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DAVID KAISER

A Mannheim for All Seasons:
Bloor, Merton, and the Roots of the
Sociology of Scientific Knowledge

The Argument

David Bloor often wrote that Karl Mannheim had “stopped short " in his sociology
of knowledge, lacking the nerve to consider the natural sciences sociologically.
While this assessment runs counter 1o Mannheim's own work, which responded
in quite specific ways both to an encroaching “modernity” and a looming fascism,
Bloor’s depiction becomes ciearer when considered in the light of his principal
introduction to Mannheim’s work — a series of essays by Robert Merton. Bloor’s
reading and appropriation of Mannheim emerged from his background in exper-
imental psychology and his attempts to supercede Mertons own structural-
functionalist program for the sociology of knowledge. By retracing this extended
trail of readings and re-readings, we may begin to understand the roots of Bloors
curious interpretation of Mannheim's sociology of knowledge, and inquire in a
reflexive way about the present and future directions of science studies.

Introduction: Merton and Mediations of Mannheim

‘When David Bloor began to construct his “strong programme™ for the sociology
of scientific knowledge in the early 1970s, he frequently presented his work as a
logical continuation of the work of Karl Mannheim. Bloor made this connection
explicit in several places. In the beginning of his 1973 article on “Wittgenstein and
Mannheim on the Sociology of Mathematics,” Bloor wrote simply that *Mann-
heim’s conception of the sociology of knowledge is a close approximation to the
strong programme” (Bloor 1973, 175). When outlining the four tenets of his strong
programme three years later, Bloor similarly conceded that “they are by no means
new, but represent an amalgam of the more optimistic and scientistic strains to be
found in Durkheim (1938 [1895]) [ The Rules of Sociological Method], Mannheim
(F1929]1936), and Znaniecki ([1940] 1965) [ The Social Role of the Man of Knowl-
edge]” (Bloor [1976] 1991, 7). To Bloor, there was a clear and direct link between
his sociology of scientific knowledge and the corpus of work in the sociology of
knowledge from the 1920s and 1%30s.
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This link was more than one of similarity: Bloor’s stm}xg programme aimed to
address and correct what to him was an obvious lacuna in tl}e older \fvork on the
sociology of knowledge. Mannheim’s work, as .B-100r read 1.t, hat.i pwneercdhag
approach for studying knowledge in the humanities :_md socu.d sciences, bl.;td a

continually shied away from undertaking such stud-les of sc1cr_1t1ﬁc“know ef ghe.
Bloor explained the problem in the beginning 9f his 1973 artu:lc-: One o ;1 e
central problems of the sociology of knowledge is the status of log1.c al:ld mathe-
matics. These branches of knowledge are so imPcrsonal anq ojb]ec-twe that a
sociological analysis scarcely seems applicable. Time and again, in his Ide(flzgy
and Utopia, Karl Mannheim’s determined advocacy of the sociology of knowledge

hort at this point™ (Bloor 1973, 173). .

StonlZ:)r was far lcs;J gentle in his depiction of the problemin his 1976 mar-ufestc:‘ for
the strong pregramme, Knowledge and Social Imagery. Here he explained, }he
cause of the hesitation to bring science within the scope of a thorough-going
sociclogical scrutiny is lack of nerve and will” (Bloor [1?76] 1991, 4).. Ax_1d about
Mannheim in particular, we learn that “despite [Mm@cxm’s] detc':rmm_atlon to sc?t
up causal and symmetrical canons of explanation, his nerve failed him w-hen 1:
came to such apparently autonomous subjects as mthcmaqu and natural §CICI].(;§

(Bloor[1976] 1991, 11}. To Bloor, then, the nextlogical step appcare(:l o’bvmus. is
strong programme would derive its “strength” by carrying Mannhe}m s program
forward, bringing sociological descriptions to realms of knowledge in which even
the mightiest of social theorists had formerly feared to t_read. )

Bloor’s habit of presenting this relationship between his strong programme an
the classic sociologies of knowledge has garnered much attention lately. ‘Several
studies have found Bloor’s readings of these earlier works to be prob_lcmanc. B?th
Michael Lynch and Michael Friedman have questionec} Bloor’s particular Feadmg
and his use of the philosophy of Ludwig Wittgenstein {Lynch 1992; Fnedme_m
1998; cf. Bloor 1973; Bloor 1983; Bloor 1992). Warren Schmaus” recent a-na.iyms,
Durkheim’s Philosophy of Science and the Sociology of Kn.owledge, similarly
takes issue with Bloor’s depiction of the work of Emile Durkheim (Schmaus 1994,
18-20, 66-8, 241-3, 254-68; cf. Bloor [1976] 1991, 47-352; Bloor 15382). In .the
present study of Bloor’s readings of Mannheim, I will argue t-ha,t Bloor’s rendering
of Mannheim’s corpus does not square well with Mannhe@ s own attempts to
clarify the roots, meaning, and purpose of his work. In pg.rncular, it seems that
Bloor has construed Mannheim’s work backwards: as we will see below, it Wfis not
that Mannheim was “too weak” to study science, but that the' natural sciences
appeared to Mannheim both to provide the wrong methodological model and to
offer a merely peripheral subject for his sociological program.

Yet to take from these recent critiques of Bloor the sn'fglc message that Blloor
“got it wrong” would not be a very enlightening, or even mtcrcstu‘Jg, conch.lswnt..
Instead, by following carefully how Bloor developed his rather curious reading 0”
Mannneim, we may begin to unpack some of the roots of the "strong programme,
as it was coalescing in Britain in the mid-1970s. As a first attempt, then, to try L0
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understand Bloor’s divergent reading of Mannheim, we might adopt a distinctly
Mannheimian analysis: Mannheim and Bioor were quite differently “situated”
within contrasting “perspectives,” and hence naturally developed different socio-
logical visions. Mannheim ( 1893-1947), for example, earned his doctorate in
philosophy studying Kantian epistemology and was seated in the midst of 1920s
and 1930s debates within the German sphere about the object and role of the
Geisteswissenschaften. He met weekly during his early years with the other
members of Georg Lukacs’s Budapest “Sunday Circle™ later, after fleeing Budapest
following the fall of the short-lived Soviet Republic there in 1919, Mannheim
Joined the weekly meetings of Alfred Weber and Heinrich Rickert in Heidelberg:
and, by the end of the 1920s, he shared office space with Max Horkheimer and
Theodor Adorno in Frankfurt. After the Nazi seizure of power, Mannheim, the
Hungartan-born son of assimilationist Jewish parents, was again displaced, landing
finally in London. In contrast to each of these sets of conversations and disloca-
tions, Bloor’s work was colored by his previous training in experimental psychol-
ogy, by the long-standing empiricist traditions within British sociology, and by the
post-World War II emergence of science as a major recipient of government
funding and attention.

Although the excavation of Mannheim’s and Bloor’s socio-historical perspec-
tives could be extended further, I would like instead to give here a closer recon-
struction both of Mannheim’s work and of Bloor's encounter with it. Mannheim’s
sociological writings all turned on his particular ideas about the proper epistemo-
fogical place of the natural sciences with respect to the cultural sciences. As a
young student, Mannheim developed an interest in mysticism and literature,
rather than chemistry and physics, as beacons for providing meaning in the midst
of the fragmentation of modern life. This early aversion to the natural sciences
soon took more disciplined form, as he adopted Dilthey’s methodological distinc-
tions between the natural and cultural sciences: Mannheim became convinced that
the forms of knowledge differed substantially between the two realms. As the
clouds of fascism gathered, Mannheim believed that he and his fellow sociologists
had a moral obligation to understand the failings of Germany’s liberal democracy;
what demanded study were historical and cultural movements close to home,
rather than seemingly arcane communities of scientists and mathematicians. Thus,
by the mid-1930s at the latest, Mannheim had turned his studies away from both
the iethods and the content of the natural sciences, in what was for him in part an
ethical, political move.

Bloor dynamically re-fashioned and re-deployed Mannheim’s work in ways
which cohered from his own new and particular vantage point. This re-deployment
of Mannheim’s program was significantly shaped by the mediating influence of
Robert Merton. I would thus like to paint Bloor's incorporation of Mannheim as
part of a double move: he was both garnering an image of Mannheim from Robert

Merton, and actively spurning Merton’s own structurai-functionalist program in
the sociology of science.
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And here the trail of readings and re-readings becomes even more tangled:

Robert Merton produced three extended review essays on the work of Karl

Mannheim and other early sociologists of knowledge, in which Merton emphasized

several specific criticisms of Mannheim’s approach, Bloor repeatedly turned to

these writings by Merton for an authoritative interpretation of Mannheim’s work.

Yet at the same time, Bloor and his Edinburgh colleague Barry Barnes were
engrossed in efforts to supersede Merton’s own program for the sociology of
science, as it had emerged in the mid-1940s and crystallized in the 1950s and 1960s.

Bloor’s resolution was to fix upon just those elements of Mannheim’s work which
Merton had criticized, and to develop from them a new program for the sociology
of scientific knowledge. By “strengthening” the parts of Mannheim’s work which
Merton had repeatedly portrayed as problematic, Bloor could thus be guaranteed
to chart a course different from Merton’s own directives for the sociology of
science. After disentangling these many intermediate and interrelated steps, we
will be able to appreciate how Bloor’s seemingly strange deployment of Karl
Mannheim cohered in what was for him likely a straightforward and logical way.
Although Bloor’s reading of Mannheim was different from other possible ways of
understanding Mannheim’s work, Bloor’s interpretation can be read more charit-
ably against the backdrop of this confluence of influences.!

1 do not claim that Mannheim was the only, or even the most important,
influence on Bloor's strong programme, nor that the strong programme should be
read exclusively as an extended reaction to Mannheim’s “failings.” Instead, Bloor’s
explicit treatment of Mannheim offers a window onto background assumptions
and the general orientation of Bloor’s program as it was taking shape in Edinburgh
in the early- and mid-1970s. Bloor’s was a heavily scientistic program, drawing
inspiration and direction from what he saw as the methods of the natural sciences
— methods he had practiced as an experimental psychologist, and which shaped
his reactions to Merton’s Mannheim. Such features come into tighter focus by
exploiting a kind of triangulation, contrasting my own reading of Mannheim’s
writings with the differently-situated readings of Merton and Bloor. To this end,
several early sections of this paper are devoted to my own reconstruction of
Mannheim’s corpus, and of Merton’s early reviews of it. With these readings on
the table, we may then return to interrogate Bloor’s work,

| Professor Bloor has recalled in discussion with me that his reading of Mannheim was indeed
significantly shaped by his reading of Merton’s review essays, along the lines sketched here. One may
object that Bloor's evacation of Mannheim (and others, such as Wittgenstein and Durkheim) in his
early methodological writings served largely rhetorical purposes, aiming to establish a “legitimate™
legacy upon which his own program would build. Although such motives may have played a role in
Bloor’s selection of “forebears,” this alone is insufficient to determine the specific readings and
reconstruction of their work which Bloor produced.
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Mannheim’s Reactions to Modernity: “Authentic Experience” versus Natural
Science

.In order to avoid a facile Zeitgeist reading of Mannheim’s work and its dee

1nterreIa.t10ns with his particular culture and situation, it will be helpful to reag
Mannl}mm s essays as elements of a series of continuing conversations or dialogues
with his mentors and colleagues.? In some cases, his actual conversations ﬁ:vc
been preserved, such as his early letters to his Hungarian countryman and role
model, Georg Lukécs (Gabor 1975; Lukacs 1986, 122, 151, 184-91. 197-8 239-41

26?, 268-9; cf. Sarkozi 1986; Gluck 1985, 11-42; Woldri’ng 1986, 12—13’) M;nn’
heim’s reverence for Lukacs is immediately clear from these letter; asfor e:xam 1-
when the precocious seventeen-year-old, Mannheim, thanks the ’“clder” Lukzc:

(himself only twenty-five) for his inspirati 1 i
( piration and intell i
I Juter dored T 3. o ellectual-emotional stimulus,

I'hope I can convince you that your guidance is invaluable to me at this stage
of my deveIoPment ~— precisely because it has come from you. ...l know orﬁ
too well that in the end one has to find one’s own way; but I also belicve tha):
one human being can help the other, that there is the possibility of learnin
fro?n one another, and that, when that happens, we receive a precious f%
which comes with great responsibility. (Lukécs 1986, 122; Gabor 1975,8915)

;.I[}:; young Mtal]]lnheiﬂ; shared much with his older friend. In particular, the two
ganian intellectizals joined a wider i ists i i
coman ellectual u;]()demity- 4 group of German social theorists in their
l?erdmand Tonnies helped to forge the links between “modernity,” industriali-
zatulon: and society in his classic 1887 study, Gemeinschaft und, Gesellschaft
(Ténnies {188?] 1920; see also Ringer [1969] 1990, 164-71: Liebersohn 1988
11-39).3 T('inm.es romanticized the pre-industrialized days w;mn people lived iI;
Si‘fla!l, c]'ose-kmt commurities (Gemeinschaften); the onset of science-based indus-
trialization for Ténnies meant the end of these more immediate and compassionate
types of personal interactions, and brought a shift to cold, de-personalized societies
_(Gesellschgj"ufn). Many of Mannheim’s coileagues and mentors followed Tonnies
In romanticizing this fall into fractured, inauthentic experience.? Max Scheler, in

¥ Mara Beller has vsed this technigue qui i in di i i
. r ha quite effectively in discussing Niels Bohr® i
ﬁﬂ}i?ﬁfn:::g fB?g;E 1?(92; ]see also Warwick 1992, 1993). For sorﬁe of t?le :ec:ztpsl:hsg}ﬁ;?; :1:
N els 1996; Kettler and Meja 1995; Ringer 1993; Pels 1993: Me;
Longhurst 1989; Woldring 1986; Loader 1985: Kettler. Mota. and S. 4 Rommting 95
183, ng 1986; : ; Ketuler, Meja, and Stehr 1984; R fing 197
G:se%l::‘nhr;‘l;}c:gnr;?; lfimtxlﬁgr 'iﬁ;;g Tﬁnmes'.work at least as early as 1922; he citescgl:;tlelll'ﬁschaf”}und
5 ut his manuscript, “The Distincti iologt
Kr‘loxledge,_altrlz_mslatedland reprinted in (!\v})annheim [1923] ;;eSZC)haracter of Cultural Sociological
) partial list would include Georg Simmel, Ernst Troeltsch, Max W i
_ de ( , , eber, G
Sgg{;ﬁitﬁrz?attl:?bwater Bex;]damm' , Max Horkheimer, and Theodor Adorno. 'll:ﬁnnigsr’gwggkk :'c:s
erman academic mandarins’ sense of “cultural crisis™ th h i
1880-1930. (See, ¢.g., Ringer [1969] 1990, chaj ammin 1980, Fritoy 19500 1o
- ¢, €8, ) pters 3-6; see also Benjamin 1989; Frisby 1986; J
1973; Jay 1984; Liebersohn 1988; and Wohl 1979). For a longer view of these discussion);, com'pa?'z
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j:particulm*, built explicitly upon Tinnies® categories when de\.relopmlgggh(;s _fir;;
attempts at a sociology of knowledge. (Schelx_ar [1926] 1980; St1kker.s 1 ) ;ld
Upen Ténnies’s death, Mannheim himself opined that “German socio ogy cc;! ”
hardly be imagined” without T(‘inni_;s’;")famous contrast between Gemeinsc,
t” (Mannheim 1936, 313).
aﬂ:ﬂi’;ﬁﬁi’;fﬂfﬂ early and sustained reaction was to tu’T away from the
natural sciences, and to aim to recapture “authentic experience”in the modern agni
with decidedly un-scientific means. He, too, saw acflear !mk betwee.n l]c;st ;omnt'lu:n
ity and lost authenticity of experience. While a university student in :1 apft:s ;m-
January 5, 1912, Mannheim wrote to Lukacs fibout h‘l‘S hopes for a 1(gn:a 1cd "
munity of us men, our great togetherness,” which was more than ‘ail pov;'fe : tgls
because knowledge always springs from doubt, buF this is certan.'lty itse d, i s
experience in the most profound sense, it is prOV}ded by the direct ort ’e‘rm'
experience” (Gabor 1975,96; cf. Lukacs 1986, 185). His first turn was to m.ys 1():1sen,t
when he was eighteen, Mannheim (still a studcnt' atthe Bud apest Gymlrln;ls;mluglli o
acopy of an essay he had just completed to Lukacs, writing, on Ma}:c " t,and S,ti”
ought to wait and ought not appear in front of you alregd{ w1tl:1 the 11;; s
timely document of my life, my essay about the mystics™ (Gabor 975, l; [(;
Lukécs 1986, 151). Several months later, January 5, 1912, Mannhelm. v}v\ro o
Lukécs to report on his studies of Middle—High—Gcrman grarnmar,l“;h::} t\la;'oucjf
be necessary to translate the works of Melster‘ Eckhart, the io-cal eh ' a‘ crﬂ
German mysticism” (Gabor 1973; 100; cf. Lukécs 1986, 190).> Mannheim’s t:}t {
fascination with Eckhart did not fade quickly; as latt? as 192? (fouF yt:ars1 c)
having completed his doctorate, summa cum laude, in Kantian epistemo ctgty1 3
Mannheim cited several specific Eckhart sermons alongm‘dc other, more frequlen );
cited academic sources, in his manuscript, ﬂlx;sl;isignclt;; Character of Cultura
j ] wledge (Mannheim [1922] , 43, . .
Saﬁif}fﬁi?:ni?;‘:arch ?or(“authcntic experience™ also led him to adeep ve'neratmn
of Dostoevsky. In his rich letter to Lukécs from January 5,- 1912, Mannhelm'begz:;
to profess his desire to study the works of Dostoe\'fsky, toright the shortc(;jrm‘n“glst >
modern society with lessons gleaned from the nineteenth-century nov;: st.d. v:;
therefore possible for the problems of philesophy, let us say, those g mel 1;0“
mystics, or of the ancient Indians, to live on, to develop further, to f"m resc;su i
in the novel or in the life of a Dostoevsky” (Luk:_’acs 1986, 185; cf..Gal?mj 19- ,96).
Several pages later in this same letter, Mannheim announced his mission:

is 1 i ial theorists’ trope of groping for a lost
rton 1993). It is inieresting to compare these social :
g‘l:i‘i)ingg exper)ience” with other reactions to “modernity” at the time, such as ;hlz ;n[o:{;zl:?'ds$greﬁ
musings of Ernst Jiinger on Fronterlebnis, the Lr;‘égugﬂ:lplseé b;))ndmg experience of
84, 70-74; Theweleit [1978] 1989, 2 -5). . ]
fr(;n;lo(gﬁf Ercfklhgan, known as Meister Eckhart, was a thmcc;mh-cfrﬂggzlggﬁg?& aﬂr}?;l :;.lnac:
i 1l as the “father of German mysticism. i ¢
LAl st iti ite possible that Lukécs had introduced
i i ks, as his ietters from 1910 show, and it is quite p - ) '
;\v;;l;x?liii\:notro sthe works of Eckhart in the first place. See (Gluck 1985, 153-4; Lukéacs 1986, 143)
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['wish to write on Dostoevsky. Not only because I feel that 1 should be able to
pose my problems and my questions through a study of his work, but
because I feel that a knowledge of his life promises solutions, since I feel that
his life and his world are most akin to ours in all their vicissitudes, all their
lack of fulfillment and their distortions. I feel that his fate ¢an provide either
negative or positive answers to what disturbs us who are living now. ... I wish
toknow and I wish to resurrect that cold Petersburg sun in which he walked,
which was right then, and the torture of the soul which he felt in a night of

which only one can exist, as if it existed now and in me. (Gabor 1975,
98-100; cf. Lukacs 1986, 188-9)

Although his planned book on Dostoevsky never came to be, Mannheim carried
this carly, vivid enthusiasm for the power of literature with him; he chose to study
German literature as one of his minor fields for his doctorate. And like his
fascination with Meister Eckhart, his hopeful wishes for understanding the modern
condition through Dostoevsky were also shared, and perhaps inspired, by Lukacs
himseif. Eight months before Lukécs received this impassioned letter from Mann-
heim, he himself had written to a friend, “For a long time Y thought life consisted in
this lack of inward harmony. TodayIno longer believe that. To put it simply: read
Dostoevsky and you will see what I mean. Now I see life as sharply and clearly as
literature.”s For both of these intellectuals, literature appeared to provide the
immediacy and authenticity that seemed so threatened by life in the modern age.’
Reading Dostoevsky, not fumbling in a chemistry laboratory, was what seemed to

these young scholars to promise salvation in the post-Lapsarian age of
industrialization,

Dilthey and the Limitations of the Methads of the Natural Sciences

As Mannheim grew older and began to study the work of other German social
theorists, his alienation from the natural sciences took on a new dimension.
Mannheim began to draw on the work of one of Lukacs’s Berlin professors,
Withelm Dilthey. In his writings on the Geisteswissenschaften (often translated as
“human” or “cultural” sciences), Dilthey set out to demarcate a set of disciplines
that were fundamentally different from the natural sciences, and conducted with
an independent methodology. The ultimate basis for knowledge in these human
sciences, wrote Dilthey, was “lived experience” (Erlebnis). In the preface to his

¢ Lukécs to Irma Seidler, April 18, 191]. Quoted in {Liehersohn [988, 184}, This letter is reprinted
with a slightly different translation in (Lukacs 1986, 154-7). Lukscs’s later hook, Theory of the Novel
(1920), was intended to serve as an introduction to alarger study of Dostoevsky's work, although this
second book never materialized, See (Gluck 1985, 184-93: Lichersohn 1988, 186). Mannheim
reviewed Lukics’s Theory of the Novel in (Mannheim [1920] 1971).

7 Fruitful comparison could be made here with the atiitudes of American writers at that time, such

as Sherwood Anderson. See (Lears 1993). For more on the general “anti-modernism™ in America at
the turn of the century, see (Lears 1981).
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I 8:83 Introduction to the Human Sciences, he made his break with the Enlighten-
ment epistemologists clear:

Earlier epistemology, both empirical and Kantian, cxpla}(ijns e_xche_rlichZ ;ng

i ich is purely ideational.

wledge on the basis of a framework whic _ . :
izorea] ‘Elood flowing in the veins of the knowing subject fabricated :Jayi
Locke, Hume, and Kant, but only the diluted juice of reason as merle (lincn !
activit; But dealing with the whole man in history and psicj:hol_c:I)Egygf:feerrliit:1 )
. i iplicity of his powers: this willing- -

take the whole man — in the multiplicity of -

ptrcciving being — as the basis for explaining knowledge and its concepts.

(Dilthey [1883] 1988, 73)

Dilthey’s romantic view of the role of primordial, aut.he.ntic expcrienc‘e as t?n: b:.:;z
for the study of people, their history, and their societies, ;va; cetrtanslk;o 1113111§)t -
i - d in Eckhart and Dostoevsky.
Mannheim, who was already well-verse : ; they
istingui f knowledge in the natural science
went on to distinguish between the forms o ¢ ! chossand
1 : i arily were restricted to “exp
i human sciences: the natural sciences necess .
Elot:? (Erklc‘imng) while the human sciences could penetrate de)e[()g,l ;,nd 3{11138123:;
idealistic o “ ding” (Verstehen) (Dilthey
dealistic or transcendental “understan i
ﬁglglgr'!)l?—? cf. Wirth 1937; Makkreel 1975; Ermarth 1.978.; Bulhoff 1980; B.ettan:[(l);
1988;. Max,mhcim cited this distinction of Dilthcy’s-m his 1922 malméscnp ,
incorporated it in all of his later writings on the soc;?logy ot; kn;)g : mg;.n ocial
im” i d in the aftermath o
Mannheim’s study of Dilthey followe : German soen
ientists’ ] i ich scholars in the 1880s and 1890s a pte
scientists’ Methodenstreit, during whicl . 189 cmpied
istorical-i i thods with more positivist, scien
to balance the older, historical-interpretive me S ;
ao proaches (Ringer [1969] 1990, 301-4; Frisby 1976, xv—xxvii). Pe}'};lal]:s :,lfisn
irflportant for Mannheim on this question of methods were deb:tefs wh};ih ! ;i s
i * h to the Geisteswissenschaften. s
the 1890s over Dilthey’s own approac! : b s,
i hich was centered aroun
or southwest-German school of neo-Kantians, w ticl : , e
i i inrich Rickert, disliked Dilthey’s romantic, sup
Windelband and his student Heinrich » dis Dilt e
i i inati i ical “lived experience.” With Georg Sim 1,
rationalist fascination with mystical L the
i i i istinction between the natural and human s¢ 3
followed Dilthey in drawing a distinction -
i is distincti f taxonomy, not ontology; they
but they viewed this distinction as one 0 e o ymes
i i ing the very worlds described by :
Dilthey had gone too far in separating / : : WO pes
ip, i i tudies as simply focusing on
of scholarship, instead of seeing the two s \ o e
i 94] 1980, especially ;
cts of the same world (Windelband [18 '
3552] 1986, 89, 17; cf. Oakes 1988, Ringer [1969'] 199_‘0, 31}—2, iu]hog ;iigt
31-2). Although Mannheim familiarized himself with Ri_ckcrt s work, an 18
met re:gularly with him throughout 1920, he ultimal:.ely sided with Dlltllzey. el
For Mannheim, as for Dilthey, the crux of the difference between the natu

imi ion in the Natural Sciences throughout
im ci ickert’s The Limits of Concept Formationin . : : :
2 ;g;nr:llx::n:c?:;? (!Ifdl:niheim[l922] 1982). Rickert had a_ttendedﬂregul.arly a plrgggtczsf)mmar given
1;;5 ;-{annheim in 1920 in Heidelberg, entitled “What is Sociology?™ (Woldring , 210,

Mannheim’s Sociology of Knowledge 59

sciences and the human sciences was more than simply a logical question of
taxonomy, or even of methods. It wasa question of the ultimate foundation of the
knowledge gained in the two areas. Dilthey’s distinction between the Erklirung of
the natural sciences and the Verstehen of the human sciences had been an evaluative
one: the human sciences, with their firm grounding in empathetic, lived experience,
promised knowledge of the world that was fundamentally more important than
that gleaned in the natural sciences. Mannheim followed Dilthey in making this
evaluation, and surpassed Rickert’s merely methodological distinction. He pro-
nounced this openly in several places. In his 1924 essay on “Historicism,” Man-

nheim elevated the intuitive reach of historical knowledge over the limitations of
the positivist natural sciences:

Historians indeed may grasp past epochs from those epochs’ own centres, a
mode of interpretation called the immanent critique and representation of
the past. Thisis possible through “understanding”( Verstehen) as an intuitive
faculty of the historian which- enables him to penetrate into his subject-
matter, into the concrete valuations of the epachs in question, to a degree

which is denied us when we are dealing with nature. (Mannheim (192471952,
105; emphasis in original) ’

He continued this argument four years later, this time joined by Werner Sombart,
at the Sixth Congress of German Sociologists, held in Zurich in 1978 (Meja and
Stehr 1990, 91, 106). As Mannheim would write several years later, a blind
attention to “calculable external facts” could never render an understanding of the
historical-social perspectives necessary for an empathic sociology of knowledge
(Mannheim [1934] 1953, 215-6).

The methods and forms of knowledge in the natural sciences failed to impress
Mannheim for problems dealing with people’s culture and history; as he began to
compose his first essays on the sociology of knowledge, therefore, Mannheim
sought to chart a distinct methodological course for the social sciences. In conclud-
ing his 1921 essay “On the Interpretation of Weltanschauung,” for example,
Mannheim noted approvingly that “we detect a gradual emancipation from a
methodology oriented entirely on the natural sciences” (Mannheim [1921/ 22]
1952, 82). Soon thereafter, Mannheim announced that “the positivistic and Kan-
tian conceptions of science, which took exact natural science to be the sole ideal
prototype to which all sciences, including the cultural sciences have to conform, ...
was doomed to failure” when treating such disciplines as sociology (Mannheim
[1924] 1952, 126). He later decried the “fact that the natural sciences have been
selected as the ideal to which all knowledge should aspire,” and argued that “the
model of modern mathematical-natural science cannot be regarded as appropriate

to knowledge as a whole” (Mannheim (192911936, 290, 166). Over the course of
the 1920s, Mannheim concluded that the social and cultural sciences could not be
pursued with methods borrowed from the natural sciences,

Mannheim’s ultimate grounding for his sociology of knowledge thus sprang
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from his early reactions to “modernity™ with his mentors Lukacs and Dilthey,
Mannheim sought a means of recapturing “authentic experience.” His early
studies of mysticism, literature, and the work of Wilhelm Dilthey convinced him
that the answers lay beyond the reach of natural-scientific methods. His own
answers were formulated throughout the mid-1920s, culminating in his 1929
Ideologie und Utopie. Drawing on his reaction to “modernity,” Mannheim per-
formed a “Copernican Revolution™ the natural sciences occupied merely a peri-
pheral space in his apportionment of the social and intellectual cosmos, and were
not the center around which epistemology and sociology should revolve. This
maneuver came in tandem with Mannheim's particular incorporation of the

Kantian legacy.

Kant’s Legacy and Mannheim’s “Objective Perspectivism™

Along with his common reaction against the fragmentation of life in the modern
age and his search for “authentic experience,” Mannheim shared with his Hungar-
ian and German colleagues a sustained interest in the study of Immanucl Kant’s
works. Mannheim’s entire circle of mentors and colleagues shared in this inherited
legacy: Wilhelm Dilthey studied under Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg, one ofthe
earliest figures responsible for the rise of neo-Kantianism; Dilthey himself labored
over his own associations with Kant, filling his [ntroduction to the Human
Sciences with discussion of his similarities and differences with the famed K&nigs-
berg professor (Dilthey [1883] 1988, 4451, 157,262-3, 322-3; cf_ Betanzos 1988,
10, 18-21; K&hnke [1986] 1991, 11-35). Wilhelm Windelband and Heinrich
Rickert were self-proclaimed neo-Kantians. Max Horkheimer had written both
his dissertation and habilitation on Kant's epistemology, and Theodor Adorno
had studied Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason with Siegfried Kracauer (Jay 1973,
-6-7,21-2).

Mannheim began his study of Kant’s works at an early age. Interspersed
between his reports to Lukécs about his desire to write on Dostoevsky and his
efforts to translate Meister Eckhart, Mannheim proudly explained in his January
5, 1912, letter to Lukacs that he had enrolled in Bernat Alexander’s seminar on
Kant at the University. The excited nineteen-year-old exclaimed, “I am progressing
slowly in my study of Kant, but — I believe — really understanding him. [ have
already linked three longer trains of thought to this study, which will perhaps form
the foundation of a paper on Kant I may write” (Gabor 1975, 100; of. Lukécs 1986,
190). Mannheim continued his studies of Kant’s epistemology, completing his
dissertation on the topic in 1918. A portion of his dissertation was published that

9 In this letter, Mannheim thanked Lukacs for his friendly introduction to Professor Alexander,
and attributed Alexander’s kindness towards Mannheim to Lukacs” intervention. Lukécs’ and
Alexander’s relationship is treated in {Gluck 1985, 82-3).
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year in the Hungarian journal Athenaeum, and later published in the German
journal Kant—.Szudien (Mannheim [1918, 1922] 1953). Indeed, even as his studies
turned to sociology, Mannheim maintained an interest in Kant: he attended the

: 1933_ Frfjmk.furt meeting of the Kant Gesellschaft {Woldring 198’6 35). The 1922
publication of Mannheim’s dissertation in Kanr-Studien coincided w,ith h.is drafting
of an essay on cultural-sociological knowledge that was published posthumously
Much as his early letter to Lukéacs showed the ease with which Mannheim couI&
intermingle discussions of Dostoevsky, Eckhart, and Kant, so too did his more
mature work emerge with these three strands intimately intertwined.

‘O\ferall, Mannheim’s reaction to the Kantian legacy was typical of many scholars
within the Germafl sphere at the turn of the century. By the end of the nineteenth
century, Kant’s epistemology was often analyzed by these intellectuals as separable:
some aspects were emphasized while others were downplayed orignored (sec, e -
He{fdlgg [1894] 1908, 2:29; cf. Kaiser 1992). These sorts of distinctions ,w;egr.é
1nst1t|:1t10na]izcd within Germany, with the Marburg school of neo-Kantianism
focusing on the limitation of knowled ge to phenomena, and the Baden, or
southwest-German school focusing on Kant’s idealism (Ringer [1969] 1690
222;1 I lli)flihnke[l986] 1991, 176-8, 261-3). Mannheim, too, treated Kant’s w0rk’
s (521;; 0;, ;::)i “(,:11:33; .to emphasize the limitation theme in constructing his own

II.l his Critic.]ue of Pure Reason, Kant discussed how to guarantee the objective
rca}hty_ of a given judgment. A judgment may be deemed unconditionally and
().b_]?ctl\:'ely real, he wrote, if “we add to the concept of the subject of a judgment the
l:mnam.m under which the judgment is made™ (Kant [1787] 1929, 72 (A27/ B43);
emphf's.sm added). Elsewhere I have termed this Kants method ’of “conceptuai
contammfmt“: by including within the concept itself the conditions and limitations
under Whl.Cl'l the concept is made, then any judgment concerning the (contained)
concept will be objectively real (Kaiser 1992, 2 18-20). For Kant, such containment
was necessary for solving the problems of metaphysics: we would be deludin
ours?lvesllf, neglecting conceptual containment, we attempted to gain knowled E
of Fhmg:s in themselves: “If [ ascribe redness to the rose in itself, or extensionto fll
obj_ects in themselves, without paying regard to the determinate relation of these
objects to tlfe subject, and without limiting my judgment to that relation, illusion
:h:l: £25t an(s;-:s_” (Xant [17$ﬂ 1929, 89 (B70)). This limitation of judgmerlts to the
Si)eptids;o:n gl:el;:t;fi s:]l'll'ell' validity formed the kernel of Kant’s response to
_ Throughout his dissertation on Kantizn epistemology, Mannheim too emphas-
ized the constitutive “ultimate presuppositions” that undergird all knowledge. For

cxamplc,- he wrote there that “however isolated it may seem, a concept stili has
systematic pre:suppositions" (Mannheim [1918, 1922] 1953, 19). In fact, he defined
egxstemf_ﬂogy itself as pursuing two tasks: “firstly, to analyze all pOSsiblc’knowledge
with a view to laying bare its ultimate presuppositions, and secondly, to ascertain
whether these ultimate presuppositions can guarantee the cognitious’grounded in
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‘them Lo be true knowledge — in other words, to evaluate those ultimate presuppo-
sitions” (Mannheim [1918, 1922] 1953, 65; see also 47). And like Kant’s conceptual
containment, Mannheim noted that every concept “has a place where it properly
belongs, and that it will show at once if it is ‘transferred’into an alien sphere, where
it can only be applied ‘metaphorically’” (Mannheim {1918, 1922] 1953, 23)..The
epistemologist, then, had to study the proper systematization of concepts _w1tlh a
view to criticizing concepts that were applied outside of their prescribed, limited
realm of legitimate application. When he turned to study the sociology of kno»r.'l-
édge immediately after publishing this long epistemological study, Mannhlem
éjd_optcd an approach that was structurally equivalent to the twin tasks he h‘ad Jjust
adumbrated for the epistemologist.'® And like Kant before him, Mannheim was
confident that this approach guaranteed that the sociology of knowledge would
not slide into relativism. .

" In developing his method for the sociology of knowledge, “objective pcrspe:cu-
vism,” Mannheim isolated two uses of the word “ideology.” The first was “particu-
lar,” operating on a psychological level of “interests™ an opponent cannot see
another side on a particular position because he or she is blinded by interests onthe
specific issue. The second, Mannheim termed the “total” use of idcolqu. Total
ideology questions the opponents’entire Weltanschauung, “including his concep-
tual apparatus.” It becomes more than simply a question of misunder.sta:}dmg a
particular, isolated point of contention, but rather the entire means of viewing and
understanding the world are at odds (Mannheim {1929] 1936, 56-8). For Mann-
heim, analyses of ideologies in the particular sense remained too focused on the
specific thoughts of individual subjects to aid the sociologist; but with a thorough
use of the total conception of ideology, “the simple theory of ideology develops
into the sociology of knowledge.” This thorough use requires that the “analyst ...
has the courage to subject not just the adversary’s point of view but all points of
view, including his own, to the ideological analysis” (Mannheim 1929] 1936, 59,
78-9). Mannheim gave this conclusion an explicitly Kantian telling in an essay
from 1931, writing that “truthin itself,” like Kant's “thing in itself,” could never be
an object of objective knowledge apart from consideration of the embeddi{lg
Weltanschauung (Mannheim [1931] 1936, 306). Much like the epistemologist
studies concepts embedded within specific realms of legitimate appiication_, tl}e
sociologist of knowledge hence should study ideas as springing from within
specific worldviews and contexts. In this way, Mannheim’s sociol(? gy of knowledge
sprang from a critical, reflexive acknowledgment of the sociologists’ own cultural
background and place in history.

This feature of Mannheim’s sociology thus shared in the early twentieth century
traditions of historicism: historical actors” specific thoughts and actions were

L - : . - he
18 Mannheim cited his 1922 Kani-Studien article throughout many of his early ¢ssays on
sociology of knowledge (see, e.g., Mannheim [1924] 1952, 93; Mannheim [1926] 1590, 45; Mannheim

[1928] 1990, 82).

s Brmgte e
Pl b

Mannheim’s Sociology of Knowledge 63

considered inseparable from their historical contexts and settings (Mannheim
[1924] 1952; cf. Rossi 1973, 16-19). Yet for Mannheim, this historicist attention to
placement in history did not lead to the relativism that is usually associated with
the historicist movement. [t was the critical reflexivity on the sociologists’ part that
Mannheim believed could distinguish between the error of relativism and the need
for what he termed “relationism. " Nearly every one of Mannheim’s writings during
the 1920s includes an explicit repudiation of relativism (Mannheim [1918, 19223
1953, 39-41; Mannheim[1924] 1952, 93, 104-5, 120-3, 127-30; Mannheim[! 525])
1971, 97; Mannheim [1928] 1990, 55).

Mannheim posited what he termed “relationism” and “perspectivism” in place
of relativism: knowledge arises within given historical-social contexts, and these
contexts (or “perspectives”) cannot be ignored when discussing specific ideas,
Mannheim repeatedly drew upon the metaphor of visual perception and perspec-
tive when discussing his program of sociology:

The controversy concerning visually perceived objects (which, in the nature
of the case, can be viewed only in perspective) is not settled by setting up a
non-perspectivist view (which is impossible). It is settled rather by under-
standing, in the light of one’s own positionally determined vision, why the
object appeared differently 1o one in a different position. (Mannheim [1931]
1936, 301; cf, Jay 1993)

In this way, relationism led to “a new type of objectivity,” paralle! to the example
of visual perspective, by including an examination of the perspective from which a
body of ideas was developed along with a study of the ideas themsetves (Mannheim
[1929] 1936, 5; cf. Mannheim [1931] 1936, 282-3, 296-7, 301). Again relyingona
visual metaphor, Mannheim connected the notions of reflexivity, perspectivism,
and objectivity in a passage from “The Problem of a Sociology of Knowledge™
“human consciousness can grasp a landscape as landscape only from various
perspectives; and yet the landscape does not dissolve itself into its various possible
pictorial representations. Each of the possible pictures has a ‘real’ counterpart and
the correctness of each perspective can be controlled from the other perspectives”
{Mannheim [1925] 1971, 97; emphasis in original). Here we see the importance for
Mannheim of Kant’s example of conceptual containment; objectivity was indeed
still possible for the sociologist, as Kant believed it had been for the epistemologist,
$0 long as a historicist attention to contexts was treated as we treat visual
perspectives every day. For Kant, concepts were always bounded within specific
limited areas of application, and overstepping these bounds led to the chimerical
crises of metaphysics. For Mannheim, concepts, like visions of landscapes, were
limited to specific worldviews or perspectives, and likewise should not be pressed
beyond their legitimate bounds of application. The sociologist could then study
such concepts along with their larger, embedding worldviews, always keeping in
focus that such studies themselves sprang from a particular position. It was this
last, reflexive point which was crucial for Mannheim’s crusade for objectivity.
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Mannheim’s seemingly facile recovery of objectivity became z frequent target
for many of his critics. In a review of Mannheim’s 1929 Ideologie und Utopie, for
example, Max Horkheimer, the new director of the Institut fiir Sozialforschung,
chided Mannheim (at the time his Frankfurt neighbor) for claiming prematurely
to have solved the problems of relativism and objectivity. To Horkheimer, Man-
nheim’s perspectivist approach was merely 2 simplified and naive Gestaltist ap-
proach to epistemology (Horkheimer [1930] 1993; ¢f. Meja and Stehr 1990; Bailey
1994; Jay 1974). Why, then, did Mannheim insist so strongly that his sociology of
knowledge was objective? As we will see in the next section, objectivity for
Mannheim carried significant ethical overtones. Fighting to cope with life in the
modern age, Mannheim believed that giving up on the quest for objectivity would
have been both cowardly and disastrous.

The Ethics of Mannheim’s Objectivity and the Poverty of Scientism

From his earty student years as a member of Lukacs’s Budapest “Sunday Circle,”
Mannheim’s work had always developed in the midst of explicitly political consid-
erations. Much as was occurring within German academic circles with the Wertur-
teilsstreit, or debate over the place and role of valuejudgments within sociclogical
studies, many Hungarians saw their intellectual efforts becoming increasingly
politicized throughout the 1910s (Gluck 1985, 90-4, 99-101; cf. Weber [1904]
1949; Weber [1917] 1949; Pels 1993, 47-52; Ringer [1969] 1990, 146-62; Proctor
1991, 85-98, 134-54; Frisby 1976; Kisler [1979] 1988, 184-97). Béla Balazs,
Lukdcs’s partner in organizing the Sunday Circle, had even confided in his diary in
1912 his belief that the group should organize formally their own political party
{Gluck 1985, 18). Though Mannheim did not become as politically active as his
role model Lukécs did during the short-lived Hungarian Soviet Republic in
1918-1919, Mannheim was labeled “a flag-bearer of the criminal régime™ by the
reactionary overthrowers of the Republic, and forced 1o flee Budapest for Heidel-
berg (Gabor 1975, 104; Weldring 1986, 16-21). The entire Sunday Circle was
labeled by Admiral Horthy’s administration as “a special and particularly danger-
ous secret political organization” (Gluck 1985, 211).

Upon landing in Heidelberg, Mannheim soon found himself ostracized by his
own Sunday Circle comrades. According to Baldzs’diary, Mannheim's request to
join the displaced Sunday Circle, then meeting in Vienna, was rejected because he
had not followed the group alongits radical-political Marxist turn (Kettler, Meja,
and Stehr 1984, 38; cf. Gluck 1985, 210-11). The question of Mannheim®s relation-
ship with Marxism in fact dominated his early reception amongst German and
Hungarian critics. Alfred Weber, who had participated in a raucous debate over
the proper place of Marxism in academic sociology at the 1924 Congress of
German Sociologists, queried Mannheim at the 1928 Congress whether “all this
{is] anything more than a brilliant rendition of the old historical materialism,
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presented with extraordinary subtlety?” Werner Sombart, however, leaped to
Mannheim’s defense, arguing that the Marxist historical materialism “denies the
objectivity of existence and the reality of the spirit while Mannheim affirms them,”
and Mannheim, keen to emphasize the need for such objectivity, agreed with this
assessment (Kettler and Meja 1995, 93; cf. Pels 1993, 52—-5; Meja and Stehr 1990,
86-92, and Ringer [1969] 1990, 227-30).

A few years prior to this exchange, Mannheim himself had mused that “in
periods like ours, in which reflexivity, and a many-sided relativism are reducing
themselves to absurdity, as it were, a fear grows up instinctively about where all
this will lead” (Mannheim {1925] 1986, 180). Mannheim soon found vindication
for these fears with the fall of the Weimar Republicin 1933, and his second forced
emigration, this time from Frankfurt to London.

Writing in exile merely months after the rise of Hitler’s Reich, Mannheim made
clear the problems with relativism which he sought to supersede with his objective
perspectivism: “Relativism would mean that there are no objective values, therefore
moral obligation cannot exist. Relationism, on the other hand, stresses the fact
that there is a moral obligation, but that this obligation is derived from the
concrete situation to which it is related” (Mannheim [1934] 1953, 212; cf. Mann-
heim [1924] 1952, 84; emphasis in the original). It was this “concrete situation”
which was of most concern for Mannheim in these years. Three years earlier, in a
passage he would later include in the English edition of Ideology and Utopia,
Mannheim had linked his methodological turn away from the methods of the
natural sciences with the surrounding political world of the sociologist: “At a
moment when historical-social forces place other types of knowledge in the centre
of the arena it is necessary to revise the older premises which had been, if not
exclusively, at least to a large extent formulated for the understanding and
justification of the natural sciences™ (Mannheim [1931] 1936, 290-1; emphasis
added). Mannheim's “Copernican Revolution™ thus meant more than simply an
academic’s musings on the foundations of knowledge. It was a self-consciously
political, ethical move on Mannheim’s part: scientism alone could not answer the
crises of the day.

In March 1934, Mannheim delivered an impassioned lecture on these themes at
the University of London. He began by exhorting his audience: “I believe that our
society has reached a decisive turning-point in its history, and that in situations
such as confront us to-day we must have both the will and the vision to take an
all-inclusive view of society and its historical background” (Mannheim 1934, 3).
Deseribing their age, which had just witnessed “the mushroom-like rise of dictators
around us,” Mannheim painted a picture of the march of scientific and technologi-
cal progress, from wheelbarrows, to horses and carriages, to cars and airplanes,
and quickly turned to some of the horrors attending this technology (Mannheim
1934, 8). Anticipating by several years the air battles over Londaon, Dresden, and
Tokyo, Mannheim asked his listeners to imagine a pilot who, using “the most
up-to-date results of technical ingenuity,” “hurls a hurricane of bombs and ... lays
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waste everything and annihilates everybody underneath him™

In his scientific and technical knowledge man has, indeed, made miraculous
strides forward in the span of time that separates us from the days when the
carriage came into use; but is human reason and rationality, in other than the
technical field, to-day so very different from what it was in the distant past of
which the wheelbarrow is a symbol? (Mannheim 1934, 3-5)11

As Mannheim emphasized with italics, this state of affairs signaled a “dispropor-
tionate development of human faculties™ “the development of man’s technical
powers over nature is far ahead of the development of his moral faculties and his
knowledge of the guidance and government of society” (Mannheim 1934, 5). In
fact, Mannheimn feared that individuals suffering from such disproportionate
development were those most likely to be able to use the modern media to spread
demagogic propaganda and enroll the masses (Mannheim 1934, 34-5). With
“contemporary society” thus threatened by such a “catastrophic”disproportional-
ity, Mannheim here first exclaimed explicitly that it was not only a mimicry of the
methods of the natural sciences that was dangerous (Mannheim 1934, 5). So too
was a restricted attention to the content of the natural sciences, to the detriment of
the Geisteswissenschaften.

Upon the heels of his forced emigration from the Nazi regime, then, Mannheim
argued that it was "urgent” for sociologists to act guickly to right this imbalance
(Mannheim 1934, 11). To his early devaluation of the methods of the natural
sciences he now added the obligation to study mankind’s “moral faculties” and
means for “government of society” in place of the “technical powers over nature.”
By the mid-1930s, Mannheim’s alienation from the natural sciences was thus
complete: a restricted attention to the natural sciences, or worse to the even more
arcane natural scientists, could never point the way to coping with the present
political-cultural crises. i2

With his purposeful de-centering of the natural sciences and his faith in objective
perspectivism in mind, we may now make sense of Mannheim’s reactions to
American sociology during the 1920s and 1930s. In a 1932 review of a collection of
methodological essays by American sociologists, Mannheim let his feelings on the

1! Mannheim’s position here can be contrasted with the famous introduction to Max Horkheimer's
and Theodor Adorno’s 1947 Dialectic of Enlightenment, in which they struck a far more thoroughiy
pessimistic note about the inevitability of modern technology (o lead to the carnage of Auschwitz.
Upon the conclusion of World War IT and the Holocaust, Horkheimer and Adorno wrote that “the
fully enlightened earth radiates disaster triumphant” (Horkheimer and Adorno [1947] 1989, 3; cf.
Herf 1984, 9-10). In 1934, Mannheim was still hopeful that the problems, once identified, could be
rectified.

12 Of course, Mannheim’s politically-loaded turn away from the natural scienees was not the only
option taken by scholars within the German sphere at this time. In the same year that Mannheim
published his Jdeologie und Utopie, the Vienna Circle published its Wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung
manifesto. Members of the Vienna Circle hoped to base all knowledge and political action on strictly
natural-science-based methods, to eliménate all vestiges of dangerous metaphysics (see the 1929“The
Scientific Conception of the Warld: The Vienna Circle,” in Neurath 1973, 209-318; cf., e.g., Cartw-
right, Cat, Fleck, and Uebel 1996; Uebel 1991; Proctor 1991, 163- [81; Galison 1990; Galison 1996).
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limitations of the methods of science be known: “American sociology seems to
yield too much to the fascination of natural science” (Mannheim [1932] 1953,
190)." The American insistence upon “empirical” studies within sociology left
Mannheim cold:

We must admit a very marked and painful disproportion between the
vastness of the scientific machinery employed and the value of the ultimate
results. The subject and title of most of the contributions evoke the highest
expectations; yet, after having reached their conclusions, one is tempted to
ask, disappointedly, “Is this all?” (Mannheim [1932] 1953, 187)14

Twao years later, Mannheim reiterated his point: Sociology built on this “empiricist”
model, like the natural sciences it sought to emulate, remained unabie to penetrate
to the depths of qualitative understanding (Mannheim [1934] 1953, 224-5). For
Mannheim, the Americans suffered from a severe case of methodological scientism,
springing from, and ultimately limited by, the notion that the natural sciences
should be central to all other scholarly pursuits.

Mannheim also keenly sensed the differences between his own culture and work
and that of his British colleagues. Three years after his re-lacation to London, he
collaborated with two Chicago sociologists on an English translation of his 1929
Ideologie und Utopie. Unlike the original German edition, which contained only
three chapters and ran 250 pages, the 1936 English edition included five chapters
and totaled 350 pages. The fifth chapter was a translation of Mannheim’s 1931
essay, “Wissenssoziologie,” but the first chapter was a 50-page introductory essay
prepared by Mannheim especially for the English edition. His translators, Louis
Wirth and Edward Shils, at first objected that the new introduction would not be
necessary. Yet Mannheim remained resolute. In a particularly revealing letter to
Wirth, dated February 15, 1936, Mannheim reiterated why the new “Preliminary
Approach to the Problem” was a necessary addition to Ideology and Utopia. He
feared that “the old book would simply appear as a document out of a time
inaccessible to” his intended Anglophone readers. Furthermore, Mannheim com-
plained that in Great Britain,

13 Thisessay was areview of Methods in Social Science (Rice 1931). This example parallels the gulf
separating German and American traditions of historical scholarship at the time, as discussed by
Peter Novick: many American historians saw in Leopold von Ranke’s “wissenschaftliche Objektivitit™
a mandate for empirical, scientistic history, which Novick argues was almost entirely opposite to
Ranke’s own brand of essentialist, humanistic scholarship (Novick 1988, 24-31; cf. Igger 1962).

™ Mannheim’s 1932 critique highlights a different periodization of American sociology from that
presented in (Kuklick 1983). Kuklick writes that “Before World War II the intellectual climate of
American sociology was congenial to the growth of a sociology akin to Mannheim’s. Yet in the
postwar period American sociologists committed themselves to ahistorical theory, positivist metho-
dology, and team research: their ‘scientistic’ sociology did not permit the historicism, relativism, and
holism necessary Lo Mannheimian analysis™ (Kuklick 1983, 287, of. 289-292). Obviously, Mannheim
himself thought otherwise, and didnt hesitate to publish his views in the pages of The American
Journal of Sociology! For more on the turn of American sociologists to “scientistic” methods, see
{Shils 1970, 770-1, 781-2; Heims 1991, chapter [; Ross 1991, 350-470; Ross 1994, 187-9; Bannister
1987). The long-standing tradition of scientism within Anglo-American philosophy is treated in
£Sorell 1991).
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there is, as it were, absolutely no tradition of sociology in existence, and by
the term one either means “social surveys” or “descriptions of social situa-
tions.” People have no clear conception here of an empiricism which could
also be something more than simply tallies, statistics, and inventories.
Something introductory must be said about these matters, to make the path
of the reader generally secure. If the book had begun so that the reader
would immediately fall into the definitions of total and particular ideologies,
then practically every Englishman after a few pages of reading would have
putdown the book as “too abstract.” So I believe that both your introduction
and the new apening of the book involves the reader in a context of problems
in a concrete form, so that, when once the reader is interested in these
matters, he then comes to enjoy a great deal of what his tradition did not
provide him adequately.1s

Mannheim was painfully aware of the tremendous challenges facing “translation”
of his work from Germany to England, both literally and more broadly considered:
as he feared, a straightforward translation of his original text would have appeared
“inaccessible to them,” stemming as it did from a very particular culture and set of
dialogues. '8 The British, like the Americans, appeared to Mannheim to suffer from
a shallow, scientistic, positivist tradition, which could only recognize “tallies,
statistics, and inventories” as the tools for a sociologist. As it turned out, Man-
nheim’s 1936 anticipation of Anglo-American reactions to Ideology and Utopia
proved to be rather prophetic.

Before turning to Bloor’s own reactions to Mannheim’s oeuvre, let us examine
closely a principal introduction of Mannheim’s work to many of the American and
British sociologists whose work Mannheim himself had criticized so severely:
Robert Merton’s reviews of the sociology of knowledge.

Merton on Mannheim
A few months after the English edition of Ideoiogy and Utopia was published in

1936, Robert Merton produced his first review and critique of the sociology of
knowledge. The review was published in Isis, then under the direction of his

s This letter, Mannheim to Louis Wirth, February 15, 1936, is reprinted and tramslated in
(Woldring 1986, 404-5).

6 Mannheim’s coliaboration with Wirth and Shils to translate /deology and Utopia, and his often
difficult relations with his aewfound British colleagues, are treated in much detail in {Kettler, Meja,
and Stehr 1984, 107-119; Kettler and Meja 1995, 176-188, 193-246). In particular, Kettler, Meja, and
Stehr point out that Mannheim directed the translation into English of Ideologie und Utopie as more
than a simple linguistic translation, actively changing phrasings in a pre-emptive effort better to fit the
book into the British traditions in social theory. For example, the distinct notions in the German
edition of Seinsgebundenheir and Seinsverbundenheit were collapsed in the English version, which
drew on “the psychological frames of reference of English post-utilitarian philosophy of mind [and
on] American pragmatism” (Kettler, Meja, and Stehr 1984, 114).
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mentor, George Sarton. Although this essay purported to provide a “general
survey of the subject,” more than two-thirds of the essay concentrated specifically
on Mannheim's Ideology and Utopia (Merton 1937). In December of the same
year, Merton’s other adviser, Talcott Parsons, organized a session at the annual
meeting of the American Sociological Society, dedicated entirely to discussion and
guite extensive critique of Mannheim’s /deology and Utopia (Kettler and Meja
1995, 220-5). Merton’s 1937 review was followed by a longer essay in 1941,
entitled “Karl Mannheim and the Sociology of Knowledge” (Merton{1941] 1957).
For this article, Merton consulted twelve distinct sources from Mannheim’s
developing oeuvre on the sociology of knowledge, tracing the development of his
thought from the 1923-4 essays through to the English edition of Ideclogy and
Utopia. Finally, in 1945, Merton again returned to the subject with another essay
entitled simply “The Sociology of Knowledge™ {Merton [1945] 1973).

It was this final essay upon which Bloor relied for an introduction to and
interpretation of 1930s sociclogy of knowledge. Throughout Bloor’s article, “Wit-
tgenstein and Mannheim on the Sociology of Mathematics,” this work by Merton
was the only secondary source on Mannheim to which Bloor turned. He cited
Merton’s 1945 essay, as it was reprinted in the 1968 edition of Social Theory and
Social Structure, calling the latter an “authoritative textbook” (Bloor 1973, 174,
note 4).17 A few pages later, Bloor returned to this same essay of Merton’s for an
explanation of the work of Max Scheler, conceding that it is Merton “from whom
this account of Scheler is taken” (Bloor 1973, 179, n. 14). In Bloor’s 1976 Knowl-
edge and Social Imagery, he again cited Merton’s Social Theory and Social
Structure, along with the reprint of Merton’s 1945 review essay, this time as
included in the 1973 collection, The Sociology of Science (Bloor[1976] 1991, 192).
In order to unpack Bloor’s particular reading of Mannheim, then, we should
examine carefully the package in which he received his dosage of Mannheimianism:
the treatments by Merton (cf. Lynch 1993, chapters 2-3).

Ineach of his three review essays, Merton emphasized the same criticisms of the
sociology of knowledge. His principal complaint was that the work by Durkheim,
Mannheim, Scheler and others did not pay careful attention to different types of
knowledge. In his 1937 Isis review, Merton concurred with another critic of
Mannheim's Jdeology and Utopia, that the work suffered from a “serious confusion
of essentially different spheres.” The trouble with such confusion was that the
sociological analyses which might be pertinent for one realm of knowledge might
not allow easy generalization {Merton 1937, 501). In the 1941 essay specifically on

17 Although Bloor did not cite Mertons 1941 essay, “Karl Mannheim and the Sociology of
Knowledge,” it appeared directly after the reprint of the 1945 essay in the collection, Social Theory
and Social Structure, from which Bloor read the 1945 essay. Considering Bloor’s explicit interest in
Mzmnhcim, then, it is likely that Bloor was at least familiar with the 1941 essay as well; although, as
discussed below, all three of Merton's essays repeated the same criticisms, so that Bloor's knowledge
of the 1945 essay alone would have introduced him to the same points and emphases as would be
found in Merton’s earlier essays.
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Mannheim’s work, this criticism was expanded. Under the boldface subheading,
“Types of Knowledge,” Merton again alerted his readers that

Trwiil be noted that the foregoing theorems pertain less to positive knowledge
than to political convictions, philosophies of history, ideologies and social
beliefs. And this at once opens a basic problem. Which spheres of “thought”
are included in Mannheim’s theses concerning the existential determination
(Seinsverbundenheir) of thought? Precisely what is embraced by the term
“knowledge” to the analysis of which the discipline of Wissenssoziologie is
nominally devoted? For the purposes of this discipline, are there significant
differences in types of knowledge? (Merton {1941 1957, 496)

Merton quickly proceeded to answer his many questions with quite definite
answers: “Mannheim does not meet these issues specifically and at length in any of
his writings.” The problems which this engendered for Mannheim’s entire program
were obvious to Merton: “His failure in this respect introduces serious discrepancies
between some of his theorems and specific empirical inquiries. ... The identification
of different types of inquiry by subsuming them under one rubric serves only to
confuse rather than to clarify the mechanisms involved in ‘existential determina-
tion’” (Merton [1941] 1957, 496-7).

Readers of Mertons widely reproduced 1945 essay, such as David Bloor, once
again encountered this criticism of Merton’s, following as before under the sub-
heading “Types of Knowledge.” Citing his 1941 essay, Merton delivered his
verdict: “Even a cursory survey is enough to show that the term ‘knowledge’ has
been so broadly conceived as to refer to every type of idea and every mode of
thought ranging from folk belief to positive science.” And again the problem with
this approach was made clear: “The question is, of course, whether these diverse
kinds of “knowledge’ stand in the same relationship to their sociological basis, or
whether it is necessary to discriminate between spheres of knowledge precisely
because this relationship differs for the various types.” For the work of Marx,
Engels, Scheler, Mannheim, Durkheim, and Sorokin, Merton could only conclude
as he had in both his 1937 and [941 reviews: “For the most part, there has been a
systematic ambiguity concerning this problem” (Merton [1945] 1973, 18-9).

After highlighting this general problem inherent in the German school of
sociology of knowledge, concerning their lack of distinction between different
types of knowledge, Merton continued by noting that Mannheim played fast and
loose when it came to the status of scientific knowledge. In his 1941 review of
Mannheim’s program, Merton lashed out at the vague and often contradictory
status of knowledge in the physical sciences, as treated in Mannheim’s work. This
criticism grew out of his original complaint: in some parts of Mannheim’s writings,
according to Merton, “we learn that the social process penetrates into the *perspec-
tive’ of ‘most of the domains of knowledge'.” Yet in other places, Merton continued,
Mannheim argued that “the content of ‘formal knowledge’ (analytic staterments?
logic? mathematics? formal sociology?) is unaffected by the social or historical
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situation. Such immunity is enjoyed by the ‘exact sciences’but not by. the ‘cultural
sciences’™ (Merton [1941] 1957, 496-7). To Merton, Mannhelm_ included the
physical sciences within his rubric of “knowledge” w_hen convenient, but then
reversed his stance and systematically excused the physical sciences in other parts
of his work. To Merton, the implications for Mannheim’s seciclogy (?f kno-\\tledge
were clear: “Had Mannheim systematically and explicitly clarified hn;» posn‘lon in
this respect, he would have been less disposed to essume that the phy_su:al sciences
are wholly immune from extra-theoretical influences anc_i, correlatlw.:ly, less m;
clined to urge that the social sciences are peculiarly subje.ct to s.uf:h 1@ucnces
(Merton[1941]1957,497-8). Merton repeatedly offered this explicit cpnque, and
Bloor seemed to follow Merton in this particular reading of Mannheim. .
Merton did not want to see the physical sciences removed entirely from socio-
logical analysis; yet the kind of sociological “determination”.underlying knowledge
in the physical sciences seemed to Merton to be in need of dlffer.eqnuatlon from the
Seinsverbundenheit of other, distinct types of knowledge. By failing to ma'kc space
for such divisions of knowledge, Mannheim had been forced in the end s.xmply to
leave some kinds of knowledge outside the scope of sociological explanation. And
to Merton, this caused the crucial failure of Mannheim’s work. g
This criticism also received a fong and explicit airing in Mcrto.n‘s 1945 review
essay. Here Merton spent four full pages detailing the_ incqnsmtent status of
knowledge in the physical sciences, as treated by the soa_o_loglsts of knowledge.
Not only had Marx and Engels reversed their earlier p051t_1ons and remc‘wed the
physical sciences from their sociological purview; Mannhclm-had cor‘n.tmtted the
same crucial recantation: “Mannheim follows in the Marxist tradmol_l to t.hc
extent of exempting the “sxact sciences’ and ‘formal knowledge’ from existential
determination but not ‘historical, political and social science thinking as wz_:H as the
thought of everyday life’” (Merton [1945] 1973, 21-2). Merton lef:t no room for
doubt: Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge was crippled by his sloppy and
inconsistent treatment of knowledge in the physical and natural scienf:es.
Readers of the 1945 essay, such as David Bloor, were thus handed an interpreta-
tion of Mannheim's sociology which emphasized its failure to bring the knowled.ge
of the physical sciences within the scope of its analysis. Considering the authgnty
which Bloor invested in Merton’s analysis of Mannheim’s work, we can ngll'{ to
make sense of Bloor’s repeated characterizations of Mannheim as “stopping
short” before discussing the physical sciences. Yet this source alone is not enough
to explain why Bloor then decided to “strengthen” Mannhcim’si work, rather than
simply to abandon it as Merton had done. To understand thl-s, we must take ’a
further look at Merten’s own program for the sociology of science, and Bloor’s
reactions to it.
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Merton, Barnes, and Bloor on the Autonomy and Uniqueness of Science

It has become common when discussing Robert Merton’s long career to note a
distinction between his work from the 1930s and the work that followed in the
1940s through the 1960s. The earlier work, including his famous dissertation on
science and society in seventeenth-century Britain, concentrated on the interactions
between the institutions of science and the broader societies in which these
institutions were embedded. The post-World War I work, however, shifted focus,
and tended to concentrate on social processes specific to the internal workings of
science (Mendelsohn 1989, 274; Storer 1973, xix-xx). Such distinctions gain
credence from Merton’s odd use of the third person in 1970 when discussing “the
author” of his own 1938 monograph (Merton [1970] 1973).

Perhaps the most famous portion of Merton’s postwar work concerns his
“norms of science.” First outlined in a 1942 paper, Merton isolated four norms
which supposedly described scientists” behavior: “universalism,” “communism,”
“disinterestedness,” and “organized skepticism” (Merton [1942] 1973; cf. Mendel-
sohn 1989, 285-7; Hollinger 1983}. In a paper from 1957 entitled “Priorities in
Scientific Discovery,” Merton continued his analysis of the scientific ethos in
terms of norms. Here he discussed norms such as scientists’ emphasis upon
originality and the related reward systems internal to science, such aseponymy. He
then went on to describe the tensions between these norms and other institutional
norms of science, such as humility (Merton [1957] 1973).

It was this work on the ethos and norms particular to science that grew into the
“Mertonian” program for the socioclogy of science. And while it did indeed proceed
in directions different from his 1930s work, there was at least one thematic
connection between the “two Mertons™ his work on the norms of science, begun in
1938 and 1942, can be seen as filling in exactly what he had found lacking in
Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge, as he wrote about itin 1937, 1941, and 1945.
Merton had read Mannheim as failing to isolate and characterize those sociological
aspects peculiar to scientific knowledge. By focusing on the internal social workings
of science, Merton could now address precisely the kinds of questions, unique to
science, which had been omitted frern Mannhetm’s approach.!8

Yet beginning in the early 1970s, a rising generation of sociologists sought to
supersede this Mertonian program of studying science in terms of a particular
ethos and a timeless set of norms. Part of the motivation for challenging the

% It may be objected that Merton’s postwar work was not concerned directly with the “existential
determination™ of the content of scientific knowledge, as had been the goal of the sociclogists of
knowledge, but rather was restrictzd to questions of scientists’ behavior and interactions. In fact, this
was one of the criticisms made by Barry Barnes and David Bloor in the early 1970s. Still, Merton’s
postwar emphasis upon those aspects that were special and peculiar to the institution of science stands
1n marked contrast to his characterization of the “failure” of the sociology of knowledge. Considering
that his first work on the norms of science was produced in 1938 and 1942, while his extended critiques
of the sociology of knowledge were published in 1937, 1941, and 1945, it s reasonable 1o assume that
such considerations informed Merton’s choices for his postwar work.
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Mertonian program at this time sprang from a more geneéral move within seciology,
anthropology, and history away from structural, functionalist explanations (Gid-
dens 1987; Marcus and Fischer 1986, 7-44; Hunt 1989, 1-22; Chartier 1988,
1-16). One of the first salvos to incorporate this criticism against Merton’s
program was launched by Bloor’s Edinburgh colleague, Barry Barnes. In a paper
with R. G. A. Dolby, Barnes called attention to an important element of the ethos
of science, as painted by Merton: the autonomy of science from any broader
society (Barnes and Dolby 1970, 5}.

Barnes and Dolby objected that Merton’s concentration on science’s norms had
led him to exaggerate the distinctions between science and other social activities.
Merton’s norms, Barnes and Dolby argued, “are based on the view that a specifi-
cally ‘scientific approach’ exists commeon to the evaluative procedures of all
scientists, and specific to them.” Barnes and Dolby further charged that by
postulating such a unigue, isolated realm within which science operated, Merton
had lost sight of the important ways in which science’s norms were shaped and
negotiated within a broader society: “It is our view that the general orientation
which starts by identifying ‘given’ governing norms within science has resulted in
neglect of processes by which normative structures have changed as the financial
support, technological framework and esoteric content of scientific activity has
itself changed™ (Barnes and Dolby 1970, 8). To Barnes and Dolby, Merton’s
postulate of the autonomy of science had led him astray.

In: their conclusions, Barnes and Dolby reiterated their two principal objections
to Merton’s postwar program for the sociology of science. The first was Merton’s
notion of a sharp difference between science and other social activities. On this
point, Barnes and Dolby countered that scientists addressed and mediated dissent
“by virtue of common language and culture among scientists, not by overriding
specifically *scientific’ norms.” And on Merton’s failure to locate the practice of
science within wider social contexts, Barnes and Dolby continued: “Similarly the
intensity of normative conflict is cushioned by the order and rule structure of
surrounding society; no scientist is totaily in the power of others, ... and few
scientists are solely responsible to their specialist colleagues” (Barnes and Dalby
1970, 24-5; emphasis in the original). Winds of change within the sociology of
science had thus begun to blow from Edinburgh. Building on these criticisms of
Merton’s program, Barnes and Bloor began to build their “strong programme™for
the sociology of scientific knowledge (Barnes 1974; Bloor [1976] 1991; cf. Ashmore
1989).

With Barnes, Bloor also sought to counter the Mertonian postulates of science’s
autonomy and uniqueness. And to do this, he once again returned to Merton’s
own portrait of Mannheim. Merton had criticized Mannheim for excluding
scientific knowledge from his sociological investigations; then Merton had pro-
ceeded to study science as a self-enclosed social unit. To avoid the problems which
this Mertonian approach seemed to engender, Bloor decided to go the other way:
to resurrect Mannheim’s description of the Seinsverbundenheit of knowledge, and
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to extend this to scientific knowledge. Perhaps Merton had overstated the need to
discuss so many distinct “types” of knowledge, each with its own means of
sociological determination. By treating scientific knowledge in the same way that
Mannheim had treated knowledge in the humanities and social sciences, science
would not be cast as unique. And by discussing scientific knowledge in terms of
these sociological underpinnings, Bloor could aveid Merton’s exaggeration of
science’s autonomy from broader social settings and contexts.!* To build his
strong programme for the sociology of scientific knowledge, Bloor effectively
pitted Merton’s portrait of Mannheim against Merton’s own postwar program.

Bloor’s Mannheim

From Robert Merton, Bloor learned that Mannheim had failed 1o treat knowledge
in the natural sciences. With Barry Barnes, Bloor agreed that Merton’s solution to
this shortcoming was inadequate. Hence Bloor could return to Mannheim’s
“existential determination”™ or Seinsverbundenheit, and call for “causal” accounts
of scientific knowledge. Likewise, Bloor could return to Mannheim’s “total con-
ception of ideology,” and call for “symmetric” accounts, which treated the forma-
tion of true and false beliefs in the same way. And yet these “translations” of
Mannheimianism into the sociology of scientific knowledge strike our eyes, fol-
lowing the lengthier discussion of Mannheim’s work above, as incomplete at best
(cf. Pels 1996). We may capitalize on this disjuncture to peer more closely at the
vision undergirding Bloor’s strong programme.

The first, and most obvious, point to note concerns the question of methods.
Mannheim struggled for decades over the methodological and epistemological
divide between the natural sciences and the cultural sciences. To Bloar, there
appears little need for struggle:

Throughout the argument I have taken for granted and endorsed what I
think is the standpoint of most contemporary science. In the main science is
causal, theoretical, value-neutral, often reductionist, to an extent empiricist,
and ultimately materialistic like common sense. ... The overall strategy has
been to link the social sciences as closely as possible with the methods of
other empirical sciences. In a very orthodox way I have said: only proceed as
the other sciences proceed and all will be well. (Bloor [1976] 1991, 157)

1% Bloor cited Merton’s “Priorities in Scientific Discovery™ paper, along with Merton's two
collections (Social Theory and Social Structure, and The Sociology of Knowledge) in (Bloor [1976]
1991). Tn chapter 4, Bloor framed most of this anti-Mertonian analysis as a critique of the philosophy
of Karl Popper, instead of explicitly in terms of Merten’s work. Still, the terms with which Bloor
characterized Popper’s “Enlightenment™ approach 1o studying science shared much with Barnes’
cxplicit critiques of Merton, quoted above. In a paper from 1971, Alex Dolby explicitly linked
Merton’s and Popper's shared assumptions in a general empiricist base (Dolby [1971] 1972, 312-3).
We know from Bloor's 1973 article that he was well versed in Merton’s essays on Mannheim’s work.
Still, I am not trying to allege, by this series of inferences, that Merton was the only, or even the
principal, target of Bloor’s critiques.
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In a more recent textbook on the sociology of scientific knowledge, Bloor, Barnes
and John Henry again spell out their methodological allegiances explicitly: “We
see the sociology of scientific knowledge as part of the project of science itself, an
attempt to understand science in the idiom of science. ... We ourselves honour
science by imitation: in our study of science we try to emulate its own matter-of-fact,
non-evaluative approach” (Barnes, Bloor, and Henry 1996, viii). Here there is no
hint of Dilthey’s distinction between Verstehen and Erkldrung, nor of Simmel’s,
Rickert’s, or Windelband’s methodological demarcations, all of which had so
exercised the young Mannheim,

Where Mannheim characterized such pronouncements by British and American
sociologists in his own day as signs of “methodological asceticism™ which could
lead only to “sterilization”(Mannheim[1932] 1953, 189), Bloor instead flaunts the
scientism of his program, writing in 1976, “No doubt 1 will be exposed to the
further charge of ‘scientism,’ that is, an over-optimistic belief in the power and
progress of science.” As Bloor conceded then, “the charge of scientism is well
aimed.” Bloor found itironic even at this early stage that “this scientistic approach,
when practiced by the sociology of knowledge and applied to science itself,” would
be misconstrued as “a denigration of science” (Bloor [1976] 1991, 160).20

Whither this scientism, so proudly and unapologetically displayed by Bleor? It
certainly does not originate solely from any close encounters with Mannheim’s
work. Instead, where Mannheim himself drew inspiration from Dostoevsky's
novels and Kantian epistemology, Bloor’s incorporation of Mannheim’s Seins-
verbundenheit and ideology-conception was forged against the backdrop of Bloor’s
previous training in experimental psychology. Bloor’s training is noted in the
“Notes on Contributors™accompanying his 1973 “Wittgenstein and Mannheim on
the Sociology of Mathematics™ (Bloor 1973, 208), though it is only much more
recently that Bloor has made such links explicit. In accepting the J. D. Bernal Prize
from the Society for the Social Studies of Science, Bloor reminisced that “my
exposure to the Psychological Laboratory and the Applied Psychology Unit [in
Cambridge, U.K.] was intellectually exciting, and I acquired a great respect for the
discipline. It provided me with an orientation I have never lost” (Bloor 1997, 373).
More specifically for the strong programme, “just as experimental psychologists
turn their scientific curiosity onto the processes of individual cognition, so we can
generalize the enterprise and turn scientific curiosity onto collective cognition.”
Various tenets of the strong programme, such as the symmetry principle, Bloor
now says “can be seen as grounded in the practice of Cambridge experimental
psychology™ (Bloor 1997, 374, 379; sec also 383, and Chapter 1 of Barnes, Bloor,
and Henry 1996).2!

# Charges that the strong programme represents an “anti-science™ exercise, aiming to discredit or
denigrate scientific activity, continue o be made (see, e.g., Fine 1996; cf. Barnes 1991, 322-3; Barnes
1994, 22; Proctor 1991, 228; Lynch 1993, 71; Shapin 1995; and Bloor 1996).

2 Like Bloor, most early practitioners of the sociology of scientific knowledge had not been trained
originally in sociology, a point noted in the review essays by Collins (1983) and Shapin (1995).
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To one trained in experimental psychology in the 1960s, adopting the methods
of the natural sciences to produce empirical studies of the causes and formation of
belief would appear both natural and automatic. And in an age which saw the
rapid re-apportioning of power, prestige, and social status, placing federally-
funded academic science onto center stage, any account of knowledge which did
not treat scientific knowledge could easily be construed as “lacking the nerve and
will” to undertake such difficult studies (cf. Mendelson, Smith, and Weingart
1988; Hollinger 1990 and 1995). By writing as if the methods of the natural,
empirical sciences simply could be taken over into a sociological study, and by
focusing exclusively on knowledge in the natural sciences, Bloor appears as much
a creature of his time as Mannheim was of his own.22

Where Mannheim and his mentors and colleagues distinguished between Ver-
stehen and Erkidrung, Bloor has called for studies which are simply “causal™ and
“empirical.” Where Mannheim announced an “emancipation from a methodology
oriented entirely on the natural sciences,” Bloor has repeatedly trumpeted the
scientific methodological bases of the strong programme. Where Mannheim
sought objectivity via relationism, and feared that relativism of any sort posed an
especially insidious threat in an age of dictators, Bloor has argued time and again
that the sociology of scientific knowledge must embrace a full-fledged epistemno-
logical relativism (Bloor [1976] 1991, 158-160; Barnes and Bloor 1982). Where
Mannheim characterized a narrow focus on the sciences and technology, to the
exclusion of studies of government, history, and culture, as a dangerous “dispro-
portionate development of human facuities,” Bloor baited Mannheim for having
been “too weak™ and “lacking the nerve and will” to study the natural sciences.
And yet it was Mannheim whom Bloor extolled repeatedly as a key precursor of
Bloor’s own strong programme. It is precisely this cacophony from which we may
learn of the roots of Bloor’s saciology of scientific knowledge.

Conclusions

In 1938, a beleaguered Karl Mannheim penned a brief autobiographical sketch for
mclusion in a British antholegy on sociology. Here he expressed his frustrations
with trying to bring his sociology of knowledge to his adopted British audience. He
wrote (in the third person), “Professor Mannheim’s stay in this country has
brought home to him at once the urgent need and the great difficulty of translating
one culture in terms of another” (quoted in Kettler, Meja, and Stehr 1984, 118-9;
cf. Sica 1988, 71-2). Following this extended route of readings and re-readings,

2 Ttis true that Mannheim often excused natural-scientific and mathematical knowledge from his
sociological accounts, though he also dropped some intriguing hints to the contrary, perhaps to be left
as “side-issues” after the more pressing concerns with the cultural and political failings of the day had
been addressed (see Mannheim {1929] 1936, 166-7, and Werner Sombart’s remarks at the 1928
Congress of German Sociologists, in Meja and Stehr 1990, 50).
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and keeping Mannheim’s dour view of “cultural translation” in mind, we may now
understand how David Bloor’s curious portrayal of Karl Mannheim’s sociology of
knowledge emerged and cohered from his particular vantage point. After learning
from Robert Merton that Mannheim had neglected to ireat scientific knowledge,
it was easy for Bloor to decide that Mannheim’s “nerve had failed him” before he
could undertake a sociology of scientific knowledge. Yet Bloor also agreed with
Barry Bames that Merton’s own postwar, functionalist program for the sociology
of science suffered from its depiction of science as cut off from broader societal
concerns, as unique among all knowledge-producing systems, and as faithful to a
timeless and delineable set of “norms.”

Bloor has also written recently of such troubles of translation, reflecting on
twenty years of comment and criticism of his own strong programme. Like
Mannheim, he notes the constant re-appropriation of one’s work in the terms and
orientation of its interpreters; appropriately enough, he turns to the pioneering
experimental psychologist, Frederic C. Bartlett and his work on “conventionaliza-
tion™ (Bartlett 1932). On Bloor’s telling,

Bartlett studied remembering by using pieces of real, living culture, He
located folk stories and myths belonging to one ethnic group and presented
them to members of a second ethnic group. The second group was his
experimental subjects. He studied what happened to the memory of the§e
" stories by getting his subjects to recall them at a later period, and then again
even later, and so on. He found a gradual change in how the story was
remembered, but a change with interesting sociological properties. First, the
story was progressively simplified: it lost detail characteristic of the original
culture, but lost them in such a way that the mismatch with the second
culture was diminished. Then, the recallected version of the story even began
to have detail added to it, but of course, detail drawn from the second
culture. So once again, it was shifted in the direction of the culture of the
person who was remembering it. These selective and constructive processes
proved to Bartlett both the creative and the culturally shaped character of
the mechanisms responsible for memory. He called this process “conven-
tionalization.” (Bloor 1997, 375)

We can now see in Bartlett’s findings, which Bloor has found so informative for his
own sociological studies, a parable for the case of multiple-Mannheims pursued
here.

In Edinburgh in the earty 1970s, Mannheim’s ceuvre could make sense for Bloor
in a very particular way: although Mannheim himself had been “too weak™ to
study science, his program for the sociology of knowledge could be }lsefuily
“strengthened,” and extended to study scientific knowledge. By returning to a
system that Merton had criticized and abandoned, the strong programme could
thereby resist Merton’s portrayal of science as unique and autonomous. The
combination of relying on Merton as an authority about Mannheim, of drawing
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on the methodological tradition of Cambridge experimental psychology, and of
desiring to treat scientific knowledge as akin to other types of knowledge, helped
to steer Bloor to his specific choice of how to read Mannheim.

Yet Edinburgh in the 1970s was not Heidelberg in the 1920s. Engulfed as he was
in turn-of-the-century debates within Hungarian and German academic circles
over the proper methods and limits of the Geistes- and Narurwissenschafien, and
responding in quite specific ways both to an encroaching “modernity™ and a
looming fascism, Mannheim’s purposeful de-centering of the natural sciences
carried in its day significant political and ethical overtones. The ideas and goals of
Mannheim’s generation did not float freely from the German Methodenstreit of
the 1890s to British reactions in the 1970s to the Cold War re-fashioning of science
and power, nor should we expect such transparent transmission. As we can now
see, Bloor’s strong programme is far from being simply a “strengthened™ Mana-
heimianism.

It should be clear by now that Bloor’s strong programme, and the specific
reading of Mannheim that buttressed it, did not emerge out of thin air. Nor is the
statement that Bloor’s portrait of Mannheim fits only very poorly with other
understandings of Mannheim’s life’s work intended to belittle, much less refute,
Bloor’s own program. Instead, by retracing the various steps linking Mannheim’s
work of the 1920s and 1930s, Merton’s early reactions to it, his postwar redirection
of the sociology of science, and Barnes’ and Bloor’s 1970s critiques of Mertonian
sociology, we may begin to fill out a rounder picture of the roots of contemporary
sociology of scientific knowledge. We can ask, for example, what were the chief
concerns and interests of these early program-builders in sociology of scientific
knowledge? What images of science, society, and sociologicai method undergirded
their attempts to study scientific knowledge sociclogically? How did these particu-
iar visions shape their (row twenty-five-year-old) approach, and how well do these
tacit assumptions and images fit our own encounters with the history, philosophy,
and social studies of science? By focusing on Bloor’s mediated readings of Man-
nheim, we can iearn semething in a reflexive way about the direction of science
studies for the present and the future,
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