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END NOTES 
1  

 Part of the work for this paper was done during the tenure of a fellowship at the Center  
for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences. I am grateful for financial support  
provided by the National Science Foundation, Grant #BNS-8011494, and for the  
assistance of the staff of the Center. I also want to thank David Bloor, Stephen Downes,  
David Hull and Andy Pickering for offering good advice and criticism, some of which I  
have heeded.   
2  

  Later developments in this line include ethnomethodology. See Garfinkel (1967) and  
Sharrock and Anderson (1986).  
3  

   For a sample of some especially sympathetic admirers see the articles in Lawson and  
Appignanesi (1988).   
4  

  Of course it is not only analytic philosophers who take a combative stance towards  
constructivism. Some Critical Theorists do too.  See, for example, McCarthy (1988).  
5  

  The platform below is an amalgam that constitutes an "ideal type" description of  
constructivism.  I believe it captures important features of the school (at least in many of  
its  stages). Nevertheless I have no doubt that each member of the school will find some  
things in my mix with which to quarrel.  In any case, I have drawn the amalgam from the  
social interest Edinburgh school; especially Barnes (1977), Bloor (1976), Knorr-Cetina  
(1981) and Pickering (1984); the historical sociology of knowledge promoted by Shapin  
(1982) and the actor-network analysis of texts and transcription devices pioneered by  
Latour and Woolgar (1979) and developed further in Latour (1987).  
6  

 My claim here (namely, that a loose consensus theory of truth binds the planks together  
into a constructivist platform ) might be questioned -- or even denied -- by some  
constructivists.  Thus Bloor writes, "The question may be pressed: does acceptance of a  
theory by a social group make it true? The only answer that can be given is that it does  
not." (1991, p.43).  Yet in the Afterward Bloor tells us that truths form not a natural but a  
social kind in the sense that their membership in the class "is a result of how they are  
treated by other people" (p.174) and he goes on to hedge as to whether this conception of  
truth amounts to idealism or, more accurately, he qualifies the kind of idealism it does  
amount to (p.175). (A decade earlier one also finds a similar superposition of realist and  
idealist conceptions in the seminal paper of Barnes and Bloor (1982) where their well-  
known relativist tribesman "might claim that not even the fact that his own tribe believes  
something is, in itself, sufficient to make it true.  But he would then have to mend the  
damage [sic] of this admission by adding that it just was a fact that what his tribe  
believed was true."  My case here is that constructivists need a consensus theory to make  
their planks hold together as constructivism and that, in fact, they use consensus for thisvery 
purpose.  Below, however, I argue that this conception of truth undermines their  
core insight into the openness of science.   
7  

  Richard Miller (1987) advances this theme, and identifies the "worship of generality"  
as the philosophical legacy of neopositivism. That may be too strong an historical claim,  
for there are after all other sources of that worship, starting with Socrates and carrying  
on, for example, with Descartes and especially with Kant who was himself an important  
influence on neopositivism. Still, Miller's critique of specific generalizing programs is  
insightful, and his context sensitive realist alternative very interesting. See section (6)  
below for some discussion, and also Fine (1991).  
8  

  The essays in Traynham (1987) support the instrumentalist claim, especially the article  
by Rocke on styles of nineteenth century organic chemistry.  
9  

  This idealizing option has been revived in Putnam's internal realism (Putnam 1981),  



which he now prefers to call pragmatic realism (1987, p.17). James' way was part of  
Rorty's (1979) epistemological behaviorism, a part to which he no longer subscribes. See  
especially the introduction to his essays on pragmatism (1982). I suggest a general line of  
criticism of these pragmatic theories, under the label of "truthmongers", in my (1988).  
10  

  See (Fine 1986) for more on this theme.  
11  

  This bypasses the issue of "Which community?" by supposing in effect that there is  
only one relevant community. Thus, as promised, I ignore the problem of relativism. For  
the constructivists, relativism stand or falls with the consensus theory of truth and, as we  
shall see, it falls.  
12  

  The vocabulary of production also seems tinged with a Marxism not only consonant  
with the sociological idea of knowledge as a superstructure, but also with an anti-  
establishment (i.e., anti-capitalist) politics.  I am not sure whether this political ideology  
applies to all constructivists.  
13  

  See (Fine 1988), especially chapter 7, and (Fine 1986), especially Metatheorem 2, for  
the details.  
14  

  See the works referenced in the preceding Note. Miller (1987, pp.448-461) attacks the  
explanationist argument over the "success" theme, showing just how carefully this has to  
be qualified.  
15  

   Galison (1987), for example, who is also sensitive to social factors in science, takes  
issue with Pickering's (1984) account of the neutral current episode. The verdict on this is  
not yet in. For a negative assessment of what constructivism can do in explaining  
scientific success see Sargent (1988). I am more optimistic. 
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