PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

COURSE
GUIDE

PHI 361
PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

Course Team Dr. Ebeh, John Igbog@&ourse Writer) —
Kogi State University
Dr. O O Adegboyega, (Course Editor) - NOUN

NATIONAL OPEN UNIVERSITY OF NIGERIA




PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

© 2022 by NOUN Press

National Open University of Nigeria
Headquarters

University Village

Plot 91, Cadastral Zone

Nnamdi Azikiwe Expressway

Jabi, Abuja

Lagos Office
14/16 Ahmadu Bello Way
Victoria Island, Lagos

e-mail: centralinfo@nou.edu.ng
URL: www.nou.edu.ng

All rights reserved. No part of this book may bprogluced, in any
form or by any means, without permission in writingm the publishe

__‘

First Printed 2021, 2022

ISBN: 978-978-058-368-2




PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

CONTENTS PAGE
INtrOdUCHION ..ov i e e 4
COUISE AIM L. e e e e e e e 4
What you will Learn in this Course ............covviviineennns 5
Working through the Course ...........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiennn. 5
Course MaterialS .......ccooevii i 5
Study UNitS .o i ittt D
Set TeXtDOOKS .....cooivie i 6
Assignment File ..........cooi i T
Presentation Schedule .............cccoi i 7
ASSESSIMENT ...t e e e 7
Tutor-Marked AsSSIgNMeENt .........ccoveviiiiiiiiiiiie e 7
Final Examination and Grading ...........ccocovvvivienninnenns 8
Course Marking Scheme ................coccoviviiiicieene.. 8
COUISE OVEIVIEW ..ieie ittt et e e e e e e e e 8
How to get most from this Course ............ccceeevvevvieeene. 9
Tutor and TUtOrAlS ......veiii e e, 10
SUMIMATY .t e e e e e e e e eaeeeaans 10



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

INTRODUCTION

PHI 361: Philosophy of Social Sciences is a phipbseal inquiry into the
logic and methodology of social sciences, and tieblpms encountered
in the disciplines concerning man and the soctetyics to be addressed
includes the meaning of causation, the problenmadiction, the use and
abuse of statistics, and the place of ideologicadiets in social studies.
The central question includes: what are the catefi a good social
explanation? How are the social sciences distioech fnatural sciences?
Is there a distinctive method of social researchfdligh what empirical
processes are social science assertions to bea&@® Are there
irreducible social laws? Are there causal relaticemmong social
phenomena? Do social facts and regularities regsim@e form of
reduction to facts about individuals? What is tblke of theory in social
explanation? The philosophy of social science abmsprovide an
interpretation of the social sciences that ansaitkese and other related
guestions.

The course is a compulsory course for philosophy @ther interested
students. The course guide gives a brief descnmtidhe course content,
expected knowledge, the course material, and tlygavase them. Tutor-
Marked Assignments is found in a separate file cviwill be sent to you

later. There are periodic tutorials that are linkethe course.

COURSE AIM

The major aim of this course is to enable the siudmve a broad
knowledge of the foundation, logic and method afigbsciences. This
will be achieved through the following broad objees:

I. To know the meaning of philosophy of social science

. To take a philosophical tour of the logic of sogalence.

iii. To understand the method of social research.

iv.  Knowledge of the meaning of causation.

V. Understanding the problem of induction.

vi.  Analysing the use and abuse of statistics.

In addition to the broad objectives above, each alsio has specific
objectives. The unit objectives are always at thgitming of the unit.

You should read them before you start working tighotine unit. You may
want to refer to them during your study of the uoitcheck on your

progress. You should always look at unit objectigéier completing a
unit. In this process you would be sure of haviogewhat is expected
of you. The unit objectives are to:

I. Present an overview of philosophy of social science

il. Present the essence of philosophy of social scs&ence
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iii. Consider the relations between philosophy of s@erand
philosophy of social sciences

iv. Examine the relations between basic divisions itogbphy and
philosophy of social sciences.

V. Understand the logic of social sciences
vi.  Knowledge Of the methods of social sciences
vii.  To explain the idea of normativity, naturalism aaductionism

WHAT YOU WILL LEARN IN THIS COURSE

The overall aim of PHI 361: Philosophy of Socialé®ces is to introduce
the student to the philosophical foundation, logind methods of the
discourse in the social sciences. It exposes tidest to the principles,
logical discourse and analyses of the statistidscdiner causal principles
that are operational in the social sciences.

WORKING THROUGH THE COURSE

To complete this course, you are required to, reaeepy of the course
material, read and digest the content. You are epe@cted to study the
units, read recommended books, and read other iadateEach unit
contains self-assessment exercises, and at somes jpoithe course you
will be required to submit assignments for assessméou are also
required to participate in the discussion forum é&udlitate with your
course tutor. Below you will find listed all theroponents of the course
and what you need to do.

COURSE MATERIALS

Major component of the course are:
I Course Guide

. Study Units

iil. Textbooks

iv.  Assignment File

V. Presentation Schedule

In addition, you must obtain the materials. Obtgmr copy. You may
contact your tutor if you have problems in obtagnthe text materials.

STUDY UNITS

There are four (4) modules and twenty five (253 gtunits in the course.
They are:
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Module 1  Meaning of Philosophy of Social Sciences

Unit 1 Philosophy; Its Mode and Methods

Unit 2 Meaning and development of the Philosophtyre Social
Sciences

Unit 3 The Concept of Society

Unit 4 Philosophy and the Social Sciences

Module 2  Basic divisions in Philosophy and philogahy of Social
Sciences

Unit 1 Epistemology and the Social Sciences

Unit 2 Metaphysics and the Social sciences

Unit 3 Logic and the Social Sciences

Unit 4 Ethics and the Social Sciences

Unit 5 Relationship between the Social SciencesNatural
Sciences

Module 3  Methods of Social Sciences

Unit 1 Generally Observed Methods of the Sociabismes

Unit 2 Alternative Approach

Unit 3 Naturalism

Unit 4 Reductionism

Module 4  Future of Philosophy of the Social Sciees

Unit 1 Empiricism and the Theory of knowledge

Unit 2 Positivism and Sociology

Unit 3 Critique of Positivism

SET TEXTBOOKS

The following books are recommended:

I. Arieti, J. (2004)Philosophy in the Ancient world: An Introduction.
Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

il Benton,T. & Craib, .

2011 Philosophy of Social Sciences

London: Palgrave Macmillan.
iii. Christian, J. (1998)Philosophy: An Introduction to the art of

wondering. Chicago:
B.(1996).

Holt, Rinehart and Winston.Russell,
History of Philosophy London: Bertrand Russell

Foundation.

iv.  Kolak, D. (1998)From the Presocratics to the Prese@alifonia:
Mayfield Publishing Company.

V. Mitchell, H.B. (2008).Roots of WisdonAustralia: Thomson and
Wadsworth.

vi.  Njoku,

F.O.C. 2019.Introduction to Social and Political

Philosophy Nsukka: University of Nigeria Press.
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vii.  Offor, F. 2019Introduction to PhilosophyAbuja: National Open
University of Nigeria.

viii.  Risjord, M. 2014Philosophy of Social Sciences: A Contemporary
Introduction N.Y. Routledge Publication.

ix.  Rosenberg, A. 201&hilosophy of Social Sciencddew York:
Taylor & Francis.

X. Sinha, J.N. (2009)introduction to PhilosophyNew Delhi: New
Central Book Agency.

xi.  Soccio, D. J. (1998)Archetypes of Wisdom: an Introduction to
Philosophy.London: Wadsworth Publishing Company.

xii.  Stumpf, S.E. (1994)Philosophy: History and ProblemdN.Y.
McGraw-Hill.

xiii.  Salmon, M.H. 2019. “Social Sciences: Overview ofthwtels and
Goals.” In History and Philosophy of Science and Technalogy
Vol. lll. Pp. 21 - 30.

ASSIGNMENT FILE

The details of assignments that you are expectsdhmit to your tutor
for marking will be communicated to you. These gissients will count
towards your final mark in this course. Necessafgrmation about the
assignments is contained in the Assessment Rk &sd in this Course
Guide.

PRESENTATION SCHEDULE

The presentation schedule included in your coursenals gives you the
important dates for the completion of tutor-marlesgignments and the
dates to attend tutorials. Remember, you are reduo submit all your
assignments at the due dates. You should guarshsidalling behind
your work.

ASSESSMENT

There are two segments on assessment. They arer-Matked
Assignment (TMA) and a written examination.

You are expected to submit your assignments to ydar as at when due
for 30% of your total course mark. While a finated hour examination
accounts for 70% of your total course work.

TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

There are 15 tutor-marked assignments in this eotinsit you are
expected to submit to your tutor. The best foex. (he highest four among
them) will be counted. The total marks for the dest assignments will
be 30% of your total course mark.
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The assignment questions for the course are cauamthe assignment
file. You should be able to complete your assignisieflom the
information and materials contained in your textk®aeading and study
units. However, you are advised to use other rat&®g to broaden your
viewpoint and provide a deeper understanding obthzgect.

When you have completed each assignment, senohig aith the tutor-
marked assignment (TMA) to your tutor. Make suia #ach assignment
reaches your tutor on or before the deadline ginghe assignment file.
If you cannot complete your work on time, contaatiytutor before the
assignment is due to discuss the possibility oéxension.

FINAL EXAMINATION AND GRADING

The final examination of PHI: 361 (Philosophy ofc&b Sciences) will
be two hour duration valued at 70% of the totadgrarhe examination
will reflect the type of questions for self-testjryactice questions and
tutor marked assignments and will cover the ermtingrse.

You are advised to revise the entire course afteying the last unit
before you sit for the examination. You will finduseful to review your
tutor marked assignments and the comments of yaoir on them before
the final examination.

COURSE MARKING SCHEME

The table below shows how the actual course isésralown.

Assessment Marks

Assignments: 1 - 16 Sixteen assignments, best fotrthe
assignments count as 30%of the course
marks.

Final examination 70% of overall course marks

Total 100% of course work

COURSE OVERVIEW

The table below brings the units together alony wie number of weeks
you should take to complete them, and the assigtatleat go with them.

S/N | Title of Work Week's Assessment
activity (end of unit)

Course Guide 1

1 Examine the meaning of Assignment 1
philosophy. Discuss the method|of
philosophy.

2 Discuss the basic tenets of social Assignment 2
sciences.
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Discuss the basic components ¢
society and their contributions
the philosophy of social science]

nf3a
to
S.

Assignment 3

Discuss the relationship betwe
philosophy and the soci
sciences.

eh
al

Assignment 4

Discuss the relationship betwe
philosophy and the soci
sciences.

e&n
al

Assignment 5

Discuss the relevance
epistemology to social behavioy

0B

Assignment 6

Briefly present the ontologic
foundation of social sciences.

Assignment 7

Discuss the necessity of logic
the social sciences discourse.

8

Assignment 8

Discuss the relevance of ethics
the social sciences.

®

Assignment 9

10

Briefly assess the method
research in the social sciences.

difo

Assignment 1(

p—

11

Briefly assess the
accepted methods of research
the social sciences.

generallyl

in

Assignment 1]

-

12

Discuss the basic tenets
naturalism.
Discourse the basic tenets

reductionism

dr

of

Assignment 1/

L4

13

Briefly present the relationshi
between positivism an
epistemology

D43
d

Assignment 11

\¥. >4

14

Discuss the contribution
positivism to the development
sociology.

pfl4
Of

Assignment 14

4=

15

Briefly assess the contribution
positivism to the development

af5
of

the social sciences.

Assignment 11

o1

HOW TO GET MOST FROM THIS COURSE

Study units replace the Lecturer in distance leaynirhis enables the
student to read study and work through the studgrizés with ease. This
study is structured in such a way that learningnexde easier for the
student who studies and cross check what he/shdiestithrough
assignments and suggested textbooks.
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TUTOR AND TUTORIALS

There are eight hours of tutorials provided in srppf this course. You
will be notified of the dates, time and locatiortleése tutorials along with
the names and necessary information about your artd the tutorial

group.
Your tutor will read, mark and comment on your gssients and will be

of assistance to you where necessary. All necess@yymation about
your tutor will be made available to you.

SUMMARY
Philosophy of Social Sciences exposes the studeritee rudiments of

thinking, logic and method in social sciences attenapts made by the
philosophers to analyse the basic issues in ssci@hces.

10



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

MODULE 1

UNIT 1 INTRODUCTION AND MEANING OF
PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

This module is made of four (4) study units. Thestfiunit addresses

Philosophy: Its mode and method. The second dditesses the issue of
the meaning and development of philosophy of Sd&#nces, the third

unit addresses the Concept of Society while thetliaunits addresses the
basic discourse in philosophy and the social seignc

Unit 1 Philosophy, its Mode and Methods

Unit 2 Meaning and development of Philosophy &f 8ocial
Sciences

Unit 3 Concept of Society

Unit 4 Philosophy and the Social Sciences

UNIT 1 PHILOSOPHY, ITS MODE AND METHODS
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0  Objective of the study
3.0 Main Content
3.1 Meaning of Philosophy
3.2  Mode of Philosophy
3.3  Method of Philosophy
4.0 Summary
5.0 Conclusion
6.0  Tutor Marked Assignment
7.0 References and Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit presents the etymological, generedaning and evolution of
philosophy, social sciences and philosophy of $exeences. It begins
with an overview of the term philosophy, definitioand their analyses
and proceeds to the etymology of the term, culremat the evolution of
the discipline called philosophy and eventually pilosophy of social
sciences.

11
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2.0 OBJECTIVES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

. define and analyze the meaning of philosophy
. know the mode of philosophy
. know the method philosophy

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 Francis Njoku (2012: 17) sees Philosophy asiarral explanation
of all things (i.e. the body of general principtddeings, the sciences of
the ultimate reality, the science of sciencestiamal enquiry, etc). As a
rational enquiry, it exposes human being to seéockexplanations and
answers to the question that borders humanity atyemnoment. For
example: who am I? What is my essence? Why dost2¥/hy do | have
to live and to die? On the whole, philosophy istective activity and
engagement with reality; it applies reason to sfiext of reality. It also
makes a critical analysis of the action which oelidfs and knowledge-
claims have produced; hence, our encounter witlityésisuch that both
our claim and application of knowledge are brougiter the probing eye
of philosophy.

Charles Tylor (1984: 18) defines philosophy as atividy which
essentially involves, among other things, a re-detsen of what we are
doing, thinking, believing, assuming, in such a whagt we bring our
reasons to light more perspicuously, or make therratives more
apparent, or in some way or the other are bett#led to take a justified
stand to our action, thought, belief, assumption.

This is how philosophy appears to different personsgbeke Aja

(1996:10) describes philosophy as “a chameleonntieains all things to
all men and nothing to some.” Be that as it maylogbphers have
defined philosophy from the perspective of theaufght systems, culture
and tradition.

Joseph Omeregbe (1985:1) appear to capture the hesets of
philosophy when he presents philosophy as “esdgn@areflective
activity.” Accordingly, to philosophize is to reieon human experience
in search of answers to some fundamental questidasnan reflects on
himself or the world around him he is filled wittomders. This ‘wonder’
is perceived as the foundation and the cornerstémphilosophy. Both
Plato and Aristotle tell us that this ‘wonder’ iket beginning of
philosophy. Omoregbe (1985:1) further opines thah&n experience is
the source and touch stone of philosophy. The éxpez could be

12
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personal (subjective) or experience of the worlsbad him (objective).
Hence, philosophy could start from subjectivityobjectivity.

The subjective dimension of philosophy could sfamin the human
person. Omoregbe (1985:1) Man is arich sourghiddsophy beginning
with the marvel on the complexity of the human parghe brevity of
human life, the vicissitude of life, man’s supeitprover the rest of
nature, his power and weakness, his joys, sormsuegess and failure, his
finitude, his experience of suffering, misery, dise, old age, death, etc,
have led to deep reflection and philosophizingadér the world. Imagine
the kind of being man is that is so strong and paweand yet so weak,
feeble and die.

The objective dimension of philosophy could begithwhe immensity
of the universe, amazing variety of things, ideaiofe, the ceaseless
changes in the universe amidst permanence, the sy amidst
diversity, the seasons of the year, the heaventiyesoand their orderly
circular movements, the starry sky, the sun, mstars, etc, these are
many more can be the source and touch stoneslospphy.

Philosophy reflects on these experiences and maorg in search for
answers to questions that these experiences gerfiergteople. The more
man experiences the things in himself or in thegtthe more curious he
becomes and the more his natural desire to kn@wakened. In spite of
all these, man’s knowledge is so limited that hevis little about himself.
He does not know why he exists and he has no asswéiis own basic
qguestions. The tendency to reflect on such fund&ahegrhilosophic
guestions is part of human nature. It is rootech&an’s natural instinct of
curiosity.

Human nature and experiences are the same alltlbwaerorld and the
tendency to philosophize is part of human naturellbws therefore that
philosophizing is not peculiar to a group of peopteother word, other
civilizations have their own philosophy and philpkers. They reflect on
the basic philosophic questions about human lifabmut the universe.

3.2 Mode of Philosophy

Isaac Ukpokolo (2015: 8) conceived philosophy assaipline that may
be taken as a rational inquiry. In this senseggbibhy is an activity that
consists in a systematic search for truth, knowdedgthe principles of
reality. Such a search is actually described aemailt when it is done
following certain pattern of reasoning. What thisans is that philosophy
as a discipline is carried out according to cerfaimcedures or method,
principles and norms, canons and rules, which altert to be universal
and foundational to the discipline.

13
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A further understanding to philosophy as a ratiomaiiry may be gained
by stating that philosophy as a discipline is esaby an activity in
search for knowledge that embodies the instrumelanguage. In other
words, as an activity, philosophy adopts languagenavigating the
entirety of reality or aspects of it. Indeed, ie thiscipline of philosophy
the instrument of language is employed in accesaimj assessing the
world or the human environment or nature, or realg a whole. As it is
understood, language is taken as the veritableumsint of thought and
communication. It is to be noted that languageeéesrired to here, does
not only indicate verbal language; it also refeos ather forms of
expressive communication such p-pas sign language.

In employing the instrument of language, philosopbgsolidates on its
being a rational and critical activity that employge principles and
methods of logical analysis to interrogate existingliefs, claims,
assumptions, ideas, positions and dispositions)tneg in a clearer and
better understanding of reality, whether socidlitigal, cultural, spiritual
or moral. To this extent, philosophy raises questithat are directed at
subjecting our beliefs and worldviews to criticaltarrogation and
analysis, following the method of logic and coheesin thought.

And so, deploying the tools of logic, conceptuahlgsis, criticalness,
coherence and systematicity, the philosopher ig ablnavigate the
human condition and come up with those fundamemtatmative,

transcendental and overarching general principled methods that
underlie human knowledge, reasoning, actions aaditfuerstanding of
being. In this vein, the discipline of philosophlar@iies and sanitizes
human experiences and conditions, and ultimatelgals how things
ought to be. Itis to this extent that philosophigiot just primarily critical;

it is generally analytical and ultimately constiuet (Ukpokolo, 2015:

29). It is against this backdrop that we may thofhkhilosophyas being

criticism.

The idea of philosophy being criticism appears a&ptare the central
nature of philosophical discourse. It may be exmdior understood by
looking at one of the philosophers who embodied timderstanding of
the nature of philosophy. Socrates is one of thréesaito engage in
philosophic criticism. For Socrates, criticism meéel to critical thinking
involving adialecticin the conversation. A dialectic is a running debat
with claims, counter-claims, qualifications, cotiens, and compromises
in the sincere hope of getting to understand aeoindhis may be seen
in Plato's Republic(Bk. I). Socrates asked Cephalus what his greatest
blessing of wealth had been. Cephalus repliedalsmnse of justice had
come from it. Socrates then asked: what is jusfi¢tes?conversation then
involved several people including Thrasymachus walaoned that justice
was a mere ploy of the strong to keep the wealhe Socrates rejected

14
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the tyrant-theory as irrational and the dialectientvon in pursuit of the
question: what is justice?

The idea of criticism could be conceived of as #ienapt to clear away
shabby thinking and establish concepts with gregtercision and
meaning. In this sense, John Dewey (1980: 39) nibizdl

Philosophy is inherently criticism, having its dhstive position among
various modes of criticism in its generality; aticism of criticism as it
was. Criticism is discriminating judgement, carefappraisal, and
judgement is appropriately termed criticism wherehe subject-matter
of discrimination concerns goods or values.

Another example of criticism is the philosophic reowent associated
with the name of Edmund Husserl who is the fatlHgsheenomenology.
Phenomenology is a method of criticism aiming teestigate the essence
of anything. The essence of love, justice, couragd,any other idea may
be dealt with critically, and a tentative conclusieached. Such criticism
is vital to philosophy as well as to other disapls.

As you go on in your study, you must be carefubsaot to confused
criticism with scepticism. Scepticism as an idearuies a critical spirit.
It is the tendency of not being easily satisfiedhvagimple or superficial
evidence and striving to accept only incorrigibleliéfs that are
absolutely certain. The sceptics strive to esthlihst there is the need to
cast doubt on the existence of all things if teatat possible, then we can
affirm that objective knowledge is unattainable. @@ other hand,
criticism is carried on for the pursuit of puren, loetter knowledge.
Sometimes scepticism may be viewed as a steppomg $6 knowledge.
Unfortunately, scepticism frequently degenerates it@sponsible
negativism. When this happens, scepticism becomaéud, self-serving
activity rather than the pursuit of knowledge.

Criticism as the activity of philosophy has beemlyapopular in the
contemporary scene. Robert Paul Wolff (1979: 2Ecdbes philosophy
as the activity of careful reasoning with clarityda logical rigor
controlling it. Such an activity has strong faiththe power of reason, and
it is an activity in which reason leads to truth.

Similarly, Donald Scherer, Peter Facione, ThomasgAand Fred D.

Miller, in their Introduction to Philosophy describe philosophy as
beginning with an attitude of wonder. Philosophigainder leads to
serious reflection on the more fundamental or ngereeral questions that
emerge in a variety of particular cases (2005T8)s sense of wonder
leads to activities in which one raises questiarscerning the meaning
of terms, the attempt to think things through gsystecally, and

15
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comprehensively, to have good reasoning in theghtprocess, and then
evaluate various options.

Joseph Margolis (1968:8) suggests that doing pbylbyg is an art and
philosophers pursue their creative work in différemays. Studying

philosophers of the past is done for the purposmalysing the ways they
sought to deal with philosophical problems. Congedly, there is no

prevailing way of working, to which professionalgeeeywhere are more
or less committed. Milton K. Munitz (1979:10) sugtgethat philosophy
is a quest for a view of the world and of man‘scelan it, which is arrived

at and supported in a critical and logical wayl&wing this, Paul Struhl

((1972:5)) opines that:

. Philosophy is a radical critical inquiry intthe fundamental
assumptions of any field of inquiry, including ifs&Ve are not only able
to have a philosophy of religion, philosophy ofisbsciences, but also a
philosophy of education, a philosophy of art (ae8ts), of psychology,
of mathematics, of language, and so forth. We t¢smapply the critical
focus of philosophy to any human concern. Therebsaa philosophy of
power, of sexuality, freedom, community, revolutierven a philosophy
of sports. Finally, philosophy can reflect uporeltsthat is, we can do a
philosophy of philosophy. Philosophy can, then, neixe its own
presuppositions, its own commitments.

Criticism as a description of the nature of philglsp makes it such that
philosophy is taken as a method of going aboutkth@rather than the
content of the subject. Criticism will help one airg a philosophy of life,
but criticism is not the philosophy itself. Gengralvhen one asks about
philosophy, the intention relates to a subject eratither than a method
of approach. This would make it possible for aitical thinkers on any
critical topic to regard themselves as doing ploipisy.

3.3 Method of Philosophy

Philosophical inquiry, on the other hand, is priityanormative or

prescriptive; it is concerned with how things oughte viewed rather
than how they are viewed or understood. Its inquitg the nature of
reality, knowledge and values does not require dhservation of
particular things or events or the gathering oftipalar data but a
prescriptive interpretation and analysis of alreaalailable data,
generalisations and information about the univelRet differently,

guestions such as: what is real? Is there an ukimeality? How do we
know what we claim to know? What makes an actiomat?dVhat is the
best form of human society and the state? Thesstiqne cannot be
resolved by merely describing things and eventhénuniverse. Rather

16
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they are best resolved through a rational preseeighquiry into the
nature of things.

This does not in any way imply that philosophicajuiry does not need
the services of science or vice versa. While pbpbers may, from time
to time, make use of scientific generalisationsesults, they generally
avoid the scientist's specialised business of cbtlg and arguing about
empirical data. Sometimes, empirical evidence fpsychology, physics
or other fields of inquiry can be put to good use philosophical
arguments. But a research in philosophy must yreaexplain exactly
why such empirical evidence is relevant and exasthat normative
principles one can draw from it. Apart from thigilpsophers still find a
lot to argue about even when they put empiricaktjors aside. For one
thing, the question of: What sort of empirical ende would be needed
to decide the answer to a question? might itselfabeon-empirical
guestion that philosophers discuss. For anothégguphers spend a lot
of time discussing how different claims (which nzs empirical) relate
logically to each other. For example, a commongsuphical project is
to show how two or more views cannot be held coasiy with each
other, or to show that although two views are cstesit with one another,
they together entail an implausible third claimgé, 1988:5).

Therefore, an important distinction between inquiryscience and in
philosophy is the famous is/ought distinction or eth
descriptive/prescriptive distinction. While scienpeovides us with a
description of the world, philosophy offers a notive analysis of the
world and of human existence. Flowing from the dpswe/prescriptive
distinction, the object of study in scientific apdilosophical researches
varies. In general, when we research or writeisitalways about
something or someone. Research always has an abjiectus. But the
kind of object varies based on the nature of ttseidiine. Science as
basically a descriptive discipline, describes otsjeand events in the
physical universe. Its sub-disciplines in the naltusocial and applied
sciences are specialised in the study of a paati@ldject or sphere of the
material universe. Biology studies and describesntiture and contents
of biological components and organisms of the useeChemistry has
the chemical constituents of the material universets object of study.
Psychology is the scientific study of human braiogesses and mental
states. Hence, every specialised scientific dis@gdias a specialised and
identifiable object of study.

Butitis difficult to identify or specify the subjeatatter or object of study
of philosophy the way we can specify the concermssaentific
disciplines such as economics, biology chemistrizysges, and
psychology (Oladipo, 2008: 11). It is thus not sisipg for new students
in philosophy to ask their tutor after some lecsirghat exactly they are
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studying. The difficulty of identifying the objeof study of philosophy
does not imply that philosophical inquiry, reseamhwriting is not
intended toward something. It is however the casé unlike scientific
disciplines which studies specific objects in timverse, reveal specific
information about them by gathering particular indiuated facts or data
about their objects of study, the subject-mattqrtoliosophy is general in
nature.

Philosophical questions are not intended towardezific object in the
universe nor are they meant to reveal specificrmégion about their
nature through the individual data collected. Rathghilosophical
guestions are general in nature. This is becawdadevith such research
guestions in philosophy does not require the gatgeaf specific data or
the accumulation of particular facts. It ratheralwes how best to explain
and analyse the already available facts to maksesgfithem in the search
for answers for the ultimate questions of realkgypowledge and value
(Oladipo, 2008: 32 - 33).

Philosophical research and writing are identified only by the general
nature of the subject-matter they address but ®ystheir fundamental
nature. Not every scientific research interestsheage of us in our
everyday lives. The study of planetary bodies aoa hfe can survive

there, or the accumulation of information of thggielogy of a lion may

not immediately interest us even if there are neago believe that in the
long run, such information may be useful for mawkiklowever, every
philosophical question that drives research inqduiphy should interest
any rational human being because the questionssaentially concerned
with human existence and survival and the answwenghem, and the
answers we accept about them directly affect howbefeave. Thus,
guestions about reality, knowledge, morality, oe tleal state are not
trivial but fundamental.

Thus, while scientific research has specific subjpeatter, philosophical
inquiry deals with general and fundamental questiabout reality,
knowledge and value. To engage in scientific ingisrto describe, to
experiment and to draw conclusions. To engage ilogtphical inquiry
is to theorise, to analyse, to critique, to raisesiions, and to pose as
problematic, that which we investigate.

From the foregoing, science has a popular methatuatfying the natural
universe, which has become so popular and infaragibeing imposed
on other disciplines or forms of life as the modgher than a ‘model of
research. This method is referred to as the séientnethod. The
scientific method is generally regarded as the guace employed in
carrying out research in the sciences or, put i@iffay, it is concerned
with principles of evaluation of statements in #mepirical sciences. As
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R. S. Rudner (1966:5) explains the methodology sdiantific discipline
is not a matter of its transient techniques butsofogic of justification.
The method of science is, indeed, the rationalevbicth it bases its
acceptance or rejection of hypothesis or theories.

Thus, when people talk of the scientific methoeéythre simply referring
to the general properties and consideration tha& w@sed in the
confirmation or refutation of a hypothesis in thaigus sciences; that is,
the common way in which hypotheses are assessedsearches are
carried out in the sciences. As a method of rekedine scientific method
is said to be identified with a number of procedlstages, phases or steps.

Scholars are generally not unanimous about thetexamber of the
research stages in the scientific method. AccordiogH. Siegel
(1985:54), that there is no consensus on the exswber of stages in the
method does not imply that the scientific methoahecd be characterized
generally as consisting in, for example, a concfmn explanatory
adequacy, however that adequacy is conceived,sistence on testing,
however testing is thought to be best done, amaatment to inductive
support.

Kwasi Wiredu (1980:44) provides a characterisatdrthe scientific
method. According to him, the method of scienceoimes hypothesis,
experiment and observation. Scientific method hgsractice attained a
high degree of complexity, but, in bare essentials characterised as
follows: The mind is challenged by a problem fosadution; such that,
however plausible the solution may be, it is notiediately asserted as
true. It is merely entertained as a hypothesigngative proposal, to be
put to the test.

But before that, its significance has to be exmlpibat is, it's logical
implications have to be unravelled in conjunctiathvaether known facts.
This is the stage of the elaboration of the hypsithavhich often requires
techniques of deduction. The result, however, wgags of the logical
form of an implication—if the hypothesis is true, then, such and such
other things should be the case. The stage is seerfor empirical
confirmation and disconfirmation.

Straightforward observation or very technical expentation may be
called for in this stage of confirmation or discomfation. If results turn
out not to be in agreement with the implicationghe# hypothesis, it is
said to be falsified. It is, accordingly, eitheraadoned or modified. On
the other hand, if results prove to conform todfaborated hypothesis, it
is said to be confirmed. It is the confirmed hypsihs that are regarded
as laws and constitute the main corpus of scieritiiowledge (Wiredu,
1980: 145).

19



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

According to Siegel (1988:436), what is strikingoabthe method of
science is its commitment to evidence and to then fof reasoning as
described above, which is what ensures the objgctnd rationality of
science. In other words, science is rational teetttent that it proceeds in
accordance with such a commitment to evidence wn fof reasoning.
This is what gives the scientific method its popiya

But philosophical inquiry cannot be associated vaitty such particular
method of study due to the general nature of mgiiny. Thus, although
philosophy is a rational inquiry, there is no ok method of carrying
out its inquiry, as is the case with scientific heet. There are varieties of
methods that can be used or adopted in philosofitese however
depends on the philosophical school of thought thatindividual or
group of philosophers belongs to. To be sure, exagrgnal inquiry, such
as philosophy, begins with doubt and ends witreitablishment of belief
which also becomes a source of further inquiriesveler, in philosophy,
there is no singular and generally accepted procdsarriving at
established beliefs or theories as we may find drenge. There are
varying methods.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Taking the meaning of philosophy into cognizanésgualss the method of
philosophy

4.0 CONCLUSION

As a rational inquiry, philosophy examines virtyalery human thought
and action and tends to bring every discourseiticaranalysis.

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit discussed the meaning and definitiontafggophy, the mode
of philosophy and the method of doing philosophyfagndational
grounds for the studies that philosophy venturés in

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. In your wild imagination, what do you think is poslophy?

2. Briefly analyse Joseph Omoregbe’s conception ofopbphy as a
reflective activity.

3. Discuss the mode of philosophy.

4. Discuss the method of philosophy.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This unit presents the meaning, definition, andi@n of philosophy of
social sciences and the business of philosophizensbcial sciences. It

begins with an overview of the term social sciendefinitions and their
analyses and proceeds to the business of philosopghg social sciences.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o define the meaning of Social Sciences

o understand the meaning and definition of philosophysocial
sciences

. explain the business of philosophy in the socimrsmes.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 What is Social Science?

In the modern university the field of study is tyglly divided into various
‘departments’ such as Mathematics, Astronomy, Bbjdny, Economics,
Biology, English, History, and so on. Aside, frohetclassification of
these departments, you will also notice that sohtleese departments are
grouped together as a ‘division’ or ‘faculty’ calléSocial Sciences’ or
‘Social and Behavioural Sciences’. If our world eeery neat, and static,
we would have little difficulty in determining whét ‘social science’, or
its various branches; we would only have to exantimeecurricula and
research programmes of the social science depatmen
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But our world is not neat. If an extra-terresti@ing were preparing a
report on our scholarly and scientific activitibg, might start by looking
at our university organization, but he would veryiakly run into
difficulties. He would find, for example, that teaudy of crime is carried
on, not only in the School of Law, but also in deqpeents of Criminology
or Forensic Studies, Sociology, Economics, PhilbgppPolitical
Science, and Psychology, some of which are clasls#s social sciences
and some not. He would find that in some univegsitlistory is classified
as a social science and in soothers it is in another division, usually
called ‘Humanities’. If the person attempted toambtsome assistance
from study of our languages, he would find thatwoed ‘economics’, in
the classical Greek, meant ‘the management of adtmlid’ but then he
would note that the modern study of this is callddme Economics’,
which is not classified as a social science, wthikre is another subject,
called ‘Economics’, which is, and there is alsothrodivision or school
called ‘Business’ or ‘Business Management’, whigsambles Home
Economics in the original Greek meaning in its obyees, but is closer
to Economics in the kinds of things studied andrtiethods employed.
What this signifies is that dividing the field offelarship and science
into various departments or faculties or schooltaigely a matter of
convenience in organization rather than a reflectiof intrinsic
differences in subject matter.

There is not much point in arguing over what iciabscience’ and what
is not. If we take the broad view that the soctaésces study the social
behaviour of human beings we immediately discokat this is hardly
confined to the social science departments of aamodniversity. Most
of the professors in the literature departments siwelents of human
behaviour and, and so also are novelists, playwsigimd poets who
operates outside the university. In our attemeiqalain the idea of social
science and also draw a distinction between it atheér sciences, we
could emphasize the word ‘science’ and say thakakscience is the
study of human behaviour lsgientific methodS his will be a very useful
distinction, because, the poet does not go affgoblem the same way
as the sociologist does. But the distinction cao\erdone, especially if
the main object in making it is to infer that sdegy is meaningful
because it is scientific and poetry is meaninglBssause it is not. Our
object is to study the ways in which people havedtto develop a
scientific approach to the investigation of humaaial behaviour.

As we shall see, the history of social science shavgreat variety of
approaches, and we shall have to note that theremany difficult
philosophical problems here that are as yet urwedolThe reader should
have a deeper appreciation of what the ‘science’ gfahe term ‘social
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science’ involves but, even then, it will not bespible to arrive at a
definitive statement.

The social sciences refer to those disciplinesshaty human society and
institutions as well as the relationship of indived members within
society. In other words, it is the science of siquieenomena, whose focus
is the social aspects of human experience. It ésabspect of human
knowledge which attempts to understand general hub&haviour in
terms of his social, psychological and perhapgb@omic environment,
in order to be able to describe and explain sublateurs and as well as
to also be able to predict such social phenomewen gertain conditions.
Such disciplines include Sociology, Psychology, hxapology,
Geography, Economics, Political Science, and Hystor

Audi (2011: 615) sees philosophy of social sciereeeshe study of the
logic and method of social sciences. He sees diiseips the study of the
thinking system (the ontology) that is operatiomasocial sciences, the
logical structure and the method of the discoursthe discipline. The

course strives to explain the criteria of a goodaoexplanation; that is
an explanation that appears so convincing which moaye valid. It also

seek to verify how and in what form do social scesdiffer from natural

sciences and to ascertain the veracity of socsgareh. It also strives to
establish the role of theory in social research.

The philosophy of social science, like the phildsppf natural science,
has both a descriptive and a prescriptive sideth@rone hand, the field
is aboutthe social sciences such as the explanations, eh&tleapirical
arguments, theories, hypotheses, and so forthaittatlly occur in the
social science literature, past and present. Teas that the philosopher
needs to have extensive knowledge of several askascial science
research, in order to be able to formulate an aisabf the social sciences
that corresponds appropriately to scientists' pract

On the other hand, the field is epistemic: it im@@rned with the idea
those scientific theories

and hypotheses put forward as true or probable, axadjustified on
rational grounds (empirical and theoretical). The philosaptherefore
wants to be able tprovide a critical evaluation of existing socialesce
methods insofar as theseethods are found to be less truth-enhancing
than they might be. These two aspeafidhe philosophical enterprise
suggest that philosophy of social science shoultbbetrued as a rational
reconstruction of existing social science practessconstruction that is
guided by existing practice but that goes beyondt tbractice by
identifying faulty assumptions, forms of reasoning, explanatory
frameworks.
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3.2 Philosophy of Social Science

Human nature is a social nature. Because the teqirastions of
philosophy concern what it means to be human, pbjdbers have been
thinking about the fundamental characteristicsoziety since antiquity.
In the nineteenth century, anthropology, sociologgonomics, and
psychology broke away from philosophy. The centpag¢stions of the
philosophy of social science arise with the birthtleese empirical
disciplines. While they distinguished themselvethwiew methods, their
theories were continuous with those proposed bippdphers from Plato
to Mill. The philosophy of social science examisesne of the perennial
guestions of philosophy by engaging with the eropirstudy of human
society.

The questions distinctive of the philosophy of gueial sciences are
encompassed within three broad themes: normatiwiyyralism, and
reductionism.

The normative types of questions that are raisgzhilosophy of social
concern the place of values in social scientifiquimy. Since social
science is closely linked to social policy concertie important that
require serious consideration is, ‘Can social smelpe objective? The
social sciences also theorize about the originfamction of values, rules,
and norms within human society. They thereby tothehfoundation of
ethics. The questions of naturalism concern thegioglship between the
natural and the social sciences. For instanceptimving questions can
be asked; Must the social sciences emulate thessitt methods of the
natural sciences? Or are there dimensions of hisoeiety that require
unique methods or kinds of theorizing? Also, theegjions of
reductionism are based on how social structudeser& the individuals
who constitute them. Thus, such questions as; Dwocbles have causal
powers over and above those of their members? Orltaocial-level
correlations be explained in terms of individualliéfs, goals, and
choices? are raised.

Ultimately, the questions that are raised in th#éogbphy of the social
sciences are questions about our place in the ts@v8ome of these are,
What is the source of value? How is human natuegae to non-human
nature? What can we know? and many more. Refleciothe social
sciences therefore contributes to the fundamemdgaliiies of philosophy.
It is important for you to note therefore, that thgues that we have been
discussing in this module are issues of discussiotheoretical and
methodological writing in the social sciences. Hiere, reflection on
these philosophical themes also contributes tdihdamental inquiries
of the social sciences. We can then assert th&goiphy of the social
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sciences is an inherently interdisciplinary acyivivhen done well, it can
advance both philosophy and the social sciences.

3.3 Philosophy in the Social Sciences

In each of these examples, concepts and questitmsgstanding interest
to philosophers are close to the surface. In paogstiieir questions, social
scientists take positions on matters that have deefs: conceptions of
human agency, rationality, epistemological jusdifion, value, causation,
and community. The philosophical task is to linle thocial scientific

commitments to the larger literature in philosopAfter all, there have

been some pretty smart people who have thought éfvese matters over
the last 2,000 years or so.

Awareness of the philosophical issues and thetphdlicritically evaluate
the philosophical commitments of a theory or metiogy can
significantly sharpen social scientific inquiry. Hlip side of the deep
kinship of philosophy and the social sciencesat dontemporary

Social scientists are developing answers to anc@mtosophical
problems. The thinkers who we now identify as ptojohers drew on the
social theories of their time. Today, we have & rigsource of empirical
evidence and theory that bears directly on trad#iophilosophical
guestions. Just as there is philosophy in the ksciances, there is social
theorizing in philosophy.

The philosophy of social science tries to hold hagsho critical scrutiny.
Before getting too far into our discussion, somaghneeds to be said
about the word “science.” As we will discuss preberone of the big
issues in the philosophy of the social sciencegisther inquiry into the
social world is different from inquiry into the matl world. This issue is
often framed as a debate over what counts as antsel’” Many
disciplines have

seen fractious debates over whether the field shbal thought of as
“scientific.” To some ears, speaking of “the phdphy of sociakcience
" is already to focus on a limited set of theoriegthods, and questions.

However, the question of how social inquiry is tethto natural inquiry
is not best approached by demarcating what is samwbt science. Our
questions are about the form and structure of inyamio the social world,
and it would beg the important questions to lirh possibilities at the
outset. In this unit, therefore “social sciencellwe understood broadly
as including all systematic empirical investigatioto the activities of
human beings, with a special interest in thoseghmwe do together, as
part of larger social groups. It explicitly incliglmethods like interviews
and participant observation. And unless otherwpseriied, “theory” is
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not restricted to talk of causes and laws. “Theangludes all the ways
that social scientists formulate and express tiesiults.

The question of what counts as a social sciencea Ipaactical dimension

too. What fields are included within the domairtteé philosophy of the

social sciences? Popular knowledge on the contEns®cial sciences

draw on anthropology, sociology, economics, andtipal science, but

what about linguistics, psychology, and history?atvabout medicine,

nursing, public health, criminology, educationaldsés, and business?
Here again, we will take a broad and inclusive apph. There are sets
of philosophical questions—to be outlined presenilyhich cut across

particular theories and methodologies of all theciplines we have

mentioned and more. To be sure, there are als@guphical issues

specific to disciplines. The fields of history, phplogy, and economics
support well developed philosophical literaturesdded, the series of
which this book is a part includes texts on thdqsophy of economics

(Reiss 2013:35) and the philosophy of psychologgri@idez 2005:20).

The discourse above will cleave to the issues comamoong all studies

of human behaviour and social interaction.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Discuss the basic tenets of social sciences.
4.0 CONCLUSION

Philosophy of the social sciences embodies theghidhical examination
of the principles, thinking, teachings and methofisocial sciences.

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit examines the basic issues in the socignses such as the
meaning and definition of the social sciences.okgfurther to discuss
the basic issues in the the philosophy of the $ostéences and
philosophy in the social sciences.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What do you mean by ‘Social Science’?

2. what do you mean by philosophy in the social s@sfic

3 What is the difference between philosophy of theaasciences
and philosophy in the social sciences?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the concept of society as huosatred and sees
everything in relation to human beings. It goesifer to discuss the type
of society.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o know the meaning of the society and its basic comepts society

o analyse the types of society

o examine the effects of the components of the spoietheir
philosophy.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 Meaning and Definition of Society

Webster's New World Dictionary of the American Liaage(1978: 1221)
defines society “as the study of people livingeibger in groups, as
families, tribes, communities, etc."The focus ofsthlefinition is the
‘people’, that is, humans, but we should note atdhtset that ‘living
together in groups’ is not an exclusive charadiersf the specieslomo
sapiensMost animals, and indeed plants, als@ in ‘groups’ in some
sense. Sumac bushes are not distributed randorahtloe countryside;
they clump together in particular locations. A basawould say, though,
that this is because different environments aresqatlly favourable for
the growth of sumac and it is found concentrateaertain locations
because the environment there provides a favouraidbe’ for that
species.
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Similarly, if you turn on the porch light on a suranevening, moths will
gather around it. This is because some specietfanas individuals,
are ‘phototaxic’ in their behaviour and will locdteemselves close to the
limited number of light sources that exist whengha is not shining. We
might find it useful to say that a clump of sumarshes, or a group of
moths around a light, are ‘aggregations’ but they rbt constitute
‘societies’. The words used to make this distincttiare somewhat
arbitrary but the distinction itself is importanthatever words we use for
it. The concept of a ‘society’ involves the notithrat the members of it
are interacting with one another. So far as we knowths are not
interacting with one another when they gather adothre light; they
aggregate because each individual is respondingpgmtently to a
common external factor. The notion of interactisp however, only a
necessary feature of the concept of society; moissufficient, by itself,
to indicate what we have in mind when we use thecept (Gordon,
1993:2). For example, lions interact with gazeHesl bees interact with
flowering plants, but we do not consider such retethips asocial.

Biologists use the term ‘ecological system’ to refe the interactions
among different species. The concept of ‘societyually refers to
interactions among the members of a single spedescould go a bit
further and say that in a society the memberssplegies co-operate with
one another to achieve objectives collectively thay could not achieve
as individuals. The traditional social scienceuu®their attention upon
the behaviour of the speciddomo sapiensexamining how people
interact with one another and how they organizenseves for co-
operative activities (Gordon, 1993:3). But sucletesnent, if we left it at
that, would be seriously deficient because sontkeinteractions among
people are characterized bgnflict rather than cooperation, and some of
the things that people do weaken or damage theeraysif social
organization and work against the achievement décave objectives.
Moreover, the system of social organization maglitbe deficient in
certain respects that make it difficult, or everpassible, for people to
co-operate effectively. So we have to amplify oatesment about what
the social sciences do in order to take note ofdbethat they devote a
great deal of attention tysfunctionabehaviour, such as crime and war,
andmalfunctionalphenomena, such as unemployment and pollution.

Some social scientists would say that the mainablmgsocial science is
the study of such dysfunctions and malfunctionst s the medical
scientist is mainly concerned with disease. Buease cannot be studied
without understanding what constitutes good hedltte counterpart of
this in social science is that it is necessarympley some notion of the
criteria of a healthy system of social organizati®dhis means that the
social sciences are closely connected with thamdbraof philosophy
called ‘ethics’—the study of what should be regdrds ‘good’ and ‘bad’
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in the moral sense of these terms. As we shall sggeat deal of the
history of social science has been concerned wthica issues. We
cannot disregard such matters but the discussiaheophilosophy of
social science focus mainly on the branch of pbpby called

‘philosophy of science’ or ‘epistemology’'—the studfyhow we are able
to know whether our notions or theories about eimgliphenomena are
‘true’ or ‘false’.

Gordon (1993:4) holds that humans are not the anlgnals that form
societies, as | am here using that term. As soa@nasnoves above the
level of the single-celled organisms, like the abmesome degree of
socialness or ‘sociality’ is evident, since, in nggecies, reproduction is
possible only if two organisms interact co-operdivso as to combine
their genetic material. In fact, biologists havecdvered that even single-
celled organisms that multiply by division occasitty exchange genetic
material in a process that resembles sexual reptiodu

It seems rather arbitrary to compartmentalize thedys of social
behaviour, with man in one department and all o#meémals in another,
since sociality is a phenomenon that runs acressepdifferences. Some
biologists argue that economics, sociology, pdaltsrience, and the other
social sciences would be more productive if theyemeorganized as
branches of biology. and biological theories in study of the philosophy
of social science. An important feature of modeyaia science is that it
views man as an animal species, different fromrahemals in important
ways to be sure, but not separated from them ircétegorical fashion
that is implied in theology and was universallyi@etd by thinkers prior
to the modern era and the development of empisiciaince.

3.2 Type of Sociality

We could try to make a classification of socialifyarranging the various
animal species on a scale that would indicate #gre to which their
members interact. This might be worth doing, butvdguld be very
difficult because we do not have any satisfactoay wf measuring the
‘degree of interaction’. One of the persistent peals in science is that
often we can make quantitative distinctions coneaiy but cannot
measure them. Even if we could measure socialiy,lacate the species
Homo sapiensn a general scale, it would not tell us a greal dbout
human behaviour. More useful, | think, is to redagnthat there are
different types of sociality, which we can distinguish as empirical
phenomena even though it is impossible to makeifspeantitative
measurements of these characteristics.

For our purposes it is useful to distinguish fiypes of sociality, which
are based upon (1) the apparent preference of msrobsome species
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for physical closeness: ‘gregariousness’; (2) thectice of establishing
‘hierarchy’; (3) the existence of ‘biological diffentiation’; (4) the
practice of ‘functional specialization’; and (5)ttaism’.

a. Gregariousness

Humans are clearly gregarious, but they do nota@atowith one another
in ways that embrace all the members of the spétiagarticular area.
Smaller groups are formed which include some membad exclude
others. People like to be close to those who andasi to themselves in
certain respects, but they prefer to be distamb fiftose who are different;
human gregariousness is quite severely limitedsrs¢ope. In a word,
humansdiscriminate. They prefer association with others of the same
occupation, socioeconomic class or status, religammguage, nationality,
race, colour, and so on. This is the source of sofrtae most serious
problems facing human societies. Some limited agdons are much
more important in this respect than others. Mam'stéd gregariousness
is not, in itself, a social problem, but certainds of discrimination are
sources of conflict and hostility that are dysfumcal for the people as a
body. The study of discrimination, its kinds, itsnsequences, and its
remedies when the consequences are dysfunctisreamijor interest of
social scientists.

b. Hierarchy

If a farmer puts twenty hens, previously unassediatith one another,
into a barnyard, a great deal of fighting takes@Javhich continues until
a ‘pecking order’ is established. The hen at tipeabthe hierarchy may,
without fear of retaliation, peck all the other etieen; the second in rank
may peck the eighteen below but not the one abavé;so on down to
the poor creature at the bottom who may peck ncankemnay be pecked
by all. In this case we have a highly ordered d$atracture, so hens form
‘societies’ rather than mere ‘aggregations’. Busitlifficult to see what
purpose the hierarchical organization serves.dtrfrautility in providing
food, shelter, or defence. The flock of hens aré aide to achieve
anything collectively that they could not achiemdividually, unless we
ascribe to them sado- masochistic desires. A bistiagould probably
point out that hens (and sheep) are domesticaiethésand suggest that
their social behaviour may be a vestigial remndnpractices that did
serve collective purposes for their wild ancesttire:explanation of their
behaviour is ‘historical’ rather than ‘functional’.

Hierarchy is characteristic of virtually all humanganizations. But the
degree of hierarchical order differs very grealthyan organization like
the United States Army all members are ranked wstirdit status
categories that represent clear relationships opemsority and

subordination; generals at the top, then coloratsl so on, down to
privates at the bottom. But an organization like #&merican Economic
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Association has only a small governing body, dlestmembers not being
ranked at all. Organizations also differ greatlytie comprehensiveness
of their hierarchical order. The Catholic Church asganized on a
hierarchical scheme that embraces the entire conamusf Catholic
believers throughout the world, whereas many Prat¢<hurches have
very little hierarchical organization that extertmsyond the individual
local congregation.

A social organization that functions to achievelexive purposes
requires some method by which the actions of d&vidual members are
coordinated. Hierarchical order is one method dii@gng this co-
ordination but there does not seem to be any gepenaiple that governs
the degree and extent of hierarchy that is necgtsdhne achievement of
collective ends. The interest of social scientistsierarchy is magnified
by the fact that many serious social problems breety connected with
this method of social organization. Hierarchicalesing means that
persons in superior positions have power to difeetactions of those in
subordinate positions, which raises the issue egdom and authority.
Hierarchical status is often associated with inc@ne wealth, either as
cause or consequence, which raises the issue wdeto inequality. The
hierarchical status of parents may be a very ingodrtfactor in
determining the status of their children, whiclseai the issues of social
mobility, equality of opportunity, and the fairnesisthe social system.

c. Biological differentiation

In the higher animals such as the vertebrates,iwihidudes man, each
species has two forms, male and female. They aaeacterized by the
possession of different anatomical structures &graduction and, in
numerous cases, there are also other differenoeh, as overall body
size. In many species that live in groups it haanb&bserved that males
and females engage in a division of labour, somkstédeing typically
performed by males

and others by females. Such groups have a greageeel of sociality than
mere gregariousness or hierarchy, since divisidalmur tends to make
the individuals of a group dependent on one andtirdbod, protection,
etc.

Moreover, there are advantages in the divisiorabdur, whether or not
it is based upon biological differentiation, soraup that practises it can
indeed achieve something that its members could aubtieve as

individuals. Biological differentiation and divisioof labour based upon
it have been developed to the highest degree athengpcial insects. In
the various species of ants, for example, theréharasual morphological
differences between males and females but, iniaddihere are striking
differences among the females. The ‘queen’ is aciapeed egg-

producing entity, incapable of performing any ottesk. The ‘soldiers’

are sometimes so specialized for their role thay ttannot even feed
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themselves. Among the ‘workers’ there are often wamiper of
subcategories, biologically differentiated so agpé&sform the different
tasks involved in food-gathering, nest-making, hodsekeeping. An ant
colony is a highly organized social system in wiioh members interact
with one another in complex ways, co-operating aolective enterprise
through an extraordinary degree of division of labd'he individual ant
is helpless without the services provided by othembers of the colony.
Even the worker, who can forage for herself, cawd survive for any
appreciable time on her own. On account of this kliggree of individual
differentiation and collective integration, somelbgists suggest that the
ant colony should be regarded as the basic biological entiby, the
individual ant.

Some social scientists and social philosophers talggmilar view of

humans and their societies. This raises issueswvibawill repeatedly

encounter in the following pages. What is the rafrthe relationship of
the human individual to his society? Should indinat persons be
regarded as the primary entities or should we fomstead upon

interactions among collective entities such asomati classes, religions,
or civilizations? Is the proper methodology focaestific study of society
‘individualistic’ or ‘holistic’?

The sociality of the social insects is especialyable in the extent to
which it is based upon biological differentiatiddut even these species
do not have a distinct morphological form for evdifyerent task. There
is a good deal of division of labour in an ant eglamong workers of the
same body type. Some biologists believe that thheyeaolving in the
direction of greater morphological differentiati@md eventually will
become completely differentiated, with as manyedédht types as there
are distinct functions. Prior to the middle of thighteenth century the
view was widely held that groups of humans aredgwally different.
Orientals, Negroes, and Caucasians were thouddd differentiated, not
merely in skin pigmentation and facial appearancg Im more
‘fundamental’ ways as well.

Moreover, it was widely believed that such biol@gidifferences exist
even within the population of a particular geogiaprea. The caste
system of India is perhaps the most extreme exarigten Adam Smith
remarked, in 1776, philosopher and a common spieeér, for example,
seems to arise not so that ‘the difference betwhenmost dissimilar
characters, between a much from nature, as fronit, halstom, and
education’

he was expressing a view that was just beginrongeicome accepted
even among so-called ‘enlightened’ people. Modeinlogy and
physiology have shown that theaee some racial differences, such as
blood type frequencies, but none of these is oflmgreater significance
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than, say, skin pigmentation so far as the funefiarapacities of the
individual person are concerned. The belief thgpanant biological
differences exist is not as widespread as it usdoketbut it is far from
uncommon. Many social scientists take the view tbalogical

differences are negligible in fact, but that thesptentbelief in their

existence is a phenomenon that requires a gredtofletudy, since it
leads to much conflict and animosity that is dystional to human social
organization.

One type of biological differentiation among humgahngwever, is more
factually significant: gender differences. The b@} of reproduction
being what it is, the function of nurturing the yguonesluring the period
of embryological development can be performed dmtyfemales. In
many human societies, however, role differentiatbt@ween men and
women is extended much further than this. Ther®ibiological reason
why airline pilots and office managers should belembut flight
attendants and typists female. Differentiating @ational roles in this
way is economically inefficient, since it does nudke the best use of the
human resources of the society. It may also be edevas unjust
discrimination and an invalid basis for hierarchicalering, leading to
conflicts, animosities, and tensions that thredtesn ability of human
collectivities to engage in co-operation.

Males and females of the human species, like mbsr @animals, differ

in certain secondary characteristics as well athé primary ones of
reproductive anatomy and physiology. Men are, gdhespeaking,

larger and stronger than women and have lower-@italoices. These
characteristics are relevant to the performanceeofain occupational
roles, but not many, and the number of tasks wiieese factors are
important is decreasing. Role differentiation betwenen and women in
modern societies may be, in part, a remnant oéuwdfices that served
some functional purpose in earlier times. Unlikaestsocial animals,
human societies undergo rapid change. But changs dot proceed
evenly, so it is possible for some aspects of huswamality to get badly

out of step with others. This problem, of greaérest to social scientists,
is not, of course, confined to role differentiatiopgender.

Before we leave this discussion an important texdinpoint must be
noted: categorical differences should not be confused wstatistical
differences. In the social insects, the biologaitierentiation upon which
the primary division of labour is based is catecglriall soldier ants have
larger heads and mandibles treihworkers. In humansll females have
wombs ancho males do. But secondary sex characteristics sudizas
are statistical; on average, males are largerfémaales, but some females
are larger than some males. If, for a particulsk,téargeness of size were
advantageous, a society in which that task wasveddor males would
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not be efficient. The same is true for other seempdmale-female

differences, and for other differences between ggaf humans. Where
role differentiation is based upon biological diffaces that are statistical,
recruitment into these roles is more efficient @ople are treated as
individuals rather than as members of gender, lla@t@nomic, or other

classes. Interpreting statistical differences athdy were categorical
differences is the source of a great many soclpms, as well as being
a simple scientific error. The contention that éhare racial differences
in something called ‘general intelligence’ is prbhanot true even

statistically, but the error is greatly compoundduen it is asserted, on
the basis of statistical evidence, that there ategorical differences in
intelligence among racial groups.

d. Functional specialization

Division of labour not based upon, or associatedhwbiological
differentiation is practised by numerous speciesmfals, but on the
whole it is not very common. Where it occurs, tegmte of specialization
is very limited, since there are only a small nunmifedistinct tasks. The
striking exception to this is man. Some humansh agthe Australian
aborigines, practise very little division of labpbut most humans live in
societies characterized by functional specializatba very high order,
the distinct ‘occupations’ or ‘roles’ being very marous. A notable
feature of human societies is the rapid increaspetialization that has
been occurring in modern times. Two centuries afprraer’s task was
the production of ‘food’; now the individual farmeften specializes in
the production of corn, or lettuce, or potatoessome other specific
commodity. Biologists may be correct in contendihgt the degree of
biological differentiation among the social insedss increasing by
evolution but, if so, it is a very slow developmeand very limited,
compared to what has been occurring by means ofasimg functional
specialization in human societies.

The farmer who spends his time producing only ammsumes little, or
none, of his own product. His occupation consistgoviding something
for use by other persons. Meanwhile, the corn farmeconsuming
thousands of other goods produced by similarlyigized persons, most
of who are completely unknown to him and may béngvfar away.
Obviously, this is sociality of a very high ordé&lan lives in a social
system

that is very elaborate, and virtually worldwidedertain respects. It is a
cooperative system in the sense that the indivedsaive one another’s
wants and needs. We sometimes forget this esséattabecause we are
more interested in the problems to which this systesubject than in its
basic organization. We devote more attention tgutuction when the
oil stops flowing, just as we begin to take nota¢¢he stomach when we
have a stomach ache. The fundamental task of sm&ice is to analyse
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how this very extensive and complex system workainty in order to
understand its defects and deficiencies so theantbe made to work
better.

To perform this task, the construction of rathestedrttheoretical models
is required. If human society were composed of allsmumber of
institutions, each with a clearly defined and umgjiag role, and if all
individuals performed specific, unchanging tasksight be possible to
explain how the system works by simply describitsgstructure. Some
social scientists indeed regard such empirical rifggan as the primary
objective of their study, but others feel thasiniecessary to go beyond
description and try to discover general ‘laws’ tigavern the specific
social phenomena, as the physicist tries to digabeslaws of matter and
motion. An example: the automobile worker spendsyfbours a week
installing transmissions. He is paid a wage, wiscaportion of the value
of the automobile. We could simply describe thisd&ing the focus, we
could record how the value of the automobile idriiated among the
various workers, management personnel, shareholsigopliers of raw
materials, and so on. Alternatively, we could wydiscover the ‘laws’
that determinethe value of the automobile, the levels of waged an
salaries, the rate of profit, and so on.

e. Altruism

Our discussion up to this point seems to be airoe@tds the thesis that
a high degree of sociality involves extensive donsof labour, based
upon biological differentiation, functional spe@aition, or both. So far
as non-human species are concerned, social orgjanizzased solely
upon gregariousness or hierarchy is rather minandlit is doubtful that
a collectivity such as a flock of sheep or henseasds much that could
not be achieved by the members individually. Bt thesis that a high
degree of sociality always involves division of daip is empirically
incorrect.

There are many species of animals that live inadagoups where co-
operation is not based upon biological differemiator functional
specialization of the members. An example of thikie African elephant.
The adult males of this species live as solitadyiduals, but the females
(and their young) form small groups of ten to twanembers who forage
together, defend themselves collectively, and ratkeir young
collectively. The members of these groups of elephaare not
biologically differentiated except by age. Therenist even any sex
differentiation, since adult males are excludedfisuch groups. There is
hierarchy, but only to the extent that one membdhe leader (generally
the oldest); all other adult members appear todualein rank. The role
of the leader is very important in the elephanugtdf the leader is killed
or dies suddenly the organization of the group ksedown and the
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elephants mill around in disorder until anothernwtlal takes command
as the new leader. To the extent that there isl@ader and numerous
followers there is some division of labour in tHephant group, but it is
minimal, hardly comparable to the division of labdescribed above.

Nevertheless, the elephant group is highly so¢ia& members assist one
another in foraging, the young are cared for by aults without
discrimination as to biological parentage, confliciong members of the
groups is unknown or, at least, too rare or toalrtol be observed. If a
member of the group is injured the others rusheoaid. When danger
threatens all adults participate equally in an oied defence strategy,
except for the leader, who directs the group’si¢caceind regularly
assumes the most exposed position or engages imadise dangerous
action. The basis of this highly effective sociedanization seems to be
the propensity of the female African elephant t@age inaltruistic
behaviourtoward other members of her group. The biologidtnes
‘altruism’ as behaviour that benefits others at samost, or risk of cost,
to oneself. This opens a subject that has beemgdrnmportance in the
history of social science and also looms largetlreodisciplines such as
theology, ethics, and biology.

That man is an altruistic animal is obvious eveamnfrthe most casual
observation. Americans contribute funds for thaefebf earthquake
victims in Armenia; French doctors devote themselt@ combating
disease in Chad; firemen risk their lives, at loay,ptrying to get the
occupants out of a burning building. All human sdbes (with rare
exceptions like the Ik of Uganda) look after theegly, the maimed, and
the needy. All modern societies have systemsrghnizedaltruism,
taxing some members in order to support othersaanoot pay for food,
housing, education, or medical services. Altruisman important feature
of sociality in human societies, but it is far fraygneral. An old adage
says that ‘charity begins at home’ and, in someéesies, it extends little
further than the family group. One of the notal#atéires of modern
societies is the extension of the scope of alicuisttivity, particularly
that which is organized through government.

Most animals fit into more than one category, whitkans that they do
not‘fit’ if the categories are regarded as exclusieenpartments. This is
an important point to keep in mind in our examioatiof the social

sciences. When people say things like ‘Man is gapeus animal,’” or

‘Man is an altruistic animal,” such statements pegfectly acceptable,
unless they imply that man has desire for individual solitude and is
never egoistic. No sensible person would say that, bu¢ often

encounters the contention that man is ‘inheregiiggarious, or altruistic,
and that the evident desire for solitude, or egolsthaviour, represents
an aberration from, or corruption of, his ‘essdntiature. One can argue

39



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

for a long time about the ‘essential nature of muaithout getting
anywhere. Such fruitless efforts can be avoidedwié regard
classifications like the ‘types of sociality’ noted analytical constructs
that are devised by the social scientist to abgistin his studies.

They are not purely imaginary, though; they haveesageference to the
empirical world. The types of sociality were illtegied above by reference
to the behaviour of non-human animals whereverwas possible, but
the main object of the classification is to throsr light on sociality in
Homo sapiengOne of the insights this provides is recognitiorhef fact
that not only is man a highly social species bsisliciality is exceedingly
varied since his behaviour displays all five typesan is gregarious,
forms hierarchies, is biologically differentiategractises functional
specialization, and is altruistic towards his felto

As we move forward, we should observe that our Iogioal
classification fails to take note of the most intpat way in which human
sociality is unique. All individual social animalsexcept humans, are
members of only one social organization. The irdiial ant is a member
of one particular ant colony; individual hens bejdo the flock in one
particular barnyard, and so on. In some speciegtheidual may move
from membership of one collectivity to another, bBuany particular time
he is a member of only one, which has a definittiaplocation. The
individual human, however, is a member of manyaeaitiVities. He may
simultaneously belong to a nation, a church, a,fadabour union, a book
club, an alumni association, a political partypagervation society—the
list is almost limitless, and changing. Human slitgias multi-social
while that of all other species is ‘mono-social maof the social
organizations to which humans belong do not hayedafimited location
in space and time. Moreover, some social activiéies carried out in
‘organizations’ only in a rather abstract sensthaf term.

When an Indiana corn farmer sells his produce aed the money to buy
California oranges, Maine codfish, Japanese eleicirgoods, Italian

shoes, and so on, he is engaged in a co-operativéyawith these other
producers but his interaction with them is not peed. The ‘markets’

through which trading in goods and services takie€ep are social
organizations according to the definition put foravaearlier, markets
enable people to achieve ends that they could tiainaas isolated
individuals. But people are associated in marketsugh their buying and
selling activities, which is quite different froiine form of association that
one finds, say, in a church, or a political pastya nation. Human society
in general is a complex network or ensemble ofeddfit modes of
organization, some of which are local while othense virtually

worldwide in their scope. The central task of #ueial sciences is to
investigate how these various modes of social argéon work and to
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identify the problems that result from the factttiieey do not work
perfectly.

F. Altriciality and Enculturation

The purpose of this topic is to introduce our exaation of the history
and philosophy of social science by describingihsic subject matter of
social science and indicating the kinds of problamith which it is
concerned. In the preceding sections | discusseddhcept of ‘society’
and surveyed the various types of socialness ardBty’ that exist in the
animal kingdom. This takes us some considerabléame towards
explaining, in a general way, what it is that sbs@entists try to do, but
there is a feature of human sociality, not notegiedsthat is vital to any
understanding of the social sciences: man is drcial’ animal, and a
great deal of his behaviour is the consequence qgfracess of
‘enculturation’, or ‘socialization’.

The term ‘altriciality’ is borrowed from ornitholggthe study of birds),
where it is used by biologists to refer to the fhett in many species of
birds the newly hatched young are unable to fenthiemselves and must
be nurtured by adults for some time, and taughtyntlaimgs before they
are able to function on their own.This is charaster not only of birds
but of many other animals, including man. The langft the dependent
period in humans is very long. Biological matuiitythe sense of ability
to reproduce is not reached until the age of twehthirteen; full physical
maturity requires another five years or more.

The young human may begin contributing to the #&atv of the social
group by performing tasks within the family, or side it, before maturity
is attained, but he remains dependent upon hisfaramily until he
reaches physical maturity, marries and forms alfaafihis own, and/or
begins to earn his own living. Economic dependenag last to the age
of thirty, or longer, if the individual aims at agbessional career that
requires many years of schooling and training. Byithe long period of
dependence the main task of the individual is guae knowledge and
habits that will fit him for independent functiogirand will integrate him
into the society to which he belongs.

The institutions that function in this process (i, churches, schools,
etc.) are major objects of study by social sci¢sntiSpecial note must be
taken of the fact that the period of dependenaariployed not only to
train the young in economic skills but also to ilcatie mores, customs,
world-views, and values. This is what is meant égculturation’: the
process by which the individual young are mouldet iparticipating
members of a continuing ‘culture’, following thetaslished customs of
that culture and preserving its beliefs. Two impottpoints must be noted
about this process, ‘multiculturality’ and ‘impecteenculturation’.
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By ‘multiculturality it means the existence mianyhuman cultures. The
young of the species are not enculturated intgémeeral ‘family of man’
but into much more restricted groups. A surgeoBuiblin may have the
same technical skills and perform the same prddas#s as a surgeon in
Tokyo, but their beliefs, values, and social bebawiare very different,
owing to the different processes of enculturatibat thave functioned
during their periods of dependence. The culturasfitity of the human
species is notable. If a German family moves tdthiged States, within
a generation or two the members become much moreridam than
German in their cultural characteristics, evemdre is no intermarriage.

There may be a long-run tendency for culture toobree homogeneous
within a geographic area, but at the present timaelticulturality is
characteristic of most modern societies, especihthge which, like the
United States, continue to receive a steady flownohigrants from the
rest of the world. Multiculturality creates greatistic and intellectual
richness, but it also is a potent source of cordiintl animosity. Both these
aspects of

multiculturality are of great importance to so@alentists. By ‘imperfect
enculturation’ | mean to refer to the fact that in&scieties are not able
to mould the young into complete adoption of tradial values, beliefs,
and codes of conduct. Some individuals are ‘desiantd there are more
in some societies than in others. Deviation, sulereninal behaviour,
may be dysfunctional for the society, but othemnferof deviation are
constructive sources of cultural change.

A very important issue that arises from the imparée of enculturation
in humans and the nature of complex societiesisithtter ofoyalty. An
ant is a member of only one social group, its cgldut a human is a
member of many, and the claims they make uporolyatly may conflict.

All social institutions depend upon the loyal sugpaf their members,
but an individual’s nation may demand one thing, t@ligion another,
and his code of professional ethics something &ggce humans are
imperfectly enculturated, their loyalties are nzeéfl and immutable, so
institutions vie with one another to attract newmbers and sustain the
loyalty of those they have. In a multisocial sogigtte individual may be
pulled in different directions by conflicting intsts and moral claims. In
addition, some institutions may be able to imp@sesons for disloyalty,
such as expulsion, ostracism, imprisonment, or edeath. The
hierarchical structure of social institutions meémet loyalty is defined
and interpreted by those who occupy high positiartke hierarchy and
sanctions are imposed upon lower members, so #@ophenon of social
power is closely connected with the matter of loyalhe question of
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loyalty covers many issues, both ethical and sifienthat have been of
great interest to students of human behaviour.

We have earlier noted that the study of human 8tcia divided into a
number of disciplines: sociology, political sciena@nd so on. The
division of the field among them is not very detipartly because they
overlap to a considerable extent. Moreover, thearsh interests of the
various social sciences are constantly changingangodescription of
them is likely to become out of date before muatethas passed. In the
following chapters | shall discuss the historicavelopment of the
various social sciences as distinct disciplineshsas one finds in the
social science ‘departments’ of a university, bue should keep in mind
that the central object of all of them is the santiee-investigation of the
processes through which individuals are able tmfsocial organizations
and reap the benefits of co-operation. In ordgriame the history of the
social sciences within the general context of Wesigellectual history
we must begin, not with the social sciences themselbut with the
development during the Renaissance of the natuighses, which
profoundly changed not only man'’s view of the phgsiworld, but also
his view of himself and his society.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Discuss the basic components of a society and toeitributions to the
philosophy of social sciences.

4.0 CONCLUSION

This unit opined that the concept of society is hantentred and the
discourse resonate around human beings. It has fgoiner to discuss
the types of society in relation to human behawour

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit has exposed the student to the concegpb@éty and the types
of society. In the process, it has opened the éarp to the foundations
of the philosophy of social sciences.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

What do you mean by society?

How could a person be gregarious?

Discuss the concept of hierarchy in your society.

How does biological differentiation affect a sogfet

Briefly discuss the meaning of the term functiospkcialization in
relation to your society?

Discuss the meaning of altruism in relation to ysaiety.

aOhwNE

o
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit studies the relationships between Phbgp social Sciences
and natural Sciences. In the process, it examimeséntral discourse of
the social sciences and the natural sciences wingcWill discover to be

intertwined. Philosophy which is analytical in nauanalyzes the issues
involved in the relationships between social saésmand natural sciences.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

. explain the relationship between Philosophy and&&riences
and Natural Sciences.

. distinguish Social Sciences from Natural Sciences.

. identify the Areas of Agreement and DisagreementwBen

Social Sciences and Natural Sciences.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Relationship between Philosophy and the Socigtiences

You need to know from the outset that the relatigmsbetween
philosophy and social sciences is based on theeidsnrole in the
analysis and critique of other disciplines. Phijgsp of the social
sciences, just like the philosophy of science,usto study the various
goals and methods of the social science, with ihe @& evaluating
whether the discipline is able to live up to th@estation of humanity.
Philosophy of the social sciences ponders on ceidaues inherited from
the philosophy of natural science and also reflentproblems and issues
generated by its own peculiar disciplinary orieiotat For example, this
area of philosophy reacts to the question of thpraiate methodology
for the social scientific enterprise, which is agedong problem in
philosophy of natural science. As R.S Rudner (202 says in his
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Philosophy of Social Sciencghe philosopher of social science is ranged
with the philosopher of science in that both fodhsir attention on
problems of methodology.”

Some of the central problems that philosophershefdocial sciences
address include (1) the extent to which one cantsstyhuman social life
which the social sciences claim to study is, arassimilar to non-human
nature which is studied by the natural science;tlf2) extent to which
human and social experiences can be explainablsing the scientific
method; (3) the extent to which the results andifigs of the social
scientists can be used to predict and control éutocurrences in the
social world in the same way in which findingsle natural sciences are
used to predict and control occurrences in therahtorld; (4) the extent
of to which the themes, logic and the method of dbeial science are
distinctively peculiar as basis for differentiatitige social science from
the humanities and for associating the social selenith the natural
science and (5) the extent to which we can reduceanh actions to
scientific paradigm which is capable of fulfillitlge four goals of science,
described by Keith Webb’s prediction, explanatiargntrol, and
understanding.

While describing the philosophy of the social scenas the study of the
logic and methods of the social sciences, Danikltle (1997:706) goes
on to discuss the central questions in the philogabthe social sciences,
guestions similar to those enumerated in the lastgraph:

What are the criteria of a good social explanatido® (if at all) are the
social sciences distinct from the natural sciendsedRere a distinctive
method for social research? Through what empipoatedures are social
science assertions to be evaluated? Are thereitiiele social laws? Are
there causal relations among social phenomena?dbial sfacts and
regularities require some form of reduction to $aabout individuals?
What is the role of theory in social explanatiotifz philosophy of social
science aims to provide an interpretation of theiadosciences that
answers these questions (Little 1997:706). Disagsgirther the main
concerns of philosophy of the social science, ARosenberg explains
that being clear about a discipline's philosophgssential because at the
frontiers of the disciplines the unavoidability anohportance of
philosophical questions are even more significanttie social scientist
than for the natural scientist.

He goes on to explain that the only source of guiddor research in the
social sciences must come from philosophical tlesos-In the end, he
says, —the philosophy of social science is not only inagbie and
unavoidable for social scientists, but it must dgoshaped by them as
much as by philosophers (Rosenburg, 2008:4).
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One major aspect of the relationship between pbjlbg and social
science is that, while social science tries to msd@se of social events
and data, philosophy, as it were, tries to makeseef the sense which
social science is making of social events. Philbsomterrogates the
social sciences with the aim of understanding dadfying, in general
terms, the methods, claims and assumptions ofatier! For example,
even though the social sciences attempt to collsth and reach
conclusions on what accounts for such human vasemod, happiness,
right, and so on, properly defining those notionsthemselves is the
function of philosophy.

Philosophy and the social sciences are usually $eehe separate
subjects, so why should students of the sociahseig be interested in
philosophy? We hope that this question will haveveared itself by the
end of our discourse, but we can make a start iviight away. At the
time when modern science was in the process of ganee in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it was vdiigut to say where the
boundary between philosophy and science shouldaoeg. It was only
later that it became more conventional to see araépn between the
two. As this separation took place, two basic medélthe relationship
surface. First is thaphilosophy could arrive at certain knowledge by
rational argument.

The most fundamental truths about ourselves andahee of the world
we live in, as well as the rules for arriving atlsiknowledge, could be
established by philosophers. In this way, philogopprovided
‘foundations’ for the research done in the paricskientific specialisms.
This is sometimes called the ‘master-builder’ omaster-scientist’ view
of philosophy, and it is associated with an appndaghilosophy called
‘metaphysics’. In metaphysics, philosophers trgitce an account of the
universe, the world and everything in it. Nowadpgslosophers tend to
be a bit more modest. The alternative view of takation between
philosophy and the sciences is sometimes calleduheer-labourer’
view. On this view, it is accepted that armchaiesgation about the
nature of the world cannot give us certain or aknowledge.
Knowledge can come only from practical experieratgservation and
systematic experimentation. So, the special sceedoa’t need to wait
for philosophers to provide them with foundatioosto tell them what
they should think. On the under-labourer view, @éophy should be
there to provide help and support to the work efghientists, as they get
on with the job of discovering how nature works.t Bunat sort of help
can philosophy give?

There are various different views on this. One \igtinat in our common-

sense thinking there are prejudices, superstitiand unquestioned
assumptions which are obstacles to scientific msgr Philosophy can
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perhaps play a part in exposing these and critigizhem, so as to set
science free. This is a bit like clearing awaydkad leaves on the railway
line to let the trains run on. Another sort ofghetight be to provide a
map of the pattern of existing scientific knowledge that scientific
specialists can get some idea about where theinalee wider field of
knowledge. A third possibility is that the philo$sgrs can use their
expertise in logic and argumentation in refininge tmethods of
investigation which scientists use. In this uniti@ophy will be used in
all these ways, but most importantly it will be ds® provide under-
labouring in yet another way. To see what this ebfielp might be, we
can remind ourselves that philosophy is not jusaeademic discipline.
In everyday life people use the word to mean somegtrather different
from its use in academic contexts.

We sometimes say that someone who has had to fac® wery
distressing circumstances, such as a job losse@albement, that they
were ‘philosophical’ about it. Certainly, most of do not spend a great
deal of time soul-searching about the meanind@fdir the ultimate basis
of our values and attitudes. However, there are emmin everyone’s
life when we are faced with serious moral dilemnaaswith such life-
challenging events as losing a job, or a loved onbging diagnosed with
a serious illness. It is at times like these whenane forced to reflect on
these questions of fundamental meaning and valaeritives. It is in this
sense that, as the Italian Marxist philosopherpAit Gramsci (1971: 26)
said, ‘Everyone is a philosopher.” But if we arelp$ophers at these
times of crisis, it is also true that in the waymweeract with each other in
our everyday lives, in the way we choose to spamdfree time, in the
jobs we choose (if we are lucky enough to have thaice) and so on,
we are stillimplicitly philosophers. Our lives display or represent,
whether we are generally self-conscious about itair a philosophical
orientation to the world. We can think of this adaait or practical
philosophy of life. So, how does this relate to guestion we started out
with — the relationship between philosophy and alsgience?

In everyday life, when things are going on smoaqthi§th no major
problems, we are not forced to question our basitides and priorities
in life. But in the social sciences, things do nat along smoothly. (As
we will see, the natural sciences don’t run alangathly either, but most
of the time this fact is less obvious.) The sost@énces are often derided
by public figures and in the media, and socialrsts¢s themselves tend
to be less confident about their achievements #mtamatural scientists:
they can’t prove their success by generating new snpressive
technologies, for example.

Moreover, social scientists are themselves dividbdut what is the
nature of their disciplines. Many, for example, Wboot agree that their
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work is scientific in the same sense as the natai@hces are. Even the
ones who do will often disagree about what scigac&or this reason,
social scientists, and sociologists in particulend to be more reflexive
about their subjects than natural scientists —ithahey are more likely
to spend time thinking about just what kind of atyi sociology (or
political science or anthropology or any other saahject) is, what sort
of methods it should use, what sort of relationshghould have with its
subject-matter and so on.

The kinds of questions we ask when we are beirlgxigé in this way
about our own disciplines are philosophical questioThey are not
imposed on us from outside, as in the master-buubav, but they arise
from within our subjects, as a result of the spediticulties and deep
disagreements that we find there. So, the maimjalmder-labouring we
will be doing in this unit is an attempt to addréss question: ‘What are
we doing when we attempt to study human socialifife systematic
way?’ Depending on how we answer that questiorthéurquestions
arise: what are the proper methods of investigatibsocial processes?
Can there be objective knowledge of society whenitivestigators as
well as the subject-matter are all part of sociiirat role do moral and
political values play in our work? How should weewi the fact of
continuing disagreement among social scientistauabasics? Is this
perhaps a sign of the immaturity of the socialrsos, or is it something
we should expect as a permanent fact of life, aeth evelcome? And so
on.

3.2  Philosophy and the Natural Sciences

This segment discusses the relationships betwedospphy and the
natural sciences.

Natural science is thought of as an organised boflysystematic
knowledge, social sciences would also qualify #snae. The distinction
between the social sciences and the natural origatysciences would
therefore lie in what constitutes their subjectteratfor while the natural
sciences study the physical world, the social sgserstudy human beings
and their social environment. And since the humaeality is not
exclusively mechanistic, it cannot be reduced tseh of physical
attributes or activities which are susceptiblegpehdable and unvarying
measurement. As A. C. Bouquet (Idowu 1973: 11) olesethat:

It may be questioned whether a world-view expresgself in an habitual
attitude can be deduced from scientific enquirg@smonly conceived.
...the bodies of the sane man, the criminal, thetianthe genius and the
prophet, are all equally matter for scientific asséd, but a world-view on
a purely scientific basis would seem to be impdssilnless by science
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we mean more than physical science, and make itaakan impartial
observation of human thought, with deductions tHiere.

The social sciences became a significant branchteflectual study
during the Enlightenment period. This is becauseg an offshoot of the
clamour for human interests and emancipation thatacterised the new
mode of thinking in the Enlightenment age. At itgeption, the social
science was greatly inspired by the logical posits’ position that the
empirical method affects a perfect and objectivelgtof all phenomena
including the human person and the overall sodretyhich he exists.
Social science therefore developed as a resuhisfiew tendency and
the underlying presumption that the scientific ta®lappropriate and
adequate for every intellectual project. The sostances refer to those
disciplines that study human society and instingicas well as the
relationship of individual members within socidtyother words, it is the
science of social phenomena, whose focus is thalsaspects of human
experience. It is the aspect of human knowledgechvlattempts to
understand general human behaviour in terms afddil, psychological
and perhaps his economic environment, in ordeetaldte to describe and
explain such behaviours and as well as to alsoble ta predict such
social phenomena, given certain conditions. Sudgiglines include
Sociology, Psychology, Anthropology, Geography, arics, Political
Science, and History.

The social sciences, therefore, differ from theuradtscience in several
significant ways, one of which is in the applicatiof the scientific
method described in the last unit. John Stuart Mdjues that in the social
sciences the subject matter is too complex to afty@ynormal methods
of experiment (Wilson, 1999: 570). And Sodipo (2024) would further
say:

The more imaginative social scientist is of coueseare that the
application of the methods and the conceptual caieg of the natural
sciences, the employment of their ideas of causatieeasurement, etc.
to the study of society is problematic, and hexexeised by that problem.
He therefore realises that there are social s@natwhere what is needed
for understanding is not a sophisticated and vepmmicated
mathematical model but a conceptual framework inctwisympathetic
intuition and imaginative insight would play a cralaole.

The distinction between the natural and socialms@s is also easily seen
in the area of causality and prediction. Causalnections are not as
readily established in the social science as innidweral sciences, and
therefore predictions are less reliable in the farthan in the latter. For
example, combining hydrogen with oxygen in the tigmount gives
water. In this example, the combination of hydrogex oxygen is the
cause of water, and it is predictable that, whenévie combination is
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done in the right proportion, the resultant substais always water. But
in the case of human behaviour, even though theszedagrees of
probability, it is practically impossible to poshiat, for every combination
of factors, the results or consequences are defamd invariable.

At the same time, the observation of certain phesrandoes not
necessarily lead to conclusions that cannot vargnyn way. As a very

simple example, it would be unrealistic to say thahenever an

individual is observed as smiling or laughing, sanhndividual is happy.

This distinction is based on the fact that humandeeand their actions
are not as predictable as the behaviour of elenrentgure. Martin Hollis

illustrates this when he argues that, if Africa derly becomes much
colder, a whole lot of things will change, and ttieg social effects of this
will not be as predictable as the natural effelbesause a lot of human
variables will intervene in determining what theisb effects would be,

for individuals as well as communities (Rosenb2@f)8:6).

Alex Rosenberg expresses the same issue more ticatlyavhen he asks
whether human action can be explained in the way nltural science
explains phenomena in its domain:

If the answer is yes, why are our explanationsush&n action so much
less precise and the predictions based on them usah weaker than
explanations in natural science? If the answeojsamat is the right way
to explain action scientifically? If there is no eaglate scientific

explanation of human actions, as some philosopdratssocial scientists
claim, why does human action require an approafthrdnt from that of

natural science, and what approach is requireddiitmgg, 2008:6)

In its quest for an acceptable explanatory moded, focial sciences
employ the scientific method in their investigaBosp as to achieve the
following objectives:

1. understanding and making more intelligible tebdviour, particularly
the social behaviour, of human beings; 2. establisthe governing laws
behind most human behaviour; 3. understanding tsterly of human
development, in order to predict in the face ofegiMaws, the future
behaviour of man; and 4. guiding the behaviour wihhn beings in a
socially desirable way (Rosenburg, 2008:10).

The extent to which they are able to achieve tiyesds is a different issue
altogether. At best, one can say that the sociahees offerfunctional
explanationsof social phenomena. A functional explanation cfoaial
feature, according to Daniel E. Little;is one that explains the presence
and persistence of the feature in terms of thefi@aleconsequences the
feature has for the on-going working of the sosigtem as a whole.

51



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

40 CONCLUSION

Philosophy and the social sciences and the natgi@nces are so
intricately connected to such an extent that botanges will only have
meaningful examination and explanation of theingtegs in and through
philosophical discourse.

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit discussed the relationship between pbpby, the social
sciences and natural sciences. In the processliseevered that the
relationship between them is so intertwined. bbbsious that the social
sciences and the natural sciences need philosopbg aible to examine
its thinking and methods of operation properly apgropriately.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Discuss the relationship between philosophy anddtiogal sciences and
natural sciences.
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MODULE 2 PHILOSOPHICAL TOOLKITS
INTRODUCTION

This module studies the division of philosophy swashepistemology,
Metaphysics, value theory and Logic and their reteship with the
philosophy of social sciences. It is against thi€Kground that this
module is divided into four study units. They afpistemology and the
Social Sciences; metaphysics and the Social s@seMadue Theory and
the Social Sciences and Logic and the Social Segen¥alue theory
concerns issues about the source and justificatioralues, rules, and
norms. What makes an act morally permissible oramtimg good?
Epistemology concerns human knowledge. What canestknowledge
and how is knowledge justified? Finally, metaphgsasks about the
fundamental characteristics of the world. What@eses? Are humans
free? What does it mean to be rational? It woutlclear from the fore
going discussions that the philosophy of sociarsce draws on all three
of these sub-fields. What, then, makes the philbgayf social science
distinctive as a domain of inquiry within philosgfh

The answer provided so far is that the philosoplguoastions arise out of
the practice of a collection of empirical disci@s called “the social
sciences.” So far so good, but is there anythirg ties these questions
together? | think not, at least, not in any streegse. Any attempt to
strictly demarcate the philosophy of social sciengebound to be
overwhelmed with counter-examples. More importanych strict
discipline would stunt our inquiries. As you stuglyilosophy you will
find that one question leads to another, sometimemexpected ways.
The field of philosophy is crisscrossed by intelled lines of inquiry, and
the boundaries among domains must remain fuzzyeifave to follow
where our investigations lead.

The topics to be discussed in the module are:

Unit 1 Epistemology and the social sciences
Unit 2 Ontology and the social sciences
Unit 3 Logic and the social sciences

Unit 4 Ethics and the social sciences

UNIT 1 EPISTEMOLOGY (THEORY OF
KNOWLEDGE) AND THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objective of the study
3.0 Main Content

4.0 Summary
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5.0 Conclusion
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References /Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the term Epistemology andeitstionship with the
social sciences. In the process, it defines epistegy as the theory of
knowledge, discusses the divisions of epistemolagg examines the
relationships between epistemology and the sociahses.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

know the meaning of epistemology

examine the nature of epistemology

explain the relationship between epistemology amibs sciences
relevance of epistemology towards our understangingocial
sciences.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

This unit discusses the meaning of epistemologwels$ as its nature,
relationships with the social sciences and thevaglee of epistemology
towards our understanding of the social science®egins with the
meaning of epistemology.

3.1 Meaning and definition of Epistemology

Epistemology is the theory of knowledge that sdekanswer questions
concerning the possibility of knowledge and howwlezlge claims can
be justified. One of the basic tasks of epistemplag to proffer
justifications to knowledge claims such that whereeson says he knows
something, he can be certain about knowing it aedmould not be
guessing or trapped in the natural attitude of Bggabelief with
knowledge or opinion with truth. Traditionally, kwtedge is known as
Justified True Belief which is interpreted as: l@im to know something,
one must be justified in knowing it, the claim mbsttrue and one must
believe the claim. In epistemology, the way knowleds acquired is
broadly divided into two forms which are Empiricissnd Rationalism.
We shall now take a proper look at these two divisi
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3.1.1 Empiricism

Have you ever tried to share a cultural or religisiew with someone
and found it difficult to buttress your point witloncrete examples? Have
you had to explain the notion of angels, ancesspisits or God and your
listener says, so long as | cannot hear, smetlé,téeel, or see any of these
ideas, they are in fact nonsense and do not eX8stsl? a person with this
kind of outlook on life is a typical empiricist. H# she has reduced the
whole of reality to the physical. Empiricism asledry opines that
knowledge of anykind is a product of sense peroeplt emphasises that
our experiences are ultimately reducible to physealences. What this
implies is that empiricists believe in the prioriy sense experience to
reason. Knowledge acquired through sense experisnkaown as a
posteriori knowledge which simply means knowledfieraexperience.
This explains why the hypothesized individual abowveuld reject
metaphysical concepts like angels, spirit or Gadwell as knowledge
from intuition or abstraction.

The philosopher, David Hume is a strong advocateropiricism. He
says, If we take in our hand any volume; of diwnibr school
metaphysics; for instance, let us ask, does it ainnany abstract
reasoning concerning quantity or number? No. Ddesontain any
experimental reasoning concerning matter of faact aeristence? No.
Commit it then to the flames: for it can contairihing but sophistry and
illusion (Omoregbe, 1991: 3). Here is Hume disnmgsthe whole of
metaphysical ideas from the realm of knowledge §ibpcause they lack
phenomenal or concrete existence. He believeddahany concept to be
real, it must be able to create impressions. lermo#ords, it must have a
correlate or referent in the world. In this sersethe one hand, when |
say the word boy, it has a concrete, verifiablierent and is therefore
real. On the other hand, when | say the word §pihas no concrete
verifiable referent and should be dismissed. Husn# ithe view that the
meaning of a word is in what the word communicaldéss means that,
referentially, every word must stand for somethifigerefore, if we
cannot perceive a word's referent and we cannaiteran actual image
of this referent, then that word is meaningless.

John Locke rejects innate ideas the same way Hejaets metaphysical
ideas. Locke believes that the human mind at bwdk atabula rasa(a
clean slate) and that no individual came into wuosld with inborn ideas,
as all knowledge comes from experience. What hensiisahat we knew
nothing prior to being born and that it is only éém this world that we
begin to form ideas as we encounter reality throoigthperception with
the five senses. In his work titledn Essay Concerning Human
Understanding he stated that all ideas come from sensatiaeftection
and went on to add that we may suppose the mibd,tas we say, a white
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paper, void of all characters, without ideas. Hesatow then does an
idea enter into the mind? How does the mind formages and create
endless variety of memories? What furnishes thedmith all the
materials of reason and knowledge? To these qusstidocke answers
in one word: from EXPERIENCE (Omoregbe, 1991: 60).

Locke totally believes that nothing enters into tugman mind without

first passing through the senses. The mind he slagmincapable of

forming its own ideas and is therefore reliant emse experience for
knowledge formation. From Minima's, quotation ofdke in his paper

titted Problems in Locke's Theory of Knowlegdgeocke admonished

thus; Let anyone examine his own thoughts and tigily search into

his understanding and then let him tell me whettllethe original ideas

he has there are any other than from the sense$tloe operation of his
mind considered as objects of his reflection: aond lyreat a mass of
knowledge so ever he imagines to be lodged therajilh upon taking a

strict view see that he had not any idea in hisdniat what one of these
two' have imprinted; though perhaps with infinitariety compounded
and enlarged by the understanding (Omoregbe, ¥391.:

By these two as stated above, Locke (Omoregbe,: B®Iwas making
reference to (1) simple ideas and (2) complex ide@ish he had earlier
discoursed in higssay Concerning Human UnderstandiSgmple ideas
are basically individual products of experiencescaaceived by the
senses while complex ideas are formed through &ic@tion of various
simple ideas through the power of the mind. Fotainee, a man is a
simple idea, a lion‘ is another simple idea but toenbination of the
properties of a man and the properties of a lionréate an image of a
man with a lion‘s head would form a complex ideaeTsenses cannot
furnish us with the image of a man with a lion‘atieas nothing of such
is believed to exist. It takes the power of thedrtimough reason to create
such a complex idea. Meanwhile, reason cannot gontithout relying
on information from the senses. This is why oncairgg.ocke believes
that we cannot find any information in the humamadnthat is not a
product of the senses.

3.1.2 Rationalism

This segment discusses rationalism as a branclpisteenology. On
certain occasions, you may have encountered pedpdespeak so highly
of ideas or knowledge beyond the physical. Sometjme hear people
talk about the physical world as being a dream mege passage into the
real world. Such people may not deny that thesuch a reality as the
physical world which is accessible by the sensédeélieve that things in
the physical world are mere phenomena or shadowshefideal,
metaphysical or real world which is accessibledgson. Rationalism is
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that school of thought in epistemology which hdlus knowledge comes
from reason. It advocates the reality and priooityapriori knowledge,
that is, knowledge that is acquired without thedithe senses.

Plato is a well-known rationalist who made a didion between the
Physical World and the Intelligible World (seveyaléferred to as Ideal
or Real World, World of Forms and Ideas). In Plattheory of the
Divided Line, he broadly divided reality into twevels: the intelligible
world occupying the higher level and the visibleridooccupying the
lower level and stated thus; Take a line dividew imvo unequal parts,
one to represent the visible order, the other titelligible; and divide
each part again in the same proportion, symbolizdegrees of
comparative clearness or obscurity (Omoregbe. 188):

Plato‘s description is such that the higher levikioh is occupied by the
intelligible world is the world of pure knowledgationality, thought and
the Forms, while the lower level which is occupdthe visible world
is the world of opinion, belief, imagination, thsigshadows and images.
He believes that things in the visible world hawereality in themselves
as they rely on the intelligible world for theiratgy. This is why he calls
visible world a mere phenomenon of the intelligitMerld, shadow of the
Forms or prototype of the archetype.

René Descartes is another rationalist who did gageathat the senses are
capable of leading anyone to true, certain andbitdble knowledge. He
casts doubts on the senses saying that they aeptdecand unreliable.
With this claim, he refuted the position of the enggsts claiming that it
is unreliable. He believes that reason alone caridin a person with the
certainty of knowledge. This is because reasomap®lble of abstraction,
intuition and apprehension of reality. He arrivédhe ability of reason to
attain certainty of knowledge through his princigé the Methodic
Doubt. For he said; Because | wished to give mysifely to the search
after truth, | thought that it was necessary for tmeadopt apparently
opposite course and reject as absolutely falseydweg concerning
which | could imagine the least ground of doubtorder to see whether
afterwards there remained anything in my beliefdictvhwas entirely
certain (Lawhead, 2002: 232).

In the process doubting and setting aside allliragver admitted as true
or real, he came to the conclusion that he wasiceabout the fact the he
was thinking. All attempts to doubt the fact ofstiprocess was a further
confirmation of the existence of his thought. Tisigot far from the fact
that the act of doubting is an act of thinking.c&iio doubt is to think, it
follows that thought is irrefutable and it takedyoan existing being to
think. This was how he arrived at his famous dictuoogito ergo sum’
(I think therefore, | exist). Descartes's doubtdéam to the discovery of
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the certainty of thought and the existence of thié d.awhead, 2002:
232).

3.2 Nature of epistemology

One of the conditions for accepting a belief ag tigithat such a belief
must have a justifier. An instance of a justifieswd be the availability

of proof, evidence or reason given in support ofaam. For instance, if

there was no power supply while on your way outhef house, yet you

put a cup of water in the refrigerator only to ratand discover that there
was ice in the refrigerator and the water was inoxe this situation, the

frozen water and the ice in the refrigerator assoas or proofs which
serve as justification for the belief that therd baen power supply while
you were away.

Theory of justification in epistemology offers angprehensive and
legitimate account for beliefs. Epistemologists iaterested in different
forms of belief which exhibit justificatory groun@s motivation behind
why an individual holds a belief to be either tardalse. It is at this point
that we see a very close relationship between kedgd and truth. For a
claim to pass as knowledge, it must first be tme mdubitable. In the
event that an individual makes a case, and anathttrat point offers a
reason to doubt it, the proper course of actiontlier individual who
makes the case would typically be to give suppojustification for his
or her position. Epistemologically, there are d#f& theories for offering
justifications for knowledge claims. This includesprrespondence
theory, coherence theory and foundationalism.

3.2.1Correspondence Theory

Correspondence as a theory of knowledge justiboais very important
in the establishment of claims. Newscasters, wisporting a state of
affairs from their studio often rely on a corresgence reporter who is
present at the scene of the event to provide @sflaudios and videos or
conduct interviews in support of the claim madeabyeporter in the
studio. We see that it is not just enough to refmthe world that ballot
boxes were snatched during an election. Such mcilahen backed with
a correspondence report gives credence to it.

The correspondence theory holds that a fact iggegeanent, a harmony
or correspondence of a state of affairs with treg weorld. As it were, a
belief must concur with the situation on groundhageneral rule before it
can pass as convincing. Roderick Chisholm is ofvibe that, a state of
affairs p is identical with a state of affairs cpifd only if, necessarily, p
occurs' if and only if g also occurs. He went onstyy in another work
that whoever believes p believes g, and vice @k#sholm, 1981: 118).
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For a state of affairs to be true, it must exist ba verifiable. This means
that the mode of talking about truth that appearse most appealing in
epistemology is that truth would always have a espntation on the
ground. This gives us a reason to say that truthrsflection of reality,
as such, whatever knowledge claim that is made emidently conform
to reality. Along these lines, we see that truthdpices knowledge. When
a state of affair has been established as truelse,fthe certainty of the
status of that condition gives us knowledge abloetcondition.

3.2.2 Coherence Theory

One way of comprehending the term coherentism ithitak about a
spider web. The spider begins to spin from a vieny $pot at the middle
and continues to form somewhat irregular concemrices around the
spot until it gets big enough to trap insects @wd. A careful look at the
web would reveal several strands of thread woveiorim the web and
most importantly, each strand is connected to & and continuously.
The one provides support for the other in a way lieds to the overall
strength of the web. In the same way, when a stisshtbken, it weakens
the overall strength of the web as a whole.

Coherentism holds that a statement is true if thereoherence or
agreement between the statement and a systemalycdicstatements
already known to be true. Laurence BonJour (1998=tated that
—beliefs are justified by virtue of their coherengigh each other and
Ernest Sosa (1998: 200) is of the view that a baipistified if and only
if it has a place within a system of beliefs that doherent and
comprehensive.

According to coherentists, the primary objects wdtification are not
individual beliefs but, rather, belief systems. @libf system is justified
if other parts of the belief system agrees or ceheappropriately.
Individual beliefs are justified by virtue of belging to such a set of
beliefs. Therefore, for the coherentist, epistejustification is a holistic
notion rather than a hierarchical one as implietbundationalism. The
picture is not of basic beliefs being intrinsicgligtified and then passing
on their justification to other beliefs. It is, Inat, of justification emerging
when one's belief system hangs together, or col{fEmdey 1998: 4248).

Coherence among beliefs is then, a matter of ceemgig. If a set of
beliefs is inconsistent, it is impossible for dktbeliefs in the set to be
true, and hence they are not mutually supportiveweéler, consistency
is not enough for coherence; beliefs that are attogy unrelated to one
another are consistent, but they are not mutuallgpsrtive. Some
coherentists suggest that mutual entailment isireddor coherence in
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such a way that every member of a coherent setgbeuweductible from
other members of the set. However, BonJour thifikelberence as more
than mere consistency but less than mutual entatlnsaying that it

comes in degrees, with the degree increasing with number of

inferential connections among the component belgfdhe set and
decreasing with the number of unexplained anomatieherentism is
viewed as a denial of foundationalism. It is thuslam that not all

knowledge and justified beliefs rest ultimately arfoundation of self-

referential knowledge.

3.2.3 Foundationalism

When we hear of the word foundation’, what comesmimd most
probably is a building. There can be no buildinghaut a foundation. It
serves as the base upon which the entire buildistsrin addition, as is
popularly said, when the foundation is faulty, thelding is doomed to
collapse. Foundationalism in epistemology enta#lsidy self-justifying
and self-referential beliefs that give justificgt@upport to other beliefs.
Some philosophers who are referred to as foundaligia are of the
opinion that just like the building as mentionedowd, sure and
incorrigible knowledge must be founded on foundaithat are already
known to be fixed and unshakable.

One might say, with a level of assurance that themgry aim of
foundationalists is to invalidate the claim of soskeptics who opine that
it is impossible to acquire absolute knowledge. the event that
foundationalists have already lay claim to absokrewledge, just as
would anyone whose claim is rebuffed, it is expécthat the
foundationalists should offer convincingly justdiory grounds for the
legitimization of their position.

Okoye (2011:36) stated that two things are requicedoundationalist

claim to stand. The first is that there should h@ecount of known basic
beliefs that are indubitable. The Second is tharehshould be an
epistemic assent to what we believe. This for lemvinat differentiates
foundationalism from other justificatory theori€enerally, it is believed
that these basic beliefs do not stand in needstifization simply because
they are self-evident and other beliefs are juestifithrough them.
Therefore, these basic beliefs provide foundatidos epistemic

justifications.

The construction of a new foundation for any buitdinvolves pulling
down the entire structure. Rene Descartes (197BwWR0 is a popular
foundationalist is of the view that it is not simdbr aesthetic reasons
that a building is rebuilt, because some buildiagsrebuilt and modified
necessarily in light of the fact that their foundas are defective. His
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methodic doubt was his own way of reconstructirggehtire building of
knowledge. He questioned and dismissed everythag lieclouds the
mind‘s view in its endeavour to attain certainty. the process of his
doubt, he found a reality that was impossible for to question or doubt.
This reality was the affirmation of his thought. B@w over the span of
his doubting process that he could not questiotionibt the fact that he
doubted. In other words, he could not doubt thétyeaf the fact that he
was thinking. Itis this according to DescartesiclHed to the clear proof
of his existence. Since to doubt is to think, iolhs to exist. He went on
to say that; he had chosen to doubt that everythiaighad been registered
in his mind could possibly be products of hallutioias or simply dreams.
Yet, almost immediately he discovered that whilewses attempting to
discredit everything as false, it must be that e was thinking was in
fact something (a being).

This is why Descartes said, | have an unmistakgdadaght of myself as
a thinking, non-extended thing, and a credible giduwf my body as
extended and non-thinking thing and that the mirndctv is capable of
thinking can exist separately from its body. Aldhgse lines, the mind is
a substance unmistakably different from the body eose nature is
thought.

Given that the essential principle of foundatiosralias earlier stated is
the supposition that there are foundational orddasowledge from which
other non-basic claims are determined, and mothatdoundationalism
holds that these basic beliefs are self-justifyamgl therefore need no
further justification, Descartes resolved that kimg' is the most
profound state of affairs that cannot be deniechauit running into
contradiction. Thinking then, became the foundatiggton which the
entire edifice of his belief system was builtdffiom this position that he
went on to provide justification for his other dpigic claims about the
existence of himself, other beings and ultimatebdG

3.3 The Problems of Epistemology

From the above, we can tell that there are diffeneositions like

empiricism and rationalism when it comes to knowkedlaims. In the
same way, there are different positions competimgpfominence when
it comes to offering justification for knowledgeckuas foundationalism,
correspondence and coherence theories. The majoblepn of

epistemology therefore, revolves around respondinghe challenges
posed by skeptics and being able to offer irrefigtgbstifications for

knowledge claims. We shall now consider a few efgihoblems.
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3.3.1 The Challenge of Skepticism

Skepticism, an orientation in epistemology is canly challenging the
quest for absolutely certain knowledge. The skspteny the possibility
of certainty in epistemic claims. In fact, theraisense in which the entire
project of epistemology is an attempt to meet shkisptical challenge by
proving that knowledge is possible. Skepticism msd&@a connotes the
critical spirit, the tendency of not being easigtisfied with superficial
evidence and striving to accept only incorrigibleliéfs that are
absolutely certain.

According to Omoregbe (1991: 6) the central problemmodern
epistemology is the problem of knowing whether oumer
representations were accurate, the problem of kmpWwvow the mind can
faithfully represent or mirror an external realitfhe sceptical challenge
has been instrumental to the advancement of knaeledas
epistemologists on their part have tried to projéestifications that will
stand the criticisms of the most rigorous scepdfastification of
knowledge is necessary because, when an individagd he knows
something, and a sceptic casts doubt on it, it inesonecessary for the
claimant to proffer evidence for holding such airalaFor this reason,
another task of the epistemologist is to responthéocriticisms of the
sceptics thereby advancing the course of knowledge.

There are universal sceptics who claim that nogameknow anything at
all, believing that knowledge is impossible. Gosgia an example of an
advocate of this school of thought. He believes iftthere is anything, it
cannot be known; that if anything can be known,c#&nnot be
communicated by one person to another (Anthony426Q) therefore,
nothing exists. But there are individuals who baedi¢hat they at least
know some things and are certain about the exist@icsuch things.
Descartes who was initially sceptical about allnggs came to the
conclusion that one can at least be certain ahisudrther existence as a
thinking being. There have been responses to desalenial of
knowledge as held by Gorgias.

St. Augustine for instance, is of the view thaanfyone says we cannot
know anything for certain, we should ask him ifiseertain about what
he claims. If he says no, we should disregard loimhé cannot be taken
seriously but, if he says yes, then he should b&r@what he is at least
certain that he cannot know anything for certamnother words, anyone
who doubts the possibility of knowing anything t@rtain knows at least
one thing for certain, and that is the fact thatlbebts (Omoregbe, 1990:
16). With this response, Augustine was able to shibat it is
contradictory to hold that knowledge is absolutetpossible.
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Immanuel Kant in his workritique of Pure Reasof1978: 21held that,
things in themselves are forever inaccessiblegdtiman mind. For him,
this is because we only know things empiricallptigh sense experience.
Any attempt to begin to find underlying factors minciples beneath
things leads to metaphysics. Therefore, we knomgthias they appear to
us. We know them through their attributes and dieali He concluded
that knowledge concerning the soul, the world ad @re not genuine
because they are-mere thought entities, fictions of the brain, oeydo
objects.

3.3.2 The Problem of Appearance and Reality

The problem of appearance and reality arises aswtrof the difficulty
in differentiating between them. We often times medference to the one
in place of the other, the same way an uncriticaldninds it difficult to
distinguish between knowledge and opinion. The th@&yworld appears
to us most times is not what it really is. For amte, when we look into
the sky, we see the sun rising from the East aticthgen the West. This
rising and setting to the ordinary eyes connotegement but it has been
scientifically proven with justification from imageéaken from the moon
that the sun is motionless. Meaning that whileghe appears to move,
in reality it does not move.

We may have seen a stick or a rod when partialmérsed in a pool of
water appearing bent to the sight but when comlgletg of the water, it
is straight. There are instances of mirages andidhs which make us
wonder if we can be certain about the true natfitbings. If this is the
case, what guarantee do we have for our claimsadavledge no matter
the epistemic orientation we hold?

3.4 Relationship Between Epistemology and The Social
Sciences

The technical term for theory of Knowledge is ‘épisology’. In the

seventeenth-century disputes about philosophy amhce there were
two main alternative views, in opposition to eatheo. Generally, the
master-builders had a ‘rationalist’ view of theuratof knowledge. They
were very impressed by mathematics, which seemedrtive at

absolutely certain conclusions by formal reasonifige seventeenth
century French philosopher Descartes is perhapbdbeknown of the
rationalists. His method of systematically doubtewgrything that could
be doubted led him to the conclusion that eveneaddubted he must at
least be thinking. So what could not be doubted mg&eswn existence as
a thinking being. This provided the certain founatafrom which he was
able (at least to his own satisfaction!) to begia task of reconstructing
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the whole edifice of knowledge. The rival theorjkabwledge, generally
associated with the under-labourer view, was ‘efcigm’.

For the empiricist philosophers (Honderich 1999, 3% sole source of
knowledge about the world was the evidence of eases. At birth, they
held, the human mind is a blank sheet, as it ward,our knowledge is
acquired subsequently, through learning to recagrezurrent patterns in
our experience, and attaching general ideas to.t@mnuine knowledge
(as distinct from mere belief, or prejudice) isiliaa to the statement of
these patterns in experience, and what can bereafdrom them. The
apparent certainty of the conclusions of mathemahtend logical
arguments, which the rationalists were so imprebsed due to the fact
that they are true by definition. So the certawmitguch statements as ‘All
bachelors are male’, or ‘2+2=4’, tells us nothing &idn’t already know
about the world. They are statements in which wdemexplicit the
implications of the way we define certain words, mathematical
operations. As we will see, the empiricist vievknbwledge has been the
one that most natural and social scientists hapeapd to when making
out their claims to

provide genuine or authoritative knowledge. It isoathe view of
knowledge which is closest to most people’s comrsense intuitions:
‘Seeing is believing,” ‘I saw it with my own eyes.’

The history of theories of knowledge has been tydseund up with each
other. Sciences such as physics and chemistryhwhblig a great deal on
observation and experiment, have tended to justi&§r methods and
knowledge-claims in terms of the empiricist view &howledge.
Empiricist philosophers have tended to return tragliment, by treating
science as the highest form of genuine knowledgeften even the only
one. In the twentieth century, empiricist philosegh(particularly those,
such as R. Carnap (1966), and the British philosoph J. Ayer (1946),
who are known as the ‘logical positivists’) haveebeespecially
concerned to draw a clear dividing line betweerersz, as genuine
knowledge, and various belief-systems such asioalignetaphysics,
psychoanalysis and Marxism. In the empiricist vidvese belief systems,
which sometimes present themselves as scientdic,be shown to be
‘pseudo-sciences’ (though it is a bit more compédahan this — one of
the leading logical positivists, Otto Neurath, vedso a Marxist). One of
the difficulties they have encountered in tryingdim this is that a very
strict criterion of scientific status, which is agkte to the job of keeping
out Marxism, psychoanalysis and the rest, geneaddly rules out a great
deal of established science!

Although empiricist philosophy is concerned witle tiature and scope of

knowledge in general, our concern is more narromit its account of
natural science. We will also be working with aste‘al-typical’ construct
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of empiricist philosophy, which does not take muatiice of the many

different versions of empiricism. Anyone who watttsake these debates

further will need to read more widely to get anadef the more

sophisticated variants of empiricism. For our msgs, the empiricist

view of science can be characterized in termsérsdasic doctrines:

a. The individual human mind starts out as a ‘blaheet. We
acquire our knowledge from our sensory experieridgeeworld
and our interaction with it.

b. Any genuine knowledge-claim is testable by egee
(observation or experiment).

C. This rules out knowledge-claims about beingsmiities which
cannot be observed.

d. Scientific laws are statements about genezaljrring patterns of
experience.

e. To explain a phenomenon scientifically is t@wtthat it is an

instance of a scientific law. This is sometimesmnefd to as the
‘covering law’ model of scientific explanation.

f. If explaining a phenomenon is a matter of shgvihat it is an
example or ‘instance’ of a general law, then knawthe law
should enable us to predict future occurrenceshehpmena of
that type. The logic of prediction and explanai®the same. This
is sometimes known as the thesis of the ‘symmdtexplanation
and prediction’.

g. Scientific objectivity rests on a clear sepiaraof (testable) factual
statements from (subjective) value judgements.

We can now put some flesh on these bare bonesfifBheloctrine of
empiricism is associated with it historically, buis not essential. In the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, empiri@sited to accept some
version of the association of ideas as their thebhow the mind works,
and how learning takes place. This governed thé&swvof how
individuals acquire their knowledge (that is, fr@rperience, and not
from the inheritance of innate ideas, or instintday’'s empiricists are
not bound to accept this, and they generally.

make an important distinction between the procégsiaing or acquiring
knowledge (a matter for psychology) and the proodégsssting whether
beliefs or hypotheses (however we acquired them) tare. In the
terminology of Karl Popper, this is the distinctioatween the ‘context of
discovery’ and the ‘context of justification’.

The second doctrine of empiricism is at the corehad philosophical
approach. The basic point the empiricists are ntpldarthat if you want
us to accept any claim as true, you should be #@blstate what the
evidence for it is. If you can go on claiming ittise whatever evidence
turns up, then you are not making a factual stamena¢ all. If the
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manufacturer of a food additive claims that it iafes for human

consumption, but cannot give evidence that any@seykt consumed it,
we would expect the official body concerned witbdosafety standards
to refuse to accept their assurances. If theypimevide results of tests on
animal and subsequently human consumers of theupradhich show

unexpected instances of symptoms of food-poisoniug,continue to

insist the product is safe, we might start to saspleat they are not
interested in the truth, but solely in selling tw@duct. Thus far, this
doctrine of empiricism accords very closely withdely held (and very
reasonable!) intuitions.

It is important to note that our statement of tleeand doctrine of
empiricism could be misleading. For empiricism, tatement can be
accepted in this sense as genuine knowledge, sciastific, without
being true. The important point is that statemenist be capable of being
shown to be truer false by referring to actual or possible sources of
evidence. On this criterion, ‘The moon is made ofeq cheese’ is
acceptable, because it can be made clear whatneeadd the senses will
count for it, and what evidence will count agailhsf statement such as
‘God will reward the faithful is ruled out becauseannot be made clear
what evidence would count for or against it, ordaese believers continue
to believe in it whatever evidence turns up. Tlager possibility is
significant, since for some empiricists the tedighbof a statement is not
so much a matter of the properties of the statermeof the way believers
in it respond to experiences which appear to cagatnst it.

But once we recognize that there might be a chaboait whether to give
up our beliefs when we face evidence which seernsuat against them,
this raises problems about what it is to test &hedr knowledge-claim.
In a recently reported case, it was claimed byoaugrof researchers that
rates of recovery of patients suffering from a ptigdly fatal disease who
were undergoing additional treatment at a compleargrclinic were
actually worse than those of patients not undegthis treatment. This
appeared to be strong evidence that the treatmasiveffective, if not
actually harmful. Would it have been right for ttimic to have accepted
these findings, and to have closed down forthwith?the event,
subsequent analysis of the data suggested thanpaselected for the
additional treatment had, on average, poorer prsgmohan those who
were not. They were, in any case, less likely tcover, so that the
research did not, after all, show the treatmerti@¢aneffective or even
harmful. Even had advocates of the ‘complementaegtment not been
able to show this weakness in the research deigg,might well have
argued that a more prolonged investigation, or whieh included the
results of a number of different clinics offerirfgetsame sort of treatment,
might have come up with more favourable evidence.

67



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

In this case, a potentially beneficial treatmergimihave been abandoned
if its advocates had been too ready to accept appavidence against it.
On the other hand, to keep hanging on to a bajeinst repeated failure
of test expectations starts to look suspicious. eiew, because tests
rarely, if ever, provide conclusive proof or dispfof a knowledge-claim,
judgement is generally involved in deciding how wteeigh the
significance of new evidence. In practice it canvieey difficult to see
where to draw the line between someone who is lreiagpnably cautious
in not abandoning their beliefs, and someone whogsnatically hanging
on to them come what may. This is a big problemth@ empiricist
philosophers of science who want a sharp dividing between science
and pseudo-science, and want to base it on theziontof ‘testability’ by
observation or experiment. To preserve the distiadtatus of scientific
knowledge-claims they need to reduce the scope légitimate
disagreement about how to weigh evidence for omaga hypothesis.
There are two obvious ways of doing this. One ibdovery strict about
what can count as a hypothesis, or scientific staté¢, so that the
knowledge-claims it makes are very closely tiedh® evidence for or
against it. A general statement which just sumnearidescriptions of
direct observations might satisfy this requirement.

40 CONCLUSION

Knowledge of epistemology is very central to ougqusition of social
knowledge which in turn determines our thinking amcting in the
society.

5.0 SUMMARY

Epistemology studies the meaning, nature, basianmef acquisition of
knowledge. It goes further to question our meansacduisition of
knowledge. It addressed the theories of knowledgeh s as
correspondence theory, coherence theory and foienddéism. We also
examined the problems of epistemology. We also udsed the
relationship between epistemology and the sociahses and discovered
that epistemology is very essential to the studfefsocial sciences. We
discovered that there is need for studies in tlegaksciences to guided
by the principles of epistemology to enable theotmhpresent facts that
are devoid of deception and hallucination.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Discuss the relevance of epistemology to sociahbielr.
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UNIT 2 METAPHYSICS AND THE SOCIAL SCIENCES
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objectives

3.0 Main Content

4.0 Summary

5.0 Conclusion

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/ Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit examines the meaning, nature and divessminMetaphysics as
well as some problems in Metaphysics, such asrbldgm of universals
and particulars, the problem of the existence afl,Gloe problem of evil

and the mind-body problem and relevance of metaphye the social

sciences. Philosophers generally disagree aboutitiuee of metaphysics
but this does not mean that the concept itselfompetely elusive.

Aristotle and the medieval philosophers have gidédferent opinions

about what metaphysics is all about. They have empitnat it is the

attempt to identify the first causes, in particul&od or the Unmoved
Mover and also, they conceive of it as the veryegahscience of being
quabeing.

The term metaphysics’ derives from the Greek wardta-physika
meaning the work after physics, that is to say,vibeks after those that
concern natural things. Apparently, Andronicus dfoRes who edited
Aristotle’'s work gave this name to one of the bookshe collection of
the writings of Aristotle, a book that is a broasearch into the more
general categories of being. It seemed that Andusnhamed this book
the metaphysics' just because he made it the nekime after the
physics. However, the subsequent mistranslatiothef Greek prefix
meta, which means _transcending® or beyond' promoted the
misconception that metaphysics is the study of tupernatural
(Hoffman, 2011:1).

Basically, metaphysics is what Aristotle describedhe first philosophy’
or first science’, a comprehensive inquiry into thidmate nature of
reality. As such, metaphysics consist of a systensatidy of the more
general categories of being, and of the more gémemgs of relating
entities.
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2.0 OBJECTIVES

By the end of this unit, you will be able to:

o examine the meaning of ontology

o examine the various traditions in ontology.

. know the relationships between various traditiond the social
sciences.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 Definition of Metaphysics

Metaphysics is a branch of philosophy that dealth viundamental
qguestions about the nature of reality. The etymickdgdefinition of
metaphysics holds that the term metaphysics ivel@rrom the Greek
wordsmeta-physikameaning after physics or transcending the physical.
Among philosophers, from Descartes onwards, the teetaphysical has
come to have the distinct sense of having to db wibat lies beyond
what is visibly available to the senses. In itsp@st form, metaphysics
represents a science that seeks ultimate knowledgeality which
broadly comprises ontology and cosmology. Metapsyas is generally
understood, therefore furnishes us with knowledgeality transcending
the world of science, common sense or the phendmeril.

3.2 Divisions of Metaphysics

3.2.1 Ontology

Metaphysics, as have been roughly analysed, camieberibed as the
science and study of the first cause or ultimateseand of the first and
most universal principle of reality. Metaphysic€ludes ontology, the
science of being, concerned with the general caigggomn of what exists
and of what could exist. It is the study of whatds of things exist and
what entities there are in the universe. Ontoleghe study of being’, as
it has been understood from the time of Parmenidiedo, Aristotle and
Thomas Aquinas up to the present (Omoregbe, 13)00htology being
a division of metaphysics, can be regarded as eutgese philosophy
which investigates the nature of human existermesality, the notion of
God and a number of other subject matter whichfealhtrospection and
analysis. Metaphysics which is the most generallafisciplines aims to
identify the nature and structure of all that thexeand central to this
project is the delineation of the categories ohgdlOmoregbe, 1990: 45).
Ontology does not just examine the essential cdasédeing and how
they identify with each other, it is concerned abae come to know
whether classifications of being are basic andstalout what sense the
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things in those classes might be said to exiss. the investigation into
being in so much as it is being, that is being Iogiag’, or into beings to
the extent that they exist.

The word is ‘has two different uses in Englishfefiéntiated in ontology.

It can mean existence as in there is an elephaheimoom’. It can also
signify the possession of a property by an objsab @¢he elephant is grey
i.e. the elephant has grayness. A few rationdikssgvise incorporate sub-
classing as a third form of is-ness' or being, mghe elephant is a
mammal’. Ontology gives a record of which wordsi@é# to entities,

which do not, why, and what classes result (Omae$B90: 46).

3.2.2 Cosmology

Cosmogony deals specifically with the origin of theiverse while
cosmology is the study of the universe as wellh@smaterial structure
and laws governing the universe conceived as agreddset. Cosmology
is a division of metaphysics that deals with theld/as the totality of all
phenomena in space and time. It aims to study tirédvand to explain it
in its totality, a venture which appears unattaleaiwing to the fact that
it is impossible to have experience of all phenomentheir entirety.
Historically, it has been shown to have a broagheashich in many cases
was traceable to religion. However, in modern tim#saddresses
guestions about the Universe which are beyonddbpesof the physical
sciences. It is distinguished from religious cosmggl in that it
approaches these questions using philosophical adgthsuch as
dialectics. Cosmology tries to address questiool ag; what is the origin
of the Universe? What is its first cause? Is iistexice necessary? What
are the ultimate material components of the Un&@r8Vhat is the
ultimate reason for the existence of the Univei3e@s the cosmos have
a purpose? Cosmology is the science of reality ra®rderly whole,
concerned with the general characterization oftseas an ordered, law
governed system. As such, ontological and cosmodbgconcerns
intertwine. Cosmology seeks to understand thermagd meaning of the
universe by thought alone.

3.3 Problems of Metaphysics

3.3.1 Problem of Universals and Particulars

This problem originates from a famous passage inptBoy's
Introduction to Aristotle's Categories: IsagogeheTtreatise which was
translated by Boethius appears at the beginnirthefbove mentioned

work and it raised the following problem: are genand species real, or
are they empty inventions of the intellect?
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MacLeod and Rubenstein (2008: 22) describe Unil®m@s a class of
mind-independent entities, usually contrasted witidividuals or
particulars, postulated to ground and explain i@tat of qualitative
identity and resemblance among individuals. Thatest that individuals
are similar in virtue of sharing universals. Foaewle, an apple and a
ruby are both red, and their common redness reéute sharing a
universal‘. They believe that if they are both sdhe same time, then
the universal, red, must be in two places at orideey therefore
concluded that this makes universals quite diffefiem individuals; and
it makes them controversial.

The problem of universals alludes to the issuelwdtiver properties exist,
and assuming this is the case, what are they IRefperties are
characteristics or relations that at least two elsi® share for all intents
and purpose. The different sorts of propertiesef@mple, qualities and
relations, are alluded to as universals. For irtgaane can envision three
cup holders on a table, that share for all intant$ purpose the nature of
being round or epitomizing circularity or two gitlsat share practically
speaking, being the female offsprings of Frank.rélae numerous such
properties, for example, being human, red, malefemnale, fluid,
enormous or little, taller than, father of, andoso While Philosophers
concur that people discuss and think about pragerthey differ on
whether these universals exist in all actualityust in the mind.

It is commonly said that all humans are one witjard to their humanity.
So defenders of realism conclude that there mubub®anity outside of
the mind, which exists in the same way in all slagmen. Aquinas is of
the view that even if a particular individual, Saters as an example, is a
human being and that another individual, Platorasxample, is a human
being, it is not necessary that both have numdyitaé same humanity
any more than it is necessary for two white thitegisave numerically the
same whiteness. On the contrary, it is only necgstzat the one
resemble the other in having an individual humajuisy as the other does.
It is for this reason that the mind, when it coes&gl an individual
humanity, not as belonging to this or that indiafbut as such forms a
concept that is common to them all.

The world seems to contain many individual thirggh physical such as
tables, books and cars, and abstract such asdesaty and number. The
former objects are called particulars. Particudmessaid to have attributes
such as size, shape, colour and location, and @vticplars may have
some such attributes in common. The nature of tlagéutes and
whether they have any real existence, and if satadt kind, is a long-
standing metaphysical problem in philosophy. Meyeptians concerned
with questions about universals or particularsiarerested in the nature
of objects and their properties, and the relatignsetween the two.
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Some like Plato, argue that properties are absitgetts, existing outside
of space and time, to which particular objects bgaecial relations.
Others maintain that particulars are a bundle dection of properties.

3.3.2 The Problem of the Existence of God

If God is conceived as the Supreme Being, Beingjf|tthe source and

Creator of all beings, then the question of hisstxice is of great

importance. It is indeed paradoxical that there ldidoe a need to prove
the existence of this Being of all beings, yet ibgirecisely the situation

philosophers and theologians find themselves imgesiGod cannot be
perceived by human senses. The overall theistitaragion is that God

transcends finite forms of being and thus cannotelaehed directly by

finite human minds, although indirect rational ggmay be possible.

The opposite position concludes that God canngpebecived because he
simply does not exist. This leads to the esseqtiaktion of the meaning
of existence' as it applies to God.

Anselm's argument for the existence of God is mgmal in nature. He
believes that the notion of God can be couchetiendea of something
than which nothing greater can be conceived‘ bexdosbe greater
connotes better perfection. For this reason, sanggthan which nothing
more perfect can be conceived has to be more pefiso, for the reason
that humans have this knowledge, Anselm concluass something than
which nothing greater can be conceived, at ledstex our minds as an
object of thought. One may want to ask at this pdithis Being also
exist in reality? Anselm argues in the affirmatsagying that if nothing
than which nothing greater can be conceived doésxist in reality,
then, we would not be able to conceive it.

Leibniz‘'s argument for God‘s existence is also @gaal in nature.

Considering the perfect harmony that exists amaigtances which do
not communicate with each other, for him is a pairno the fact that a
supremely intelligent being must be the cause®htérmony. According
to Leibniz (1968: 33), whatever follows from thes& or definition of

anything can be predicated of that thing. Sincentost perfect being
includes all perfection, among which is existereeastence follows from
the idea of God...therefore existence can be prezticait God.

3.3.3 The Problem of Evil

The existence of evil and suffering in our worléss to pose a serious
challenge to belief in the existence of a perfeoddf God were all-
knowing, it seems that God would know about althef horrible things
that happen in our world. If God were all-powerfdlhd would be able to
do something about all of the evil and sufferingrtkermore, if God were
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morally perfect, then surely God would want to @ongthing about it.
And yet we find that our world is filled with codass instances of evil
and suffering. These facts about evil and suffesagm to conflict with
the orthodox theist claim that there exists a méffegood God. The
challenged posed by this apparent conflict has canbe known as the
problem of evil.

The meaning of evil extends to all that is badnifat or vile. Something
is evil if it is likely to cause harm or cause tobet As such, evil covers
something that is not good as it relates partitylar actions, events,
thoughts, disposition, and utterances. Evil is tiwaich obstructs the
efforts of man to achieve a good and worthwhiles&xice. With regards
to the character of evil, the Manichean view hottiat evil is an
autonomous power and a reality existing alongsidegpod. On the other
hand, the Augustinian view is that evil is a privatof the good or
perfection. In this sense, evil is present whenesgumalities that a thing
should have are lacking in that thing. Thus, evi$es because certain
things that are created intrinsically good haveob&e corrupted.

The harmony in the world led Leibniz (1968: 34)dpine that God

created the best of all possible worlds. He arghatl necessary truths,
including modal truths such as; that unicorns avsesjble, must exist
somewhere... He located these truths as acts of ilhargdeas in the

mind of an omniscient, necessarily existent God wiatemplates them.
In his Monadology’, Leibniz held that in the idezGod, there is infinity

of possible worlds, and as only one can exist,etmeust be a sufficient
reason which made God to choose one rather thantifez. And this

reason can be no other than perfection or fitndssived from the

different degrees of perfection which these woddstain, each possible
world having a claim to exist according to the measof perfection

which it enfolds. And this is the cause of the &nge of that best, which
the wisdom of God discerns, which his goodness sé®mcand his power
effects.

Nevertheless, if this world which is God‘s own drea and choice is the
best of all possible worlds, then our idea of gaodl evil becomes
guestionable. With the evidences of evils and tettpkes in the world,
it is difficult for anyone to say that this is thest of all possible worlds
that a Being, most benevolent can offer. Indeed[&bniz, to say that
this world is the best of all possible worlds isanfirmation that we do
not have a proper idea of good and evil. Evil hid saa necessary and
unavoidable consequence of God's having choseretiethe best of all
possible worlds. However bad we might think thirsge in our world,
they would be worse in any othi@6 So, Leibniz is saying that we cannot
understand the necessity of what we consider &wieionly look at a
particular individual act of evil. This is becausame things that appear
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evil to us sometimes ultimately turn out to be gaod that the omniscient
God who has made it so has sufficient reasons &kimg them so.

3.3.4 The Mind-Body Problem

The mind-body dualism is a metaphysical problenginating from the
view that mental phenomena are, in some respemtsphysical, or that
the mind and body are different entities that apssable. Thus, it focuses
on a set of views about the relationship betweemdnaind matter, and
between subject and object. One of the varianttuafism is substance
dualism.

Substance dualism also known as Cartesian duasisntype of dualism
most famously defended by Rene Descartes, whitbssthat there are
two kinds of reality; the mental and the physichiai corresponds to the
mind and the body respectively. Substance dualfirma an ontological
distinction between properties of the mind and boely, and that
consciousness is ontologically irreducible to neiwtwgy and physics.
This philosophy states that the mind can existidatsf the body and that
it can think, will, opine, reflect and ponder, fduioos which the body
cannot perform. As a philosophical position, substa dualism is
compatible with most theologies which claim thatrioral souls occupy
an independent realm of existence distinct fromdlthe physical world.
It disagrees with the view that matter or the lgviluman bodies can be
appropriately organized in a way that would yieldntal properties.

The mind-body problem originating from this dualisevolves around
the possibility and place of interaction betweea tind and body. That
minds and bodies interact causally is not easigpufiable since our
decision to act leads us to move our body in aiqdar way. The
activities in the body result in conscious sensexperiences. When we
are hungry and need to get some food from the &itcthe moment we
conceive of the idea of moving to the kitchen im aunds, our body
responds in movement. When we have satisfied ongdm our minds
respond as we become happy. However, it is harde® how such
interaction could occur if minds are non-materigtbstances and bodies
are material and extended. Descartes is of thaapthat the mind and
the body do interact and that man is essentialllgirking being who
possesses a body and that this is the reason igiaevhen we hurt our
body. He believes that the mind influences the banly the body also
influences the mind, but encountered a problemgo show where this
interaction takes place.
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3.5 Relevance of Metaphysics to the Social Scieasce

In the history of philosophy the many different wayf answering this
guestion can be loosely divided into four main itieds. ‘Materialists’
have argued that the world is made up entirely aften (or ‘matter in
motion’), and the different characteristics of nmatle objects, living
things, people, societies and so on can in priadyg explained in terms
of the greater or lesser complexity of the orgaioraof matter. By
contrast, ‘idealists’ have argued that the ultimegality is mental, or
spiritual. This may be because they, like Descartieisk that their
experience of their own inner, conscious life is thing they can be most
certain of. If one begins with this, then it caersereasonable to think of
the material objects and other bodies one encasiageronstructs of one’s
own inner thought processes.

Constructivist's views of the external world, wittistorical roots in
Descartes’s philosophy, have become fashionablesoitiology and
related disciplines. But idealists do have difftguiin being fully
convincing when they deny the independent matéyiali the external
world, and, similarly, materialists have difficulbeing fully convincing
in explaining away the distinctive character ofjeahbve experience. This
is why a third option has been quite popular intitstory of philosophy.
This is referred to as ‘dualism’. Again, Descarses convenient and well-
known example. Having convinced himself of his oexistence as a
thinking being, it seemed to him that there wasirgher question as to
whether he existed as an embodied, material being.

Eventually, he was able to be certain of that,ibuhe process came to
see body and mind as two quite different kindshaid, or ‘substance’.
So human individuals were, for him, a rather mystes and contingent
combination of a mechanical body with a ghostly dnior soul (Ryle
1976:21). In Descartes’ discourse we see a closeemtion between
epistemology, or theory of knowledge, on the onedhand ontology, on
the other: what is accepted edstingdepends on how confident we can
be about ourknowledgeof it. For some philosophers, the apparent
difficulty of being sure about the nature of angthbeyond the limits of
our own conscious experience leads them to ‘agrissti. This is not just
the don’t-know option in the philosophers’ publigimion poll. Rather, it
is the positive doctrine that the nature of the ldioas it exists
independently of our subjective experience jushoaibe known.

This rather crude division of philosophers intoatimaterialist, idealist,
dualist and agnostic traditions does have someagt® to debates in the
social sciences, and we can find many echoes ofiéates among
philosophers here. However, the disputes in theaksciences tend to be
more localized in character. They usually conceoh philosophical
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ontology, but what we might call regional or spéoitology. So, instead
of asking ‘What kinds of things are there in ther®, we might, as
biologists, ask ‘What kinds of things are livingganisms made up of, and
how are they put together? As chemists, we migikt aHow many
elements are there, what are their properties,dwtiey interact, and so
on? Each discipline has its own regional ontoldtg/pwn way of listing,
describing and classifying the range of thingsatirehs or processes it
deals with; this is the range of things which &inis to give us knowledge
of.

In the case of the social sciences, there are @@egping controversies
about what the constituents of the social world @me of the most basic
disputes has to do with whether society itselinsralependent reality in
its own right (a ‘realitysui generi§ as Durkheim put it). So-called
‘methodological individualists’ argue against thior them, society is
nothing over and above the collection of individpabple who make it
up. Another ontological dispute concerns whetheciadogists are
justified in referring to social and economic stiures and processes
which exist independently of the symbolic or cudiuneanings of social
actors. Are we justified, for example, in talkingc®logically about
social classes and class interests in societiesaheividual social actors
have no concept of themselves as belonging to Istlasses?

4.0 CONCLUSION

Discourse in social sciences are anchored on ttedogical foundation
of the society.

5.0 SUMMARY

Metaphysics is concerned with explaining the waipngh are' in the
world. It is concerned primarily with being as bgithat is with anything
in so far as it exists. However, metaphysics is ootcerned with
examining the physical properties of things thastebout is, instead, the
study of the underlying principles that give risethe unified natural
world. As such, the problem of evil is a metaphgkane because it deals
with the object evil’ as opposed to good* whiclaisietaphysical subject,
whereas the statement that all things are compafsgms, which are in
turn composed of electrons, protons, and neutransiefinitely not
metaphysics, but the concern of the physical seienc

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Briefly present the ontological foundation of sd&eiences.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit examines logic as the foundation of tleeia sciences
discourse. The main contents of this topic will é@amined under the
following four sub-heads: 1. Definition of logic; Zhe laws of thought;
3. The meaning of argument and 4. Divisions ofdpgind its relevance
to the discourse in the social sciences. Constantiyr everyday life, we
are engaged in thoughts and arguments borderingeweral issues
ranging from personal ones to the ones that hawdotith religion,
economics, culture, politics and so on. Logic helpdo cultivate skills
for critical thinking and the ability to build prepand convincing lines of
reasoning. It helps us to formulate our views gpidions with clarity and
precision. Our ability to make unbiased, valid a&odind judgements in
the course of our arguments depends on our alditynake proper
evaluation of such arguments. Logic aids us in kigweg the ability and
skills required for assessing arguments in pracsitaations and making
proper judgements.

According to Gila Sher (2011: 355), We have muclgam by having a
well-founded logical system and much to lose withooe. Due to our
biological, psychological, intellectual and othenitations, he says that
we as agents of knowledge can establish no moreatsmall part of our
knowledge directly or even relatively directly. Matems of knowledge,
he concludes, have to be established through mdéeteor at least with
considerable help of inference.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study are:

o to know the meaning of logic
. to examine the nature of logic
o to discuss the logical foundation of the discoumssocial sciences.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENTS
3.1 Meaning and Nature of Logic

Logic, in its traditional sense, is the study ofreat inference. It studies
formal structures and non-formal relations whickdhzetween evidence
and hypothesis, reasons and belief, or premises@mdusion. It is the
study of both conclusive and inconclusive inferenoe, as it is also
commonly described, the study of both entailmemd @ductions.
Specifically, logic involves the detailed studyfofmal systems designed
to exhibit such entailments and inductions. Moreegally, though, it is
the study of those conditions under which evidamgigly can be said to
justify, entail, imply, support, corroborate, confi or falsify a
conclusion.

According to Magnus (2006:5) Logic is thus the sce of reason

involved in the business of evaluating argumentsdsing out good ones
from bad ones, using sound principles or techniguiegod reasoning.
Arguments, as understood in logic, consist of arguor a position by

means of conclusive or highly probable evidencenddein an argument,
there is a conclusion (the position being heldrguad for) and premise(s)
(the evidence(s) or reason(s) for holding the pmsjt

In some arguments, premises provide conclusivendeniable grounds
for accepting the conclusion; these argumentsedegred to as deductive
arguments. In such arguments, it will be a conttamh to accept the
premises and deny the conclusion. In some othemnaegts, the premises
provide only sufficient but not conclusive or nesay basis for accepting
the conclusion; thus, making the conclusion onghhi probable. In this

case, the argument is an inductive one where oers dot fall into a

contradiction by accepting the premise and dengwegconclusion.

The importance of logic as the principles and tépmes for good
reasoning and well- constructed arguments becoimésws as a feature
of philosophy. This indicates that integral as atdee of philosophy is
making sound arguments and analyses, providing geedons for
holding a position or supporting one, and engagm@ logical and
coherent assessment of arguments.

Logic, as the science of reasoning, provides tlegle@ training for the
philosopher. This is why Logic is a core disciplimeany philosophy
curriculum. That logic is very essential for goahsoning in general,
accounts for the reason why every student in aatgrinstitution in
Nigeria is made to be trained, at least, in thmelgary aspects of logical
tools and techniques, particularly at the firstryafestudy. This is because
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the formators of the country's education curriculane well aware that
every student needs logic for good reasoning armgkesament of
arguments in any field of study.

Philosophy's case is not exceptional. In fact, gdobhy students are
privileged to excavate deeper into the rich soilagfic over and over

again before graduation. The obvious preferentishtiment accorded
philosophy students in the study of logic stemsnfitbe fact that logic is

the philosophy student's most effective tool inrgaug out his or her

assignment. In fact, logic is ingrained in the gtodl philosophy and can
never be left out of it at any point in time. Foample, the student is
trained on the laws of thought, namely the landehitity, the law of non-

contradiction, and the law of excluded middle, bod or where they can
be applied. The student is also taught the falkattiat should be avoided
when arguing for a position, such as the fallacésrelevance and

fallacies of ambiguity. The student is also traimedhe techniques and
rules of formal logic and how breaking such pritegpcan weaken an
argument. For instance, in a syllogistic argumemnie does not use a
particular term in two sense. The term ruler coukhn a measuring tool
or a leader of a people. When the term is usedsiyllagistic argument,

it must be used in just one of the senses to amidiguity or vagueness.
If this rule is broken, the writer commits the Baly of Equivocation.

Also, the fact that a term is used in more than semse in the same
argument suggests implicitly that the argument @iontnore than the

required number of three terms that a good syltagsbould have. The
argument also therefore commits the Fallacy of Harms. Consider the
following example:

A ruler straightens things

David is a Ruler

Therefore, David should straighten things

In the argument, the term ruler is used in différeenses and can be
misleading. This makes the argument fallacious. gi®sopher is also
trained by the use of brain tasking calculationd arercises in formal
logic, involving the application of valid rules swguments such as the
rules of inference, the rule of replacement, tHe of conditional proof
and the rule of indirect proof. The applicatiortloése rules exercises the
brain and makes the student to think faster andpshabout issues.
Therefore, the importance of logic and argumentaageature of
philosophy cannot be overlooked.

Related to the deployment of arguments in philogdphmake a claim,
is the question of who bears the burden of proahimrgument. Roughly,
the person who asserts or otherwise relies upotruatteof a proposition
for the cogency of his position bears what is uguaferred to as the
burden of proof. It should however be stated heat it is impossible to
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prove every proposition. In every science, somep@sdions are
considered as basic or taken-for-granted assunptibimey are simply
assumed without proof. In geometry, these prinsiglee axioms, which
traditionally were considered self-evident.

In this vein, there are many propositions, whidthaugh are not self-
evident, need not be proven every time they ard,usece the evidence
for them is very familiar. For example, it need betproven that the world
is round and very old; that humans use languagesronunicate, and so
on. On the other hand, in most contexts, you shaatdsimply assume
that only one object exists or that non-human atsmae languages to
communicate. These are controversial views and saggort.

3.1 Logical foundation of the social sciences discourse

The logical dimensions of the discourse in soc@érsces are highly
essential going by the discourse of the logicaitpast philosophers. The
logical dimensions of social sciences often refer the disputes,
disagreements, arguments and so on which go ongyptolosophers and
social scientists. If we examine the texts in whibkse disputes are
conducted, we will often find stereotyping and caturing of one
another’'s views, outright misrepresentation, qoestig of political
motives, allegations of bias and so on. While thtasécs might have a
lot of rhetorical and persuasive force, they aretine same thing as good
arguments.

The discipline of logic is an attempt to set dowrisystematic way what
makes the difference between a good and a bad arguhen we
construct an argument we are usually attemptirstntav why a particular
statement (our ‘conclusion’) should be acceptetras In order to do
this, we bring together other statements, whicte gim account of the
relevant evidence, or other considerations, whiclvige the grounds for
believing the truth of the conclusions. These statats are the ‘premises
of the argument. A ‘valid argument’ is one in whithe conclusion
follows from the premises. It is one in which angomho accepts the
premisesmust accept the conclusion. This does not mean that the
conclusion itself must be true, only that it is @diable or as well
established as the premises from which it is ddri#er example: If there
is a peace settlement in Nigeria, this governmast &t least one great
achievement to its credit. There is a peace setthénin Nigeria.
Therefore: This government has at least one grelsieeement to its
credit. This is a valid argument, because the cmmh does follow from
the premises. However, the conclusion could séilfddse, because there
might turn out not to be a peace settlement iraivé) or because even if
there is, it might not be an achievement of theegoment. Interestingly,
the conclusion could also turn out to be true, etvmugh the premises
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turned out to be false, because the governmenttpfghexample, have
failed to settle the Irish question, but have foangermanent solution to
the problem of unemployment instead. What the wtgliof the argument
doesrule out is the possibility that both premises dobé true and the
conclusion false.

However, this is not an essay on formal logic, emakt of the time we
will have to rely on our intuitive sense of whenangument is or is not
valid. The important thing to keep in mind is tlhe validity of an
argument is a matter of the logical relationshipugen sets of statements.
It is not a matter of how good or bad the evidelsc®r or against any
particular factual claim (though, confusingly, irsearch methods
courses, there is a completely different use oft¢ha ‘validity’ to refer
to the adequacy of a measure to quantify the thing

it is supposed to be measuring).

3.2 Value of logic to the society

It Cultivates Sound Minds in the Members of the Society: The different
ideologies of people in the society are informedtls way they think.
The thinking processes of people can have variopsicts on the society
leading to changes in laws, economic systems ard @ar as well as
overthrow of governments. lkuli and Ojimba (2018:8fe of the opinion
that philosophy (and logic in particular) has bekae catalysts to the
development of any nation. This is, because, ewagiety requires
critical minds and trained intelligence to chad ttause of its past, present
and future, as well as harness the available ressufor maximum
development. Logic guides a nation in understandisglf and in
acquisition of concrete outlook on life and of pi®ximate and ultimate
ends. They believe that logic seeks to establislthi® nation, a scale of
values for the conduct of its people. In additidrstimulates the fullest
power of man to think rationally and eliminate emooéal and irrational
approach to situations by inculcating the habitle&r, exact, logical and
critical thinking. To this extent, it cultivateswsnd minds in the society
and a developed society is nothing but a congregaif sound minds.
Thus, it serves as a navigating life compass fgrraation and instils in
its members, the right attitude needed for devekpm

It helpsin the Resolution of Conflicts: Misunderstandings and conflicts
can result from unclear and imprecise expressiaiesires which sooner
or later can lead to more serious problems likeoshend wars between
peoples and nations. Most dilemmas between friefaasily members
and other member of society result from ignoramncéhe proper usage of
language. These and many other problems confrombidgy's society
could have been solved, even before they commeahoely people learn
how to study the structure of arguments and asoeitt validity and
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truthfulness. Indeed, the study Logic is a vergiuiecessity which could
lead to a more vivid, harmonious and progressiwerés These are some
of the numerous good reasons why it is helpful ttal logic. Logic
allows people to improve the quality of the arguisahat they create.
When we make rational arguments, we are apt toicoewther people
to agree with our claims and people are much i&s$ylto believe that
we have a valid point when we give them accuratd &yical
justifications.

Logic helpsin Detecting Fake News:We presently live in society that is
saturated by media information, especially thealouedia, where we are
constantly being bombarded on all sides by unsobatad and
sometimes, doctored information all in an effortdtaw media traffic for
selfish gains. Politicians, advertisers, media @essand even private
individuals are all trying to convince people oerlito buy what they are
selling. It is also the case that a lot of fakeegmtises are taking place
online with the sole aim of defrauding the innocand uncritical minds.
The impact of fake news in the society has turmeast into a very scarce
commodity. Relationships are built on one fundarakptinciple, and
that principle is trust. However, the erosion ofrale has affected the
level of trust between people. This is pervasivd amerything from
friendships to business transactions is severamgtcioted. The society
can only rely on the knowledge of logic to navigtiteir ways out of the
uncertainties presented by the media. Logic isdtience of how to
evaluate arguments and reasoning, and criticakitingnis a process of
evaluation that uses logic to separate truth fralsehood, and reasonable
from unreasonable beliefs. If you want to bettealeate the various
claims, ideas and arguments you encounter, you neebetter
understanding of basic logic and the process @talithinking. Logic is
not a matter of opinion, when it comes to evaluginguments, there are
specific principles and criteria that logic affords. This is important
because sometimes people do not realise that whatls reasonable is
not necessarily logical.

4.0 CONCLUSION

It appears factual that the use of logic in disseyarguments and analysis
are necessary in the pursuit of truthful and vaie presentations in the
social sciences and other disciplines.

50 SUMMARY
The discourse above brings to the fore the meansgand necessity of
logic in the social sciences. It presents the nrepoi logic, its use in

daily discourse and conversations, its necessignalysis of arguments
and its verifiability principles.
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6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT
Discuss the necessity of logic in the social s@eriscourse.
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UNIT 4 ETHICS (MORALITY) AND THE SOCIAL
SCIENCES

CONTENTS
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6.0 Tutor Marked Assignment
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the place and relevance ofstoi the discourse in
the social sciences. In the process it affirmsfdot that moral issues
emerge at several different moment and places enstitial sciences
discourse. Discourse in sociology often entail€ldsure of the beliefs
and practices of the people. Ina similar vein, disse in several
disciplines the social sciences entail falsificatad standards of analysis
of issues.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

This study will enable students to:

. Understand the moral dimension of the social s@snc
. Examine the moral foundation of social sciencesalisse
. Analyse the place of morality in social sciencescdurse

3.0 MAIN CONTENTS

Welcome to this discussion on Ethics and the sostnces. The
contents of this topic will be examined in four ssdrtions: 1. Definition
of ethics; 2. Value judgements; and 3. ethics engbcial sciences. The
question of how the idea of ethics came about leas la recurring one.
Is ethics an intrinsic part of human nature ot isn idea that developed
out of socialisation? Stuart is of the opinion tlinen were angels, no
government would be necessary'. ‘If angels wergdeern men neither
external nor internal controls on government woblel necessary’
(Gilman, 2005: 7). However, men are not angelsargels do not govern
men. The story of Alexander Selkirk's solitary amjo on Mas a Tierra
Island ‘now popularly known as Isla Robinson Crusessily comes to
mind when one begins to ponder on whether or na possible to
conceive of any ethical or moral principle whensdalation. One ethical
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question which shows whether an action is rightvaong is, who does
the action hurt? ‘If no one is hurt, probably thea,wrong has been done
and going by the egoistic nature of man, thahisdesire to always follow
one's self interest, no one would under normalrirstances want to hurt
him or herself. The implication of this is that kout the other’,
judgements about rightness or wrongness will notinc

3.1 Definition of Ethics

Ethics has a very close link with morality. Theadef morality can be
traced to when humans started living in societiestaegan to distinguish
between good or acceptable and bad or unacceptalyteto relate with
others. It is these acceptable and unacceptable thay developed into
customs, ways of life and codes of conduct of appeavhich now
constitute the interest and subject matter of sthi¢hat then is ethics? It
refers to a code or set of principles by which rires (Popkin 1969: 1).
It is a branch of philosophy also known as morailgsophy, that
prescribes how men ought to behave and live thd gfe. Just as logic
is the systematic study of the fundamental priregpf correct thinking,
and theology is the systematic study of the fundeaigéenets of religion,
ethics is the systematic reflection on our mordliga or beliefs (Popkin,
1969: 2) This, therefore, gives us insights thaiost could only have
come into existence when human beings startedlezten the best way
to live. This reflective stage emerged long aftemlan societies had
developed some kind of morality, usually in thenioof customary
standards of right and wrong conduct. The procéssflection tended to
arise from such customs, even if in the end, it rhaye found them
wanting. Accordingly, ethics began with the introatdan of the moral
codes (Popkin, 1969: 5).

Omoregbe (1990: 34) sees the meaning of the wordlrae having to do
with good or bad with reference to ethical codetaa down rules. He

also affirms that the term is best suited for resfime humans. The term
immoral is the direct opposite of moral. It meam®é morally wrong or

morally bad such that it could attract blame andighunent. Responsible
humans are also the culpable agents involved haeeliteral meaning of
the word amoral‘ is non-moral‘; this means that isaeing referred to
has nothing to do with morality since the agen®Ived cannot be held
morally responsible. The word is therefore bestesuifor animals,

mentally deranged persons and human infants.

There are also, terms that have to do with manaredssocial etiquettes
which are sometimes used in close relation to rsaaad ethics in our
day-to-day life. In fact, we sometimes make noidésion in their usage
from when we are talking about morals, when indéexy are actually
outside the realm of ethics or morals. Ethics arudals as have been
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stated, are concerned with right and wrong, goad,@ad conducts but
matters of manners and social etiquettes are coedewxith preferences,
predilections, or tastes and could be describedbasmoral. There is a
familiar practice in some parts of Nigeria for gxste where children are
scolded for eating or receiving presents with theit hand. There are
practices also especially in the Yoruba speakirepsirof the country
where it is believe that males should prostratgrezt an elderly person
while the females kneel down to do so. These presthave nothing to
do with right or wrong, good or bad because theysamply matters of
preferences. Therefore, a male who decides to lame&h to greet an
elderly person and a female who decides to prestoatio the same may
not have conformed to the ethos of the social giaugrms of way of
greeting, but he or she cannot be said to havel actenorally. Besides,
there are some other cultures in the country eafpecihat of the
Hausa/Fulani speaking areas where males kneel @mando not bow
down to greet.

3.2 Value Judgements in Ethics

We can only arrive at judgements concerning wrangsghts when the
agent involved has an alternative or alternatiyEned to him or her. In
other words, the agent must have the freedom teerolagices. It is at this
point we begin to ask why the individual choosestb in a particular
way and not the other. It is this, therefore, thatrants the apportioning
of praise or blame as the case may be. When waislowe invariably
show that the agent or individual is responsiblehis or her action. In a
situation where no option is available and no rdoncthoice is open, the
agent or individual would act necessarily and hieer actions cannot be
judged to be right or wrong, praiseworthy, or blawghy. This is
because the agent or individual was not responsioléhe action taken
and no one should be punished for what he canip{®enoregbe, 1990:
22). Since it is our idea of right and wrong ahd tesponsibility of the
agent involved that leads us into making morattbical judgements, one
would want to ask, how should we judge the actiohmfants and the
mentally deranged persons since they cannot berégpdnsible for their
actions, knowing that they do not act based ommatijudgements and
therefore cannot make informed decisions and ck8i€&an we refer to
their actions as moral or immoral? The answer istanous No!

When we use the terms ethical or moral, we clessyill be shown later,
have certain agents in mind. The terms ethicalrandcal are used only
when the agent involved can be held morally resippdmfor their actions
or conducts. In this case, only responsible humatiswithin this

category. Animals cannot be said to have actedmoeal or an immoral
manner and therefore cannot be held responsiblanfpof their actions.
Infants cannot be said to be moral or immoral akellise the mentally
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deranged no matter what they do. This is becausgdb not have the
knowledge of right and wrong and cannot rationatigke a distinction
between them. A dog may kill another dog or harhuman being. This
action may result in the entire community huntinguad for the dog and
probably killing it. However, the killing of the docannot be viewed as
punishment because the dog cannot be placed orala et moral
judgement. Let us also consider this example; vehelnild puts off his or
her clothes, jumps into the rain, begins to darscheaor she takes his or
her bathe in public view, no one would frown atlsan action, when a
mentally deranged person does this, people willlow& it but, when a
full grown and responsible adult male or femaleskhés, the response of
members of the society would certainly be quitéedént. This is because
the actions of the child and the mentally deranggthot be judged to be
moral or immoral but amoral. Let us take a cleaklat the meaning of
the terms moral, non-moral, immoral, and amoral.

3.3 Ethics and the Social Sciences

Ethical questions arise at many points in the ewifssocial scientific
research. Sociologists are often involved in undogenformation about
the beliefs and practices of the people they stugigh might put those
people at risk. Sometimes this might be becauserthetices concerned
are socially stigmatized, and the researcher ntightoncerned not to
jeopardize the anonymity of her or his informam$ternatively, the
researcher might well feel that her discovery ofrgpt or unjustly
discriminatory practices in official organizatiomsght to be made public.
But doing so would at the same time be a betrdymuet, and might also
jeopardize the possibility of further research e@fttoo, researchers may
be employed to carry out research for projects théyot design, or for
organizations whose aims they might not sympathi#te To what extent
should they keep quiet about their reservationsraer to keep their
career prospects open. These are moral quanddriel fkequently arise
in the course of research practice. There are etiheral questions which
are intrinsic to the research process itself. These to do with the power
relations between researcher and researched. lirsmoal research there
is inequality of social status between the two, eneh where there is not,
the social scientist is implicitly claiming the hotity to interpret and
represent the beliefs or attitudes of those whotlaeeobjects of study.
Where there are class, gender, ethnic or othealsdifferences between
researcher and researched, such ethical issuessaeibearise.

Finally, sociologists and anthropologists, espégiabre constantly
confronted by the enormous diversity of human cekliand subcultures.
Part of this diversity is diversity in moral valueBecause of the
ethnographic requirement to interpret other cuiuneterms available to
the participants in those cultures, these sociehists must be able to
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suspend their own judgements. The ethical sertgitivinich goes along
with this, and reflexivity about the power relathetween researcher
and researched, leads many sociologists and amtlogipts towards a
position of ‘moral relativism. In other words, thend to resist the idea
that there are universally obligatory moral valussplicable across all
cultures. Morality comes to be seen as a matteviat participants in
each culture take to be acceptable or unacceptablene culture has a
right to dictate to any other what rules it shdiud by. On the other hand,
closer examination shows that cultures themselees not to be so
consensual internally as this picture assumekelktare ethical conflicts
within a culture, the relativist view is not much helpsd\lit can be argued
that the relativist position itself rests on a wsal principle — that all
cultures have a right to their own autonomy anégnty. Finally, it is
much easier to adopt the stance of a moral retatinithe abstract than
when confronted with a real moral issue. When thegounter cultures
in which systematic torture, female circumcisiomdemic racism or
capital punishment is accepted as morally prop@streocial scientists
are liable to find their capacity to suspend judgetrsorely tested. So,
there seems to be plenty of room for the help ofatyehilosophy in the
work of the social sciences.

Issues about norms, and rules enter the sociahsEsein two rather
different ways. On one hand, the norm, values &jega and rules of
specific societies are part of what the socialrsms study. On the other,
there are norms, values, and rules that sociahtssie recognize and are
part of their own society. Let us begin with the second. The idea tha
democracies do not wage war on other democraciedidnared in the
rhetoric and practice of American foreign policyhal social science
should support social policy in this way is notsiging. Indeed, one
might argue that the only way to create effectiveia programs is to
know how the social world works. This line of thdwigpresupposes that
social science and social policy are independemhescritics have argued
that the expediencies of American foreign policfjuenced the social
scientific investigation of the democratic peacpdtiesis. As you might
imagine, defining “democracy” and “peace” is crudia the research.
Critics argue that these concepts cannot be definedays that are
completely independent of political values. In esg commitments to
how we ought to be conducting our foreign policjuance the data and
theories on which policy is based. In this way abstientists become
involved in disputes over social policy, and theywdé to defend their
results as the results of “objective” inquiry. Wl explore several issues
surrounding values and objectivity. The primary sjiem concernsalue
freedom. Must social scientific research be conducted auith
commitment to ethical or political values? Manylpkophers of social
science think that the answer is “no”; some kindamhmitment is always
present, even necessary.
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This answer opens new questions. There are a yarfierays in which
moral and political values figure in social sciéintresearch. Selecting
data to fit a preconceived agenda obviously cartsst a bias and
undermines objectivity. The consequences of othfwénces are not so
obvious. We need to understand the variety of wayghich science can
be value-laden. Then we need to ask: If the ssciahces are not value-
free (in a particular way), can they be objectifé&®s question links the
epistemology of the social sciences to the questimalue freedom. The
question of value freedom is made more complicéedhe fact that
many projects in the social sciences are expligibjitical. Critical
theory, feminist research, and various forms oftipgatory action
research aim at social change. They seek to dekalowledge that will
make societies more just and humans more free. tese projects
produce social scientific knowledge?

One might be initially reluctant to say so, butvé exclude them, then
what are we to think about research that aims pyonve student learning
or reduce crime? Social science is often used mgiteeering” projects
that are explicitly in the service of social polidjhese projects challenge
us to think more deeply about what constitutes ahj#y in the social
sciences.

Questions about the role of values in the sociEnaes ultimately ask
about the ways in which we conceptualize “fact” &mlue.” In the social
sciences, these issues arise when theorists ttguelop accounts of the
values, norms, and rules operative in human sesieln the discussion
of free riders, above, we saw some of the ways ttheatsocial sciences
often

invoke norms in their theories. Rosa Parks thotiggitracial segregation
waswrong,and this was an important reason for her actioha#t been
suggested that one of the ways that social movesreamd revolutions
overcome the free-rider problem is that the norms$ shared values of
social groups obligate their members to act. Fioisitheoretical point of
view, it is relevant that Rosa Parks was secretdrihe Montgomery
NAACP, and that the NAACP quickly organized the bs/cott in
response. Social scientific theorizing often makgseal to norms, rules,
and values when explaining both individual actiod aocial-level events
like social movements or revolutions. In so doitiggey must make
metaphysical commitments about what norate and how they are
related to individual and group action. These arelamental questions
of value theory.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Morality is a necessity in the social sciencesenesal ways. There is
need for trust, agreement and disagreement in nd@aburse but there
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is need for knowledge of moral discourse, agreenuksdigreement so as
to enable the society to move forward.

5.0 SUMMARY

Moral discourse is essential in the social sciemteisat there is need to
ascertain the veracity of discourse in the discgdi Part of the challenges
to the veracity of moral discourse is the issuemofal relativism and
universalism which continues to create serious oy in moral
balance.

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT
Discuss the relevance of ethics to the social seign
7.0 REFERENCES /FURTHER READING

Benton,T. & Craib, I. 2011. Philosophy of Sociali€ces. London:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Njoku, F.O.C. 2019Introduction to Social and Political Philosophy
Nsukka: University of Nigeria Press.

Offor, F. 2019.Introduction to Philosophy Abuja: National Open
University of Nigeria.

Risjord, M. 2014.Philosophy of Social Sciences: A Contemporary
Introduction N.Y. Routledge Publication.

Rosenberg, A. 201®hilosophy of Social Sciencégew York: Taylor &
Francis.

93



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

MODULE 3: METHODS OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
INTRODUCTION

This module addresses the methods of researchiscaldse in the social
sciences. It is discussed under the following sadmgs. A. Generally
observed methods of research in the social scienzedlternative

Approach, c. Naturalism and d. Reductionism.

Unit 1 Generally Observed Methods of the Socisdrstes
Unit 2 Alternative Approach

Unit 3 Naturalism

Unit 4 Reductionism

UNIT 1 THE GENERALLY OBSERVED METHODS OF
SOCIAL SCIENCES

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objective of the study

3.0 Main Contents

4.0 Summary

5.0 Conclusion

6.0 Tutor Marked Assignment

7.0 References and Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit captures the generally observed methdéd®adal sciences. In
the process, it discusses the basic procedureso@élssciences in
contradistinction to the methods of the naturatisces.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study are to enable studients

a. Know the general methods of research that are hesed in the
social sciences,

b. Analyse the basic issues in the established metbbtee social
sciences

C. Examine the issues involves in the general metbbdssearch in
the social sciences.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENTS

The basic procedures of the scientific method arengortant in social
science as in physical science. Social scientistst mbserve carefully,
classify and analyze their facts, make generatimati and attempt to
develop and test hypotheses to explain their génatians. Their

problem, however, is often more difficult than tb&physical scientists.
The facts gathered by the social scientist for @apthose concerning
the cultures of different peoples have similarjtiest each fact may also
be unique in significant respects. Facts of thisllare difficult to classify
and interpret. Further, as we have already notezl generalizations or
laws that the social scientist can make are likelpe less definite and
certain than those of the physical scientist.

The difficulty of discovering relatively exact lawisat govern social life

results from several circumstances. First, the g#irof greatest
importance in our social life—satisfactions, sopiagress, democracy—
are not really measurable. Second, society is e complex. It is

difficult and usually impossible to find and evaeall the many causes
of a given situation, though often we can discawer factors that were
most important in bringing it about. Third, in eyesocial situation there
is the human element. Frequently, the course aodkeeents depends on
the reaction of a few individuals who are leadars], except in routine
situations, we can seldom predict individual bebaviwith complete

certainty.

If the social scientist finally does succeed indfitg uniformities or
“laws” of social behaviour and in setting up hypeghs to explain them,
there is still another difficulty— namely, that mstigators can seldom
employ controlled experiments to test their hype#ise To a considerable
extent, the social scientist must substitute cérefiservation and the
mental process of abstraction for experiments. ifitestigator abstracts
from a given situation some one factor in ordetdosider what effect it
would have if acting alone. To do this, the invgstor imagines that any
other factors present remain constant or inert asis, for example, a
question such as: If other factors affecting ecaieofife remained
constant, what would be the economic effect ofimgigariff rates on
imports?

A social scientist with a thorough knowledge oftaaion may correctly
calculate the effect of a given causal factor bguasng that all other
things remain equal. However, to reach correct lkemiens by this

method, the investigator must be both competentpamastaking. Even
then, the dangers of error are great. If anythihgre is more need for
competence in the social scientist than in the ighyscientist. The
theories of a physical scientist often can be piorght or wrong by
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experiments, but this is seldom true of those efgdbcial scientist. An
unfortunate result is that it is easier in socikesce than in physical
science to be needlessly vague, to perpetuateseraod to cover up
incompetence.

Social scientists also have more difficulty thaggbal scientists in being
objective. Because they deal with human beings armel human
themselves, social scientists find it hard to mide their own likes and
dislikes, their sympathies, prejudices, and frisins. As a result, they
sometimes fall into the trap of trying to justityeir own hopes, beliefs,
or biases instead of seeking to discover the tivia should always be on
guard against those who pose as social scientigtswho, in fact,
substitute propaganda and charisma for objectanty competence.

This does not mean that social science is any desntific than the
natural sciences, or that it is less objectivesirtiply means that social
scientists must be continually on guard againgt $taps and must be as
clear and objective as possible. The differencésden physical science
and social science lead to slightly different sinmoes of research.
Although there is no ideal structure, a reasonapf@oach to a problem
in social science is the following:

a. Observe.

b. Define the problem.

c. Review the literature. (Become familiar with whathers have
observed.)

d. Observe some more.

e. Develop a theoretical framework and formulals/@othesis.

f. Choose the research design.

g. Collect the necessary data.

i. Analyze the results.

j. Draw conclusions.

Using this outline as a rough guide, and recoggizimat the specific
project and each specific social science deterthie@xact nature of the
methodology to be used, you have a reasonably guaikod of attack.

. Observing:
Notice that social science begins with observati®acial science is
about the real world, and the best way to know abwireal world is to
observe it.

. Defining the problem:

Of the various research steps listed, this onerabably the most
important. If you've carefully defined your termgou can save an
enormous amount of energy. Put simply, if you déndw what you're
doing, no matter how well you do it, you're not iggito end up with
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much. The topic might be chosen for a variety asmns, perhaps because
it raises issues of fundamental social science itapoe, perhaps because
it has suddenly become a focus of controversy, erhgps because
research funds have become available to investigate

. Reviewing the literature:

Knowledge of the relevant literature is essentiatduse it provides
background, suggests approaches, indicates whatalmeady been
covered and what hasn’t, and saves you from redeimgt has already
been done. It is a way of using other people’s nlag®ns.

. Observing some more:

After you have defined your problem and reviewes literature, your
observation will be sharper. You will know more @sely what you are
looking for and how to look for it.

. Developing a theoretical framework and formulatangypothesis:

Make a statement predicting your results and thenfy what each of

the terms in the statement means within the framlewbyour research.
Suppose your hypothesis is: “High price increasdessof fashionable
magazines.”You should specify how high is high, anthpared to what
specific price is the price stated to be high; houch of an increase is
significant over the circulation the magazine eepwt the lower price;
what sales are included (newsstand, subscriptiobpth); and what is
“fashionable.”Different researchers may definedame term differently,

which is one of the reasons why the same reseaitgject can produce
different results.

Choosing a research design:

Pick a means of gathering data—a survey, an expatiman
observational study, use of existing sources,ammabination. Weigh this
choice carefully because your plan is the cruhefresearch process.

. Collecting the necessary data:

Data are what one collects from careful observatiur conclusions

will be only as good as your data, so take greet¢ oa collecting and,

especially, in recording your data. If you cann@tuiment what you have
done, you might as well not have done it.

. Analyzing the results:

When all the data are in, classify facts, identifgnds, recognize
relationships, and tabulate the information so thaan be accurately
analyzed and interpreted. A given set of facts m@yinterpreted two
different ways by two different analysts, so giweul analysis careful,
objective attention. After this step has been tak@ur hypothesis can
then be confirmed, rejected, or modified.
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Drawing conclusions:

Now you can prepare a report, summarizing the syep&se followed
and discussing what you've found. A good reportl wdlate your
conclusions to the existing body of research, ssiggéhere current
assumptions may be modified because of new evideark possibly
identify unanswered questions for further studyiffebent researchers
may define the same term differently, which is ohthe reasons why the
same research subject can produce

different results.

These steps differ slightly from those used bytanascientist, but only
slightly—the primary difference comes in testingypothesis. In some
natural sciences, it is possible to

conduct controlled experiments in which the sampeerment can be
repeated again and

again under highly regulated conditions. In theiaosciences, such
controlled experiments

are more difficult to construct.

The line between social science and natural scieneet fixed. In some
natural sciences, perfectly controlled experimests impossible. In
cosmological physics, for example, one can’t creageuniverse again
and again. Thus, one must speculate about a hypstldeaw conclusions
from that hypothesis, and see whether the concissinatch what one
observes in the universe. Alternatively, in the igbcscience of

psychology, certain controlled experiments are ipbss-for example,

individuals can be given specific stimuli under @fie conditions again

and again. Thus, the difference between the wayleaks with the natural
sciences and the way one deals with the sociatsesecan be blurry.

Let us take an example of the use of the sociahsei method—Joseph
Holz’s study of the implications of teen pregnank€yst, he studied all
the writing on teen pregnancy. Then he set up aleviing hypothesis:
Teen motherhood causes the mothers to be econtynaad socially
worse off than they otherwise would have been.€gb this hypothesis,
he used data that had been collected over many yr@aking the lives of
teenage women. From that he extracted two groupset-af teenagers
who had become pregnant and borne the child aetiaf seenagers who
had become pregnant but had miscarried. He thenpaed their
economic and social positions when they were iir thil-thirties. If teen
motherhood caused the mother to be worse off, therteens who had
borne their babies should have been in a worsdigoshan those who
miscarried. They weren’t. He found no significaiffetence between the
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two groups: Both were low income, significantly degent on welfare
benefits, and had completed the same number of yéachool.

The initial hypothesis was false. Teen pregnandymit make mothers
worse off; it was simply a symptom of a largercfgiroblems. This larger
set of problems was so severe that whether molfaglHorne a child in
their teens made little difference to their econoemd social positions.
Holz’'s findings were published as the governmens wanducting a
costly campaign against teen motherhood, and hilgsions were
unpopular with both liberals and conservativesekais did not like them
because his study suggested that much of the

family planning advice and sex education developgdiberals was of
little help in improving these women'’s lives. Consstives didn't like
them because his study implied that more subst&aohanges than simply
eliminating teen motherhood were needed to imprbvse women'’s
lives and break the cycle of poverty. But good abstience methodology
is not about pleasing anybody—it is about undedstansocial issues and
social problems.

Although Holz's experiment was not fully controlleitiwas as close as
one could come to a controlled experiment in theiadasciences. It

selected similar groups to compare in such a walyrtb obvious reason
existed as to why these two groups should diffés you review the

literature about various social science studies, will see that social

scientists can use many different approaches artdoahe as they study
problems. We first consider alternative approacliesn we consider
alternative methods.

4.0 CONCLUSION

The method of research in the social sciencesthasdrits and demerits.
While it do give some important and correct results also misleading.
We may not be certain that if we follow a contrdllselection and
observation we are most likely to achieve the eéesiesult.

5.0 SUMMARY

The methods discussed above refer to the basicautohe method of
research in the social sciences. It has been tfakegranted that such is
the basic way of achieving the desired result séagch.

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Briefly assess the method of research in the saciahces.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the alternative approach togteerally observed
method of research in the social sciences. In thegss, it discusses the
various theoretical approaches to research indbialssciences.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study are:

. To know the alternative methods of research thatb@ing used in the
social sciences,

. To analyse the theories in the established methbtie social sciences
. To examine the issues involves in theories of mesea the social
sciences.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

The approach one takes when analyzing a problefectef one’s
worldview—the lens through which one sees the wdttlir approaches
that social scientists use are the functionaligoti approach, the
exchange theory approach, the conflict theory aggrpand the symbolic
interaction theory approach.

3.1 Alternative Approach

a. The functionalist theory approach:

This approach emphasizes the interconnectednessca life and the
difficulty of affecting only one part of society thia policy. Followers of
thefunctionalist theory approach are hesitant to make social judgments
because all aspects of society have certain fumgtio

b. The exchange theory approach:
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Closely related to the functionalist approach, thehange theory
approach emphasizes the voluntary exchanges of individuas a
reflecting individuals’ choices. Thus, the struetusf society reflects
individuals’ desires. The exchange theory apprdeh is one of relative
harmony in society, sometimes upset by dysfunclielements.

c. The conflict theory approach:

The conflict theory approach sees far less harmony than the exchange
theory approach. Followers of this approach semkbehaviour in terms

of conflict and tension among competing groupslasses. Whereas the
exchange theory approach sees individuals’ volyn@oices, the
conflict theory approach sees force and power tirgcindividual
actions.

d. The symbolic interaction theory approach:

Thesymbolic interaction theory approachsees individuals as deriving
meaning from the symbols they learn from. Followeirshis approach

see reality as reflecting less what people do anerwhat they think and
feel. Their motives and perceptions, rather thdioas, are emphasized.
These approaches are not necessarily independeneacdénother. Some
social scientists use a combination of approachssitly problems, while
some use one at one time and another at another tim

3.2 Other Alternative Methods. In addition to using different
approaches, social scientists also use differettiods. These include the
historical method, the case method, and the cortiparand cross-
cultural methods.

. The historical method.

Because most social developments—such as the goeatrof the
United States—have unique characteristics, in oi@enderstand them
as fully as possible

the social scientist must rely heavily on a studytleeir historical
background. We can never understand completely &y historical
situation came to exist, because there are linotsodr historical
knowledge and causes become increasingly compbkxm@certain as we
trace them further into the past. We can, howewake both historical
events and present social situations much mordigidéy by using the
historical method—tracing the principal past developments that seem
have been directly significant in bringing abogbaial situation. To trace
these past developments, a historian will use nodirlye same methods
as other social scientists such as collecting lainth marriage certificates
and classifying those data. It has been noted hisabry never really
repeats itself. Nevertheless, present and pasttisiis often have such
striking similarities that a knowledge of the peah give us insights into
present situations and sometimes into future trends
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. The case method.

Writers on the methodology of social research dexoted a great deal
of attention to the case method—its characterigt&€sariations, the uses
it can serve, its advantages, and its limitatitiexe we only describe its
basic nature. Thease methodnvolves making a detailed examination
and analysis of a particular issue or problem 8@gnaThis can involve a
case study of a single person such as that byehpkgist of his client,
a single area or town such as a sociologist’s stdigishy a town changes,
or even a study of whole countries such as an euomt's when
comparing various countries.

A case study can be intended to discover how togbabout desirable

changes in a particular problem situation: for eglanto find the most

effective ways of upgrading or rehabilitating

a slum area. More often, the chief purpose of a sagly is to throw light

on many similar situations that exist in a socidifie hope is that an

understanding of one or a few cases will illumirthiothers and thus aid
in solving the social problems they present. Theeoar cases selected
should be typical of the group they purport to esgnt.

The preceding requirement can be a limiting faatathe usefulness of
the case method. Suppose we wanted to make addttith/class structure
of U.S. society as a whole. Obviously, it woulddasier to select as cases
for study several relatively small and isolatetesitn various sections of
the country. But it is questionable whether thesmild give us a true
picture of the country as a whole, because todagat proportion of our
people live in large metropolitan areas where thsscstructure is likely
to be much more complex than in smaller and madatsd communities.
However, to study and describe in detail the cdasgcture of such an area
may be prohibitively difficult and expensive, ametefore impractical.

. The comparative and cross-cultural methods.

The comparative methodwas formerly often employed in the hope of
discovering evolutionary sequences in the developne human
institutions—that is, patterns of social developimen progress that
would be universal. For example, it was sometinsssimed that definite
stages existed in the development of governmeamsttutions, and it was
thought that these stages could be discovered lmpaong a society at
one level of development with some other society different level.
Today, this attempt to find patterns of social etioh that can be applied
to all societies has been largely abandoned.

However, comparison of different societies stilhysl an important role

in anthropological studies through what is callé& tross-cultural
method. This method consists of making detailed studiethefculture
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patterns of a number of societies for the purposeomparing the
different ways in which their people meet similareds. These studies
sometimes show surprising similarities in the awalturaits of widely
separated peoples who appear to have had no diréatirect contacts
with one another.

Comparison of the characteristics of different sbes involves
problems. At times, it is difficult to decide whethtwo or more societies
are independent or should be treated as one. Grdmrdefinitions: If we
are comparing the family institution in differemicgeties, we must define
family broadly enough to cover cultural variations yetcsieally enough
to make comparisons meaningful. Sociologists doahetiys agree on
just what a family is. Again, if we are comparingemployment in urban-
industrial societies, we must agree on what we nitgaumemployment.
For example, in the early 1980s, the unemploymeitg in Mexico,
computed by U.S. standards, was approximately 30epé Mexican
economists, however, argued that this figure waaringless because
Mexican work habits and culture were different frémse in the United
States. Much of what was measured as unemployrttexy, said, was
actually individuals working at home and not eaghimoney in the
marketplace. Thus, although they had nonmarket, jtiesy had been
counted as unemployed.

. Common Sense in the Social Sciences

Probably the most important lesson to remember vwdoeructing any
research is that you should use what might bectalleeducated common
sense. You can understand the analytic argumerdoimmon sense by
considering the mind as a supercomputer storingnemas amounts of
information, not all of which may lie at the suréacof recall. This holds
true even with the vast increase in computer poRercessing speeds of
computers double every eighteen months, accordinldore’s Law.
That increase has made it possible to do enornmugs even with home
computers. However, compared with the capabiliethe human mind,
even the most powerful computer counts by usinfinigers and toes. The
mind processes trillions of pieces of informatinmiillinano seconds (we
don’t know what they are either, but we do knowythee very
small).When the results of the models and the mdiderge, it seems
reasonable to rely on the more powerful computee-rfind. It makes
sense to do so, however, only if the best inforomahias been input into
the mind. Common sense is not sufficient; we masteducated common
sense.

To see the difference between common senseedndatedcommon
sense, consider the problem: Does the earth ¢irelsun or does the sun
circle the earth? Uneducated common sense tellsatghe sun circles
the earth, and that commonsense conclusion becaithen society and
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society’s view of itself throughout the Middle Agd® believe otherwise
was heresy. In 1540, Copernicus tried to fit ttlamhmonsense view with
observations that classical Greeks had made di¢hgens. As he went
about this task, he discovered that he could geioa fit of the data with
the theory only if he assumed the earth moved a ¢ sun. His was an
educated common senserational thought based on observation and the
best information available. It was that kind of edied common sense
that ultimately led to the scientific method. Assfalization makes us
focus on narrower and narrower issues, it is

important to keep in the back of our minds thaestfic analysis has
made us look at only part of the problem and thatmwust also use our
educated common sense to interpret the resulterahby.

. The Use of Statistics

Whenever possible, social scientists rely on qtetnte data—data that
can be reduced to numbers—but often quantitatite al® not available,
so social scientists must rely on qualitative daiah as interviews or
heuristic summaries of information in the liter&urwWhen using
qualitative data, it is much more difficult to drawecific inferences from
the data, because the “facts” one finds dependoendne interprets the
gualitative data. One
way to partially overcome such “interpretive prob& is the “Delphic
method” in which another specialist in the fieldviesvs your
interpretation and then you modify your interprietatin response if you
see fit, explaining your reasons for acceptingegeating the
suggested modifications. Another way is to tramsthe qualitative data
into quantitative data, creating “proxies” (stamd)i for any missing
guantitative data, although that often simply hidhesinterpretative issues
rather than eliminating them.

If quantitative data are available, social scidgatigely on statistical
analysis—information in numerical form that has been asdechland
classified—to provide the social scientist with thiermation needed to
understand social relationships and processessti®tsido not enable us
to measure directly such basic social values asd goitizenship,
happiness, or welfare, but they are useful in m@&agwther factors that
underlie social life, such as the size of the papoih of a country, or the
number of families whose incomes fall below somesle¢hat we set as
the minimum for decent and healthful living. Stttial relationships also
give us insights into social problems. If we firttht the proportion of
males in juvenile detention centres who come fraiwkén homes is
substantially greater than the proportion of

males in the population at large who come from swarhes, this suggests
that broken homes may be an important factor dautirig to juvenile
delinquency. But statistics must always be integatevith care, for it can
be easy to read into them conclusions they do ustify. Also, it is
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sometimes possible to manipulate them so thatdabegar to show what
we want them to show.

Although statistics measure the results of soatéivity and highlight
trends, they have

other useful functions: testing theories and discioyg relationships. For
examplecorrelationis the relationship between two sets of data. A hig
correlation between sets of data means that ifement in one set rises,
its corresponding element in the other set is &lsgy to rise. Other
statistics determine how sure we are of a relatipndVe do not discuss
these statistics because an introductory sociahsei course is not the
place to learn them, but is the place to learn that such techniques of
testing relationships exist, and they may be wgothr while to study at
some point in the future.

If we are going to use statistics, we must havea.d@ata are the raw
numbers describing an event, occurrence, or silmagocial scientists’
data come from measuring and counting all occugermf a particular
happening. For example, we might find, “In 200%&réhwerex number
of murders ang number of suicides.” One way to get data is to canbd
a survey, a method whereby data are collected from indivisluai
institutions by means of questionnaires or intewgieFor instance, we
might conduct a survey in which selected peoplejaestioned or polled
on such matters as their incomes, their beliefeenmain issues, or the
political candidate for whom they intend to vot&tstics can tell us how
large a portion of a group must be surveyed befgr&an be reasonably
sure that the results will reflect the views of taetire group. Such
techniques are used extensively in surveys sut¢hea&allup or Harris
public opinion polls.

The use of statistics has been greatly facilitatew| therefore greatly
expanded, by the computer. The computer has madssible to record,
arrange, and rearrange voluminous information duiakd analytically.
Today, enormous amounts of data and other resoareeavailable to
anyone with a computer or other access to the naterWith the
expansion of social data and the enormous incieas@mputing power,
it is increasingly possible for social scientisiddok for relationships in
the data alone, rather than to be guided in theacheby theories. Using
highly sophisticated statistical techniques, soséntists analyze data,
looking for patterns. After they find a patterneyhfit that pattern to a
theory. For example, social scientists Stephentt.awvid John Donohue
searched the data and found a relationship betwespassage of the
abortion rights law in the United States and a el@se in crime in later
periods. Based on this evidence, they argued teatuse abortion
reduced the number of unwanted children, those el who were born
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had more guidance, and that it was the law makbogten legal, not any
change in law enforcement or increase in the nurobgmates

4.0 CONCLUSION

These methods of investigation in the social s@srseem plausible and
reputed by the scholars in the social sciencesnbiite light of modern
discourse they need to be re-examined and modifi¢de light of the
contemporary realities.

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit addressed the methods that are populesty in the social
sciences beginning with the generally accepted oastlof the social
sciences and the alternative approach to theirodstiThese methods are
held with high esteem but they have come undeossgrscrutiny which
has exposed their weaknesses.

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Briefly assess the generally accepted methodssefareh in the social
sciences.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit studies naturalism as a foundation ofdiseourse in the social
sciences. It holds that nature is the totality bfttaat is needed to be
known. Nature is thought to be source and touclestohthe social
sciences.

Naturalism has been a label for a variety of datpositions which have
little, if anything, in common. In ethics, natusah is a form of moral
realism which contends that ethical propertiesadojective in virtue of
being reducible to or identical to natural propesti where natural
properties are simply the properties investigatgddrious sciences. In
metaphysics, naturalism typically takes a form o&tenialism or
physicalism: Everything that exists is either phgbior supervenient
upon the physical. Naturalism in epistemology codsethat the role of
epistemology is to describe how knowledge is oleirather than to set
out apriori criteria for the justification of beliefs; therelaynaturalized
epistemology provides theories of knowledge andification which
eliminate normative standards by using only scientoncepts.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
The objectives of this unit are:
a. To study the theory of naturalism

b. To examine the basic discourse in naturalism
C. To know nature as the foundation of social sciences
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Meaning and Definition of Naturalism

One of the most common versions of naturalism & pbsition that
everything that exists is natural. Robert Audi de$ naturalism, broadly
construed, as "the view that nature is all theranid all basic truths are
truths of nature” (1996: 372). Rem B. Edwards affesimilar definition:
"The naturalist is one who affirms that only natwgists and by
implication that the supernatural does not exishe [natural] world is
all of reality; it is all there is; there is nohetr world' " (Edwards, 1972:.
135). Although these definitions capture some efrtiost fundamental
features of naturalism, | think that naturalism t@nand thus should be
defined less strongly. Alan Lacey captures thethafamnaturalism when
he writes: "What naturalism insists on is thatwwld of nature should
form a single sphere without incursions from owsiy souls or spirits,
divine or human" (Lacey, 1995: 604).

| think that most naturalists would agree that reltsm at least entails
that nature is a closed system containing only mahttauses and their
effects. Fundamentally, naturalism is a metaphygicaition about what
sorts of causal relations exist it is the positibat every caused event
within the natural world has a natural cause. Teifnition of naturalism
is weaker than "everything that exists is natubatause it leaves open
the possibility that the natural world does notaxst all of reality: There
may be some aspects of reality which exist outsil@ature. Which
aspects of reality are nonnatural in this senskevaily with the different
definitions of nature or natural being used. It neagn be impossible in
principle to know that such nonnatural realms exgit this weaker
definition retains the fundamental core of natgraliby denying that
supernatural causation exists. It would thus beebad say that naturalism
is the position that everything that exists withature is itself natural and
is solely influenced by natural causes.

Naturalism, as | conceive it, thus allows the exse of both nature and
realms that may exist outside of nature; it singtigulates that any non-
natural realms which may exist cannot causallyuiriice the natural
world. Even the possibility of non-natural causatie not ruled out so
long as both the cause and effect reside in somenatural realm. Thus
naturalism allows for the existence of both theuralt and the non-

natural--including instances of natural and noruradtcausation--as long
as these domains are causally separate. A supexheduse, on this view,
would be a non-natural cause of an event withiruneatThe phrase
'supernatural event' is best taken to refer tovamtewithin nature which

has a supernatural cause. The phrase 'natural eaentefer to either an
event with a natural cause or an event in the ahtorld. We should
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distinguish between these two, so | will not useghrase 'natural event'.
Instead, | will use the phrases 'naturally-causezhe and 'event within
nature' (or the natural world), respectively, torkn#his distinction.
Naturalism is thus best construed as the denighefexistence of any
genuine instances of supernatural causation, whengaernaturalism is
the affirmation of the existence of such instances.

Arthur C. Danto (1971: 448) comes closest to explicdefining
naturalism in this way when he characterizes nsumaas entailing that
"The entire knowable universe is composed of natipgects--that is,
objects which come into and pass out of existena®nsequence of the
operation of 'natural causes' ". But what is a ratcause? According to
Danto,

A natural cause is a natural object or an episodied history of a natural
object which brings about a change in some otharrakobject... It is
solely with reference to natural causes that wdagxphanges in the
behaviour of natural objects. This may requireneziee to objects which
we cannot directly experience, but these will nthadess still be natural
objects, and we need never go outside the systematafal objects for
explanations of what takes place within it. Refegerio non-natural
objects is never explanatory..

Insofar as the meaning of the term 'natural’ is mate explicit, the
definition above leaves open the possibility thatural cause' might be
defined broadly as any cause of a change in thavialr of a natural
object. Such a broad definition of 'natural caakesglrly begs the question:
That all causes of events within nature are nataases is precisely the
issue in question. We certainly don't want thissitheto be true by
definition--that is, true in a trivial sense. Rathee want naturalism to be
a position which--if true--is informative. The paoignt feature of Danto's
definition which seems most essential to naturalsthe thesis that we
never need to look to something outside of the nahtworld to explain
anything within the natural world.

On Danto's definition, we may not always be ablditectly experience
a natural cause, but presumably we should be ablexperience it
indirectly, as when we think of atoms as naturgeots. While Danto
never states how he distinguishes between direggigriencing an object
and indirectly experiencing it, | will presume tha means something
like the following: An object is directly experiead if it is immediately
present to our senses; it is indirectly experienifade must infer its
presence to explain the behaviour of other objetish are immediately
present to our senses. Danto's discussion of nmat®@bjects indicates
that he does not intend 'natural cause' to refeplyito any cause of a
change in a natural object:
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The universe may in addition contain one or anofoet of non-natural
object, but we have no reason for allowing the terise of non-natural
objects unless they have impact on the observadiawour of natural
objects, for natural objects are the only objedtsua which we know
directly, and it would be only with reference teithperturbations that we
might secure indirect knowledge of non-natural otgeshould there be
any (Danto, 1972: 448). Suppose we grant Dantaggamption that only
natural objects can be known directly. A cruciakspion still arises:
Among indirectly-known objects, how do we distingluibetween those
which are natural and those which are non-natural?

Danto's definition of a natural cause, while caprvery general
features of natural causation and natural caugddeation, does not shed
much light on what is meant by the term 'natutsklf. One obvious
candidate for what is meant by the term 'natusgbhiysical. The earliest
forms of naturalism, in fact, were versions of mialesm or physicalism
which maintained that everything that exists is gitgl. As | have
construed naturalism, simple (reductive) physicalisnaintains that
everything that exists within nature is physicadl @olely influenced by
physical causes. However, the prominent twentiethiury debate over
materialism in the philosophy of mind has reveadederal difficulties
with reductive physicalism as a solution to the arrody problem.

One of the most persistent difficulties for reduetphysicalism has been
the apparent inability of physicalistic explanasdon capture qualitative
features of conscious experience. It has been asik®ly argued that
gualia--the experiential feels of ‘what it is like'be in a conscious mental
state--cannot be captured by any physicalistic anadions in principle
because physicalistic explanations inherently refesbjective or public
features of phenomena, whereas the experientiakurtssa of
consciousness are inherently subjective or priyatdler, 1992: 190-
191). While such arguments for the irreducibilifconsciousness are not
the last word on the subject, they have not beersidely refuted either-
-at least not in the view of several prominent@oiphers. Although such
difficulties may be resolved in the future, thairent resistance to a clear
resolution that gains widespread acceptance giwgsaod reason to resist
simply identifying the natural with the physical.

In the contemporary philosophy of mind, an attractalternative to
reductive physicalism is some version of nonredacphysicalism or
property dualism. According to nonreductive physséra, mental states
are not simply identical to certain physical stdtesch as brain states), as
reductive physicalists hold; rather, mental states supervenient upon
those physical states. There have been severalatorgmefinitions of
supervenience suggested in the philosophical fiteza In general,
however, to say that mental states supervene upgsigal states is to say
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that there can be no differences between mentaisstdathout a physical
difference between the objects which instantiateoséh states
(Beckermann, 1992: 11). This physical differenceally amounts to a
difference in brain states, though the same mestaies may be
supervenient upon the physical states of an addacaeputer or of an
extraterrestrial brain. For our purposes, it idisignt to say that for a
mental state to be supervenient upon a physica stdails that a mental
state is dependent upon and determined by thatigathystate without
necessarily being identical to it.

But if mental states are supervenient upon somsigdlystates and are
not identical to any physical states, this meaas niiental states are--by
definition--nonphysical. If we accept nonreductpleysicalism (or even
admit it as a reasonable position) and want torreiaturalism, we do not
want to say that 'natural’ is simply equivaleniptoysical’. However, the
driving idea behind nonreductive physicalism allows to consider
another candidate for the natural: perhaps the tewxural’ means
physical or supervenient upon the physical. On nefindion of
naturalism, nonreductive physicalism maintains teaerything that
exists within nature is either physical or supemehupon the physical
and solely influenced by physical causes or cawbésh are supervenient
upon physical causes. A more economical statementhi® form of
naturalism would drop the idea of supervenient ados: everything that
exists within nature is either physical or supemahupon the physical
and solely influenced by physical causes. Most cbde and
nonreductive physicalists alike subscribe to thasah closure of the
physical--the view that all caused events in thesptal world must have
physical causes (Gulick, 1992: 160). Moreover, fysfral causation is
unlikely given that the brain would behave notidgatifferently under
the constant influence of nonphysical causes thaotld in the absence
of such influence and we see no evidence for nosipalyinfluences on
the brain.

If naturalism is construed as the position thatrgng that exists is
natural, the definition of natural as 'physicalsupervenient upon the
physical'--though initially promising--runs into femtial difficulties.
Consider the philosophical debate over the exigteri@bstract objects.
According to Platonism, there exists a class ofdsirdependent entities
called abstract objects (Hale, 1987: 11). On traigl Platonic accounts,
abstract objects are immutable and timeless entiti@ch are incapable
of being involved in causal interactions--thatise acausal--because they
exist outside of space and time in a Platonic realmnchanging and
eternal forms. A paradigm candidate for a genuipgtract object is a
number:

Numbers, sets and other stock examples of the ambgtave neither
spatial nor temporal position. Someone who senjopsisisted in asking
after the whereabouts of the number 3, say, or vihleegan to exist, or
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how long it will endure, etc., could only be suppdgo be the victim of
a gross misconception concerning what kind of tmambers are (or are
taken to be). With such paradigmatic examples efastract in mind, it
is natural to propose that the distinguishing featf abstract objects is
lack of spatial or temporal location (Hale, 1988).4

However, it is questionable whether Platonism ningstharacterized in
this way. For example, Bob Hale points out thatlevhil candidates for
abstract objects are nonspatial, certain candidatesbstract objects,
such as the game of chess and the English langhage,an origin in
time (Hale, 1987: 49). One could argue that sucamgtes are not
genuine abstract objects after all, though Halenkthithat this is
implausible. Despite this assessment, however, Haés concede that
"the vast majority of abstract objects surely atolly atemporal as well
as non-spatial" (Hale, 1987: 253). Perhaps the alm¢yract objects which
we are forced to countenance as real, if we agetbto countenance any
at all, are those which clearly exist outside afcgpand time. This would
explain why abstract objects are in some sensesatatdale points out
that while itisn't obvious that abstract objectsstrbe completely acausal,
"when abstract objects are said to be constitulipimecapable of causal
involvement, what is meant is that they cannotdgses of change, and
perhaps also that they cannot undergo change" (Ha7: 2). Given
Danto's understanding of a cause as something Hwirimgs about a
change" in an object, abstract objects are acau#iad sense of causality
that we are interested in.

In any case, | will confine our exploration of tt@ntroversy over abstract
objects to paradigm cases of abstract objectsrikabers where the
traditional definition of abstract objects does lgpfhere is nothing we
can point to within space and time and say ‘thathis number 4'.
Furthermore, numbers and the relations between #temnchanging and
mathematical truths like 2+2=4 seem timelessly.tflysical objects
such as acorns can be arranged such that we cdhatahere are only
four of those objects within a given space, bus¢hebjects exemplify
instances of the number 4--they are not equivaleng' itself. On a
Platonic account, four acorns are a concrete andticplar
exemplification of this abstract and universal forfgo 4 is a universal
concept rather than a particular one. The numbisr &lso an abstract
concept rather than a concrete one, unlike theaflaa acorn. We cannot
point to the number 4 in the way we can point toaaarn--this is the
essence of what being an abstract object is.

Does naturalism allow the existence of abstraceabf Alan Lacey
thinks that naturalism construes the natural wadd closed system of
natural causes and effects "without having to aconodate strange
entities like non-natural values or substantivarales universals” (Lacey,
1995: 604). Similarly, Arthur C. Danto thinks thedturalism entails the
denial of the existence of abstract objects. Daargues that formal
sciences like mathematics no more entail a Plaioraatology than [the
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empirical sciences do], nor are we, in using atbars, committed to the
existence of numerical entities as nonnatural abjetf the formal
sciences are about anything, it will at least netabrealm of timeless
numerical essences, and at any rate logic and maties are properly
appreciated in terms not of subject matter butiatfion, as instruments
for coping with this world rather than as descdps of another one
(Danto, 1972: 449).

Robert Audi (2000: 31), by contrast, thinks thaumalists can admit the
existence of abstract objects, noting that theyld/atill be naturalists
‘about the world": "A naturalist does not have #abradical physicalist
taking the position that only physical phenomena @al, not even
excepting such well-behaved abstract entities &s.s&udi (2000: 32)
argues that abstract objects may be essentiahfpadequate ontology:
"It is even more obvious that it could turn oub®impossible to give an
adequate account of science, not to mention piplmgowithout positing
some kinds of abstract entities, such as numberpopitions, and
possible worlds".

3.3 Contributions of Naturalism to research in theSocial Sciences

The precise character and scope of contemporamnyraiisin remain
disputed issues, yet projects under that label kiowsdiscernible
commonalities. In particular, naturalists grantept@nal cognitive status
to the empirical sciences, although they do thisagys that vary from one
author to another. Many, following John Dewey,v&rto ground their
view of human life in evolutionary biology and, nedsroadly, to replace
traditional metaphysical and epistemological apphea with theories
and methods continuous with those of the scierasie concentrate on
the natural sciences, others take guidance fronad®mo scientific
disciplines. A strong version of naturalism, by Haeichenbach (1949:
74), runs as follows:

Modern scientists refuse to recognize the authofitize philosopher who
claims to know the truth from intuition, from insiginto a world of ideas
or the nature of reason or the principles of beangrom whatever super
empirical source. There is no separate entrantretto for philosophers.
The path of the philosopher is indicated by thahefscientist.

Not all contemporary naturalist positions aim toveo as much as
Reichenbach’s package, however. Positions diffganding the theses
they hold. Two especially prominent are (to firgpeoximation):

1. Ontological naturalism, which asserts thatedllity, including human

life and society, is exhausted by what exists endhusal order of nature.
This includes the view that all properties relatedthe mind depend
ontologically on natural entities. Ontological natism thus rejects the
existence of supernatural entities. Its variousiomgst include such

positions as
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supervenient physicalism (e.g. Papineau, 1993)baodder pluralisms
(e.g. Bunge, 1977, 1979).

2. Epistemological naturalism holds that there ashigher tribunal for
knowledge than science. Different views on scienkhowledge make
for different renditions of this thesis, but unifg traits include an
emphasis on scientific justification, and a leardstirust of ideas thought
to be immune to empirical findings (rejection ofriapsm). From the
perspective of naturalism (presented sometimes Msthodological
Naturalism”), one makes the most sense of thingsawiding non-
scientific approaches to knowing—research shouldyerithe kind and
level of warrant the natural sciences achieveHeirtbest hypotheses.

Naturalists who, like Reichenbach, support bothsdiseuse natural
science and its methodologies as framework for diszussion of
“philosophical” problems—the study of knowledge, mwes regarding
the history of inquiry, epistemology, ontology, tiee and nature of mind
and ethics, and so forth. In modern science theestcredible advances
of strong naturalism came from evolutionary biolpggpecially as part
of the discussion of Darwin’s work. Building on tinaturalization of
biology proposed in th®rigin, a subsequent book by Darwifihe
Descent of Manintroduced a proposal to understand psychologytiae
rise of mind that ran contrary to traditional exg#ions in terms of vital
forces and spiritualism. Darwin went as far as toppse that freedom
and moral values might be rooted in natural sedactiis daring way of
looking at organic life and the mind has been @piration to naturalists
ever since.

Radical naturalists draw ontological lessons froranddn, especially
against dualism—a doctrine they think has becomenable (Danto,
1972: 448). As noted earlier, by affirming the douity between all
levels of reality naturalism opposes “supernatamali and
“transcendentalism” (Ferrater Mora, 1990: 2315hvihe consequence
that, if naturalism is correct, neither human bsimpr their cultural
products can be considered supernatural—therariplgino room for
spiritualist explanation (see Galparsoro’s chajpié¢his volume).

Perhaps thelistinctive question of the philosophy of socialesce is
whether and how the social sciences differ frommifteiral sciences. The
sciences are paradigms of empirical knowledge, ldtwvhat can be
known and how it should be established. Not alersces are equal.
Alchemy and astrology were once proclaimed “scigfickeut nobody
now takes their theories as knowledge. On the oltteerd, physics,
particularly Newtonian mechanics, is widely takes @ model for
scientific knowledge. The question of whether sbsiéence is like
natural science has therefore been central toetjigrhacy of the social
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sciences since their inception. “Naturalism” is treene for a variety of

views holding that the social sciences should ke the natural sciences
in some important way. Those who think that theaariences need a
distinctive method, form of theorizing, or ontologie—you guessed it—
anti-naturalists. Unfortunately, the term is usedaivariety of ways. It

will therefore be useful to engage in a little dfitstipulative definition.

Since the issues debated cover a wide varietypédoit will be useful
at the outset to distinguish epistemological nditmafrom metaphysical
naturalism. Epistemological forms of naturalism c@m issues about
theory, explanation, and method. In literature @tia scientifi c
methodology one often encounters a distinction betw'qualitative” and
“quantitative” research. Qualitative research usésrviews, participant
observation, focus groups, and similar methodsxjresses its research
results in narrative form, often relying on illsive cases and analyzing
long passages of text. Quantitative research raesmethods that
measure in some way, perhaps through surveys eriexgnts. It aims to
uncover correlations and causes, and it may relymathematically
formulated models. When this distinction is introdd in the
methodology literature, it is usually insisted tlgatlitative research is
deeply different from quantitative research. Authawho take this
position are therefore adopting some form of epmstegical anti-
naturalism.

Metaphysical naturalists hold that humans are gfattie natural world,
and therefore they must be understood in termé®fsame causes and
mechanisms that animate all other creatures. Thwke oppose
metaphysical naturalism argue that humans or husurieties are
distinctive in some deep way. The arch anti-naistralf a metaphysical
stripe would be Rene Descartes, since he helchtiman minds were a
non-physical sort of substance. What makes us husnaarally not part
of the natural world. In contemporary social scenevolutionary and
psychological approaches have recently taken oreva importance.
These are typically naturalistic in the metaphylsgemse. Evolutionary
explanations of how cooperation could arise, faaregle, treat human
beings as sharing most traits with other

animals. The challenge is to explain how our spetiits, like altruistic
cooperation, could arise through selection. At thezpest level, the
dispute over metaphysical naturalism is about wéretiuman nature is
part of the natural world or outside of it.

Naturalism is best understood as a nexus of closéyed philosophical
debates. The real work of answering the questioresish social

scientific theories/methods/ontologies be like tragural sciences?—is
carried out at a much lower level of abstractioave3al issues to be
discussed in later chapters thus fall within thesle of naturalism. A pair
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of questions forms the core of the debate ovetepis naturalism. Does
understanding human behaviour require spauielhods?And does it
require forms otheorydifferent from those in the natural sciences? & th
discussion of Rosa Parks and the civil rights moysmabove, the
problem was framed in terms of “free riders.” Giuars perspective, the
social scientist may use the resources of gamerytheoanalyze and
explain social movements. Formalizing the prefeesmuf abstract actors
in a social movement, the main claims of the theasn be
mathematically expressed. Some people think theaure it abstracts
away from the historical individuals, this sorttb&ory misses important
issues. The real question is how Rosa Parks armd oitfil rights leaders
were thinking about the challenges they faced. Tamot be expressed
in terms of correlations or game-theoretical aresdyshe “qualitative”
methods, mentioned above, were developed to findhow historical
agents like Rosa Parks were thinking about theiatbn.

Questions about causality are staples of both epw@bgy and
metaphysics. They arise across the sciences, th Bocial sciences they
have particular resonance. The question of frekasks whether human
action is causally determined. In the social s@snthis question turns
into one about explanation: Can human action besatBuexplained?
Anti-naturalists argue that it cannot because hunean for reasons, and
reasons are not causes.

The empiricist analysis of causation, handed doewmfHume, holds that
causes require laws. Are there laws of the soamld? The democratic
peace is sometimes put forward as a law, but $hdebated. Many have
thought that the creativity and complexity of hunteiaviour precludes
the kind of lawfulness found in the natural sciende the last several
decades, analyses of causation that do not tieesaoslaws so tightly
have become popular.

Law or not, the democratic peace hypothesis asasadsisal relationship
between democracy and peace. How could such aldaysathesis be
tested in the social sciences? The problem, agreadiHume well know,
is that the evidence for a hypothesis like the dmmatec peace is a
correlation: no observed democracies have goneatomith each other.
The theory asserts an unobserved cause. The ssdmices have
developed several methodologies that purport tovesolthis
epistemological problem.

A final broad issue that invokes the theme of redism is the role of
rationality and rules in social scientific undergtang. This issue
intersects with the theme of normativity; but hese are concerned with
the place of rules in social scientific theory. @bscientists often appeal
to rules, but one might wonder whether rules realtplain anything.
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Does the fact that Hannalughtto do something explain why she does
it? Naturalists of a metaphysical stripe often arthat it does not, but this
depends to some extent on how norms, rules, andewvalare
conceptualized.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Human beings, their existences, thinking and actimgy have been
brought into existence by nature but it is unthivikao state that nature
is the totality of human being.

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit discussed the basic issues in naturahigiting on the thought
that nature is the totality, source and touchswinthe society. Nature
tend to determine all beings that exist and it aletermines human
thinking and actions.

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Discuss the basic tenets of naturalism.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit addresses the basic thought of redudionit is anchored on
the thinking that discourse in the various discie$ varies in terms of
difficulty and respect from the sciences througl $ocial sciences to
other disciplines. It is thought to encompass bothtaphysical ad
epistemological discourse. Reductionism is onehef most important
epistemological and methodological issues thatanken considering
both the relationships between different level®mfanization of matter
and the links between different scientific disaigls (sociology,
psychology, biology, physics, etc.). In the domah psychology,
reductionism is often linked with the mind/body piem. The issue of
reductionism is also connected with the examinatioresearch methods
of psychology as a science, particularly the trestihof the analysis of
psychological phenomena into their components ssareh strategy.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study are:

. To know the basic issues in reductionism
o To analyse the various issues in reductionism
. To know the relevance of reductionism to the sosiaénces

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Meaning and Definition of Reductionism

Broadly speaking, ‘reductionism’ is used in philpky to refer to
doctrines according to which one can explain sobjeab by reducing it
to a different, usually more simple, level — fomeple, the meaningful
to the physical as in behaviourism, knowledge tonseedata as in
phenomenalism, the social to the biological as amiabiology. The
reductions are not made merely as a way of simpgfgomplexity, but
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of locating what their advocates believe to becigses or sources of the
explananda. Anti-reductionists argue that the engrida are irreducible,
that even though they may depend on the thingshichweductionists
appeal - thought on brain cell activity, for examplthey havemergent
properties or powers which cannot be reduced to those of their
constituents without residue. Anti-reductionisteréfore argue for a
stratified ontologyin which any higher stratum presupposes lowetatr
but not vice versa — as in the asymmetric relatibtne biological to the
physical. The strata usually cited are the physida chemical, the
biological and the social, but further strata mayrivoked within each of
these. The plausibility of the idea that the waddstratified arguably
provides a warrant for the existence of differeistiglines: the physical,
the chemical, the biological and the social deahwidifferent strata of
reality. However, as we shall see, the subdivigibsocial science into
disciplines has a much less clear relation toitation. In part, the rise
of different social sciences seems to corresportiedifferentiation of
spheres in modernity — politics, law and econonfmsexample - rather
than to different strata, though some might ardna¢ psychology is an
exception.1 A third group argues against both tipeséions, arguing that
all objects and processes are on the same leveihvatrelational field,
and that what eventuates are products of interactisther than
emergence.

Reductionism has been defined as an epistemolaagicamnethodological
stance which absolutizes the reduction of compistesns or problems
to their simple components or elements. The teeduction” originates
from the Latin term “reducere” which meant to ldstk, bring back, and
restore. Reduction is a legitimate and useful nuetlod scientific
investigation of complex systems and problems thincanalysis of their
components. The reduction of the higher-level s$tmas to lower-level
components is constructive only when the reseascher aware of the
specific characteristics of the subject of theweistigation, the conditions,
and the limitation of reduction. Reductionism as tpposite of holism
accepts the view that all objects or systems ateaible to lower levels
in the hierarchy of their constitution.

At least three types of reductionism can be distisiged: ontological,
methodological, and theoretical. Ontological rethrasm is the position
that the higher-level structures are reduciblevtedr level structures. The
world is not homogeneous, but stratified and coregax different levels
of organization with varying degrees of complexity.

However, ontological reductionism leads to the elmtion of the higher
level to a single, lower level substance. Methodimlal reductionism is a
research strategy based on the presentation ofsias the only
scientific approach to the explanation of the higlegel of organization
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in terms of the lower level. Reducing methods ofcpslogy and other
sciences to methods of physics is a typical formmathodological
reductionism (Jones, 2000: 22). Reductionism assaarch strategy has
at least three main characteristics: quantificatenhinear-serial way of
proceeding, and a deductive and analytical wagasoning (Verschuren,
2001: 50).

Theoretical reductionism is an attempt to explamterms and laws of a
theory of higher-level phenomena on the basis eftéhms and laws of
another theory of lower-level phenomena. In theOEQ®gical positivists
with their program “Unity of Science” argued thiitszientific sentences
should be in a physical language (Ney, 2008: 48gree is presented by
logical positivists as a single unified system, vitnich higher-level
sciences such as sociology and psychology are itdduo basic science
(physics) (Bem & Loorende Jong, 2001:21)

Physicalism is based on a reduction of all sciencascluding social
sciences — to physics which pretends to provide themate
“explanations.” Disciplinary imperialism producedaims that the
particular discipline (physics) is more fundameitit@an any other
disciplines.

3.2 Reductionism in the Social Sciences

In social science, the term ‘reductionism’ is utsadely pejoratively, as
in the accusation of ‘biological reductionism’ @sychologism’ used by
sociologists against those who seek to explainasdoghaviour in
biological or psychological terms. It is often usedth reference to
stratification and emergence held to exist withia stratum of the social,
as in accusations of ‘vulgar materialism’, whermeg beliefs are treated
wholly as a function of their material circumstasc&ome arguments
about reductionism centre not on reduction as sutiough they may
claim to do so - but the form and direction of teduction. For example,
some opponents of the reduction of the social ® biological may
advocate not a stratified ontology in which theiabbas irreducible
emergent powers from the biological, but in effét the biological is
reducible to the social or cultural. In other woatsupwards reduction
may be substituted for a downwards reduction. Ugwaductions have
become common with the rise of cultural studies thedprioritisation of
discourse. Support has also grown in some partsocfal science,
particularly anthropology, for the third, ‘flat aogy’ position (e.g.
Ingold, 2000: 45).

There are also looser usages of the term, agairiably pejorative,
which refer not to the reduction of higher strabgects or processes to
lower strata ones (or vice versa) but simply tacidns the explanations
of multiply determined processes to a few elemeisoring others
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within the same stratum that are believed to beifsignt. (These might
be called horizontal reductionism). The reductibnapitalism to market
exchange might be an example of this. For advogcatesh reductions
provide a way of simplifying and clarifying whateth claim would
otherwise be unmanageably complex, and they maykemvthe
prerogative of scientific abstraction and the iddatxplanatory elegance
and parsimony to legitimate this. For critics, theyolve misattributions
of causality and misinterpretations of the mearohgliscourses. Thus,
for example, the reduction of capitalism to excheangght be argued to
allow the effects of power imbalances in controtokey resources to be
attributed to free exchange.

This last example indicates that reductionism is merely an arcane
matter internal to scientific and philosophicalumy and lacking wider
interest. Reductionism is common in everyday thoagll discourse, and
it can take forms which have great political sigr@ihce. Thus, attributing
people’s behavioural characteristics in reductiofaishion to their genes
has important implications for how we evaluate thend respond to
them. Stances on reductionism underlie whether wspand to
behavioural pathologies by administering drugsroxialing therapy and
changing the social environment. Individualistic plaation is a
particularly important form of reductionism: by rezng the social to the
individual, it attributes to individuals sole resyibility for their fates, so
that, for example, individuals are solely respolesior their class and life
chances. This is mirrored by a form of sociologrealuctionism in which
individuals have no influence or responsibility ftreir actions or
character and are merely products of wider foréetersections in
discursive networks, etc. These two opposed reshistns, albeit in
more moderate forms, are fundamental to the palititvide between
right and left. As is usual with reductionism, gt éasier to identify the
problems of such positions than how to resolvearud them.

In this critical commentary on reductionism | shattlude both the more
technical and looser senses of reductionism, fdh lbover matters of
considerable political significance, though | sladus mainly on vertical
reductionism. Although I'm interested in reductismi primarily as an
issue in the social sciences, given the importafhoelationships between
the social and the biological and the physicalauld of course be
reductionist (in a pejorative sense) to ignore ¢hdssis also difficult to
say much about reductionism without straying intatters of dualism,
but | assume that in this context this should pecaluctive.

Any general position on reductionism implies someadkof wider
philosophical standpoint regarding ontology andapkysics, in terms of
which more specific arguments about reductionismplanation and
interpretation are developed. It is therefore ng@esto give some
background on this standpoint, which derives in ¢cage from critical
realist philosophy. This opposes reductionism amgperts a stratified
ontology in which emergent powers figure promingnithe main part of
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the paper develops this approach, offering expianatof emergence,
critigues of reductionism and flat ontology positso and discussions of
the implications of interaction among mechanisngifégrent strata. The
second part discusses some influential forms ofiggohism in social
science - strong social constructionism and itemsalist ‘other’, the
reduction of actors to causal agents and meaniriersareductionist
approaches to values and reason produced by thedae family of
dualisms, and finally, and briefly, reductionist edatments of
responsibility, whether individualist or sociallgt@rminist. But before
launching into this there is a preliminary mattérieth must be dealt with
— the influence of rivalries between academic gisoes and their
imperialistic tendencies in driving reductionism.

The issue of reductionism, of whether one kindiefwof the world can
be reduced to (and hence replaced by) another wtittoss, throws
different kinds of knowledge into competition, whet for the same
ground or over an appropriate division of territoRaising the issue
invites not only debate but competition among gilstes, and hence is
liable also to invite that most tedious of academiclencies - disciplinary
imperialism (Sayer, 2000a). Disciplinary imperiaiiss itself a form of
reductionism, at once both imperialistic and paalchclaiming ever
greater scope and vision for a particular discgiirhile remaining within
its restricted point of view. The shackling of mdiual academic
ambition to the fortunes of institutionalised dities produces claims
from each discipline that it is more fundamentad/an comprehensive,
than any other discipline. Given disciplinary imjpésm, one is tempted
to say that economists would say that everything lma reduced to a
matter of choice, wouldn’t they? - just as anthlogsts would attempt
to say everything is cultural, and sociologists ldatiaim that everything
is socially-constructed. Particularly between gisoes which are close
or overlapping in their objects one finds not ootynpetition but mutual
aversions, such as those of sociology and psycki@og@conomics and
sociology. These are evident in sociologists’ feaibeing accused by
colleagues of ‘psychologism’ (reduction of the sdcito the
psychological), which tends to make them refuseotocede anything to
psychology, even where doing so would help thein @xplanations. It is
also evident in economists’ scarcely-veiled contefmpsociology, often
buttressed by the curious claim that sociologigal avith the irrational
and economists with the rational aspects of belawhich can hardly
escape a corresponding implied inequality in sjatwsd by a
methodological imperialism which considers deduetiveasoning,
preferably in mathematical form, as the only kinfd approach that
warrants the honorific label ‘scientific’.

Disciplinary imperialism invites members of disai@s (who are more
‘the disciplined’ than ‘the disciples’) to assebgdries or explanations
not according to any general standards of empiackquacy, rigour,
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coherence, etc., but according to whether theyramb/¢ghe imperialistic
ambitions of their discipline. Of course, they tardo so deliberately;
rather they respond to the positive incentivesdasd in terms of their
personal reputation and that of their disciplinbileithe arguments of the
natives who are being displaced are unlikely taubeerstood or taken
seriously, since they come from another disciplindividual academics
can advance their careers by showing that whatpnesously imagined
to lie outside their discipline’s territory canfewct be better explained by
their own discipline’s tropes and theories. Pubdiwice theory in
economics, which claims to be able to explain aged behaviour, not
just that generally seen as economic, in terms@fsupposedly rational
choices of narrowly self-interested individuals, jist one example.
Sometimes, of course, they may be right; this isandefence of existing
disciplinary boundaries — far from it - but a wangof the dangers of such
explorations being conducted in a spirit of disciaty imperialism rather
than postdisciplinary learning.

One doesn’t have to fall for a sociological redogism to acknowledge
that the competitions of the academic field fortuitaand power so
brilliantly analysed by Pierre Bourdieu ifomo Academicu@ourdieu,
1988: 62) has something to do with the way debalbesit reductionism
and the relation of different kinds of disciplireplanation and theory
develop in the context of a field of competing astand institutions. As
Bourdieu argued, the point of acknowledging suctdéacies is not to
invite a sociologically imperialist reduction ofetlstructure and content
of knowledge to a competition for power among aoaids, but precisely
to identify, and hence to limit, the distortionadr understanding of the
world by that form of institutionalised competitigBourdieu, 2004: 58).

Philosophers have often envisioned the sciencearemnged in a
hierarchy. Physics is the foundation on which clstrpis built, followed
in turn by biology, psychology, and then the sos@énces. Having built
such a house of cards, one wonders how much itdaailde to flatten it.
Can the social sciences be reduced to psycholdgighwn turn reduces
to biology? Does everything ultimately reduce tygbs? These are the
guestions of reductionism.

Like naturalism, reductionism is a theme that engasses several issues,
and like naturalism it comes in both epistemololgarad metaphysical
varieties. The difference between the varietieseddp on how “reduce”
is to be understood. Some have held that redudtioa relationship
between theories. Epistemological reductionism &ittet theories at one
level can be replaced by theories at a lower ldwe¢rything explicable
by sociology, for example, is ultimately explicabia terms of
psychology. (One need not continue, of coursegtheay be reasons why
psychology does not reduce to biology.) Metaphysiwaims about
reduction, on the other hand, contend that entifiesperties, processes,
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or events at one level are nothing but objectshatheer. Minds do not
exist, the reductionist might say, only brains.d tke distinction between
epistemological and metaphysical naturalism, gissible to adopt (anti-
)reductionism of both flavours. It is also possiliée be one sort of
reductionist without being the other. We will enoter a number of
philosophers and social scientists who accept aaphgsical
reductionism but daotthink that theories of the social sciences could be
replaced by psychology.

The themes of reductionism and naturalism overag, they are not
coextensive. Many who argue for reductionism (ei#gpstemological or
metaphysical) are motivated by naturalistic commeitis. That is, one
might argue that because there is one, causallpemted world and
humans are part of it (metaphysical naturalismjiad@nd psychological
properties must

reduce to physical properties. As a rough genextadba, it is probably fair
to say that all reductionists are naturalists. fB&t converse is not true:
not all naturalists are reductionists. It could that the natural world
contains a variety of fundamental kinds of thingkick are not all
reducible to some substrate, and at the same himedcial and natural
sciences need to use the same theory structuresathddologies. Once
again, it is difficult to resolve the issues whheyt are considered at this
abstract level. The broad theme of reductionisns getbstance from
several specific issues in the philosophy of scsxénce.

Students of the social sciences are likely to entmouthe phrase
“methodological individualism” in the course of thatudies. It is the
requirement that social theories must explain $@sients in terms of the
choices, beliefs, and attitudes of individual peofxpressed this way, it
is an epistemologically reductionist thesis. Howevarguments for
methodological individualism are often a mix of @q@tysical and
epistemological considerations, and the metaphlygigastion is whether
churches, schools, armies, and so on are thingexist over and above
the individuals. The reductionist regards a soci@vement or a
democratic nation as nothing more than patternsdividual actions.
Game theory has been a particularly powerful tookihalyzing the way
that group properties could emerge from individthadices. For examine
these tools and their application throughout theti@es that invoke
reductionist themes.

Methodological individualism reduces social-levéjerts to individual
choice and action. Most Scholars who advocatestitsof reductionism
do not go on to explain individual choices in teraisychological or
biological properties. This raises the questiorwbiether agency and
individual action have a kind of explanatory prigriA number of recent
research programs in the social sciences have atgledlimensions to
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this question. Game theory is a paradigmatic forfimindividualism
insofar as it assumes that individuals rationallyspe actions with the
greatest utility. Recent work in behavioural ecomsmhas revealed
striking ways in which humans fail to satisfy trassumption. These
experiments are consonant with much work in cogaifpsychology
which seems to explain large-scale features of mupehaviour in terms
of sub-conscious, or better, sub-personal proce§Bles mechanisms
discovered by contemporary cognitive psychology amsairoscience
would be examples of “sub-personal” processes opeties.) This
family of empirical theories suggests a picture rghtibe level of agency
(belief, intention, choice) is eliminated and reg@d by sub-personal
cognitive capacities and super-personal sociaépet Not exactly your
father’'s reductionism, but spooky nonetheless.

Anti-reductionists, or “holists” as they are oftealled, can point to at
least two social phenomena that seem to be imdesgibexplain or
analyze in individualistic terms: normativity andinjt action. It is a
philosophical commonplace to say that “ought” carreoreduced to “is”;

a norm or rule cannot be identified with a pattefbehaviour.

Joint actions are things that a single person dasim@lone, such as sing
a duet or defeat Napoleon’s army. In the last tecadles, there has been
a flurry of work in philosophy on the question ohether joint actions
can be explained or understood as an aggregateligfdual intentional
actions, or whether there is some sort of joirgntibnality.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Reductionism seems attractive and convincing bavde a lot to be
imagined.

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit discussed the basic issues in reductionls has argued that
social activities could be explained in terms afividual actions or group
action.

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Discourse the basic tenets of reductionism
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MODULE 4 THE FUTURE OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

This module discusses the future of the philosagttiie social sciences.
In the process, it presents the contemporary diseoand debate in the
philosophy of the social sciences. It is dividetbithree units with unit |
discussing Empiricism and the theory of Knowledgeit Il discusses
Positivism and Sociology and Unit 11l discussesrdi@iie of Positivism.

UNIT 1 EMPIRICISM AND THE THEORY OF
KNOWLEDGE

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objective of the study

3.0 Main Content

4.0 Summary

5.0 Conclusion

6.0 Tutor Marked Assignment

7.0 References and Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the burning issues in empmadisthe contemporary
discourse of epistemology. In the process, it l&ibg bear the basic
arguments and analyses of the divergent discoursthe relationships
between positivism and epistemology.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the study are:

a. To expose the basic components of positivism aitespology

b. To analyse the various arguments on the relatipsshetween
positivism and epistemology.

C. To know the implications of the discourse betweesitvism and
epistemology on the social sciences

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

The history of modern science and the history ebtles of knowledge
have been closely bound up with each other. Sceesiweh as physics and
chemistry, which rely a great deal on observatiod experiment, have
tended to justify their methods and knowledge-ctaim terms of the
empiricist view of knowledge. Empiricist philosophehave tended to
return the compliment, by treating science as tgkdst form of genuine
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knowledge, or often even the only one. In the twetint century,
empiricist philosophers (particularly those, sustRaCarnap (1966), and
the British philosopher A. J. Ayer (1946), who &mewn as the ‘logical
positivists’) have been especially concerned tovdaalear dividing line
between science, as genuine knowledge, and varelies-systems such
as religion, metaphysics, psychoanalysis and Marxla the empiricist
view, these belief systems, which sometimes presieamselves as
scientific, can be shown to be ‘pseudo-sciencésiugh it is a bit more
complicated than this — one of the leading logipakitivists, Otto
Neurath, was also a Marxist). One of the difficesti they have
encountered in trying to do this is that a verycstriterion of scientific
status, which is adequate to the job of keeping ™arxism,
psychoanalysis and the rest, generally also rulgsaogreat deal of
established science.

Although empiricist philosophy is concerned witle tiature and scope of
knowledge in general, our concern is more narromith its account of
natural science. We will also be working with aste‘al-typical’ construct
of empiricist philosophy, which does not take mudhice of the many
different versions of empiricism. Anyone who watttsake these debates
further will need to read more widely to get anadef the more
sophisticated variants of empiricism. For our msgs, the empiricist
view of science can be characterized in termsérsdasic doctrines:

a. The individual human mind starts out as a ‘blah&et’. We acquire
our knowledge from our sensory experience of theldvand our
interaction with it.

b. Any genuine knowledge-claim is testable by edguere (observation
or experiment).

c. This rules out knowledge-claims about beingsrdities which cannot
be observed.

d. Scientific laws are statements about generaljrreng patterns of
experience.

e. To explain a phenomenon scientifically is tovglat it is an instance
of a scientific law. This is sometimes referredas®the ‘covering law’
model of scientific explanation.

f. If explaining a phenomenon is a matter of shaatimat it is an example
or ‘instance’ of a general law, then knowing the lshould enable us to
predict future occurrences of phenomena of thae.typhe logic of
prediction and explanation is the same. This isetones known as the
thesis of the ‘symmetry of explanation and preditti

g. Scientific objectivity rests on a clear separatof (testable) factual
statements from (subjective) value judgements.

We can now put some flesh on these bare bonesfifBheloctrine of

empiricism is associated with it historically, buis not essential. In the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, empiri@sited to accept some
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version of the association of ideas as their thebhow the mind works,
and how learning takes place. This governed th&swvof how
individuals acquire their knowledge (that is, fr@rperience, and not
from the inheritance of innate ideas, or instintday’'s empiricists are
not bound to accept this, and they generally

make an important distinction between the procégaiaing or acquiring
knowledge (a matter for psychology) and the proocdédssting whether
beliefs or hypotheses (however we acquired them) tare. In the
terminology of Karl Popper, this is the distinctibatween the ‘context of
discovery’ and the ‘context of justification’.

The second doctrine of empiricism is at the corehad philosophical

approach. The basic point the empiricists are ntpldarthat if you want

us to accept any claim as true, you should be #@blstate what the
evidence for it is. If you can go on claiming ittise whatever evidence
turns up, then you are not making a factual stamena¢ all. If the

manufacturer of a food additive claims that it iafes for human

consumption, but cannot give evidence that any@seykt consumed it,
we would expect the official body concerned witbdosafety standards
to refuse to accept their assurances. If theypinevide results of tests on
animal and subsequently human consumers of theupradhich show

unexpected instances of symptoms of food-poisoniug,continue to

insist the product is safe, we might start to saspleat they are not
interested in the truth, but solely in selling tw@duct. Thus far, this
doctrine of empiricism accords very closely withdely held (and very
reasonable!) intuitions.

It is important to note that our statement of tleeand doctrine of
empiricism could be misleading. For empiricism, tatement can be
accepted in this sense as genuine knowledge, sciastific, without
being true. The important point is that statemenist be capable of being
shown to be truer false by referring to actual or possible sources of
evidence. On this criterion, ‘The moon is made ofeq cheese’ is
acceptable, because it can be made clear whatneeadd the senses will
count for it, and what evidence will count agailsf statement such as
‘God will reward the faithful is ruled out becauseannot be made clear
what evidence would count for or against it, ordaese believers continue
to believe in it whatever evidence turns up.

This latter possibility is significant, since foorae empiricists the
testability of a statement is not so much a mattehe properties of the
statement as of the way believers in it respon@xperiences which
appear to count against it. But once we recogriaé there might be a
choice about whether to give up our beliefs wherfage evidence which
seems to count against them, this raises problamstavhat it is to test
a belief, or knowledge-claim. In a recently repdrtase, it was claimed
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by a group of researchers that rates of recovepabénts suffering from
a potentially fatal disease who were undergoingtihal treatment at a
complementary clinic were actually worse than tho$egatients not
undergoing this treatment.

This appeared to be strong evidence that the tezdtmas ineffective, if
not actually harmful. Would it have been right ftwe clinic to have
accepted these findings, and to have closed dowtinvigh? In the event,
subsequent analysis of the data suggested thanpaselected for the
additional treatment had, on average, poorer prsgmohan those who
were not. They were, in any case, less likely tcover, so that the
research did not, after all, show the treatmerti@aneffective or even
harmful. Even had advocates of the ‘complementaegtment not been
able to show this weakness in the research degigg,might well have
argued that a more prolonged investigation, or whieh included the
results of a number of different clinics offerirfgetsame sort of treatment,
might have come up with more favourable evidence.

In this case, a potentially beneficial treatmergimihave been abandoned
if its advocates had been too ready to accept appavidence against it.
On the other hand, to keep hanging on to a bajeinst repeated failure
of test expectations starts to look suspicious. eiew, because tests
rarely, if ever, provide conclusive proof or dispfof a knowledge-claim,
judgement is generally involved in deciding how wteeigh the
significance of new evidence. In practice it canvieey difficult to see
where to draw the line between someone who is lreiagpnably cautious
in not abandoning their beliefs, and someone whoggnatically hanging
on to them come what may. This is a big problemth@ empiricist
philosophers of science who want a sharp dividing between science
and pseudo-science, and want to base it on threziontof ‘testability’ by
observation or experiment. To preserve the distiadtatus of scientific
knowledge-claims they need to reduce the scope légitimate
disagreement about how to weigh evidence for oinaga hypothesis.

There are two obvious ways of doing this. One ibdovery strict about
what can count as a hypothesis, or scientific staté¢, so that the
knowledge-claims it makes are very closely tiedh® evidence for or
against it. A general statement which just sumnearidescriptions of
direct observations might satisfy this requireménstandard example is
‘All swans are white.” This is supported by evetyservation of a white
swan, and actually disproved by any single obsEmwaif a non-white

swan. This example can also be used to illustia¢esecond way of
tightening up on testability. If we consider thepimations of the claim

that all swans are white, it is clear that it imaban indefinitely large
class of possible observations. Someone interésteasting it could go
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out and observe large numbers of swans of diffespaties, in different
habitats and in different countries.

The more swans observed without encountering awiadte one, the
more confidence the researcher is likely to havat the universal
statement is true: each successive observationtemid to add to this
confidence, and be counted as confirmation. Thesnseto be common
sense, but, as we will see, there are serious grablith it. However,
for empiricist philosophers of science, the issisden as one of finding
a set of rules which will enable us to measuredibgree of confidence
we are entitled to have in the truth of a knowledizem

(the degree of confirmation it has) on the basiarof given finite set of
observations. A great deal of ingenuity has gon® iapplying
mathematical probability theory to this problem.

The third doctrine of empiricism was initially meato rule out as
unscientific appeals to God’s intentions, or ndsirpurposes, as
explanatory principles.

Darwin’s explanation of the adaptive character ahmfeatures of living
organisms in terms of differential reproductioresadf random individual
variations over many generations made it possibleexplain the
appearanceof design in nature without reference to God, thsigher.
But in many scientific, or would-be scientific, diglines, researchers
appeal to entities or forces which are not obsdevallewton’s famous
law of universal gravitation, for example, has besed to explain the
rotation of the earth around the sun, the orbthefmoon, the motion of
the tides, the path of projectiles, the accelenatibfreely falling bodies
near the earth’s surface and many other things.edew no one has ever
seen gravity. It has been similar with the thebsat imatter is made up of
minute particles, or atoms. This theory was acakpte scientific long
before instruments were developed to detect atoamd-molecular-level
processes. And even now those instruments have d@erloped; the
interpretation of observations and measurementemwét them depends
on theoretical assumptions — including the assumptiat the atomic
view of matter is true! Other appeals to unobsdevantities and forces
have not been accepted.

These include the view, widely held among biolagisttil the middle of
the last century, that there were fundamental idiffees between living
and nonliving things. Living things displayed ‘spaneity’, in the sense
that they did not behave predictably in responsexternal influences,
and they also showed something like ‘purposivenassthe way
individuals develop from single cells to adult argans. These distinctive
features of living things were attributed, by “Vig# biologists, to an
additional force, the ‘vital force’. The opponenfsthis view had several
different criticisms of it. Some were philosophicahterialists in their
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ontology, and were committed to finding explanasion terms of the
chemistry of living things. But the vitalists wemdso criticized in

empiricist terms for believing in unobservable fgcand ‘essences’.
More recently, the empiricists have directed theaitention to

psychoanalysis as a pseudo-science which postulatebservable
entities such as the unconscious, the superegscaod (Cioffi 1970: 80;

Craib 1989: 65).

The fourth doctrine of empiricism is its accounttod nature of scientific
laws. It is acknowledged that a very large parthef achievement of
modern science is its accumulation of general mstatts about
regularities in nature. These are termed ‘scientdiws’, or ‘laws of
nature’. We have already mentioned Newton’s lawg@vitation. Put
simply, this states that all bodies in the univeatteact each other with a
force that is proportional to their masses, but gists weaker the further
they are apart. Not all laws are obviously universa

in this way. For example, some naturally occurnmaferials are unstable
and give off radiation. The elements concernedh(siscuranium, radium
and plutonium) exist in more than one form. Thetalke form (or
‘isotope’) tends to emit radiation as its atomscalg. Depending on the
isotope concerned, a constant proportion of itsnatwill decay over a
given time period. The law governing radioactivealefor each isotope
is therefore statistical, or probabilistic, likéoaof the generalizations that
are familiar in the social sciences.

A common way of representing this is to state itme period over which,
for each isotope, half of its atoms undergo de&wy. the half-life of
uranium- 235 is 700 million years, that of rador®22mere 52 seconds.
Of course, this can also be represented as a sahMaw in the sense that
each and every sample of radon-220 will show theesstatistical pattern.
In biology, it is harder to find generalizationsielincan count as universal
in the same way. One of the best-known exampieoiaded by the work
of the nineteenth-century Augustinian monk Gregaenilel. He was
interested in explaining how the characteristicem@fanisms get passed
on from generation to generation. He did breedixgeements on
different varieties of pea plants, using pairsarftcasting characteristics,
or ‘traits’, such as round- versus wrinkled-seeapss, and yellow versus
green colour. He showed that the offspring of ctasgdings did not, as
might be expected, show blending of these chamc@n the contrary,
the offspring in successive generations showedhitietatistical patterns
of occurrence of each of the parental traits. Ttetatstical patterns are
Mendel's laws, and Mendel is generally acknowledgedhe founder of
modern genetics.

However, Mendel did not stop at simply making thedatistical
generalizations. He reasoned back from them to im@ilications for the
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nature of the process of biological inheritancelftHis results showed
that some factor in the reproductive cells of tka plants is responsible
for each of the traits, that this factor remainsistant through the
generations, and that when two different factoesmesent in the same
cell (as must be the case for at least some obtfspring of cross-
breeding), only one of them is active in produdimg observed trait.

Subsequently, it became conventional to refer égdhfactors as ‘genes’,
and to distinguish between ‘dominant’ and ‘recessjenes according to
which trait was produced when the genes for botreypeesent together.
This way of thinking also led to an important distion between two
different ways of describing the nature of an orglan in terms of its
observable characteristics or traits (the phengtyged in terms of its
genetic constitution (the genotype). With thesengxas of scientific
generalizations in mind, we can see how well ootk empiricist view
fits them. As we saw above, empiricists are conaditib accepting as
scientific only those statements which are testdlyleobservation or
experiment. The most straightforward way to meet tequirement, we
saw, was to limit scientific generalizations to mesummaries of
observations. But it would be hard to representtdais law of universal
gravitation in this way. For one thing, the rotataf the earth and planets
around the sun is affected to some degree by thdtgtional forces of
bodies outside the solar system.

These forces have to be treated as constant, @réatical purposes as
irrelevant, if the pattern of motions within thelaosystem is to be
analyzed as the outcome of gravitational attrastamperating between the
sun and the planets, and among the planets theassehhe law of
universal gravitation is therefore not a summaryplogervations, but the
outcome of quite complex calculations on the bas$i®oth empirical
observations and theoretical assumptions. Moreaweould be arrived
at only by virtue of the fact that the solar systerists as a naturally
occurring closed system, in the sense that theitgtmnal forces
operating between the sun and planets are verg laognpared with
external influences. But Newton’s law cannot beatied as a mere
summary of observations for another reason, nathalyit applies to the
relationship between any bodies in the universe.sope of the law, and
so the range of possible observations requirecitelasively establish
its truth is indefinitely large.

No matter how many observations have been madeahivays possible
that the next one will show that the law is faléas, of course, also the
case that we cannot go back in time to carry o mttecessary
measurements to find out if the law held throughbatpast history of the
universe. Nor will we ever know whether it holdgiarts of the universe
beyond the reach of measuring instruments. In fagisequent scientific
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developments have modified the status of Newtords Ito an
approximation with restricted scope. However, iaiguable that if the
law had not made @aimto universality, then the subsequent progress of
science in testing its limitations and so revisihgould not have taken
place. This suggests that it is in the nature ieidific laws that they make
claims which go beyond the necessarily limited cfebbservations or
experimental results upon which they are basedindasstablished that
the half-life of radon is 52 seconds from a smaimiber of samples,
scientists simply assume that this will be truaiwy other sample.

As we will see, this has been regarded as a fund@aingaw in scientific
reasoning. It simply does not follow logically, mothe fact that some
regularity has been observed repeatedly and witkxegption so far, that
it will continue into the future. The leap thatestiific laws make from
the observation of a finite number of examples tmaersal claim that
‘always’ this will happen cannot be justified byglo. This problem was
made famous by the eighteenth-century Scottishopbdher David
Hume, and it is known as the problem of ‘inductio® common
illustration (not unconnected with Newton’s law)hat we all expect the
sun to rise tomorrow because it has always beeeroéd to do so in the
past, but we have no logical justification for esfieg the future to be
like the past.

In fact, our past observations are simply a limgedes, and so the logic
is the same as if we were to say ‘It has been senayy day this week,
so it will be sunny tomorrow,’ or ‘Stock marketsvearisen constantly for
the last ten years, so they will carry on doing #s. we saw above, a
possible response to this problem for empiricste iresort to a relatively
weak criterion of testability, such that statemecas be accepted as
testable if they can be confirmdd a greater or lesser degreey
accumulated observations. Intuitively, it seems the@more observations
we have which support a universal law, without emtering any
disconfirming instances, the more likely it is thidwe law is true.
Unfortunately, this does not affect the logic of firoblem of induction.
No matter how many confirming instances we havey tremain an
infinitesimally small proportion of the indefinitelarge set of possible
observations implied by a universal claim. So,he terms allowed by
empiricism, it seems that we are faced with a diemeither scientific
laws must be excluded as unscientific, or it hdstaccepted that science
rests on an untestable and metaphysical faith én uhiformity and
regularity of nature. This brings us to the emBtiaccount of what it is
to explain something scientifically.

The best that can be said of current scientifiefseis that they have so

far not been falsified. So, for Popper, the teditgbof a statement is a
matter of whether it is open to falsification. Urttchately, as Popper
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himself acknowledged, this doesn’t solve all thehjems. As we saw
above, evidence which appears to count againstliaf e even to
disprove it may itself be open to question. Cowsstleexperiments
conducted in school science labs ‘disprove’ basiesl of electricity,
magnetism, chemistry and so on, but scientiststck®€ this as a reason
for abandoning them. The assumption is that thenewechnical defects
in the way the experiments were set up, instrumergie misread or
results were wrongly interpreted.

Whether we view testability as a matter of vertiica or falsification, it
cannot be avoided thaidgementdiave to be made about whether any
particular piece of evidence justifies abandonnoemétention of existing
beliefs. For this reason, Popper argued that iretittethe distinguishing
feature of science was not so much a matter dotfieal relation between
hypotheses and evidence as one of the normativemdoment of
researchers to the fallibility of their own knowtgdclaims. The
empiricist aim of establishing the distinctive cheter and status of
science implies separating out types of statemehitsh can be scientific
from those which cannot. We already saw that thesams excluding
statements whiclook like factual statements, but in the empiricist view
are not, because they are not testable by experi¢ioc example,
statements of religious belief, utopian politicabgrammes and so on).
Moral or ethical judgements pose special problemn&mpiricists. They
are not obviously factual, but when someone sagstdrture is evil, for
example, they do seem to be making a substantatensent about
something in the world.

Empiricists have tended to adopt one or anothetwaf alternative
approaches to moral judgements. One is to accept #s a special kind
of factual judgement, by defining moral conceptsemnms of observable
properties. Utilitarian moral theory is the besbim example. In its
classical form, utilitarianism defines ‘good’ inrtes of ‘happiness’,
which is defined, in turn, in terms of the favoumbalance of pleasure
over pain. So, an action (or rule) is morally rigit (tends) to optimize
the balance of pleasure over pain across

all sentient beings. However, in more recent emigiriphilosophy of
science it has been much more common to adopttéreative approach
to moral judgements. This is to say that they detirtrhetorical or
persuasive force from having a grammatical formclvhinakes us think
they are saying something factual. However, thmisgeading, as all we
are really doing when we make a moral judgemergxjsressing our
subjective attitude to it, or feelings about it.ighinterestingly, implies
that there are no generally obligatory moral ppies, and so leads to the
position known as moral relativism.
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4.0 CONCLUSION

Scientific views are always thought to be alwaysrrex but
investigations have shown that such is not alwagscase.

5.0 SUMMARY

This unit discussed the basic issues in empiri@snt contributes to the
contemporary discourse in epistemology. In the gsecit examined the
basic issues in positivism which is thought to lmkeaelopment from the
metaphysical stage of thinking and acting to thergtic stage. It goes
further to analyse the basic thinking of episterggland discovered that
most scientific conclusions need further verifioas

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT
Briefly present the relationships between positivisnd epistemology
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit discusses the basic issues in the ralstiip between positivism
and sociology. In the process, it discusses theldpment of sociology
by Auguste Comte as being influenced by the desidevelop a science
of the society. It goes further to discuss theuiafice of positivism on the
development of sociology.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the study are:

. To discuss the foundation and development of sogiol

o To analyze the influence of positivism on the depeient of
sociology.

o To know the contemporary issues on the relatiorssbigtween

positivism and sociology.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT

The nineteenth-century French philosopher Augustet€ is generally
credited with inventing both of the terms ‘posism’ and ‘sociology
(Andreski 1974: 66). Comte was very much influentedis early days
by the utopian socialist Saint Simon, and he wentoodevelop his own
view of history as governed by a progressive sindtn one type of
knowledge, or belief-system, to another. Theretlaree basic stages in
this developmental process. The initial, theololgstage gives way to the
metaphysical, in which events are explained in seofmabstract entities.
This, in turn, is surpassed by the scientific stagevhich knowledge is
based on observation and experiment.

Writing in the wake of the French Revolution, aresiding the return of
normality and social stability, Comte was inclinedexplain continuing
conflict and disorder in terms of the persistentceutdated metaphysical
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principles such as the rights of man. Such concapdisprinciples were
effective for the ‘negative’ task of criticizing @mpposing the old order
of society, but in the post-revolutionary period avtwas needed was
‘positive’ knowledge for rebuilding social harmonyhis positive
knowledge was, of course, science. However, thbleno as Comte saw
it was that each branch of knowledge goes throtghhree stages, but
that they don't all reach scientific maturity aeteame time. Astronomy,
physics, chemistry and biology had all, Comte adgumrived at the
scientific stage, but accounts of human mental sowal life were still
languishing in the pre-scientific, metaphysicalgstaThe time was now
ripe for setting the study of human social life sientific foundations,
and Comte set out to establish ‘social physics’,'smciology’, as a
scientific discipline. Since Comte’s day the terpositivism’ has been
used extensively to characterize (often with det@yaconnotations)
approaches to social science which have made utmgd data sets,
guantitative measurement and statistical methodsalfysis. We will try
to use the term in a more precise and narrow dtiasethis, to describe
those approaches which share the following fouufes:

a. The empiricist account of the natural sciensexcepted.

b. Science is valued as the highest or even thg gehuine form of
knowledge (since this is the view of most moderrpeitists, it could
conveniently be included under 1).

c. Scientific method, as represented by the emgisiccan and should be
extended to the study of human mental and soéelth establish these
disciplines as sociaciences

d. Once reliable social scientific knowledge hasrbestablished, it will
be possible to apply it to control, or regulate lledaviour of individuals
or groups in society. Social problems and conflazte be identified and
resolved one by one on the basis of expert knoveexdfgred by social
scientists; in much the same way as natural séieekpertise is involved
in solving practical problems in engineering an@htelogy. This
approach to the role of social science in projdatssocial reform is
sometimes called ‘social engineering’.

There are several reasons why positivists mightt wanise the natural
sciences as the model for work in the social seienthe most obvious
one is the enormous cultural authority possessdtidypatural sciences.
Governments routinely take advice on difficult reest of technical
policy-making, from food safety to animal welfarenda building
standards, from committees largely composed ofns@ie experts. In
public debate (until quite recently) scientists &akad a largely
unchallenged role in media discussions of suchess8ocial scientists
might well want to present their disciplines as fisigntly well
established for them to be accorded this sort othaaity. Not
unconnected with this is the still controversiakss of the social sciences
within academic institutions.
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Strong claims made by social scientists about étialility, objectivity
and usefulness of the knowledge they have to oftey be used to support
their claim to be well represented in universitaffihg and research
council funding for their research. This was, oluis®, of particular
significance in the nineteenth-century heyday o$ijpdsm when the
newly emerging social sciences were still struggfior recognition. In
his classic work on suicide (Durkheim 1896, 19%R)rkheim drew on a
vast array of statistical sources to show thaktinere consistent patterns
in suicide rates. He showed that these patternd caa be accounted for
in terms of a series of non-social factors, suchrase, heredity,
psychological disorder, climate, season and soHanthen went on to
show that thegould be accounted for in terms of variations in religiou
faith, marital status, and employment in civiliannailitary occupations,
sudden changes in income (in either direction)smdn.

In his book on suicide, and his methodological sia3he Rules of
Sociological Methoq1895, 1982), Durkheim uses a series of arguments
to establish that society is a reality in its owght. The facts, ‘social
facts’, of which this reality is made up exist ipgadently of each
individual, and exert what he calls a ‘coercive powover us. For
example, each individual is born into a society séanstitutions and
practices are already in existence. Each of ugeifare to participate in
our society, communicate with others and so oneasn the necessary
skills, including those involved in speaking andlarstanding the local
language. In this sense, as well as in more obviegpects, we are
coerced into following the established rules of @acial environment’,
or ‘milieu’. There is a particularly powerful statent of this towards the
end ofSuicide It is not true that society is made up only afiinduals; it
also includes material things, which play an esakrdle in the common
life.

The social fact is sometimes so far materializethdecome an element
of the external world. For instance, a definiteetygf architecture is a
social phenomenon; but it is partially embodiedhauses and buildings
of all sorts which, once constructed, become autmus realities,
independent of individuals. It is the same withraxes of communication
and transportation, with instruments and machiresdun industry or
private life which express the state of technol@gyany moment in
history, of written language, and so on. Socia¢,litvhich is thus
crystallized, as it were, and fixed on materialgups, is by just so much
externalized, and acts upon us from without. Avemfecommunication
which have been constructed before our time gidefaite direction to
our activities. (Durkheim 1952: 314)

This is enough for Durkheim to show that theren®eder of facts, social
facts, which are distinct from facts about indiatlypeople and their
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mental states, or biological characteristics. Ttlsss of facts, most
obviously detected through the analysis of staaspatterns, justifies the
existence of a distinct science — sociology — wiattes it for its subject-
matter. This science, having its own distinct sabjeatter, will not be

reducible to biology, or to psychology.

However, a further step in the argument is requirdd practising
participants in social life, it could be argued tttedl of us possess
knowledge of it — this seems to be implied in Duwikin's own argument.
If this is so, why do we need a specialist scigndell us what we already
know? In answer to this Durkheim could point owdtthis analysis of
statistical patterns in the occurrence of suicideé bome up with results
which most people would find surprising. This apgely most individual
and lonely of acts, when studied sociologicallyntuout to be determined
by variable features of the social environment. the Rules of
Sociological Methodhe offers us a more general argument. As the facts
of social life exist prior to each individual, anelependent of their will,
and exert a coercive power, they resemble factsifre.

We all interact with natural materials and objeersd we do so through
‘lay’ or common-sense understandings of their progg but just
because of this we would not generally claim that¢ was no need for
natural science. The history of the natural scisrsteows innumerable
instances of common-sense beliefs being correctetia face of new
scientific evidence and theory. So why should weuaee that common-
sense assumptions and prejudices give us reliabelkdge of thesocial
world? If, in general, science progresses by irginedy distancing itself
from common-sense assumptions, and gaining deemmErstanding of
its subject-matter, we should expect this to be thithe social sciences
too.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Positivism has played a vital role in the developtr& sociology as a
disciple.

5.0 SUMMARY

The unit examines the development of sociology dseipline and the
role played by positivism in the development ofistmgy.

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Discuss the contribution of positivism to the deywhent of sociology.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit present a critique of the positivism dorohgs the strength and
weaknesses of positivism to the fore.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study are:

o To critique positivism
o To expose the strength and weaknesses of positivism
. To analyze the positivism

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Positivism in Science

Positivism in social science can be seen as amptt® put the study of
human social life on a scientific footing by exterglthe methods and
forms of explanation which have been successfthénnatural sciences.
In doing this, positivists have generally relied smme version of the
empiricist theory of knowledge, and have been coeohito the

application of social scientific knowledge in pragrmes of social
reform. We now come to our consideration of somehef criticisms

which have been made of positivism in social s@enc

These criticisms are of two main kinds, and we baldealing with them
in separate discourse. The criticisms which hawnlmost widely made
and accepted among social scientists themselvegooithe extension of
scientific methods to the domain of human soci@l. IAnti-positivists

who take this line of argument point out that thare fundamental
differences between human social life and the fattsature which are
the subject-matter of the natural sciences. Thédtrehces include the
alleged unpredictability of human behaviour, whistems from our
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unique possession of free will; the ‘rule-governex® distinct from law
governed, character of social life; and the rolecohsciousness and
meaning in human society. Connected with theselogitzal differences
between the natural and the social worlds, it guad, the relations
between social scientists and their subject-mattewery different from
those between natural scientists and the thingpeowksses they study.

One such difference has to do with the way moraloditical values enter
into the selection of topics for investigation. @bcscientists will be
guided by value orientations to seek explanatiohgasticular social

phenomena or historical processes, so that soghamation will be

value-relevant, and concerned with particulars. &wtrast, natural
scientists are concerned with discovery of gerlaves by methods which
exclude value judgements. Another difference derid@ectly from

recognition of the role of consciousness and meginisocial life. When
social scientists come to the systematic studgpoislife, they encounter
a subject-matter which already has an understardfirigelf. Moreover,

the social scientist will often see herself to laet pf that social life, and
will in any case have to learn to communicate With its own terms in
order to gain "understanding of it. This, agairvesy different from the
external relation between natural scientists arr teubject-matters.
These arguments are, of course, very persuasive.

However, for the moment we will be considering @edifferent line of
criticism of positivism. The key point here is n&d much whether it
makes sense to extend the methods of science siutig of society, but
what account of sciencene draws on in doing that. As we saw, the
empiricist account of science is broadly acceptgdodbsitivists as the
model for a scientific approach to society. Butréhare some serious and
unresolved difficulties in the empiricist accouritssience and there are
now, in addition, some quite well-established al&tive accounts of
science. These are based more on historical stuaiel on sociological
investigation of science in action.

It is very important to explore these further besmthey open up more
possibilities for thinking about what the socialesces are or could be.
In particular, it has been (and still is) very coomrfor philosophers of
social science to contrast positivist with intetptist views, as if this
exhausted all the alternatives. But there atleer alternatives. For
example, it is possible to reject positivism beeaws its empiricist
account of science, but still keep open the pdgsilihat society might
be studied scientifically, drawing on an alternatisccount of what
natural science is like. Of course, even with an alterreatilew of what
science is, it may still be held that human socednnot be studied
scientifically. But to ask this question with atiative models of science
in mind is likely to raise new and interesting isswabout just where the
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differences and similarities lie between naturaisce and the study of
society.

3.2. Some Problems of Empiricism
3.2.1. Conceptsand Experience

The empiricist view that all knowledge is acquitBdexperience, and that
there are no innate ideas, has been called intstigneby developments
in a number of disciplines. Noam Chomsky (Lyons7Z®B2 - 34), widely
regarded as the founder of contemporary sciengfgproaches to
language, has argued that the child’s experiendarmfuage is far too
limited and fragmentary for us to explain languaaequisition in
empiricist terms. Our ability to produce an indéénnumber of well-
formed sentences presupposes not just an inngpesitisn to learn
language, but also innate knowledge of the ‘depémgnar’ common to
all languages. Much more controversially, selfség I'evolutionary
psychologists’ and sociobiologists argue that maihgur basic thought
processes and behaviours are expressions of owtigenheritance
(Pinker 1997: 21).

Our ability to identify people, recognize facedempret a landscape and
S0 on is not just a matter of having sense-orgdnshnare in good order,
but it also involves active processes of conceptorering and
interpretation of which we are mostly unaware. As philosopher of
science N. R. Hanson once put it: ‘There is morget@ing than meets the
eyeball’ (Hanson 1965: 7). On this view, then, eig®e is a complex
synthesis of sensory impressions and conceptuatiogiand selection.
All experience is to some extent shaped by our ipusly acquired
conceptual map of the world. As far as scientibservation is concerned,
this is even more clearly the case. For an expegieén count as a
scientific observation it must be put into languaa® a statement which
can be understood and tested by other scientibis.activity of putting
an experience into language is, precisely, to goreceptual order to it.

On the other hand, some very basic capacitiesdioceptual ordering do
seem to be presupposed for learning itself to lesipte. The eighteenth
century German philosopher Immanuel Kant develsoede of the most
powerful arguments for this view. On his accoum, ardering of the flow
of our sensory experience in terms of sequencesughr time and
locations in space was necessary to the makindl gudgements of
experience’. It is similar with the ability to judddentity and difference,
to distinguish between things and their charadiesisand to think in
terms of cause and effect. So, for example, wdezm from experience
that touching a piece of burning wood causes fdaun,the concept of
‘cause’ could nottselfbe derived from experience. In Kant's view, these
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very basic organizing concepts (the ‘forms of iitun’ and ‘categories of
the understanding’) are presupposed in all expegiejudgements, and
so must be considered both innate, and universuitnankind. Ever
since Kant, the main alternative approaches to ecgn have taken his
work as their point of departure.

3.2.2 Scientific Laws, Testability and I nterpretation

We have already explored some of the difficultigghwhe empiricist
demand that scientific statements must be empyicastable. If this
demand is made very strictly, then it would reqiceentists to be much
more restrictive in the nature of the hypothesey tdvance than they
generally are. In particular, scientific laws wouldve to be treated as
mere summaries of observations, as empirical génatians. But if this
were done, scientific explanations would lose tleiplanatory power,
scientific prediction would be impossible, sciemoauld be deprived of
an important stimulus to further research and soTtrese features of
scientific statements depend on an interpretatioscentific laws such
that they make claims which go beyond what is tyrienplied by the
existing evidence. To preserve this feature of rgifie laws it is
necessary to adopt a looser criterion of testgbiithich acknowledges
that new observations may count for or againsipthesis, but can never
conclusively prove or disprove it.

Attempts to develop a rigorous quantitative meaufréghe degree to
which hypotheses are supported, or confirmed, byatrailable evidence
fall foul of the fact that any finite set of evidenwill be vanishingly small
compared with the indefinitely large class pfssibleevidence which
may be relevant. In addition, the more relaxed ecipis become in
loosening the requirement of testability (for exdmpsomepossible
observation must beelevantto the truth or falsity of the hypothesis), the
more difficult it becomes to make clear and defelesidistinctions
between genuine science and the non-scientificebaglistems which
empiricists are generally committed to excludingt Bhere is a further
difficulty with testability which relates more clely to what was said
above about the relationship between experienceirgedpretation. If
every statement of experience is at the same timatarpretation, then
in principle every factual statement is opemdiaterpretation.

The possibility of different interpretations of tskeame body of evidence
raises serious problems for the empiricist accadrscientific practice.
Apparently conflicting evidence can always be readeconsistent with
a favourite hypothesis by reinterpreting either lilypothesis or the new
evidence. Though such ‘conventionalist’ tacticgitembe disapproved of
by empiricists, it is hard to show that they areargustified. But the most
important problem posed by ambiguity and intergietais at the level

146



PHI 361 PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

of rivalry between major theoretical orientatio8e, for example, in the
controversy between the proponents of Darwinianlugiamary theory
and its theologically oriented opponents, fossitlemce which favoured
the view that there was historical change in orgédmims was contested
as a temptation laid by the devil.

The remarkable adaptations of organisms to thein@gents of their
conditions of life again were interpreted as thsulieof design by the
theological tradition, but as the result of natselection by Darwinians.
In this way, rival theories are able to offer att@tive interpretations of
the available evidence in such a way that whatdweevidence, each can
with logical consistency maintain its own accouithings. This situation
of systematic disparities of interpretation betweswo (or more)
theoretical perspectives implies debate which waim@bly at cross
purposes, and the absence of anything that wilNesexs a crucial
experiment, or decisive test-case. When rival tiesonave this sort of
relation to one another they are said to be ‘incemsarable’. A great
deal depends on how far this concept accuratelyucag situations of
theoretical rivalry in science, and on how commuochsrivalry is.

3.2.3 Theoretical Entitiesin Science

A very strict version of empiricism will rule outng reference to

theoretical entities which cannot be directly okiedr However, a great
part of the explanatory work of the natural scieiroelves inventing

classes of entities which, if they exist, and behas described, can
explain observed phenomena. In chemistry, the wayghich elements

combine with others to form a compound is a cleangle. The duck-

rabbit compounds, and the energy exchanges whkehpiace when this
happens, are explained in terms of the structureahef atoms and

molecules involved. In physics, there are well-kndaws governing the
relationship between the temperature, the presmudethe volume of a
fixed mass of a gas. These relationships can blierg in terms of the

collisions between the molecules of the gas andidet them and the
walls of the container.

Mendel explained observable patterns in the chanatts of successive
generations of pea plants in terms of some unknfawior passed on in
the germ cells from one generation to the nexts&Hater were termed
genes, and subsequently identified with sequerfdbée @aomplex organic
molecule ‘DNA’. There are several ways in which émnggsts can
approach this feature of science. One way is t@eadooser criterion of
observability, and to accept observations made racty with
instruments which themselves take for granted mamgoretical
assumptions. In this way, claims about the exigeri@ntities which are
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not observable may be held to be testable in theesthat some indirect
observation or measurement may count for or agéiest.

Again, however, these concessions on the part gfirenists make it
harder for them to maintain the special and supesiatus of science
compared with other sorts of knowledge-claims. Aeotempiricist
approach to the problem of theoretical entitig® iseat statements about
them as useful fictions, which enable scientifiegiction in virtue of their
formal (mathematical) content. No claim as to #w rphysical existence
of atoms, molecules and the like need be involUiéas sort of approach
is called ‘instrumentalism’.

3.2.4 The Role of Theoriesin Scientific Explanation

This grudging approach on the part of empiricismthe issue of

theoretical entities seems at odds with the hugdif@ration of new

classes of entity with which modern science hdsdithe world as we
now know it (Latour 1987: 93). From quarks, quasard black holes,
through bacilli, retroviruses and prions to protamsutrinos and photons,
the very content of scientific advance seems t®isbin the progressive
uncovering of hitherto unimagined complexity in tmeacro- and

microstructures of the world we inhabit.

At issue here is the view we take of the nature e of theories in

scientific explanation. The ‘covering law’ modelsifientific explanation

is an attempt to show the logic of a simple expiamaat the level of

observable patterns of phenomena. However, if wenmdo our example
of the simultaneous spring emergence of some spetiéragonfly, this

sort of explanation clearly does not exhaust thesixbe roles for science.
Indeed, on some accounts, the gathering of evid@rcebservational

generalizations belongs to an early, ‘natural ngtphase of science.

The properly scientific work only begins when suchservational
generalizations have been acquired, and scietiti@ory is required to
explain them. There are (at least) three further glequestions that might
be asked once such observational generalizatiensséablished. One set
has to do with the part played by simultaneous gerere in the mode of
life of the dragonfly species concerned. One pldasinswer is that when
populations have relatively short flight periodsygitaneous emergence
maximizes the chances that members of the oppesitdind each other
and successfully reproduce. This is recognizableaaSunctional’
explanation: it purports to tell us what part thiece of behaviour
concerned plays in the wider whole constitutedigyrhode of life of the
population and its reproduction. The second sejuastions has to do
with the ‘historical narrative’ whereby this patiesf dragonfly behaviour
itself emerged, and became established in the ptpal
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Most biologists today would draw on some versioafwinian natural
selection to answer this set of questions, thondhadt the currently most
favoured version of this theory has difficulty inxpdaining the
establishment of mutual adaptations of this kindhe Tthird set of
guestions has to do with the internal structures pmcesses whereby
external stimuli such as temperature and day lengthtch on
metamorphic change in the dragonfly larva. Thisiéstesearch into the
anatomy and physiology of growth and developmenthia relevant
species. In turn, this may lead to further questiahout the interaction
between the physiological processes (such as harsenretion, cell
division and differentiation) involved in growthédevelopment, and the
genetic mechanisms which regulate and are in eguolated by them.

3.2.5 Reasoning and Creativity in the Invention of Theories

Theories are invented as plausible answers to ignsesiposed by
reflection on already-acquired observational gdiei@ons. The process
whereby such answers are invented involves scdemtifagination and
creativity. For this reason, empiricist philosophef science tend to treat
it as outside their sphere of concern, relegatitgpsychology. For them,
philosophy of science is concerned only with suciters as the logical
structure and openness to empirical testing ohsifietheories once they
have been invented (the ‘context of justificatiortowever, it is clear
that something more can be said about the logi¢ mede broadly, the
sorts of reasoning involved in tireventionof theories. For one thing, not
just anything will count as plausiblecandidate for an explanation. It
might be proposed, for example, that our dragotdiwae note the
appropriate temperature rise, and signal to edutr dhat it is time to get
on with their metamorphosis. However, what is kn@alout the nervous
system of dragonflies, and more generally aboupthssiology of insect
metamorphosis makes it unlikely that this sortaiscious regulation of
activity is available to dragonfly larvae. In thimy both background
knowledge and experimental intervention can namown the range of
plausible explanations of the phenomenon.

3.3  Types of Theoretical Explanation

Scientific theorizing may be invoked to answer anber of different
kinds of question. In the case of the simultaneeusergence of
dragonflies, we noted three sorts of answer whmhlct reasonably be
called ‘theoretical’. One of thesefisnctional explanationand it answers
guestions about the relationship between elementparts, and the
wholes to which they belong. Often functional exgitions will be
concerned with the way in which specific propert@sactivities of
elements enable the continued existence or reptioduof the more
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complex totalities, or systems, to which they bglddo, for example, the
heart functions to circulate the blood round thdyp@nd the circulation

of the blood, in turn, functions to deliver oxygamd nutrients to tissues,
and carbon dioxide and other waste products of moéitan to the lungs

and kidneys, which, in turn, function to — and s0 0

Functional explanations are extensively used i libé biological and
the social sciences, and remain controversial. $aeond sort of
explanation involving theory isistorical-narrative explanation. It is
frequently confused with functional explanation,t ks really quite
distinct. The question of how an object, class eihgs, or pattern of
phenomena came into being is distinct from the tpre®f how it now
sustains itself or is sustained (the functional sjoe). The former
guestion requires the construction of a historicalrrative — the
characterization of a particular sequence of evenigrocesses through
time. For this to be more than description of ‘cemn thing after
another’, and even for the narrative to work witlitezia of what is
relevant, what irrelevant to the telling of the rgfosome reference,
implicit or explicit, has to be made to causal medbms. Generally, the
story will make reference to numerous, interactbagisal mechanisms
which are at work, and coming into play at diffdrgoints in the
narrative. Here, the role of theory is to provideaunts of the key causal
mechanisms at work, and, perhaps, some charadienzaf typical
patterns of interaction. An example here is thati@hship between
Darwinian evolutionary theory, on the one hand, @andenealogical
account of the emergence of a particular speciéiseage through time,
on the other.

The third sort of theoretical explanation in sciens the one fore-

grounded in most philosophical accounts of scieand, we will devote

more detailed discussion to it here, returningha hext section to a
further consideration of narrative explanation étation to the issue of
explanation and prediction. This third sort of tretwal explanation

begins with patterns of observable phenomena (asithe characteristics
of successive generations of pea plants, or tlatioakhips between day
length, temperature and emergence in dragonflies) proceeds to

investigate the causal relations involved by anslgsthe microstructure

underlying the observations. In the case of the@dedical examples, this

will involve analysis of the formation of tissuesdaorgans, of cell

division and differentiation, and, at a still moendamental level of

analysis, of the activity of genes in the cell micThe basic idea here is
that to find out how a thing works one should tdake pieces, and study
its components. The deeper one searches for aaratfn, the more one
will need to divide up the pieces into their comeots and so on.
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3.4  Explanation and Prediction

This takes us on to the question of the relatignsl@tween theoretical
explanation and prediction. The hypothetico-dedectimodel of
scientific theories displays this relationship velgarly. However, what
is much less clear is whether this model appliesllitsorts of scientific
explanation. As we saw, the phenomenon of simuttas@mergence in
populations of dragonflies could pose questiona bfstorical-narrative
kind about how and why it came about in the coofside evolution of
the species concerned. One of the relevant theotlyis case would be
some version of Darwinian evolution. Darwin’s sieachievement was
to arrive at a plausible hypothesis about the m@shawhich brought
about organic change in the direction of closep&aton of organisms to
their environments. To simplify somewhat, his theoonsisted of the
following statements:

1. In any population of animals or plants, there arany individual
variations.

2. At least some of these are inherited from omeegion to the next.

3. In any generation, many more offspring are peedithan will survive
to reproduce themselves.

4. Depending on the nature of the environment irclvithey live, some
variations will be more likely to survive and reguze than others
(‘natural selection’).

These four propositions, appropriately formallytatia combined with the
assumption that the environment remains stablbarrélevant respects,
yield the conclusion that those variations whichfeo enhanced survival
and reproductive chances on their bearers will mecprogressively more
common in the population over a series of genaraticCumulative
change over numerous generations will eventualbidyisufficiently
different features for the population to be desigdaa new species.
Darwin’s hypothesis is generally recognized as

a theory, but it does not hypothesize any theak#ntities. Moreover, it
does not lead to any specific predictions about ftrenation of any
particular species, or what its characteristicd . The widespread
acceptance of the theory must be based on somethimgr than
successful predictions.

There are several reasons why Darwin’s theory celn@aised to predict
the formation of particular new species. One ig tizure only ‘selects’
from among the available variant forms which happenexist in a

population. The processes of genetic mutation andmbination which
give rise to these variant forms are not explaimethe theory, which

simply works on the assumption that they are randatim respect to any
adaptive function which they may contingently tout to have. Another
reason is that the theory has nothing to tell usutlithe precise
environmental pressures and affordances which raaplkerating on any
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particular population at any particular time. Invesal places, Darwin
emphasized the immense diversity of ways in whiglrisal chances are
affected by environmental pressures, referringpéoféce of nature as like
‘a hundred thousand wedges’. He noted that almottimy was known
about this complexity in particular cases. So,he tase of Darwinian
evolutionism, applying the theory to the explanatid a particular case
is not merely a matter of applying a law to a diggiom of existing ‘initial
conditions’ and deducing the phenomenon to be exgdaln fact, all the
theory does is to provide some heuristic indicait;mguide substantive
research towards an adequate historical narratigach case. In part, this
much more modest (but still indispensable) roletf@ory in what might
be called ‘historical sciences’ is a consequencdhef fact that the
mechanism specified by the theory (in this exampddural selection) is
only one of a number of mechanisms (for example,tatran,
recombination, predation, climate, food supply, asdrsm, disease,
reproductive isolation, molecular drive, genetidtdind so on), each of
which may partially constitute, interact with, detne or modify the
effects of natural selection.

3.5 Values in Science

Empiricists have two basic options for thinking abthe nature of value
judgements. These can be treated either as disgfastial statements,
about, for example, the consequences of actionsthferbalance of
pleasure and pain in the world, or as mere subatxpressions of
feeling or preference. The latter, ‘subjectivisiew of value judgements
has been the most widespread among empiricisteitwentieth century,
and empiricists accordingly tend to argue for tixelesion of value
judgements from science. For them, science is aroig attempt to
represent the world as it is, using observatiompeerment and formal
reasoning.

The intrusion of the personal values of the sc&ntould clearly
undermine this objective. However, as we saw abssience necessarily
involves more than experiment, observation and #&rlogic. Active
processes of conceptual interpretation are invoivedll observation;
theory construction is an imaginative, creativavagt and the role of
metaphor in science commonly involves drawing idieas the wider
culture. If all this is so, how could science f&l incorporate value
commitments? One empiricist response to this reeslistinguishing
between the creative activity ofventingtheories, on the one hand, and
the processes of critically evaluating and empligcestingthem, on the
other. These latter processes are governed by foutes of logic and
methodological rigour which can be expected to wanhbiases deriving
from value preferences of individual scientists.
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3.6  The Superiority of Science

The second tenet, it may be remembered, was thennibat science is
the highest, most authoritative, even the sole ceuof genuine
knowledge. According to Comte’s three-stage ‘lawf aocial
development, theological modes of thought give waymetaphysical
ones, and these, in turn, to scientific ones. Thame two claims
distinguishable, here. One, the claim of ‘functibequivalence’, is that
science, metaphysics and theology are competitotse sense that they
are alternative modes of thought, covering therfutige of purposes for
which human societies require knowledge, so thragites sense to think
of each as replacing the others. The second claithat the scientific
mode of thought is superior to the others, andepoesents progress in
the sphere of thought to match industrial and $@ec@gress.

The first claim, of functional equivalence, is opém two sorts of
objection. First, theology and metaphysics aresotgly concerned with
giving accounts of the nature of the world — thisp aattempt to derive
authoritative norms for human conduct. They providsar adherents with
reasons for obedience to certain rules of conduntt,for accepting some
kinds of institutional arrangements rather thanecth By contrast, the
exclusion of values in the empiricist view of sa@errestricts science to
the narrow task of predicting whabuldbe the consequendesuch and
such policy were to be implemented. Science, os thew, cannot
pronounce on the desirability or otherwise of aitttee policy or its
predicted consequence.

3.7 A Natural Science of Society

The third tenet of positivism is its advocacy ofemnding the methods of
the natural sciences (as represented in the enspwiew of knowledge)
to the study of human social life. The arguments M&ber, Peter Winch
and Jurgen Habermas, who have offered strong amgsnagainst this
will soon come to the fore. The view that ther@isgould be, such a thing
as a scientific study of society, in the same séhsé not necessarily
using the same methods) as natural processes chndeed scientifically
is often termedraturalismi. Weber, Winch and Habermas are, in this
sense, antinaturalists, and positivists such as t€csme naturalists.
However, the criticisms of the empiricist view afence, and the fact that
we now have quite well-worked-out alternatives top@&icism open up
the possibility of forms of naturalism which aret positivist.

It may be that there cannot beeampiricistscience of social life, but the
social sciences might count as scientific from punt of view of

alternative, non-empiricist models of science. gjhestion, ‘What might
a social science modelled on natural science nbghlike? could be
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asked on the basis of any of these alternatives ahiswers would not be
positivist in our strict sense of the term, and ldono doubt raise

interesting philosophical issues. We do not haeestiace to explore all
of these possibilities, but we do give more detadensideration to the
implications of two non-empiricist understandingfs stience for the

practice of social science.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Positivism has influenced the development and tiseodrse of most
disciplines in the social sciences and ought todremended.

5.0 SUMMARY

The discourse in this unit has presented a critigli¢he doctrine of
positivism showing the strength and weaknesseseotiteory.

6.0 TUTOR MARKED ASSIGNMENTS

Briefly assess the contribution of positivism te tlievelopment of the
social sciences.
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