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Let me now turn to the problem of subjective partisanship; omitting,
for the sake of simplicity, the question of personal feelings, though
these are important in the individual psychology of the scholar. We shall
therefore not be concerned with the reluctance of Professor X to give up
the theory by which he has made, or hopes to make, his or her
reputation or to which long polemics have committed him or her. We
shall omit the personal feelings about Professor Y whom he or she has
always considered a careerist and a charlatan. We shall be concerned
with Professor X only as a person motivated by ideological or political
views and assumptions shared by others, and carried into research; and
more specifically with Professor X as a committed partisan who accepts
that his commitment may have direct implications for his or her work.

However, we must begin by eliminating the extreme position of
partisanship, as put forward and practised in the Stalinist period in the
U.S.S.R. and elsewhere - not necessarily only by Marxists and
reduced ad absurdum in the ever-changing pages of the Great Soviet
Encyclopedia of those days. This position assumed 1) a total congruence
of political and scientific statements at all times and therefore 2) a
Virtual interchangeability of statements in both forms of discourse at all
levels5, on the ground 3) that no specialized field of scientific discourse
or specialized public for such discourses existed. In practice this meant
4) the superiority of political authority (being by definition the reposi-
tory of science) over scientific Statement. It may be pointed out in
passing that this position differs from the one, held fairly generally, that
there may be imperatives - e.g. moral or political - which are superior to
those of scientific statement, and from the one held e.g. in the Catholic
Church, that there are truths superior to those of secular science, which
may be imposed by authority.

In theory, of course, the unity of science and politics may be
maintained as a general proposition, at least by those who believe that
politics should be based on a scientific analysis (e.g. "scientific social-
ism"). That science is inseparable from the rest of society, including the
non-scientific public, is also accepted by most people as a general
proposition. Yet in practice it is evident that a certain division of labour
and functions exists and that the relations between science and politics
cannot be those of congruence. The imperatives of politics, however
much it may be based on scientific analysis, are not identical with
scientific statements, though they may be ideally derivable from them
at a greater or lesser remove. The relative autonomy of politics (which
includes e.g. considerations of expediency, of action, will and decision)
precludes not only identity, but even simple analogy between the two
spheres. Hence any form of partisanship which holds that whatever is
politically required at any moment, must have its equivalent in scien¬
tific discourse, can have no theoretical justification. In practice it may
also be observed that the existence of authorities, each of which Claims
the validity of science for its political analysis and consequently
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