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| describe the origins of the ‘Bath School’ with its Empirical Pro-
gramme of Relativism (EPOR) and its relationship to the Edin-
burgh Science Studies Unit and its Strong Programme. The Bath
work arose independently and did not make contact with the Ed-
inburgh Unit until around 1973. But it then benefitted enor-
mously from the interaction. It is likely that without the Strong
Program to ‘bounce off’ the Bath work would have remained
an eccentric curiosity. Nevertheless, the two approaches remained
different driven by a strong emphasis on empirical work at Bath,
albeit set in a philosophical context, and, in the first instance,
a more purely philosophy directed approach from Edinburgh. It is
suggested that the apparently coincidental alignment of the ap-
proaches of the two groups arose because of the way British soci-
ology had developed. The expansion of sociology in the 1960s
drew heavily on the pioneering of the subject at the London
School of Economics and that gave rise to a strong philosophical
flavour in British sociology, not found in, say, the US. That is prob-
ably how both groups found themselves drawing on the later phi-
losophy of Wittgenstein with his theory of meaning depending
on use, with ‘forms of life’ being a precursor to Kuhnian para-
digms. The differences between the two groups became less
important as Latourian Actor/ant Network Theory came to domi-
nate Science and Technology Studies followed by the deter-
mined democratisation of science associated with Jasanoff’s ‘co-
production’ idea, which brought ordinary citizens into the heart-
land of science. Neither Edinburgh nor Bath ever wanted to doubt
the existence of elite scientific expertise even if they did remove
science from its claims to certainty, allowing a modicum of social
values into the truth finding process. The paper regrets the cur-
rent state of STS, which appears to support a populism which
makes science, not a continuation of politics by other means, but
simply politics. The paper invites speculation about how things
could have turned out differently.
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B cTaTbe paccMaTtpuBaeTcs reHe3uc «baTcKoM LWKO/bI» U ee M-
NMpUYECKoM Nporpammsl penstuemsmMa (3MP), a Takxke ee cooT-
HoWeHWe ¢ DAMHGYPrCKUM OTAENEeHWEM WCCNeLOBaHUIN HayKu
nero CunbHOM NporpaMmMoi. baTckue nccnegoBaHUs BO3HUKAU
HEe3aBUCUMO OT 3ANHOYPrCKMX; MX HEMOCPeACTBEHHbIA KOHTAKT
YCTAHOBMWJICA MLb OKoJ10 1973 1. OgHako nocneaytouee B3anmMo-
OeNcTBUe OKasanocb s 6aTcKoW rpynnbl UCKAKUYUTENBHO MJ10-
AOTBOPHBIM. MOXHO NPeAMnonoXuTb, 4TO NpU oTcyTcTBUN Cub-
HOW MpOrpamMMbl, CAY>XKUBLUEIN CBOEro pofa «TOYKOM OMopbl» ANs
KpuTndeckon pednekcum, 6atckas pabota Tak M ocTanacb 6bl
MapruHaibHbIM UHTENEKTYaNbHbIM Kypbe3oM. Mpu BceM npu
TOM [iBa MOAXOAA COXPaHS/IN CYLLeCTBEHHble pasnnuus: B bate
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NPUOPUTET OTAABANCS IMMUPUYECKUM UCCNEAO0BaHUSAM - MyCTb
M B ¢Mnocodpckon pamke, - Torga Kak 3AMHOYprckas AvHuUs
M3HaYya/fbHO TAroTena K 4ucto ¢uaocopckon npobremMaTtumke.
BblgBuraeTcs runoresa, 4to HabaLaeMoe CoBNafeHNe TPaeKTo-
puit 06enx rpynn He 6blIO CAyYalHbIM, @ KOPEHWJIOCb B OCO-
OeHHOCTAX pa3BUTUS GpuTaHCKoM coumonoruun. Ee 3kcnaHcus
B 1960-e Ir. BO MHOTOM ONUpanachb Ha TPAAMULMIO, 3aN0XKEHHYIO
B JIOHIOHCKOM LUKOJIE 3KOHOMMKMU, YTO COO6LMNO BpUTaHCKOM
COLMOJIOTUUN BbIPaXKEHHBIN PUNOCOPCKUIA KOMMOHEHT, HE CBOM-
CTBEHHbIA, HanpuMep, aMepPUKAHCKON COLMONOrMYECKON Tpaau-
LK. TUM, NO BCE BEPOSATHOCTU, 06bsACHSETCS obpalleHune obe-
WX FPYNM K N034HeMy BUTreHLWTeNHyY ¢ ero KoHuenuuei 3Ha4eHuns
KaK ynotpebseHus, rae «opMbl XKMU3HM» BbICTYNAtOT CBOETO Poaa
npeAwecTBEHHUKOM KYHOBCKUX Mapagurm. PacxoxaeHust Mexay
OBYMSI LLKOAMM MOCTENEHHO YTPayMBaau OCTPOTY MO Mepe Toro,
KaK B MCCNEA0BaHUAX HayKm M TexHosnorui (STS) Bce 6onbliee
BAUSIHWE NpuobpeTana akTopHo-ceTeBasi Teopus JlaTypa, a Bcies,
3a Hel - KOHLENUMA «COBMECTHOTO MPOM3BOACTBa» (co-produc-
tion) ficaHodd, 03HaMeHOBaBLIAs PELIMTENBHYIO AEMOKpaTU3a-
LMI0 HaYKU U BKIKOYEHWE PSAAOBbIX MPaXKaaH B ee KiouyeBble 06-
nactu. Mpu 3ToM HU SaUHBYPr, HM BaT HMKOrAa He CTaBUAW MoA,
COMHEHWE CaMo CyLLLEeCTBOBaHME 3/IMTHOTO HAy4YHOrO 3HaHUs, Aa-
YKE €C/IM OHU U IMLIAAU HAYKYy NPUTA3aHWUIA Ha 6e3yCcIoBHYHO L0~
CTOBEPHOCTb, JOMYCKas ONpeAeNeHHY0 Mepy COLMaNbHbIX LEeH-
HOCTEM B MPOLLECC YCTAHOB/MIEHUS WUCTUHLI. B 3akaouuTensHomn
YacTu CTaTbM BbICKA3bIBAETCS COXKaseHME MO NOBOAY HbIHELLUHEro
cocTosiHMA STS, KoTopoe, cyaa No BCEMY, CMbIKAeTCA C Nonyaus-
MOM, MPEBPALLAOLLNM HaYKy HE B MPOAO/HKEHME NOJUTUKU UHbI-
MU CpefCcTBaMu, a MPOCTO B NMOJIMTUKY. B CBSA3M C 3TUM aBTOPOM
CTaBUTCS BOMPOC O TOM, KaK Morna Bbl CIOXUTLCS anbTepHATUB-
Has TpaeKTopus pasBUTUs AaHHOM obnacTu, u npeanaraetcs no-
PasMbILWAATE HAZ, 3TUM YUTaTENHO.

Kntouesble cnoBa: CunbHas nporpamma, batckas wkona, coumo-
JIOrMA Hay4YHOrO 3HAHWSA, Perpecc sKcnepuMeHTaTopa, TpeTbs BOJ-
Ha UccnepoBaHNUn HayKu

I always date the start of the strong programme to David Bloor’s 1973
paper, ‘Wittgenstein, Mannheim and the Sociology of Mathematics’
[Bloor, 1973]. That was the paper that impressed me. But I was doing
strong-programme stuff avant la lettre, from, according to how you
count it, 1967, 1971, or 1972. Actually, I didn’t even know there was
a field called the ‘sociology of science’ with Robert Merton as its figure-
head until late in 1971. I knew about Robert Merton but as the promul -
gator of ‘Merton’s Theory of Anomie’, not the science stuff so I was
bound to be inventing the subject for myself. That was until I wound up
at the University of Bath to do a PhD, with a Mertonian as a supervisor.
My origins as a sociologist were very modest — a ‘London External De-
gree’ at a local college in Liverpool, with no sociology at a ‘proper’ uni-
versity until I did a one-year taught master’s in sociology at Essex
in 1970-1971.
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Going back to those ‘according to how you count it’ dates, 1967 was
when I read, with enormous concentration, Peter Winch’s book, The Idea
of a Social Science - published in 1958 [Winch, 1958]. The reason for
the enormous concentration was that, at first, I could not understand it,
but when I did understand it, it changed my life. I would eventually re-
alise when, sometime later, I read Kuhn’s Structure of Scientific Revolu-
tions [Kuhn, 1962], that Winch had prefigured Kuhn’s idea of ‘paradigm’
by four years. Winch described the way surgery worked before and after
the establishment of the germ theory of disease: the concept of ‘germ’
was given meaning by the changed actions of surgeons - shifting from
operating in dirty waistcoats to pedantic disinfecting in spotless surgical
gowns and gloves etc. This was a change in the social life of surgery.
Winch took the idea from the later (eg 1953) philosophy of Wittgenstein
[Wittgenstein, 1953] and referred to ‘forms of life’ and how, if you
wanted the meaning of a concept you should ask, not for the meaning, but
for the use. Winch thought he was attacking sociology using his exposi-
tion of Wittgenstein to say that sociology was ‘misbegotten philosophy’,
but he didn’t understand his own book. What he was really doing, and do-
ing it quite brilliantly, was showing how concepts and actions were two
sides of the same coin. He could just as easily have said that philosophy
was misbegotten sociology. And, of course, Bloor would spend many
years trying to get philosophers to accept that Wittgenstein was really
a sociologist - it was delightful for someone like me to discover, some
years later, that Bloor was doing this [Bloor, 1983]. But this was after
I had stumbled upon Kuhn and realised that his ‘scientific paradigms’
were Wittgensteinian forms of life applied to science.

1971 was when I had to find a little research project to finish off my
one-year taught master’s degree in sociology at Essex University and
wandered round the science labs until I found a likely candidate. This was
people trying to build a Transversely Excited Atmospheric Pressure CO;
laser (TEA-laser), and largely failing. I got in my car and visited all
the locations in the UK where the attempt was being made to build one
of these recalcitrant devices. I decided I would use my Winch/Wittgen-
stein/Kuhn perspective to treat the building of such a laser as like trying
to learn a language rather than trying to follow a circuit diagram or list
of instructions. I called this the ‘enculturational’ as opposed to the ‘algo-
rithmical’ model. This was a great idea because I found that no-one could
make a TEA-laser work unless someone from their laboratory had spent
time in another laboratory where they had a working model (inventor
aside, of course). I still knew nothing about the sociology of science nor
the Edinburgh group - this was just my obligatory master’s research
project. I then went to Bath University to do a PhD and that is where I be-
gan to find out about the community of which it could be said I was be-
coming a part because my Bath supervisor was Stephen Cotgrove, who
had co-authored a book about how industrial scientists could work within
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the Mertonian norms. Of course, the job of a British sociology student
in those days - not long after ‘the sixties’ — was to explain to his or her
supervisor how thoroughly wrong they were about almost everything.

1972 was when I found myself driving across America in an old car
interviewing scientists. I was completing my TEA-laser study by inter-
viewing the Americans who had tried to build one; I was trying to inter-
view some theoreticians in the domain of the theory of amorphous semi-
conductors, but that went nowhere except in terms of learning what it
meant to understand and not understand a field of science; I was inter-
viewing parapsychologists, which was its own kind of experience and
would lead to some papers and a book; and I was interviewing scientists
in the controversial field of the detection of gravitational waves, a project
that I would stick with for another 45 years.

If I’ve ever had a ‘eureka moment’ it was towards the end of this
journey across America. Driving through the endless scrub of Nevada
I realised that I could not write up the gravitational wave study in the way
I had written about the TEA-laser study. In the case of the TEA-laser sci-
entists I knew whether they had succeeded in building a working device
because if they had it would produce a powerful beam of infra-red radia-
tion that would make the wall of the laboratory smoke. In the case
of gravity wave detectors, however, scientists were still arguing about
whether a device of the sensitivity of those currently being built should
or should not detect gravitational waves. And if they didn’t know that,
they didn’t know whether their gravitational wave detector was like
a TEA-laser that worked or a TEA-laser that didn’t work. For about
20-minutes I was devastated as I realised my PhD couldn’t be written up
in the way I had intended when I started my trans-American journey so I
had wasted my time and money. Then it struck me that I had ‘discovered’
that experimenters in frontier fields never knew if their experiments were
working or not and that is what they had to argue about. Frontier science
was not a matter of aggregating the results of a series of repeated experi-
ments but a matter of arguing about which set of experiments with com-
peting results were the ones that were working properly. Later it became
clear that the same problem beset the fields of parapsychology that I was
looking at. This problem would eventually come to be called ‘the experi-
menter’s regress’ and unknowingly, I had tripped over a vital foundation
stone for the ‘social constructivist’ approach to science. But all this was
still before I knew there was a strong program.

It was around this time or in the next year or two that I found out
about the existence of the Edinburgh Science Studies Unit and something
about the work going on there and found out more about the field of which
I was becoming a part - the sociology of science. I remember bumping
into Richard Whitley who was in the sociology of science group located
in Manchester university and he asked me where I was going to publish
my TEA-laser study. Up to that point I had just thought of myself as
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a student not someone who publishes stuff. I think it might have been him
who told me about the journal Science Studies and its editor, David Edge,
who was also the head of the Science Studies Centre at Edinburgh. I suppose
it must have been 1973 when I sent my TEA-laser paper, now including
the American data, to Edge, as a submission for publication in his new
journal. Edge wrote back very encouragingly, telling me how good it was
that someone was doing empirical work in this domain not just theorising
about it. He sent the paper out for refereeing and one referee wrote back
saying that what I was writing about was Michael Polanyi’s concept
of tacit knowledge (which I’d never heard of). So that is how the paper
(and a lot of my subsequent career) has come to be about tacit knowledge.

The TEA-set paper was published in 1974 [Collins, 1974] and the pa-
per about experimentation in frontier physics supported by the gravitational
wave study was published in 1975 [Collins, 1975] and this led to me being
one of most salient researchers in the new version of sociology of science
that was building fast.! I also won a grant to study the parapsychology
that turned on the Israeli showman, Uri Geller, who was puzzling scien-
tists, and that was how I wound up with a job at Bath University. With
the grant I was able to recruit Trevor Pinch to be my research assistant.
This, along with a graduate student, and a lot of subsequent publications,
led to us being referred to as ‘The Bath School’, which had by now ac-
quired an international reputation. We had our ‘Empirical Programme
of Relativism’ (EPOR) while the Edinburgh Unit had its much better
known ‘Strong Programme’.

What I was doing and what Edinburgh were doing had common roots
in the later philosophy of Wittgenstein. I think this grew out of the way
sociology in the UK developed. At the time I was becoming a sociologist,
there was a lot of philosophy in UK sociology. The London External
degree that I had done was driven by the syllabus of the London School
of Economics and that LSE syllabus fed strongly into most British uni-
versities. Philosophy of science was a central concern, with Karl Popper
being the figurehead, but the LSE also felt it had to teach Winch’s philo-
sophical attack on sociology (philosophical attack as Winch saw it) and
that was why I found myself reading it with burning intensity. Various
syllabuses would also include discussion of what was called ‘the rational-
ity debate’. This questioned how anthropologists should treat ‘strange’
societies such as that of the Azande. The Azande believed that a good
test for whether someone was a witch was to use the ‘poison oracle’.
They asked the question and made-up some poison called ‘benge’ and
fed it to a chicken. If the chicken died the person was a witch, if it lived,
they were innocent. But they repeated the test to make sure. This time,

1 The ideas in these papers were consolidated in my 1985 book Changing Order, which
would have been written a few years earlier were I not working on parapsychology
fieldwork.

26



THE BATH SCHOOL AND THE STRONG PROGRAMME @

if the chicken lived the person was a witch and if it died, they were inno-
cent. The question for the anthropologist was whether the Azande should
be treated as ‘irrational’. When I was at Essex, I wrote an essay about this
arguing that the Azande weren’t irrational because if you were inhabiting
a magical rather than a scientific paradigm/form of life it made perfect
sense that the magic should work different ways on repeated tests. So,
this kind of paradigm/form of life kind of thinking was in the air
in British sociology in those years. I think that’s why I wound up doing
something the consequences of which were not unlike the strong pro-
gramme even though I had never heard of it. But one might say, I had
the ‘advantage’ of not having heard of it because it meant my approach
started from empirical studies. I loved getting in a car and interviewing
scientists but I also loved putting the results into a philosophical frame-
work because I started with Winch and Wittgenstein.

I had come from ‘nowhere’ and stumbled into this stuff and without
the strong programme I think I would have just disappeared as just another
eccentric.2 New ways of thinking have to be recognised and build al-
liances if they are to flourish. Ludwik Fleck’s analysis of science [Fleck,
1979] published in the 1930s was pretty much the same as Thomas Kuhn’s
except for the notion of paradigm-revolution but he was not recognised,
at least not in the English-speaking world, until long after Kuhn’s book
caused a splash. The existence of the Edinburgh Science Studies Unit and
the controversy associated with the Strong Programme gave me a social
identity and a social group to join up with, rather than just being classed as
an odd individual. This had a disadvantage too. The downside was that
people who came across my work thought I was a member of the Edin-
burgh team and had come out of the Strong Program. Therefore, I had
to spend some time doing ‘product differentiation’ in respect of the Edin-
burgh group even as a number of Edinburgh students were taking up my
strongly empirical approach. Nowadays, that careful picking apart of dif-
ferences seems odd because from the 1990s onward Bruno Latour’s Actor
Network Theory and hyper-symmetry made Bath and Edinburgh seem
very close in term of our overall approach and we were also very close
in not thinking that our job was to attack science and level it down, but
to understand it better while still respecting it. The similarity of Edinburgh
and Bath was even more apparent with the growing popularity of full-
scale attempts to democratise science associated with Jasanoff’s ‘co-pro-
duction’ idea and support for the parent rebellion against Measles, Mumps
and Rubella vaccine, which transported ordinary citizens into the heart-
land of science.> Neither Edinburgh nor Bath ever wanted to doubt

2 Though the little TEA-laser study is still being cited and even discussed in the news-
papers 50 years on.

3 Though it has to be said that Wynne, who was central to this democratisation move-
ment, was originally an Edinburgh student.
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the existence of elite scientific expertise even if they did remove science
from its claims to certainty, allowing a modicum of social values into
the truth finding process. This paper regrets the current state of STS,
which appears to support a populism which makes science, not a con-
tinuation of politics by other means, but simply politics.

Though David Edge, an ex-radio astronomer, was the founder of the
Edinburgh Science Studies Unit, the theoretical drive came from David
Bloor and Barry Barnes. It was Bloor’s concept of ‘symmetry’ [Bloor,
1976] that delighted me most in so far as it fitted my ‘relativistic’ ap-
proach to things and, of course, I loved the way that Bloor was interpret-
ing Wittgenstein. Though I admired Barry Barnes, I did not get the same
warm feelings from his work. But Bloor was a philosopher and wanted
to do philosophy. Only later in his career, after he had written two books
about the interpretation of Wittgenstein, did he turn to case studies of air-
plane flight, circling round to his personal enthusiasm, flying - he piloted
an old Spitfire at one point. But neither Bloor nor Barnes had any enthu-
siasm for empirical investigations that took them out of the library and
that’s why several of the Edinburgh PhD students turned to my work as
a model.

In terms of building a community, however, it was David Edge,
founding the Unit and the journal and engaging us in foreign conferences
who made the growth of the approach possible.

In immediate concrete terms the person who made all the difference
was Steven Shapin, a biologist turned historian of science, also employed
in the Science Studies Unit. Shapin knew a whole network of historians
of science - he would co-author a prize-winning book about Robert Boyle
and the airpump with Simon Schaffer, a historian of science at Cambridge -
and introduce non-entities like me to these people, and be the driving force
behind a series of conferences we organised at Bath. They were great days
and for a few years we thought we might succeed in reinventing social
studies of science as a genuinely cross-disciplinary field - a true combina-
tion of history, philosophy and sociology of science. But the professional
roots of history of science and philosophy of science went too deep into
the soil for them to join in with the shallow rooted sociology of science.
And it is true that history had professional standards that sociology could
not match and, according to me anyway, sociology, and sociology of sci-
ence in particular, have misunderstood their role in the world - we’ll come
to that - so I doubt it would ever have worked.

Meantime, I went from being a nonentity to an ‘entity’, becoming
the President of the international Society for Social Studies of Science
from 1991 to 1993. David Bloor continued doing his individualistic thing,
while Steve Shapin did stand for the presidency after my time was over
but, scandalously in my view, failed to be elected. I wonder if the three
academic professions would have held together longer if that election had
worked out differently.
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Since then, a lot of blood has flowed under the bridge. From about
the 1990s onwards, Latourianism came to dominate the science studies
domain to a staggering extent. To me it has never made any sense.
The speed with which it ‘caught-on’ must have had something to do with
its polysemic quality. A polysemic slogan is useful in political campaign-
ing because it allows voters to impute to it whichever meaning they
prefer. ‘Make America Great Again’ is like this: it can mean invade
Venezuela, Greenland and Canada, or pull out of ‘forever wars’ such as
that in Ukraine and dump your allies; it can mean ‘make our streets safe
again’ or send ICE into Minnesota to murder citizens and strengthen
the gun lobby; it can mean bolster employment by imposing tariffs
on foreign goods or do away with welfare and support ‘the wealth-pump’
while ruining the climate for poor nations. With Actor(ant) Network
Theory you could not even tell if was the most radical application of so-
cial constructivism there had ever been, or a bugle call for collabora-
tionism, or a recipe for returning to old fashioned history of technology
with the non-humans regaining their traditional agency as I argued
in a 1992 article [Collins, Yearley, 1992, especially pps 316ff]. I also
offered a narrower interpretation of the success of Latourianism: that
Bruno’s brilliance was in giving arts and humanities scholars a way
of criticising science without having to understand any science and
thus coming out on top of the ‘two cultures’ debate without any ‘heavy
lifting’. You can see how confused I am about it because I’ve been
complaining that Latour offered no explanation for his notorious volte
face of 2004 when we all found him back on the side of science again
(leaving the science warriors sprawling). But then I realised after some
nudging that in the earlier ‘Epistemological Chicken’ I had argued that
ANT was scientifically conservative. So, it wasn’t really a volte face after
all but just another small step in the usual conservative direction dressed
up as volte-face so as to be a judo-type sidestep ‘performance’ with ev-
eryone, including me, tumbled over the outstretched leg for dramatic
effect.*

Anyway, going back to the blood flowing under the bridge, there’s
been a tsunami’s-worth in the last decade. I wonder how much of the STS
domain’s reaction to Trumpism can be traced back to those early dif-
ferences. Perhaps the unpredictability of what has happened to science
in America suggests there is nothing to say that could link the early days
to today’s happenings. Or maybe it was not so unpredictable. Remember,
there was a period on the 1990s when the ‘science warriors’ emerged and
started warning about the dark ages that would follow from the levelling
down of science. And they were right — the dark ages for science have ar-
rived! And they have arrived in the wider realm of national politics, with

4 Thanks to Nicolas Langlitz for pointing out to me that this wasn’t a volte-face.
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post-modernism serving as a workshop manual for the erosion of truth
in entire populations.

Unfortunately, the science warriors, though they saw what was
coming, had no idea what to do next. All they could do was put their
energy into sniping stupidly at the really good work that was being done
in the post-1960s studies of science toward understanding science better.>
In 2002, prior to Trumpism, Collins and Evans (C+E) tried to do some-
thing that they thought was more sensible by inventing the Third Wave
of Science Studies; they were really reacting to ambiguity over vaccina-
tion. C+E said the First Wave was the high point of science before and af-
ter WWIIL. They said the Second Wave was the much richer analysis
of science, probably triggered by Kuhn’s book but based more in the phi-
losophy of Wittgenstein which began in the early 1970s which had the ef-
fect of eroding the mountain of science down toward the plain of ordinary
knowledge; unfortunately this philosophical wave metamorphosed into
Latourianism and also into the democratisation of science movement, led
by Sheila Jasanaoff and Brian Wynne. C+E said the Third Wave had to be
designed to raise the level of science back up again, if not so far
as the first wave, at least far enough so that we could still make sensible,
science-based, decisions about vaccination and so forth.

The Third Wave was to be based on the analysis of scientific exper-
tise, which could be recognised and analysed in real time even if scien-
tific consensus formation was much slower. The more recent iterations
of the Third Wave programme declare that science is ‘craftwork with in-
tegrity’ with aspiration that goes with ‘integrity’ being the crucial feature:
as an institution, science is obsessed with truth in the way that no other
institution is obsessed and can therefore act a check and balance. Its po-
litical importance is not so different as that of law, or the parliamentary
opposition and, unlike these, it could also be an object lesson in how
to use truth to make decisions of every type. And then along came Trump,
revealing in cartoon form how vital the Third Wave was if STS was
to contribute to the preservation of democracy.

But the unexpected thing is the way STS has responded. First,
though the Third Wave paper is hugely cited, the term ‘Third Wave’ is al-
most never mentioned in STS circles. The citations are mostly coming
from Philosophy, Psychology and other disciplines, with those coming
from within STS nearly all having to do with the analysis of expertise.
STS it seems, is determined not to ‘look up’ at the huge lump of political
rock about to collide with the Earth and destroy all scientific life.6 In-
stead, STS is either stuck with the criticisms of the Third Wave paper that

5 Richard Dawkins and others have recently reiterated their tired old stuff in a new book
which I imagine they wrote wearing red baseball caps sporting the ‘Make Science
Great Again’.

6 1 am referring to the film, Don’t Look Up.
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greeted its initial publication or with a determination to ‘democratise’ sci-
ence and make it the property of the ordinary people or of disadvantaged
or marginal groups.” There seems to be no realisation that the disadvan-
taged groups will be destroyed by the rock just as much as the rest of us.
The problem has changed: the problem is no longer rescuing the disad-
vantaged from the power of elite scientists but rescuing elite (expert) sci-
entists from the power of politicians. Truth is stranger than fiction so
it is in this case. Sheila Jasanoff who, along with her ally in supporting
parents in their opposition to Measles, Mumps and Rubella (MMR) vac-
cine, have never withdrawn or reconsidered their position on this matter
but, on the contrary, Jasanoff has ‘doubled down’, arguing (supported by
Kant so she claims though this is disputable), that citizens have to make
their own judgements. Her words are a perfect match for those of Ro-
bert F. Kennedy Junior and Donald Trump is uttering the same stuff, at-
tacking not only climate change science, which attack is at least com-
prehensible in terms of oil interests, but vaccination too, right down
to the particular case of MMR.

I am more and more astonished at what the STS community is doing,
and not doing, and cannot but wonder if it would have turned out dif-
ferently if things had been different in the early days.
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