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1

Social Inquiry and
Pluralist Society

The Distinctive Features of Social Science

Although the origins of social science can be traced with reasonable
plausibility back to classical antiquity, it is only in the twentieth
century that recognition has been granted by the general public to
the existence of a specific corpus of accumulated knowledge, culti-
vated and added to by a specialist group of professional social
scientists. Ancient founding fathers lend an air of respectability to any
pedigree, however dubious their claims to paternity may be, and it is,
therefore, not surprising that some historians of social science have
tried to claim for their discipline descent from Plato and Confucius,
from the Mahabharata and the code of Hammurabi, and from
numerous other classical writings (Becker & Barnes, 1961). Yet des-
pite these efforts to demonstrate that the social sciences belong to the
same tradition of learning as other established academic disciplines,
with the implication that they share the same general characteristics,
there are nevertheless many present-day scholars, particularly in the
more conservative universities, who still refuse to accept the academic
credentials of the social sciences. These critics argue that if the label
‘social science’ refers to anything definite at all, it cannot be the name
of any proper academic field of study but only of some hybrid mix-
ture of meaningless jargon and pretentious platitudes and truisms.

Asaprofessional social scientist I regard this description of social
science as inaccurate and incomplete, even though I am aware of
the type of evidence on which this false view is based. Nevertheless
these critics provide an appropriate point of departure for these
lectures when they say that the social sciences differ radically from
what they perceive as proper academic disciplines, divided into the
natural sciences and the humanities. Against them I argue not that
the social sciences are like, or should become more like, the natura
_Sgignces and/or the humanitics but rather that our perception of ,
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what academic disciplines should be must be enlarged so asto include
the social sciences, with their distinctive and often academically
unsettling characteristics. .
One of these distinctive qualities, one of the ways in which the social
sciences differ fundamentally from both the natural sciences ar}d the
humanities, lies in the relations between the academic practitioner,
in this case the social scientist and, on the one hand, the phenomena
he (or she) studies and, on the other, the wider society that feeds and
clothes him while he carries on his work and which, maybe, listens to
him when he Teports on what he has found out. These relations,
Particularly the relation between the social scientist and the people he
Studies, are quite different from the corresponding relations found in
the other major branches of learning, It is for this reason that many
Problems ang questions arise in the social sciences that either take
another fory, or do not occur at all in the humanities and the natural
sciences, Ip Particular, it is because social science is essentially an
activity in which human beings study themselves that complex ethical
Questions haye to be faced as an abiding concomitant of that activity.
In these lectures I discuss some of these questions and try to show
how they arise and why they cannot be avoided. I hope that in at
lea§t Some instances | manage to indicate how they may be answered
8atisfactorily, byt 1 realize that I leave many questions unresolved.
Tn Ordinary speech we sometimes refer to the natural sciences as
ard science angq to the social sciences as soft. If we have in mind the
inds of data used by the two branches of science there is some justi-
€ation for thjg popular usage. But if we think in terms not of data
but of Problems, these epithets must be interchanged. The {ntellectual
task of the natyra) scientist is greatly simplified because his data are,
°°mparatively speaking, hard and reliable,and because the separation
bet}veen him ang the natural phenomena he studies is clear-cut..The
Socig] scientist, however, deals with data that usually are unreliable
and fuzzy and, more importantly, his relation to the phenomena
he Studies jg two-sided. The people he studies not only talk, they also
talk back to him, Consequently it is his kind of science, rather than
that followeq by the physicist or chemist, that should be called hard if
W€ wish ¢ indicate the difficulty of the task he faces. Certainly the
Smal] mount of soientific success achieved 50 far in social science,
38 compareq With natural science, suggests that social science is
Indeed 3 hard undertaking. Ethical problems constitute a major com-
bonent of jtg intrinsic difficulty.
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In this first lecture I sketch a model of society and of social inquiry
in which the main components are (1) social scientists engaged in
empirical research, (2) citizens whose behaviour and attributes cons-
titute the subject-matter of the inquiry, (3) gatekeepers who some-
times control access to these citizens and (4) sponsors who supply
the resources so that research can be carried out. In the second lecture
I use this model in discussing selected instances of situations in which
the divergent and convergent are interests of these four parties have
given rise to ethical questions. In the third and final lecture I discuss
how this model has been realized in different ways during the his-
torical development of social science. I distinguish tbree phases:
first, the beginnings of organized social research; then the age of
imperialism and buoyant industrialism; and finally the post-imperial
age of the present day. In other words we begin with a theoretical
model, go on to consider empirical evidence and end by identifying
historical trends.

Ethics and the Various Disciplines

Ethical questions are not confined to the social sciences; they are
raised in both the natural sciences and the humanities. But in a sense
these questions are extrinsic and contingent in these two fields of
learning whereas, so I argue, in social science ethical questions are
intrinsic, ubiquitous and unavoidable.

Ethical questions certainly arise in the humanities. We need recall
only that Socrates was condemned to death in Athens for the corrup-
tion of the young. But for the most part the study of the humanities
raises issues relating to the internal structure of the body of practi-
tioners, issues concerned with plagiarism and priority of publication
and the like, rather than with the relations of the disciplines to the
wider society. Likewise in the natural sciences there have been serious
ethical questions, particularly in recent years when the destructive
capability of natural science has grown so dramatically. I need men-
tion only ethical questions connected with atomic bombs, germ
warfare and environmental destruction, and more recently with
genetic engineering. But these illustrations show that in one sense
they are not intrinsic to the patural sciences. For the ethical problems
that have arisen in connection with, for example, atomic bombs are
not concerned with cruelty to atoms or to the various elementary
particles with which nuclear physics deals, but with the effect that
nuclear reactions may have on fellow human beings. Yet human
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beings, as such, do not enter into the theory of physics at all; they
never appear as terms in physical equations, whereas they do appear
in the Propositions of social science. It is on!y when events and
brocesses in the natural world come to have an impact on the world
of human beings that ethical questions begin to amse_for natural
scientists (cf. Laszlo & Wilbur, 1970). Fellow human beings are the
essential ingredijents of the social scientist’s stock—in-trqde, the re-
current terms in hig equations. Hence for him the ethical conse-
quences of hjg professional activities are ever present and, even
though they are not always salient and pressing, they can never be
1gnored.

Thave Spoken of fellow human beings. In this expression the basic
difference between natural science and social science may be dis-
cerned. The Natural scientist is, like the rest of us, at one level of
analysis simply g large collection of atoms. But in no sense does he
Interact witp, the objects under his microscope or in his cyclotron as
one Collectiop of atoms interacting with another fellow set. The social
Scientist doeg however, both in his inquiries and in his analysis,
Interact With the people he studies, with citizens as I call them for
Pu_l‘poses of €Xposition, precisely as one human being to other hux:nan

€Ings. Socia] science is the study of human beings by human beings
and in 5 Signiﬁcant sense the social scientist is no more, and no less,
2 citizep than the people he studies. What he does and what he di§-
c‘ow_.rs has Significance for them as well as for him, even though this
>l&nificance May not be identical for the two parties. In current
Jargon socjq) Science, and sociology in particular, is reflexive science
dner, 1970 ; rNeill 1972). ,
these Considerations in mind we can understand w.hy durfng
€ last €€n or twenty years social scientists have given increasing
attentiop O Questions of professional ethics. Since the end of the
€cond orld War, and particularly since the middle ‘50s, the
amo.u"t Ol socia] in,quiry of all kinds has increased enormously,
fatl“:f this periog ethical and politigal questions, which Qreviqusly
'Sen opy Sporadically and which could be dealt. w1fh picce-
"€al, haye had t¢ pe faced in a more systematic and institutionalized
mann?r - OOMe professional organizations have issued ethical codes
to which their Mmembers are expected to conform. Drafting these
Ypically generated a great deal of argument and contro-
versy,' as for °Xample in connection with the codes proposed for the
American and Britisp sociological associations. Other professional
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organizations have debated the matter for years, only to come to
the conclusion that no code is needed for them, or that individual
members should each work to his or her personal code. The great
increase in the amount of money available for social research since
1945 in many industrialized countries has at the same time led the
bodies dispensing this money, the sponsors in our terms, either gov-
ernment agencies or private foundations or even the isolated patron
or firm, to develop codes of practice which specify in some detail
the ethical constraints that must be accepted by the scientists they
support (cf. Portes, 1975).

More recently citizens, the people whose behaviour and attri-
butes form the subject-matter of social research, have increasingly
begun to question the part they are called upon to play as informants
or respondents to questionnaires or as patticipants in laboratory
experiments. Individually or collectively they have begun to ask
‘What’s in this for me? Why should I answer your questions? If
you ask me, why shouldn’t I ask you? This reaction is not entirely
new, for from the earliest beginnings of systematic social inquiry
in the nineteenth century there have always been individuals who
have refused to cooperate, who have given misleading answers to
questions, remained silent, or have obstructed research in a variety
of ways. However it is, I think, only within the last fifteen years
or so that uncooperative citizens have begun to challenge signi-
ficantly the course of research in principle, as distinct from merely.
obstructing it in practice. The best known instances of this objec-
tion in principle are provided by those Blacks in the United States
who refuse to give information to interviewers on the ground that
the interviewers are White or else that, though Black, they are
stooges working for Whites. Similar responses have been made by
Australian Aboriginals and North American Indians, and this type
of refusal in principle to cooperate seems to fit with some of the
statements of supporters of the Women’s Movement.

These recent refusals differ importantly from those earlier in§-
tances where, for instance, tribal peoples refused to reveal their
religious secrets to probing anthropologists. In these cases the ratio-
nale for refusal was usually that the anthropologist was not an
initiated member of the tribe and that, therefore, he lacked the quali-
fications essential for access to the secrets, or that, even if he had
acquired the necessary qualifications, he would pass on the secrets
to the unqualified world at large through his publications. Thus
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for instance Australian Aboriginals have sometimes allowed male
anthropologists to view and photograph sacred rock paintings but
have been outraged when they have found these same paintings fea-
tured on the dust covers of books available to Aboriginal women
in public librarjes, In cases such as these there was no objection
to, and perhaps no awareness of, the process of social inquiry
as such byt only to inquiries being made about particular matters
that shoyld Properly be hidden. The new objections now being made
are not dependent on the content of the questions, which may in-
deed relate to such open and public topics as names and ages and
place of residence. The objections are to how the inquiry is carried
out, the role assigned to the respondent in that process, and the
use to which the information will be put. In the extreme case there
Is simply 5 blanket objection to social inquiry as such, particularly
when the inquiry is being made by government or when respon-
dents belieye that their answers to questions will be filed in some
computerized qt, bank, liable at any time to be retrieved and used
O harm them, The sentiment is that individuals should be able to
l{ve their iyes as they please and that they are under no obliga-
HOR to reyeq) any information about themselves to anyone. Senti-
ments of this king were heard quite widely in Britain at the time of
the 197, Censuys,

Some Commentatorg on the conduct of social research have written
about these Teactions by citizens and sponsors as if these were
unfortunate Tepercussions that should somehow be avoided as far
as possibje. Negative reactions by citizens, so these oomentators
argue, cap € minimized by good techniques of field inquiry, while
nterference by sponsors can be combated by publicxty. or collec-
tl\.'e Professionaj action, or by appeals to an image of dlsmtel:ested
ScCientific inquiry in whi’ch knowledge appears as a free but.hldden
commodity Waiting only to be discovered so that all mankind can
be_neﬁ.t therep They assert a norm of unrestricted freedom of
scxentx'ﬁc inquiry that should always prevail over conflicting norms,

I think this viey is entirely mistaken. The resources for research
are Scarce ; money does ot grow on trees for even the purest of
SO1eRtfic objecyiyes Its use for research rather than for succouring
_th? needy o Pampering the rich has to be argued and justified, and
1t is the SPonsor wh, provides the money who has to be convinced
by the argumen,. In my view the question is not whether a sponsor
should impose Conditions but rather what these conditions ought
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to be. Likewise to assert that hindrances to data collection inter-
posed by informants and respondents can be overcome by good
investigative techniques alone is to treat citizens as if they are merely
the objects of research, rather than fellow human beings with inte-
rests that should be respected as much as those of sponsors and of
social scientists themselves. The question is not how refractory ob-
jects of research can be manipulated without trauma but rather how
negotiations can be effectively concluded with other human beings
so that the social scientist achieves his research aims without violat-
ing the aims and expectations of the citizens he studies.

Citizens and Gatekeepers

My use of the term ‘citizen’ is unusual but deliberate. The people
studied by social scientists are usually referred to as the objects
of research or the subjects of experiments. Neither term is satis-
factory, for to call people objects is to equate them with things,with
no rights and interests of their own. To call them subjects, as is
standard practice in psychology, is not much better. In linguistics,
subjects may control verbs but in real life subjects tend to be then_I-
selves controlled by rulers and governments rather than to be 1n
control of their own situation. Furthermore the nouns ‘subject’
and ‘object’ are associated with the adjectives ‘subjective’ and ‘ob-
jective’ which have their own ill-fitting set of connotations. ‘Re-
searchee’ (Record, 1967 : 37) sounds terrible. It seems preferable to
avoid these labels and to refer to the people whose lives are being
studied as citizens, thus stressing that they are, or ought to be, both
autonomous, responsible individuals possessing rights and duties
and, at the same time, members of some collectivity, a city or com-
munity.

In practice, citizens are not always their own masters; this is
often the case with those groups of citizens which social scientists
seek to study. In most countries any social scientist, as a citizen,
has a right to ask another citizen for information, and it is within
the discretion of the latter to decide whether or not he will provide
the information requested. But suppose the citizen to whom the re-
quest is made is not just a man in the street or a householder in
his own home. What happens when he is an employee working in
a factory or a nun secluded in a convent or a tribesman living on
some segregated reserve, or just an ordinary citizen living in a
country different from that to which the social scientist belongs?
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Before the investigator can begin to negotiate his request for in-
formation with the citizens who are to provide it he must first gain
the permission of, or perhaps surreptitously bypass, other indivi-
duals or organizations who control access to them. These are the
gatekeepers—managements who can give permission for a research
worker to enter a factory, headmasters who can allow a social scien-
tist to enter a school, departments of indigenous affairs who can
provide permits to enter restricted areas, and so on. In some ins-
tances the sponsor of a research project may also be the gatekecper
!)ut more often he is not. A social scientist may well find that gain-
Ing access to the people he wishes to study may be as difficult and
lffﬂ'gth)’ a process as gaining financial support for his work. When
citizens are separated from the social scientist in this way, negotia-
thI} b.etween scientist and gatekeeper may be necessary before the
main inquiry can begin, Gatekeepers sometimes maintain that their
OWn Interests are nothing more than the true interests of the citizens
for whom they are responsible, who cannot themselves articulate
What they need, by in practice the citizens are likely to perceive
their own interests differently.

Thus in planning and carrying out his research the investigator
has to dega] Wwith three distinct entities, the sponsor, the gatekeepers
and the citizens, He has to offer somewhat different benefits to them
Inreturn for theijr Cooperation and support. The situation is compli-
cated becayse these are not monolithic entities; therc may be 3
Plurality of 8atekeeprs, there is certain to be diversity of interest
among the citizens, and even sponsorsmay be internally differentiat-
ed. No wonder social inquiry is hard science!

There are still two general questions to be discussed before we
can consider the lessons to be learnt from specific instances in which
ethical issues haye been raised. First, what are the implications of
tl.u? fact that social inquiry consists of one specialized group of
C!tlz‘?n§, social scientists, interacting with another set of citizens
specialized ip Some other way? Second, what kind of society must
therg 'be before it Mmakes sense to speak of the divergent interests
of citizens, SPonsors, social scientists, and gatekeepers? A good
deal has been Written in answer to the first question, and I shall
concentrate my oy, comments on the phenomenon of feedback.
The second question, which I think is more interesting, has at-
tracted much less attention from writers on methods of social
inquiry.
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Let’s take the first point first. Social science deals with the charac-
teristics of fellow citizens rather than of inanimate nature, but
the consequences of this difference vary greatly with the type
of inquiry that is bsing madec. At one extreme are social surveys
where a sample of individuals, on one occasion only, are asked a
set of questions about their attributes and opinions. The citizens
who supply the information remain anonymous and any relations
they may possibly have with one another are ignored; indeed, most
sampling procedures are designed to ensure that as far as possible
the individuals selected are independent of one another. Any pre-
vious participation in social surveys is ignored; for statistical pur-
poses we assume that we are dealing with virgin respondents. Under
these conditions there is little cffective feedback between citizens
and investigators though, at a later stage, when the results of the
inquiry are published or put to use, the interests of the citizens may
be affected. )

At the other extreme is the kind of inquiry, say for example an
investigation of the working of management-worker collaboration
in a factory, in which a team of investigators remains in contact
with an enduring group, in this case the workforce of a factory, over
a period of several years. The team is likely to spend a long time
negotiating with the citizens about how the study shall be conduct-
ed, its scope and duration, and eventually about how its findings
shall bs reported. During this process not only do significant rela-
tions develop batween individual members of the team and indivi-
dual citizens, but the citizens also to some extent transform their
relations with one another. The inquiries may bring to the surface
latent tensions and may force individuals to make explicit assump-
tions that previously had been only implicit. This may lead to chang-
es in procedure in the factory, or to some shift in the balance of
power bztween management and workers or between one sector and
another. The book or report that follows the inquiry, however it
may disguise the identity of the factory, will be recognized for what
it really is by at least the citizens who have participated in the in-
quiry, and may well become an authoritative document that can be
appealed to in future struggles and negotiations. Hence itis only fair
that t_he citizens should be associated with the writing of the report,
even if only to provide them with an opportunity to repudiate it.

Most inquiries fall between these two extremes. The encounter
between investigator and citizen may be longer and more meaning-
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ful than in a sample opinion-poll but may not be as protracted a.rld
structured as in the factory example. For instance a community
study, focusing on local politics, if it has any success at all, will
bring to light and record in cold print actions and relations tll?.t
previously may have been obscure or hidden or preserved only in
the ambiguous medium of oral tradition. Yet, though the interests
of the citizens are clearly affected by the publication of this material,
there is unlikely to be an organized collective body, corresponding
to the Works Council in our factory example, with whom the publi-
cation of the report can be negotiated. Indeed, with a study of local
politics, it ig likely that approval of a report by one faction will
entail its repudiation by rival factions.

_ Traditional anthropological fieldwork provides another kind of
Intermediate example. The incoming ethnographer has to nego-
tiate with the tribesmen even to secure a roof over his head and
ﬂ_lf.oughout his period in the field he has constantly to persuade
c!tlze.ns to devote time to talking to him and to tolerate his parti-
“iPation in their daily activities. But the community to which the
cm?e,ns belong is likely to be different from the ethnographer’s own
political ang intellectual community, so that it may be difficult to
convey to them the objectives of his inquiry, or at least its theoreti-
cal implications. It may be quite impracticable for him to negotiate
about what shall be published. In these circumstances the ethno-
grapher incyrs 5 heavy responsibility for protecting the interests
of the citizens in their absence. This responsibility is particularly
onerous becayge tribal peoples are so often in a powerless situation
and are unable to protect their own interests effectively. Further-
more, triba] Communities typically form part of political structures
Chfi.racteriled by lack of consensus, so that actions that are merit-
Orious or Obligatory in tribal eyes may be regarded as illegal or un-
Necessary by the politically dominant group. Hence in reporting on
'"egi}l activities the ethnographer has to be particularly careful that
the Information cannot be used to the detriment of the citizens
whose Cconfidence he has enjoyed.

Deception

. Il_l the ®Xamples given so far I have indicated the need for nego-
tations as betweer feliow citizens, on a basis of formal equality,
though in Practice this cannot always be achieved. But in some
types of social inquiry the notion of honest negotiation is difficult to
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apply even in principle. The difficulty is more fundamental than in
the tribal example. It may be difficult in practice to explain to a
tribesman that the reason why an ethnographer would like to know
how he addresses his mother’s mother’s brother is, say, to test
Festinger’s theory of cognitive dissonance or Dell Hymes’ notions
of genealogical extension, but nonetheless a resourceful ethno-
grapher can go at least some way towards conveying the general
nature of his intellectual interest. But some other forms of social
inquiry depend for their success on deliberate deception or con-
cealment of aims. Citizens may be deceived in two ways; an inquiry
may be carried out by disguised scientists, so that citizens do not
know that it is being made, or else the inquiry is apparent but the
scientist conducting it lies to the citizens.

In covert inquiry the scientist disguises himself as a citizen and
interacts with others asif he were merely one like themselves. They
do not know at the time, and indeed may never know, that he is
studying them (Scott, 1965 : 261-74). This technique has been
used where the scientist seeks information which he believes the
citizens would wish to keep secret from an outsider but which they
may be willing to impart to a newcomer who identifies himself with
them. Several studies of rule-breaking in industry and commerce
have been made in this way (e.g. Roy, 1952). Covert research has
also been undertaken in situations where the scientist believes that
the presence of a recognized observer would drastically alter the
behaviour of the citizens, not because they wish to conceal illegal
or deviant activities but because the observer would become a new
focus for their attention. Thus for example a scientist posed as a
patient in a mental hospital in order not to attract unwanted atten-
tion from the ‘real’ patients whose behaviour he wished to study
(Caudill, et al., 1952; Devos & Vogel, 1973 : 234-5).

Both kinds of covert inquiry are similar to spying yet we cannot
therefore simply infer that they are unjustifiable. A discussion of
the ethics of spying lies outside the scope of these lectures but 1t
should be clear that even if spying is sometimes justified, a scientist
cannot claim to be operating under the banners of science and €s-
pionage at the same time; he must choose one or the other. Yet
even in terms of his commitment as a scientist to the pursuit of
knowledge the ethical issues raised by covert research are still open
to debate. For instance we may plausibly argue that any citizen
has the right to observe his fellows and to publish an account of
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what he sees, provided that he does not infringe their privacy.
It makes no difference that the citizen in question has not been,
say, a lathe operator all his life but is a social scientist who has put
on dungarees temporarily in order to study rate-fixing and restric-
tion of output. Likewise we may argue, provided we accept the
validity of mental illness, that patients in 2 menta] hospital are not
fellow citizens with whom negotiation on a basis of equality is pos-
sible; by definition they are disenfranchised and may legitimately
be deceived in their own true interests. I think that the first of these
two arguments has some force but would not extend it to cover
those instances Where, for example, a social scientist is sponsored
by t‘hc Mmanagement of an enterprise to carry out covert rescarch
on its workers (cf. Bradney, 1957). Similarly it is intercsting to
note ‘that Caudill, who first carried out covert research on mental
hospital patients and then later made a similar study openly, re-
ports that the data he gathered in the second study were equal in
richness to those gathered covertly and that a high degree of control
could .be exercised over them (Caudill, 1958 : xv).

Social psychologists make considerable use of deception of
another sort, in which the scientist does not conceal his identity
but lies to the citizens. Asch’s famous experiment on the perception
of relative lengths, an investigation of the strength of pressures
towar.ds conformity, is an example of this kind of deception. In the
€Xperiment, seemingly honest volunteer college students were ask-
f'ed to state publically which of three lines on various cards matched
In length g standard line on another card. In fact only one of the
students wag free to respond as he pleased. The other six or eight
students answered according to instructions given to them before-
hand. The object of the experiment was to discover to what
extent the solitary ‘critical’ student, the naive subject in the jargon
of the trade, clung to the evidence of his own eyes in the face of
false.teStimony Proclaimed by the stooges (Asch, 1956).

Mlsleading volunteer students about the relative lengths of lines
On cards may gee, harmless, particularly if, as in Asch’s experi-
ment,. they are Jet into the secret afterwards. Innocence is open to
question in the €xperiments on obedience carried out by Stanley
Mllgram (1974), Volunteer citizens were asked to administer elec-
tric shocks to g Ostensible fellow citizen if he failed to answer
various test questiopg correctly. The intensity of the shocks increas-

ed with continueq failure. One of the objects of the experiment was
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to see whether the volunteers would administer shocks said to be
sufficiently strong to be dangerous when required to do so by the
rules of question and answer. An unexpectedly high proportion of
volunteers did administer these dangerous shocks. In fact the in-
dividual receiving the shocks was a confederate or stooge, the shocks
were imaginary and his screams of anguish were sham. The real
anguish was generated in the minds of at least some of the volun-
teers who found themselves, in the context of the experiment, obey-
ing orders to perform acts they normally would regard as repre-
hensible. These experiments have been extensively and heatedly
discussed and the issues they raise are more complicated than I
have indicated. The fact remains that Milgram was interested in dis-
covering what circumstances were conducive to Eichmann-like
behaviour in which individuals excuse themselves for acting cruelly
by saying that they are acting under orders. To investigate this topic
humanely, he had to mislead volunteers into thinking that their ac-
tions were cruel when in fact they were not.

Falling somewhere in between the types of deception practised
by Asch and Milgram is the kind of duplicity used, for example, in
Sissons’ (1971) Paddington station experiment, in which unsuspect-
ing travellers at Paddington railway station in London were asked
by a stranger the way to Hyde Park. The encounter was filmed by
a hidden camera and recorded on tape. After the stranger, who
was in fact an actor working for Sissons, completed his encounter
with the traveller, the latter was again accosted, this time by a re-
search worker who explained that the traveller, unbeknown to him-
self, had just been taking part in an experiment and that he had
been filmed and taped. The traveller was then asked various ques-
tions about himself so that his answers could be correlated with
features of the encounter. Only one traveller out of eighty was in-
dignant at being handled in this way; the others raised no objec-
tion. The object of the experiment was not to discover the best way
to Hyde Park but to determine whether social class was associated
with specified features of non-verbal communication with strangers.
The success of the experiment clearly depended on the citizens re-
maining unaware that these features of their behaviour were under scr-
utiny. Thus citizens, who had not volunteered for this exercise, were
put to some minor inconvenience in supplying information that was
not needed initself and, in theviewof the solitary irate traveller, their
privacy had been unjustifiably infringed by the filming and taping.
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We see then that certain types of social inquiry require deliberate
€ception, at least initially, even if after the event the experimenter
can let the Citizens in on the plot, so that they can share with him
in the joys of scientific discovery. The use of placeboes in double-
blind clinical trials of new medicines involves a similar type of de-
Seption; the patient is given what the doctors hope he will believe
are effective medicines when in fact they are not. _
There are probably few people who would argue that deception
in socia] inquiry, or indeed in clinical trials, is never ethically allow-
able. But severa] commentators have argued that Milgram was
behaving unethically in conducting his obedience experiments, and
it is easy to think of types of experimental deception that most or
all of us woylqg condemn. Even in a conventional ethnographic in-
qUiry some deception may at times be necessary, as I discuss in the
Second lecture, If deception is sometimes justified in the name of
selence, what criteria should we use to determine which side of the
line any given instance falls? More generally we may ask what
considerations are relevant when the citizens under study are treat-
ed as Somewhat less thap fellow citizens, when the investigator does
DOt negotiate witp them as equals but assumes some kind of prior
“gh,t to mislead them, invade their privacy and cause them incon-
veénience apd maybe evep temporary anguish.
Part of the answer to this difficult question will, I hope, emerge
from the nore detailed discussion of evidence that I attempt in
the second ang third lectures. A preliminary answer can be given in

Ferms.of the kind of society within which the interaction between
Investigator apq citizen takes place.

Pluralist Society, Privacy gnd Sponsorship

We can begip by looking at two extreme cases. In a completely
monqhthic and totalitarjan society the notions of privacy and pri-
vate interest cqp Scarcely find a place. If the true interests of each
citizen are by definitjop, identical with the interests of the state, and
if social Inquiry js p activity pursued only to further the interests
of the state, then jt follows that negotiations between the investi-
gatf)r and the Citizens he studies are unnecessary and that any ex-
perimental deceptio, that facilitates the successful outcome of the
inquiry 1s Perfectly Permissible. At the other extreme we have the
case of the abseng, of any common political or economic order
linking the investigato, and the citizens he studies, so that he has
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no power at all over them and has nothing to offer in negotiation.
He can conduct his inquiries only in so far as they are prepared to
tolerate his activities, for whatever reason. In real life neither extreme
case is likely to occur, though some totalitarian regimes provide
examples that approximate to one polar type and some instances
of anthropological inquiries with previously uncontacted nomadic
groups, for example Holmberg’s work with the Siriono of Bolivia,
carried out in the early 1940s (Holmberg, 1969), approximate to
the other pole. Most real cases fall well towards the middle of
the spectrum. Even where anthropologists are involved, there is
usually some common social order to which the social scientists
and the citizens both belong but where they have markedly divergent
statuses and interests. The question is then the extent to which one
side can or should put pressure on the other, and what benefits and
advantages can be negotiated.

The notion of privacy gives us a rough and ready answer. Many
cultures, probably most industrial and peasant cultures though
perhaps not all tribal ones, recognize some distinction between
public and private life, though they vary greatly in where the line
is drawn between these two categories (Lee, 1948 : 394 ; Warner &
Stone, 1970: 123-43). Within a given culture, the line may be drawn
in different places according to context. In general, as a member
of an organized community, certain of a citizen’s attributes are
public knowledge—his name and age, where he lives and so on.
At the same time he has a recognized right, and even a duty, to
keep hidden from public knowledge other attributes, notably his
marital sexual activities. Other features of his life he may have to
make known to the authorities but not necessarily to the public at
large. For instance, in Britain, and I think in India too, information
about a citizen’s income and wealth falls into this intermediate
category betwecn public and private. The dividing line may be drawn
differently for different classes of citizen, so that for so-called public
figures more of their lives are made public knowledge than is the
case with those citizens who live their lives in decent obscurity.
Likewise those accused of crimes may find details of their private
lives legitimately converted into public knowledge as a byproduct
of the judicial process. Britain and Norway can serve to illustrate
variations in where to draw the line. In Britain income tax-returns,
although required of the citizen by law, are nevertheless regarded
as so much part of private rather than public life that they do not
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become part of the national archives but are burnt aftc':r a rfu.mbgr
of years. On the other hand if a citizen is charged with driving a
car while drunk, in Britajn all his friends and neighbours will learn
of the accusation by reading it in the local newspaper. By contras.t,
in Norway income-tax returns are perceived as one of the public
aspects of citizenship in a democracy. Every year lists, showing the
income of individuals and the tax each has to pay, are on display
in local post offices. But if a Norwegian is arrested for drunken
driving, his offence, even though it carries a mandatory jail sentence,
is reported only anonymously in the press, so that his friends may
never know about jt.

Social inquiry often involves an invasion of the private sector
of the lives of Citizens. A good deal of research is, of course, carried
out on documents gz of which are already in the public domain.
But as soon ag an interviewer begins to ask about income, or politi-

ions, or voting behaviour, or even about preference for one
breakfast cereq] rather than another, he is in varying degrees in-
vading the Private domain of the citizens. To compensate for this
intrusion, or tq minimize its detrimental effect, the scientist can
Promise that the Source of his information will not be made public,
or he can pay for his information in money or in kind or by services
rendered, or simply by being a patient listener. Citizeng may wel-
come an OPportunity to talk to a discreet and sympathetic stranger
éven on topics that are private. In practice, interviewers often try
to justify g request for information by claiming that the authorities
feed to know jp order to provide citizens with better social services,
or that g Manufacturer needs to know so that he may be able to
market more altractive products. Likewise the field ethnographer
may say that information on tribal customs is nceded so that it can
© recorded for the benefit of future generations of citizens. Some
of these claims are more honest than others, but whatever argument
is used the aim is at least to give the impression of negotiation ag
between €quals. An alternative strategy is simply to assert that the
government peegg to know the facts, with the implication that go-
vernment ajsq knows what is best for the citizen and that he has

Thus it is typically when a plurality of diverse interests are re-
cognized that Serious ethical questions arise out of the relation bet-
ween the inquiring social scientist and the citizen he stydies, In
a monolithic totalitarjap society there is by definition no diversity
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of interest, while in the absence of any common framework linking
scientist and citizen theie is no basis for negotiation. Ethical ques-
tions about what information can be sought, what can be published,
to whom in what form, what constraints one party may properly
impose on the other—these questions arise only in connection with
the process of negotiation between the parties. There is of course
some room for ethical questions to arise even in the two ideal polar
contexts that I have used as contrasts to the pluralist situation; but
these questions are of a different order from those that arise in
pluralist societies.

Our thesis that ethical questions in social inquiry arise mainly
in pluralist societies is further supported when we consider the
other major relation that sustains the process of inquiry, the rela-
tion between scientist and sponsor. In an ideal bureaucracy, as
depicted by Max Weber, we have a micro-totalitarian part-society
where there are rules in plenty but no ethical questions other than
questions about the legitimacy of the rules themselves. If a social
scientist is employed as a member of a bureaucracy, then in the
ideal case he simply carries out his inquiries in accordance with the
legitimate instructions of his superiors in the hierarchy. If he does
not like the instructions, all he can do is resign. Luckily, Weberian
ideal bureaucracies do not occur in real life. Nevertheless even a far-
from-ideal bureaucracy poses special problems for a social scientist,
particularly since his work nccessarily involves him in cvaluating
the work of his colleagues in the bureaucracy, as Srinivas (1966:
161) points out with Indian govcrn‘ment sociologists in mind. How-
ever rule-bound a real civil service may be, there will be conflicts
of interest, displayed typically in the tension that exists between
the civil service hierarchy and the professional organizations to
which its specialist members belong (Brown, 1954).

Most of the non-routine forms of social inquiry, in most nations
where social science is institutionalized, are carried out not by gov-
ernment employees but by other social scientists who are support-
ed by some institution to which they are not bound body and soul.
The supporting institution, the sponsor, has its own specific inte-
rests, which may range from a broad commitment to promote the
pursuit of knowledge as an end in itself to an equally single-minded
commitment to sell more breakfast foods. It might perhaps be
thought that a body devoted to supporting pure research would
provide funds without imposing any constraints on how the research
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is conducted. Even if this is sometimes the case, all such institutions
must have criteria to enable them to make a rational choice among
the numerous requests for their limited resources, and at least to
this extent exercise an influence over the kind of research that is
carried out. A sponsor supporting pure research may require that
the research remains pure, that is, that there should be no imme-
diate material payoff in sight. The sponsor is also likely to require
a social scientist to report on one project before he receives support
for the next. On the other hand a commercial organization, unless
it is supporting pure research for reasons of publicity or altruism,
is likely to specify fairly precisely what it wants to discover and how,
if at all, the results of the inquiry shall be made public. The social
scientist can then negotiate with his would-be sponsor to ensure
that as far as possible his own interests in the research are secured.
These may relate to the scope of the inquiry (for he may regard the
specific information sought by his sponsor as merely incidental to
some wider topic), the amount of freedom he shall have in deciding
how the inquiry shall be conducted, and what form the report shall
take. He may consider that he is obliged to protect his informants
from his sponsor, particularly if they are acting illegally, and he
may wish to protect his own professional interests by making sure
that a full, fair and professionally acceptable report appears in
print for the public. Professional reputations are made by publica-
tions, rather than by secret reports that colleagues cannot see.

In practice it is governments who provide most of the money for
social research, and it is they who often endeavour to impose more
binding constraints on the social scientist than do commercial
sponsors. A government department often has complete control
of access to unpublished official documents, and many departments
have from time to time tried to extract a high price from the scien-
tist for allowing him to see them. Departments that are not speci-
fically committed to the pursuit of learning, such as those dealing
Wwith trade or housing, may consider that the public funds they can
Use to support research must be used for their own purposes, to
Secure data relevant to current departmental policies, rather than
for the enhancement of learning and knowledge, and may there-
fore be less inclined to give the scientist a free hand than, for ins-
tance, are departments of education or science.

Many of the controversies that have arisen during the last twenty
years or so over government sponsorship of social rgsearch have
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hinged on the use of money supplied by military departments. In
an age of faith, if social science could then flourish, I am sure that
similar controversies would arise over the use of funds supplied
by departments of religious affairs. At the present time, for better
or worse, these departments do not have large funds to disburse,
whereas military departments are notoriously wealthy. Social
scientists, as citizens, are more likely to be opposed, on grounds
of politics or conscience, to the aims and ethos of military depart-
ments of governments than to the aims and policies of departments
of housing and trade. This was particularly the case in the United
States during the Vietnam war, and the ethical dilemmas that arose
then were enhanced because for many years, particularly immed-
iately after the end of the Second World War, American military
departments had provided funds for many projects in social science
that had no direct connection with any conceivable military ob-
jectives. For example, Asch’s perception experiments, mentioned
above, were financed by the United States Navy. During the Vietnam
war the social scientist who was opposed to current military aims
had to choose whether to reject the most likely source of support
for his research or else to argue, as in Shaw’s play Major Barbara,
that money from an evil source diverted to good ends becomes
money redeemed (Shaw, 1971:35-7)

Given, then, a plurality of sponsoring bodies, some taking the
initiative in proposing specific topics for research and others wait-
ing for requests for support from social scientist entrepreneurs,
the way should be open for negotiation between sponsor and scien-
tist just as, at either an carlicr or later stage, there can be negotia-
tion between scientist and citizens and, in some contexts, also with
their gateckeepers. Ethical questions about how much the sponsor
should interfere with the course of research, and how much auto-
nomy the social scientist should retain—these questions arise in
practice only when the would-be researcher is able to choose bet-
ween possible sponsors, and when a would-be sponsor can choose
which scientists to support for which projects. In particular these
problems arise when the apparatus of government is sufficiently
diversified and polycentric for its various agencies to have divergent
and even conflicting aims. Shils (1956:235) describes pluralist so-
cieties as societies of privacy and publicity, which matches my
own usage well, but it is more in terms of pluralist societies as cha-
racterized by a multiplicity of sources of power and influence and
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by a diversity of aims and values that ethical questions tend to arise
in connection with social research. In these societies the resolution
of ethical questions is a matter of practical and not merely philoso-
phical importance. The same kinds of pluralist society give rise to
parallel questions in the relation between the social scientist and
the citizens he studies. The difficulties inherent in these questions
are highlighted in the issues of deception and privacy. They arise
in social science rather than in natural science because of that two-
way interaction between scientist and citizen which is distinctive
of social research. It is within the framework of this not-just-an-
ideal mode] of 3 pluralist society, in which social science is an accept-
ed and institutionalized part of culture, that I discuss more detailed

contemporary and historical evidence in the two following
lectures.



2

Ethical Problems in Practice

Sources

The principal components of our model of the process of social
inquiry are social scientists, citizens, sponsors and gatekeepers. In
this second lecture I apply this model to a few actual examples
of social inquiry and comment on the ethical issues these examples
raise. No one instance of social inquiry raises all possible interesting
issues and therefore several cases are referred to.

When a book or monograph appesars reporting the results of an
empirical inquiry in social science, the author often says little about
how he collected his data and less still about the ethical problems,
if any, that he had to face during the various stages of his research.
In those instances where these matters are discussed, the reader is
in a bstter position to assess the report, to interpret its retentions
and omissions and to be alert to its likely biases. One of the last
phases of the process of inquiry, the impact of the published re-
port on the sponsors, gatekeepers, scientists and, above all, the
citizens whose lives are described, is likely to raise ethical questions,
but these can be discussed only if and when a second edition of the
report, or some supplement to it, is published. In addition to re-
search reports there are a few collections of essays in which social
scientists who have completed empirical inquiries and published
their findings turn to reflect on how they went about their task,
what political, ethical and technical problems they faced, where they
went wrong and what they learnt from carrying out the research.
These retrospective essays cover only a very small subset of all the
empirical inquiries carried out in social science, but it is only from
them, from the even smaller set of studies where the second edition
of a report includes a discussion of how the first edition was receiv-
ed, and from the very few instances where a piece of research has
be-come the subject of public controversy, that my examples are ne-
cessarily drawn.

5683¢
26-3.7)
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The Wichita Jury Study : research and the public interest

My first case is taken from this last group of sources, where there
has been public controversy. The preparation of a report and the
reperussions of its publication often raise crucial ethical issues
but in this inquiry the ethical and political issues were so acute that
the study was never completed. The inquiry came to be known as
the Wichita Jury Study and was carried out in 1954 as one part of a
Univeisity of Chicago J ury Project. Microphones were installed in
a courthouse in Wichita, in the United States, in the room in which
the jury met to consider its verdict. During six civil cases, the
deliberations of the jury were recorded on tape. The study was
carried out by a team of researchers from the University of Chicago
Law School as part of g larger inquiry into the American jury sys-
tem and into various aspects of law observance and infringement.
The whole inquiry was supported by a grant of four lakh dollars
from the Ford Foundation. The rescarch proposal put to the Foun-
dation in 1952 referted in broad terms to study of the actual opera-
tion of the jury System; there was however no specific reference to
any intention to recorq real jury deliberations, though the obser-
vation, under controlleq conditions, of mock trials with selected
juries was mentioned (cf. Broeder, 1959). Indeed, the suggestion
that real jury deliberations should be secretly recorded was first
made in May 1953, nine months after the project had started, by a
Wichita lawyer who had been circularized about the project. This
lawyer Proposed that recordings should be made only in civil and
not in crimipal cases, and that after the tapes of the deliberations
had been transcribed they should be destroyed. The transcript should
be edited tq réemove all personal names, geographical references
and other identifying statements. The recordings were to receive
fO publicity until after the project had been completed.

Negotiatiop, between the lawyer and local judges eventually led
to a judge granting permission in February 1954 for recordings to
be made ip 5 limited number of cases, provided the counsel for ecach
party agreed. The recordings were made without the knowledge
and consent of the jurors. After six cases, recordings stopped.

In July 1955, for reasons for which the evidence is contradictory,
an edited versiop of the deliberations of one of the juries was pre-
sented at the anpya] conference of lawyers associated with the court
circuit in which the cages had been heard. The existence of the re-
cordings thus became publically known and led to a public hearing
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by the Internal Secu.ity Subcommittee of the Committee on the
judiciary of the United States Senate. Following the hearings. the
senators concerned inttoduced a Bill which passed both Houses
and came into effect in 1956. Under this Act, recording the delibe-
rations of any federal juty for any purpose whatsoever is prohibited-

Both political and ethical issues are raised by this study. The
political wish of the senatois to discredit the sponsor, the Ford
Foundation, and to discredit social science as well, led them to ignore
the serious ethical issues which the inquiry brought to the surface.
Following to some extent the analysis of the incident made by
Vaughan (1967), we may contrast two ethical positions. On the one
hand are those who argue that the citizen has an unalienable right
to trial by an impartial jury, and that any violation of the privacy
of a jury’s deliberations puts its impartiality in jeopardy. Even though
something of scientific or practical value might emerge from a
scientific investigation of the operation of a jury during its delibe-
rations, this could not outweigh the wrong done by compromising
the opportunity to reach an impartial and just verdict. On the other
hand are those who hold that knowledge is inherently superior to
ignorance and that therefore there should always be unrestricted
freedom of inquiry. It is socially and scientifically important to
understand how the jury system works, and this understanding can
be achieved only by direct investigation and observation of how it
does in fact operate in real instances. The inquiry does not threaten
the integrity of the jury system, for the scientist is not concerned
with the actions of individual jurors but only with patterns of be-
haviour.

Clearly there are many intermediate ethical positions that may
reasonably be taken; my own would fall well between the two 1
have contrasted. Nevertheless the two positions indicate the views
taken respectively by the Senators and by some of the social scien-
tists involved in the study.

In terms of our model, the citizens in this example are the mem-
bers of the six juries, and their gatekeepers include the judges and
counsel who gave permission for the deliberations to be recorded.
The sponsor is the Ford Foundation and the scientists are a group
drawn from the University of Chicago Law School, led by the Dean
of the School, plus other lawyers who were drawn into the study.
The two senators who conducted the hearings and later promoted
the legislation that prevented any repetition of the inquiry do not
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fit easily into the model but may perhaps be regarded as additional
self-appointed gatekezpars, anxious to shut the stable door even
though six horses had already bolted.

First we should note that the gap betwzen the two contrasted
ethical positions is not simply a matter of conflicting ethical axioms,
or of different orderings in a shared scale of values, but depends
in part on a proposition that could be tested empirically, of at least
in principle. It should be possible to discover, through mock trials,
whether the verdicts reached by juries who are confident that their
deliberations are not being recorded differ significantly from those
reached by juries who know that they are being taped. If there is
no difference, the social cost of the investigation is less, whereas if
there is a significant difference the cost is greater. In my view, it
would then be necessary for the scientists to provide stronger evi-
dence that the information they seek is likely to lead to some imp-
fOovement in the administration of justice, and that this information
cannot be obtained by other m=ans, for example from mock trials.
Those who believe that there should be unrestricted freedom of

scientific inquiry presumably would not agree with me.
The interests of the sponsor we

cally and ethically. The political i
at this immeadiate post-

re involved in this case,both politi-
ssue, arising out of the connection,
: McCarthy period, between the Ford Founda-
tion and the University of Chicago, does not concern us here but

We do have to consider the ethical issue of whether the Ford Founda-
tion was misled about the kind of investigation for which it was
Providing ample financial support. Should the scientists conducting
the Project have informzd the Foundation that, although it had not

€en envisaged in their original rescarch proposal, they now inten-
ded to make recordings of actual jury deliberations? When they
Made a request for additional funds in Deccember 1954, should
they have mentioned that they had already made recordings and
were currently engaged in editing them? They did not do so. In fact

¢ Foundation approved an extension of the grant and voted addj-
tional fypgg just after the existence of the recordings had been made
Public. It seems therefore that from the viewpoint of the scientists
Nothing would have been lost had they taken the Foundation into
t f:il' confidence about the recordings. Yet many scientists hold that
It1s their task, and theirs alone, to decide on the technical procedures
to be followed in an inquiry and that a sponsor has no right to
Intervene in their area of professional expertise. But is the secret
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recording of a real jury carrying out its deliberations justa technical
procedure of data collection?

The ethical issues salient in this incident, as Vaughan sets them
out in his analysis, emerge from the falsely presumed conflict bet-
ween a public interest in maintaining the integrity of the jury system
and a scientific interest in discovering more about how that system
operates, both as a contribution to knowledge and as the only
sound basis for maintaining and improving the system. I find it
interesting that Vaughan largely ignores what is surely an equally
important ethical matter, whether or not the interests of the jurors
were affected by the secret recordings of their deliberations. The
Dean of the Law School argued during the hearings that if a juror
was conscious that there was a microphone in the jury room, ‘this
might result in some inhibitions’ (Vaughan, 1967: 62). The Dean
presumably meant that the secret recording was somewhat similar
to chose procedures of inquiry discussed in the first lecture, in which
deception or secrecy is an intrinsic component,for if the citizen
knows what is happening he will behave differently. Here there are
two questions to ask. First, is it ethically or morally justifiable to
allow a juror to think that he is not being recorded when in fact
his words are being taped? Second, is the scientist justified in ex-
posing the juror to the danger that what he says in the jury room,
despite elaborate precautions about security of tapes and thorough-
ness in editing, may still become public knowledge in some more or
less identifiable form? After Watergate, even the most earnest
advocate of the freedom of scientific inquiry may be allowed to
hesitate before answering yes to the second question, even if he
can dispose of the first more casily.

Onec final point can bec made about the Wichita Jury Study. Even
if everything had gone according to plan and there had not been a
premature disclosure of the existence of the tapes, the book that
was envisaged as an outcome of the inquiry would nccessarily have
revealed to the general public that somewhere in America, at some
recent point in time, recordings had been made of actual jury deli-
berations. I cannot believe that the edited transcripts would have
been used merely as background briefing for the scientists, and that
their existence could have been kept secret permanently. Yet
once it became known that recordings had been made, then any
potential juror could expect that the experiment might be repeated
on him. Indeed, given the competitive climate of research, and the
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methodological stress on the mearits of replication, the pressure to
repeat the inquiry would have been very strong. Thus a permanent
change in the jury system would have ozen made, provided that,
as both the Senators and the Dean appeared to have belicved, jurors
who know that they are being taped do in fact behave differently
from those who are confident that they are not. The social scien-
tists seem to me to have acted irresponsibly in not considering the
consequences, of this inevitable change, and also in not trying to
discover empirically whether the change would be beneficial or
harmful or insignificant. As it happencd, the only change that
occured was legislation that precluded any further inquiry of this
Kind. The legislation was prompted much more by political consi-
derations, by the desire to discredit social science and to protect
traditional American social institutions from rational scrutiny,
than fiom any consideration of ethical issues.

.The. Wichita jury Study throws no light on what happens when
Sclentist and citizen interact over a long period, or on the conse-
quences of publication. [t does however provide us with a good

and political issues become intertwined,

€xample of how ethical
and of how 8atekeepers can intervene to modify and even, as in this
of research.

€ase, to halt the progress

The Glacier Project : the scientist as clinician
The next in
ientists to ¢

factory ip no

team of rege

Human R

qQuiry is marked by the careful attention paid by the
he interests of the citizens. In the Glacier Project a
rth-west London was studied for several years by a
arch workers belonging to the Tavistock Institute of
. ! elations. Relations between scientists and sponsor in this
Inquiry Seem not to have been important; indeed it is not clear from
the Published reports who the sponsor was. We are told only that
the grant Was administered by the (United Kingdom) Medical Re-

Seal:ch Coungil, 4 body whom the author of the main report on the
Pro}ect. describeg as ‘disinterested’. The study was endorsed by the
Council for Industrial Productivity.

. e are howeayer told a good deal about rclations between scien-
tists and Citizens, At the time of the study the Institute undertook
consultancy v, in addition to carrying out research on its own
initiative. In poqy, types of activity it was heavily committed to com-
bining SCif‘-ntiﬁc inquiry with am:liorative action, and was popu-
larly credited ;g the slogan: ‘No research without therapy, no
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therapy without research.” Much of its work was carried out on
industry. Requests for advice as consultants inevitably came from
the managements of industrial enterprises rather than from, say,
committees of shop stewards or individual employees. Nevertheless
the Institute followed a policy of refusing on principle any request
for consultation that did not have the agreement of representatives
of the workers as well as of management. In the Glacier case, the
initial approach was made by a research tecam of the Institute, rather
than by the Glacier managemsnt. Three months of negotiation
were needed before the quick positive responsc from the manage-
“mznt was matched by an expression of approval from the committee
tlof workers’ representatives. This endorsement was secured only
after the Trades Union Congress and the relevant trade union con-
federation had both been persuaded to give the proposed research
their imprimatur. These bodies were, in our terms, invoked as pro-
tective gatekeepers by the workers’ representatives who were ini-
tially suspicious of what appeared to them as merely the latest
gimmick of management. Once the research tcam and its objective
had been approved by management and workers, its members
carefully specified what role they should play in the factory. An
agreed statement of their position was posted on notice-boards in
the factory, announcing that the team would act only in an advisory
or interpretative capacity; that when an individual or group suggest-
cd a topic for study by the research team, it would be looked at only
with the general approval of those likely to be affected by the re-
sults; and that nothing would be done behind anyone’s back, that
is, that no issue would be discussed unless representatives of the
group were present or had agreed to the topic being raised.

Here then we have a striking instance of social scientists taking
explicit steps to protect what they perccive as being the diverse inte-
rests of the citizens they are studying. The model they tiied to follow
was taken from clinical medicine, with its careful dclincation of
what constitutes professional conduct. In their efforts to avoid
appearing to favour one group in the factory rather than another
and, as they put it, to prevent themsclves being captured by any
particular group, they limited their contacts with members of the
factory to strictly formal contexts and steadfastly refused to be drawn
into any extra-professional ties. They refused invitations to play
tennis, or to attend parties or to do anything that, as it were, might
involve them as ordinary human beings interested in fellow citizens,
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since such interaction would nccessarily conflict with their impar-
tial research role. Thus their mode of inquiry was as far removed
as possible from participant observation, where the inquirer'SCCkS
to broaden the scope of his obscrvations by participating in the
various activities carried on by the citizens.

One other important consequence of the high value placed on
professional impartiality is seen in the procedure adopted for
publications. The research team undertook, apparently on its own
initiative, not to make any public statement about the project except
in collaboration with the firm or after due consultation. The book,
The Changing Culture of a Factory, by Elliot Jaques (1951), which
Wwas the first major publication to emerge from the study, was treat-
ed as one of these public statements. Consequently each section
of the book wag circulated in draft to, and discussed in detail with,
each of the groups Particularly concerned. The book as a whole
was then vetted by the Works Council, the main meeting-place of
management and workers, Jaques’ comment on this procedure is
particularly interesting for the light it throws on the research team’s
perception of balanced interests and of its commitment to therapy
as well as to research. Jaques writes :

-+ - it being assumed that where the work of the project was
successful in assisting the resolution of group problems there
would be ng difficulty in publication; and conversely, any differ-
€nces arising over publication would indicate that the problems
on which assistance had been sought were insufficiently worked-

through, and, hence, were not ready to be written up [Jaques
1951:16).

Thus in thjg project explicit and almost self-conscious att'el}tion
Wwas paid to the interests of citizens. The study exposes strikingly
the basic tenet of the human relations school of management (Baritz,
1960), of which the Tavistock Institute is one of the chief supporters,

he researchers recognized the existence of a diversity of interest
among the Citizens, in this case between management and workers,
and betweep various groups of management and workers, and took
elaborate Measures to institutionalize this diversity. But at the same
time they acteq on the premise that conflicts arising from a divergence
of interest could, in the end, be resolved by some quasi-clini-
cal procedure of discussion and working-through, as if the factory
Were a patient stretched on the couch of a psycho-analyst. It is,
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of course, just for this reason that the human relations school has
been attacked by Marxists and others who hold that differences
of interest between economic classes are too fundamental to be
resolved by discussion with a clinically-clad member of a research
team.

In the Glacier study we can see how an ethical stance taken by
social scientists can determine how topics are selected for inquiry,
how they are studied and how they are reported on to the public.
It is casier for a research institute, with an ongoing programme of
research extending over the years, to publicize and maintain a dis-
tinctive ethical code than it is for a single research worker to do so.
Nevertheless, individual researchers each have their own ethical
and political commitments and, though these may be harder to
identify, they may have just as great an effect on research procedures,
and on the unstated assumptions underlying their reports.

As far as I know, no information is available about what effect,
if any, publication of The Changing Culture of a Factory had on
the Glacier factory, even though reports on further studies carried
out there by the Institute have appeared. It would be interesting to
discover whether or not the publication of the way in which prob-
lems were satisfactorily ‘worked through’ and resolved was for all
concerned quite as peaceful as Jaques implies that it would be.

Street Corner Society : the limits of participation

I have chosen for my next example a study in which, as in the
Glacier Project, a good deal of attention was paid to the wording
of the final report but where the mode of data collection differed
radically from that followed in the Glacier study, and where the
range of ethical issues raised was greater.

Whyte’sStreet Corner Society (1955) is a study of a slum area of
Boston inhabited mainly by Italian immigrants to the United States.
The study was carried out just before the Second World War, and
the book that emerged from it has become a classic. Here, just as
in the Glacier Project, the sponsor of the rescarch was disinterested,
for the Society of Fellows of Harvard University gave Whyte a very
free hand. At several points in his study Whyte, rather than his
sponsor, became concerned about his association with Harvard
University, particularly when he feared that he might be arrested
for illegal activities. He says that he resolved that if he was caught
he would not mention his connection with the University. This
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device of protecting the fair name of a sponsor by concealing onc’s
link with it is unlikely to apply in most contexts.

In this study there were no gatekeepers, though initially Whyte
found it difficult to establish the personal relations he sought with
the residents of the slum. He eventually made contact, through a
social worker attached to a settlement house, with a man called
Doc, who later became his principal informant and assistant.
It is interesting that the only segment of the community that subsc-
quently objected to Whyte’s report was the social workers. They
considered that Whyte had betrayed them, apparently because the
book makes it clear that the ‘corner boys’, the groups of mainly
unemployed young men who form the focus of Whyte’s study, were
scarcely being helped at all by the activities of social workers. In
his fieldwork, once having met Doc, Whyte rapidly made contacts
with members of the community and ceased to be associated with
the settlement house. When he left Boston after three and a half
years fieldwork, a farewell beer party was held for him, organized
not by the settlement house but by a recreational club he had joined.
Some writers on field methods argue that a fieldworker ought to
extricate himsclf from a field situation by the same route as he en-
tered it, in this way making manifest his obligation to thosec who
have facilitated his entry and at the same time indicating that the
special status he has claimed for himself as a field investigator is
being terminated. Such a procedure may well be appropriate, and
even unavoidable, in studying a formally structured and protected
community like a factory or a tribe living on a reserve, but seems
less necessary where the community is an urban slum, open to any-
one, and where the investigator is a fellow citizen from a university
only two or three miles away. In any case, for reasons that Whyte
sets out in his retrospective account of his fieldwork, social workers
in the slum are likely to have been upset by his account of their
shortcomings however carefully he might have tried to negotiate his
withdrawal with them (cf. Whyte, 1941).

In his book, Whyte disguises the identity of the individuals whose
actions are recorded, and even disguises the location of the study.
Boston appears in the book as ‘Eastern City’. He says that he did
this to avoid embarrassment to the individuals concerned. Although
Some of these individuals were engaged in illegal activities which
are described, it is not the exposure of thesc that Whyte had in mind
nor, indeed, what his informants disliked. The citizens with whom
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Whyte discussed the text of his book disliked being described in
their true colours, warts and all, cven under disguised names. ‘The
trouble is, Bill, you caught the people with their hair down. It’s
a true picture, yes; but people feel it’s a bit too personal.” On the
other hand his main informant, Doc, told him, ‘This will embarrass
mz, but this is the way it was, so go ahcad with it’. Whyte himself,
however, seems to have been more concerned that those members
of a gang who ranked low in the hierarchy of prestige and power
would bec embarrassed to see in print how low they ranked and
the sorts of difficulties they got into because of this.

In stressing cmbarrassment at the documentation of low status
and at the publication of acts done when, as it were, the citizens
were not on their bast behaviour, rather than at the exposure of
illegal acts, Whyte adopts an attitude of moral relativism. This
attitude may be easy to take when, for example, an anthropologist
studies a tribal society with a code of moral and ethical values diffe-
ring dramatically from his own, but it is harder to sustain when the
citizens under study are indeed legally fellow citizens and near
neighbours in the same urban conurbation. Whyte takes the ethical
code of the slum as unproblematic for members of the slum, yct
expresses a good deal of anxicty when, as a marginal member of
the slum community, he himself is led to break the law. Part of this
anxicty sprung from the fear of being caught, and of involving the
repute of his academic sponsors, but part arises from the moral
conflict he experienced. He describes vividly how he became in-
volved in ‘repeating’, that is, voting several times in an election in
other voters’ names. Analysing this experience, he says that he
was wrong to go against his conscience. He says ‘I had to learn that,
in order to be accepted by the people in a district, you do not have
to do everything just as they do it. ... I also had to learn that the
fieldworker cannot afford to think only of learning to live with
others in the field. He has to continue living with himself.”

In my view, this is sound advice, but it raises the question of the
extent to which a fieldworker’s own code of ethics can diverge from
that held by the citizens with whom he works. In Whyte’s case
not everyone indulged in ‘repeating’, and those who did ‘were gene-
rally looked down upon as the fellows who did the dirty work’. It
would therefore have been acceptable in the eyes of the slum com-
munity for Whyte to have refused to ‘repeat’. On the other hand,
Whyte felt no obligation to report to the po'ice other instances of
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law-breaking that he saw going on around him. Indeed, it scems
that under Massachusetts law, he had no legal liability to take the
initiative in doing so (Broeder, 1960 : 71-2, 88 ; cf. Brymer
Farris, 1967; 312-13). Had he considered it his duty to inform the
police, he could scarcely have carried out his study. More serious
dilemmas of the same kind arise whenever social scientists carry
out field studies of juvenile delinquency and other forms of criminal
activity, and are known to possess information about crimes that
are still being investigated by the police.

Whyte’s carefully analysed retrospective doubts about ‘repeating’,
and his acquiescence in other instances of law-breaking, contrast
strikingly with the attitude taken by another social scientist who,
while working in a tribal area of his own country, was invited to
agree that a senile woman should be buried alive. Several decades
after the event, he baldly reports that ‘Of course I agreed’, though he
excused himself from being present when the deed was done (Hart,
1970 : 154).

These reports suggest that, whether or not fieldworkers and their
professional colleagues adhere to dogmas of cultural and ethical
relativism, there has to be a fairly high degree of compatibility bet-
ween the ethical codes held by social scientists and the citizens they
select for study. It is, for instance, unlikely that a social scientist
who is a pacifist could establish empathic relations with an active
military group (cf. Daniels, 1967), or that one who believes that the
Pope is anti-Christ could gain rapport with a community of Catho-
lic monks.

To some extent any scientist working in the field finds himself in
the position described by Beteille (1975)in the context of his_contacts
with Harijans in a village in Tamilnadu in whiqh he 'dellberately
chose to identify himself with the resident Brahmins. His hosts and
neighbours objected to Harijans coming to visi? him at his hqusc
and he therefore changed his mode of contact with th.em. He writes
of his Brahmin neighbours : <. .. if I was to be given access to
their homes and temples—to which access was not given easily to
outsiders—I could not violate their sentiments at will’. These issues
are, of course, partly matters of field tactics rather than of ethics
but obviously the extent to which a fieldworker can bring himself
to conform to the value-system of the citizens, or maybe on occa-
sion consciously to violate the tenets of that system, depends in
part on the relation between the local value system and the system
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of values held by the fieldworker in his capacity as a citizen. I agree
with Dube (1973 : 20) when he says, ‘The “social scientist” and the
“citizen” cannot be compartmentalized; it is not possible for a
citizen having personal values to bring about an instant role-switch,
immunize himself to value-virus, and start functioning as an ethically
neutral social scientist’.

In the same way there must be some compatibility between the
views of the scientist and his sponsor. As Orlans (1967:5) puts it
bluntly: . ..if you disagrece with the objectives of an agency li.e.
sponsor] don't decry the morality of its staff, but try to change their
objectives and, in the interim, don’t take their money.’

Whyte raises another ethical point when he discusses his role as
participant observer, and adopts a viewpoint that, rather surprisingly
in view of the difference in their styles of work, matches that taken
by the Glacier research team. Starting from the premise that the
interests of the citizens must be respected, the Glacier investigators
assert that ‘any action for research purposes alone without regard
to the needs of the client would be regarded as a breach of the pro-
fessional role of the research worker’ (Wilson, 1951 : xv). Whyte
discusses how he spoke in support of a proposal at a political meeting
merely in order to get himself into closer contact with a prominent
racketeer. The manoeuvre failed fo1, feeling sure of Whyte’s
support, the racketeer ignored him. Whyte says, ‘Here I violated a
cardinal role of participant observation. I soughi actively to in-
fluence events. . . . it had ... been a violation of professional ethics.
It is not fair to the people who accept the participant observer for
him to seek to manipulate them to their possible disadvantage,
simply in order to seek to strengthen his social position in one area
of participation.” If we adopt Whyte’s view, then all field experimen-
tation is ruled out, or at least all experimentation with significant
consequences. Indeed, it is difficult to reconcile Whyte’s assertion
that a participant observer should never attempt to influence the
course of events with his own action in connection with the public
bathhouse in the slum. There was no hot water and Whyte decided
that something should be done to improve matters. He says, ‘I tried
to tell myself that I was simply testing some of the things I had
learned about the structure of corner gangs, but I knew really that
this was not the main purpose’. Whyte then goes on to describe,
with approval, how he organized a partially successful march on
Boston city hall to demand hot water. The correct analysis is, I
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think, not that a professional ethic requires a participant observer
never to intervene—something indeed which would conflict with
the whole notion of participation. It is rather that intervention that
does not lcad to, or does not at least responsibly aim at, some en-
hancement of the interests of the citizens most directly affected by
the intervention is necessarily suspect. The Tavistock formulation
scems sounder to me than Whyte’s.

Kashmiri Pandits : scientist or fellow citizen?

Another good example of respect for the intercsts of citizens is
provided by the work of T.N. Madan among Kashmiri Pandits. He
(1975) has described how as a graduate student he was taken on a
fieldwork training trip entailing two weeks of inquiry among Oraons
living near Ranchi. For him this was a depressing and even trauma-
tic experience, for he was upset by the behaviour of his fellow stu-
dents. He says ‘Everyone was asking the people questions about their
most intimate relationships and fondest beliefs, without any regard
for their feelings or convenience. . . . I had the uncomfortable feel-
ing that there was something indecent about such a field trip.’ Later,
when he went to study citizens of his own community living in
Kashmir, he was expected to abide by the basic rules of social,
moral and ritual conduct prevalent among the citizens. They accept-
cd him as a rather wayward Pandit now engaged on a special task .
of social inquiry, and at the same time accepted the role of infor-
mants for themselves. Although the citizens were at first unwilling
to talk to him about confidential matters, he was gradually able to
gather information about a wide range of topics. Nevertheless many
Pandits tried to shift this role allocation and attempted to absorb
Madan into village life where, in their view, 11.0 PFPPCFIY belonged.
After a while he was asked to intervene in family disputes over pro-
perty and thus gained access to information aboqt conflicts, a topic
that he had hitherto found very difficult to investigate. He says Fhat
he was then faced with the ethical problem of what usc he might
make of information acquired in this way, and says thflt some
of the information in his possession he decided not to publish, even
though it was relevant to the theme of his book (Madan, 1965: 12).
Had the village he studied been hidden under a pseudonym, and
its location obscured, then Madan might have had to decide how
impenetrable a disguise he should employ before he could justi-
fiably make use of the information. The ethical issue was, I think,
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simplified for him by the citizens’ insistence that the identity of their
village should not be disguised at all.

Zuii : passing on information

Madan was himself a Pandit and it is thercfore not surprising
that the Pandits he studied should judge him by their own standards.
Yet any fieldworker who ‘lives intimately with strangers’, to use
Madan’s vivid expression, will sooner or later be judged by the citi-
zens in their own terms, however alicn he may be to them.
Thus, for example, Berreman, an American who worked in
India, reports a citizen saying to him, ‘You may be a foreigner
and we only poor villagers, but when we get to know you we
will judge you as a man among other men: not as a foreigner’
(Berrecman, 1972: xxvi).

One aspect of being judged as a man among other men that every
fieldworker has to come to terms with, whether he is working among
citizens like himself or among people with radically different customs
and values, is to what extent he should pass on to other miembers
of the community the information he collects in the course of his
inquiries. This may seem to be a straightforward matter but the
available evidence shows that there is no simple formula that can be
applicd in all cases. Some ficld ethnographers have stated that they
endeavoured to respect the confidence placed in them by their in-
formants and therefore considered that they should not pass on to
other members of the community any information collected in the
ethnographer-informant context. Some have reported that only
by being seen to be reticent in this way werc they able to establish
reputations as men of integrity. This has been my own experience
in the field (cf. Berreman, 1972 : xlvi - lvi). Yet T.N. Pandey, whose
account of fieldwork among the Zuni of the United States shows a
sensitive awareness of the ethical issues in his relations with citizens,
reports that he always told the old woman in whose house he lived
what he had learned from diffcrent sources. He says-‘Zuni Indians
resented their favourite anthropologists working with anyone out-
side the narrow family circle’. They were afraid of being suspected
of disclosing tribal secrets, and felt unsafe if ‘their’ anthropologist
went to talk to someone who might spread a rumour that they
had done so. Thercfore when Pandey talked to someone with whom
his hosts were not on good terms, he was often asked on his return
what had been said about them (Pandey, 1975 : 200, 210). The Zuni
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are well-known for their highly developed sense of privacy, and for
their sharp dichotomization of information into public and secret,
and it would seem that Pandey was expected not to keep information
secret from his hosts. Nevertheless, I find it surprising to learn that
the topics in which Pandey was interested were factionalism and in-
group hostility, and attitudes towards envy, gossip, slander and hate.
Presumably it was information bearing on these topics that he re-
capitulated to his hostess, apparently on his own initiative. We
may pzrhaps infer that at least in those areas of discourse with which
Pandey was concerned, Zuni draw a socio-centred rather than an
ego-centred dividing line bztween public and secret topics. Although
the sanctions against disclosure of group sccrets to non-members
are stricter among the Zuni than in many other societies, in the pub-
lic domain there is freedom to collect information for all approved
inquirers.

But however the notions of privacy, secrecy and publicity may be
defined and delimited in particular cultures, the onward transmis-
sion of information collected in the course of fieldwork is likely
always to raise questions of ethics, whatever the culture and whether
the information concerns illegal activities, political manocuvres,
marital intrigues, idle gossip or even issues that are fully public
knowledge. The social scientist, even if he shelters behind a clinical
white coat as in the Glacier case, cannot be simply a sink or sponge,
soaking up information and never transmitting any. He must have
something to offer in return. Presumably in all cultures some kinds
of information are public enough to be passed on with impunity.
In the case of a scientist studying a community far removed from
his own, he is the potential source of information about his own so-
ciety that may be fresh and interesting to the citizens. I think that
it is legitimate to avoid expatiating in this context'on those aspects
of one’s own society that may be intellectually incomprehensible
or morally offensive to the citizens concerned—for example, the
contemporary indifference to marriage in many Western societies,
Yet it seems to me both unnecessary and wrong to convey false
information, as has sometimes been done. For example, Bateson
(1958 : 232) explained a lunar eclipse, to an informant who had told
him that the sun was a cannibal, by ascribing the redness of the
moon to blood in the sun’s excrement which had come between the
earth and the moon.
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Hindus of the Himalayas : telling all or only some?

In my last example I take up again the topic of deception dis-
cussed in the first lecture, but now with reference to inquiries carried
out in the field rather than in the morally specialized environment
of a psychological laboratory. In what circumstances and to what
extent may a scientist mislead the citizens as to what he is really
doing when he interacts with them?

This question arises inescapably where deception is achieved by
some positive misleading act as in many laboratory experiments,
but is also present, if not so salient, when the deception takes the
form of an act of omission. Although the scientist may reasonably
be expected to convey to the citizens his broad research goals, does
he have to specify in detail what hypotheses he seeks to test, or what
particular topics he would like to concentrate upon? He must be
reasonably honest with the citizens; must he be absolutely honest?
Positive acts of deception occur typically in psychological research,
whereas in the course of intensive and extended field research typi-
cal of social anthropology and sociology, the scientist is more likely
to find himself misleading the citizens by remaining silent about the
main focus of his research interests. This happens not merely be-
cause of the intellectual or cognitive gap between him and them to
which I referred in the first lecture; it also arises particularly during
that first traumatic period at the beginning of a field study, when
the incoming scientist is still perceived as a potentially dangerous
stranger and while the citizens are still very curious to discover
whether he is a spy, missionary, policeman or merely a harmless
academic. To state bluntly at this early stage in the encounter that
he has come to study, say, the mechanisms of factionalism, the
sanctions against rate-busting, the incidence of adultery, or the
extent of religious heterodoxy may be just as disasterous, from the
point of view of achieving the objectives of the research, as it is to
explain in advance the true aim of psychological tests. How honest,
then, does the scientist have to be with the citizens?

The most perceptive analysis of this ethical question that I have
seen is that provided by Berreman who, in effect, argues that the
scientist does not need to be more open and honest with the citizens
than they are with one another and with him. His analysis is based
on the distinction made by Goffman (1969 : 92-122) between back
and front regions of social space. The back region is where the social
actors prepare themselves in secret for the public performances they
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enact in the front region. The sociologist is, as Srinivas (1966 : 156)
says, ‘like a novelist who must of necessity get under the skin of the
different characters he is writing about’. Yet whereas he tries to
find out what is really going on bechind the scenes in the back region,
the citizens are, atleast initially, anxious that he should observe them
only on the public performances of their social roles. In Whyte’s
terms, they don’t like bzing seen with their hair down. In Berreman’s
view, the scientist, or the research team to which he belongs, like-
wise divide their activities between front and back regions. Writing
of his work as an anthropologist in Uttar Pradesh he says, ‘the
ethnographer will be presenting himself in certain ways to his infor-
mants during the research and concealing other aspects of himself
from them. They will be doing the same. This is inherent in all so-
c'ia.l interaction.” Given this interpret
tlce', he says, ‘I believe it to be ethically unnecessary and methodo-
logically unsound to make known his specific hypotheses and in
many cases his area of interest. To take his informants into his con-
fidence regarding these may well preclude the possibility of acquiring
much information essential to the main goal of understanding their
way of life’ (Berreman, 1972:xxxiv). In Berreman’s case one of his
main foci of interest was inter-caste relations, yet his initial presen-
tation of his interests to the citizens was in terms of America’s need
to learn more about India following her achievement of Indepen-
dence, and of the increasing role that the inhabitants of the Hima-

layan region would play in the independent nation (Berreman, 1972
XXv),

ation of what happens in prac-

I accept the validity of Berrcman’s model of social interaction
but I think that he does not entircly scttle the ethical questiop,
Indeed, he seems to put forward his answer as appropriate merely
in those contexts, like the one in which he worked, where ascrip-
tion, i.e. caste membership by birth, is the only criterion for fuy]]
acceptance in the socicty. IHe leaves unstated whether or not hjg
normative pronouncement applies to other situations where the re-
lation between scientist and citizens is not constrained in this way.
My own view is that the extent to which the scientist should take
the citizens into his confidence depznds at any time on the extent to
which he has established relations of mutual trust and sympathy
with them, and op the degree of congruence between their cognitive
and affective views of the world and his. It may be harmless enough
to begin an inquiry into some controversial topic like wife-swapping
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or illegal distilling by professing to be interested only in a general
understanding of how the citizzns live. Nevertheless the scientist
should try to communicate to the citizens a deeper and construc-
tive appreciation of what his research is really aimed at. The sooner
he does this the better, and the more likely that trouble will be avoid-
ed when he publishes his report on the rescarch.

Yet perhaps this pious advice is unnecessary. Berreman's book
describes how Brahmins and Rajputs sacrifice animals, cat meat,
drink alcohol, ignore the great Hindu gods, marry widows, marry
across caste lines, are polygynous and polyandrous, and sell women
to men from the plains (Berreman, 1972 : XXxviii-XXXix). Despite
this catalogue of enormitics, his book was apparcntly perceived
by the citizens as not disparaging their mountain village, and its
publication did not result in any attention being paid to their village
by policeman, government agents or missionaries. Accordingly,
when Berreman returned ten years later, they were glad to welcome
him back (Berreman, 1972: 367). Hence it appears that not only
was it tastically expzdient for Berreman to remain initially silent
about his research objectives, but that no deleterious consequences
for the citizzns or for him resulted from his silence. Thus again we
see that the distinctive features of a field situation may play havoc
with standardizzd ethical prescriptions.

Conclusions

The examples used in this lecture do not display the full range
of cthical issues that arise in connection with empirical inquiry
in social science. In particular little has been said about relations
with sponsors and gatekeepers, and about the consequences of publi-
cation. But these examples, which, as we should expect, all come
from pluralist societies, should be sufficient to give some indication
of how wide this range is. Though I have indicated some of the
likely ethical questions, I have done little to supply correct answers
to them. Indeed it should be clear that these issues cannot be re-
solved easily by reference to any detailed standard code. Part of the
difficulty that many professional bodies have experienced in trying
to draw up a code of ethics (cf. Unnithan, et al., 1967 : 185-9) springs
from the diversity of ethical positions held by their members, but
part comes from the great variety of social and cultural contexts in
which empirical research is carried out. The counsels of perfection
that may be appropriate and applicable when a social scientist
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studies citizens similar to himself, with the same values and assump-
tions, and similarly placed in relation to power and resources, may
be inappropriate and inapplicable when there is a great cultural
gap between the parties or where there is a great disparity, one way
or the other, between them in terms of power to articulate and de-
fend their interests. In each case we can go back to first principles
and endeavour to see to what extent the commitment to the pursuit
of knowledge, which is the diacritical mark of the scientist, can be
reconciled with the short-term and long-term interests of sponsors,
citizens and the wider public who may benefit or be harmed by the
outcome of the inquiry.

One reason why the examples presented in this lecturc may give
the impression that no generalizations can be made about what
shquld or should not bz done is that I have treated them all in a his-
tor!cal terms, without reference to the historical circumstances in
which they are embadded. Taking the historical context into account
doesnot magically resolve all ethical questions, but it does introduce
a new dimension in terms of which soms regularity and consistency

CgIns to emerge. Further examples in an historical and develop-
mental context are given in the third lecture.
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Social Science in a
Post-imperial World

The Age of Positivism and the Natural Science Paradigm

I began my first lecture by contrasting the social sciences with
the natural sciences and the humanities. This third lecture is orga-
nized around another contrast, between the social sciences at three
points of time: first as they emerged in recognizable form in the
middle of the nineteenth century, then as they were practised in the
1930s when capitalism and imperialism still enjoyed widespread
confidence, and finally as they are today, when imperialism in its
classic mode has greatly diminished and when capitalism, while in
no sense disappearing from the world, is at least undergoing a major
transformation. With the help of this tripartite contrast I hope to
throw some light on the ethical dilemmas discussed in the second
lecture.

For our present purposes we must treat the complex historical
development of the social sciences quite cavalierly and simply say
that interest in economics and sociology grew in response to the
process of industrialization in Western Europe and North America,
whilst social anthropology constituted a similar response to the
problems raised by imperialism. All three disciplines began to es-
tablish themselves during the nineteenth century though, as Srinivas
and Panini (1973 : 181-2) point out, in India the importance of col-
lecting local ethnographic information was recognized by the
Governor of Bengal and Bihar as early as 1769.

As an empirical science, nineteenth century economics relied
heavily, as the discipline still does today, on data collected by govern-
ment agencies. Sociologists, with an interest in many topics lying
outside the systematic concern of governments, had perforce to col-
lect most of their own data. As early as 1834 the Statistical Society
of London drew up questionnaires, or ‘interrogatories’ as they were
then called, in order to collect information on the condition of the
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poor, strikes and similar topics (Abrams, 1968 : 18). A fcw.years
later the Society undertook field surveys of particular communities,
again with an interest in the concomitants of poverty. Thus the widely
circulated questionnaire and the local study in depth, the two main
modes of social inquiry even today, were adopted from the start.
The focus of attention was industrialization and its evil effects—
overcrowding, low wages, poor working conditions, strikes, prosti-
tution, urban drunkenness. Inquiries into these topics were under-
taken in the expectation that once the existence of bad conditions
had been demonstrated, the government or private bodies could be
persuaded to take effective ameliorative action. Even theorizing at
the most abstract level, as exemplified in the writings of Auguste
Comte, was linked to programmes of political action, mainly of a
conservative character. Outside the main stream of academic so-
ciology, Karl Marx, who is now canonized as one of its founding
fathers, was advocating political action of a very different type.
!t is not surprising that during this period little attention was
paid to ethical questions. There was a wide social gulf between the
elite who organized the inquiries and the unfranchised working
class about whom they inquired. The social action which it was
hoped would follow from the results of the inquirics was action to
be taken by the elite, orits agents, acting on the pauper, the drunkard
apd the criminal. There was no concept of negotiation with fellow
citizens, for the true interests of the working class were defined for
them by their social superiors. Thus, for example, in the very first
Paper to be published in the Journal of the Statistical Society of
London in 1838, where a proposal was made to establish special
schools for the children of paupers, the author stated that ‘Tp
great object to be kept in view in regulating any school for the ins-
truction of the children of the labouring class, is the rearing of hardy
and intelligent working men, whose character and habits shall afforq
the largest amount of security to the property and order of the com-
munity’ (Kay, 1838 : 23; cf. Abrams, 1968 : 22). This autocratjc
attitude towards the definition of the interests of the people whoge
lives were being investigated was reinforced by the positivistic faith
thi.it the true facts of poverty, or of any other social phenomenon,
existed in some absolute and objective sense and were waiting only
to be discovered by unbiased investigators.
If ethical considerations did not impinge on the process of social
inquiry in the metropolitan country, it is only to be expected that they
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would be ignored by anthropologists operating overseas. For if
sociology in the early nineteenth century may be said to have been
in harmony with the interests of the rising bourgeoisie, anthropology,
both in theory and practice, allied itself more closely with the inte-
rests of the aristocracy, particularly in Britain. This linkage still
endures, as for example in the choice of the Prince of Wales as patron
of the Royal Anthropological Institute in London. Despite this
difference in alignment, both sociology and anthropology were elitist
rather than populist. Anthropology took over the explanatory frame-
work of the most prestigious natural science of the time, geology,
and transformed its natural history approach into a theory of so-
cial evolution. Later, at the very end of the nineteenth century, the
methodology of physics and of Francis Bacon, lately brought up
to date by John Stuart Mill, was applied to anthropological field-
work in a positivist spirit. In one of the first important anthropologi-
cal field expeditions, the Cambridge Anthropological Expedition
to Torres Straits, we find reproduced in a tropical colonial setting
the same conditions for investigation as we might have found at
that time in a physical laboratory. The main difference was that the
objects being investigated were not molecules but natives. The scien-
tists were like men from Mars, qualitatively different from the non-
citizens they had come half-way round the world to study. Although
in fact the scientists were fellow human beings, and in a limited

domestic sense had to interact with the natives in this capacity, this
interaction is rigidly excluded from the formal reports of the expe-

dition. Indeed, all we know about how Haddon and his fellow scien-

tists lived in the field is derived from Haddon’s popular account
(1901) and a biography by his pupil (Quiggin, 1942: 95-108). Apart

from one historical chapter and two brief descriptions of the system

of administration imposed by the Queensland government, the six

volumes that eventually constituted the record of the expedition’s

findings attempt to convey information about how the natives acted

and talked in their pristine state, before becoming contaminated by

contacts with missionaries, pearlers and other Australians. The

reports themselves (Cambridge Anthropological Expedition 1901-

1935) appeared up to thirty-six years after the expedition had retur-

ned to Britain and were published there rather than in Australia.

They were clearly not designed to have any practical implications,

either for the natives or for the Queensland administration which

had assumed control over so many of their activities.
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I have cited the Torres Straits expedition because it is well known
but the conditions under which the members of that expedition went
about their work, and the conceptual framework in which they made
their inquiries, are typical of a good deal of early anthropological
inquiry. Fieldworkers varied greatly in the extent to which they
merely asked formal questions and collected verbatim texts, or, on
the other hand, participated wholeheartedly in the activitics of the
people they were studying, but in terms of research design they all
followed the same natural-science paradigm. The people were to be
studied as they would have been but for the disturbing effects intro-
duced by the presence of the fieldworkers and often of missionaries,
traders, recruiters and administrators as well. These disturbances
did not form part of the field of study (cf. Haddon, 1935 : xiv), and
preferably were to be kept to a minimum; hence the well-known
preference for studying so-called ‘untouched’ tribes. The natives
supplied information in a one-way process, and once the data had
been collected, they played no further part. Data analysis was
something that concerned the scientist alone, and publication was
for the benefit of scholars everywhere, rather than for the pcoples
whose lives were described. By and large anthropologists, like their
sociological colleagues, were positivists. Their basic premise that
there were true facts that could be discovered by inquiry was not
affected by theexotic context in which they worked. Nor later was it
shaken by the expansion of the positivistic rubric to include the attj-
tudes and feelings of the individuals being studied, as advocated by

Max Weber and Malinowski.

In one minor respect anthropologists paid heed to considerationg
of privacy. Some of the behaviour they observed in the_: field, or aboyg
which they were told, was considered to be offensive to Westerp,
tastes and was therefore reported not in English, French or Germap
butin Latin. This was, of course, a concession to the susceptibilitjeg
not of the natives but of European readers, who were spared a forceq
confrontation with unpleasant sexual activities but who could, g
they wished, savour the facts in a properly clinical context. The use
of Latin also ensured that these exotic facts were confined to the
elite and did not diffuse among the lower orders of society, whg
might misapply them.

During this first period the dominant characteristic of the rela.
tion between the scientist and the not-yet-feilow citizens that he
studied was one of inequality, of imbalance of power. Corporate
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sponsorship of empirical rescarch was a rarity, given the largely
laissez-faire theory of the state and the absence of large philanthro-
pic foundations interested in sponsoring research. Relations between
scientists and sponsors were simplified by the widespread acceptance
of the positivist notion that the facts were there anyway and that it
was a matter of expediency to choose best how to discover them.
Gatekeepers existed in the form of factory managers, colonial ad-
ministrators and kecpers of official and unofficial archives, but they
seem not to have caused difficulties. Scientists were treated as mem-
bers of a privileged elite, to whom access could safely be granted
in the name of science.

Sociology and Social Anthropology Between the Wars

At our second chosen point of historical development, roughly
the period between the two world wars, a somewhat different pat-
tern of social inquiry appears. By this time empirical research in the
social sciences had been institutionalized. The anthropologist was
a recognized and sometimes derided figure in the colonial world,
while in the industrialized parts of the world, above all in the United
States, sociologists and other social scientists were actively engaged
in regular inquiries on a wide range of topics. In British Africa, and
to a lesser extent elsewhere in the tropics, this period was the heyday
of the doctrine of Indirect Rule, in which cthnographic information
had a key part. Disguises began to be used to protect the identity
of informants and of the localities in which they lived, as for exmple
with the Lynds’ well-known study of Muncie in the United States,
disguised as ‘Middletown’ (Lynd & Lynd, 1929). Nevertheless, apart
from the use of pseudonyms, little attention was paid to the process
of data collection and analysis as affecting the interests of the citizens
being studied. Indeed it was at this stage that studies were being
made at the General Electric plant outside Chicago (Roethlisberger
& Dickson, 1939), that led to the discovery of the Hawthorne
effect.

Social scientists made the discovery that, in certain industrial
contexts, the factor that led to the greatest increase in productivity
was not better lighting, re-arranged seating, rescheduled rest periods
or changes in style of supervision but simply the fact of being studied
by a team of sympathetic social scientists (Dickson & Roethlisberger,
1966 : 19-36). In retrospect this discovery may seem: trite, as is in-
cvitable with most sociological discoveries, for we may reasonably
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expect human beings to be fairly well informed about how theil_' own
social institutions work. What is surprising is that this partlcula.r
discovery came as a surprise. In fact it was the first signiﬁcanF nail
in the coffin of the natural science paradigm as used in social science,
for it drew attention to the fact that the interaction between scientist
and citizen is two-way, and that the process of inquiry itself hgs
consequences for both the parties. Yet a full appreciation of this
discovery was not reached at this period. The identity of the workers
investigated in the Hawthorne study was disguised, and all informa-
tion about their life outside the factory gates was omitted from the
published report in order to conceal their identity more effectively.
But the book contains no msntion of participation by the workers
studied in the preparation of the report, nor do I know of any
account of the local impact of its publication.

As for anthropologists, they found themselves at this period in an
increasingly equivocal position, atleast in British colonies. The doct-
rine of Indirect Rule entailed a thorough analysis of native instity-
tions, so that these could be constructively adapted to the changed
conditions of latter-day colonialism. Anthropologists were in some
Sense experts hired to supply specialist information for the benefit
of local administrators, but for most of them the local administra-
tion was a gatekeeper rather than a sponsor. Whatever the ultimate
source of his funds might be, the pluralist structure of the metropo-
litan country enabled the field anthropologist to appear under the
aegis of an autonomous sponsor, seeking permission from the
colonial government to carry out his research by being granteq
access to native reserves and, perhaps, also to government files,
few colonial governments employed anthropologists or sociologist
as regular public servants but no tribe was in a position to hire it
OWn social scientist, even on a temporary basis.

In parenthesis it is interesting to note that one of the very fey,
anthropologists so far to become a head of s.tate is an African who
Wrote a monograph on his own tribe, the Gikuyu. But the Gikuyy,
of Kenya did not hire Jomo Kenyatta (1938) as an anthropologisy
to come and study them; he wrote out of his own experience,

Dependent on the goodwill of government acting as gatekeeper
if not as sponsor, but equally dependent on the goodwill of the
people they had come to study, anthropologists frequently found
themselves subject to crossfire from which they could not easily
escape by sitting on the fence. To mix metaphors further, we may
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say that they tended to bury their heads in the sand. As Gouldner
puts it

Anthropologists ignored problems of imperialism and of the
conditions underlying native struggles for national indepen-
dence. That they shied away from these problems was not due
to the absence of opportunity. It was rather that this anthro-
pology operated within the context of an imperialism and colo-
nialism that were under increasing pressure.

He goes on to say that while anthropological research was able to
facilitate the administration of tribal peoples, the anthropologist
was forced to lead a double life. ‘If anthropologists played a role
for English colonialism, they also viewed themselves as the pater-
nalistic protectors of indigenous tribal institutions and culture.’
Having abandoned the evolutionism that characterized anthropo-
logy before 1920, the functional anthropologists of the inter-war
years did not take it for granted that native societies were destined
to become industrialized or independent. Thus ‘While some func-
tional anthropologists conceived it their societal duty to educate
colonial administrators, none thought it [his] duty to tutor native
revolutionaries’ (Gouldner, 1970 : 130-2).

Gouldner is generalizing about anthropologists everywhere during
the period when functionalism was dominant, from say 1930 to
1960. Obviously there are many cases that do not tally with his
Characterization. In particular, his comments would have to be
substantially modified before they could be applied to India (cf.
Beteille, 1974 : 29). Nevertheless I think he does go some way to
explain the tendency of anthropologists during this period to be
more sensitive to the interests of the people they studied when these

Linterests were derived from traditional codes of values, as for example
in maintaining the secrecy of ritual and symbols, and less responsive
towards newly-found native interests such as a greater opportunity
to grow cash crops, to earn higher wages and to achieve radical
political change. There were, of course, exceptions to this tendency,
notably in the work of Godfrey Wilson (1941-2; cf. Brown, 1973).

The inter-war period, from about 1920 to 1940, was thus charac-
terized by the beginnings of an appreciation among social scientists
that the natural science paradigm, with its one-way channel between
the scientist and the object he studies, was not appropriate to the
social sciences or that, so far as sociology and social anthropology
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are concerned, its application is limited to a few special contexts.
On the other hand, there was as yet only a limited appreciation of.the
methodological implications of adopting an alternative paradigm
characterized by the existence of feedback between scientist and

citizens, and consequently only a slight awareness of the ethical
implieations of the new model.

Social Inquiry in Advanced Industrial Society

The process of social inquiry has been altered greatly by the
changes that have taken place in the wider society during the last
thirty years. Some of the changes, and their effects on social investi-
gation, will have been apparent in the examples presented in my
second lecture, for almost all my data were drawn from the present
period. The major change affecting social iniquity is, in my view,
the incorporation of social science as an integral part of the culture
of the advanced industrial societies, and of many socicties that at
bresent are largely unindustrialized. The use of the methods of in-
quiry of social science and the application of its findings have be-
come an essential aspect of the machinery of government. Social
Sclence constitutes a large part of all major universities except for
the most old-fashioned, and propositions derived from the pro-
fessional literature of social science appear in transformed guise in
newspapers and popular weekly magazines. Technical terms like
‘status symbol’ and ‘conspicuous consumption’ have l?ecome part
Ot popular speech. The market research investigator, leth her clip.
board and [jst of questions about preference for washing powders,
10 longer has to explain to suburban housewives what she is doing;
they know already. In this cultural milieu, relations between socia]
scientists ang sponsors, gatekeepers and citizens are no longer the
Same, but the changes that have occurred since the inter-war perioq

ave not all been in the same direction.

Consider firgt the sponsors. Governments have become more
mportant a5 sponsors for social scientists and at the same time have
8reatly increased the extent to which they intervene in the economy
and in the socja] lives of citizens. Indeed the growth of the impor-
tarlce of governments vis-a-vis social science research is merely a
MINOT consequence of their growth in other fields. As the range of
gOVernmenta| activity has increased, so has the power of govern-
ment, so that governments not only provide more of the funds for
social research byt are in a betler position to determine how and

i
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when the rescarch shall be done, and are more inclined to exercise
their power in this direction. In the nineteenth century, as we have
seen, proto-social-scientists collected facts in the hope that govern-
ments might use them, while in the inter-war years governments
themselves collected a great deal of information as an aid to the for-
mulation and implementation of public policy. This latter mode of
using social science continues at the present time and probably
accounts for the greater part of all governmental activity as a social
science sponsor. But since the end of the Second World War, and I
think only since then, a new style of sponsorship has appeared
that raises major questions of cthics. It is only recently that govern-
ments have begun to envisage seriously the possibility of social
engineering, the conscious and deliberate alteration of the para-
meters of social life so as to bring about some socially desired and
scientifically predicted end.

The innocuous beginnings of this new procedure can be seen,
for example, in relation to that other recently recognized social
process or magic symbol, ‘development’. As a natural extension of
decades of scientifically conducted field trials in agriculture, and
boosted somewhat by the wartime success of operational research,
innumerable experiments and action programmes were carried out
throughout the tropical world in the '40s and '50s with the twin

" objects of discovering the most effective conditions for encouraging
peasants to grow more crops, or dig more contour ridges, or form
thriving cooperative societies, and then of reproducing these same
optimum conditions over a wide area. Applied anthropology emerged
as an idea during the period of Indirect Rule but it came really to
life only in the post-war period of Development. There are analo-
gues of this kind of social engineering in metropolitan countries,
particularly in the fields of industrial psychology (Baritz, 1960) and
town planning, but the clearest examples are, I think, to be found in
the colonial setting for it is there, as we have seen, that we find the
closest approach to the natural science paradigm, with minimal
feedback from the citizens who are being engineered into a better
world.

Like Calvin Coolidge’s parson, who was against sin, so are most
of us against hunger. Hence any possible clash of interests arising
out of a government-sponsored attempt at social engineering to
produce more food is likely to remain latent, at least initially.
But some attempts at social engineering have been less ostensibly
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beneficial to mankind. The most famous, or notorious, attempt
in recent times is Project Camelot.

Knowledge as Power

Project Camelot came to public notice in Junc 1965 when, amid
a great deal of publicity and controversy, it was abruptly cancelled.
It was intended to have been a very large project, with funds of up-
wards of six million dollars provided by the Office of the Chief of
Research and Development of the United States Department of the
Army. It was described as a basic social science research project,
concerned with the preconditions of internal conflict and with the
effects of action taken by local governments in casing, exacerbating
Or resolving these preconditions. The project was based on the as-
sumption that increased knowledge of this problem would enable the
United States Army to cope more effectively with internal revolu-
tions in other nations. Empirical research in various countries in
Latin America was called for, and eventually clsewhere in the world
as well. The project was organized by a unit nominally part of the
American University, Washington, D.c., with the distinctly non-
academic name of SORO, Special Operations Research Office
(Horowitz, 1967b : 47-67).

Project Camelot raises two sets of ethical questions: those relating
to the way the project started and those that arise f rom the way the
Project came to an abrupt and premature end. The project was can-
celled by Robert McNamara, as Secretary of Defence, in response
to pressure from the State Department and from the American
Ambassador to Chile, who had not known that discussions about
the project had been going on in Chile until the project came under
attack from Left-wing Chilean politicians. In the ensuing uproar
and debate g good deal of information about the project became
Public knowled ge. '

) he research design of the project was bascd on the twin assump-
tions that revolutions are always bad and that the job of the Ameri-
€an Army is to prevent them from succeeding, or preferably to
Prevent them from occurring, anywhere in the world. It seems that
In the Uniteq States the sponsorship and aims of the project were
ot kept secret byt in Chile, for one reason or another, the Army’s
link with the project was not mentioned when it was first discussed
with leading academics. A Norwegian sociologist who had been
invited to Join the project but who had refused to do so on political
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and ethical grounds brought it to the attention of Chilean intellec-
tuals. The Ambassador was kept in ignorance because of a long-
standing rivalry between the American Departments of State and
Defence about who should sponsor research of this kind in foreign
countries. It is not clear whether the attempt to conceal the spon-
sorship, or the very existence, of the project formed an essential
part of the research design or whether it arose by accident and bad
management. In either case the project was based on the premises
that in the name of scientific understanding the United States Army
has a right to investigate how to abort revolutions in countries like
Chile. But science has no respect for national sovereignties, and if
we acknowledge the existence of this right, it follows that countries
like Chile also have a right to investigate how to abort revolutions
in the United States. It is most unlikely that the American Depart-
ment of the Army would have conceded this right to Chile, and quite
unthinkable that it would have conceded to Chile the second right
it claimed for itself, the right to use the knowledge gained by the
investigation to practical effect, to inhibit revolutions in a foreign
country.

When the aims of the project became known to Chileans, their
objections, coupled with those of the American Ambassador, were
strong enough to lead McNamara to cancel the project. Can we
argue that this shows that the inquiry could have been made only
in secret, and that it was analogous to those psychological experi-
ments where deception is an essential part of the research design?
I think not. Chilean reactions to the disclosure of the aims and spon-
sorship of the project endangered the success of State Department
policies, and the project was therefore cancelled in the hope that
the danger would be removed, not because the disclosure invalidated
the investigation. Had the investigators not been American, or not
been sponsored by the Army, it might have been possible to carry
out the investigatory aspects of the project successfully. Indeed, one
American commentator on the incident suggested that the inquiry
might better have been organized by the United Nations (Bernard,
1965 ; cf. Sjoberg, 1967a : 145).

There is another reason why Project Camelot was not like a psy-
chological experiment involving deception. The aim of experimental
work in social psychology is to arrive at propositions about rela-
tions between psychologically significant attributes, not about the
characteristics of the individuals who happen to participate in the
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experiments. By and large, this aim is achieved. .Fic]d scienccs l.lke
sociology, social anthropology and political scicnce have similar
aims, but so far have been less successful in achieving_thcm.. What
emerges from the typical field inquiry in thesc disciplines is a set
of statements about the aggregated or even non-aggregated attri-
butes of particular entities—tribes, or nation-states or sample popu-
lations—with fairly tentative indications about how these ﬁndm'gs
might generate abstract propositions about relations between sog!la'
variables which would be eternally and ubiquitously truec. In Project
Camelot, the stated aim was to discover general laws about the
preconditions for revolution, but it seems that all of value that was
likely to emerge, had the Project not been cancelled, would have
been information about what social forces in each of the countries

investigated tended to promote or inhibit revolutionary trends. As
Horowitz Says of the project:

S difficult to determine whether it was to be a study
of comparative social structures, a set of case studies of single
nations ‘in depth’, or a study of social structure with parti-
cular emphagis on the military. In addition, there was a lack of
treatment of what indicators were to be used, and whether a
given social System in Nation A could be stable in Nation B,
[Horowitz, 1965 : 46; cf. Sjoberg, 1967a : 148].
In severa] social sciences it is inevitable, at their present stage of
development, that they should be largely concerned with the attri-
butes of individuals—whcther these are persons or communitieg
Or nations—rather than with systematic relations between abstract-
e'd Variableg, The djﬂicu]ty of paying proper attention to considera-
tions of Privacy and confidentiality is thereby incrcascd.. '
Another feature of Project Camelot I find even more objectionable,
All the socig) scientists engaged in planning the proj{ect. appear to
have accepted with oy question the legitimacy of the American army’s
cla'lm to investigate the preconditions of revolution and then to use
this knowledge ¢, prevent them from occuring. Although the direc-
tor of the Project selected a notably liberal-minded team of scien-
tists to assist him, the project was planned on the assumption that a
stable society js tpe normal, as well as the desired, state of affairs.
‘The breakdown of social order’ is spoken of accusatively, says
Horowitz, who emarks that, ‘It never scemed to occur to its person-

nel to inquire into the desirability for successful revolutions. . . in
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nearly every page of the various working papers, there arc asser-
tions which clearly derive from American military policy objec-
tives rather than scientific method’ (Horowitz, 1965 : 46-7). I agree
with Sjoberg (1967a : 157) when he explains this by the failure of the
social scientists in Project Camelot to preserve their autonomy.
They had over-identified themselves with their spensors, partly
through failure in secing that by acting as if they were simply emp-
loyees of the army they were betraying the disinterested and impar-
tial values of the academic world under whose banner they were
claiming to operate and partly because, as Sjoberg says, ‘American
social scientists (including sociologists) have been socialized, both
as citizens and scholars, to an almost unquestioning acceptance of
the authority and power wielded by their own nation-state and
consequently the administrative controls of the national govern-
ment’. Sjoberg commsnts that ‘Nationalism is perhaps the most
pervasive, yet the least explored, of the influences that shape the
rescarch carried out by American social scientists in other nations’.
As a third reason he notes that professional organizations, parti-
cularly those of social scientists whose claims to higher social pres-
tige are still not fully endorsed, encourage their members to maintain
a position of respectability in the eyes of the broader society
by forging links with the major institutional systems of that
society.

Sjoberg was writing of American social scientists in 1967. The
ensuing eight years have perhaps brought a keener critical and anti-
Establishment spirit into the academic scene, yet what he has to say
remains gencrally true, and his comments must apply equally accu-
rately to many countries besides the United States. I well remember
the response of one of my own teachers, Evans-Pritchard, when he
heard about a cooperative cffort by administrators and anthropolo-
gists in Africa in which I had been involved as a very junior scien-
tist. The effort was, I still think, entirely benign and justified, and
was beneficial to the citizens we studied. Nevertheless I could see
the force of Evans-Pritchard’s comment : ‘He who sups with the
administration needs a long spoon.’ I hope that by analysing the
process of social inquiry, and by realizing that relations between
scientists and their sponsors and gatekeepers require as much
careful definition as do relations between scientists and citizens, we
may be able to avoid some of the mistakes made in Project
Camelot.
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I cannot discuss all the ethical and political issues arising out of
the cancellation of the project but I will mzntion one aspect of the
cancellation that bears on my main line of argument. Two months
after McNamara’s decision President Johnson issucd a memoran-
dum prohibiting the use of federal funds for the support of foreign
area research except with the approval of the Secretary of State
(Horowitz, 1965 : 5). Here we have an unequivocal statement of.the
view that social research must be subordinate to foreign policy.
The order may not have been intended to restrict overscas rescarch
to those projects which, it was thought, would positively assist
American foreign policy, but it was certainly aimed at eliminating
projects that endangered its success. The order embodies the premise
that knowledge, including the knowledge gained from the inquiries
of social scientists, is potentially or actually a source of power.
The same view was assumed by the American army in sponsoring
the project, and was also held by those Chileans who protested at
the envisaged use of Amezrican power against them. In onc sense,
of course, all applied science represents the uce of scientific know-
ledge as a source of power to change the world, so that even the
members of the Statistical Society of London, when collecting statis-
tics on drunkenness and prostitution in the early ninetecenth century,
subscribed to the same premises. But there is a difference of degree,
Private gentlemen collecting useful statistics in the hope that govern-
mant might be moved by them or, at the next stage, government
anthropologists collecting information on tribal marriage customs jn
the 1930s, so that the law could be properly codified; these reflect
@ much milder appreciation of knowledge as power than we fing
in Project Camelot. The instrumental perception of knowledge was
taken a large step forward when, in the Project, an army, rather than
a civilian branch of government, decided to spend six million dollarg
not on military hardware but on social science research. Many
social scientists would hesitate to put so high a monetary or practi.
cal value on theijr usually tentative rescarch findings, but the Amerj.
can army must haye thought otherwise.

The perception of knowledge derived from social science as power
may have been takep, 5 stage further a few years later by, not sy,.
prisingly, the CIA. According to some reports, in its operations ip
Indo-China the CIA selected targets for its bombers partly on the
basis of ethnogiaphic information collected by anthropologists and
other social scientistg working in the region. In this episode which,
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like Project Camelot, bzcame the objzct of intense professional con-
troversy but where the facts of the case are even harder to estab-
lish, we have been shown in the bluntest possible form that field
scientists must recognize that they do not carry on their inquiries in
an academic ivory tower. They have to gather their data-and disse-
minate their findings in a world in which the interests of citizens,
sponsors, gatekeepers and others, as well as of themselves, are all
likely to differ fundamentally. I agree with Silvert, another com-
mentator on Project Camelot, when he says that ‘I do not believe
that our present state of ethical disarray has created a Frankenstein’s
monster rapidly conducing us to the socially enginecred society. It
is this possibility which frightened some Chileans inordinately’
(Silvert, 1966 : 151 ; cf. Sjoberg, 1967a : 147; Horowitz, 1967b 1 92).
The nightmare or utopia of an enginecred society may depend on
the discovery of generalizations and law-like propositions that, for
better or worse, still elude our most earnest cfforts, as social scien-
tists. Nevertheless, our failure to discover the laws of social change
does not, alas, hinder us from using data on political alliances in
particular tribal villages for the selection of bombing targets.

The growth of the notion of knowledge as power has been brought
about by a shift in the balance of power, and only to a minor extent
by the growth of our scientific understanding of socicty. Govern-
ments in industrialized socicties, both capitalist and communist,
have become more powerful and their pluralist characteristics have
been eroded. The social scientist is no longer the elite gentleman of
private mecans but is a propertyless professional dependent on
support from a sponsor. If a private foundation or independent-
minded university can support him, he may be able to negotiate terms
so that he can fulfil his obligations to the citizens he studies as well
as to his sponsor. The less pluralist the society he works in, the har-
der it is for him to protect the interests of the citizens as well as to
defend his own interests. Writing in 1967 Sjoberg (1967a : 155)
comments hopefully:

Of considerable theoretical significance also is the emerging
situation in the Soviet Union. Considerable evidence indicates
that Soviet researchers aie struggling to legitimize and insti-
tutionalize their activities. This is, however, proving difficult
because the administrative control functions of the Party (and
the State) are given clear priority. In fact, except for certain
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present-day intellectuals, Marxist theoreticians in the U.S.S.R
have denied the existence of a ‘private sector’ for either persons
or organizations apart from the Party or State.

Whether Sjoberg’s hopes have been fulfilled is doubtful. There is
however no doubt of the importance of maintaining a proper scpa-
ration of function, and a very careful check on the flow of inform-
ation, between scientist and sponsor, whoever the latter may be, if the
interests of citizens are to be respected. This is not simply a matter
of ethics, but also of tactics. The procedures of inquiry followed in
social science are based on the assumption that citizens are free to
answer questions and offer information as they please and that,
under favourable conditions, they will speak sincerely. An inter-
view with a social scientist is not an interrogation by the police.
Writing of social inquiry in Brazil after the military coup, Horowitz
(1967a : 220) says, ‘When the formal, procedural aspects of demo-
cracy are erased by political fiat, then attitude questionnaires be-
come empty, devoid of sociological content. . .. It is a curious but
real fact that many sociological techniques depend upon mass de-
mocracy for their validity.” I would not restrict the validity of the
social survey and other techniques as narrowly as Horowitz does,
forthere are, forinstance, many tribal communities where the formal,
procedural aspects of democracy have never been known but where
the citizens are only too ready to express their attitudes sincerely
and volubly. Yet clearly unless citizens feel they have the right to
comment freely on their social environment, the scientist cannot
attach much weight to what they tell him.

This commitment to pluralism on technical grounds is reinforceq
by the social scientist’s broader commitment to szek knowledge
Wherever it may be found. As Srinivas (1966 : 163) puts it, ‘The
sociologist’s commitment to democratic processes is fundamental . . .
for unfettered socja] inquiry cannot exist and flourish in totalitarian
systems’. He goes on to comment: ‘This is particularly true in re-
gard to a sociologist studying his own society.’

Knowledge g5 Property

Although concentration of power may be seen as a threat to
pluralist democracy, the growth in the power of governments in
industrialized societies since 1945 has to some extent been counter-
balanced by two paralle] growths which strengthen pluralism. On
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the one hand the nations of the Third World that have emerged from
colonial status have been able to gather their strength, while on the
other the citizens, particularly in Western industrialized countries
but doubtless in some other countries as well, have become more
conscious of their collective power in relation to governments and
more able to organize themselves to exercise this power.

We may say that nowadays, whereas sponsors in the advanced
industrial societies tend to treat the findings of social science as a
source of power, gatekeepers in Third World countries, and some
social scientists as well, seem to regard both the findings of social
science, and the data on which these findings are based, as a form
of property. Much the same attitude is taken by groups of citizens
in industrialized countries. In the first lecture I noted that in some
instances Blacks in the United States refuse to complete question-
naires or to give interviews when the field social scientist is White.
This should not surprise us in a country where, for hundreds of
years, Whites have similarly refused to answer questions or enter
into discussions when the social scientist has been Black. Yet this
new attitude taken by Blacks is not simply a reflection of a shift in
the balance of power, though clearly that is part of the explanation.
What is new is the extension of the notion of privacy to embrace
not only information about oneself but also any scientific, or indeed
non-scientific, conclusions that might be drawn from aggregating
this information with similar information about other individuals.
This extension is partly due to adopting the notion that knowledge
is power, but it has other causes as well. For there has been a shift
in attitudes away from positivism. I am not, of course, suggesting
that citizens at large think in terms of this notion but the shift
in their attitudes can best be explained by reference to it. Instead of
believing that true facts about social phenomena exist objectively
and can be discovered by anyone who uses appropriate objective
techniques, more people are now inclined to take the view that in-
dividuals and groups construct their own versions of reality, their
own folk ontology, and see the world always through spectacles of
local or individual manufacture. More importantly, although they * -
stress the need for inter-subjectivity for understanding how the
other person sees things, at the same time they deny that this can be
achieved by outsiders. A man can never understand the woman'’s
point of view, a White can never comprehend what it is like to be
Black, an atheist cannot realize what it means to have faithin a
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god. There is some truth in these views and they are not new. What
is new is the insistence that because a White cannot completely
comprehend being Black, therefore his partial understanding is
worthless; and the same is true of any other attempt to bridge the
gulf bztween one group and another.

In part, then, the revolt of the citizens, if we may call it that, is
simply an insistence that they are citizens, that they have rights
and that if social scientists, or agents of the government, or any
other busybody wants information, they cannot get it simply on
demand; there must be some negotiation. Knowledge is seen as
property, but as property for which there is an open market. In this
sense the revolt of the citizens is similar to the revolt of the con-
sumers which has led to the formation of consumers’ associations
that attempt, in effect, to negotiate with the producers of commo-
dities and services on a basis of equality. But at the same time as

more and more citizens insist on ‘no transaction wit

hout negotia-
tion’

» Some citizens now deny that there is any basis for negotiation
at all, except within their own group. Hence the risc of courses in
Black studies, taught by Blacks and designed only for Blacks. In
their wake are courses on women, taught by women and intended
mainly or exclusively for women. Thus the notion of a unified and
universal social science begins to disappear, to be replaced by Black
sociology, White sociology, the sociology of women, the sociology
of men, and so on, each with its own impenetrable mystique. Under
these circumstances, knowledge is not merely property; it js
unalienable private property, or property with a very restrictedq
market.

I welcome the citizens’ insistence on negotiation but regret that
some citizens are not prepared to negotiate at all with me unless |
happen to belong to their group, as they define it. It may be that
Black studies in the United States are already on the wane, but it
Seems as though for some time still to come there will be tension
within the women’s movement between, on the one hand, the tep-
dency to extend to the field of knowledge that exclusiveness which
may well be necessary in the field of organization to achieve an effec-
tive common purpose, and on the other the desire to utilize such
power as is available from the achievements of a universal social
science.

I have used women and Blacks to illustrate my thesis of citizens in
revolt but the questions they raise may be applied with only slight
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modification to scientists in countries that have not yet become in-
dustrialized and where social science is seen as an importation from
the West. With the change from colonial to independent status there
has been a change in the balance of power. Poverty prevents Third
World governments from playing much of a role as sponsors, at
least on the scale of Project Camelot, and private sponsors in these
countries are few and far between. Newly independent governments
have however soon realized their power as gatekeepers and in many
cases have used it freely. Thus, for example, before allowing foreign-
ers to undertake social research in their territories various govern-
ments have insisted that the topics selected for study shall be rele-
vant to the national purpose, as defined by them (cf. Dube, 1973 : 21).
Some have required foreign field scientists to train local students
as research assistants or have insisted that copies of all publications
or dissertations, or even field notes, shall be deposited in the country
concerned, so that what benefits there may be from the research
may accrue at once to the locality and not merely to the world of
learning. Students in Third World countries have sometimes been
just as demanding as their governments. For example, in the British
Solomon Islands Protectorate, in the south Pacific, a recent student
writer demands that a certain anthropologist should forego the
fantastic income he will gain through publishing the results of his
researches and should instead use the money to finance scholar-
ships for children in the group he studied (Waleurifo, 1973 :11).
In Papua New Guinea other students undergoing training in so-
ciological fieldwork have protested against, as they see it, being
used as cheap labour to enable members of the teaching staff to gain
higher academic qualifications (Powell, 1974 : 222).

The procedures adopted by Third World governments, extremely
tiresome as they may sometimes seem to be, are, as I hope I have
shown, essentially the same as those followed by other gatekeepers
and sponsors in metropolitan countries. Because governments,
even in the Third Worid, are relatively powerful, field research car-
ried out under these conditions imposes a particularly heavy res-
ponsibility on the scientist if he is to preserve his own autonomy
and protect the interests of the citizens. Likewise the attitudes of
students in Third World countries do not differ much from the
attitudes of their counterparts in the West. Even the demand for
scholarships is an echo of the tactic adopted by Keiscr, an anthro-
pologist who studied a Black gang called the Vice Lords in Chicago.
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Describing his work, he says ‘I explained that I wanted to write a
book about the Vice Lords and offered to share my 1oyaltics with
the group’ (Keiser, 1970: 227). .

There are also parallels between the attitudes of Blacks and libe-
rated women with those adopted by some social scientists in Thl‘l'd
World countries. There is the same recognition of the need to in-
crease the cohesion and sense of identity of the group, to establish
a self-conscious and intellectually autonomous profession, and to
limit its dependence on foreigners (Uberoi, 1968). Similarly there is
a secondary tendency to deny the possibility of inter-subjectivity
and shared cognitive asstmptions between groups, and to argue that
so-called universal social science is merely Western social science;
a newly independent country must not only prove its independence
by establishing its own profession of social science but must also
develop its own set of analytical concepts and its intuitive insights
or testable propositions (Madan, 1972: 289, 304). Some of the writers
who have sometimes given the impression of holding this view have
indicated that in fact they still adhere to the notion of a universal
social science (Madan, 1967) but I think that it is nevertheless a view
that has to be taken seriously and rebutted explicitly.

For just as I find this second tendency understandable but
undesirable among women and Blacks, I find it understandable
but stil] undesirable in newly independent countries and, for that
matter, in countries that have long been independent as well. No-
one argues in favour of developing a Black physics or a women’s
geology or a Patagonian chemistiy, for these disciplines belong to
the natural sciences, where universality is accepted and validated,
We can stil| remember the absurdity of a distinctively Soviet gepe-

tics; but in facy Lysenko claimed that his theories operated univer-

sally and not merely within the boundaries of the Soviet Union.
For the same reason we cannot appeal to the contrast between
Marxist and bourgeois sociology, which some protagonists see as
Irreconcilably distinct, for each claims to be universal and to en-
compass the other. I endorse Uberoi’s position when, speaking of
social scientists ip India, he says, ‘For us the important considera-
tions should be to define our relevant problems and pursue their
solutions, not worrying about the sources of ideas; that task can
be left to be performed by our intellectual biographers’ (Abbi &
Saberwal, 1969 . 192)

Particularist socia] sciences are feasible only if we assume that
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the social sciences are not sciences at all. By science I mean a pro-
cess whereby models of reality embodying potentially falsifiable
hypotheses are continually matched against objective empirical
evidence and are tentatively retained only until they can be replaced
by better approximations to reality. To rehearse the arguments for
and against the view that, in this sense, the social sciences are in-
deed part of science I would need another set of lectures. If the so-
cial sciences are truly only humanities dolled up in the jargon of
real science, then the way is open to construct, among other things,
a distinctively Indian sociology, as several Indian scholars have
advocated. Against this view, I can, in this context, merely assert
that I agree with Dumont (1966 : 23) when he says that ‘A Hindu
sociology is a contradiction in terms’. In these lectures I have taken
this major issue for granted (cf. Bandopadhyay, 1971) and have
tried to merely demonstrate that the differences between the natural
and social sciences do not in themselves compromise the scientific
status of social science, in the sense that I have indicated. At the
same time I have tried to show why and in what ways these diffe-
rences make the task of the social sciences more difficult. It is the
hardness of the intellectual tasks they tackle and the softness of the
data they have to analyse that explain why so far their achievements
cannot match those of the natural sciences.

The hardness of social science springs in part from the feedback
that takes place between the scientist and the citizens he studies,
and it is through this feedback process, the two-way interaction
between the scientist and his sponsors as well as with citizens and
gatekeepers, that ethical problems arise in the course of social in-
quiry. In the second lecturc I presented a number of diverse ethical
points that have arisen in cases of fieldwork and which were solved
well or poorly or were ignored. In this third lecture I have provided
a very rough sketch of trends in the pattern of relations betwecen the
four components of our model of the process of social inquiry. Not
all the cases cited confoim to these trends and obviously the trends
operate at differcnt rates in various regional and topical contexts.
Nevertheless I hope that, rather than relying on the application of a
formal timeless code of ethics or of tackling each new instance from
first principles, a realization of the broad picture of historical tran-

sition may help towards the satisfactory resolution of specific ethical
problems.
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wide range of related issues, the sum of which provides a
graphic picture of the developing role of sociology as a
discipline and of the social scjentist’s place in society.

J. A. Barnes is Professor of Sociology, University of

Cambridge.
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