urban living. Of greater pertinence to
an analysis of urban life are the multi-
ple levels of community organization
in which the resident participates.

The smallest of these units is the
“face block.” For children it is the
prescribed social world carved out by
parents. It is here that face-to-face re-
lations are most likely, and the result-
ing institutional form is the block asso-
ciation. Next, in Suttles’s typology, is
the “defended neighborhood,” which is
the smallest segment of the city recog-
nized by both residents and outsiders
as having some corporate identity, and
possessing many of the facilities needed
to carry out the daily routine of life.
The defended neighborhood frequently
lacks official recognition, and its bound-
aries, because they have no legal status,
are often precarious. Street gangs arise
which protect it from unwanted in-
cursions by outsiders.

The urban resident also participates
in the “community of limited liability,”
a larger realm possessing an institution-
ally secure name and boundaries. The
concept, originally developed by Morris
Janowitz, emphasizes the “intentional,
voluntary, and especially the partial
and differential involvement of resi-
dents in their local communities.” Fre-
quently an external agent, such as a
community newspaper, is the most im-
‘portant guardian of a community’s
sense of boundaries, purposes, and in-
tegrity. A single individual may be de-
fined as living in several such commu-
nities. The multiple claims on the
person may limit and even paralyze
active involvement in any of them.

Even larger segments of the city,
such as an entire East Side area, may
also take shape in response to environ-
mental pressures, creating an “expanded
community of limited liability.” Thus
an individual may find himself picket-
ing to keep a highway not just out of
his neighborhood, but out of the entire
South Side.

Thus what Suttles teaches us is that
the concept of neighborhood is not
adequate to handle the multiple levels
of urban organization in which the
individual participates. Varied levels of
community organization are created as
responses to the larger ‘social environ-
ment. Neighborhoods cannot be seen
as a society in microcosm. They never
were, and never can be. The urban
community is a form of social differ-
entiation within a total society.

Does Suttles’s analysis have a bear-
ing on the contemporary issue of “com-
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munity control”? It suggests, first, that
the fully self-contained community
within the city is a fiction. The urban
community can be a differentiated but
never a fully autonomous unit within
the larger urban context. Second, Sut-
tles points out that the idea of a cen-
tralized government is not incompatible
with a well-served local community.
“One of the sources of community
weakness in most American cities is
that many mayors are responsible to
local communities but have little direct
recourse to the federal levels at which
major power and resources are located.”
In Sweden, in contrast, the mayors of
certain local communities are appointed
by the central government but this
strengthens rather than weakens the
resources available to the community.

It is a central theme of Suttles’s
analysis that ‘“total societies are not
made up from a series of communities,
but communities are areas which come
into being through their recognition by
the wider society.” Suttles overstates
the case. Sometimes cities do develop
through the coalescing of smaller com-
munities, which continue to maintain
their identity. London is a good exam-
ple. To some extent it depends on the
phase of a city’s development under
discussion. In later stages of develop-
ment, when a city’s origins are no
longer relevant to its functioning, the
social-constructive approach may well
constitute the dominant mode of defin-
ing neighborhoods. More important, is
the point really worth a great deal of
theoretical fuss?

The book has other faults: it is repe-
titious and disjointed, with a number
of essays only tangentially related to
the main theme. Yet these flaws are
unimportant alongside the book’s con-
siderable achievements. First, it helps
break away from the limiting view of
Park, Burgess, and others that “a city
consists of a mosaic of little worlds
which touch but do not interpenetrate.”
The urban community is a form of
social differentiation within a total so-
ciety. Second, Suttles teaches us that
the concept of neighborhood is not ade-
quate to handle the multiple levels of
urban organization in which the indi-
vidual participates. Participation ranges
from the face block to larger segments
of the city. Third, Suttles shows that
there is no necessary discontinuity be-
tween how we experience neighbor-
hoods, communities, cities, and so on
and the sociological concepts needed
to describe them. Neighborhoods are

not primarily segments of real estate
but collective representations existing
in the minds of inhabitants, and attain-
ing reality through social consensus.
This is a stimulating viewpoint of great
heuristic value. Fourth, he demonstrates
that the phenomenon of mental maps,
developed by Kevin Lynch and others,
is not a disembodied esthetic or cogni-
tive phenomenon but is part of the
ongoing life of individuals, with prac-
tical meaning and significance. Fifth,
Suttles translates the concept of ter-
ritoriality, so foolishly caricatured in
the work of Ardrey, Morris, and others,
into its proper human context. He rec-
ognizes the importance of territoriality
in human life, without equating it with
its animal expression. Finally, his book
is a work of considerable originality
and insight; the author is a keen ob-
server, bringing the same order of sen-
sitivity to urban analysis that Erving
Goffman has applied to the study of
small-scale social interaction. And in
both cases, we emerge with a sense of
clarified perception.

STANLEY MILGRAM
Graduate Center, City University of
New York, New York City

Behavioral Science of Science

Politics in Science. MARLAN BLISSETT.
Little, Brown, Boston, 1972. xvi, 230 pp.,
illus. Paper, $4.25. Basic Studies in
Politics.

Why do scientists believe this or
that? Because reason, say the scientists,
working on the available evidence, re-
quires this or that belief. Because the
scientific community, say the sociolo-
gists of science, working on its mem-
bers, requires this or that belief. The
two responses can be reconciled, but
only, it often seems, at the expense of
making each largely irrelevant to the
other. The scientists may concede that
their community is not absolutely ra-
tional, which is simply another way of
saying that present knowledge is im-
perfect-——so back to the preoccupation
with reason working on evidence to
improve knowledge. Sociologists of sci-
e¢nce may concede that the product gen-
erated by a scientific community is
truth, but their preoccupation is with
the process of generation rather than
the thing generated, which shrinks to
the significance that mudpies have for
child psychologists, a clue to the thing
sought rather than the thing itself.
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Marlan Blissett has a point of view
that would overcome this mutual irrel-
evance, if he were as bold in applying
it as he is in announcing it. He declares
that the content of science is shaped by
political relationships within the sci-
entific community. He proposes to go
beyond previous sociologists of science,
such as Warren Hagstrom, whose The
Scientific Community “does not explic-
itly describe the tactics of pressure and
manipulation (i.e., the politics) respon-
sible for certain methodologies and re-
search problems in science” (p. 171).
Now. there is an argument that scien-
tists could hardly shrug off, if it were
seriously defended by substantial analy-
sis of the “tactics of pressure and
manipulation” that have shaped spe-
cific chunks. of scientific knowledge.
Unfortunately—or fortunately, some
may feel—Blissett offers very little of
such substantial analysis. He offers a
small survey of scientists’ attitudes,
imbedded in a great deal of abstract
theorizing.

It takes a lot of labor to get through
Blissett’s theorizing. He has relatively
little to say, but he says it very preten-
tiously. For example (p. 63):

Pure science is -differentiated from tech-
nology or applied research in order to
preserve the spatial dimensions of the
autonomous system. The majority of pure
scientists . . . feel the autonomous sys-
tem can provide a more reliable articula-
tion of the purposes of science and its
epistemic commitments.

What this passage says—if it says any-
thing—is that pure scientists feel they
can learn more by picking their own
problems than by taking on the prob-
lems of engineers. “Spatial dimensions”
or “space” is a modish term in politi-
cal science—Blissett’s discipline—for
the pattern of relations within a portion
of society, or maybe a whole society. At
times it seems to be a synonym for in-
stitution, or community, or group. Pre-
cision is hardly gained by borrowing
terms from the exact sciences and using
them as metaphors. Nor do we achieve
“laws of social thermodynamics” by
invoking the phrase, or by borrowing
“entropy” to indicate a tendency of
“space” to become disorganized, or
maybe to lose autonomy, or maybe
just to change. (I urge my friends in
political science to study George Or-
well’s essay “Politics and the English
Language.”)

Blissett agrees that scientists are mem-
bers of a special kind of social system,
designed to achieve, in John Ziman’s
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phrase, “a consensus of rational opin-
ion.” The problem for the social sci-
entist is to discover what is special in
that social system, what permits it to
generate rational consensus, or, if one
wishes to be skeptical, the appearance
of rational consensus. If the social sys-
tem of a scientific community is to be
compared with a political system, dif-
ferences must be considered as well
as similarities. What distinguishes a
scientific community, its methods of
achieving consensus and the kinds of
consensus it achieves, from those of a
political party or a national state?
Blissett never- faces that problem
straightforwardly. And all the time he
is going through his abstract theorizing
he is putting off fulfillment of his
initial promise to show how “ ‘hid-

den systems’ of influence and persua-.

sion actively shape scientific perception
but [why but? why not and?] vary in
relation to institutional configurations
of power” (p. xiii).

In the last third of the book he final-
ly gets down to cases. The result, like
the endlessly delayed climax of an erotic
melodrama, is a banality. We discover
a gap between ideal and reality in the
scientific community. The ideal to which
scientists are pledged is the impersonal
search for truth; in practice many of
them are self-centered careerists. Blis-
sett made this discovery by “in-depth
interviews” (45 to 90 minutes each)
with 29 scientists, and by a question-
naire (consisting of 33 items) mailed
to 1500 scientists (854 came back).

The meager quantity of this re-
search is not as disappointing as its
vague quality. His questionnaire avoid-
ed substantive issues in any particular
science. It asked for agreement or dis-
agreement with generalities of this type
(pp: 207, 211):

Within my discipline there is a small
group . . . who highly influence what
kinds of evidence are acceptable for the
empirical confirmation of hypotheses.

Scientists are skeptical even about their
own findings until other scientists have
evaluated them.

In his interviews Blissett did get in-
volved in particulars, but he reports
them so gingerly that he hardly begins
to test his initial hypothesis about hid-
den systems of influence and persua-
sion shaping the content of science.
The closest he comes is in a five-page
review—consisting mostly of a few
long quotations—of the dispute con-
cerning the structure and function of
membranes in living systems. The op-

ponents’ catty remarks about each
other’s motives and methods might
have launched him on a real test of
his hypothesis. If he had been suffi-
ciently bold and industrious, he might
have tried to determine what kinds of
techniques have been most influential
in moving the scientific community
toward one or another theory of mem-
branes. Then he might have avoided
the astonishing banality of his present
conclusion: “With the emergence of
better techniques of research, the dis-
pute will subside.” A commonly ac-
cepted view will then be incorporated in
the textbooks. Until then “interpersonal
movement and conflict” will mark this
field of science (pp. 142-43).

When Blissett’s conclusions are not
banal, they are obscure or inconsistent.
He suggests. for example (p. 159),
that

The historical ‘style of decision-making
in science—the one emphasizing criticism,
controversy, and spontaneous consensus
—may be replaced by one stressing con-
flict, competition, and manipulated con-
sensus.

Yet he has never made a meaningful
distinction between “criticism” and
“conflict,” between “controversy” and
“competition,” and he has scoffed so
much at the notion of “spontaneous
consensus” that the reader is startled
to see it suddenly labeled “the histori-
cal style of decision-making in science.”

Blissett probably has good research
instincts, for he touches on a good as-
sortment of case studies for investi-
gating “politics in science.” In the dis-
pute over membranes he picks a sci-
entific community aware that an im-
portant problem is unsolved. In the
Velikovsky affair he lights on a com-
munity overwhelmingly convinced that
there is no problem except the defini-
tion of professional competence. In the
debate over causality in quantum
mechanics, he finds a community of
physicists largely indifferent to a prob-
lem they consider philosophical. The
trouble is that Blissett only touches on
such cases, and never gets seriously in-
volved in showing “how institutional
activity refines and extends [or coars-
ens and. limits, I would add] our per-
ceptions of reality” (p. 196). That is
a very worthy goal he sets himself. Let

-us hope he serves it better in his next

book.
DAvID JORAVSKY
Department of History,
Northwestern University,
Evanston, lllinois
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