations is to pose serious questlons for any ;ttempt |
to produce sovereign empirical hypothetlco-deductlve knowledge, and

to rescue thevsubmerged warld from an exclusion at least on grounds

of untestability or immeasurability.

In terms of the long-standing philosophical debate between

rationalists and empiricists it is significant that apparent failures
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of empiricism (eg. Popper's argument that we can never'gzgzg that
'all swans are white,' because there is always the possibility of
someone discovering a black swan) can only be defined as failure on
some scale of absolute knowledge more akin to rationalism (a
rationalism located in the insistence that knowledge is obtainable

by non-empirical means, traditionally epitomised by formal statements
such as 2 + 2 = 4, ie. for all time). In fact if no-one has yet
discovered a black swan (say)'then in terms of pure empirical

. knowledge, all swans are indeed white, (knowledge-in—consequence).

Such a éonsequential ¥nowledge is however, quite separate.to the
'possibilify of an inituitive knowledge the conditions for which may
be conceived as additional to knowledge from experience. The innate
a priori elements which give rise té knowledge-in-consequence rather,
are the basis of the possibiiity of knowledge from experience. Thus
an intuitive knowledge that all swans are white is quite different

to the priori elementé which make it possible for experience of swan
_colour to be formulated into knowledge—in~conseqﬁence, thaf.all swans
are white, (although distinguishing between the two forms is problematic).
Theories of power in organisatidné‘which assume purely empirical
foundations are therefore built\upon shifting sands, since the very
pqssibility of empirical‘knowledge ksay, of the 'A has power over B
if'e.e.variety) rests on the ontological basis that to acquire
knowledge about power in organisations involves innéte knowledge (the
knowledge that comes with being in the world) in this case about
social life, and in particular, elements which have come to be
referred to as power. Now the relationship between this innate

knowledge component and the submerged wbrld (constituted for example

‘.
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in the'éymbol—rich nature of iife) is surely a cruciai issue in this
fbrmulation, but access to the relationship is another matter. One
obstacle is that we cammot empirically distinguish between the innate
component (which comprises the foundation for empirical knowledge,
but is itself entangled with that empirioalAformulation) and

intuitive knowledge (eg. that the submerged WOrid will reveal¢..;.)

Nevertheless the difficulties have produced an‘entirely unwarrented
concentfation upon empirical formulations, and the real irony lies

in the fact that the inductive method (allocated to science by
philosophers) which necessarily (if we allow the arguments of Russell
and Quine etc.) relies on both rational and empirical elements comes
fo‘be rejected in favour of a schema of falsification (the hypothetico -
deductive method) which has its very eiistence in empirical testing.
The cifcle is complete. Ve éénnot empirically (by testing).prove our
empiricist/rationalist inductions (all swans are white for all time)
therefore, we will set about empirically disproving our rationalist
hypotheses! (swan colour will be held to be white for the time being).
Again the specific méaning of rationalist intended here; is the version
whiéh is locatéd in the idea that}knowledge can be acquired by non-
empirical means. o

Thus the establishing of whét is to count as knowledge cannot be
empirically concei;ed in isolation from the possibility of a priori
knowledge innate in the human condition, and truth (in knowledge)
becomes even more problematic. (Can we obtain true knowledge from the
submerged world of symbols?). Some philosophers have in fact tried to

distinguish between absolute conceptions of truth and semantic

conceptions of tru.thl1 which attempt to differentiate according to

4
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the influence (or absence of influence) of language, but again this
is really only sustainable in a schema which upholds the rationalist/

empiricist . separation.

The way in which science has traditionally been held to have some

kind of'exclusivity‘to truth determining statuses of knowledge is
obviously now under gquestion from a much more fundamental perspective
than that knowledge is socially.&etermined by'the age, and paradigms/
traditions dominating. It is now questionable in the very ontological

status of the possible epistemologye.

However all is not lost - just different. The very a priori
ontological principles which deflateAempiricism, may present the
'possibility of a new untold security in an innate dimension in which
validity and relativism are no longer the monsters that they once
seecmed. We shall however, have to reconcei§e the scientific
_enterprise, which is not to nullify the obvious achievements of
science, merely to argue that such achievements are in largé part
co-incidental to the methodologies - ie. like the simple addition of
the speeds of two cars colliding head-on (eg. 30 + 30 = 60 mﬁh

total collision speed) suffices for all practical purposes in
earth's enviromment, even though Einstein established that this is
demonstrably not so. Results are thus attributable much more
realistically to the extent 6f the import of the empirical problematic
oﬁ the particular case. This is undoubtely to subscribe to a view
vthat social science is more susceptible to such episﬁemoiogical
problems than is say, natural science, and further to suggest that
explicating the submefged aspects (the symbolic) is a particularly
susceptible area of the social world. Such an explication will 4

’
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therefore necessitate relinquishing objective scientific absolutisms
in favour of more problematic formulations. We shall perhaps have to
let go, and let the water take our weight, since we cannot know in |
advance (in general terms) what such a conception of knowledge would
look like. This would then also seem to be more consistent with a
basing of research upoﬁ what the researcher feels 'really matteré'
rather than upon what techniques can 'solve! (which is akin to éaying
in the above analogy that perhaps what really matters ié who was in

the two colliding cars, and what happened to themi)_

The idea of truth resting upon some a priori component, in addition

to the empirically verifiable component, underlines in fact'what
philosophers have held to be a fufther condition of knowledge (in
‘addition to truth) that of belief. |

One of the traditionally conceived differences between truth and

- belief is that belief is fallible and truth is‘not. Thus historically,
truth has been associated with empirical (scientific) knowledge, and
belief with unscieﬁtific (including intuitive) knowledge (ie. not
Eggggz_knowledge) and innate a priéri knowledge in the sense

discussed here, not being a conéi&;ration. It has therefore been

held that in some objectifiable way, truth could be established |
independently of the manifestation in which it oécurred. Again however
such a formulation rests on the rationalist/empiricist traditional
separation, whereas it surely is not possible to éxtract truth from
the human ontological possibilities for such establisklment. Similarly
with belief, the fundamental issue for ‘the problem of what in social
erquiry is to count as knowledge, is inexorably located in-the

status given to pronouncements from that enquiry. The epistemological

’
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problem underlies the social status of the presentation and is tied
to the nature of what is ontologically possible. Xnowledge is thus
constituted in the very essence of the subject, and not simply with

respect to the social milieu (tradition) etc.

Beliéf—in—consequence (ie. all swans are-in-effect-white if we have

no knowlédge of any other‘colour) is not only the essence ofkcommon
sense kngwledge but is also the essence of any knowledge whatever

the status (eg. scientific) attributed to it. An enterprise built
upon falsification of white swan hypothesis, in that swans are held

to be exclusively white until proved otherwise, seems to ﬁe {to be
indistinguishable from a belief that swans are white, at least during .
‘the period in which the hypothesis remains unfalsified. This

therefore aléo raises further questions about the préposition that
scientific enterprise is epifgmised by the rigour of the operation

and by the aims of the enterprise (eg; fo demystify). The results

are thus much more related to the'expectations than to produping
\'objective' knowledge. Indeed the whdle basis of the schiéﬁ between
subjective and objective is founded on a misconception of what is
ontologicaliy possible; Knowledge-as-belief is just as likel& to.
‘_stem from allusion, allegory,‘liféiafy metaphor, parable, simile,_etc.,
as from rigorous concéptual investigation. Which is not to argue for L
the abondonment of rigorouswinvestigation, merely to. question the
nature of its historically granted special status. As Roszak has

suggesteds. -

"While the art and literature of our time tell
us with ever more desperation that the disease

. from which our age is dying is that-of alienation,
the sciences, in their relentless pursuit of
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objectivity, raise aliemation to its apotheosis
as our only means of achieving a valid relation-
ship to reality. Objective consciousness is
alienated life promoted to its most honorific
status as the scientific method.'12

Thére have been ﬁany other attempts to construct theories of
knowledge based on various conceptions of truth and belief (eg.
.correspondence and coherence theories of truth, justification based
on ev1dence and Justlflcatlon w1thout fa151ty theorles ct bellef13)
but they have likewise been limited by the underlying traditional

rational/empirical separatione What then is to be the fate of a

science of.éociety given such problems of knowledge?

" Phenomenological Horizons

The problem.df developing ar orientation to the question of a
confluence between the empi;igél and thg a priori knowledge
possibilities subsumés the further question of whaf is to count as-
vempirical. Clearly thls returns the dlscuss1on to the plausmblllty

- of the sclentlflc [r ogrammes dlscussed prev1ouslj, but now we have in
addition a requirement that any such programme should also accommodate
"the idea of an epistémological,a.pfiori component which may place a

' . further limitation on the plausibility of such a programme.

{ - ———

\

Iﬁ fact a Programme which is based on the idea that the world is out

there as a separable objectifiable entity quite indepéh@ent of the

" individuél observing it, contains a suffiéient paradox with the idea

of a human ontological limited epistemological possibility’as'to make
'such a simplified view of the world untenable in.this kind of proposition.

Whilst not wishing to contradict the philosophical position that the
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world exists independent of the individual observing it, (and thus
‘opting for some kind of idealist mentalist position) nevertheless
for'the problem in hand the question is one of how that>éxternal
worldlis experienced. This however faises the perhaps even more
difficult question of how it is possible to conceive of elements of
innate a priori knowledge in an alternative phenomenological framework
which is based upon the idea that the world can only be assimilated
through experience in all its mundaneity. Traditionally this has been
resolvedlphiloéophically by the positing of the idea of univgrsals
which are held to be self-evident. Sﬁch é resolufion rests on the
basis of intuitive knowledge, and as already suggested this is a
conception separate to knowledge from experience, whereas what is

- required is a cbmponent upon which the possibility of such knowledge
from experience can rest,'altﬁough the two may not be (empirically)

distinguishable.

To pursue this kind of problem we need to be very clear about thé

kind of question represented, indeed wﬁat kind of answer afé we
looking for? In asking questions about the basis of the a priori
elements are we asking for such to be discovered as demonstrably the .
. basis of such an entity, for clearly this is to confuse an empirical
question with a non-empirical problem. The very essence of iﬁnateness
surely precludes a fofmulation of its essence in an’gmpiricaliy

verifiable manrer.

In terms of the symbolic manifestations of power in organisations with
which this thesis will be concerned,Athe impact of this problem is to
complicate questions such aé, 'How do we know that this is a ritual of

control?' On the one hand we observe certain phenomena empirically
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(from sense data) we order those empirical observations by imputing
meaning (we ascribe 'ritual' as a category,‘and 'control'! as a
characterisation). Traditionally this imputation has been held to be
based upon pa;fv(learned) experienée. What we cgnnot know empirically
(because we cannot demonstraté/prove it empirically) is the extent to
which the intake of that sense data was structured by an innate a _
priori element which preceded the intake, and in fact made the intake,
and the ordering, possible. Likewise we cannot differentiate between
the extent of the structuring of the immate a priori, and the extent
of the ordering from past experience. We shall not therefore gain

_ much from constructing elaborate-programmes (involving'measurement,
replication etc.) to demonstrate objectivity/validity etce (notwith-

. standing the dubious activity of trying to do that with something

so ethereal as an imputed ritual) as though knowing from sense data
was subject only to filtering-out pre-orientations of past experience.
-Orientations are not simpl& derived from previous senée data inputs
but in fact primordially structure the intake of sense data. Further-
more neither can we entirely differentiate a component of intuitive
knowledge which tells us (however unreliably) that it feels right to
consider the phenomena as é ritual of control, for such a component

is also indeterminately entangled-with both the inmate a priori (to
the extent that it cannot be empiricaily separated) and past experience

pre-orientatioﬁs (to the extent that it confuses the identification ,

e

of such pre-orientations).

We know then that the phenomena under discussion represents a ritual
of control only to the extent that intersubjectively (and based upon
a 'reciprocity of perspectives'! - see below) it makes sense to conceive

of the phenomena in such a way. That is to say, reader 'owns' the
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account of observer as meaningful for reader (ie. not because it is

empirically provable, but because it is imputably transcendental).

The idea of innateness thus cgntains its own senseof order, unknowable
 -in empirical terms but nevertheless having profound impligationsifor
the ordering of sense data and accordingly we need to construct the
idea of huﬁan ontology prohibiting the possibility of passive receipt
of information about the enviionment and erect the notion of the
organisiﬁé of experience through the medium of ideas in which there is
an innate a priori component which does not rely on confirmation;from,
or proving by, experience. Wé need an empirical component in which
the mature of that experience is related to, and organised by, the

- innate component. This suggests a subjectife ordering of the world
not only in relation to pre-orientations derived from pas experience,
but also grounded in an'ontoibgy which gives rise to the very ability

to infer from, and orientate experience. -

The experience of a phenomenological pogition thus needs torbe underlain
by the idea of a far from neutral ordering. Husserl in fact was

concerned with this problem.

'From the point of view of theory of knowledge,
the question of the possibility of experience
(which, at the same time, is the question of
the essence of experience) necessitates a
return to the phenomenological data of which all

- that. is experiencel consists phenomenologicall;y.'14

The essence of the world consists of all the elements of that world
which are experienced and ordered in order to give the world meaning

for the individual experiencing ite. It makes no kind of sense %o
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attempt to conceive of a world capable of being experienced objectively

since as Husserl argued.

'Everything in the world, all spatio-temporal
being, exists for me because I experience it,
because I perceive it, remember it, think of it

in any way, judge it, value it, desire it, etc.'ls.

An objective stanée‘can nevertheless serve as an ideal type (in the

Weberian sense) for the formulation of an image towards which the
formulation of a conception of intersubjective experience can be B

conceived.

'4 Such a conceptiéh based on the idealisation thgt for.all practical
purposes individuals éxperience the world in largely the same way

' (what Séhutz has called the 'reciprocity of perspectives'l6) is

' indeed amenable to the possibility that individuals know the way of

knowing the world to some extent inmately.

The possibility of a science of'sociefy now however, seems‘to rest

on the upholding of a distinctioﬁ between the way in which individuals
formuiate and use such intersubjegtive experience in everyday life,

- and the way in which a sécial scientist might formulaée and use such

. intersubjective experience.. ‘ \

One way out of this apparent trap is to postulate that what social
scientists are doing is erecting second order constructs by attenpting
“to 'order thé ordering! (scientifically?) of experience. Thus they

are concerned with not only the essence of the phenomena but the

processvby which that essence is accommodated and made sense of. The -
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ordering of experience 1is thus a subject of enquiry in addition to
being the means of proceding with the emquiry. Zimmerman and

17 for instance in describing an ethnomethodological approach

, Pollner
have arguéd for a distinction between topic (the way in which
individuals order their e:;perience - involving their assumbtions,
valués, etc.) and resource (the fact that individuals do order their
'gxperience’ and the lconsequences thereof - eg. the kinds of ensuing’ ’

social organisation).

This problem will be considered further, but first some preliminary
remarks c.oncerning the relationship of this second order to the
Question of a confluence of the empirical and the ontologically a

- priori elements of knowledge will be propitious.

In suggesting that any ciomprehensiv.e consideration of what is to
count as4know1edge must take intp conside:ation the elements of what
:i.s~ ontologically a priqri, as suggested, many fundamental phiyiosophical
_problems are raised. Problems such as the possibili’{;y of (.or the
extent of) knowing other minds; the relationship between the a priori
and the empirical in terms of the ontblogy of intuition and

] introspection; the di.stinct‘ion between free will and determipism; .

etc. are .paramount. In the course of this thesis> it will be possible
only to suggést that éuch problems impinge 'upon thé’_i.ssues. at‘ hand, and
that the traditional neglect has not helped the progressof knowledge
ip éociology. For the purpose of this thesié therefore it will be
assumed that fﬁere are ‘fundamental problems of 'possibility'! subsumed
in the position being developed, but that such problems are iherent

and part of the nature of being. Trying to construct knowledge about

the human social situation is fraught with such problems, but they will

19
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not go away by ignoring them or defining them out of existence - as

a great deal of empiricist work has done. Indeed, for the purposes
‘of this thesis, the problem of constructing second order formulations
as the basis for a science ofAsociety‘will‘proceed on the assgmption'
that such fundamental philosophicél problems do not -preclude such
construction. If in due course such assumptions do indeed prove to
be unfounded (in some as yet unknown dimension of knowing other minds)
then the formulations here constructed, in being demolished, will at
least hafé faired‘no worse than some more traditional formulations |
and may even (by provoking such investigation) have played a part in

the very demolition that produces clarification.

“The approach to the problém of the second ordei construct has drawn

heavily on the German hermenecutic tradition from such writers as

<

/

Dilthey .

Hermeneutics initiallyidevéloped_from é need to establisﬁ the
guthenticity or otherwise of scriptural texts availablefto the
Chiistian world.18 There was a need to extract the 'reai' version
from the many copies that had been accumulated over the years. This
_ particular emergence of hermeneutics was at its height in the
sixteenth century‘with.the argument; betweeﬁ the different factions 6f
chriétianity (catholic~Protestant) as to the true aP$hentici£y of the.
sériptures. The extension of the task of hermeneutics from one of
.'éstablishing the authenticity of documents into more of a concern
with penetrating and capturing the meaning of human activity was

underlain by particular changes taking place in successi&e centuries.

Kant's reconceptualisatioﬁ of knowledge as being essentially problematic,

D
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concerning the crucial role of the subject in all cognition, and
lHegel's notion of the procéss of history as being a Irocess in which
Imowledge of each era is attained by discovery of itself (b&

ipcreasing consciousness) as the only essence of being, were both
instrumental in the development of the idea of the hermeneutic circle.19
' The idea of a hermeneutic circle is to suggest the notion of under- |
standing as progressing by a process of continual re-appraisal aﬁd
recapitulation (rather than by refining and reducing) towards better
and less émbiguous knowledge.‘ The output'ofbsuch a hermeneutic
entérprise would thus alfhough being 'ever more selective,' be also

. S 420
ever more voluminous!

- Dilthey had arrived at a position in which he felt thet historical

knowledge had progressed as far as possible with the tradition-

: bound nature: of historigal/uﬁdefstapding and this led hﬁh to abandon
“his aim of producing in history, a finite methoﬁology producing a
series of truth generating universal ZLa‘vvs.z1 Dilfhe&'s position led

'hiﬁ to regard the idea of kmowledge being bounded by the cénstraint
of inéonclusivity, and this represented a challenge to be faced 5y

' science'otherwiSé its claim to prdduce scientific results would indeed’
~ have to be abandoned to some kind of relativist posi‘bion.22 Dilthey

(ve:stehen) and explanation (erklaren) and the way in which %hese
different methods are qyﬁthesised is at the heart of the problem.23
In fact it could be said that the history of such interpretive
> schemas has been one of aétempting such a synthesis‘on the assumpti¢n

that the possibility of a science of society rests on a synthesié

between causal explanpation and dnderStanding being achievable.
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There have been many attempts to develop the hermeneutic tradition
and thereby argue for an incorporation into work ¢arried out currently,

and the perspectives of three recent writers in this vein (Outhwaite24,

Bauman.‘?5

s and Giddenszs, ) are now analyéed in prepartion for the
discussion of procedure in relation to this particular soéial enquiry.
In each of the three perspecfives (as with many other interpretive/
phenogenological/ethnomethodological sociologies) there‘is an implicit
rubric that to be doing socioldgy from such é perspective is to be
doing science. It may be argued that such activity bears little
relation to the kinds of activity discussed in the first section of
the preceding chapter, but quite why the activity (of being K
methodical/systematic/rigorous etec) is constitutive of doing science
- is not articulated. |
 Outhwaite discusses déveiopménts iﬁ a framework which delinsates
between; fhe work of Rickeft, Simmel and Weber; a dialectical
trédition; and a phenomenological tradition. Outhwaite's piogramme
‘ clearly distinguishes between a science of societj based upbnva
natural écience conception and a conception which is based upon in

some way extending what is already there.

——

'The social scientist must begin with data which
are already partly interpreted in the ordinary
language of everyday life. Moreover, social
scientists cannot coherently aim to provide a
natural science of human life, but rather to
deepen, systematise and often qualify, by means
of empirical and conceptual investigations, an
'understanding' which is already present.27

Clearly there is a rejection of natural science conceptions of a

science of society, but there is a rentention of the idea of being
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rigorous in the notion of 'systematise'es The idea of 'qualifying!
is“presumably located in a conception of such systematising rroducing
in seme way a secure orvsuperior knowledge, and the idea of deepening
understanding is perhaps similarly founded. Any distinction between,
for instance, science and artvhowever (which is not to suggest that
Outhwaite himself makes such a distinction) is still likely to founder
with a.concept such as deepening understanding. The igea of art
deepening understending (by deepening experiencing) is closely
associated with the idea of an a priori knowledge component in that
‘if is not possibie to systematise some kinds of experience of art
which (aesthetically?) appear to travel to the very essence of being,
without any means of validating (or systematising'substantively) the

-experience of that arte.

In his conclusin Outhwaite in fact suggests that the kind of social
science we formulate is much more tied to the purpose we postulate

for such a social science rather than to a universally applicable

meanse

'I have tried to show that a decision about the
proper place of an interpretive method in social
theory involves fundamental choices about the
proper purposes of such theories. Do we want a
coherent system of general social laws, or a
plurality of 'theories of the middle range,! or .
just a few isolated by well-confirmed conditional
propositions? Or are we more concerned to deepen
and systematise and enrich with empirical data
the understanding of social life that we already
have as participants? Do we want knowledge for
the sake of prediction and control, or for the
intrinsic pleasure of cultured contemplation, or
to orientate the political action of a social
group or movement?'28

85



Here the preceding_discussion of the attempts to synthesise the

ideas of knowledge-as-understaﬁding with knowledge-as-explanation

is encapsulated in a formulation of alternative‘purposes. The idea
that knowledge for the purposes of prediction and control, as against
knowledge for intrinsic enjoyﬁent (which does echo something of the
science/art1distinction),suggests alternative approaches to acquisition,
is perpetuated. Yet clearly knowledge which ié_formulated for
.intrinsic enjoyment.does not preclude its use for prediction and
control..\Indeed such a separation is founded on the assumpéion that
‘prediction is a process which is only prediction if it involves 100%
accuracy of prediction. ‘The way individuals use knowledge is
‘obviously much.less systematised then this and social scientists are
no exceptibn. The abstracting of such an idea which becomes knowledge
(in consequence) from an 'unsystematised' piece of work and the
develoéing incorporatioﬁ into a sciéntific corpus must be a condition
of the human existence of ;cientists no matter how systematic or
rigorous be their procedureé. The very notion of an intuitive idea
(often referred to as 'insightfui') is in effect an expression of the
confusion of an activity built upon the mrinciple of induction yet
proceeding by deduction because deduction is more scientific
_ (conceived as provable empiricglly) than induction. The means have

- become ﬂhe.ends. The ends have became lost, and alternative

resurgences of the meanshave been excluded because they do not now

match the new ends. Meanwhile life goes on. Knowledge is compromised

and science is ideology.

Bauman discusses the development of the hermeneutic tradition in a
framework constructed around the idea of the constitutidn of under-
standing as being the work of aiternétively, history, reason, and

i
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life ,29 and in critically examining within this constructed framework

argues for understanding as expansion of the 'form of lii’e.'3o Bauman

conceptualises a typology for his discussion which sees the explanation/
understanding split as comprising a delineation bet_ween»rationalist

and hiétoricist, the former being sveen to0 be concerned with the

'right! methods, the latter with conditions which gi?e rise to freeing

from k;istoriqél limitations which in turn determine what are the

‘ kright methods.31

1

| The potential discontinuity betweeﬁ ﬁnderstanding and explaining is
apbroached by Bauman in a historical hermeneutic sétting by raising
the kind of vunderstanding with which hérmeneutics is concerned to a : ,4;,
highér plain than explanation as éxemplified in the very history of

the hermeneutic circle.

! 3 .
.. "It is difficult to see how any of the successive
N recapitulations can claim to be final and
‘ conclusive; still more difficult would be to .
substantiate this claim. The plight came to be
seen as specific to the study of the social,
presenting the 'understanding' sciences with
problems unknown to the science bent on mere
fexplaining'.,, (my emphasis) - . A .

p—

Th.e.goal of exblanation vis thus not oniy inappropriaté to the
hermeneutic programme but is in some way inferiqr‘anyvs;ay to the
production 6f understanding which is éoﬁcemed with 'self-comprehension'
| ahd.with 'pe.netr;a'ting' and capturing ‘che_ meg;ﬁing pf human deeds';’33

".'I!he constitution of meaning is seen as stemming from the humanf -

- condition being continually confronted with incomprehension.34
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‘The initial striving for knowledge then, is secen as part of the human
.condition and Bauman quotes'Schopenhauer to support his thesis that
this human‘cohdition is grounded in the pursuit of happiness as an
urge (an effort)‘for there is_no such thiné as a state of happiness
only a happiness possible as a purpose -~ as a liberation from
sui‘fering.35 Thus the struggle against suffering is the programme
‘of seeking happiness and is constitﬁted in the eradication or attenmpt
to eradicate misunderstanding and incomprehension. MNisunderstanding
is an obétruction Which‘forces 'the brook of life to form eddies's 0

Incomprehension is a form of suffering.

The form of suffering of inéompréhensién is located in the making of

~ tour situation uncertain; ﬁnpredictéble; full of aanger'.37 This
results in an effort to make the ﬁncertain certain, the unpredictable
predictable. This éffort is understanding. It is an effort therefore
not a state and hence the 'image! ofrunderstanding is the negative of
"the experience of incomprehension.38

Knowledge of how fo proceed is pefceived_as a task only when wé do not
knpw how to proceed, and such incomprehension ieads to the effort to
~deal with uncertainty by submittiﬁg réality to our control. Thus
there is in Bauman's schema the assumption of a shared<;ptersubjective
wqud involving the idea of a reciprocity of perspectives an& the
attempt to estabiish agreement or consensus about the things which
form such incomprehensi\pn‘.39 The achieving of such consensus is
vested in the form of life and the artful practice of everyday life,
and social scigpce is, in part, a more sophisticated (rigorous-

) 'systematic?) way of'protecting such consensus. Bauman in fact

introduces the idea of a separately establighable truth. This truth
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condition is independent of consensus and represents a protection

«

against imposed consensus.

'The rules of achieving agreement (op communal
consensus) are not, however, identical with the
rules that guide the pursuit of truth; the
problem of objective, or true, understanding
cannot be, therefore, collapsed into that of
consensus. Objective understanding is sought
as a safeguard against imposed consensus, as
an appeal against unacceptable outcome of
negotiation. Objective understanding is
. sought, in a sense, as a surrogate of the control
" over the practical conditions of agreement. The
urge for objective understanding as distinct
from simply communal consensus is generated
by the restrictions imposed upon equality and
democracy by the structure of domlnatlon which
underlies the negotiating process.! 40

' For Bauman therefore the very structure of dominatiorn in society
necessitates the existence (or development) of a means of establishing

a truth condition. How is this to be achieved?

Trﬁth is in fact viewed in this Schema.as being in oﬁposition to
congensus and yet concurrently as 'the supreme standard of belief '.41
Absoluté truth is seen to be (pefhaps) unachievable as a state of
knowledge, but indispensable fogfknowledge to éxist. The pursuit of
?7 such truth and bbjectivity are seén to be anthropoiogiéal.not
historical - they are.'transcehdeﬁtal conditions bf fhéNSPecifical;y_
humén mode of exiétence'. Following H@beimas42 Bauﬁén thus sees the
apparent difficulty of acééunting for the reiation between truth and
underétanding as being grounded in a mistaken location of rules which
‘ falidate intefpretations and causal explaﬁations on the level éf

~ transcendental logic (eg. Kant's pure theoretical reason) instead of

in the transcendental conditions of specifically human being-in-the .
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world. Such a being-in-the-world howevér, seems to be based purely

in experiencing being-in-the-world.

The task of sociology is then seen to be to gradually reduce the

opposition between consensus and truth -~ by criticism of the consensus

43

using the model of ideal communication. Such a model involves

exposing-conditions of communication which lead to invalid, untrue
cons=nsus - and hence involving imposition - as 'distorted

communication' (Habermés) by 'painstaking analysis of the transcendeptal

conditions of rational agreement’44 - rational in the sense of

- unrestricted and exercised by no force other than 'better! argument.
vThe scientific method is thus one of criticism of comparison and of

- ideal type model.,

'"The specifically sociological form of such an
. engagement can only consist in the application
. of the general scientific method of criticism
to the scrutiny of the consensus reached in
society. In the same way as science employs
the model of ideal experiment to expose and
eventually eliminate flaws in the practice of
scientists, so sociology employs the model of
ideal communication to lay bare anmi eventually
help to eliminate the flaws in the practice
of societal consensus.'45

e

The distinction between understanding and_explanation is thus largely .

. reformulated as a differencebetween understanding gg_achieviﬁg.consensus -
in iesponse to an ontological'conditiOn of incomprehension - and

true understandiné, as a means of erecfing‘én objective condition of
knowledge. The possibility of fhe existence of .innate a ‘priori
'khowledge'is not‘however considered in this light and indeed

eonéideration of such possibilities (even.the traditional tendency

- which would be to pose innate knowledge as relating to consensus



and empirical knowledge as relating to truth) deflates Rauman's

distinction somewﬁat.

Gidden's treatﬁent 6fvthe problem of the integration of underetanding
and explanation is placed inna framework of attempting to establish

a way to proceed, in the shape of methodologicel rules. This is not
“intended to describe the way to do research but to illuminate some

of the issues to be faced in carfying out practical research.46' T@e
aim . is o produce a clarification of problems involved in
formulations of ways to proceed in sociology, and therefore his

title (New Rules of Sociological Method) can be read as being perhaps
somewhet presumptious (in ﬁhe senee'of presupposing that the

. clarification of problems could be formulated in this way) rather
than as neiveLy attempting to formulate procedures in the very causel
terms (ie. generalised rules) which such an ahalytical enterprise

/

- must addresse.

Giddens' approach to tﬁe question of the difference between'under-i
standing and explanation is located in a critical amalysis of the
work and writings of Dilthey, Weber and Gadamer with respect to the
attempt to establish an integration between understanding ard
expianation conceived as different forms of knowledge;47 and with the

work of Abel and Habermas with respect to the construction of a

- -

critical theory which complements hermeneutic and nomonological sorts
of endeavour.48 The hermeneutic task is then formulated as one of in
some way penetrating the frames of meening 6f lay members of eociety

thereby elevating the role of the social scientist fo one of a second

order'using the same sorts of skills as these lay members.
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T Veeese the social scientist of necessity draws
upon the same sorts of skills as those whose
conduct he seeks to analyse in order to describe
it; generating descriptions of social conduct
depends upon the hermeneutic task of penetrating
the frames of meaning which lay actors them-
selves draw upon in constituting and
reconstituting the social world.'49

The scientific enterprise of ‘sociology is therefore seen as involving
the constructing of a metalanguage with which to explicate the form

of life, and in doing this is faced with what Giddens terms a double

hermeneutice.

Yeeees Sociology, however, deals with a universe
which is already constituted within frames of
meaning by social actors themselves, and
reinterprets these within its own theoretical
schemes, mediating ordinary and technical
language. This double hermeneutic is of
- considerable complexity, since the connection
is not merely a one-way one (as Schutz seems

to suggest); there is a continual 'slippage'

of the concepts constructed in sociology,
whereby these are appropriated by those whose

. conduct they were originally coined to analyse,

and hence tend to become integral features of
that conduct (thereby in fact potentially
compromising their original usage within the
technical vocabulary of social science).'so

- Tﬁe cbmpromising of the metalahé;;ée of sociology is thus posed as

a fundamental problem in fhe,prbcess of knowledge formulatiog from
social enquiry. Such a proilem however in being conceived in
negative terms (compromise must detract from the task of sociolégy)
seems to suggest that lay actors and social scientiété have

. consistently different purposes, whereas this is surely not (always)
the case. Indeed the positing of an innate a priori element to |

knowledge acquisition would necessitate the substitution
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