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ABSTRACT

_ The  Internal and The External: A Critical Evaluation of
Peter Winch's Idea of Social Science
S T Stephen Charles Block

3

|

Ihis;' thesis attempts to crttiéally examine Pett.frl7 Wwinch's own
critical examination of the social studies wherein he distinguishes proper
masi-phnosopmcal method from improper pseudo-sclence

Chapter One is an expository look at Winch's discussion of social ,
‘sclentific methodology, and the proposals for such a methadology as made by
both philosophers and social Qcientists over the last century or 50, Winch
suggests most of such MIS, being 'exgml' examinations which copy or
resemble physical scientific procedures, do not support an appropriate

method for examining human social life‘and issues. He also suggests it has

been shown that philosophy, with its ‘internal method of evaluating ideas and -

meanings,:is best suited to provide the outm;\e for such an undertaking.
Chapter Two is an expository look at several of the mast nqlefmt

essays Winch wrote on social theoretic*alﬁ moral philosophical issues. It

continues to draw the distinction between the physicalist and conceptual

models of attempting to understand human ethics and action.” -

o«
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Chapter Three is an mwtrettve look at Winch's notion of “logica)

, relations’ hheretn he distinguishes between inference-drawing, 2s it would o v
_ pertain tn phystcai science and in thought in general Winch tries to provtde
further insight into why the logic of human life also ought to be the logic for
the investigation of it. -
Chapter Four 1s 2 point by point mevaluattm of three prominent

' areas Winch touched on in his analysis of social sclentists methodologles to
show that Winch hag.not mderstood what the real sigm icance was of those
| ‘methodologies it also briefly questtons wmcn s own pﬂormes in crttictztng
or failing to criticize the thinkers he Jooks at. ny claim is that Winch's thess
s as extemal in imoring the intemaltty of theory, as the scu:nttstic
.thlnking to whtch his crltique was meant to be aimed

| then draw myconclusionsandsuggest how wmchmayhave been
able to go about his crmque daif ferently-the way some soctal scientlsts

~ already have attempted to do This would have enabled him to arrive at an

even more compemng mtemal critique of social scientif ic methodology.

L4
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& | cannot praise a fugitive and cloistered virtue,
unexercised and unbreathed, that never sallies out and
. sees her adversary, but slinks out of the race where
that immortal gariand is to be run for, not without
Coo dust and heat.
. \ . ' i x Mrmm [u-wuml ~

. .

"I have little patience with scientists who take a'board
of wood, look for its thinnest part, and drill a great

number of holes where drilling is'easy.”
Albert Einstein (quoted by Philip Frank SN
in “Einstein’s Philosophy of Sclence,”
“ Reviews of Modern Physics, Yol 21, e
No. 3, July 1949) '

9

“Unreserved devotion to a cause is the loftiest precondition of ‘
. intellectual independence... At issue was more than the elaboration of
- known material,...It was necessary to bear: responsibility for apiece
of momentous knowledge, which presehted a direct challenge to a
world of superficiality and formalism. It was necessary to stand

. L | ) alone—which did not exactly foster popularity...Honest pioneer work
- 7 in the field of science has always been, and will continue to be, life's
pilot. On all sides, life is surrounded by hostility This puts us under
; ¢ N an obligation” .
Wilhelm Reich (diseussing his time_as Freud's -
‘ disciple in The Function of the Oroasm,
w0 Pp. 36-37, Touchstone, 1961), -
- o Lo
% @ x : !
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science. It is unde_r'tokeﬁ for two reasons: the first is that | believe meny, if

: }\oi almost all, of the criticisms Winch lays at the door of social scientific

_methodology'are in fact valid ones. At the same time, and secondé | am not

satisfied with his peculiar philosophical representation of the problems
mherent in the so)c?al studies. “ 4 o

! generallg like and accept the distinction between mternal
'phil"osopmcol and extergal quasi-scientific critique which he outlines, but |
also suspect that 1t coan servé 8s a kind of inces}gous.self—offirmotion within
philosophical circles; sspecially vhen philosophy sees itself in am adversariaﬂl
bosition vis & vis the social sciences. This, | will.argue hcreates a porac}d)g

.

such that phﬂoscrphers condemn social scne‘fé‘ﬂmremselg the

way- externollg theg clalm social science is so often gumg of offerl:rg its,
own cntu:lsms. On]g perhaps in the case of pmlosophg it is done so without
what Winch calls 'exirojscieh“tific' pretensions.

. Nonetheless, as-| argué, external critique is external critique and .

the pyrpose of this thesis is to encourage a dislogue between the fields df the

social studies and.philosophy. For regardiess ‘of of fences committed or
imagined, my belief is that the only wey for one discipline to understand
another is for those mscrphnes to undertake to read each other In a manner ot

least compatible with (stated or unstated) intentions. As lv\ﬁnch emphasnzes

this in relation to all thought except that emanating from\{he social studies, | -

_ find myself dissenting from the conclusions of his thesis even if | am in

&

general accord with the thrust of his enter‘prise‘.'

. —— - a v [ <y e s - e ﬂ

. . . - . hd r'
This thesis is a critical 1ook at Peter Winch's own critique of-sbciel

»
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difficulties in the social studies that:

-
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v k/ . . Introduction
N :
T @ ' f’\‘_ : .
L 4 bn J

+*

Generelly my view accords with Alfred Schutz's who said of tte/'

o

-

This’ unsatisfactorystate of effairs results chiefly from the
fact hat the development of the modern social sciences
ocgdrred during a period in which the science of logic was
mostly conterned with the logic of the netural sciences. In 6
. kindof monopohstic lﬁ\nerwhsm thé®'methods of the latter

v were frequently declared to be the onl{; scientific ones and

the partlcular problems which soclol scientists encountered
- in their wo6fK were disregarded. Left without help and

R guidence in their revolt against this dogmetism, the students

of human affairs hed to develop their own conceptions of
\what they believed to-be the methodology of the socid!
sciences. They did it without su¥ficient philosophical
'knowledge and stopped their effort ‘when they reached a level
of generalization which seemed to justify their deeply felt
conviction that the goal of their inquiry could not be reached
.~ by adopting the methods of the natural sciences without
modification or implimentationkNo'fwonder that their 4

t”’ erguments are frequently ill-founded, their formulations

insufficient, and thet many understendings obfuscate the
/ controversg Not what social scientists sard but whet theg '
meaﬂ( is therefore ourgnoln concern in the followmg

v

b

It is with these sgmpaihetic sentiments in mind that | always.
mtended 1o proceed with my own crmmsn\i\s of sociel'science,.and’it is

lheref ore why | found myselm d;ssohsbéd w th wlnch 3 verswn of the source

. of-the same difficulties. R . . 3

‘Chapter One detans the view WmCh put forward in The {des of 8

- Sociel Science (1SS) wherein he }lscusses in detail the dlfference between



-~ . ‘Introduction R .3

L ‘ T
.bhilos:ophﬁ:dl analysis, scientificvinves.tigotion ond whot he c&lls -
bsgypo—scientif'ic’explonotion. He introduees’thot book by berating those who
%. have believed philosophy ought to be the handmeiden of qther disciplines, such
as science..For he w;gues- thet philosophy has its pwn dlstin(:tive cﬁurocter
ond a umque contribution to make all of its own. My outline is exposnorg ond |
attempts to capture, as best as possible, the: ronge of nuances f ound n

]

%inch s original statement. . -
_Winch describes the kind of contribution he thinks philosophg can
mok’e ond what 1ts lmportance is in relotlon to resolving socml theor\eucol T
problems And he stotes | believe, something which well needs to be stoted
about the lmportonce of the philosophical perspectwe on its ownand in
relation o ather worlq wews such es that of naturel scTence
4 ’“"“\/—f\ \Cﬁggwr Two rewews $everal @ssays in WInch s Ethics and Acu_q ~
(E&A). There Winth continues the theme of the difference between
\ B philosophical 'undél;sto;ldin’g' end s;fentific«'siudg' .He broadens and deepens
its lmphcutmns so thet 1heg include the sxamination of such thmgs as‘the
N unwerSohzabliltg {hesis in socal philosophg, the effects of sélentmc ‘logic’
o on the understending of magic,end rehgmn’.m ‘primative’ 'cul(ure and.the
| different senses in which meanings a}'e conveyed and in{erp(eted n"
philosophy, religton end smenc% - 4 -
This book is an extension es | seid, of the argument found.in {SS.

But it is at the same Ume a way for ¥Winch to extend his analgsvs to other

oreas beside the largely methodological concerns of his earher work Ng



VAR mterest in |t 18 that mnch shows t’ne philosophical character of his orgt;ment /
more in these essegs then in ISS and consequently, | say in Chapter Foyr,
exposes many mconsnstencves in his awn logic. But as with Chapter One my
mterest here.is only in detomng Winch's argument.

Chapter Three brings many strains of his view together and develops

3 the underlying theme of Jogical relatlons winch argues that the lpgical ?

gelouons os between people, which involve communication of whichever
' . level, 1s what has.to.beaccounted for not the socnologlcul or factual’
R ﬁ} g phengmena most commonlg associated with soctal scientific research. | have
T ' taken representations and samplings of this theme from all parts of the
‘\ essogs and bdoks | 1ooked at in Chepters Une end Two and | have attempted to
o " pay 8s close attention as possible to the way WInch ti‘es in his argument
whlch favours one kind of inf erentm! method-*pmlosopmcal mference and
re]ects the other—scwntmc formal-logicel mrerence ‘
 while | ugree that an emphasis on the logic of human thought and
‘disc*burse ‘has to be made, my.eventuol query is os to1ts implications when ‘
token to 1ts logrcal concluswns For it1s then, | argue in Chapter Four, tﬁet
we are left with meenings and velues but no way to assert the extstence of
angthmg actuel, or even decide what exists and what does not. So while |
agree with the to’ne of Winch’'s argument here, and believe he makes e‘pom‘t} .
< well worth meking, | am left. oéreeing with Emile Durkheim who feered ‘
e ohilosobhg was “dangerously aloof” from physical realitg and with Kerl
Mannheim for whom phﬂosophg was too specific and consequentlg not at all
helpful in mding people resolve practical issues of daily Iiving
a ‘ ) v

¥
e
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‘Chapte; Four giv‘e,s three accounts in some delail of "hﬁw Winch
ignored the res! views and pu'rpiases of the thinkers he snalyzed. And it
questlons hlS defense of Hax wdbers posmon in light of his critique of other
views which expressed milder versmns of Weber s chauwmsuc defense of .
Europeaen and scientific logic. Hg feehng is. that wmch is comfortable with
his bwﬁ phiioéoﬁhica\ position, and perhaps 100 much so. My purpose here then
1s to remmd phuosophers ihot itis &s 1mportant to evajuate and reevaluate
thelr own \news at least as ngorous\g as they attempt to eveluste the views'
“of others For my feéhng is that this would lead to the overcoming of many of .
the ubstacles now in the way of mutual understanding in the various fields of
the social sciences and philosophy '

 then draw my conclusmn ond suggest how w:nch s view has not
onﬁ unfortunatelg lead to obfuscation of the issues he dlscusses but has. olso
ontnbuted to the burwl of mong potentially and actuelly worthwmle
methods socml scientists.developed in the Yast century This heightens mg
behef thst pmlosophg connot odequatelg understend these other fields
without going beyond its owh houndaries in at least investigating thege other -,
undertakings iniernai to.th'es‘e other fields. My view 15 that the philosopher
who does not go beyond the aécepfé‘d bounds of philosothcal anslysis of her ',
‘ day confines hirrise)f to the shibboleths and obscurity of her or his enterprise;

8s surely 8s social science has, according 10 Winch, succumbed+4o another

« greal shibboleth of the dag-rsciencfe 4 0n the other hand, | believe a real

. djbelogue between the disciplineg‘is, precisely the way 1o avoid suth'mqppio,

-
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The ultimate 1udgment of any thesis on this subject, I would submit

then hias to be eveluated on the basis of the extent to which it hos encouraged

| or enobled such a dislogue to take plece. It is therefore hoped thot | have

succeeded, however meogerly, in making such o contribution to open’

‘discussion. X S

Y
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~‘Hence the sentiments expressed in the Frontispiece to Dr. Grell Gront's
M.A. thesis "The Relevance of Psychoanalysis ta.Philosephy: The View of
. Morris Lezerowitz", completed in this department in 1978, quotmg
"Maxwell John Chorlesworth that

...criticism may be either of an internal or an

external kind=In other words, one may show the

need to adopt enother standpoint by exposing the

in&dequacgof ¢ philosophical position in terms of

- the position-itself. Or, one may criticize o position

in a completely external and mechanical way, S

condemning it simply beceuse it does not measure
up to one’'s own criteria. This latter criticism..is
very satisfying to the critic but unfortunately
convinces no one else. .

Moxwe!ll John Cherlesworth, Philosophy and Linguistic Anal gsng, Prefoce
Pp. xi-xii, Dusquesne’ University Press, Pittsburgh,1961.

Originally from the essay “Concept and Theory Formation in the Socwl
Scnences .Lollected Popers, Pp. 46-66, Ed. Meurice Natanson, Martinus
Ni jhoff, The Hegue, 1962: presented at the Tmrtg third Semi-Annue!
Meeting of the Conference on Methods in Philosophy arid the Sciences,
Nevw York, May 3, 1953 ond reprinted in Sociolggicel Theor y_and
Philosophical Anelysis, Ed. D. Emmet and A. Hoclntgre Mocmllan London
and gosmgstoke Pp 2-3
Hence Henry Peyre says of Durkheim that .

Philosophy as then struck him os superficial and
dengerously aloof from science. His eagerness was
* at ope and the same time for more objective
first-hand research so es to rest philosophy on a
* bedrock of scientific knowledge, and to put such
speculation and research to pragmatic use..not
that sociel fects are but things, but thet they have
to be observed and studied objectively, our concern
being for ceuses, not for teleologics! ends.
§

- From nggggggt_ngu and nggggau Fgrerunners of Sociology, Pp. vii- viii, -

Unwersug of rhcmgan Press, 1960. And Mannheim says thet

A Y
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Phnosophers heve too long concemed !hemselves
wﬂh their. own thinking When theg wrote of
thought, they hed /in mind primarily their own’
- history, the mstorg of phnosophg, or quite speciel
fields of knowledge such as mathematics or physics.
This type of thinking is applicable only under quite
special circumstences, and what can be learned by
analyzing it is not trensferabie to other spheres of
Iife. Even when it is appliceble; it refers only to @
specific dimension of existence which does not .
sufficefor living human beings who are seeking to e 1
comprehend and mold their world. . o

_From ldeclogy and Utdm, by Kecl Mennheim, Harvest »Books, New York, . .

1936, Pp3-4. As the reader will see, this forms, in part, the critique '

Winch himself mekes of certain philasophicel positions. But then he T ,
ettributes it to its scientific character. But | believe, as | try to show, ' /
winch's view is also too specific for the practicel purposes for which it o
was intended. It should also be noted that Mannheim was a sociologist (of
knowledge) who was well aware of many of the issues Winch raised This =/

-reflects, | believe, the extent to which the critique of sociology could

have been undertaken from within socjology itself end not from the //’l B
outside—philosophicelly-as Winch undertook it. g
See ISS p. 2 where Winch seys, “Philosophy..hes no business to be

_enti-scientific™, end "if it tries to be so it will succeed only in moki'ng :

itself looK ridiculous”. At the same time, it "must be on-ils guard ageinst
the extre-scientific pretensions of: science " And as "science is one of
the chief shibboleths of the present age this is bound to maeke the

. philosopher unpopular... But the dey when philosophy becomes popular”,

Winch says, “is the day for the philosopher {0 consider where he ook the
wrong turning.” whet is remarkable about this passege however, from the

- point of view of many-of the sociel scientists Winch discusses and does

not discuss, is thet they woyld.undoubtedly betieve it is true science
which is actively criticized and that "the day when scr/ence becomes
popular, is the day for the sc7eniist to consider where she [sic] took
the wrong turning.” See, foRexemple, the Withelm Reich quotetion in lhe
Frontispiece just before this introduction. ‘
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, Yinch's ideo of A Social Science
;
/! *
In The_ldea of o Social Science (1SS), Peter Winach offers a critique

of sontempotorg sociol theory This chepter then will be devoted to an
introductory sketch of Winch's position therein concerning the sppropfiate
and inappropriste methods of social science. ‘

winch seys the seeds of the problem of the way many social
theorists coerry out their investigetion of social reality con ﬁe Yound in

philosophy; specifjcally in the Empiricist tradition. There, it had been TN

* assumed by Hume, fdr instance, that “knowledge of . [-a couse end effect]

’

\_

reletion is not, in.apy instence, sltuined by t:éasoni'ngs a p_riori, but erises
entirely from experience.... -1 |

w@rsays that Hume's sjt:cism is useful when it is opphed to .
instances where @ priori reasdffing is thought of as being "in dxrect
competmon with science ond oims ot constructing or refuting scientific *
- theories by purelg e priori reosomng as in the cose "of Hegel's amoteU(

pseudo-gnenttf ic ;spet:ult:tmns.2 But the trouble, .occording to %ch,‘ is this

skepti‘cism is equolly as often misapplied to arees where metephysics is both "

valid and vitel to the intellectuel enterprise. " is misapplied to questions

* which require not an empirical solution but e conceptual .one be&suse the

“many 01 the more important theorehcal issues ralsed belong to philosopby

rether thon to science and ore, therefore, to be settled by & priari .

;e

. quesuons ralsed ore conceptuel ones. winch esserts that in the.sociel studies .



conceptual enelysis rather than by empiricel ressarch.">

’ , =
The Problem. ¥

. The problem with sociel sqienbe, accordihg to Winch, is that social
scientists too often assume a perspective he says is usuong reserved for the
ﬁoturol sciences where the phenomena under consideration are physicel’
‘objects or ceuse and effect relations tnvolving such.‘objects. Whereas, the | g
phenomenas under consideration in the social sci'ences are humon‘b‘tzings‘4 But

the ‘methodologies’ adopted by social scientists usually do not reflect this.d

While the use of these notural "':'j;é,,?y,

_ [3fic methods in description of
social reality render it unintelligible, according to Winch, their proponents’
claim their écientif ic interpretation is imique in its veracity end superior to
other non-scientific w\ogs of‘understonding.the aworld.f’ winch beligves this |
begs the very question of what is meant by the term ‘intelligibility’. For ‘
historiens, nrtists: religious thinkers and others .all have different ways of
interpreting the world and moking it intelligible to the‘ms‘elv,es end others.”

v{inc'h contends, thérefoce, that there are many drawbacks to

‘ viewing social phenomenae the way we usually view physicel objects. 'Or;e is
typified by the woy some social psychologists discus$ conceptual issues es %
wheri it is claimed "concepts are products of interaction of mong people
corrging on the important business of Ii\;in_g together in groups'.a whet this
view ‘ignores, according to Winch, is thet concepts cennot be understood - C

separotely from the sociel and group life out of which t ey ere born.
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Often, Winch seys, when social scientists speek of language,‘sﬁcfol
ectivity and ideas as being '(he product of" or @ “function of other
phenemena, t'heg assume a pseudo-scientific perspective which then attempts
{0 "study” such phenomena as 1f they were detached from social tife.9 This

is disastrous, he says, because it overlooks the way in which the people under

‘discussion are invatved in a social reality which “influencés" them and which -

they in tﬁm have some input. This is why, for instance, according to Winch,
,religious ideas can onlg really be comprehended by someone who hos had o Jx
rehglous upbringing . ond hes considered these issues serlouslg o

\ In the natural sciences, on the other hund nssummg a detached point
of view and examining phenomena 8s seporote end discrete mekes sense
bet;ouse relonons, sugh as cause and effect, are not in any waey related to
conscious, purposeful action. Winch takes as an example to illustrate his
doint the relation of thunder to lightning, and contrasts it with the issuance
of a command and the following.of that command. In the first instance, it
makes senébe to speak of cause and effect, but in the second one it does not,
according to Winch, beceuse the latter relation has ‘sense’ where the former
one is only physical.

' The difference between instance one ond two is thot in 1nstance
two, we are dealing with interactions beyween two human beings. Impllcit in
the giving of a command and its being followed is tﬁot the parties )

(pohictqants) understand what the issuance of a comma}\d implies. The,

command has social significance and i’t is followed because those following

the command know hov) he or she is expected to react. The relationship

| between the two is defined socielly end insutdiionollg. .
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An army, as a social institution, has its own set of rul‘es and chain

of command. This fact 1s recognized by all those within that chain of

command. The relationship is then not properly characterized by saying o
person ordered to act was "caused” to oc\t. It is better described by su‘ging

that given the social significance of a command, and given that inan army,, .

" when a superior issues a command, subordinates ore expected to obey and

11
follow an order.” o,

Another way, Winch says, of noticing the difference detween the
relations of physical objects and those of people is. through understond;gg
that in.the case of human beings, we take account of the way human life is -

institutional and conventional. That is why, for instance, when deseribing an

_event, such as war, it makes no sense to describe it as if one were describing

"~ the activities of animals fighting over & piece of meat. It is, on the other

hand, necessary to recogmze how war is conventional and relies upon the

conscious and active participation of warring parties, war itself havinge .

-

history.'2
N

. _—
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in attempting to understand and describe social phenomen'a'ond

- human activity it makes more sense, according to Winch, to search for

meaning rather than for causes. And when we skarch for meaning we do so by
exemining‘ meaning “internal” to the social context. This resembles more the
bmlosopher's search for méantbg internal to the “logic” of an argument than it

does the search { d:' refotions between physical objects; 8.g. hidden causes.
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Winch says searching for ‘couses’ edds.nothing to our understanding of humen
activity end insteed imposes a scientific world view on humen life which is
i\ﬁoppropriote both:.foor the purposes of desEn‘ption and understanding. '3 .

Following from thigiﬁfediéposition to view hur;lon ociivitg end
sociel beheviour as similer to the ‘behaviour’ of physical phenomena, many
coﬁtemporory social theofists have assumed that, from the point of view of
ettempting to meke social theory ‘scientific’, it mekes sense to examing -
human soc ‘tg end grodp life as 1f individuel consciousness and per;sonol -
goals were not a factor ot all. winch cites as an exomple Durkhelm $ way of
tmnkmg when he steted: ‘ ¢

. : - ;

| consider extremely fruitful this idea that social life
should be explsined, not by the nrotions of those who
partlcipote in it, but by more profound causes which
are unpercetved by consciousness, and | think.also
that these causes are to be sought mainly in the
menner according to which the essociated individuals
ore grouped. Only in this way, it seems, can history .
become a science, and sociology itself exist. 4

what is wrong with what Durkheim had to say, according to Winch,

+ s he essumes an “external” perspective usually associated:with the natursl

smences In so doing Durkheim looks on social hf e as from the outside, /,J}
ignonng, as others have done, the “cultura! sims” of those who partmpute ui”‘
social life. Durkheim assumes something can be identified as being hidden

to consciousness, or hidden from view, which is an ultimate or more relevunt’

cause of human action than the stated aims of the participants. But such
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ppsiuons, according to Winch, : - 1
~ do in fect come into conflict with philosophy, .
conceived as en enquiry into the nature of men's
_ knowledge of reelity-and into the differences
which the pfgsibilitg of such knowledge mekes to
human life. : R
Iy M
, This philosophical concern is captured well by John-Burnet,
oqcord{r;g to-Winch, when he said: “we have to ask whether the mind of men
~ can have any contact with reslity at-all, end, if it can, what dif ference this
will meke to his 1ife”.'6 The philosopher)Winch says, ond not the scidntist,

- is very much intergsted in attempting to make reality ‘intelligiblenin.this
kind of woy. | .
*~*>  The philosapher, for instance, may wish to expmine the question of
_whether re'amg is poientiollg intelligible ef all, or if interpretations of s
. reoli{g ore illusory. She or he may wish to call ettention to the relation of
\ ’conceptual cloritg to self-knowledge and the ability to ir]terprét reality.
'intelngiblg. Durkheim, according to Winch, thereby undervelues the
‘ importance 6! the subjectwg point of view and the important bearing ideas
have on people’s lives.” Instead he searches for processes which are not
“bonséiouslg understood by those who pl;rticiaute in soctei-life.
| This preoccupstion with hidden causes and processes is , however,

'misﬁegotten', occordirig to-Winch. Winch in fact refers to sociolﬁgg‘ s

‘misbegotten epist.emologg’.-la e does so because he claims Wittgeﬁstein hg‘s

beo
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)v>own thet in attempting to understend what is intrinsic to sociel life, one
- ought to investigate the “fdrms of life" which accompeny, languoge thought
, and sociel behaviour. Consequently, whet wre are a;temphng to do is elucidete
“the concept of socia) behokur'.‘? This can only be done by recognizing the
extent to which our concepts ere bound up in the socisl life in which we
porticipate. ‘ - 'A .
Durkheim, on the other. hand, in otiempting to mukec social stu?iies
scientific, is interested in discovering causes ‘'more profound’ then those
evident to the‘porticlipant' more profound, for exom{:le than stated culturel
bims winch, however, says understonding sociel activity involves recognizing
those very culturel aims, and as it is the unique concem of epistemologg to
investfigate reality "as such and in general”; end os wntgenstein has shown
through his discussion of ‘forms of life’ as ‘a’given’ in sociel reohtg, this ]ob

is better sccomplished by phnosophg then by empiricel science. 20
‘. - o B
The Problem tn its Crude ond Row Form
N
The preoct &Jpauon with the development of tf science of sociol
stumes runs throug}mut nineteenth century social theory, according to Winch.
John Stuert Mill, for instance, asserted that psgchologg ought to be

experimental and observationael. Winch quotes Mill as stating:

The lost\or the formation of character

ore..derivative lows resulting from the general lows .
of the mind, and are to be obtained by deducing them
from those general 1aws by supposing any given set of
circumstances, ond then considering what, according
to the 1aws of mifd, will be the influence of those

-circumstances on the formetion of charocte’r.? '
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what Mill's wey of thtngtng presupposes, according tol‘wl'nch, is thet

: physicel phenomenavand mental phenofneno are not reang different in kind.

Nentol phenm‘nenu may be more complex than physicel phenomena, but in time
8 science of mentol phenomenas will emerge. Mill uses the onologg of ttdologg
end meteorologg to trg to show thot whereas the study of tides or weather
ere not perfect scnences itis sttll possvble to moke predlcttons even if
those predlctlons do not match those made in the phgsncat E.actences in

-

accuracy. WInch states that Mill is however incorrect in assuming physicel

” end mentel phenofhens are different onlg in degrees. of complexity, They are,

occordmg to thch m fact different in kind.22
The ditference Winch identifies between the two kmds of

phenomens, the phgsncol ond the mental, can perhaps be | better understood by ‘

‘ unde}stondlnghls distinction between philosophy and scaence Tms in turn cen

_ be easily understood, according to Winch, when the difference between

philosophical anq\'seientif it proof is considered. In philosophy, 8s G.E. Hooore's

“*Proof of en Exte@ld‘ showed, the issue is not Lo prove ‘externality

expepimentelly, but rather to remind people of how the 'expreséion ‘external
\ .

object’ l;gs in fact Osed". It is to "elucidete the concept of extemolitg'.23 This,

\

Winch seys, shows there is en obvious “connection between this issue and the

central philosophtcul problem oabout the general neture of reality”. 24

To further ﬂlustrote the dmerence in considering questions
concemggg human neture and those concerning phgswul nature, wWinch asks us .
to reflect on whether the wrlter of his book was alive at the time of its
n(riting.25 The difference between life and non-life, and consequently the *

)



complexity of each, is'not just e difference in degree, Winch-seys, sny more
than “the reaction of a cet which is seriously hurt is 'very much more
complex’ then that of o tree which is being chopped down". 26 N
winch comperes these confusions of life end non-life and

diff erences in g\egree ond kind to other instances where he states "Cleerly a
mechenicel model is al work here';27 Most accounts of ‘motives’, ‘couses’ o
'drives’, which involve physiological, rather than psgchological phenomena,
treat the “actions of o men [as if they] were like the behaviour qf o watch,
where the energy contoiﬁed ine ‘tens'ed spting is tronsmitted vio the
mechanism...es to bring sbout the reguler revolution of. the hends".28
’ ‘o

The Philosoph

' Y

]

winch wants to remind his rerdership that intrinsic to life is the - - - -

- conception of life in general: “It is not for me to decide whether |, 8s | wri'te
.these yords, am alive or not'29 And one’s conceptlon of life, Winch says, 1s
in tum given to us through the social life in whith we are involved. Hence
Wittgenstein stated that “the limits of my lenguage meen the limits of my
;;‘orld'.30 Similerly the-concepts we develop about our lives determine for
us ho: we see ‘the world’ and what we imagine it to be.

winch bélieves o more appropriate way of déscribing social reelity
tan be found in Wittgenﬂstein's onalgsis of ‘rules’. This onulgsis showed thot
“the notion of followmg arule is logically inseporuble from the notion of
making a mlstake 31 And “the, pomt of the concept of 8 rule is that it should

enable us to evaluate whut is being done. 32 Further, T



A misteke is e'contrevention of whet is
established @s correct; as such, it must be

” recognisable as such o contrevention... If this is
not so, | can do whet | like end there is no external
_ check on what | do.... Esteblishing e stonderd is not
on activity which it mokes sense to ascribe to eny
individual in complete isolation from other
mdwidupls. For'it is contact with other B -~
individuals which slone mekes possible the  *
external check on one’'s actions which is ¢
inseparsble from an established standerd 5>
%" . .
' W'inch stetés thet the notior of “following o rule’ has obvious
’ ' Imphcutlons for quesllons involving the elucidation of the nature of longuode
N ,"But he also f@els it sheds light ‘on pther forms of humen interaction besndes
- .speech '34 Hence he turns to what he says ore “snelogous cotegones of
' uctwitles where it can be "sensibly spid that they have 8 meening,-8 sgmbolic'
.. o ¥ choractert3S He wishes Lo show how with the employment of the empiricist
type description of human social octivity, “the ides of o reashn for en action .
would be in donger of losmg its sense™ >0 ,
; ! w;nch takes os @ paradigm of someone who acted with o resson the
: exomple of N of whom it.is gaid that he voted for Labour ot the lest General
. | Election because he thought that & Labour government would be most likely to

preserve industrioi peoce.'37 Evenin inston‘ce‘,s where N's reasons for acting

]

were not 8s clearcut, not as well known or thoughti out, such as in en instance

where N mog have voted becouse his famllg customorng did so; winch says his

oct of votmg nonetheless hed ‘sense’; more sense Lhun marking cplece of.

' paper in an arbitraryiway would. 38 h

T
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Inhis discussion.of Michael Oskeshott's distinction between two
kinds of moralitysWinch takes 1ssue )vi'ih Oakeshott's distinction between’
reflective and habitual morality. Winch attempts to show there, as he had

done éarlier, that rules are followed in any moral decision. This would tend to

“finite the"two supposedly different kinds of morality. It‘would not.be so

rmportant n mstance oneg for examp]e that N did what he did reﬂectivelg
whareas in mstence two he did it habitually. What would be more important,

according to Winch, is-that in-either instance ll can be-said of N that he did”

“what he did correctly or incorrectly.

n either mloral‘situation, according to Win&h, there is always a

- . sense of continuingeomething from the past, of going on “in the same way’,
- therebg following an established procedure regardless of hownconscmuslg

or unreﬂectwelg this 15 done. 3% WInch suggests Oekeshott's distinction

between two kinds of morality 1s "in many ways like the distinction between

statute law and case law” 40 Winch says Roscoe Pound had an attitude towerd .

this distinction simitar to the one Oakeshott made when Pound referred to
statute law as “the mechanical application of rules”, as distinct from case
law which mvolves “intuitions” ‘“Tms may sometjmes be 8 helpful wag af

speakmg Winch says “but it should ot blind us to ‘the fact that the

. interpretation of precedents, just as'much as the apphcahon of statutes,

Involves the follow‘ingdof rules 1n the sense.! have been using the expression
here."42 Oakeshott had said that the predicament facing our Western morals .
is that "our moral life has come to be dominated by the pursuit of ideals, a

dominance ruinous)to a §ett'led mode of behaviour‘.43 winch responds:

19
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But w"hot is rutnous to o settied mode of beheviour, of
whatever kind, is an unstable environment: The only mode

of 1ife whichcan undergo & meeningful development in
response to environmental chenges is one which contol,ns
within itsel{ the means of assessing the significance of

the behaviour which it prescribes.._.humen history is not °

just an account of changmg habits: it is the story of how .'
men have tried to carry over whot they regerd as "
important in their modes of behaviour into new

institutions which they had to f ace. 4

As we shell see in Chapter Two, Winch will argue that Rousseau's
discussio'n of citizenship provides 8 better mode! for re’spdndi’ng to potent‘ial'

social change bl instilling in the cmzenrg a sense of the legvtumucy of socnbl

’ lnstltutlons 45 winch stotes.

—-

A type of case even farther removed from my
paradigm is that discussed by Freud in‘The .
Psychopethology of Everyday Life. N Forgets to post Y

* - - aoletter and insists, even after reflection that this

was ‘just an oversight’ and had no reason A

Freudian observer might insist that "N must have

had & reason” even though it wes not spparent to N;
sﬁggesting perhaps thet'N unconsciously connected { .
the posting of the letter with something in his life
which {s painfyi.and which he wants to suppress 46

!

It is worth no’t‘ing, however, according o Winch, that 'F}eudlans' J
seeking expi’anati,,ong“‘in the course of 'psgchotherapg' try to get the patient
himself-10 recognize the velidity of the proffered explonot‘lio'n, thet this

» indeed is almost @ c'oh.ditiori of its being acceptedas the ‘right’
explsnation “47 |n other words, 'Freudions‘, according to winch, do not

discount the individual's own SEH'OWOI’ERBSS in the tﬁerupeutic process:

3



b\}ngh contrasts this way of interprefing consciousness with o
method of interpretation—-weber's— which hé wishes to commend. Weber spoke
of such interpretations as having been made by the "exp‘ert’ But Weber;Winéh
says, emphasized that we lcome to understand (Yerstehen) behaviour by
understanding the “subjective intentions™ of the agent. Consequentlg we caon
speak of 'actions as having ‘}r\eagtng', or of being "meaningfullg directed”.
But there is no room 1n this way of, 1nterpreting human action for hidden
" reasons or motives. Whereas the "motive” | action, according to many social
scientists, is mare okin to the motivating “force” in a physical action, in
weber's thesis motive 1s tied to consciousness and to what the actor intended
to do or "'meent” by an action, according to ngch. Conséquently Winch says: |
weber is; rﬁght in claiming the notion of. "meoningful behaviour™ is more
closely related to the socisl symbalism of actions. The search for meaning in
that context, resembling the search for meaning in @ phﬂosobhicul discussion,
more accurately conveys the reasoning accomporiging en action than does the
“pseudo-scientific™-search for causes and effects. ' .

A further ossizmption commoh to many social theorists and some

‘philosophers is that human action is 'low-like'.49 Mill refers to “laws of the

mind" (as others such as Durkheim, speak of “laws of society”) Wittgenstein

seemed to have been simlarly criticizing Freud stating:

.. suppose yoy want to speak of causalityin the
operation of feelings. ”Detef‘minisr’h applies to the
mind as truly as to physical things.” Thisis
‘obscure because when e think of causal laws in
physical things we think of ‘experiments. We have
nothing like this in connexion with feelings and.
motivation. And yet psychologists wants [sic] to

48 -

}



\ ’
soy. "There must be some law" - although no lew hes
been found. (Freud: Do you want to say gentiemen,
that the changes in mental phenomena ore guided by

chance?") Whereas to me the foc; that there aren't
such laws seems importont.50

The search for causes and laws in social theory is, sccording to
¥inch, not only misbegotten, it is misleading. It is misl'ead‘ingyfor the reasons
winch wou‘ld say Wittgenstein alluded to above: because there are no evident

| lews for human behéviour and thought. Searching for them, tperef ore,
according Lo Winch, leads us down the garden path to pseudo;scientif ic
speculetion. Conlsequentlg, the most important aspects of human interaction
and so:sial b:phuviour ore overlooked; t‘lose aspects which bring out the
' re;sons for behaviour snd the meaning conveyed through interactions.

Only the unders{ondlng of action and behaviour as conscious end
meaningful allows for the proper description of human social activity,
‘sccording td winch. Insofer as weber sticks with his descriptions of ;lumun
b:ehaviour, in terms of their subjecti{fe intentions end understands actions @s
they were “meent”, Winch seys he succeeds in copturing what is intrinsic to
social life Weber, however', al,s:o occasionally lspses into the 'extemal‘ﬁvau
of describing things, as \;:hen he describes two "non-soctal” beings meeting in
whet Winch calls a "purely phgsicol sense”, 'exbhohging‘ objecls‘.'51 what such ‘
fa description ignores, according to Winch, is thet an economic exchange is o |
. soclel event which, for example, involves the notion of promise-keeping or

“being COWU'. And this is "identicel in form to the connection between a
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definition and the subsequent u,ée of the word defined.
winch elso takes exception with Weber's suggestion thet fectory
wor‘kers cen be menipulated by their boss in @ wey which resembles “the P
technique of manipulating naturel objects [e.g. m;schinerg]'.sz’ And he- further
wonders why Weber describes workers in o factory es “being handed pieces of
metel, handing those pieces of metol to other people and receiving other
objects from them", instead of "speaking of the workers in his factory as
being poid\orid spending moonbg.'54 in the same vein he wonders why
policemen ére described as “'‘people with helmets’ coming end giving beck the
vorkers the‘pie'ces of metel yhich other people have teken away from them", '
instead of describing policemen as “protecting the workers nrope‘rtg.'55

¥inch says of this approach thet Weber

- In short..edopts the lexternal point of view and
forgets to take account of the ‘subjectively
intended sense’ of the behaviour he is telking
about: and this, | want to say, is & naturel result of
his attempt to divorce the social relations linkin
those workers from-the idees which their ections
embody: ideas such as those 051 ‘money’, ‘property’;
‘police’, ‘buying and selling'.... 6 :

winch suggest such social theorists ought to lake their empiricism

. one step further and dispense sltogether with reference to ‘people”.

For what the sociological observer has presented to ‘
his senses is not at all people holding certain

theories, believing in certain propositions, but

people making certain movements and sounds.
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indeed, even describing them as ‘people’ really goes

too fer, which may exp)sin the popularity of the
sociological and soctel psgf:hologicol jergon word
‘orgenism’: but organisms, as opposed ta/people, do '
not believe propositions or embrace theories.s-} '

‘ ‘ '
This Winch states specificly in criticizing Vilfredo Pereto, who-

winch claims exemplif iee the absurdity of attempting to observe human

social activity “from the outside", in accordance with Durkheim's first rule of’

' sociology:"to consider sociel f acts as things™. 98 Ppareto believed that,

through his logico-experimental method, he could meke generslizetions wmch
could cut across cultural bounderies; that for example, he could compare 'the
social reletion between ‘an American mnlionoi and o plain American’ to
thet between on Indien of high caste and one of low ceste. 29 This kind of
comperison \'hnch contends is “essential to his whole method of procedure”. -60
Pareto believed his experimentasl procedure bore fruit, as he was
oble to uncover different kinds of elements in humon history; some which
were constant and some veriable. The eonslont ond recurﬁng elements, Winch
points out, Pareto called “residues”; the varisble ones “derivations”. These
elements, Pareto believed, ere understood when one considers thet certain
kinds of conduct.occur repeaedly throughout history, whereas others ore
less stable. Winch states that the concept of & derivation “obviously offers

many pointg of comperison with, for example, the Merxian concept of

‘ideology’ end the Freudien concept of & ‘rotionolizotiorp".61 Winch stotes: .

v . \ “«
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The point | should like to emphasize here, however, is
thet it is only by wey of this conceptuel distinction
[between residues end derivations] thet Pereto
succeeds in finding common features of different
societies which appeor suitable as a subject for

scientific generolfzation. Thet is, the cleim thet T

there are sociological uniformities goes hend in hand
_ with the claint that humaen intelligence is much
_overrated os o real inf luen/ce on social evenls.ﬁ",’

MRS 7
This, for Winch, summarizes the limitation of the external

perspective in social studiés. what Winch further Qvishés to point out is that

" for from describing social reality as it is experienced, the external view

proposes an exsggerated way of viewing the world. Bertolt Brecht, for

instance, known for his use of hyperbole in theatre, perhéps succeeds in -

. shaking us from our complacent way of looking at the world. But with this

otherwise useful device there is a denger, Winch says, that "the user of these
devices shoufd come to think of his way of looking at things 8s somehow more’
real than the usual woy". This, Winch says, would be {0 assume 8 'God-llkg |
sttituge” 83 ’

The whole point of philosophical investigation, according to Winch -
is, on the other hand, to describe things as they are. ("Philosophy leaves ,

everything as it wos.") 64 n describing social reality, therefore, the point is

“to describe things in the usual wey thereby cepturing what is intrinsic to

'social activity The externel perspective cannol do this because it offers, in

the end, a distorted view of socisl reslity. Whereas, the philo_sophicm

interns] perspective copturgs the meaning of sociel events by understanding
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how t}aings are dsuolly expresseﬁ end whist méoning they usuol]vg hcvg. The
altern'otive wey of looking at humen o\ctions would be to assume thet actions
have no ‘'sense’ to them, according to Winch. And apert from the meaningless
ections of & ‘berserk lunetic, Winch éogs itisnot cleor w(lére such e
description would fit the case. %% The scientific description, for that reason
i;s;ﬁtheref ore; incorrect from several points of view It not only misdescribes
social life, it elso fails to communicaie whet social life is all about

.Winch cites as an exomple the'behaviourists’ description of the
sexuil behaviour of a ret seeking the effections of his mote while evoiding
the shocks of the electrically cherged epparetus on which he is forced to run,

He lmqlies thet the funclionalist’s description of ‘primitive’ culture end

sexual relations, resembles the one above. Malinowski, for instance, spesaks in

terms of basic 'biologicol' octivities Winch suggests that “one does not throw
much light Me particuler form which the [biologicol’ activities] mey ~
toke..by speaking of them in Malinowski's neo-Marxist terminology s
performing the ' unction’ of providing” satisfection of "besic biqldgical
meeds" 6 . - '

lnsteod Winch asks us to compare this sort of descnphon with th:
ones we might fmd in Shakespeare's Romeo and Juliet And he asks us. “does
not Shdkespeare do this much better?” ff? Here Shokespeore is not comm!tted .
1o the scientific wey of describing whic.h‘Winch says the ‘external’ theorists
.are. Consequently Shokespeare describes sociel reoli'tg os it is experienced

* and does not offer a description which sppeers to be more real than reality

itself (as for instance we find in Brecht's hyperbolic deécriptions).
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winch says, thet as it is philosophy's peculio'r role to remain
‘uncommitted’ in atterhptihg to evaluate the concepts with which it desls, it *
folls to philosophy, not science, to interpret and elucidate social reality. He -

perhaps would wish to have his thoughts summerized by his statemient that
* ‘ - ]
. To take on uncomnﬁitt‘ed view of such éompeting

! . conceplions is peculierly the task of philosophy; it is not
i{s business to aware prizes to science, religion, or
enything else. it is not its business to advocste sny
¥eltenschauung [in the way Pereto of f ers..o
pseudo-scientific Weltenschauung). in Wittgenstein's

'Jrorﬂs, “Philosophy leaves everything as it was™

Winch ends by stating he believes thut the "broad outline” of “what

he hus hed to say also upphes to other fields not discussed, such as

. ‘. , . ’(N
economics 69 . U N . |
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10.

ISS op. cit, p.7 | assume here Winch is referring to Hegel's attempt {o

_Hegel s social or politi

}} Notes - 28

1SS op. cit, p.7, with Winch's reference to élqu:r_'g into Human
Understanding, by David Hume, Section iV, Part |. No further reference
information is given. ' .

show how hls metaphysics could explain the orbitational patterns of
planets, such as in his "De Orbitus Planetarum” of 1801, and not to
hilosophy; although Winch never makes 8
distinction between the tyo. Later, on page 72, mnch'critigizes Hegel
using” physical and conceptual changes. Consegquentiy he claims
Hegel's metaphysics;Tiere in relation to social theory, is not valid.

ISS op. cit., p.17 ‘

Ibid. p, 134" J

Ibid p.136 Winch implies that the term ‘methodology’ itself has the
mechanistic, pseudo-scientific ring to it he is attacking in his book.
This will be brought out at grester length when it is the sub]ect of the
first secdtions of Chapter Two. » -

Ibid p.19, Winch stetes specificaily in this context that

¥

the philesophy of science will\be concerned with the kind of
understanding sought and conveyed by the scientist; the
philosophy of religion will be concerned with the way in

. % whichreligion sttempts to present an intelhgtble picture of -
the world; and so on.

Ibid. p. 44 /
The term 'study’ is my rendering of his position end will become relevant

" in what Winch has to sy concerning Hobbes' conceptioh of learning in

Chapter Two.
ibid. p. 55 Might this not lmp social scientitic 1deas can only be

. comprehended by someone who had beena social scientist, or someone

who has been educated to think as a social scientist? But Winch does not
seem to see it this way. For his. argument suggests, as | will try to prove
in Chupter Four, that he does not give the same serious consideration to
unique validity of social science that he does to religion, ‘end so on'. For
he implies that social scientific issues can be resolved and

“comprehended o priori; prior, it would seem, even’to understanding what

the basic concepts used in social science come to mean to the theorists
wr&o\f irst used and defined them. ) . |
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12.
13.
14.

5.
16.

17

_ the gathering of informatitn on Durkheim's work, Dr. Hardld Chorney's

%
1SS op. cit,, Pp. 124-125 .
tbid. Pp. 131 : : *
ibid. ' .
Ibid. Pp. 23-24, quotmg from Durkheim’'s review of A. Labriola: "Essais® )
sur 1a conception materialiste de I'histoire” in Revue PRilosophique, Dec., N
1897. Winch also says this*in relation to von Wiese's contention that '
sociology ought to give an account of social life “disregarding the .

_ cultural aims of the individuals in order to st:gg the influences which

they exert on each other as a result of community life.” (With reference
to-Germon Sociology, by R. Aron, Heinemann, 1957.) But Durkheim's point
elsewhere is that increfisingly the ‘cultural aims’ of ipdividuals are
determined by factors beyond their control and understanding; e.g., the
growth of urbén centres; the increased determination of lifestyle in
relation to occupation; the increase in specialization in occupabtions.\See
Durkheim’s ‘The Divisioq of Labour in Society,The Free Press, N.Y. During

Ph.D. thesis entitled "The Political Economy of Urbanization and its
Implications for Public Policy", Umversng of Toronto, 1983 was

consulted. ‘ *
ISS op. git., Pp. 23-24

Ibid. p.9, with Winch's reference to Greek Phﬂosophg, by John Burnet,
Pp.11-12. No further reference information is provided by Winch.

But Durkheim himself mentions that " We no longer think that the

exclusive duty of men is to realize in himself the qualities of
general’ but we believe he must have those pertaining to his fdnction.
Dwisvon of Labour in society, op. cit,, p. 43. So he is clear]
winch's point, and more. He is also aware of the difficuly which faces :
the ordinary persgn in maintaining this perspective and permitting

philosophy to have thé Rind of influence on her ar hls Tife it might if

~ conditions were more ideal.

A-b% it has been noted that Durkhetm s formalistic style covers an
essentiaMy open-minded humanistic'and highly moral view of the world

and of society. See the forward by Henri Peyre to Montesquieu and ¢ o

ousseau Forerunners of Sociology, University of Michigan Press, Ann
Arbor, where Peyre says: |

' - v —
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' Sociology waé to him, as indeed was economics, a moral
science, in the broad sense which the French attach to the
- adjective moral...Ethics waes, in the first two decades of the
:  [twentieth] century, severed from the narrow dependence on
rehgmn which conservatives stm proclaimed, fearing thet
any_.weakening of the religious bond would throw man back
to the state of an ignoble savage... Durkheim linked the moral
code to society and envisaged it as both immanent and
transcendent; s he did sociétg itself. Social sciences may
.~ be able to describe accurately and even to predict. But they
connot abdicate their essential functmn which is to help
, man become better[x] N
T ’ F
. Winch never mentions either Durkheim’s objections to the positivism
he accuses him of halding or that Durkheim himself attempted, unlike the ’

- positivists, to teke occount of the moral-aspect of human life and its

!

18.
19,
20.

21

AY

22

24,
23.
26.
27.

'28.

investigation. By focusmg only on the language Durkheim uses here,
¥inch suggests this language is an adequate representatmn of
Durkheim's positjon. In fact, it-was considerably more complex and
subtle than thet one passsage conveys. ‘

ISS op. cit., p43 -

Ibtd. p. 18 v ‘

Ibid. p. 40 Wlncp ‘there speaks of “there havmg been e genume revolution
~m philosophy in recent yeers:.- '
Ibid. p. 70, with WinCh's reference to System of Logic by JS mn Book

Y1, Chapter |; onlg reference given.

ibid, p. 72

ibid.-p. 10

Ibid. ‘ . . ' n o
Ibid. p. 73 , : o ' :
Ibid. ‘ . ST
bid. p. v, : ) -

Ibid. But 1nterestmglg Wilhelm Reich claims to have found mstances
‘where the musculature and behaviour of the individual suggests that
'mological energy had become so tensed the musculature acted like o
spring when the tension was released. See the gngglgn of the Qrgasm/Sor -



- Character Anelysis, both.published bg Farrar, Straue and Girpux Perhaps
such an analogy, faulty as it is when ganeralized to explain oll of
human behaviour, may be seen as an interesting self- descnptlon and €an
consequéntly give some msight into the.nature of certmn kinds of -

. personalities. - -~

29..
-30.

31.

32

33.
.34,
35.
36.
37,
38.
39."
A0,
o4l
. 42,
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.

- 49.

ibid.

Ibid. Pp. 13-14, with Winch's reference to Tractgtug Lo glco-

p¥73

Philosophitus, Kegan Paut 1923, 5.62.

ISS op. cit,, p32
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid."
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.

ibid.

p. as

p.46

p. 45
p.St
p. 99
p. ﬁl

Ibid.

Ibid.
ibid.
‘Ibid. o
. See my Chapter Two where Hobbes' phﬂosophg is compored to Rousseau s.
ISS op cit. p.47 :

ibid.

Ibid. It seems worthy of note that a term such as_‘Freudion’ hos an

p. 64 -

p.48

.o

~

.
L)

4

‘externel ring to it; ie. it convegs the sense that the sayer is either ™
inimical to psychoanalysis or in any event sees himself as being outside,
the confines of its way of thi mg But this, as | will show in Chapter -

Four, hardly provides an adequaté basis for accurately descnbing or

understandmg its underlying principles.

Ibid. p. 80. Winch réfers to Ryle's Juse of the exprassion law like

proposition’ in ottempting to show th@t as with Mill's account of ‘humen

behaviour, assuming human mo‘wes to be 'law-like’ is to be guilty of '
employing a mechanistic logic. : '



ilﬂl LY .

f

- 51. Ibid. p.49

- 50. ,ﬁ' ittgenstein Lectures & Convgréatior_rgdg Aesthetics, E‘ sychology and
'~ Religious Belief, University of Calif ornia'Press, 1967 edited by, Cyril - 3

Barrett and from the section "Conversations on Freud™ p.42, and quoted bg’/?
. Rush Rhees. : S '

o .
p ]

52, 1bid. p. S0 Winch says also-that

§ ‘The'notionof beirig committed by what | do now to
doing something else in the future is.identical in
- form with the connection between a definition and

g . the subsequent word defined...It follows that | can ' I

" only be committed in the future by what | do now
if my present act s the app/ication of o rule’

o

53.. Ibid. Pp. 1 16-Here Winch.is clearly, also objecting to Weber's =
‘understanding becoming 1deologized in the way he would sog Marx's was..

" 54 1SS op.cit, p.liB

95. fbid. o : ‘

56. Ibid. Pp. H7-118 . |
57 Wpid.p11t0 - _— T o
58, Ibid.p 109 ! : : ‘ | -

59." Ibid Pp. 107- 108 | I ~/}
60, Ibid. N o ’

61. Ibid. p. 104 ) :

62:71bid. Pp 104-105 . , ‘ ‘ '

© 63. Ibid.p 118

64. ibid. p.103 No reference mformahon is provided for this quotation. -
65. ‘Ibid. p 53 Here the roles seem clearly to be reversed for it is the-
sociologist or psychologist who might well wish to understand the
~ subjective intentions of the "berserk lunotlc

a

—
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The practicel opphcation of Winch's position, as well as the

signifi icence Winch believes it hes for questions of ethics ond their relotipﬂy
to oction, ere found in Winch's book entitled Ethics ond Agmn_ (E&A). In this
chapter I will focus on Winch's discussion in’E&A of the distinction he wishes® _
to drow between the study and explanation of human behaviour, on the one
- hend, end the description of human experience, on the other.‘
. 7 Continuing the themé of the distinction between the scientific

“conceptlion end the internel, morel conception, Winch restates his position end
: opplxigs it to spécif ic moral issues and mérol philosophers. He does so to show
thet the discourse of science, the scientific wéog"of moking things intelligible
and of undgrs;onding social life, is inappropriate, infgrior to and incompetible

with, & moral'woy of interpreting social events.

The Reality of Mogic

The first essay in the volume is entitled "Understanding o Primitive
So;ietg"(UPS) There Winch is concerned with two issues. rationalitg,‘ond the
scientific conception of the ‘independently resl’. Social scientists, Winch
seys, often combine thésé two issues ond essume, as for instance European

-onthropologists often do, thet their own conceptions qf. 'rﬁtionoTitg' and
feolity ore somehow more ‘objective’ and 'rotionpl' thon those of ‘the
‘primitives’ they observe. Winch seys:

Like meny other primitive people, the African Azande
hold beliefs that we cennot possibly-share and engege in

proctices wmch it \s pecullarlg difficult for us to
comprehend....

1



An .anthropologist studying such o people wishes ﬁ
meke those beliefs and practices intelligible to himself
ond his reoders This means presenting on
account of them that will somehow satisfy the criterio
- of rationality demended by the culture to which he and

' his readers belong: @ culture whose conception of

retionality is deeply affected by the achievement and

~ methods of the sciences, and one which treets such
_things as a belief in magic or the practice of consulting
-orecles as almost a paradigm of the irrational 2

. This ussumptlon of the supenontg of scientific logic os compored
to more ‘primitive’ ways of knowing end’understanding, Winch sugs wes
* criticized by Evens-Pritcherd. But in doing so, Evens-Pritchard nonethelesé
showed 8 predlsposltion towverd overvalumg his own culturul“perspectfve and
undervalumg thet of the peoples he was observmg

,WInch shows how Evans-Pritcherd had teken issue with Levy-Bruhi’'s '
) nssdrnption t'hat understending the ‘ceuses and effects’ of mogicoi rites, and
the ‘{llusory’ quality of magicel idees, justifies the conélusion thot Europeans
are more intelligent than ‘primitives’. There, Winch says, Evans-Pritcherd
claimied that gilhough "ob iogslg there sre no witches®, o coreful distinction
must be'made betyreen logicel and scientific thinking so \as ndt to assume the

3 Accordingly,

letter is superior.
Scientific notions are those which accord with -
objective reslity both with regerd to the validity
of gireirrnremisses énd to the inferences drown
fr heir propositions...Logical notions are those.
in which according. to the rules of thought
inferentes wuuld be true were the premlsses true,
the truth of the premisses irrelevent....



- \

Scientific truth then is dependent upon its being testable in terms -

of criteria such as cause and effect; whereas logicel truth need only be

‘consivder"ed internal to the logic of the'way of thinking itself. But Winch wants

to point out that éven in making this distinction Evans-Pritchard s “crucially

wrong” in'one‘ significant way. Like Po’ret'o, Evens-Pritcherd makes the

. following mistake:

Evans-Pritchard, although he emphasizes that o«
member of scientific culture has a different
~conception of reality from that of a Zande believer
* tn magic, wants to go beyond registering this fact
: and mgking the differences explicit, and to sey,
Tinally; that the scientific cohception agrees with
what reality ag:tuang is like, whereas the magcal
conception does not. '

-
. .
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\ = The Independently Resl

4

-

The notion of something being in.accord or in “agreement with f

reslity" is an important one, Winch says, for to abandon it is “to plunge

straight into an extreme Protagorean relativism®. 6\ However, it is necessary,

on the other hand, to fix "the precise role that this conception of the

* independently real does plag in men's thoixghts‘.7

. 'wmch makes two points éoncerning this issue:

. In the first place we should notice that the check of
the independently real is not peculier to science... My
second point follows from the first. Reality is not
what gives language sense. wWhat is real and what is
unres! shows itself /» the sense language has.

3
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Further, both the distinction between the rgel and the
unreal and the concept of agreement with reelilty
themselves belong to our languege. | will not say that
they ore concepts of the language like any other, since
‘it is clear thot they occupy o commanding, and in 8
sense 8 limiting, position there. We con imegine o
languege with no concept of, sey, wetness, but herdly
one in which there is no way of dfsﬂnguishmg the
real from the unreal. Nevertheless we could not in
fact distinguish the reel from the unreal without | .
understonding the wey this distinction operates in the °
~ lenguoge. If then we wish to understend the ‘
significance of these concepts, we must exemine the
* use they actually do have— /» the languege. '
Evens~-Pritcherd, on the contrary, is trying to work
with 8 conception of reslity which is na? determmed
by its actual use in language. 8.

As an example of what Winch means by the conception of reality and
its relotion to its "actual use in language”, he compores the religious sense of

reulitg lo the scientific one.

_ Consider what God says to Job out of the whirlwind: "
“who is this that darkeneth counsel by words without
knowledge?..where wast thou when | laid the foundatlons
of the earth? declare, if thou hast understundmg?

In the dlscdurse of the Bible, "God's reelity is certainly independent of
what any man may care to think, but whet that reuHi«g amounts )to~can' onlg be
seen from the religious tredition in which the concept of God fs used..." 10
And, sccor'ding to Winch, this kind of use 0/1 o concept 1s quite uniike the use

/

A



* of o concept in séie'nce where it is a theoretical entity.
In science, 8s well, there is an importent way in which the information -

giveﬁ is only occess%ble to someone conversant in the lung.uage of the
discourse Accordingly, "o scientific illiterate, asked to describe the results
Lgxperiment he ‘observes’ in on advanced physics leboretory could not do

‘ e "’*“l
rms relevont to the hgpothems being tested ond it is only "in such

term thot we can sensibly speak of the results of an expenment at oll”,

occording 1o winch.!!. ' S
" Winch asks according to what criteria, and within which universe of

discourse, cen one establish "o trﬁe link betweén our ideas and on indépendent

reelity”. 12 Evens-Pritcherd, according to Winch, hes not been eble to snswer

this question end“winch tekes it upon himself to do so.

. , -
Wwinch seys:

Two questions arise out of what | have been saying.
First, is it in fact the case thet a primitive system of
mo'gic, like that of the Azande, constftutes 8 coherent
universe of discourse like science; in terms of which an
_intelligible conception of reslity and cleer ways of
deciding whet beliefs are and are not in sgreement with
this reoh’tg ore discerned? Second, whet ere we to
make of the possibility of understanding primitive
social institutions, like Zande magic, if the situetion is
as | have outlined? | do not cleim to be able Lo give o
satisfactory answer {9 the second question. It raises

. e
some very impor “"“. fundemental issues sbout the
T ~ ‘nature of human PBCYST

A e, which requires conceptions
different from, ond horder to elucidate thon those | S

"have hitherto mtroduced 13



Some of those considerotior;s, Winch sqgs, remind us of how the
concepts of witchcraft and magic in our own.'culture, 'pcwe been parasitic on,
and & perversion of other orthodox concepts, bath religiou's’ ond, increasihglg,
- scientific™4 The reletion between the understending of Black’Mass and a
prior understanding of o proper Hoss‘ .is one exomple, Winch says. The relation
bétween astrology ond astronomy is another. Others ofe the relation between
the irrational and the rational, und.t-he sdphistic tq the rational: The former.
set would not be'intven'igible without prior understending of the lotter set. 15

Accordingly, such terms os 'rotiondl', ‘reel’, 'irrutiﬁﬁql', ‘right’ and |
‘wrong’, ere port‘of languege, and they get their ‘sense’, as he says elsewhere
does the concept of ‘politeness’, from language. 16 The concepts of\the ‘real’
and the ‘unresl or the irretionsl or illusory Winch says are found in all
cultures, not just ours.This is why it would be difficult to imegine a tonguage

which did not contain notions such as ‘reel’ and "unreel’, ‘right’ end ‘wrong'.

The Irrelevence of Theory -
in Understanding ‘Norms'

Therefore, assumptions cannot be made concerning the logical
structure of the investigation of such notions -For instonce; if we apply our
conception of reality to another culture, we may conclude that what 8 member
of that other ¢ulture is doing constitutes a misteke.!” we moy fofselg opply
our criterie of rotionality andpeality to the actions of thet other person
failing to see how they de not apply to the othe:' culture nor to the actions

underteken. Correctness then is not always & ‘theoreticel’ consideration the

H
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. way it so often is for members of our own culture '8 .

- “Primitives” in fact would have " ho theoretical interest™ in the
conception of what is right and wrong. The correctness of acting according to
‘what an orecle ségs- for instance, is ] sociol matter not a theoreticel one. It
involves, Winch sogs understanding how to act ond not how to understand
enything theorel\cong 19 winch suggests whaot the reel understondmg of.

. enother culture would involve.

fa

L4

Seriously to study enother wey of life is necessarily =~ . . .
to seek to extend our own — not simply to bring the .
other way within the ulreodg existing boundaries of .

our own, because the point about the lstter in their
present form, is thet they ax Aypothess exclude the
other.20 ‘

Later he statés that .

the concept of /earning rrom which is involved in
the'study of other cultures is closely linked with the
concept of wisdom. wWe are confronted not just with
different techniques, but with new-possibilities of
good and evil, in relation to which men may indeed
come to terms with life 2!

Winch's comments regarding the serious study of en alten culture

. are meant as 8 rebuke.of the mrxion position, 'esoecwng DU( tormrd by

Alasdair noclntgre Haclntyre occordmg to winch, hod osserted that os it

snbr aeads ot



o _ |
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wos necessary to explain o members o( our culture how the members of en
alien culture ihought and behaved, it yms'necessgry to use the conception of
+ retionality of the observer's culture to ensble communication. What Winch

maekes of this is the following: (S here is-s foreign culture.)

The task Macintyre seys we must undertoke is to
make intelligible (a) (to us) why it is thet members of
S think that certain of their practices ore intg"igib’le
(b) (to them), when in foct they are not..Macintyre’s
tesk is not like that of making intenigit‘ﬁe a netural
phenomenon, where we are limited only by whet
counts as intelligibility for us. We must somehow
bring S's conception of intelligibililty (b) into
(intelligible!) relation with our own conception-of, -
intelligibitilty (a). Thet is, we have to create a f¥w
unity for the concept of intelligibility, having a
certain relation to our old-ene and perhaps requiring o
considerable realignment of our cotegories 22

’, : :
. , This is why our conceptions of 1ife must be extended, as Winch had
» previ_ouslg said, and not imposed or used in order to bring other ways of
thinkin§ into qIUr own conceptua! fremework. “It is fiol so much o motter of' _
invoking ‘our own norms of retionality™, Wihch says in reference to the -
position held by Macintyre, but rather it is a mattier of “invoking our notion of
ralidn:]ity in speoaking of ‘conformity to norms’. But how we'epply this notion
itself depends upon how we read "their conformity tg norms — what counts

for them as conformity and what does not.-23 -

- - - - - —_——
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A commonly found onthropological assertion concerning magical
rites is that theyreflect a sense of insecurity concerning the probability of a
good crop yield. Magical rites, 1ike rain dances and divining rods, for mstonce
are found cont1guous torsocial problems created by shdrtages of rain,

occordmg to this sort of observotmn This form of "technical’or _ -

’techno!oglcal explanohon of primitive belief systems is inadequate,

-

according to Winch, because it tends to ignore the sense of sngmflc)gnce which

-the rites have in their relatidn to social llfe That is, it does not recdgnize

how much moéu;ol fites are purt of the fobrtc of pnmmve socwetg winch
sogs that |mportant sociol events are expressed ‘quasi- socromentollg ot
least insofar as the social order does not promote bestmhtg.

’ . .o g . -
The very emphasis upon conceptlons such as ‘efficiency of
4-

: .productlon and the explanutlon of beliefs in terms of technical phenbmena

Winch says, is @ ’sgmptom of whut Morx called the ‘alienation’ character‘l stic
of Jnan in industrial society. Morx s own confusions about the relations

¥

-

between productmn and consumption are further symptpms” ' of that same,
uhenutlon occordmg to Winch.23 (

The unalienated conceptmn of magical rites, and its relotlon to the
concern about the contingencies of life, is:more onologous to the conceptloq
central to Christian prayers of supplication, accordin‘g to Winch. Therein lies
a recognition tnat one’'s life is sub]ect to contmgenmes rather thon an
attempt to control these” “26 This corwanson ‘Winch says, enables an
understonding of rules and conventions of the alien culture by properly finding
the common ground necessary to compare, equwolent phenomena. It olso

ollows for a description which understands the “sense of significance of

£ e - !
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_ooncepté' Those limiting concepts are birth, death and sexuel relations.

_ ending ih death” -33 .

g Chopter Two 43

-

‘ . . @ ’a ’
human life", and the real "paint” that conventions heve in o societg
This brings Winch to his conclusnon concerning the possmihtg of

mokmg any accurote cross- ~culture! generalizations; identifying those ospec.t,s)

‘ot humon life and s0ciety which are universsl-common to el knoxn sociel

.systems. This can be expressed in terms of what Winch cealls hmmng

28

‘Accordingly, "the moscuhmtg or the femininity ere not just comments in the

life, theg are its mode.. .my masculinity is not an expenence in the worid, but .
my way of experieficing the world” 29 Winch goes on to say-thet "the vulger

identification of moralitg with sexual morality certainly /s vulger; but it is

e vulgarizohon of an important truth. -30

winch points out that “unlike beasts, men do not merélg live but 8lso

have a conception of life...To have & copception of life is-81s0 to have a

conception of déqth.'3‘ But the conception of deoth is not an ordinary

conception. "When | speak-of ‘'my death’, i am not speaking of a future event in

my life...| am speaking of the cessetion of my world.-32 This slso isa

" cessation of ‘my oﬁbilitg‘to do good and evil..my very concept of what it is to

be sble to do gooo or evil is deeply bound'Up with my concept of my life as -

4

The hmmng character of the concept of birth is reloted to what hay

been already seid ,regordmg deuth ond sex, occordmg to Winch. "The concept of

I birth is fundomenlong hnkéd to thet of relations between the sexes..for it

remains.true that-man is born of women, ned man,~>4

¥inch believes this odos'o new dimension to "ethicol institutions in

. 4 S )
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which relstions between the sexes ere expressed'.35 He therefore finds

himself in agreement with Vico who pointed out thet -~ v

We o'bserve inall notwns barberous 6s well'as .

cwmzed though seperetely founded beceuse remote
from each othér in time ané spece, keep these three
human customs: 11 have some religion, ali contrect’

" solemn morriages, ol) bury their dead-And in no netjon,
however savage and crude, are any human actions,
performed with more eleborate ceremonies and-more
sacred solemnity than the rites of religion, merriege

end burial. For by the exiom that “uniform.idess, born _

among peoples unknown Lo each other, must have @
common ground of truth”, it must-have been dictated to
S g1 nations thet from these institutions humenity

began among a1, and therefore they must be devoutly

guarded by them a1l so thet the world should not agein

become 8 beastial wilderness. For this reason we have

taken-these three-eternal and umversal customs as the .
" first principles of this Scwnce.36 .

-----------------

3

" The Natura! end the Conventional

In the £s§8y 'Nuture and Conventton (N&C), WInch continues the
theme thast morum%ls conventwnol in charecter. However he gives thls

proposmon‘ 8 twistby peinting out that “"there are certain uspecls of morumg

,:whlch muke it necessery to say that it is not entirely based on convention jut

that, on the contrary, it is'presupposed by any possible conventmns -37 socral

X
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~ woy of 8 laymen who wants to understend something in modern physics is o

' «
winch points put thet the notion.of & moral commauni{y is quite'unlike that of § o,
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‘norm’ suggests. In a sociel setting, it is 'in%igible to say thet
& man may choose not 1o adhere to any gwen norm 35 And of course it would
not be intelligible to say that of & norm found ln neture! law. The norm
reflects what people in & given socuegg adhere ,lo more of ten than they do not. ¢
il alsq reflects thé attitudes people have toward the bréoches of ¢ norm; )
ottitudes such as condemnation or remorse.39 §

Morol norms are not the same as the scientlific norms which /

socmloglsts according to Winch, use in attempting to underslond end

measure human end social phenomena The two kinds of norms are different,
incompatible and dwmetncoug opposed “The relation between morel ideas

and human behaviour is different from tryot between scientific ideas 'qnd the .

- behaviour of naturel phﬁenomenq.-’40 Seience itself, according to Winch, 1s 0

culturel ph'enomenon, end fhis ex‘ﬁlains) w?rg “the barrier thet stends in the.

culturel berTi er.““

In turn, the community in which people live 1s & moral community.

.a scientific’ community end the discourses found in the two differ

occordiriglg The'n&’tion of & moral commuhit"g suggests o'co‘r'nmon lif_é But,

seys Winch, “everything turns on precisely how it 1s thought to be

relevant -4z winch points to" Hobbes' notion:of ihe natural stete of humoh

beings living {ogether, the so-called ‘stote of nature’, s o constont state of

" hellum amrium cantro amnes, on individualistic conception of human

behaviour which-Wanch édgs “follows directly from his individuslistic
@ a

conception of human lenguage and inteliigence 43 s o -
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whot keeps h;:mon beingd from destroying themselves, what unites

to Hobbes, is 8 Lovenant which would

theém, at 1east artificially, accordi
guerantee thet ugreetﬁent would be “constent and lesting'.“ The covenant
then was'needed to overcome the comstent stote of wer which would

‘naturelly’ occur without the intervention of ‘rational’ and conscious decision

Winch says that there are perasliels between this woy of understending humen

‘nnlure-'-o {erm whrch he 1n foct deliberetely avoids using (f or Feasons which
will be discusseﬁ 1n the next section)-and assuming that “nobody, or hardly
enybody, could evér be re'hed on to speak truthfully '4,5
' . AThere 13 sofnethtng self-contredictory, uccﬁr&ing to Winch, sbout
the notion of & society in which ’therg is 8 lenguage but in which tguth-
telling is not regarded os the norm 46 This is beceuse the concépti;n of 8

\ dlstin'ct"‘gn between true and felse statements ..could pot Qrgcede 0 geng-rul .
adherence to the norm of truthfulness -47 Wingh points out that he'is not

speeking about whét an individusl might do as much as he is épeaking of whet

b

generally 1s the case in a socjety
An individual who cen talk_cen of course dehiperate on
a given occasion whether to tell the truth or not But
‘he will aiready have.lesrned what telling the truth is,
and what |_wish to argue 1s both that lesrning this s -
. a port of th&process of lesrning to spesk and 8lso thet

o lesrning this involves st the same time learning thet

- speaking uhtruthfullg is the normgnd speaking
" untruthfully the deviation 48 Yy .

winch {s taking &n ironic swipe here at sociologicel talk of ‘norms’

-

and ‘dewgu‘ons' He wants (o show that when & person belongs to & so-called

1



in-group or out-group,\the patterns of behaviour have to be understood-in
rélation to the person's ownfthough;s, intentions and self{-understanding, and ‘-
not, for instence, o‘s Durkheim's view suggested, in terms of plots on & graph
which e#ternollg refiect beheviour's edherence {0 @ ‘norm’. .

lnstéod, ] 'nqrm‘, such os the horm of truthf ulness,is closely ond ,
unovoidebly linked to ‘lruthfulneés‘ as a virtue In eny event, if there were.no
distinction between truthfulness and falsity, communication itself would be
imp’ossiple because there would be no rule, no reference point and hence no
comirionality'possible 1n thought or speech, according to Winch

Lying olwogs needs speciel justification if it 1s not to be
condémned Whot 18 regarded as such 8 jUSUflCOUOﬂ according to WInch
“will depend on the particuler ms(itutlons of the society in queshcm,"'19 That
“Justificetion would h;ve o reflect e commitment to the principle of
lrutrifulne‘ss itself 1f the person who lied 1s not to be identmed as 8 wiliful |
her, mompulotor or o person devoid of common feelings for others

A person such‘os Senator Joe McCorthy, for instance, wﬁs mmseH
incepabie of {rue rancour, spite, animosity 8s & eunuch 1s incapable of
marriage He could not comprehend true‘outrnge, true indignation, true
enything -50 winch uses this quote from Richard Rovere to-1llustrate the
connectlén between depth of feeling, sense of commitment and passion, to the.'
moral Accordingly, understanding moral 1ssues 1s only trivielized by
attempting to divorce emdtlons from the moral issues which evoked them To

do so,1s to neuter the elucidation, so to speak, \n the name of objectivity
______ Ammemme
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Theories of the-Naturel o8

' Until now, aithough the subject under considerstion was often
social or politit:ol phtlosophy, it should be noted th::t the focus really has
been one of method In this section, the focus will be on Winch's treatment of
political philasophical issues“pnmarﬂg as expleined through his comparison
of Rousseau’s and Hobbes’ differir)g metaphysical positions. As well it will
include o logk ot the comparison Winch mekes between Sidgwick's moral
phnosophg ond the view espoused, implied or descrlbed by novelist Herman

Melvnle in the novel Billy Budd Foretotzmon In the two comparisons we find a

summotvon of Winch's positions on social scientific methodology as well as
his prescription fur the development of an openminded sqcial, moral and
) pohttcal phitosophy ' '

" In the short essay "Humen Noture™, Winch had taken 1ssue with
attempts to classify and ‘explain’ features of human nature He continues this .
. theme in the essay which follows eptltled "Man and Sot:tetg in Hobbes and
Rousseau'(n&sj Wi.nch is especially critical of the belief that one can speak
or human neture as having fixed ottributes This often occurs, Winch says,
when social theorlsts try to explein whet human nature /s in relation to the "
fulfmmg of needs’, or when they attempt to develop a rﬂmr_(/ of morohtg

* Winch says a belief in a ‘science’ or [} thegrg of morals 1s misteken,
as is the belief that human nature has fixed properties .In comparing Hobbes’
quest—scfentuflc view with Rousseau's ‘philasophical’ one, Wrncﬁ wants to
prove socmogg tends to rely on this sort bf external, explonotorg
‘theorettcol psefudo scientific approach Whereas the philosophical upproach

as exemplified by Rousseau, is in fact a superior one; one which succeeds in
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. elucideting the important concepts ond issues in political and moral
‘philosophy. And, sogs winch, consequentlg it is one which is also more
. appropriate for social science. Hobbes sogs ~

You mey perhaps think a man has need of nothing else
- 1o know the duty he owes his governor, and whet right .
, he hes to order him, but o good netural wit; but it is L
. * otherwise. For it is & science, end built upon sure end
. *cleer principles, and to be leorned by deep and careful : P
study, or from measters that have deeply studied it 31 ‘

i~ _ - Dnthe other hend, Roussesu says:
There can be no'patriotism without liberty, no liberty

without virtue, no virtue without citizens,; create

citizens, orj}) you will have everything you need,

mthout them, you will have nothing but debased -

sluves from the rules of the State downwards To

form citizens is not the work of 8 dey, end in order to T
have men it is necessary to educate them when they

are children 22

winch says of Hobbes® position, “the ‘science’ which Hobbes wouldi
have his citizens tooght 1s based oﬁ‘%’lneor;g about what humen notore 15793
This theory, sccording to Winch, is in turn "besed upon en elaborete monistic,
materialist melophg:-‘:u:s'.s‘1 In this metaphysics, Winch says, 'everything
. that con be intelligibly seid must be reducible to & statement about the

motion of material substoncé -55 The scteﬁce Hobbes speaks of 9emonstrates

the relations either between continuglly warring individusls or those in o
‘ ' ®

1 b,
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pommonwealth of "subjects owing allegiance to the ubsblu‘t:%soi/erewgn' 56

Rousseou's view 1s that thinking 1s an art which must be lesrnt A
person’'s ‘nature’ 1s crested by education And clearly the conimt':r‘n'cuhonsl,
through speech, that Hobbes' vision presuppoées, must ,presuppose the grgat
complexity of thought and grammar {hat goes inte speech Hobbes seems
unaware of this The 'state of nature’ found in Hobbes' account leads to the
pos&sm\htg and probabihity of vomtg or ‘smour propre’, according to winch
"Hence the tgrﬁnng of opinion™ the subject of Rousseau’s critique of Hobbe§ o7,
Hobbes' metaphysic does not enﬁable him to see the lm(ﬁortonce of grammar
Hence, he cannot distinguish between “senseless strings of 1mages and
structured thoughts” 5&,8 This distinction Roussesu can make_because of his
insistence that “sensations become 1dess, copablé of ‘forming pert of a
judgment, only 1n so far as they are seen os‘havmg determinate relation to
each other -39 (

tn Roussesu view then, when human beings come 1nto relation with
esch other, practical, moral problems are brought 1nto focus Whereas for
Hobbesf, presumably moral problems are not practical in the seme sense, but --
are rather ‘theoretical’ in the pejorgtive sense of their being the object of
detached <tudy whch 1¢ dllsengoged from practicel day to day experience and
humen 1ntercourse 20 winch says Hobbes 'study 1s1n fact & study in the art
of r:mmpulotlon of people through the uriderstnndmg of human r[wtwatlon He
suéges’ts that any ‘'scientific’ examination of human motivetion probo‘blg‘has
at 1its root simiter simster intentions which revolve around a desire to rule

and dominate unsseau believes such enlistment of support 1s illusory

'S
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Domination is itself servile when it depends on
opinion; for it depends on the prejudices of those -
whom you govern by prejudice In order to meke them
behave according to your wishes, you heve to behave -
according to their wishes

As soon es you have to see wuh others’.eyes, you
ho e 1o will with their wilis ©

Habbes's argument then removes the possibility of & "genuinely
int;ebenden.t ond criticel” staridpoint As well, Hobbes' notion of ‘sovereign
‘power’ is “reslly o form of sservihtg',f’2 Hobbes' disegreement with Roussesu,
* winch says, turns on the consideration of whether Rousseeu is rulsmg A
pseudo questions agomst Hobbes, or resl pmlosophical ones wzthout which

pohitical philosophical issues cannot be settled. -
' winch states tha't if we could now consider the question of how
" judgments concerning what is good and what is evil are germane to politicel
philosophy, such an account would shed light on the diqute between Hobbes
ond Roussseau in 8 way which Hobbes would not permit but Roussesu would
| ~well:ome He seys, however, thet by turning to Hobbes'’ view of human neture
ond exomimnﬁ it, with the help of Roussesu, it can be shown-thaet Hobbes’

philosophy 1s incoherent 63

Politicel Pmlosophy

winch points out the{ "the central question’ﬂeliticol philosdphg
concerns the neture of the authority of the state “64 |n Hobbes’ eccount,

sovereignty and Jegiriimacy ore things which the rulers teke for

[
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themselves and meintain through persuosiveﬁ ond coercive techniques. For
Roussesu the very duestion of legitimacy rests, not on some formal notion of
legal powér, but on the recognition of the legitimacy of the authority of the
stote .ond its rulers as having the consent of the governed. The recognition of
bower os legitimate must be "an act of will", rether of en ect of necessity or
prudence, Winch says, paraphresing Rousseo&'s comment thot ‘;;owgr caen be
transmitted, but not will~ 63 Aﬁg considerotion to the cont'ruryinvolves 0
‘fiction’ or ‘feigned’ or ‘artificiel’ person, sccording.to winch.56 . ’
But for Hobbeﬂ’s, w'hat is important is the l;nitg of the steate, the ‘
um‘iorg aspect of the state The people must be as one as the sovereign is oné.
A covenant must ensure such o single-minded commitment to unity. Hobbes" "

way of speaking, where there is 8 “split ™ the argument between a 1égalistic

way of speaking” (in what he says about ‘suthorizetion’, ‘trensference of

rights’, and ‘representetion’), reminds Winch of what might be celled &

“'sociologicel’ way of speuking'.57

The former 1gnofes the sense of commitmenl which pecple have for

their leaders, and the feeling that what is legitimate goes beyond the strictly. .

legal The latter also displays an ignorance of people’s will and intention in

ection. Winch ends this essay by saying thet Hobbes' ‘'scientific’ account

emphesizes “factual bolitical arrongementi’s" without providing orig insight

into the way pecple develop o'con‘sensus or have conceptions of justice and

The mechoniét’ic, quosi-phgsiolog)cal explanation Hobbes provides

cannot explain the transition from the stete of nature to éi/vﬂ society and can
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provide no insight into how @ society can guerentee continuence of the

political arrangements other thean ‘foctual’ ones. It also ignores the fect g_hdt

154

conceptions of .justice are only developed through

, discussions of injustices. Men cepable of becoming
citizens must receive an education hich enables them
to understend what those injustices are, an education
which cons;sts not merely 1n inculcating 8 ‘science’ of
whet humen’ re)otlonsmps necessorily are, but rather in
creating hufan beings of a sort who will be tapablé of
discerming qualitative distinctions between different
types of humaen relationship and who will therefore be -
cupoble of entering into such relationships 69

-~

On the other ﬁand, Hobbes' dedcription of the origins.of sociel life,
..and the sociological views which seem to follow his logic, seem to assume
hdman conception occurs In 8 vacuum As 8 physicalist model is used to, |
exblmn social phenomena and as 8 ‘science’ is used to inculcate 1deas, 1n
Hobbes model, and to interpret the sigmficance and understand of social
relgtwns 1n the commonly found soclel scientific. models, concepts central to
socrel scieﬁtlf'wc debsate.cannot even be coherently raised within this context
And these models are equally l.ockmg In their capacity to teach people to '
develop skills which Wl')u‘]d enable them to make the qualitetive distinctions
necessary for the contemplation of questions of 51gm‘ncance both to social
.theorists and to ci1tizens concerned m,th }assum‘mg active and creative roleé

In community life 1n general

- - -y -
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In the essay “The Unwersohzamhtg of Moral Judgments~, (UMJ),
Wmt:h wants to show what is mvolved .ip meking o decision, specifically a
moral one He.at the seme time wishes to make o point concerning Sldgmck's'

claim thet . ~

We connot judge on action to be right for A and wrong
for B, uniess we can Tind in-the natures or )
circumstances of the two some difference which we -
can regord os o reasonable ground for differences in
their duties. If therefore | judge any action to be right
for myself, | implicitly judge it to be right for eny -

' other person whose neture and cricumstances do not
differ from my own in cergm’n important respects 70

Winch tokes issue with Sidgwick’s claim thet moral judgments cen,
end 'ought ‘t'o be, universalized. This would seem to follow from his critique\u{
the anthropological we‘w which assumed Europegn ebistemologg could be H
universalized, slthough Winch never hokes this point explicitlg what seems
gvident is thet Vfinch*is uttemphng.to 1ift the moralistic veil from mora)
philosophy, taking to tesk the quasi-empiricist view that morel judgments
con be examined, 1gnoring the difficult pert of the actue! ptrocess'of making 8
‘ decision, 8s 1f, that 1s, morality could be examined the wog'o specimen might

be examme-d In 8 beeker ]

‘ Qhot the umversglizability thesis ignores, according Lo Winch, is
the extent to'which people, in the crush of daily life and responsibilities, in
the midst of battle or generally engaged in the practical activity of hiving, do

Tnot raske moral decisions the way Sidgwvick thinks they do or ought to Nor

‘ 19
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ought they be held accountable in the way Sidgwickédggests. Quoting from
_Melville’s.novel Mg_ﬁ_ng Foretopmaen, Winch provides an alternative view: <

3

- ' . Soys a writer whom few know, "Forty years after the
\ bottle i1 is essy for o non-combatant to reason about . L
how it ought to have been Ydught. It is another thing
personally and under fire to direct the fighting while
involved in the obscuring-smoke....Little ween the
snug cerd-players in the cabin of the responstbllihes
of the sleepless fen on the bridge.” 71, )

-

cArmcheir quarterbacking, especially done by second guessers,&look\s

good “on paper-, "in theory", as it is said. But the detached and obstroc\t"

version of what is morui ond whet is imp;erutive; is not “eéngaged” and can

hardly hébe to be sensitive to, or be eware of the cere, doring, intel‘lig_enc‘e,.

L . _ méight sense of .duty, commitment and dedication that wenf inio'd spli-t } .
second decision Such ection, as it often does, colls for an almost reflexive

- {as opposed to reﬂectwe) reaction to a sntuatwn It also often requires grest

courage in the underteking. The armcheir quarterback, cum philosopher, rp\ght '

N— ) find mmself of herself asieep ot the switchih such & situation Winch'\sags: .

As He]ville suggests, it may well happen that when |

om confronted with an actuel situstion demending a

delicate moral decisian from'me, | find thet things -

strike me'rather differently from the way they struck

me when | was thinking onlg gmerallg, orase
spectator. 72 .
<




Chopter Two . 56

. So what is ‘right for me’, /» the otr«‘lwr? oﬁd whot was ‘right’ for

someone else, in the concrete situation, may.be two very dlfferent tmngs 0

foct Winch says Sidgwick's position cannot account Tor. when Sldgmck soys
»
- thet “other people too, if they are to judge rightly, must make the same

‘jugements os | have made concerning these situstions™, he makes, according

' to Winch ® much more sweeping cloim” then Winch cen find acceptable, 35

-+ To illustrote whet he rﬁeons Winch cites the story of the

. 'prﬁmcument thut Captlain Vere was put inin Helvme S s/prg of Bmg Budd.
: , o~

Budd, o foretopman of angelic character, is impressed
into service on the Indomiteble from the Rights of
“Men on the high sees, He 1% persecuted by the satenic
master-at-erms of the indomitable, Claggart, in 8
compaign which culminetes in Claggart's falgely
accusing Billy, before Vere:[the ship's,captain}, of
inciting the.crew to mutiny. In the sfress of this
" situation, Budd is efflicled vith o speech-imﬁedithent
.which prevents him from enswering the cherge.
Frustrated, he strikes Claggert, who falls, strikes his
" head and dies :

Melville's summation continues like this
<

in the legel view, the ppborent victim of the tregedy
was he who had sought 1o victimise 8 man blameless
and the indisputable deed of the Jatter, navally
regerded, constituted the most heinous of military
crimes, yet more The essential rigm and wrong in the
matter, the clearer that might be, so much the worse
for the responsibilitg of 8 loysl ses commander,
inesmuch as he was suthorised to determine the
matter on that primitive legel basis 75

d

vk
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In other words, ‘innbcenée ond guilt, bersonif ied in (Cloggort and
Budd in effecl changed places. -76 Nevertheless, Coplain Yere, & man of “
unusuong high morel pnncnples,Jelt ton becouse of his strong sense of duty
to uphold the laws of the seu regerdliess of the consmerohon thot in them he
found ontg the crudest of legel instruction. Captain Vere deliberates to

himself Bloud as he serves as a witness at Budd's courtrmertial: -

?I

W 0

__ did | not perceive in you-ot the crisis too-a troubled
hesitency, proceeding, | doubt not, from the clashing of -
militery duty with morel scruple- scruple VItolised by
compassion. For thee compassion, haw cen | otherwise

. but shere n? But mindtul of poromount obhgatwn I

- .strove ogmnst scruples thet mey tehd to enervete
decision...for us here, acting not és cesuists or
moralists, it is o case practicel an unddr martiel lawk
practically to be dealt with.

.. |f mindful of polhotmg circumstences, we are
bound to regard -the desth of the master-et+arms as
° the prisoner's deed, then ddes the deed constitute o
' cepitel crime wyhereof {he penelty is e mo?\ol ore? But
. in naturel justice is nothing but the prisoner(s overt
oct to be considered? Ngw can we adjudge to summery
and shemeful deoth a fellow-cresture, innocent before
God, and whom we feel to be so?-Does that state it
~ aright? You sign sad assent. Well, | feel the full force
of thet. It is neture. But do these button$ that we weer
! attest that our ollegiance, is to nature? No, to the
* - King..let no werm heerts betray heads that should be
cool...The heart % the feminine ia man, and hard
though it be, she must here be ruled out.77

4



- Winch points outl that Melville .'is ot poins to emphasize -the morel
side of the court-martial's ditemma.” 78 There is & conflict between - meral
obllgot on..between two morol obligations™; Vere, according to winch,1s
faced with two "genuinely moral ‘oughts’, a confi{ct, thet is, n:(/;m -
morol|tg'79. Both moral ‘oughts’, therefore, are universalizeble in-Sidgwick’s
scheme of things. Winch preéents it this way “On the one hand | ought 1o do
this, on the other hand | ought-to do thet. 56 what ought | reelly to do?" | am“
interested here 1n the force. of-ths-word ‘ought” in the last quesm;n and in the
ensvver given to it -80 winch says that the deciding of what to do is "a sort of
finding out what is the nght thiﬁg to;do.. ‘finding out whoi | ought to doB1
Finding out then ends up being o decision of what it is 'right'/ar mé todo. I

.may not suit someone else, but neither can that someone else tell me whet |

-

did was wrong | cen say | would hove acted dif ferent)y,' but not what enother

did was wrong, in such a situation 62 . C oy
winch says he would not have dgne what Vere dwd but that does not
mean thet Yere's decmon wes wrong, immorael or 11-considered. 1t just

rr@ans that for Vere, he was led by his conscience to moke the decision he

made. Beceuse Sidgwick's posi,tion‘connot account for the practical subtleties -

and .importuhces of moral decisibns, his unwersahﬁzobnitg principle isadle,
accor;ding to Winch. Co'nse'duentlg “the llo'st vestige of logicel force 1s removed
from‘ the universuliiobihtg thesis™ 83 Tts seems to summarize winch's view
of the empmcust perspectwe Whet is missing in this perspectlye he seys, 1s
en understondmg that when we speok of humen reletions we speek of Ioglcol
. relstions Logicel reluhpn thens the topic of the next chapter, and then agein

_of the succeeding chopters where | offer my response te Winch's position

.
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p.14 - ‘
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Ibid.
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tbid.
Ibid.
(big.
Ibia.
ibid.
Ibid.
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Pp 23-25° e

24

33 Thweodtng is w1nch 8, and fs ta be found on page 27

32 N . . o .oe
.34 :

42 : )

. 46-47 Winch does not speclrg who mlgm be unaware of t}ns

.42 2

40 This would seem to be 8.cross- cultiral generolizuhon winch
 believes can be made. For,wmch states, he believes 7z rap/y 10
Mcintyre, thet -

.
A

In a discussion of w3ttgenste1n"s phila- ophical

use of language games Mr Rush Rhees points out
that to try to account-for the meaningfulness of
language solely in terms of isolated lanjuage

games is to omit the important fact that ways of

speaking are nol insulated from eachother in
mutually exclusive systems of rules. [Pp. 40-41]
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) it is one of the great ironies of winch's critique, hovrever, thet this was
_precisely the kind of sentiment Marxists expressed in relation to the
. postivist and Enghsh individualist view for a century prefedmg winch's
discovery of 1t Here mnch uses this apparently new-found 1nsight
agoinst its Itkely source. Marx, for instance stated:
Language 1s 8s.0ld as consclousness, language is
. -=practical reel consciousness thet exists.for other
men &s well, 8nd only therefore dogs it also exist
‘ for me, languege like. consciousness only erises
from the negd, the necessity of intercourse with
other men . Conscmusness 15 therefore fram the
very beginnirig a social product end’ remmns 5083
long as men exist at all -
. From JThe German Ideoloé by Kor1 Marx, Internatignal Pubhishers, 1947,
044, > L S ! '
27 ‘E&A op cit. p40 oL .
‘28 Ibid.pd43. . T - ¢ oo :
29 Ihd pd6 . R L oL ‘\
30 lbid. . o ' S _
31 ibid pdd e e
32 Ibid. SR R
© 33, Ind ~ :
34. Ibid. p 46 But is tms not.a’ foct mdependent of whot ungone ‘might care,
‘. tothink? ‘ . \ o A
35. Ind Pp 46-7 o RN ’
-36.- ibid. p. 47 - - : e
37 Ibid. p. 51 Winch makes this commem n relohon to Kerl Poppers
position which he calls “the nonsensical idea that norms can be la1d down
- ineccordance with rpturol lows 'n the scientific sense.” ~
38 Ind. <
.39 Ibd. p 52 . — o
Ibid S - o .
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53
34

45

Ibid p 68

-/

Ibid p 54 This 1s stated 1n relation to, and.1n agreement with,
sentiments expressed by Robert Oppenhetmer (the ‘father' of the atomic
bémb) who, some may rememBer, was dismissed from his post 1n the
United States, during the McCerthy.ere, for allegedly being a security
risk ironicelly, 1t was Oppe‘nhenmer e scientist, who was among the
first to queshon the moral implications of the Manhattan Project.

tbid p 59 v - :

ibid ‘

Ibid. p 60 Winch there.states that ms discusswn of fellawing o ruie,
which he had elucidated 1n ISS, asproposed bg Wlttgenstem explains
“that humen rationality is essentrally social in character”. And he
believes this settles the questian as to whether rationelity can be
elucidated "in purely individual terms”, as he says Hobbes had in mind
Ibid p 61 ’
Ibd

Ibid. Pp 61-62
Ibid p. 62 The question still remains, 1t seems 0 me, as to the real
influence Hobbes' ideas have had on our form of life, specifically our -
politicel life See a discussion of the influence of Hobbes upon American
life, for instance, in Hobbes and Americq , ‘ﬂg Frank Coleman, University
of Toronto Press; Toronto and Buffaio, 1982

E&A op cit,p 69 S -

L4 '

—— - ———

Ibid p 90 .

id. p 91 . : . & )

Ibid o :

ibid Is, however, the monism the problem or the motenohsm? Is winch
trying to cleim that any materielism refiects the kind of- ahenated view
he ¢criticized Macintyre and Merx for, or 1s 1t just Hobbes’ peculiar

‘matertalism which is lacking? Would he, on.the other hand, also find

fault with Freud's, Durkheim's or any other. materialism becouse 1t s a8

" msterialism? Winch does not say.

35

Ibid. ] ! 'S
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56 E&A op.cit,p 92
S7 1bid. Pp 94-95 o
58. Ibid. p. 95 On page 92 Winch had pointed to Rousseau s argument in which
Rousseau criticized Hobbes' conception of language for 1gnoring “the
enormous complexities of grammor”. From the Discourse gh the Orgin of
Inequality, J J Roussesu. No oiher reference is given for this quotation
60 E&Aop cit,p 99 ) : '
id. p. 98 \
62 1Ibid p 99 . ‘ .
63 Ibid.- , \ oy
64. ibid p'100 -
65 1bid,and p.104 * - o
66 Ibid. p.104 | | ‘ : ,
67 Ibid Pp10S and 106 : ) :
668 Ibid.p 108
69 Ibid Pp108-109
70 Ibwd. p 151 , ,
71 g a 4
72. Ibid"p 153 '
tbid p.154 . .
74 Id. p. 155 .
75 1bid p 156
76. This s somevhat confounding, however, 1f there 15 no ‘objective’ way of .
determining ‘innocence’ and ‘quilt’ For to be able to sey Billy Budd
personified innocence 1s surely Lo universalize the notion of goodness
which is precisely what Winch says Sidgwick cannot do
77 ibid. Pp. 156- 157 Here agen, according to Winch's own criterion, Billy
* Budd 1s "innocent before God", presumably enough of an argueble reason |
~not to convict him ‘f ‘
76. Jbid p. 158
79 Ibid Pp 158-159 Although Winch describes the situation variously as a
" conflict between "moral obligation™ or sense of duty and “two moral
obligations™, he does not make the distinction Rousseau does between
acting out of a-sense of 'duty and acting according to one’s conscience
~Although it is arguably true Rousseau would have rejected Sidgwick’'s
universalizability thesis because It ,contained a notion of ‘duty”he
5

—
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rejected, Winch wants to have it both ways. He wents to say Sidgwick is
wrong, but that the sense of ‘duty’ (morel obligation) he takes as given,
still holds, and is on the same 'logical footing' as an appeal to '
conscience; 8 suggestion Rousseau would flatly reject. And hére we begin
to see the difference between ‘internal’ ‘description’ and.radical critical

‘ £ociol philosophy. See Winch's interest 1s primarily to identify

80

81.
82 .

83

ousseau'gphilosophy as being a kind of ‘internal’ method, and not so
much as an’example of critical and redical philosophy.
tbid p. 161
Ibid. p. 163 ,
ibid p 168 -
ibid:p.169 Winch seems to hove proven, on the other hand, through the
compelling argument Melville puts forward, just how forceful it is;

~_especielly in relauon to winch's own.

. “ . *
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> Logicol Relations P ;

lﬁ this chapter I will focus on Winch's conception of \logicul
relot\ons Specificelly | will be interested in two dlfferent aspects of what -
winch caHs logical relations The first (LRA) bears on his ossertlon thet the
relation 6f human consciousness to factuality is e.logicel one The second
“ ogpect (LRB) involves Winch's description of infer..'e\'r‘{ce drowi'ng ond its
relation to humum(g{witg in general In erther case vqnch is to say thet the
kind of ihference'v«‘(hlch 15 r:eleifont to the socia! studies has less to do with
the kind of inferential thinking found in the sciences then it does with the
common practice of drawing inferences, génera'//y, concermng the thoughts
~of others, not just specific to when they involve the descriptlon of scientific
focts’ or the engaging in some formal logicel endeovour |
The 1mplicetion of Winch's conception of logical retations is that if

all retetions of mind to understanding, description, mterpré'totlon end
theorizing are Iogucbl, then they are, or should be, considered on an equal
. f'oohng Conseguently rehgmus thinking is as valid as scientific thinking Butg
1t requires o dmerent kind of l_vogtc to understond the former then tj\e latter
This1s why the logic of one field, as for nsiance o field which ettempts to :
understand physical phenomeno does not epply end consequenillg should not be
opphed to another field which might went, for exomple to understond
‘culturol phenomena such as magico-religious Dehefs And sa 1f we ynderstend
. thet science does not have 6 magicel or special stgtus, that it 1s no more .

real’ than religion 15, then we cen ]udg'e 1dess from these two fields more
feiriy w}ﬂe eppreciating that there are differences’, but not necessanly .,
different 1evel§ of. ‘correctness’ =

»
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Iintellectual History ond Tredition . .
when the scientist sets out to 60 on experimeni or develop a theory,
she is nonetheless bound by e set of customs and traditions which would
determine, for .instonce, correct" proéedure from incorrect procedure, and
vould define oqd require such considerations as honesty and precision. He is
therefore aware, however unselfconsciously, of being port of a Cl’lliC;]
community In this t:especl-thg scientist’s si—tuution, given his 'interna]' and
logical relations to his thoughts, and the thoughté of others: to. convgnildns
and theories, has much in common wffh the s'ituotions of those who live in
| so-col‘lled ‘morel’ communities. |
The difference between the two communities, generally speaking, 1s
that when o scngnulst sets out to do her work, the subject matter at hend,~
physical phenomens, is being examined within the context of a Anann
assumption, an understanding, that thé phenomena 1tself is governed by
certain (phgswcl)plows of which 1t can be said they apply universoﬁg This,
“presumably, 1s lergely why the phenomena is being studied to ‘observe’ the
'behavnour" of the phenomena given the knm'rvn laws And therefore the study 1s
1tself completely requlated by such knowledge and such an ynderstondmg
. Such en understanding then is internal’ to what con be so1d of science, even
'though the study of scientific phenomene 1s conducted, of hecess1tg, ino wo‘g’ .
1n which the laws of nature apply ‘externally’ to the phenomena under. study .
The relation of laws to ph.endmeno, n that respect, do naot change ‘

The subject matter, in the case of physical science, does not have the choice ~

\
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of complying with lews which govern its behaviour (thgrefore deyi'ohons from‘
norms would not be met with dlsopprobﬁtlon, for exemple) Of course physical
phenomena do not choose and 1n any event the lows of nature opplg to all
things regorcﬂess of preference to the contrary With the scientist then, the
intellectual historical tradition 1s internal both to the dictates of the
specific discipline, and 1t shares, at the same time, other morel norms, such
as honesty, from the larger moral community The scientist, 1n the case ofc;
conceptlon such as precision, would of course be doubly bound 1n his ottempt
ot precision, both because of her obligation to conduct an experlment which
_did what 1t cleimed to be wanting to do, and by virtue of being required to
conduct the experiment with certein physicel acumen in order to occomphjsh 0
phgsmol ond mental task ! -

In the sociel sciences, however, the so-celled scientist 1s doublg
bound 1n a different way While he 1s obviously bound by his place 1n a critical
community, the precision he sttempts 1s by necessity different Her concern
for such precision would l1kely be more one of precision cc;\cermng the
understanding and elucidation of mesnings, 1deas, thoughts and feehhgs,
rother than brecnsxon, for instence, of measurement Here again the internal’
concern, for understending meaning, as expe‘nenced within 8 context of
standards, conyenttons, feelings, morelity etc , would tcige precedence over
the ‘externel’ conmderéhons, such es undgrstondmg couses ond being able to
measure phenomens from some ‘objective’ posttion or in relstion to some
. objective criterie or reference point There would, at the same time, be a real

problem of precision if ‘one were to want to measure, say, the feelings,

r



" thoughts gg opttens of the'subject of sociel science, 1t 1tself being an agent’
, One could soy then thot any distinguishing features of the two kinds
n of ‘'science’ le in the foct thet 1n the one, sociel science, there 1s both en
ogent who ‘observes’ and an ogent who is being observed. This changes the
reiutlon between the two in mong ways One clear woy is that wmle ‘laws’,
ore generallg tmmutoble n the physicel sciénces, no such laws cen be derive
m the social sciences Another 15 that the octmtg of the subject, wntmn the
' somal sciehces, teeds back and effects the ‘observer’, ot 1eest in some wog
There is interection as there ere thoughts feelings end beliefs about the
subject (agent) where there would be none in the cese of the subject of -
physicel sctence |
Of course scientists have differing opinions on the “behaviour™of

physical objects But even the.connotations of the notion of behovtour n
physicel science 1s different as 1t does not have the connotetions of agehcy, -

of purposetul meaningldl action The phgsmcnl object 15 inactive, literally o )
| non- agent 1n the psychological and emotional sense, even 1f 1t might be, for
instence, in the chemicel sense So ance agein, 1n such 8 dlstlnctlon between
the two notions of human 8s opposed to physicel scientific ‘agency’, this
shows'o difference between the ‘internsl and the ‘external’ concerns

| ‘ 50 one can say thot.even though morel norms certeinly do opelg to
what the eCIentist thinks, does end how she behuvee, screntific norms, or
laws, do net reciprocelly epﬁlg to human behaviour Tm‘s 1s why, for instance,
_‘beho'vmurlsfn' uses an Jrcorrect model For 1t sees behaviour 1n ontg~o

physical-scientific way explained above end not in the sec1al scientific way
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which has the connotetions of active, ﬁorticipotorg agency.

4

Drawing an Inference is like Following o Rule’ KR
/ booa . . .

In the second cose (LRB), thot of drewing an m!erence ¥inch wunts
to express sometrﬁng obout the woy people 1tve and learn. He sogs there 1s L]
relationship.between living, leormng ond following rules, as there is a .
reletidnship between learning to do somethlng and socuol ectivity in generol
He cites Lewis Cerroll's tele of “what Achilles Smd to the Tortmse Here

winch wants to prove Oskeshott’'s contention thet, in Winch's words, Human

octivity connot be "summed up in 6 set of explicit precept§. The activity ‘goes

beyond’ the precepts -2 The precepts, that is, "have to be applied in practice”,
ond although we may formulate another, hlgher order set of precepts ,
prescribing how the first set is to be applied, we cannot go further along this - .
road without firiding ourselves on the shpperg slope pomted out by Lewis

Carrol) > in Carroll's celebrated essey, as W,lJnCh describes 1,

Achtlles and the Tortoise are discussing three
propositions, A, B,.and Z, which ore so related thet Z
follows logicelly from A ond B. The Tortoise asks
Achilles to treat him as if he accepted A ond B as true - tr
but did not yet accept the truth of the hypothetical '
proposition (c) “if A and B be true, Z must be true”, and to
" force him, logically, to accept Z as true. Achilles begins
by asking the Tortoise to accept-C, which-the Tortoise
does’ Achilles then writes in his notebook”

14
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N .
A , \ an
B . .
C (If AendB are true, Z must be true)
27 . :

He now says to the Torloise. 11 you occept AendBendC,
you must accept Z~ When the Tortoise asks why he must, >
Achilles replies: "Becouse it follows /oylral/yfrom
“them. If A end B and C are true, Z must be true (D).

You don't dispute ZAe!, | imagine?” The Tortoise agrees

to accept D if Achilles will write it down 9

Then t‘he following dislogue 1s quoted from Carroll's o;'igm'al stdrgx

"Now that you eccept A and Band C and D, o/ mz/rs‘e you
. accept 27 - . .

*"Do 17" said the Tortoise innocently “Let's make that
,qmte clear. | accept Aend B ond CondD S’uopuse | m//
‘refuse to.accept 27°

< “Then Logic would teke you by the throat, end force

you to do 1" Achilles triumphantly replied. "Logic would.
tell you 'You can't help yourself. Now thet you've
accepted Aond B and C and D, you musteccept 2° So
you've no choice, you see ~

"wWhatever Lag:c s good enough to tell me1s worth
writmng down,” seid the Tortoise “So enter 1l in gour
book, plesse We will coli 1t , -

(E) If AondB pnd Cond D ere true, Z must be true .~
Until I've granted ¢/e/, of course, | needn't gront Z So
it's quite & necessary-step, you see?”

"| see,” said Achilles, and there wes a'touch of sedness.
in his tone > '

hY
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.. Winch says of Corroll's tele
. The story ends some months later with the narrator
_ returming to the spot and finding the pair'still sitting
" there The notébook 1s naarly full '
The morael of this, 1f | may be Dormg enough to point 1s,
* 15 that the actusl process of dl:ngmg an inference, whlch
15 after a1l the heart of logic, 15 something which cannot .
be represented as & logical formula, that, moreover, o ’
sufficient Jushflcuhon for inferring a cenclusion does 1n
fect foliow frgm 8 set of premisses 1s to see that the
conclusion does 1n fact follow Tonsist' any further
Jusificetiof 1s not to be extra cautious. it 1s to displey .
a misunderstanding of whot\'nference 1s Learning to .
. Infer 18 not Just a matter of being taught sbout exphicit
. : loglcdl reistions between propositions,-it 1s learning to
. do something Now thepoint which Oakeshott'ts meking *
‘ 1s really o generelization of this, where Carroll spoke g
only of logical inference, Ookeshott 1s making @ simnar\f. . Q\ )
pomt about human activities in generallﬁ, - '

i ‘ - B

Taken tq@ether these t\;m aspects of Winch's c’oncept'lon» of logicel

S relatvons yreld the followmg resugts From Rausseau we learn something

~ about Ipgical retations, wmch we could not learn from Hobbes Accordmg te |

ARousseou loglcul relatlons are sbcml born of 1nteroc{mn They are ghen_ )
woven ahd mterwo»‘en wnh the febric of, o commumtg Theg reflect the
éocm nnd mn tmt sense cohere with the socml They ure consequentlg

’ coherent Theg ure also in that sense meomngful cnd purpaseful And’

' mfer.‘encec 1n that’ snme sense are reflective of” human thought and BT

' pqnqosgfulness we come to-und‘erstond 0 perspn 5 wag of tmpkmg when we

> I
L e . . , \ LI - .



' . -

understond'wha't‘ she means or intends. By virtue of this we ere drawing
inferences trom what he has said ond whot he believes. Although it is a form
of inference-drewing somewhat different from thet of the one Co‘rroll
describes above, it.is nonetheless lllumtnotmg, | believe, to see Winch's
conceptton of inference-drawing in tms light.
In Hobbes' conception of logical relations (gwén the distinction

: Wi,nch meens to, moke between his conception'end Rousseeu's, 8s one might
expect) Winch finds Hobbes' conoeption ‘incoherent' for the some reasons he
hnds Rousseou s philosophy coherent: because it 1s bosed upon on :
tndwnckrohsttc conception of language and thought becouse it sees leormng
o5 o process of mechenistic procedures; beceuse Tor Hobbes there is no social
conception of thought as there is in Rousseau; because in that sense thought
appears Lo be self- generoted ond because when Hobbes concewes of
imference-druwmg he sees it in formal and quasi-scientific terr_ns.q
Consequentlg Rousseou's,fepresentation better oppreciates the inntrinsic
menm‘ng ond vo]‘ue'of oohticol idees ond \'nstitutions; ideas such as democracy
and citizenship, and the many (internal) ways Lhose institotions ere
Interreleteg to the community they are demgned to serve’. -

From Carroll we ieorn thot logtc is.not o merelg formoTnor\o

\

pointiess activity It is s much human ectivity with a pomt to'it os cookmN

1s It1s purposefut meamngfullg directed’ end it onlg mekes sense withine -
gwen socun context Like' cookmg when we explore the loglc of something we
reang ore doing mmetﬁmg Drawmg an lnference in thet respect is not i -

0

ought not to be, a cold or robotlike activity es one might lmagtne

\,‘e»a
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experimentatidn to be. 1t 1s a practical human activity with a'point to 1t. And
in un?derstandm'g this' we understend human o;ixvntg 1tself D’etter For we are

_then remmded that human activity itself 1s not senseless It 1s done with o
reason in mmd and'this 1s whg, for-instance, we would even ever cull 1t e
humon actwntg as opposed to an aﬁllmol one /

We are 81s0 remmded then of what lnsmutlons and humon thought _

and actwn Involve Tms mnkes it e/uswr not only to draw mferences

%ohsérmng human thought and behovxour 1n @ way; that is, which will more .

j

Jikely close’lg descrme those thoughts cmd actions, 1t pomts 1n the direction

4

'of the kmds -of theones we should be’uttemptmg to construct when e

consider the possvbmtg of, developmg o 'sociology’, a scrence of- humon

behukur L
» i
Humanractwmes Winch explains, involve followmg rules ]USt os .

-

Tlc;glc mvolves drowmg mferences But when pedple follow rules, (1og|c LRA)

\]
b theg do so'occoﬁ'mg to the mternal logtc (logic LRB), the rules of the type of

’ leamt mthln the context of the dmlg 'socml and pohitical hvmg expenence

octmtg inyhtcn theg are mvolved But\tn followmg rules people do not
contmuouslg or consmouslg referlto a code which would govern their activity
They sgmplg act as per.usual, in a more or less unselfcanscious way How theg

~

behave and how theg,learn is mg or less matter of course
o7 Fro'm‘ this winoh 15 abl

0 conclude that concepts such as duty ere

. and that duty is exercused not because one has o reason to be dutifut, et "

' because someone has an ultermr motive not because someone has observed

- ) . * . ' ./\
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whot ought to be dgne or studied obout 1t formon'g, but becabse thet persons .
i & capeble of having morel feehrigs and meking decisions which refrect, to the o

best of her ability, what she truly believes ought to be done 8,_

, . RulegngFeelings. B .
L - \ But 8s hes been noted,m t,he'e‘xomples he chdoses, mo§t notably the
' one involying Melville's Qaptai'n Vere, the Captein chooses‘to follow the law .
“to the letier”, 1gnoring “the gentle klnswohoq'—l e, his heart and his 1nner
Ye'elmgé-m choc'aslng to huvé the boy, Bmg Budd, executed Vere's decision,
g ndnetheiess,m:'cprdmg to winch, reflected the depth of'feehng, ong_méh‘ end
- the necessity,to constder conflicting loyaities and 1deas before cbmmg toe
_ﬁndl decision Accdrdmg to winch, this shows the extént to which the '
exercise of duty lsl"llself not an empty er'::old end r'ne_chomcol activity
underteken without refiection or fe‘ehrgg instead 1t i; on activity with greet - -
. logical and mora! force This, says Winch, has obvious implications _fo? co’rmr';Q o
: \ ', o understend humen
| S

action, ‘especllang motivation end-its mesning

s

1 ®
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An 1mportant weg of urndercto}udmg human activity end humer:
qucnmogg for mctcnce would be to examine the gremmar used oend to

understand \fvhot that gremmar 1mphied And so forinstence much could.be

-

fearnt about humen attitudes ond conceptions by understending the wey words

gre used The wors ‘norm , for instence, 8s used by sacrologists, does not

/mo!g conscious, purposeful human activity It implies reflexive reaction: and

8 hife svtuctwr; which 1€ ﬁnbosed rather than created
But here v;re sense not the conscious and purposefyl oct‘v"t\es of
hurner. beings gaing ebout their daily hveg insteed W sense 8 dot on & groph
'Demg moved-shou! or perhaps the octivit rot on an e)ectmco”g
."chorgec grid *And here the conditions of hife weigh $0 heavily 8s to make
0&;)&1005 and actions freely taken virtually imipossible '
o The point seems 16 be then thet 1f such e method 1s sb mechanistic .
that 11 15 not sufﬂqentlg gubtle.or senﬂtwe ta 'c’c;.ﬁu're mlnon feeiings,
ottitudes) emotions, reactions and idees, 61l of wich are expressed througn
gremmaer, ;gﬁwhow con suchlg method be sensitive gnough toec c‘ur,ot'e}g
_describe or even reqister wh;‘ahs going on-either intre-psychically or
mter-psgcmjcc]lg? 4nd Winch wants to say that the problem with moderﬁ day
' socnologg 15 that 1t IS mechamstlc n that kmd of wog 1t.1grores personal
decnsnons and falls to account for the entlre procedure by wmch people come
1(; recogmze who they are, ‘where they ere, what they want and fow they are
going to go about doing what needs to be done 'n, what 15 for them, the most__.

efficacious and meamngful fashion

\\ .(( \1
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Chapter Three R

The 'Socioloqical’ |
5 - !

winch mimics whag he believes 1s atyprcal soctological description

of the Iife of 8 person when he writes T

1 -

>

. A ch1ld ¢s born within, and grows up hnto the life of o
particuler human soclety He learns to speak and to
engage 1n various kinds of activity in relstipn to other
people The way a person develops will be infiuenced

, by the kinds of people, the kinds of situation and the

> kinds of problems which he finds hhmself confronted
“with 1n the course of s ife But of course it 1s also
true that his growth will depend on what he himself

o ' | brrngs to the situstions he faces Our problemis to

T Jnderstand these two factors‘,g "y

what winch says of these sentiments 1s

V7 there.1s something misieading in this way of
- formulating the 1ssue A man s not ‘confronted’
" with situations and problems as he 1s confronted’
N with s brick wall A brick wall confronts a man
whether he recognizes 1t or ngt, but the same’ s , !
not unqualifredly true of the other case 1 '
¢

| y ~In other words, whether a persoﬁn confronts something, or is
con!ronted by something, has to do with whether that person recaognizes the .
:exlstence and significance of tnat thing In the case of 8 wall, of course 1L)1s |
é there whether we will 1t to be or ngt. And 1n that sense we are ‘confronted’
with it whether we l1ke 1t or not But this does not apply n Me seme way

to other kinds of situations 1n our life; situstions which involve decisions and
: ‘ . ‘ ‘
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diiemmas, lesrning experences or emotional and psychological events In such
tases such events are at least par’tnollg, and ot ieost u/purt of the Lime,
expertenced 1n accordance with our beliefs and m conjunction with our
‘understondmg of the implications zr-wolved n muk’mg choices and decisions ¢
“Even 1f 1t were true then that people sométlmes cor’ne to 1e;l that
they come M sgeinst sométhing they do not understand, or are confronted by
sométhmg which they find overwhelming 'n some respect, winch s objection
les 10 the language-gome sociologists use to describe or generally ‘
cherecternze tr;e hives of people, becouse, he would éag, Ilt 158 -
choroclta(rgvzotlon which does not seem (o describe human gxperience at oll
Consequently 1t 1s misleeding and foils tE bring out the glfference between
Instances where one would confront’ e brick woﬁand Qhere ane would face 8

choice- In fact, 11 goes beyond farling to bring out the difference it takes the

|

The Loqgicel

one instance for the other

-

what Mnch 15 of course 1m£)|gmg here is that human experience |
Involves detts\ons and unde'rstandmg Action 1s Led tovreflectlon; 1tis
~ volitional and 1t 1s intentional and informed as he believes weber soays He ‘
therefore offers the following counter-example to that of the soctological It
1s a'passage which he citesfrom R G Collingwood's Autobiogrophy
My father had plehtg of books and allowed me to read n
them os | pleadﬁ. Among others, he kept the books of

classical scholarship, ancient history, and philesophy
which he had used at Oxford. As a rule | left these aione,

/ }
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but one dey when.| was eight yeors old cunosity moved me
to toke down & httle black book lettered on its spine ‘Kent's
Theory of E4hcs As | begen reading 11, my smali form
wedged between the bookcase and thet table, | was sttecked
by @ stronge succession of emotions | felt thet things of
the highest importence were being seid ebout metters of

- utmost urgency things which ot all costs | must
understand | felt that the contents of ths book, olthough? -

did not understend 11, were somehow my business' o metter

" personal 1o myself, or rother to some futyre self of my own

It wes not hike the common boyishéntention to ‘befan engine *

driver when | grow up’, for there was no desire in1t, | did

. not, in any naturel sense of the word ‘went”{o master the

Kentien ethics when | should be old enough, but tfeltos1f o
vetl had been mted and my destiny reveoled

winch seys of these thoughts

Qur first reaction to this passage 1s hkely to be that the
young Collingwood must hove been & very remarkable httle

.boy A vocetion needs someone with eafs to heer os well as

8 call But of course 8 call 1s necessary too and we should
ask what are the conditions necessary for this In
Collingwood's case :q/:vos necessarg that there should hove
hought 1n which there were certain
live problems, questions which had not been enswered
Someone who feels moved to ask himself such questions,
who,;speaking more. generally, finds thet his situation
confronts him with problems, discovers something about
himself by that very fac{-as the young Collingwood
discovered Bhout himself in dimly feeling the force of the

/

quesiions Kdat was asking But we could not say what 8 mon -

discovers about hlmse}f in such & situstion without

) referring fo the noture of the problems he finds himself

faced with; it is in his response to those problems that he
makes the- dlscoverg And we understand what those

problems are only in the context of the traditions of thought
and activity out of which they arise. 12 '
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The'essehtlol'dlfference between logicel relotions and sociologicel
ones, for winch, st teast as for as the létter ore described guesi- -
scientificelly, 1s that logical relations mvolvg decus{ons which are personal
and sigmficent to the hife of tﬁe person who tokés\them The "turming points’,
s0 {o speok, 1n o person"s hfe ore ‘logical’, not 'sécmlégncol‘ They 1nvolve

recogmnons ond decisions and not just facts Orif they involve facts’, these
’ /

facts ére n_ot\Just ‘things’ but are e part of o person’'s living history

Al the same time winch wants to point out that loglcnl‘[elohons
hove o reference point, o bc;ckdrop, wmcﬁ s different f;om the one
soc1ologists describe Here the backdrop 1s not the hard, material facts,of
deily life, as much s 1t 1s thevintellectual and culturel history 1nto which we
ore oll born Ihé ‘loyglc‘ feeds[ back onto 1tself, so tospeak I[11s the logic of
the 1ntelleciual and cultural milieu which surrounds us and s alsa part of
whatJ comes\go be our individual personslities _

And while 1115 the e'xceptlonol childg, sucﬁ 0s Qolhrigwood, who\/—\
chooses to dream of phllosop_hlcol 1deas 1nsteed of fire engines, 1t 1s
nonetheless more generslly tHe case that the pyobler;a,s which we face when
growing up, end the way we tacklﬂe them, say something aboul who we ore
This enables us to unlderstond ourselyes In /t,he pr'oce'ss This L0015 unhke the
sociological characterizetion where ilfe appeors to be more Ike & labyrinth
then oksnuotlon which mvoives different kinds of qugstlons end problems
Many of those questions andoproblems bear on peoplefg lives personally, rather |
than ympersonelly (empiricpllg), as one'.would expect of the problems one

would face “in working oneself out of 8 maze.
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imphicit then in Winch's conception of ‘togicel relations’ are the notions of
recognmzing and choosing, of volition end of meking decisions |

" Winch says, “what mokes o decision intelligible 1s rts reiation to
the facts of o situafon In v(mch 1t 16 fnede, end this relation 1s o logical
one -13 what Winch meens hére 15 thet the concept of facl 1s hke the

concept of the ‘world’, or the concept of the.resl’ All ln betng conceptue! ore
/
8l once’conventional “The concept of factuelity1s gwen 1t arises out of the

woy men lve " 14

in other words, socr’ol ‘facts: reflect ‘forms of life’ whet someone

believes to be o fact 15 1tself conditioned by meny other conceptua)l foctors/

<

which in turn determine an entire way of looking et the world and i
understén&ung what ‘the world' means to that person

winch says of the relation of logic to the world in which people live

- - The notion of 1ogic 1s the notion of what 1s and what 1s
not intelligible in human behaviour end it cen be apphed
to enything men do If 1t 1s absiracted from the ways in
which men live 1t loses its significance as logic even as
opplied to relations between statements, for a statement
1s essentially something which men mey make in the
course of therr lives | "

. oy :
/
So just as ‘facts’ have o ‘logical relation’ to the 'knower’, logic has 8
‘factual relation’, so to speek, to the world in which the people who ere belng -
described live For instance, 1t would be ‘illogicel\for a religious person to

believe that she or he could hght God. It would contradrgt the very logic of .
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“the belief thet God wos oli-powerful and oll-khowing being '6 But we ‘know

—

tho£ only by knowing what the concept of"God; means Without unde‘rstondlng':m
this, or believing to begin with }hat God hed sup‘b otiributes, the vérg reaction
L] rel|g|0u§ person would have Lo a suggestion that she or'h_e‘could fight God |
would be.tncomprehensible From the outside’, 1t woul‘d-seem absurd
‘Understanding’ thén, must have o "logvcol‘ co'n'text This epphies to
screntific questions 8s well 8s 1t does to moral ones “The barrer that stands-
In the woy of 6 layman who wants to'unders;ond something in modern-p'hgsms
'13 -8 culturel barrer” 17 And quoting Rober!{ Oppenheimer who said "The deep .
things n physics , end probaebly 1n.mathematics too, are not things you can
tell about unless you are talking to someone who hes lived long time acquiring-
thé tradition”, \o{mch then mekes the pplht that this sttuetion 1s anaiogous to
the study of 1deas which are of 8 "historicelly or culturally remate society 18‘

. Winch says ’

)

Consider, for instence, the practice of chiid sacrifice in ‘
Pre-Abrshamic Hebrew society Thisis a practice which,
In terms of our own way of lving and the morol 1deas
that go along with 1t, 15 Just unmintelligible To try to
understend 1t 1s to try to understand something of whét \
Ife and thought must have been 1ike 1n that society What
/ [ want to ernphasize here 1s that the main problem about
this is one of wnderstendging whetisinvolved, not just
_ takm‘g up-an attitude, for without Understending we -
should not know whoat we were taking up an attitude /o
And 1t would be no more open to-anygne to propoée that
" this practice should be adopled in our soctety thet it is
open to anyone to propose the fejectlon of the Second

¥ -
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Low of Thermodynamics in physics My point 1s ndt Just |
thet no one would listen to such o proposal but that no
one would understand what was being proposéd ¥hat
made child-sacrifice what 1t wés, was the rale it pleyed
in the hife pf t_he socrety 1n which 1t was practiced, there
1s 8 logical absurdity in supposing thet.the very seme
procllce could be instituted 1n our own quide mfferent
society 19 / o

, .‘Whu'l this indicates”, according to V[méh "1s that decision 1s not the

fundamental concept 'n mc‘xruhig For a decision can only be made within the

context of 0 méamngfui way of life ond a moral decision can only be made

Hw:tmn the context of o morulltg -20 That 15, the fundamentasl coqflderutmn n

the’ understundmg of moranuestmns as.in the understanding of sc1ent1f1c

questlons 1s the form of Irfe to which those decisions and concepts ore ‘

and drown

L I3

~

- attached and out of wmch and 1rom which historical context they are found

N\

Logic and Volition

Decision-moaking, winch says, 1s obviously reluted to the general

capacity to dlscnmmote ‘And s0 knowledge 1tself reflects the extent to

- which the human /111 underlies the very capacity to dlccnmm’t& winch™

qugtes Anscombe as sag(mg

Knowledge 1tself cannot be described independently of

volition, the ascription of sehsible knowledge end of ‘
/ descriplion go together the prime mark of colour: "

5

-
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discriminetion s doing things with objects Thus the
-ascription of sensible discrimination and thet of volition
ere insepereble, one cannof describe o creature as-having
;o the power of sensation without slso describing it as
doing things 1n eccordance with perceived sensible
differences 2! '

.

| ool

The fundomental qu;zgtlon of social sc1énce, as‘ winch had previously
said, 1s an epistemological one At the root of epistemology, gvhether itbein .
r‘nokmg senstbl'e discriminetions or moro_l decisions, 1s volitiof The relation
_we have ¥ 1th our world, 8 logical one, 1s 1n that sense & voluntary o;xe This 1s
why Hobbes ang Marxend the -Horxlsls:(such os Brecht and Macintyre) are

wrohg when they do not recogn)zelthls sense 0f the voluntery, the legitimate,

AR

duty et¢ Instesd, they offer & fiction, e1ther hyperbole, as with the Marxists,

or-artificiality end formalism, 8s with the Hpbbesien kind of enalysis Thisis,
why ﬁousseau's conceplion of the legitimate, assented covensnt properiy
‘describes sociel vje'ulitg n 8 woy thet neither the Hobbe;)on nor the Marxist
vte»gédoeté | ] o |
o The 1rﬁnhcat10n this hes for social science 1s that the socia!
scmpt’lst must be or become eguvpped with the tools, so to speo'k, R‘oussecﬁ-
. j.'p'rc;wdes fordunderstundmg.humun CONSCIOUSNESS Snd behaviour For as
*Roussesu’s method accdunts for, and even encourogés ‘citizenship’, part of
becoming & citizen is recognizing one’s place in soctety, recoﬁmzing the
meaning and function of institutnqns in that society and understanding one’'s

role and the significance of one's decisions in relation to others. These are

the same tools a sociel scientist must have when ‘studying’ people ,

L.

= : ! ’
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» P
in order to unde‘rstond social ife, therefore, one must understond
the mternol logicel relation 8 person hes, or 8 community has, to beliefs held
Without this internal examination, & sertous studg 1s impossible as is the
understanding of what'ls intrinsic to social.life. For to understand bumaen
relations, one must understand the loglcul relatlons which exist between
human beings. And to understend human behokur ‘one must understend the

logicel relation of that behaviour to the 1dees current in the socletggnd mits

-,
1 4

institutions

Two Loqgics, Two Moralities

/ All this comes to demonstrate that moral norms are not the [some &s
~ ‘ ~
the sc1éntific norms which sociologists so often use In ottemptlng to’

* understend human action and sociel phenomena The two kinds of norms are

different and.incompetible. Winch ssys i : '
Modern scientific theories could be used to describe end
explein netural phenomene occurring in the time of
Abraham as well as they can be used for phenomens
: *occurring now, pt modern morel concepts could not be
used to describe and explain the actions of Abrehem and

o his contemporanes 220 . ) .

»

In one nstance, for example, socisl history 1s crucially significont.
Where¢s in the other it is not. In one instence social laws change 8s social

customs change. In the other, although the study of those laws may slter, they

~ b . s
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ore, _f.or the seke of argument, immutoble, even'lf the mierpretohon of them
change‘s somewhat gver time )
But consider, Winch would éag, the equivalent scenario in reletion -
to sociel laws and customs For to understend Abraham’s, or enyone else’s'
response, either to the customs of his ddg, or our dey, we would hierally

have to think-ms thoughts and experience his experience 1n precisely the

‘woy he did This 1s of course 1mpossible beceuse his experience 1s no longer

accessible, 8s his form of 11fe 1s also nol accessnb}e; ond as our fdrmswaf{
life were not accessible to him o

Thé seme can not be sa1d, however, concernirig the wnfluence of the
lows of sc}\e‘nce which, 1f he were aware of them in as great deteil as we
ore todey, would have been as sccessible os his own customs For they \
opplied as much theq as his own customary taws did, 8s he and all the N\
pheriO{nena surrounding him, were surely as subject to them then as theg\\
would be today . ... - - - ‘

¥ - . X

- Thelogical and the Sociel ,,
‘ ’ . t

. .-

-~

Understondmg the chfference between the laws ofanoture and the

lows or ru1es of social convenhon one understands that examining the

"reletion-of moral concepts to social action involves one kind of logic; the

same logic as would be founttin that relation While understundmg scientific-
theorles meons understoanding laws mternol to,or specific.to o portlculor

smenhflc -discipline but which are then not applicable 1o the understanding of

L D!
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moral 1deas and social phenomena. But as Winch sees it, with science's
generel populerity, its methods are held out s ideal ond essentiol.

Consequently they are assumed to be ones uniquely.suited to for the
5

4

investigetion of ell phenomenc'l.~ .

' . . ' . - . 3 ¢
Science's promotion in social studies, according to Winch, therefore ¢

leads to the sreation of okpseude-science; ill-suited to the understanding of '
. #

human t;ehokur ondw nothing “This is gecouse this ‘science’, ag 50

~ defined, 15'no longer the stiehce of. the physical scientific discipline. It is @
% .
science which becomes o pecylior form of life; & bastardization of science. It

is a form of "science’ which, one might say, is 8 popularized version of .

- science, one so much ingrained inthe larger culture that its ‘pretensions’, its |

extra scientific” pretensigns ere taken us expert oplmon

In the-study of social phenomena vwe then see two different kmds of
logic'lying side by side the logic of the social itself, with its’ apphcamhtg to
that social phenorqena, ond the logic of science, which is taken o< olso being
appplicable to the; same phenomeha. But in the Tormer long\'c, the logic
employed is that 6f the ideas and rules whiﬁchlare internal to the conventions
arnd moral norms of t—he’societ-g ot large. Emp.loging the latter logic, that of
the physicel sciehceé , leads not«;nlg to incohérenée ‘it resembles, Winch, = -,
mlght say, explorlng the social conventions of Abraham’s time, not Just hg ’
me\g\t\matelg applgmg the rules of our own time upon % srtuatmn bu%
worse by applglhg the rulesof physicel sc1ence to observe and ‘study’ such

mores. Aﬂ(thS Winch says, is clearly not onlg Hlegltlmate, itis also

-

counterproductive and bad smence For in such cases applying criterie from \ '

- -
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the ‘outside’, as @ scientigt would to physie‘dl‘phenomeno} which fs then

4

© . ‘external’ to the logic of tfe situation, reveals nothing truly intrinsic or

importon: concerning the phenomend being studied. { _ .
Goo’ﬁ.science, for Winch, means uhderstanding thet soci‘ayl e
qon?eftions stend in Iogicoi re#lation‘to thet which comrp'unﬂias Keel is
signifieant. Universally, societies recognize as sacred birth, death and £exus!
reletions. This is reflected in the importance given to the insti{u.tiori/:nd
ceremanies which celebrate (or mourn) the occasions of marriages, birtﬁs and
deoths. éo just as -stend in logical relation to my own deoth os | stond in
logical relation to my own world, my world stends in lbgicol relation to the
worldé of others. All our worlds, within a community, ere logically o
interreleted and have ot the nexus the logicel reletions of the society et .
lbf'ﬁge. Meaning, bﬁth' individuel end social, is ‘given’ 1o us through intersction,

not just through abstract contempietion. : Lo g

The Logicel end the Subfective

7

The relation between a scientist and an expén’ment or research is a.

o

logical one, as is the reletion between o businessperson end one's way of

‘doihg business or one’s knowledge and understanding of business. ‘rhg logic of

his or her enterprise is élreody built into the e'xperimentul method or the way "

" in which scientists dsuolly go about doing research. One %on say thet the

logicel relation’of the scientist to his or her work is that of someone to o set
of prin/ciple_s end standerds of investigetion which which bear on phenomena

o~




wh‘ich ore exemined through proccdures end in accordence mth lews which {
are not meant to be mutable and ere riot trested as such (of course if. new
1nterpretations call for chenges in theorg then lows might themselves be
raudjusted'to explain phenomene.) Whet is conventione! is thet those *-
.stoMJMs ore occep{ed a8 legmmote- as stondjrdé In thet respect, Winch . '
would sey, ell human activities resemble eochother m being bounded, one way
or onother hy convention. .

N will now offer some cr uccl suggestions s to hnw I believe his |

position could hove been made stronger.

- . - - o - - -
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E&A op. cit., This is in rejtion to a discussion of Macintyre's criticism

4

The idea for this example, 6s well for tiie structure of this entire

chepter, was inspired through discussions with, and on the suggestion of,
Dr. O'connor. ‘ , : ‘
1SS op. cit., p. 55 - ‘ ’ \

* Ibid.

Ibid. Pp. 55-56 + v
ibid. p. 56 ;‘ e
Ibid. Pp. 56-57 '
This is just to remind the reader of winch's distinction between human.
activity and ommol like activity, made in ISS on pages 130-131 \qhere
he points out that war cannot and should not be compared to LE ight of'
wild animals over a piece of meat”, because .

‘the belligerpnts are socreties in which much.

more goes on besides eating, seeking shelter and

reproducing; in which life is carried on in terms of ~

symbolic idéas which express certain attitudes o

between man and men....

-t
/

of Hare's theory of morals Pp. 75-83. In this context Winch has taken
issue with the claim he attriputes to Macintyre that L

the 'superiorit’g"or the Aristotelian view of humaen nature
and of its relation to morality in comparison with, e.g.,
those to be found in Christianity, the Sophists and -
Hobbes..[is thet] it does squarely’link up duties with
“specific social roles and with social rewerds ond
satisfactions provided for one who fulfils those roles
worthtly within the life of the society. [p. 81] - |

Winch's objections to this kind of sentiment is that the holder f irstiy

b\alieves it has prowded an ‘explanation’ of why people are obedient and

have a.'sense’ of duty. Secondly, and following from the first, this only

comes to. show that those holding such an opinion (hers Macintyre) “were
considerably less liberal then cnce appeared concerning what can ond ‘
what connot be accapted in morolity [p. 83} oo e

1

—
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Ibid. p. 84 o L
Ibid. p. 84-85: ey

Ibid. p. 85 with rererance to A_rj_AQO_qgmmg by R G. Collingwood
____-Dxford Press, 1939, Pp.3-4 °

Ibid. Pp: 65-86 ‘
Ibid. p. 55 ’ ' .
See footnote 7 of this chapter and pag\b44 of E&A where Mnch sogs

“Unlike beasts, men do not merely live but also heve a conception of 1ife.”

E&A op. cit., p. 56 ' ' .
ibid. p. 12 s o - o
bid. p. 54 I
Ibid. . e ‘ :
Ibtd. . - L 1
Ibid. B ‘ S ' , L
ibid. p. 57 . * o] T
Ibid. Pp. 52-53 Lo ‘ Co
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The purpose of this chepter is te critically examine Winch's critique
of socisl theoretical methodology. As | am in general agreement with his
position, | have ettempted to preseht ‘his views in as s@mpotr!euc o light as
possible. There o}e,’howe'v\éf', some potential overriding diff ig'ulties which |
will discuss in this concluding chapter. The purpose of this chapter theh is to
offer some suggestions es to where his position mey be ambiguous or
incomplete misteken or too superf iciel; where, that is, uccepting the brood
outlme of his position, it can be improved. ' :

Crucial to Winch's own thesis is the notion of understending ¢
thinker's thoughts from his or her own point of view, within o relevent social
and historical context. This would mean tngt we understend o point of view,
no{ from some such ‘external’ critério, s s'(;iqnce would impose, but from the
point of view of what actions and thoughts mean ‘internally’-internal to their
social context. ” | ‘

‘ His critique is, however, less straighiforward than one is first lead
to beheve As an exemple, | will teke Winch's crmclsm of Hobbes. Winch is
here meomng to discuss Hobbes' reliance upon o physicelist model he sees him
employing. And in this respect he means to point out how Hobbes congot
explain human behaviour using this model. But nonétheltss, underneath this
discussion | believe Winch is conducting a pqrullel one which | now will
sttempt to isolate. ‘

I see the use.of-two different kinds of (what Wincﬁ would cal})

descriptive models. The one, Rodsseau'\s view, Winch fevours because it

/
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succeeds in descrtbtng the yay in which people develop 8 notion such as

citizenship. it can also explem how peopte form agreements make decisions

iend come to recognize and interpret the reuhtg they face. Rousseau’ s mode!

" also seems to describe an ideal, which Winch, not incidentally, calls more

real {less surreal) than Hobbes' 'view. On the besis of his entique of Hobhes

model Winch is able to draw certain conclustons concerntng the pretentwus

ond feultg nature of the (quasi- phgstcolist) sctentlsttc point of view. But he

,hes nothing to sey in criticism of the idyllic model.

| would 'centend he hes undervalued Hobbes' description as he has’
overlooked the sociel context of Habbes' philosobhical vievrpoint. And, | weuld o
further submit, he has failed to take seriously enough the extent to whtcn
Hobbes described his own social reality with great skill and critical tnstght\
This may sound ke o contradiction in terms so | wm moke my point in some

detatl. In thi° regard Necpherson states: - , s
* .the original seventeenth-centurg‘indtv,tduoltsm contained the
central difficulty, which ley in its possessive quality. Its
possessive quality is found in its conceptionof-the individual as
essentially the proprietor of his own person or capacities,
owing nothing to society for them. The individual was seen
ngither as a moral whole, nor as part of & larger social whole,
but as an‘owner of himself. The relation of ownership, having
become for more and more men the critically important relation
determining their actuel freedom and actua! prospect of
- realizing their full po’tenttelities, was read back into the nature
of the individual. The individual, it was thought, is free
J""Q"{:h as he is the proprtetor of his person and his
, capacities. The humen essence is freedom from dependence on
- the wills of others, and freedam is a function of possession.
Society consists of relations of exchange between proprtetors.'
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Now my ﬂrst comment obout this possoge s thet 1t nocpherscrn is
right that the centrel dif{ ;cultg of the individuulism of Hobbes' time oy in its
‘ possesswe quelity’, then Hobbes waes, /7 Mol resper! not confus’ing the . .

e-sociel and the sociel. MacPherson says: - ‘ o/ L
When we see his [Hobbes']. theorg of humon nalure os 0 !
reflection of his insight into the behaviour of mery towords
each other in o specific kind of society [an emerging marketsf
economic onel, we can see why Hobbes thought ms .
propositions about humen nature would be self/revident to
ol honest contemparery observers once he ho/s set them out

- orderly und perspicuouslg 2

‘-4 '/ . \'y h
~ N ’/ ! ,.4‘} , .
Alittle luter anpherson observes of Hobbes/thét it is apparent that

' I

sociely, which he saw os o series of competitive relations
between naturelly disoccieted and in ependently
self-moving individuals, with-no haturel order of -
subordination, he was 8lso to deduce & morei obligation
" . -from the supposed facts, without/ importing hiérachicel

morel velues of téleological principles; thet his .
materialism was ean integrel pdrt 01 ihat deduction end thet

* the deduction of obligation du‘ectlg from the supposed facts.
about the nature of man and /(h&necessarg relotions between
men is not 1llogicel in prmpiple but requires conditions

‘ which were not clearlg sbusned before Hobbes s ttme3.

beceuse of the osébmpuon he made o?t the noture of

\ /

) :
In bther words, Hobbes conclusions concemmg the nature of society

and the nature of humonitg weas cﬂso based upon observation of the soctel

relations wlthin his own time /ma society; sibeft, of course, 8 different kind

.‘»



af obs’ervotfoﬁ Hobbes' description of soctel relstions implied_ thet they were,

.in Mecpherson’ s words "o series of compe(mve relotions between neturelly’

dissocciated and independenug self-moving individusals®. Once ogoin | gront

- thdt Hobbes did employ & phgsnconst model, but he also demonstrated his
inS\ghts mto ‘actusl sociel relations through some of his other descriptions of

“social reohtg ‘Hobbes position does have its own pecunor velidity, even in

relation to Gelileo's. Even moreso For there were no such phenomerie to
obser;e ond describe before Hobbes did so. Such was not the case for Galileo.
Now the type of ‘observetion | om'describing here 'obviouslg is not
the same kind of (observation the ohgsicist engages in when conducting an
experiment. Understanding this kind of 'observotionol" (;Omponeni in Hobbes' '

work.is perticularly importent, however precisely from ‘Zthe point of view of

' coming to understand Hobbes purpose and intentions in what he thought he

wos descnbing from the point of view, thet is, of understending what Hobbes
wos recogmzing ond whot waes, consequently, being recognized for the nrst
time in recorded humen history

Winch's crlgque of Hobbes' method in this respect, overlooks the -

substonce of the recagnrtion in colhngoot only for @& chenge in Hobbes’

“procedure for understonding sociel reality, which is fair enough, but also bg‘

&)

not addressing adequately what Hobbes sew. Tnot' is to say, what Hobbes
;recognizes' is bound up'with what he ‘observes: end the wey he ‘describes’ the
‘form of life’ end social reletions of his dey.

7~
winch's collepsing of two forms of ‘observetion into one, the

‘stientistic and the socml scnentlf ic, therefore ussumes thet Hobbes proceeds

- P .- o -0 e
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fn tt{e_monngr of the scientist.iﬁ' setting out to understend his so;ietg’ ond its
sociel relotions. But this does not oppe;ar to be a1l of whet Hobbes was doing. -
| In understondmg this we come to understond in port the false dichotomy
winch draws between hls conception of philosophg end his concephon of
pseudo scientific social science hetween ‘resl’ phnosopmcal description end" .

- felse:’'scientific’ description Dnce again Hocpherson v

The behaviour of mn Hobbes s model of society is, so to
speak, so anti-sociel, that when he cerries this behaviour
into the hypotheticel state of noture, it is there eesily
mistaken for e stetement of the behavidur of non- sociol :
men. But it is & stetement of the behoviour of social,
civilized men 4

Then Macpherson quotes Hobbes as seying: -
- I may seem strange to some man, thet has not well  * -~
‘weighed these things; thet Nature should thus dissociate,
and ?'ender men apt to invode and destroy one another: and
he may therefore, not trusting to this Inference, mede from
the Passions, desire perhaps to have the seme confirmed by
Experience. Let him therefore consider himselfe, when
teking a journey, he armes himselfe, and seeks to go well
~ accompanied; when go?ng to steep, he locks his dores; when
even in his house he locks his chests; and this when he
knowes there bee Lawes, ond publike Officers, armed, to
revenge all injuries shgll be done him; what opinion he hes
< of his fellow subjects, when he rides armed; of his fellow
citizens, when he locks his dores; end of his cmldren end
o servants, when he locks his chests.>.
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Loter Mecpherson comments thet - there( can be little doutﬂ thet... the
state of neture is o logicol obslrection drown from the behaviour of men in
civmze.d societg.'6 In other words, the state of nature is not the opposite of
civilized society. It is merely another side of it, a logical abstraction of it

~and from it. When describing the enti-sociel neture of the so-celled stote of - -

nat'i;re, Hobbes is then describing, as he sees and understends it, the‘ social.
nature ond the logicel relations of his own society.
winch's attempt to reconstruct Hobbes" thesis‘in relotion to his own

view of ‘logical relations’ in thet sense glosses over the actuel historicel '

‘setting ond the logicel relations.of the day. In thot sense it i§ e-historicel”

end o- logicel, i.e, external. Having foiled to ‘'see whet Hobbes saw’, Winch

‘does not even try to do so. And it is o-loglcol becouse it fails to seeond

descnbe wha! Hobbes sow Consequently Winch's reconstruction of Hobbes

+ view does little other than impose extemol,cotegones of thought upon

Hobbes’ view through the very notion of “ogicel reletions’ by being on

incomplete rendering of his position; at ledst from the pmnt of view of the

.Asubéstontwe sociel theoretical questions mvolved

P ) - -
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Science gn a Logicel Footing .

The debate os to whether a theorist contravenes the principles
Winch outlines for proper social theoretical methodology becomes, | believe,

@ moot point when 1t is considered-that Winch simply does not represent the

intentions or theories of the theorists he discusses in anything resembling e -

ferthful manner Therefore the legitimacy or illegitimacy of his position 1s
decided on the basis of the consideration that Winch’ S crmque 1s more
critique, 1n mony instences, of straw theories rother then of octuol ones |

say this, becou¥® | beljeve he has farled to understand the intention,

_significance or method'of many of the thinkers hé cnticizes lyﬁuld contend

therefore, that he has himself attempts to understand social theory on here

externsl .p21/asaphicel fqms rather than oyi the socsa/ theorelicol

. terms onqginally intended Hence it 15 here Winch's own method which 1s

1llegitimote on its own terms

e .
B winch suggested, for example, what it would teke to move from the

'mtstqkerf: extérnol-sc1entmc-log1c to the actual logic where the human

‘event’ is the focus of investigation and study He says in that context that if

Freud had wished t’oe"studg the aetiology of neuroses gm_gqp the Trobnend

lélonders he could not "just apply without further reflection”, the concepts -

he ‘deve] oped “for situations onsmg 10 our socnetg‘ 7 For the investigation to
maoke sense Winch says 1t would have to mclpde for mstance the 1des of -
fatherhood the Trobrianders had, not the idea-of f atherhood o European might

\ekuslg heve been found to have ,8

4

~
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in 'other words, the investignti't'ms of a new culiure wéuld have to_
account oy the logical sfructure of the thdughts and idees of that new
culture. There would have to be o “logical reletion™ end e continuity, qldng the
same'lines 8s the previous investigation The new investigation (;f new

cultures would have to, thet is, follow the previtjus investigetion of

. Europeens, using the techniques previously used by Freud, while incorporating

aniy new concepts discovered in the new investigation, thereby aﬁjusti‘ng old
techniques to understand these new concepls ‘ '

The notion of continuity, or of ‘going on’ ‘the seme way’, (which

.
S

winch had spoken of previously in relation to following rules) is, he says, an

mportant one here too This is why the mvesugutor “must also extend our
conception of mtemglbmtg 8s to meke it possible for us to see what o

intelligibility amounts to in the,life of the society we are mveshgatmg -9

"To understand how people meke things intelngiﬁle, to understend how they

concelve of fatherhood, for instance, is to understend their logical relations.

Similerly, to understand how to extend our own conceptions of

. mtelhglbmtg he says, 15 to understand how to exlend the technique for

understanding the relation of our own peculisr rotions of fetherhood, in
ret‘u@n to bur own neuroses, to other less famihisr notions of futhérhood and
their reletions to neuroses lt is to put our investigafion, one mlght sug on
the same \oglcol footing os thelr experience of life It is to put our logncal
relations on }he seme lpgicel footing es their logicel relotions

The various idess, logical relstions and techniques of investigstions

must o1l be on & compatible logice! footing or there can be no meshing and no

-
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reol understending, eccording to Winch. Knowing their IOQicoi relotions is to
"know their categones of thought It is not just seemg their cotegones he -
‘soys in terms of “our own reodg made distinction between science.and v
.. m)n-scxence' 10
* To impose this'distinction on their categories, or to investigate T

their categories of thought without echieving the logical compatibility
winch speoks of, necessomg, he says, leads to incoherence. This mcnherence
mnch soys, extends generally to other questions; t ose, f0r mstonce
concermng morality ond norms, decisions-and judgments, legit\mocg nnd

citizenship. This is what he meant when he said logic could not be ebstracted

from the situation to which it pertained.
"But Winch's pbsition on concept-formation and m(;rolitg invo!ves
him in & paradox. For wmle he attempts to dewﬁr?st?ﬂe the importance of
soc‘ml scientific res/ orch and thought in generol he also attempts. to prove
philosophicelly, how such questions must be investlgoted purely 8
priori. For his emphasis here, as eISewhere is upon hoth the "ogice) relataons ,
inherent in the ‘primitive’ s'\;world (individual conceptlon of reality) end on
the "scigntist’s’ individual Jogicel relation to her or his work. So Winchhes, 4
a/reedy exploined to us, through.his conception of logicel-reletions, ekactlg
- the bounds Within which he believes people experience sociol realitybnd
consequgn@lg, how, as scientists, they ought to undertoke their work.
. Now on the surface there may not appeor to be anything wrong with '
his formuletion. His éuggestion thet we put our forrhs of sofslial scientifih L ' j

investigetion on & compatible footing with those of the othercultures we 1

X,

he
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.+ . . study seems like o parfectly sensible one. But then we must ask what our
. ...~ qgoel,or his goel would be in doing thi's. And it seems to me the answer in
"‘ . ".: — either cose is thet it ought to be to elucndote Freud . s posmon certmn!g
, » “v
~ C - before IounChano suggestions os to how thot position ought to be
' ) corrécted. But s rely this would entoﬂ altempting to first recognize whet

Freud recognized, end discover hovw, lf gt all, his method was unusual; how,
for exomple it might dnffer either from other cocw{ scientific positions or,
fIJ‘ N ! for thet metter, from e vigwphllosophers mlght hold.

1

Such on~investlgnt|on also ought to be undertaken to see if Freud <

thought quesyons such as those rorsed here werg lmportont And if so0, how °
i | ?‘so? How, for instance, it might be pondered, dlg freud ottempt_to lncorporote
; such questions in his practice? If he did not, why not? An inquiry should then
_ be undertoken to see if and/or how Freud followed through on the mphcohons
< of whot he seemed to think was important, how he attempted to develop o ..,
\h{eTod for sociel scientific inquiry end how that method worked in practice.

¢ Insteed, 1t seems to me Wmc:h essumes Freud's position to be
~ straightforwerd ond unproblematic, at l%ost from the poi Kof view of ms
s logical relations, modet That is, he treats Freud's methodology purely
'hgpothetlcong He speculates mthotkd\rectlg refemng to anything Freud
actually ever wrote or thought about. He\o,ssumes his own notion of loglcal
relations is relevant to Freud ngwork\.v‘/thout. ttemptmg tp demonstrote this
with reference to Freud's own p'osittorj. In other words, he never really.even
~ offers an inter’prétotion of Freuc(és posttion; ot jeoast of ongthing{F reud-

ka e actually seid. He merely offers an a priori interpretation which is done

b LT . & *
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totally in the obslruct of what Freud mlght hove seid or'ave been thmkmg
. Here it ls winch who essumes ] detoched view which could well be

ohefrto the view freud embreced. How can we know one way or onother? For

"here Winch hes to be sssuming that Freud proceeds as a philosopher (would)

end not @ scientist‘(ﬂould'); thet Freud's view of methodology wodlq

emphasize,"for gxompl:: the conceptual, ‘as opposed to meteriol or physical

(/for example the biological) aspects of humé’r}dgnumics ,
~So what may be wrong with such en essumption? Two things |

believe. First, m thé exomple sbove, in relotion to the quesuon of the

1nvestqgot|on of the'relation of neurosis to the notion of fotherhoodpmong ¥ —

Trobriend Islunder; winch calls for the interpretation of the concept of

fotherhood ‘bmong\the Troprlanders as if to imply Trobrionders would have

thelr own pecuhur brend of understondmg what otherhood means; hence thelr

’own peculier brand of Reurosis Thut bemg the,case, some modlf ication in "

technique would be‘ required to make Freudian snalysis compatible with
Trobriend beliefs, - S |

Although it certoln!g maey.seem thnt onolgsLs would require an -
understanding of the way Trobrianders form concepts such.ag fotherhood, it is
not clear how that would differ from the adjustméht en onolgst would heve to
maoke to each new patient, assuming, thet is, ' Trobnander ever were to be
analyzed or that Freud wuult_j everhink she or he had to be. But this is o very
complicated ossumptiqr; indéed_; one bosed upon an epparent belief that in any

society "their” ‘ides of fetherhood' would markedly /:esemtr{e our own more

-
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than it would differ from it In other words, in "their" idea of foth*hood we

would find an idea of fatherhood we recogmzed But not onlg does 'this

only to es;obhsh it as a point of comparisqn. But this is precisely what Wmch

. seid the Freudian ought not to do. : s

Further, another assumption Winch would have to be making is that

in “our" form of life’ there is not olreedg the vanegotion of wmch Freud

mmself speaks: thet the techmque developed would not already be

syf t mentlg flexible and openminded to ad ]ust to new Kinds of pohents end

_new conceptual schemq.e‘ ,‘ winch would also have tobe ossuming thet m

“their® ‘form of I‘i’?e', humaen bonding is as of a different species; at least ff
the "concept of fatherhood" were to be as dif ferent or as mysterious as he
believesit mlght be. This he says even though he has othervnse stated that

such instltutions as the family resemble each other M everg hufnan society

known. 12

a The second pert of my ob]ection to ms posmon is that WInch

' _ossumes Freud believed néurosis had to do onlg with concept formotion But

Freud does not sey that. He soys concept-formotlon is the manifestation of
neurosis; the outward mamfestation of, one might say, of the effects social

relations, morality and form ef life have on human physiotogical and )

.biolBgicol 1 um:ticming‘.13 Thet is, Freud believed thet neurosis itself hed a

biological core:'4 The aétiology of neurosis, according to Freud's original
formulation, was bielogical and had #0 conceptual component. So Winch's
notio_q of 'logical relations’, which presupposes the investigati;m only of

-

‘

assumptmn beg the questlon it unwersohzes our notion of fatherhood even \f

LN



" “~humen cons‘,ciou_sne;s ar;d ’concebts cannot explain or accommodate Freud's
(functionolist) ihinking here. ‘5 For. 'underétonding' neurosis in general for
Freud meont understonding |t esa phgsmnl biological phen?menon a
pathologg in the medical sense of the term. )

" Now' whether Freud. was correct or mcorrect in his theory, Winch
would first have to recogn{ze Freud s posmon and acknowledge it before he
could have onythmg to suggest as an 1mprovement or acriticism. Freud's
thesis bemg essentwllg o motenalist one, albeit an extremelg complex
materwhsm must be qudged as such. And because WmCh hos not first dealt
with that ospect of Freud's theories, his potential correqttons to them ere °
‘immaterial’, in‘either sense of ‘the't‘em;” , o o

" Freud's posvtmn bemg as complex us it is, and bearing, as it does,
. D(;ﬁl on conceptual ond on phgsncol sciant" ic quéstions, suggests thot
cultural dmerences make less difference than thch predlcted they would
For al} human bemgs both have 8 mo)ogicnl core end form concepts. Freud does
not wush to emne ot the expense of the other even if Winch does.

Freud more likely would hove seid then thet neuroses if Trobmnd

commumUes although only nccessnble conceptuellg had their \o\etlologgﬁ s
ongwhere else in the sexual proctlces and morality of the communities und .
femilies within which the people being analgzed resrded This, of course, is
assuming there were ony evidence. of the existence of heurosis-in the f irst
place and consequentlg that. & goad resson existed to warrant further
investigation. Of course this is a’ very tiig assumption, one anch makes with

4 -
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no justificotion whotsoever. .
. For es Freud would likely have seid that we come to understand
neurosis by coming to understend the incoherences, contradictions and

compulsory netlire of thet specific morality and the beheviour which

" accompanies it, the ossurription winch would have then to be meking is thet -

ejtﬁer there were such contradictions in the Trobriend communities, or |

"thet such contradictions were irrelevent to Freud's procedure. On either

account Wmch ls wrong.
»  Heis wrong because ironically, 8s | will try to show, the issue of
neurosis in the Trobriands has nothing at all to do with the concept of

fetherhood found in the Trop‘rionds. Nor does it have to do with any

~-contradictions found in Trobriand morality or sociel relations. For there were

No neuroses, as we know them, end as Freud explained them, in the Trobn‘and§
before the arrivsl of the Europeans Winch understands the implication of this
kind of “social fact’ when it applies to exemples of how"primiti,ves' react
when in the honds of Europeen courts But he does not seem to understend its
implications when the seme primitives fall into the hands of other pufvegors
of Europeon ‘culture’ and morality; such as European rfh'gionists‘ |
And here it see/ms évident thot Winch is bTind to his own
shibboleths, the shibboleth, for mstonce of his own orgenized system of
religion. 16 0n the other hond he has @ neightened aweorenesss of other

shibboleths such as those of science ond law. But in being so aware of the one

end not the otheml seems the owareness of the defects of one f unction to ‘
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defend the.mythology of the gther. In other words his 'cﬁtimre, of science and

law provide o defense for religious opinion, regardless of how damaging or-

demeaning it might be on a cultural or theoreticel level

The irony then is that this speculation concemning prospective
Freudian methodology.mey Ieod as it did, to the onthropological suggestion
that neurosts, as we understond it, end as Freud explained it, is not something
indigenous to a prilmltwe'culture, such as the Trobriend's, but is imported
from European culture and impased upon ‘primitive’ culture.,\'finch neither
thought to make such a‘suégestion, nor would he be able to explain it the way
someone who had watched such culturein trans(tior’n would; someone, .thot is,
such as Malinowski. With this thought in mind | will proceed to the next

section.

1
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A Methodological Qverview of the Tr o
A Cose in Point of Winch's Confusion pn Sociel Scientific Methodology

-
-~

The issue of the underston’ding of Trobriand Islenders of course

stems from the fact that Malinowski, who Winch had been critical of for ‘
edopting what he celled & “neo-Marxist terminology”, was the enthropologist
most notably essociated with reseorch on the Trobriands 7.0 will.now cite at |
. greoter length the context within which Winch's criticism of Malinowski .
occurred. ' '

Wwinch had made the point thet it did not meke sense-to compare
warring Aumeon perties to “a fight between two wild enimels over e piece of
" mest. For the belligerents are sac/etses,” - he-goes onto Say, "in which much
goes on besides eating, seeking shelter and reproducing, in which-life is
carried on in terms of symbolic ideas which express certain ottitudes os -

- between man and man'.‘B Then he says, as an spparent chastisement of whet

he tekes Melinowksi's position or intent to be, thet
These sgmbolic relolionshiﬁ;s, incidentelly will affect the
cheracter even of those basic ‘biologicel’ activities. one ‘
does not throw much light on the particuler form which the
latter moy toke in o given society by speaking of them in.’
Malinowski's neo-Marxist terminology os performing the
‘function’ of providing for the satisfaction of the basic
biological needs. Now of cburse ‘out-group ottitudes'
between the members of my hypothetical worring societies.
will not be the some as ‘in-group attitudes’ (if | may be
forgiven the momentory lepse into the jergon of sociel

psychology). Nevertheless, the fact that the enemies ore

men, with their own idess and institutions, and with whom
i
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/. it would be passible to tommunicete, will affect the : )
- ‘attitudes of members of the other society tothem, evenif . - '

its only effect is to meke them the more ferocious -Humen .

wor, like a1l other human uctwittes is governed by
".conventions: and where one is desling with conventions, one s

is dealing with internal relations.!S . o

Now | can sog in & word thet neorig 8!l of my objectwns to mnch s
thesis cen be found in this less then one poge passage The two wmch most
. qutcklg come to mmd ore the \mplicnt\on thet lt even makes sense to mix
Malinowski's vuews with those af socwl psychologists who speuk in terms of '
‘in-group’ ond ‘out-group’ ottltudes For Malinowski's mtention slways seen'fe&w
10 be o descrlbe the Tmbrionders as o notable example in relation to their
culturel vnsty Tms rs one of the fectors which dlstingu13hed them from |
- other primltwe cultures and certainly dtstlngulshed them from the European
societies for wmh such terms W and "out-group’) were ori gmollg
intended A : ' ¢ o
Therefhre the obwous European bms of such social- psgchologlcal ©
lapses if and when apptred o the descriptmn of. pnmrt&e culture, would be
precnselu what Hehnpwskl would wont to avoid But more 1mportom.1g he )
would wont to avoid them for methodol‘oglcul reasons: becouse theg do not
describe‘Trobmnd societg,mtemang , but instead. impose f oreign cutegorle.s
(of description) obvieuslg derived from 8 social setting, tﬂhit:h ref lGets
msmtegratmn culturel disunity, fragmentatton ond what Durkheim called ;

onomte
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Thot Wmt:h feels mare com!ortoble then Melinowski in using Ihis

: kind of terminologg is telling, | believe, becouse it ref\?:ts the extent to

whlch much controry to wlnch s 0Wn protestutlons he, end not Hohnowsm

is wﬂhng to accept.the cultural descriptions of his own culture m descnbmg A

another cuiture. For st leest it can be seid thet when Melinowski lopﬁes into
culturel bias he do‘w unwillingly end jvith regrgt and thet il is therefore
likely he would be openminded enough to be corrected if someone were to
reise it as an objectiqn to his studies. | hqpe this will be‘evident s;oon when |
ci'te‘ﬁnlinowski's own ethnographic accounts of the societies he studied. \
Winch, then, for ;ome reason, is not as apologetic as he ;suggests ebove. He
does apologize for the lppse but (fails to realw\e resl significence of it in “lf
terms of his own culturel position. And in thet respect he is hordly less guilty
of cultural bies then ssy Evens-Pritcherd wes2! |

My second objection follows from the first. It is that Malinowski's,
work is'not an attempt to merely describe ‘eating,, s‘éeking’ shelter and
reproducing’ in Trobriond socnetg ond elsewhere. And \t requtres less effort to
discover whot Hohnowskl is wenting to describe than to understond how -
winch cen think this is all, or even cioE‘e(v o Melinowski's purpose. | wnll
expfein whet | mean f\rst by citing & passage from Malinowski then bg

proceeding to other related objections. Malinowski observed thet

.
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Children in the Trobrisnd Islands enjoy considergble

freedom end independence. Thegj soon become é@nc’ipoted
_ from’a perentsl tutelage which has never been very strict.

Some of them obey their parents willingly, but this is
entirely & matter of the personal cherecter of-both partie
there is no idea of g reguler discipline, no system of

domestic coercion. ‘ L s
And a little loter:
The child's freedom and‘inde'pendence extend also t

much in the sexusl life of their elders. Within the house,

s " where parents have no possibility of finding privacy, 8 child

has opportunities of acquiring pracncal information:
. concerning the sexual act. | was told thet no specml

S.

~ sexusl matters. To begin with, children hear of and witness «

&

, B precautions are taken to prevent children from mtnessmg
their parents’ sexus! enjoyment. The child would merely be

scoided end told to cover its head with 8 mat.23

.There are plenty of opporturiitie's,'f or both boys end giris to

receive instruption in erotic matters from ‘their companions.
The children initiote eachother into the mysteries of sexual

‘life in a directly practical manner ot an early age. A
premature emorous existence begins among them long bef

ore

" they are able really to.carrygut the act of sex... As they ore

untramelled by the euthority of their elders and
unrestrained by any mors! code, except that of. specific

of ripeness, and of “tempersment” or sensuality, to
determine how much or how little theg shall indulge in
sexual postimes 24

-

tribel taboo, there is nothing but their degree of curiosity,

-
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: - Now the sigificence of these passages lies in their general

. ~ %ensitiQititg, both to detail oend to the people and activities being described.
BN But there is perhops an even grester sijgnif icence which ljeé behird this sort
| . of description. That is that in comparing such accounts to tht;se of otﬁer_ :
cultures, it becomes possible fdr the»firét limé to point but distinctions
between such primitive cultures and our own; dif fer_gncés ohong pcimit.ivé' b
‘ cultures, ond inéng similerities bétween some of those oiher cultures and
ours. And these mterrﬂl descriptions shed light, 8s | will soon show,
precisely on the nohon of what it is to meke 6.decision within thgse different
-socaol settmgs
For now, | will continue-to focus_ on the question of the signi!icanc“e , e
N ‘ Holihows}(i's work has for coming to understond the eetiology.of neurosis in

. the Trobriands. Thus he writes:

In the Trobriends though | knew scores of
natives intimately end hod & nodding acquaintance
with meny more, | could not neme o single man.or - * e
woman who was hystericel or even neurasthenic. . : g
Neryous tics, compulsory actions or ob‘s‘esswe
ideas were not to be found. 26

But contrast that description with this one.

..during my few months stey in the Ampmeus mg :
'f irst and strongest impression was thet this was o
community of neurasthenics...Coming f rom open,
goy, heerty and accessible Trobrianders,it waes
astonishing to find oneself among 8 community of

[N
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people distrustful of the newcomer, impoatient at
“work, arrogent in their claims, though easily -
cowed and extremely nervous when tackled more
. enéfgetically. THe women ron uwog os | londed in
. the villeges. oan(ept in hiding the whole of mg
- stay...| ot once ‘fotnd 6 number of people of fected
-'with nervousness. 21, ’ : , b

Now. clearly thnowskl is presupposmg end usipg Freudmn _\
term/inologg ond methodologg, mixed with anthropology, to’ understand both
the Trobnonders ond the Amphlett Istanders. wWhat he f mds in the Ampmetts
thet he does not fing in the Trobriends is o sociel sgstem which is ‘,.
Tigidiy structured and based upon c}uss distinctions. Men have'more poﬁer,
euthority and rights than women. Genef&llg the peopie live in fear; not only of
strangers, but in terror. of authority I is & society based upon property
owﬁership whére'trlne chief has the most power and gr:eaiesl 'penogolives and
the ordinary ‘citizen’.has li{tle or no perogstive at“all.QB '

Here we see 8 societ( where decision ond relations of pow.er‘ore
intimat_elg bound to o.ne] another. Volition then is something, relatively ‘
spéokirig, reslly enjoyed only by the‘éhlef_vmiliun is then not sﬁ much

sssociated with 'will' as with willfullness. It is e sign of power, status and
“ . 12 455 . ,

prestige. I is not within the ‘sphere of a1l members of the comhunitg 10 enjoy

odherence to a moral code enforced by the chief or bg those whqcarrg out his
Wil 29 ) ’ '

<

. the freedom to make mony det:lswns without permission, or wnhout 'G}} T



| structurmg There was also & society based upon the notion of propeﬁy

~

., Andhere it cen be seid thet Winch'§ notion of ‘'sensible
fliscriminations', derived-as it was from.Anscombe, has 8 'Hobpesian‘ n'nqto‘
it; both because it attempts to describe the behaviour snd consciousnesses of -
individuels indep‘en‘dent of any sécia) context, end becsuse it describes 8
concept of ‘will’ which here happens 1o presuppose th\ee power of o central
figure of authority- _such os & monarch or chief. And it dues SO whi le ignoring (s
the possible affect thg&authontg mlght hove on the kmds pf decisions and
even the decision-meking capacity of his or her subjects.
. | say this beceuse Winch's notion of ‘volition’ is neutrsl whére it
cannot snd should not be. For in the Amphletts there wos unlike in the

Trobriends, & ng1d moral code 8nd an authorﬂarian (potnarcho\) sociel’

relations. In many ways the Amphlett society resembled European life as

Hobﬁzéﬁescribed. A ‘neutral’ description here does nothing but ‘explain

everything' while really ex’plbim‘ng nothing. This is symptomatic of Winch's
¢

geneﬁral (positivist) inclination to separate facts from vulugs; emphasizing

- the '.val%e' instead of the ‘fact’ For inuniversally empha‘sizing values, he can

- assume social conventionalism, as he envisions it, is universal.

But then of course he has done no more nor less than univérsolize

. hvs own v1ew\of morslity. And his neutrol descnption of 1t universalizes the

mternal nature of his own ideas of ms own culture. This would not be so bad
if he acknowledged this. But he joes not. He in fact specificallg condemns -

those, such as Macintyre, for assuming o theorist must use his own‘cgltural

Tt
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position when investigating appther culture 30 It is as if he believes He aloné
escopes the trap he sees others falling mto He is able to es(:ope it, or so he
would lead us to believe, vmhgut even undertaking to understand the
positions these other ‘misbegotten’ thinkers have embraced. EN

Winch's notion _i:r ‘social conventjon’ in fact comes to suit theyﬁ
description of ihe Ampr;letts far better than it does the .Trohriands»; even * |
though, as | said, he mean’s this notion to have wniversal application. This is
. 'probably ﬁecause ¥Winch, in spite of hi:5 protestations to the contrary, has in
n|1ind, when he thinks of con»jentions, European conventionsf eyven those as
specific as conventions of war-. “

And there is a special 1r0ng to Winch's use of war as an example
here as there is one to his continuous use of military models. For in the
, Amphletts, in a socially and sexually reﬁressive society, Malinowski also
found a warlike society. Whereas in the Trobgapnds he found a peaceful gent'le
one. Perhaps-thén it can be said that the /aracity of the Arﬁphletts warlike
uthiude and the pedcefulness of the Trobrianders, is 8 'functiog.of their \ |
respective social amd)sexual mores. .

Attrlbutmé such differences merely to social convemlons ina way
which deliberately downplays the role sexual relations plng in those
conventions, shows the inodequafg of mere description withput explana{ion.
For it succeeds ir] coveyrmg over precisely what Malinowski's work came to

show: that a repressive and consequently frustrating morality comes to }

motén‘allg t}f fect the biology, social lives, and Sence the concepts people
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'éome to form. And this, os well, was preciselg Freud's point. Surmising or
suggestmg, on the other hand, that Nahnowkm vos unaware of this is to
“ ~entirely disregard\the reel sntentian of his work end his thinking. And it is -
7 to prejudice his entire thesis; especwlly for those who have never reed it.
Now the resemblonce of the Amphletts to. Europe {or more
specifically of the authontarlon and represswe choracter of Amphlett culture
{_{. - to guropeon culture) Malinowski certmnlg is to claim, is in the authorltorwn
ond (forma!) morohshc cheracter of both 8 moralism, in the case of the

*  European socre_tg, obkuslgtdeswgned, to perophrese Winch, to prevent the

3

e

_promotion of “beastiality™ 3! Malinowski says:
~ ! .//' it is Tully confirmed in the Trobriands thet ffee sex life
dogés not sllow homosexuality to form there. It cropped up
ain the Trqbrionds only-with the-influence of white man, .
more especially of white man's morality. The boys and girls

. / :

'\*; T ' on a™Missign-Station, penned in separate and strictly
. - iso1otégflg_gs’gs...hod to heip themselves out as best they
. . L could, since thet which every Trobriender 1ooks upon as his
- . \"’  dueond right [neterosexua relations] was denied to them.
. According to very cereful inquiries made on non-missionary
' ‘ T as well as missionary natives, homosexuslity is the rule
* among those upon whom white men's morality has been
et forced in such an irrational end unscientific manner.>2
, . -
'?" P ¢,So Malinowski says that in imposing their Europesn woys the
- missionaries, religious or scientific, were acting irrationelly and
_’ / ' : 'z/(/scfemffico//y. In other words, science for Melinowski meant prgcisely
. . ‘ .
. . = ~» "
\ t
| ' - J .
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leaving tﬁings os they were, just as winch had prescribed. But thﬁt meant .

leaving ot home (unscientific) horolisms which it is not clear Winch himself .‘/&a

wos prepored to do. Of interest here of course is the fact thet the very

ottempt Lo prevent perversion, or what 'white man's morelity' celled

perversions'or"beostiolitg', caused the very perversions il was attempting to g

[tha}fent.33 This being ‘unscientific’ behaviour, Winch might well be proud to -

weor it as @ distinction. But in fact he ought to weer it with ambiguous

feelings. In the eyes of the missionaries, uncontrolled (hetero)sexual

behaviour waes sinful. But controlling it lead to (the only oveilable outlet-) S

' homosexuol' behaviour. This eventually brought about many of the symptoms of

nervousness (nervous disorders) found emong the Amphlett people. ' T
Now it therefore becomes possible 1o once agein ask the qhes,}ion I |

dealt with in the 18st section as to how the 'Freudian’ ought to come to

understand neurosis in the Trobriend islands. The answer Winch says is to be

found in the ‘idea of fetherhood’ among the population But this is obviously >

false on one account, and only humorously end periphérollg relevant on -

enother. For the first point is that there were no neuroses (nervods disorders) : .

ir‘\-the Trobriands before‘ the imposition of Eyropean morality. So one is ;orceq

2

{o ask what Winch means by the question, or perhaps by the, term ‘neurosis’.

If, and this is my second point, we vgont in fact to knovr the
eetiology of neurosis in the Trobriends, the only ‘idea of fotherhood’ which

needs to be inves(i\goled is the on which involves the logical relation of

4
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T robrihnd youth to the (Europeon) priest. For the eetiology of neurosis is 10 be

1 Ound in the represswe morullsm of this a¢Aer cultural inf luence; not in the
(moraelity of) Trobriand culture itself, '

. This only underscores lpe_conlrodiclorg neture of Winch's own
unders‘londin‘g of these kihds of issues. For the ‘ideo of fother‘hoo’d} oppeorsv\'n

WInch s schema os somethmg ledged somewhere in the Trobriender’ 5

% heod like 8 toothache. 34 On the olher hond 1l hos a life of its own. It is o

lronsoendenlol idea, which | belleve the notion of o loglcol relollon isof 8
sort, hongmg over Trobriend life. For the {neurotic) ldea of falherhood is
porl of the s%slol fabric of Trobriend, occordmg to wlnch in splle of any
emplrlcol (ethnogrophlc) ewdence to the conlrorg mdependenl presumoblu_
then of whet ongone would core to think.

- Now | know | am mixing Wmt{h S\metophors here But this seems to
demonstrote how the example he uses of Job s plight in the wilderness doés . ‘

nothing but underscore winch’ s desnre to understond ‘a priori’, foreign

) cultures without- even examining the ethnogropmc material sveilable about

such cultures 35 And ollhough his rhelorlc concerning leormng from such
other cultures is compelllng it'pales slgnmcontlg when it 1s understood lhol
winch's reol cleim is thot he, Anm-rs tefore pe know's ond thet this s the
reel funcllon 8 pnormnvestlgat)on plays in his thesis 36 '
_Whereas a cursory reading of Melinowski’ s posmon demonstrotes
that no such ideas, as Winch sssumed in his ergument, emsted before the
Europeens, Winch discusses them as if they pod 18 exlst.‘But the morol . |

system of the Trobriends would not heve supported-this (euthoriterian) view
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of folherhood as.it did not Toster the neuroses thot werea funchon of |t (lf R
/ may be permltted 8 lopse into neo -Marxist termmologg) '
. Thereis further irony in both the rnmsronaries.oelref, onq' ’

‘ agporentlg in Winch’s too, thot’ too loose omoral code leodS'to beastrolitg F\c:r\
what Hehnowskl concludes of the Trobnonder 18 ‘that “in some respects.his -
= moral regulotlons ore mologlcong sounder thon our own in: some refined ond
“subtle, in some a more efhcuent sofeguord for mor‘hoge and the family. -37
» Now there are some ovemdmg complexities ond controvermses in
‘Hol‘inowskrs account wmcn ! have not been able to discuss here. 38 But my

point in raising " is to show the context: of Malinowski's work. Thereby |
‘ beheve | have shown the madequocg of Winch's eccount of 1t whlch | hope. ., ‘

dlspells the behef thol a mere fgee is. ong more sufficient for understanding A
| somol science then an ‘idea’ of neurosis was sufficient for understondmg L
-(in relauon of course, toen ldeefof fatherhood) | could add & srmnor point
- concerning the \concept of socrol behowour but | beheve my paint here is

suthcnentlg well made _ o

- 1wl now go on to discuss, more generong, how \-hnch s ordering of
' methodological pref erences, occorof’ng o methodologlsts he commends and 4

rejects, is also internally mconsisl.en_t.

~
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" Marx1sm (ideology) or Durkheim's scientific method But | believe much of

‘ what | had to say concerning what Hobbes recogmzed, and 6130 what

Section iv
- " " Further Methodological Irgnies of Winch's position

§Q.ggi[iggl!g',i"ri Relation to-Weber

o

1

Now it must be undérstood that the three theorists and theoretical

" positions | have'chosen so for in this chapter have been so chosen because

the difficulties that arose in Winch's cmiqué, vis 8 vis those‘pQSItion's,

were somewhat transparent Consequently they were‘}'elativelg easy to

‘express 1n 8 short analysis; eosi'er, for instence, then his position on

\

Holinowékl end Freud recognized, which Winch does not take into account qh‘
his analysis, could apply equally well to many other thebn’sts‘l do not have
time to discuss here39 . o ‘ , ’ ’
"So fbr the soke' of brévxtg, | w1ll question the logic of Winch's

selections, or rather his selectivity, in choosing to criticize, or critically '
examine the-works of one thinker, such as Evans-Pritchard, for not( o
consislen;lg meintaining, for example, a culturally neutral posrtion, without
applying t?le same\cnterio of.cul'turol neutrality tolother thlni;ers, such as
Weber : ‘ | .

K It seems Winch has two sets of criteria here. oné which bears on
the physicalist as opposgd‘to non-physicalist model of 'si:ienc,e, and the
other on‘bunderjstandirig and accounti'ng for cultural distinctgions. On either
account Winch‘is very selecti;f.e in whom he criticizes under whichever

category, whom he exempts, and whom he endorses, even with qualification.
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‘For example, Winch rejected Mill's theoretical model for
opplicetion to oocidl scientific problems beceuse of the scientific, or

scientistic rhetoric contained in its pronouncements Yet Weber, while not

professing the seme scientific approach Mill as a philosopher professed, is

nonetheless qune explicit in his edvocacy of a scientific model 40 And given

thet Weber's thesis, as a sociel sc1§x‘list, and as en extremelg mfluentwl

,‘ social scientific'methodologicol theorist, had ot least as much influence on

the development of social scientlﬂ ic methodology as Min's it is puzziing
whg Weber's position is commended while Mill' s is condemned

Thire is & further irony, or so it seems to me, 1f it is true thot
Mill-expresses, however crudely, naively and unselr-conscrousty, o
position twentieth centuryprectitioners were to follow through on. For
Weber’s vie;ﬂ is far more deliterate As ! will show, it is deliberate L
severol accounts which.violate Winch's thesis. | '

Weber's posmon is prescriptive. He says exactly how and whg he

peheves sociel science ought to develop the woy he suggests. The fact/velue

distinction, the basis for positivist-empiricel social science, is the bosws
for the development of 8 set of criterie for mvesttgotron.“ Furthermore,
olthough Weber pays stiention, it is true, te the internal structure of
thought and does not impose, as Hil‘l doeé, o pseudo-scientific formulation -
suggesting an external investiégtion of homon character, \fveber is ~
unopologetio in his own specifically European :ﬂﬁlosophiool views.

- Perhaps, in fact, Weber's view is stronger than almost eny other

'tm'nker's because of its sophistication and attention 10 detsil. Weber's’

-



position, sel f-consciously or not, chronicles the ‘veracity’ of ihe Europesn .
view. He defends the European vision of the ‘retionel’. In faét his notion of
‘rationalisation’, which Winch comperes /omz/ra{r/y to the Freudian notion
of the ‘rptiohalization", is as specific ﬁn endorsement 'of this view as one
cen find. So much so that it even extends to his description of' the modern
) ‘b'ureaucrotic state as being an expreésion of that rcstionulitg.“2 |
Consequently | would ask how Weber's thinking demonstrates
adherence to the principle ‘of/cultural neutrality Evens-Pritchard was guilty
of violating? And if Weber also violated it, then why not take him to task as
well? why isolete Evons-Pﬁtchard in this instance and commend Weber in
others? : | \ " - |
In his'ecpnomics', Weber is unabpshe,dlg utiliterian. His thinking
provides, Wigh others such os-Bentham, the basis for the positivist-
marginalist economic model; a model which stongly reflects the !
(possessive):individuulism of Hobbes' position, the fact/value distinction,
os | said, aﬁd a theory in support of sacial, political and even culturel ot
domination In fact paternalism end dominotion are seen as being iﬁtimateig
linked to, if not the ‘rationeal’, then certomlg acceptable behaviour'. 43
Two other short points concermng Weber's notion of rotlonohtg@
First, rqtionsal economic behngur,-lﬂfmber s thes1s,»as in marginalist
economic theory, when we ere speaking on the micro level, as when
5 gi:.(iussing individusl behovim;r'm, is considered behaviour whicfi ottgmpts to

maximize profit. Second, en the macro level, or when discussing economic
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schemo for monufocturmg ond production and social planmng, erricrency
a/ pma‘t/r(mn is the model Weber uses. Efficiency in foct is teken as the

highést exemplmcohon of ro.tvo_nohtg within merginatist economic thinking

, because it ié so taken within capitalist production

Consequently, it is internat’ to swch produchon‘(thought) thot
Weber describes rationality. However, unless one is (advoceting) put'ting
one's thmkmg on the seme loglc?:i fooimg 0s copltohst production, the
efficiency model can hardly be seen as ‘rational’ in any (culturally) neutrol

or (phllosoph\collg) uncommltted sense, beceuse, 85 Winch othermse seems

" awaore, the very notion of efﬁcrencg has'a mind of its own, so to speok ot

least 8s much as Mill's logic of the morael sciences did 4“4

Now of course this is & controversial topic But | reise it just to
ptiir_lt in the direction of the ombig&ities in Winch's thinking. For Winch is
'oth'érwise to criticize Macintyre and Marx for-even discussing-‘efficiency of

production’ when both of them explicitly resect it s a model for human

production.end living 45 But such 8 criticism is not extended to weber who

explicitly endorses it,0s 6 model for economic theory

- And here the notion of ‘internal’ description does double duty For
it apologizes for 1ts own philosophicol" ond cultural poiitlon in putting &
t‘onservotive interpretation on the socio-economic view of one's own
socie'ty (and 'society’ in general). I endorsing Weber's interngl~descriptive
model, Winch éive; 'approbotidn' to 8 view which is culturally-centered not‘

culturelly neutral. Thoat thet view.happens to strongly resemble Winch's own.

>
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" now drew my conclusions concerning Winch's thesis.

Section iy

e

is, | would venture, not coincidental.His concept of ‘conventions’, as a

consequence, r@gflects the ‘approbation’ he gives to ihejconventions of his

own society yhen he is describing ‘conventions’. On the other hand, he

rejects those seme conventions when he is describing their relation to

,‘meth’odologies‘ ond shibboleths; even though he himself said such a

distinction ( of different kinds of conventions) could not be made 40

In endorsing Weber's ‘internal’ dei‘scription (endorserﬁe.ntl), one con
éog, semi-facetiously, 'opprob'ation‘lof t’he efficiency model is, albeit
indirecilg, given justification and legit”imo—cg winch. Whereas the most
specific critique of such thinking, Marx’s, ig condeémned os it is subject to
for more strenuous end rigorous criteria of methodologicel purity. And of
course my questiomhere is, why the inconsistency here, os'elsewhere, in
winch's thesis? )

c There is no time to of fer enything but the most cursory

speculation on thet subject here So instead of doing that, | will leave it to
the reader to develop his or her own theory on the subject, ond.leave to o

future occesion the consideration of this question in greoter depth. | will

-
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Ihg Palitical Thegry of Possessive lndmgughsm,op cit,p.3
lbid. p.13

ibid.. p. 17

The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism, op. cit. p. 22
Ibid.. Pp. 22-23, quoting from the Leviathan, by Thomas Hobbes, ch 13,
p. 97; cf "Rudiments”, Preface,p. 1t - -

The Political Theory of Passessive Individualism, op. cnt P 26.
ISS op. cit,, p. 90

ibid. -

E&A op. cit, p. 32 A

Ibid. p. 37 Winch does not say who the ‘our’ is m this phrase.

See Civilization-and its Discontents , Norton New York, 1962 Fréud
begins this fumous book with:

It is impossible to escape the impression that people commonly
use false standaerds of measurement —that they seek power,
success and wealth for themselves and admire them in others,
and that they underestimate what is of true value in life. And yet
in making any general judgement of this sort, we are in danger of
forgetting how variegated the human world and its mental life

. arep. 1]

° My only point here is that Freud was well aware of the complexities of

his own thesis and of the thinking to which that thesis was to be applied.
See Pp 36-37 of this thesis.

Freud distinguished between “psychoneuroses™ and “actual” neuroses. The-
former included hysterio and,obsessional behaviour and was the outward.
manifestation of the latter it was accessible conceptually as 1t had a
conceptual component. The latter was referred to variously as "simple’
neurosis, ‘genital distrurbance’, "neurdsthemg' or “anxiety” neurosisetc.
See The Standard Edition of the Complete Psycholagical Works of
Sigmund Freud, edited by James Strachey in colleboration with Anne
Freud, London, Hogarth Press and the institute for Psycho-Analysis,
1953-1974, Vol 1, p. 179; Vol. 3, p. 39 & 279; Vol. 11, p. 224.

For an interesting discussion of Freud's position on these issues see
Reich Speaks of Freud, Marrar, Straus and Giroux, New York, 1967; an

interview conducted for the Freud Archives, by Dr. K.R. Eissler. -

4
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15. For an intriguing end unppologeticel ly functionalist 'opprooch to
psychoenslytic thinking see Wilhelm Reich's, The Function of me Orgasm,

. Farrar, Straus and Giroux, New York, 1967.

16. Recalling his own condemnation of shibboleths in ISS. See p. 2.

'17. See TheSexual Life of Savages in North-western Melanesig, from now on
SL, by Bronislaw Melinowski, Harcodrt, Brace & World; and also Sex ang .

Repression in Syvage: Sgciety, Routledge& Kegan Paul, London 1927.
18. 1SS op. cit. Pp. 130-131 | :
19.« Ibid. p. 131
" 20 winch suggests that we go bock and reread Durkheim's Smt_;_g_g in Tight of
his critique of pseudo-science. See?;S? p. 111 where he says:

o

14

1t 1s particularly importapt -to notice the
. connection between Durkheim's onclusion —thet
R4 conscious deliberations may be treated as “purely .
' - formal, with no object but confirmation of a
" resolve previously formed for reasons unknown {o -
consciousness”, and his initial decision to define
the word ‘suicide’ for the purposes of his study in
o sense different from that which it bore within
‘the societies which he was studgmg

The quotation within the text is from Suicide by E. Durkheim, Routledge
& Kegen Paul, 1952. No further information is given for this citation.
Now | agree with Winch's general point that this sort of treatment of
’ social phenomena does appear to proceed, as Pareto’s view did, with the
sense of being detached and removed from the social situation; so much
s0, perkaps, that it stnkes the reader as almost numbing or being numb
to the actual events. But i believe ih this context it is worthy of note
that Durkheim's view did not appear to come only from a pasitivistic
view.of social s¢ience but aiso reflected his only personal experience.
. Durkheim was originally from o small town in France. He and his closest o
" friend moved from the small town of their childhood to the urbon life of
. a larger metropolitan centre. Durkheim, especially after the suicide
- - - deoth of his friend, became convinced that there was something inherent
‘ in modern industrie) lrfo ond the urbonizmg process it.created, which

PR, PR




Py

Py
]

21

ceused mental illness, desifoyed family and community life end
generally proved ruinous to all traditional cultural and social values. And
it seems to me that rereading his great work with this thought 1n mind
will prove at 1east as illuminating as recalling Winch's view that
Durkheim's view reflected a mechanistic, positiwstic ‘*moterwhstlc
logic. See S Lukes, Emile Durkheim His Life and’Work: A Hlstoncal g_q
Critical Study. Harmondsworth, Penguin Books, 1973.

See Pp 27-29,0f this thesis where Winch accuses Evans-Pritcherd of

. being biased. .

22

24
75,
26
R
26,
29
30,
31,
32,

33"

34.

35

SL, op. c1t,, p. 52, and quoted from p. 9 of Withelm Relchs mterpretwe .
treétment The Invasion of Compulsory Sex-Morality, from now on ICSH,
Farrar, Straus and Giuroux, New York , 1971, of Malinovski's work

. SL op. cit. p. 54 and quoted from ICSM, Pp. 4-5. The mat #s only used to

prevent the children from interrupting their parents’ enjoyment of their
sexual relahons not to censor the children. . '
St op. cit. p '57, end quoted from ICSM Pp6 7

Seep. 100

Sex and Repression in Savoqe Society, op. cit, p 89

ibid.

See Crime and Custom 1n Savage Society, by B. Malinowski, Routledge &
Kegen Paul, London, 1926

Ibid and see Wilhelm Relchs treatment of this wark in ICSM, op at,
especially Chapters Two and Three

See Winch's critique of Macintyre on Pp 33-34 of this thesis

E&A p 44 ond 'n citing Yico on p. 47 .

Grime and Custom 1n ngagg Socue y, op. cit. p 90, and quoted from I1CSH,
op. cit p 31 ~

Winch defends rehglon agamst sc1ence and condemns science but here it
1s science which 1s more respective then religion. Winch's post

this context 1s hittle but an apology for ‘unscientific’ or culturaily
destructive reasoning yhen 1t happens to be conducted bg rehglous’
mdralists.

| am here poking fun at w\nch s own paraphrasing o!~W1ttgenstem s

, critique of Certesian mentalism on p. 79 of ISS, op. cit. .

See the discussion of Job and the whirlwind on p. 30 of this thesis
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36. The reference to his rhetoric concerning ‘learning from' another culture
" is to be found on p. 33 of this thesis.
-37. SL op. cit. p. 440.
38. Once agein | suggest ICSM, op. cit., for an mteres’tmg and sympathetic -
treatment of-the strengths and possmle veakness of Malinowski's
: position. T
- 39. ‘ rommentlg in any prospectwe in depth

40. 3 cial Scwnces by Max weber, F‘r‘Ee Press,
, New York, 1949. ‘ ‘
41 Ibid.
42. See, for gxample, The Theory of Social and Eu.gimc Uruamzutmn New
York, Free Press of Glencoe inc, 1947. :
43 For an extremely informative review of weber's economic position see
Marx, Marginalism and Modern Sgcialogy, by Simon Clerke, MacMilian
- Press, London snd Basingstoke, 1982; especially Chagter 7 which'is,
~entitled "From Marginalism to Modern Sociology™. ‘

. . 44 See p. 35 of this thesis. i ‘

45  1bid. Winch acknowledges this but procegds as if it were not important. - -
46. This is a reference to his position on logical relations, outlined in
Chapter Three, where Winch very corefully ottempts to show how even
scienae is bound by conventions.
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In beginning to summerize Winch's position, | would first like tol

draw attention to the most prominent kinds of tensions in it. First there are .

the differences in professional Yields which Winch says promotes different
kinds of thinking. But he seems there quite absolute about the nature of
philosophical conception and scientific conceptlon for example, and the
nature of the dlfference between the two fields’ cor;gephons It is, however

for from obwous that scientists think exclusively, of eveh often, the wog

winch describes their thougﬁ;. It is not evident that scientists,‘especiang )

social scientists, have not already worked out, intuitively or de]iberotelg,
the implications of many of Winch's h’nethodologicol.suggeétions \ ‘
Then there.is the te@lon between other kinds of world yiews, as

would exist in d\ffermg cultural posntlons But here because Winch has not

. described, in enough detml the enormous complexities in the scnenhﬁc

view of sociol science, the obfuscations in this tension cerry over into his
h

discussion of co?'npeting world views. So when science becomes 8 form of

cultural imperialism in Winch's scheme, it does so, according to Winch;,

e

{

even in instances where it does not seem to, such as in Malinowski's

position. For Winch makes no distinction betyeen methodelogicel m

cultural I(Ji‘a'sés and inappropriate phraseology; i.e. terminologicdl mistakes.

His solution of logical relations seems in fact to ubpress the
good with the bad-the description of social phenomena, thet which is
‘observed’ umecognized', with the proffered methodologicel solutions and:

the symptoms they were designed to remedy. ¥inch's attempt to find

" alternative solutions seems to stem in fact from a lack of ewareness of the
< N s\

s
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existence of alternative soiutions. Ironcially, & ¢7u/y 'internal’

invest’igotion of-social science would have discovered these. Presumably if -

he had underteken such an internal investigation he would heve been able to

) discever the existence of theories which had considerable merit. Instesd he

is forced to conﬁne hrm’s'élf to crltlcmng obwously foulty theories while

g msmlssmg all socwl theoreticel positions-which attempt to be 'scientific’,

br which cel) themselves scientific in o7y sense of the te’f‘m.,

He appears, therefore, to do to socwl sc1entmc methodology what
religious moralists did (0 ‘primitive’ culturol ldeos This | believe is. tL

reaftfunctwn of his mng concepts. Theg hmlt latitude of thought es

‘theg limit latttude of socml action. Not only does he-not 'learn from’ any of

social scientists he }ndlscnmmontlg colls ‘pseudo-scientists’, he

discrimihetes agamst_thT merely on the basis of their being scwntmc

. Winch seems obsessed with his own ‘philosophical’ wewpomt which he

i

. seems to believe Justmablg crowds out 81l others.

Beginning with Mll] s conceptlon of the logtc of the morae)

sciences’, for example, we cen see, according to Winch, Mill did not beti'eve

N there was.such o logic. Winch seys:

Mi)l does not reony believe thet there is e logic of
- the-morel sciences’. The logic is the seme os thet
+of any other science and all that has to be done is
to elucidete certain difficulties arising in its
application to the peculiar subject-matter studied
in the more! sciences. !

k]
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scientific melhodology only i relotion to Mitl, a philosopher. The grestest

' questlons,And in thet respect Winch's views are closer to those of the pther-

science, there are no proctwol problems per se,.as there would be in science,

J - — N
i )
N ‘ ~ Conclusion 128
Mill in fact seys "Any fects ere fitted, in the’gjselves', to.be .
subject of science, which follow one enother according to constent lcwl..‘.“z\w ’ !

winch says that “Hil stotes.naively o position which uhderlies the
pronouncements of & large proportion of contemporary social scientists”; 3
© But itis curious that Winch mentions the estobhs_hment of social /&7
' \
sr‘\milaritg to Mill's position, he implies, is to be found in Ryle's position of - |
'Iow—like' propositwns Yet Ryle is ahother‘;nr}lilnsapﬂer Noﬁetheless itis
true 0s w:nch hos painted out, Mill's pronouncements on scwnt:ﬁc method do
not seem very prommng when epplied to socml science 4 o -

But the problem | see nnsfgouﬂ of 1ts dlsmlssul is that, in tms
case, it dismisses, & ;?rmr/ the posswbmtg of developing such.e science of
the socwl studles On the other hend, becouse Ryle ond Mill are pmlosophers
dhd not socwl sc1enusts the\r theories, of necessity, are speculotwe and not”

borne, for mgtonce out of the desire to work out pruct\col methodoiogrcal

.

two phﬂosophers than they ere to any of the sociel scientists hemehnhons, I
s‘ay that even thou‘gh Winch claims to be‘lool;ing for 8 solution to
rperﬂndn/n_wra/ questions. o

But they are, of necessjtlj, not practicel solutions but merelg

‘theoreticel’ ones This is so precisely beceuse in Winch's view of social :

" but merely conceptual solutions wh)ch be‘or on conceptuel 1ssues And even

though Winch would like to suggesM’hat in fact practical-problems are also

At



substence 1s purgly rhetorical | . .

conceptual ones, a1l this does IS deng the difference between philosophy end
sciengce when it is corivenient 1o do Otherwise it is esserted ot 'all times S _just '
how different science and pmlosophg are and whg they are different

The questmn os to the difference:between proctlcol ond theorehcol

or perhaps more pertinently, practicel énd philosophicel questions within the

social scugnces never really srises in Winch's discussion of social science.

But it certomlg does in sociel s'ciencé Therefore Winch expects the reader to

-be convinced thol he can offer (even the equwolenl of) 8 proctlcol solution

without knowmg anything ubout the practice. His criticism of practice es, for

example, being "misconceived’, does lit¢le more than create o nddle whose

4

But if he expects, by this rhetoricel device, thet he hes contributed
sermuslg to solving pruct\co1 methodologicel questions, he seems to be
sygmg thot the one and only wey of solving such problems is bg puttmg
forward compellmg philgsophical arguments which have no beormg on the
ottempt to find practicel solutions, solutions, thot 1§, derived MI end ‘
error-field work and experlment:?fon ] '

Once agein here | do not necesorng mean ‘experimentation’ in the
phgsucol scuentmc sense of the word | meon by 1t ittle more than being
openminded enough to,,recogmze the proper contribution many different kKinds
of thinking m1ght meke 1n ong/gwen situation © in denying even the possmmtg
of develoning & scienlific sociel scientific methodolology, he 1s neither
willing to attempt to leern from ms mistakes nor ellow anyone else to do the

same For he has ruled out any kind of experimental procedure & priar?

/
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Mill's mistake, for example, it could otherwise hove been ‘stoted,
wos in believing focts are &/ready fitted “to be e supjett of science’. That
is, Mill was not concerned to fit sciénce to phenomena because he did not
beﬁev.e it was necessary to do so Taking Mill's crude rendering s @ paradigm
case, and o forerunner of‘things to come, Winch con legitimestely’ claim the
yonlg 1ssﬁe facing socivul theory, in the Twentieth Century, s the examination
and correction of feulty logic |

Using Mi11's logicel structures as examples Winch con say, with
]ustitlcétion, that the 'logf‘c of science ond the louglc of morelity are
incompetible Tms/r@\maeed sdys without quslificetion He never indicetes he
beheves 1t \s:ever possible to /77 scrence ta racts, so 6s to meke science
compatible with (the understending and study of ) morslity ! Instead, he tokes
science, o< pe sees 1! mrsopplred ol 11s worst, to prove the
incompatibility af science and morality in fact, Winch's entire discussion
reduces all 1ssues 1o those which are either comg)otible or incompatible with
the logic he envisions for sociel theory But this is precisely whet he hes seid
scrence had mistekenly done.8 ‘ |

winch could have taken enother tack He could have begun with
. soc1al scientific methods which erther appear to work in practice (which, as |
s81d, would presuppose some practical knowledge of them), or he could have
pointed out the theorists who, while seeing themselves as ‘scientists’ were
nonetheless criticai of pseudo science and scientism-For there certeinly ere
on odeouote enough number of examples which he could have cvted 9

His not citing them | assume was not oﬂr choice but because he,
— 3
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more or less, expressed, unselfconscwusly, the philosophical position w1th/9’
which he was most famlhor But the net result, | am afraid to say, 1s that his
thesis does not really inform those ignorant of the history of social science.

‘ Nor does 1t help the development of {intelligent) methadology

in fact 1t neder lenvgs 1ts Q;}vn phriosophical taunching pad |nst'eod'
ms analysis remains internal (here read loyal) ta a fairly single-minded
philosophical viewboint. In that sense 1t can hardly claim to be uncommitted
And whilet preaches to the converted, 1t does little or nothing to encodrage
social scientists to join in the dialogue. Insteod 1t seems to offer an arroy of
mixed messages and critical insights which more often than not have their
wires crossed For example, as | said, he criticizes phlrosophers for being
pseudo-scientific while on the other hand he never explores actual scientific
theories

| would conclude then that good methodologg,“or-the search for good
'methodological solutions depends very much on the searcher’s in1tial view of
science winch, | beheve should be happy with this perspectwe as 1t allgns
well enough with his notions of ‘world’ views But in this case its
implications are not happy ones for his own perspective

| say this because 1t seems evident that a mechamistic or
sgientistic view of science will carry with it the fact/value distinction. This
may be manifest, as i1t does 1n much social smé’nce, with the rejection of
'value' 1n the ‘objective’ ‘'study of ‘facts’ But it also can well manifest itself,
8s 1n Winch's case, with the rejection of 'facts’ 1n the attempt to ‘evaluate’

~ond Iinterpret’ ‘meanings’, thoughts and values. For 1n either case there 1s an
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osserhon thet sociol smence must seporote focts from volues ond choose the -
one over the other And m either cose, one being o functlon\of the other, or o

bg-product of the other, both eminete, not surpnsmglg, from the .
posxtwlst empiricist trodmon which Hobbes was intrumental m helping
found '

' ¥inch's critique, then, qlspiogs an ombiva,lenceﬂo;vord that
traﬁxhon For it is conducted ‘internal’ to H, even if sometimes not
respectfully The critique occurs "withip' the walls of thet tradition It is an
‘interngl’ crmque which in thot respect is reletively submissive 1o its
powers His critique, that is, occepts the paremeters but merely wwsh}s to
rearrenge the furmshmgs He both re]ects and accepts the imphications of the
(empiricist) thinking he criticizes 1n assuming he has te live within the
confines of that tradition '

As for those who never accepted those same confines, ‘winch is
mysteriously quiet concerning their sociel theory, or alternatively
mercnes,slg uripleasant Consequently he directs more ‘approbation’ toword
empiricism then he dqes toward 1ts opponenlts lﬁ thése respects he dtsp!bgs ]

kind of monopohstic imperislism of his own toward them He treats all

~ thinKers, that 1s, erther asf they were part of the British empincist’

tredition or s 1f they should be subject to1ts crnticisms or to'the criticisms

'dbphed tot | c1te}i\ggel 0S 8 prime exemple 6f someone whose social theory

end methodolo § was to influence an entire set of schools of thought Yet
Hegel gets only passing mention. And there it is only to show how he wes

properly criticized by Locke or committed the same kind of error Mill, P%eto'



or Engels would have. 10 .
, ' In this sense WInch has done httle mare than scale down the Brmsh
empmcnst phllosopmcol wew ond put it on @ logical footmg wnth other kinds
of ‘thinkmg | believe this is on omb\guous legacy as my mixed review has ‘
. sttempted to show. It is for all these reason that | must copclude, therefore,

‘thet Winch's effort, regardless of how valiant or compelling, isgin theend @
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ISS op: cn N 67 .. .
Ibid. : - . : ! L
Ibid. p. 66 ‘

oee Pp. 7-8 of this Lhesis.

In this context Wilhelm Reich wrote:

-

with my clinical-theoretical so!utmn of the -

problem of drives, | had come verg close to the

border of mechanistic thinking. Opposites are

opposites and nothing but that. They are

incompatible {said mockinglyl.l had the same ,
. experience later with concepts such 8s "science” 0

ond “politics”, or the supposed incompatibility ' o

between resesrch and eveluation.

This retrospective review is proof that correct

clinical observation cgn never lead one astroy.

Philosophy is simply wrong! Correct observation

must always lead to functional. formulations, if e

one does not turn aside too soon. 7Ae fear af

B /ypp(mpa/ thinking.is itself o nddle

{my emphasis]

’

From The Function of the Qrgasm, by Wilhelm Reich, Touchstone Books,
1947 p. 53. The nddle of course is thet if one does not undertake the

research, the observauon and the clinical work and engage in the
functional thmkmg, one never gets to speculate on whether the findings
are conclusive, correct, incorrect, relevant, irrelevant, misconceived,
etc.

‘For on ex{remelg lnterestmg view of Freud's methodologucol upprooch

especially his attack on mechanistic thmkmg, see Freud On Aphasia, by S.
Freud, IUP, New York, 1953, .,

On the other hand it seems to me this is preclselg what Freud,

Malinowski and Reich have attempted to do. See for example, T he Cancer
Biopathy, by W. Reich, Farrar Straus und Giroux, New York, 1973, wherse.
on p. xix Reich says: .



Concer, the essential mechenism of which consists
! in o gradue! shrinking of the eutonomic system, is
easily understood as soon as one overcomes his
resistence to comprehending the following facts
os o unified whole: '
..2The role of’ the emotions in orgenic diseases must
be given full consideration.
3.The development of a living, spontaneous moving
substance from other living beings or even
non-living substances..., must be acknowledged. In
other words, in dealing with cancer.we are: , .
directly confronted with the problem of '
biogenesis. :
4.1 is imperative, in our work on concer, that-we | —
place seswol pothalogy, which is generally hated
ond avoided, ot the center of our medicel efforts.... .

Now my point in quoting Reich here is to exemplify the significance of
much of-the.sciéntific work winch's criti%ugwould dismiss ot the same
time os it would Mill's pseudo-scientific ruminations. For Reich is also
concerned with developing a science of cheracterology (see Character
Anolysis, Farrer, Straus and Giroux, New York, 1966), a biologically-
based social science, like Malinowski, as well 8s remaining within the
confines of Winch's notion of ‘human’ social studies. And here it is
Winch's own mechanistic logic which dictates that “opposites ore
opposites”, thet science cannot be conducted in a8 way in which it is
developed to be compatibie with moral thinking; research cannot be
conducted while evaluation alsc takes place, end ‘observation’ cannot

“occur. where ‘recognition’ also does. In so doing Winch dismisses

psychosometic diagnosis a priori and fails to consider precisely those
scientific epprosches which dismiss mechanistic thinking; for the
former is dismissed, o priori, as (necessarily being like) the latter. See
footnotes 5and 6 above . |, S ‘r
This was of course the auiyfigd of my Chapters One through Three.

See foonotes 5-7 above JH#v -
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