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Milena Stateva:
Dear colleagues, I am delighted and honoured to introduce the first speaker - plenary speaker - for this conference, Professor Steve Fuller. I had some fantasy that we were going to start at 2:30 sharp so I have prepared a long list of all the honours, recognitions, publications of Professor Steve Fuller.

Now I’m thinking more it will be better to give him the floor. Without much a do, I’ll just say that recently he was awarded a higher doctorate in recognition of the enormous amount of publications that have made a significant contribution to the advancement of the subject area.

It’s difficult to mention all the countries in which he has worked and contributed to sociology beyond the UK. The intellectual contributions he has made within sociology, and in particular sociology of science, knowledge and technology, are very relevant to the topic of changing society. He’s probably one of the first sociologists to raise the question of how worthy is science of its exaggerated status. 

He is the founder of the discipline of social epistemology. He has been one of the people who were the first to challenge questions around technology and ethics in society. It’s really very difficult to raise all the questions; questions around both humanism and questions more recently, from this year actually, around trans-humanism. In this case changing the way in which we understand not only how we come to know what we know, but also how we come to understand who we are in a changing society. 

Without further ado, Professor Steve Fuller, the University of Warwick.

(Applause)
Steve Fuller:
First of all, thank you, Milena for that very generous introduction and thank you to the members of this association for, in some sense, electing me to be keynote speaker today. 

The way I want to begin this, because I’m not sure that many of you will know exactly where I’m coming from with regard to sociology, certainly most of you won’t really understand what this idea is of sociology as the science of uplift, but let me say something about where I came from in the beginning.

My original training is in history and philosophy of science. It is when I moved to this country 20 years ago to take up a chair in sociology at Durham that I officially became a sociologist. I’ve been a sociologist the entire time. This is 20 years now. I’ve been at Warwick for 15 years. 

You might ask, “Okay, somebody with this kind of background in history and philosophy of science, what exactly would be attractive about taking up a chair in sociology?” This has to do with what Milena alluded to which is this research programme of mine, which I’ve been pursuing since the late 1980s, called social epistemology, which is the title of a journal that I founded in ’87 and the title of my first book. 

The aspect of sociology, in terms of the history of this discipline that attracted me was actually the beginning; it was Auguste Comte. I do think that this is kind of a very relevant sort of point, because we’re living in a period now, in the beginning of the 21st century, where there are a lot of people challenging the relevance of sociology as a discipline. I mean, nobody is denying the relevance of social methods, whether we’re talking about a quantitative or qualitative, so there will always be jobs for those people. But why do we need a dedicated discipline of sociology in which to pursue those things? 

I think this is a question that arises across many universities, across many countries in the world, and it’s not going to disappear very quickly. I think it’s very interesting in this respect to go back to the founding of the first sociology chair in this country in 1907 at the London School of Economics, because in terms of the issues that were being considered when people wanted to populate a chair called the Chair in Sociology. What is it that they were looking for? 

In a sense, this is kind of where my orientation actually goes back to. Because Comte, and he wasn’t the only one – of course in this country, the person who popularised the term ‘sociology’ was Herbert Spencer who comes from a somewhat different standpoint. Nevertheless, one of the things that both of these guys had in common was the idea that we’re talking about; basically a kind of macro-level policy for steering humanity. Then the question becomes, where are the relevant steers from? Who exactly drives this process? Where it should be going? That was the way in which sociology was understood throughout most of the 19th century and certainly was the kind of thing that led Sidney and Beatrice Webb at the London School of Economics to actually want to have a chair of sociology in the early 20th century. 

It’s in this kind of conception of sociology where sociology you might say gives you a very comprehensive, holistic picture that integrates information and orientations from many different aspects of society into some kind of coherent whole that is in some way speaking on behalf of humanity. 

This was the original idea of sociology. It was teleological. This is kind of where I’m coming from on this. I still share this kind of vision but obviously this kind of vision has been subject to many kinds of challenges. It is not in fact the way in which sociology has come to be institutionalised in the 20th century and in the 21st century. But it is one to which we need to return if we’re really going to be able to establish this field as an autonomous discipline that deserves a sort of full institutional identity and not just sort of submerged in general kind of social science, social research, social studies, whatever. 

Because we’ve got loads of other disciplines out there that are doing a lot of the same sorts of things that we’re doing actually. Okay, psychology, political science, economics, and so forth. The question is, what is distinctive about sociology? I do think that anyone who is willing to come to a conference like this should always be asking this question about what they listen to. What is distinctly sociological? Being sociological is something more than just being social. I mean, look, we have social sciences. They are all concerned with social things. The question is, what is sociological?

I think this issue was very vivid in the minds of the people in the early 20th century when establishing the first chairs in the subject. Certainly it was very much the case in this country. 

Now, a couple of years ago, a guy by the name of Chris Renwick, who is in fact a PhD from the history and philosophy of science in this university at Leeds, wrote an excellent book on sociology’s lost biological roots which was shortlisted for the Philip Abrams Prize. This book basically is organised around surveying the various candidates for this chair that was awarded in 1907, eventually, to Leonard Trelawny Hobhouse who was this founding chair, who is a kind of, I guess we would say, a sort of neo-Hegelian; a person trained in Oxford in that kind of school and had been for many years a journalist with the Manchester Guardian. 

There were loads of other people though who were competitors. The interesting thing about Hobhouse from the standpoint of where we are now in the beginning of the 21st century, is that Hobhouse was the decidedly un-biological candidate; all the rest were biologically orientated except for him. 

In fact, all the rest of them in some sense or another had some kind of toe or foot in eugenics. I think part of the story that Renwick tells, and I think it’s probably true, is the fact that already a chair had been established for eugenics at University College London; that this in fact inhibited the possibility that a biologically orientated person would be appointed at the London School of Economics. If you know anything about the follow-up history of this, you will know that through the first 30 years of the London School of Economics, there was a lot of attempts, especially once William Beveridge became the director of the LSE, to actually try to establish a chair in social biology, as Beveridge called it, which would be the kind of foundational social science and it would be a kind of scientific sociology. 

It’s from this general conception that the sorts of vital statistics and so forth that we talk about, especially associated with the welfare state, in terms of life expectancy and quality of life and things like this, these are largely, in various ways, derived from this kind of mentality which Beveridge had. 

I’m not going to say so much about the way in which eugenics managed to fail at the London School of Economics and the role of eugenics in the development of the welfare state, and so forth, but this is very amply documented. There is a sense in which one of the things that we need to do now in the 21st century, where biology is back on the agenda, is to re-own it. Not deny it but re-own it. 

In this context, I think one very interesting figure, and I alluded to this in the abstract if you’ve read it, who in a sense was a dark-horse candidate, you might say, for the chair – and some of you may know about Ruth Levitas’ recent work on utopia, she talks about this a little bit, but I want to make this a little more vivid – was the great science-fiction writer HG Wells. 

He was a man who was very much explicit in his very, I would say, combative talk that he gave to the Sociological Society, which in a sense was a sort of talking shop that was a dress rehearsal for the establishment of this chair at the LSE, called the So-called Science of Sociology. Obviously he was going to be critical of what he was talking about; but not completely disparaging. He’s basically reflecting on the legacy of people like Comte and Spencer and those guys who in a way had colonised this term ‘sociology’ in the 19th century. 

What I want to focus on here is what he liked about them. What he liked about them was that they actually had a vision of humanity. They had a sense of direction; it was a science that was orientated with a direction, a kind of notion of progress and so forth. In a sense this is what he thought sociology ought to be; it ought to be a science that cultivated visions of the future that were empirically grounded. You can read Wells’ speech for yourself. It’s online; it’s not so hard to find. 

I think one of the things that we would say now, considering that sociology nowadays fancies itself as an empirical discipline, is that he was disparaging of that kind of focus. In a way he sort of thought, “Yes, we do need people to find out how many people are poor and all this kind of stuff, but at the end of the day, we need to organise all of this knowledge, all of these statistics, towards some sort of larger image of society which perhaps may not be realised in our generation.” 

Because the whole thing about utopia, if you want to have a science of utopia, it’s not just the ideal or perfect state but there is kind of as it were material realisation that it will take a certain amount of time for this thing to be realised; it won’t happen overnight. So the idea is, what do we need to do in the interim to get from the state where we are now, where we can very easily document all of the problems, inequalities, blah, blah, blah, that exist in society today, to the place where we want to go? That’s why we need sociologists; it’s to chart the difference. 

We don’t need the sociologists to do the social research; anyone could do that. In fact, as you know, anyone does do that. 

(Laughter)

Those of you that don’t feel any strong professional affiliation to sociology, you know exactly what I mean.

(Laughter)

Right? You just go where the money is. No offence.

(Laughter) 

Money is an important thing to live. I understand. But this is the British Sociological Association, so I’m going to defend sociology. I’m sorry about that. I apologise to anybody who is offended by this. But there is a sense at the end of the day of, what is this about exactly? 

Now, Wells himself had some very clear ideas and they were ones that were informed by eugenics and informed by all of what were regarded in the early 20th century as progressive tendencies in society. In fact, Wells tended to have a certain kind of view about the utopian future which is interesting, but I think kind of a bit off. If one wants to really talk about utopia seriously, basically Wells really did imagine a kind of utopian future that was an indefinite extension of the possibilities that were available in Edwardian England, which is when he’s speaking. Some of you may know about this movement that exists these days: Steam Punk. That’s Wells’ view. Show of hands. How many of you know about Steam Punk? So a lot of you do. Good, good.

Well, the thing is Steam Punk is basically taking a certain kind of view of the world, let’s say c1900, and imagining, given the technology and science that was available then, what would the future look like if it was unfettered; just based on what we knew and were doing back then. It’s kind of an aesthetic movement, I guess you would say. There was recently an exhibit about it in the Oxford Museum of the History of Science. This is kind of what Wells thought. Wells basically thought that really sociology is a science of utopia. What it has to do is to enable these kinds of forces that exist already within society to go free. He associated this very much with what we would call the scientific intellectual elite; in a sense, these people were being held back from actually being able to contribute and advance humanity in the way that was appropriate. This was the kind of vision that he was proposing. 

Twenty years later, after he gave this talk to the Sociological Society, he published his very interesting, very bold essay called the Open Conspiracy, which was a love letter to the intelligentsia and the scientific literati about how they should all kind of come together. He tried to talk about this without talking about Marxist class consciousness or anything like that because he thought that, in a sense, Marxism was a poisoned chalice because it had already attached itself too strongly with the proletariat as the vanguard of the future. He was saying this in the 1920s.

This is the kind of thing that Wells was getting at science of sociology. I think that there is something to be said for this. I think it’s especially useful in the context in which we have power, as sociologists. One of the things that I, in a way, was alluding to in some of my remarks, but didn’t make explicit, but I will now, is Fabianism. 

Fabianism is this country’s signature contribution to the history of socialism and we’ve got this thing called the Fabian Society that puts out a lot of pamphlets and stuff like this. Everybody loves to say they are Fabian and everything. But I really think one needs to understand Fabianism in this context. The context we’re talking about here is one where one imagines that social transformation is not something that’s going to happen overnight; we’re not going to get that utopia we want to go to overnight. But we have to in some way be paving the way all the time. 

Fabius, if you’re not familiar with the classical reference, was this great Roman general who basically waited it out and let Hannibal exhaust himself, going from Carthage, over the Alps, blah, blah, blah, down into Rome and then it was very easy to defeat him once he arrived. Fabius’ great strategy was to delay, to wait, to prepare, but let the enemy exhaust itself. 

This is in a way the image that the Fabians wanted to give you which was the idea that you cannot have just revolutionary change; in other words, we’ll just overtake something or overthrow something and then all of a sudden goodness will result as some kind of automatic consequence. Rather we have to actually lay the ground work. We actually have to work hard. We have to start changing conceptions at the stage at which they’re changeable. This is where education comes in.

One of the things, and for my mind the thing that is really great about sociology, is the fact that it is involved in teaching. Teaching is the most important thing that this subject has to offer with regard to anything like what the image what Wells or any of these kinds of utopia-seekers are about. Because the idea here is you are actually trying to sensitise the next generation of people to an array of issues where to a certain extent perhaps you already concede that the battle has been lost in your generation. It is not going to be won immediately. It is not simply a matter of finding who the bad guys are and taking them over. Rather it is seeding a kind of deeper conception of things. 

That’s what Fabianism was about and that’s why the London School of Economics got founded. The London School of Economics was going to be this institution that was dedicated to the idea of training a new kind of civil service; people who were informed with the social sciences, which were the vanguard disciplines that would actually enable a kind of transformation of humanity. It wasn’t just going to be those guys from Oxford and Cambridge who were trained in classics. It would be people who knew about economics, political science, sociology and so forth. 

Again, this sounds very obvious now, because to a large extent a lot of this is, kind of in a very diluted way, filtered in over the course of the 20th century. But I do think it is really important to get a clear sense of what the original vision was here. Because the idea here was that sociology was about laying groundwork and about dealing with the next generation. That was the reason why it was important to actually have dedicated sociology departments. It had nothing to do with research really. 

I mean, one of the things that’s really striking, I think, from the standpoint of where we are now, where we put an enormous amount of value on empirical research, is to look at the attitudes of these guys in the early 20th century and the 19th century towards empirical research. I think most of these guys, whether we talk about Spencer or Comte, and frankly even Karl Marx, they already knew the facts. There was a sense in which the basic data is pretty well already established and now the question becomes, how do we find a persuasive way of transforming society on that basis? This would be the challenge of sociology. The way Wells framed it I think is in terms of utopianism. In other words, what is the vision? 

The reason why this is so relevant to education is, of course, throughout the history of education, especially if we talk about higher education, there has always been this kind of idea of there being an image of the human being that we are trying to become. This is why we need to learn a certain amount of disciplines; we need to have philosophy as a covering discipline in the early 19th century, from the Humboldtian standpoint and so forth. The question then becomes, now we’re in the 20th century or the 21st century, what is it to be a human being in that context? What is going to be the discipline that actually provides some kind of comprehensive organisation of all the knowledge that’s available to be that kind of person. 

You see, this is what I think sociology in the minds of the people of the Fabian movement, and this is why they established the LSE, is what they had in mind. It was that kind of ideal. A kind of a reinvention, you might say, of liberal education but in a scientific age. This is why the LSE historically pitted itself so strongly against Oxbridge, which still clung on in many respects to that kind of classical education idea. 

I do think that this kind of way of framing the issue about the future of sociology is one that takes a kind of renewed significance now. 

How much more time do I have?
Milena :
Twenty-three minutes. 

Steve Fuller:
Okay, 23 minutes. Okay. We’re not going to move on today.

(Laughter)

Because I know we all like to go down memory trail and all this kind of stuff.

Biology ain’t what it used to be. That’s the first point to keep in mind here. I think the sorts of issues that, let’s say, frighten people about eugenics in the early 20th century, and actually throughout most of the 20th century, really are not so much with us anymore. Simply because of the degree to which we can intervene in biological processes at all levels. This creates a completely new ball game. Because the thing that made eugenics so scary, and made it very scary even when Wells was talking about it in the early 20th century, was the idea that this was a kind of esoteric form of knowledge that scientists in collusion with the state might use to somehow mastermind getting rid of certain classes of people and introducing other classes of people. 

We really don’t live in that kind of world anymore. It’s not so course grained; it is not so black and white. We in fact live in a world where biology is very much part of everyday decisions at very many different levels of reality and there is research taking place at many different levels as well where knowledge of biological mechanisms actually influence in a very serious, substantial and, perhaps even heritable way, aspects of our condition as human beings. 

This is a different kind of biology. This is a biology that is very much integrated, you might say, into social life. Not necessarily because anyone read post-modernism or any of that stuff, because, those post-modernists in the audience will recognise what I’m talking about as obvious. It’s the science itself that’s doing it. The kinds of social versus biological – those of you who are old enough may recall that somebody like Anthony Giddens in 1976, New Rules of Sociological Method, he draws a sharp disciplinary boundary between social and biological. 

Bullshit, right? This is bullshit. If we’ve learned anything over the last, whatever it is now, 35 years, is that this is bullshit. We can make progress by basically saying put a negation sign to that book. There is a sense in which if we are going to reconceptualise sociology, it’s going to have to be on grounds where there is not this kind of sharp disciplinary or, let me say, ontological distinction between the social and biological. 

This in a way gets us back to where people were in the beginning of the 20th century. See, this is the thing that’s kind of interesting about going back to the past. Because in the beginning of the 20th century, when somebody like Émile Durkheim was making noises about drawing disciplinary boundaries and only a few people in France were taking him seriously, there wasn’t this kind of sharp distinction there; people were really trying to get the measure of what was going on. 

Frankly, I think the objection to eugenics was largely political objection; it wasn’t a kind of theoretical objection but it was largely a political objection as to what the consequences would be for particular people in particular circumstances. I think those two kinds of objections to eugenics should always be kept in mind; the difference between them. When one assess the entire history of eugenics, eugenics probably would have been more popular if it would have been made more politically palatable. But the problem was that the people supporting eugenics were just so god-damn elitist that it was pretty transparent what they were going after. 

But we live in a time now where there are many different sorts of people who can have access, and it might be just at some point people will be held responsible for their genome and so forth, whether we’re talking about for legal reasons, insurance reasons, whatever. It will become part of general education for people to know something about their genetic make-up. That that sort of thing is bound to get incorporated into our notions of self-identity. Sociology has got to be right there to think about what are the normative frameworks in which to think about these things. 

One of the things that I’ve been working on in recent years has been this conception of humanity 2.0 – some of you may know about my – this summer will mark the third book I’ve written with Palgrave called The Proactionary Imperative. Frankly, I think that sociologists, and social scientists more generally, ought to be very actively involved in this kind of biological discussion. We should not just leave it to biologists or people who claim to speak on behalf of biology. Social scientists ought to be there front and centre and should be very central. We should be offering some guidance and precedence with regard to how to think about these matters. 

In thinking about humanity 2.0, and thinking about this kind of re-biologisation of the human condition, we have got a kind of fork on the road here. A lot has to do with what it means to be a human being, because as you know from Comte, Comte was a very big sociology culminates in the religion of humanity, all this kind of stuff. Humanity has certainly been a big deal with regard to what sociologists try to defend. This word ‘humanity’ still gets bandied about a lot in the context of human rights and things of this kind. 

But the question I think that challenges us the most as sociologists with regard to this kind of renaissance in biology, this degree to which biology sort of gets so intimately involved in all aspects of social reality, is whether humanity, whether one wants to call it a distinct species or distinct value complex, is actually the thing worth paying attention to? Is humanity special? 

If any of you follow the kind of steady stream of literature that originates let’s say with socio-biology and EO Wilson in the 1970s, going through people like Stephen Pinker in the 1990s and continues to this day in evolutionary psychology, one of the things that you constantly see is that when these guys talk about our progress in science and in forming our ways of understanding things, they often see the social sciences as a barrier because we have these kind of fetishized notions of the human. 

Of course, a lot post-modernists share this as well. Right? Come on you post-modernists; you all know this. You’re exactly in the same category as the socio-biologists. You all believe, right, that human is overrated; it’s some sort of enlightenment illusion; it’s like dead white males commandeering everything. This is not something that in a sense we actually should reorient our values in some sort of other way. 

I think this is a really serious problem because, in a sense, we have got two candidates for going beyond the human in this kind of modern sense that reached its culmination in the 19th and 20th centuries in the social sciences. One of them post-human and the other is trans-human. These are really quite different visions. 

Those of you who think that we can continue to retain this kind of idea of the human, in some sense making good on the 19th-and 20th-century projects of humanity, you’ve really got to rethink this; the game is changing very fast. The reason why I say this is not because I think many of you in the room are actually post-humanists or trans-humanists but perhaps my guess is that the younger people in the room are more sensitive to this kind of thing. What we’re talking about is an issue that could rapidly change through generational change. 

What I mean by the post-human, and I realise there is a tendency for people who think about these matters to actually use the two terms interchangeably, but in my own writing, and in my own thinking, I think it’s very important to distinguish the two.

Post-human is basically kind of the world of the environmentalist, the ecologist, the sort of person who believes that actually the locus of value in the world is life. Living. Being. If you are there, you have an entitlement to be there. But there is nothing particularly special about being human. In other words there is a sense in which in so far as the human condition marginalises, obstructs, or whatever, other forms of life that are radically different from the human, that is a problem. 

In fact not only is it a problem, you might say that things like global warming and other sorts of environment catastrophes that have been promoted over the 20th century, are indicative of this problem. What we need to do is in fact downscale the significance of the human and to actually come up with a kind off theory of the social order where humans are on a more level playing field, ontological level playing field, if you will, with other sorts of creatures. 

There are a lot of movements within sociology that sort of back this kind of general sentiment, even if they’re not so explicit about advocating it. So to a certain extent, it’s difficult to deny that one consequence is that you would minimise, as it were, the distinctiveness of the human in some sense. In a sense, the world’s become too human. We’ve become too human. The world’s become too human and this is a source of problems. 

In other words, the idea of being human is not an unmitigated good. This is a big sort of removal from what you might call the Enlightenment project or the Christian project or any of these kinds of monotheistic religion projects where human beings are seen as created in the image and likeness of God. In a sense this is a move very strongly away from that. This is the post-human condition. It’s condition that actually seems very attractive to a lot of people, especially younger people. 

Then there is this other view. This has been the view that in a way I have been trying to provide some kind of intellectual support for, because, frankly, I think it’s the weaker position. If any of you know me, I’m a sort of a sophist at hat and so I do believe that we need to have a balanced playing field here. The position that is in fact less popular, at least from a theoretical standpoint, but I hank is the one that is the natural heir to the idea of humanism is trans-humanism. That’s the idea that we are not human enough. In other words, the qualities that distinguish us the most from animals ought to be amplified and magnified and that we should in fact humanise the world. 

If you look at the history of the Enlightenment and you look at the history of the last 350 years, especially the Europeanisation of the world all the rest of it, that’s pretty much what the story was. Now, you might say, “Ah, but that’s just a Western notion of the human.” I’m not sure what the other non-Western notion of the human is. But this idea of the privileged notion of the human as a being, of course, all societies recognise that there are people around. Come on, of course. But the idea of this kind of overriding normative privileging of the human, this is a very Western kind of thing that gets accentuated through the history of Christianity and into the Modern period. 

Other cultures, of course, recognise human beings, but in the context of other beings. So this idea of privileging humans, in a sense, we have lived up to our own hype, and that being the problem. This is the problem that trans-humanism tries to address with all of its fancy kind of technological visions that we will be able to live for 1,000 years and thereby solve the pensions crisis, because you don’t need to retire immediately. All of this kind of stuff.

I do think that if you look into the history of trans-humanism here, you do find a very interesting kind of attempt in the early thinkers to actually, in a way, update this kind of focus on the human, which was very much part of the original focus of sociology. I’m thinking here of the man who coins the word ‘trans-humanism’, Julian Huxley.

Julian Huxley, who wrote a few books actually with HG Wells in the early 20th century, is normally known nowadays as one of the founders of the modern synthesis in evolutionary biology. He was of course the grandson of Thomas Henry Huxley, who was the great defender of Darwin in the 19th century. Huxley in the 1950s coins this term ‘trans-humanism’ to talk about what he thought – because he recognised the real problem that he thought Darwinism opposed with regard to human privileging. This was a problem that actually his grandfather, Thomas Henry, dealt as well in one of his final lectures at the end of the 19th century called Evolution and Ethics. 

This is the idea that if we take very seriously that human beings are indeed just one among many species, kind of easy-come, easy-go from the standpoint of natural selection, then all of this effort that we have been expending with regard to trying to leave monuments to ourselves and trying to impose order on the world and laws and medicine and keeping people alive longer and all of that kind of stuff, is just a Sisyphus; this is a waste of time. You’re going to fail. 

The point that Thomas Henry Huxley, Julian’s grandfather made, was that we would never have got to where we are with regard to science and technology – Thomas Henry Huxley writing in the 1890s – had we believed Darwin; had Darwin been around and we’d believed it all along. In fact, one of the things that was required to get to where we are now, where we can actually entertain ‘in a civilised fashion’ what Darwin is talking about is that we’ve actually believed we are super-human. We are super-creatures. We could take over the earth. We could put telegraphic wires under the oceans. All these amazing things that these Victorians were very keen on. That we can connect the world. We can have a completely global communications system. We can have global control through imperialism. All this kind of stuff. We would never have done this had we not believed that we are in fact superior creatures and we can in some sense transcend natural selection. 

Indeed, Thomas Henry Huxley talked about law and medicine as institutions that were purposely designed in a sense to counteract natural selection’s forces. By keeping alive, let’s say, weaker people longer than they would normally be, etc., etc. 

He makes this kind of argument because what he’s arguing against is somebody like Herbert Spencer who is writing in the same period and had given a lecture the year before where he was saying, “Look, in a sense, evolution gives you your ethics. That then in a sense, all of this additional effort to keep people alive longer and all of this, it’s an uphill struggle; you’re not going to get anything out of it. Eventually nature will win. What we need to do is actually come to terms with the naturalness of the life-death cycle.” This is kind of what Spencer is saying. We need to come to terms with that and not just think that we are somehow superior creatures. 

Now, Julian Huxley, writing in the 1950s, is considering this, but now in light of something that Thomas Henry Huxley did not know which was genetics, modern genetics; understanding the actual mechanisms by which organisms come into being. Indeed by 1953, we actually were able to get into the biochemistry of it through DNA. Julian Huxley says, “Okay, we can now revisit this question, so it’s not just a lot of arm waving,” as his grandfather did. Rather there is a sense in which the one thing that Julian Huxley was arguing that made us distinctive as creatures was that we are the ones who actually understand evolution. In other words, what distinguishes humans from other animals is that other animals obey evolution, conform to evolution; we actually know about it. 

The fact that we know about that, we have a kind of second-order knowledge is the thing that distinguishes us. What this means then, according to Julian Huxley is that we, as a species, have a certain kind of responsibility for the way this goes that other species do not have because we actually have this kind of second-order knowledge. 

I do think that this is a very interesting – he thought that this was the trans-human moment in a sense. Because this was the moment where human beings went from just being another version of the primate, homo sapiens, to being this kind of second-order somewhat god-like creature that can actually control the whole the process, or at the very least, should take responsibility for it. So in other words, even if we can’t – I don’t think Julian Huxley or anyone in their right mind who believes anything like this believes that we can micromanage things. But the idea that in some sense, we have a responsibility to give this a kind of direction that it had previously lacked. Because we are the first beings to actually understand who it works. 

It seems to me that this is a very much an updated version of the kind of thing that HG Wells was talking about in terms of uplift. This term ‘uplift’, some of you who are familiar with science fiction may know about it from the writer David Brin, I’m not going to say much about it, but there is also this bio-ethicist at the University of Manchester, Sarah Chan. It is this idea that if we understand the way world works, and we think we do, then in some sense we have a commitment to as it were bring everything along with us into some kind of coherent whole. 

Now, how that’s done exactly, by what kind of social, political, economic arrangement, that is something that is bound to be subject for controversy. But I think the kind of idea that HG Wells had in mind at the beginning of the 20th century was there would be multiple competing utopias. These would be the things that would be discussed, both in the classroom and in politics. There wouldn’t be any expectation that these things would be resolved very easily or very quickly. But nevertheless, it would be a kind of on-going discussion where the focus would be where do we want to go as a being who calls itself ‘human’?

I will stop here and open it up to questions because I think this is kind of where we are now, as sociologists, if we actually want to defend this discipline as something that is above and beyond just social research. 

Thank you. 

(Applause)

I’ll just take the questions from the audience. 

Questions? Yes.
Female:
___ [0:54:33]. Thank you for that ___. You made a statement about [sociology being science].

Steve Fuller:
Right.
Female:
I’m going to ask a very obvious question. Did you find ___ [0:54:47]?

Steve Fuller:
You don’t need agreement on this point; you just have to be thinking along those lines. I mean, I think the problem is people have given up on utopian thinking altogether. 

See, if actually had a discourse where there are contesting utopias, and that was a kind of honourable thing to do within sociology, rather than something you do in your spare time or for a Sunday paper or something like this, then I think we could get somewhere with this. I don’t think there is a sense in which the BSA has to get together and say, “Hey, you know, we’re going to have a conference next week and we’re going to decide on what utopia we’re all going to go for and if you don’t, we’re going to excommunicate you.”

(Laughter)

No, no. That’s not the way to go on this. But the point is that this should be part, as it were, of the central subject matter of the discipline where you expect that there will be contesting utopias. 

So, yes, I don’t see why this idea implies that it has to be just one thing. 
Female:
Some of the liberals adopted their own form of utopia through the marketplace ___[0:55:46] absolute dominant. Sociology and centre-left politics are not willing to respond to it except tinkering. 

Steve Fuller:
As it turns out, tomorrow at York University down the road here, I’ll be talking about this topic. Because I actually believe – if you look at the history of neoliberalism, you will see that basically it’s a bunch of defectors from the Fabian movement who go to neoliberalism. I think the way you need to be thinking about neoliberalism here, because I know you’re furrowing your brow, that neoliberalism basically should be seen as the ideology that believes in the idea of states creating markets. 

In other words, one of the vehicles by which states promote social progress is not by directly saying, “Okay, we want to reach this end, therefore we’re going to organise everything in that direction.” Rather by saying, “We have a general sense of ends,” so let’s say prosperity or something like this, “but we don’t know exactly how to do it because, in a sense, people at the local level know how to do it. So we’re going to turn everything into a market and let them battle it out. When we get some good solutions, we’re going to pick them out; we’re going to cherry pick them and then promote them.”

If you look at somebody like Lionel Robbins, who was the head of the Economics Department at the London School of Economics in the 1930s, he was the guy who hired Friedrich von Hayek for example, and this was all while Beveridge was the director of the LSE, this was what led him to make this kind of ideological shift, you might say, from the original Fabien socialist position to what has become the neoliberal position. 

I do think, when you think about neoliberalism, and I think this is certainly true with higher-education policy, it’s so obvious. If you look at the fine structure of higher-education policy in this country, it is very classically neoliberal in that you’ve got the state imposing markets with the idea that the markets will, in a sense, generate a form of intelligence that cannot be done through direct steering. 

I think that’s the way the people who do this think about it. Now they may be right; they may be wrong. But I do think it isn’t quite a radical a shift as people realise. So for example, the Robbins Report that created universities like my own; the spirit of… This is the Robbins, the same Robbins, Lionel Robbins who I’m talking about. Now it’s in the 1960s rather than the 1930s, but the idea was to break the monopoly of Oxford and Cambridge with regard to higher education and to enable newer subjects, especially the social sciences, to flourish. In a sense, what he thought he was doing by creating all these campus-based universities was to, as it were; create a market where previously there had been largely a monopoly or oligopoly. 

To my mind, frankly, if you want to have a non-prejudicial history of neoliberalism, you’ve got to include that. 

Yes. Both of you. Okay, one at a time. Come on. Don’t all gang up on me.

(Laughter)
Male:
What does sociology bring to the table for the biologist? Biologists are still getting on with their science, so they ___[0:59:12]. We are bringing ___ trans-human philosophy. So ___[0:59:24] sociology if you’re not bringing anything particular, offering any ___. We’re not even a priority for bringing ___ formulas.

Steve Fuller:
Well, we may be. I’m not ruling that out. Just because I didn’t say, didn’t mean I’m ruling it out. 
Male:
___[0:59:44] We are trying to, or biologists are saying, we’re taking really seriously. What are you going to take seriously about what we do. ___[0:59:51] [Comte] ___.

Steve Fuller:
Look. Okay, look. I think any of you – here’s where I think the sociology of science has a role to play here. Because if you look at the sociology of biological research these days, biology is kind of in a mess. In a way – I don’t want to get into a long lecture about the history of science policy at the end of the Cold War, but one of the things that did happen across the world was the focus on physics and chemistry, which was very state-orientated, melted down. So what you end up having is this kind of expansion of you might say, consumer-driven market-driven science, where the biomedical sciences have flourished very much. 

People who are concerned about biology as a discipline, like for example how exactly something like evolutionary theory relate to the latest drug that some company is cook up? That’s been a nightmare. In other words, biology itself is this incredible fragmented discipline. It may seem very powerful to us, just because they get a lot of money, but from an intellectual standpoint, it’s completely incoherent; it’s never been more incoherent.

All of this stuff about Neo-Darwinism and the Richard Dawkins kind of view that biology has this very holistic picture of things, that’s just made for export; that’s not how the actually field operates. The field is actually incredibly fragmented and dispersed. 

Here I think sociologists can offer some sort of guidance as to why do you want to have a science of life? In a sense, we could actually contribute to the synthesis of biology. I think people overestimate the strength of biology as an intellectual field. It is certainly strong as a field that attracts money, but as an intellectual field, I think it’s strongest at the popular level with people like Dawkins. At the ground level, these biologists don’t know where they’re going. They’re just scrambling for money. And often getting a lot of it. I’m not denying they get a lot of it. But the point is, look, if you’re working on very specific areas of genetics and so forth, what that has to do with the nature of life or the cosmos or anything; you’re really far removed from that. You’re happy to put a [dummy cite 1:02:00] to Richard Dawkins in your paper. 

Here, I think, we as sociologists, especially if we kind of colonise the liberal-education market, make sociology the sort of knowledge that people ought to have to become citizens in society, we can actually contribute quite substantively to that. 

Yes, Larry.
Larry:
___[1:02:23] but you began by wanting to defend the integrity of sociology as a discipline and against ___[1:02:28]. But then we’re arguing for a collapse or erosion of boundaries between sociology and other disciplines ___[1:02:40] and so on.

So is it that you see sociology as a viewpoint here ___[1:02:47] –

Steve Fuller:
Yes.

Larry: 
– [it calculates 1:02:47] the ___ [1:02:51]. 

[Cross talking 1:02:51]

Steve Fuller:
I’m afraid so, yes. 

(Laughter)

Larry:
Don’t you then have to address the reason why that [beacon is so strong 1:02:59] ___ [failed] ___. Also, why utopia [has] failed? I mean, utopia often ended up in some pretty bad places.
Steve Fuller:
Sure. 

Larry:
We became very wary of ___[1:03:08]. 

Steve Fuller:
No, no. I mean, I do think in a way this is one reason why you’d want a science of utopia so that you could actually have as it were disciplinary responsibility for keeping check and track of these things. So for example, if you’re going to have a science of utopia, the first thing people ought to read is The Poverty of Historicism, Popper, because I think that that’s the problem; the problem is utopias currently exist, you might say, outside the academy and certainly outside of sociology. As a result, they get picked up and so forth but there’s no quality control check and it’s very hard to follow through what takes place. 

If we were to actually adopt this as part of what we do, then we can put in exactly the kinds of checks you’re talking about. Because the problem isn’t that there are utopias; the problem is, as you say, they are often unaccountable. There is no official strong way of objecting to them and things of that kind. 

I do see the problem here, but I do think that in a sense, one of the subtexts of what I’m saying here is I do think that sociology may overplay the empirical card with regard to its disciplinary identity. There really is a lot of normative ground that we could be recovering here. That would involve actually taking on board this idea of utopia as something that we actually study and talk about and contest and therefore provide some kind of quality assurance for. 

Yes. Ah, Tim! How you doing? (Laughter)
Tim:
I wondered if you if you would ___[1:04:48] your remarks about ___ rather than utopia because ___ written years ___ sociology. It’s really important ___ about. But of course the reality is that in the context of the ___[1:05:06], we start to actually practise the ___ way. Much of what we do and the reasons ___ doing it would then be removed. So the possibility of ___ out and then it goes out it outside of academia. 

Steve Fuller:
Yes. 

Tim:
So ___[1:05:19] you also about a reversal of history back to where it was. Rich men who were able to do this kind of philosophy and ___[1:05:27] means to do it. 

It is quite understandable that people are also ___[1:05:33].
Steve Fuller:
Yes. 

Tim:
___[1:05:37] part of the social engineering, very much ___[1:05:38] analysis and those sort of things. ___[1:05:41]. 

Steve Fuller:
No, no. I agree with you. I guess one thing I didn’t say in the talk but is kind of what my view is about what is exactly the role of the empirical in the kind of vision of sociology that I have, and I think actually this would be true of guys like Wells too, is that we should engage in social experiments. 

That’s really where the action is. Not just gathering knowledge about stuff that in a sense anyone – you know, that already exists naturally. Rather actually setting up context and conditions where we can see how people respond to new situation. 

That’s where I would see the empirical thrust of trying to see the extent to which these utopian visions can be realised. It would be through a kind of social experimentation. That’s where I would see the empirical focus of sociology going. 
Tim:
You mean exploring the possibility; not regurgitating the ___[1:06:32]. 

Steve Fuller:
Exactly. Exactly. Exactly. Yes, that’s right. Because, remember, the whole idea of utopia is that all the things that we have already seen in history either through our naked observation or through the historical record or whatever, isn’t the full potential of human beings. If you put human beings in different situations, they will respond differently. That’s where the value of social experimentation comes from . 

Yes. 
Male:
In 1980 a Nobel Prize winner ___[1:07:05] wrote a book called The Sciences of the Artificial. 

Steve Fuller:
Yes. Inspirational work for me actually in my PhD and everything, yes. 

Male:
You are aligned with…

Steve Fuller:
To a certain extent, yes. I mean, the other person to keep in mind – Herbert Simon is a great example – how many of you are familiar with him? Just to get a sense. Okay, a few of you are. Younger people probably aren’t but he was an incredibly important social scientist in the middle of the 20th century. Spanned all kinds of – he was originally a political scientist in administration. But as you say, towards the end of his life, he actually won the Nobel Prize in economics for bounded rationality. The concept of bounded rationality, that’s his concept. He wrote this very interesting book called The Sciences of the Artificial which is basically about talking about design sciences cutting across the natural social-science boundaries. 

The other person who I would also like to name check here, since you mention Herbert Simon, the other one who is very influential in my thinking with regard to social experimentation especially is Donald Campbell, American social psychologist. He was a president of the American Sociological Association in the ’60s who may be one of the – he’s the man who was behind the idea of quasi-experimental methods. If you are familiar with him; Campbell and Stanley, people like that. If you look at his work, [Methodology and Epistemology in the Social Sciences / Methodology and Epistemology for Social Science 1:08:30], you see a lot of very interesting explorations of the way in which social science can actually not only be policy-relevant but also provide new knowledge through social experimentation. 

Yes. 
Male:
I was wondering ___[1:08:49]. 

Steve Fuller:
Sorry, I thought it was this gentleman here. But you go ahead. We’ll deal with both of you. You first.

Male:
In terms of the sciences, I was wondering for a new construction of the ___[1:09:04] arguing about ___ insights from that. But I thought one of the central insights from the sociology of science was the way in which those constructions are themselves overlaying ___[1:09:17]. 

[Cross talking 1:09:17]

Steve Fuller:
Sure.

Male:
So, a key part of what ___[1:09:23] [the role of the sociologist] ___ is try and expose those ___ [normative judgements]. The ways in which notions of humanness are being [paraded] there. It strikes me that the social scientists and sociologists pick [that a lot] ___ in socialising those visions, those scientific ___ for those visions. Bringing in a different vision of what the social is. 

Steve Fuller:
Yes. 

Male:
___[1:09:49] whether ___ very important in –

Steve Fuller:
Yes. 

Male:
– constructing these new narratives of the human. 

Steve Fuller:
Yes. No, no, look. I agree with you but I do think – let me tease out a couple of points here. I was wondering when someone would bring this up because I was expecting that the first question would be, “But what about criticising stuff? Isn’t that what we’re supposed to be about here in sociology? We’re supposed to be these critics? It’s hegemons who have all these visions, right?”

Of course that’s true. But I certainly would hope that’s not the end of the story. No, no. but that’s an important to stress, okay? Because you can get a lot of mileage in this business just by complaining.

(Laughter)

Really. You can get a lot of mileage. 

If you think about Hegel, right, you get stuck in the second moment of the dialectic; the negation. You never get to the third stage. This is almost the entire history of this discipline, since it’s been disciplinised. But that’s another lecture.

But the point is, you’ve got to have both; you’ve got have the critical awareness, but there have got to be people working towards a positive vision that take into account those criticisms. You see? You need both. 

Especially this is why I make education such a big focus of what sociology is. Because, look, if you’re educating young people to go into the world, you don’t just tell them, “Oh, everything is awful; everything sucks. Oh, man, you should just commit suicide now, you know. Anything you come up with, we already did.”

No, you don’t want to do that. In which case, then you’ve got a special kind of burden on you as the teacher so say what is positive; where can you go with this? 

That should be a very important part of our responsibility. That is the utopian element. 

This gentleman here. This guy here. 

Male:
I was ___[1:11:38] mention one group of people who are exclusively working on developing these possible divisions and that’s ___[1:11:47].

Steve Fuller:
Yes. 

Male:
___[1:11:52] very valuable and I love the fact that he’s bringing a whole variety of people together around that theme. 

Steve Fuller:
Yes. 

Male:
I wonder whether one division you didn’t mention is that that assumes more of a ___[1:12:05]. I wonder whether why would you think that sociology’s role in particular and sociology ___[1:12:16] the ___ [science] and why ___ something. Just whether the [emphasis] ___ for science.

Steve Fuller:
First of all, anyone who knows about my work knows I’m very interdisciplinary; I don’t even come from this field. Come on. (Laughter) But the point here is that in terms of a discipline who, within its history, could make claim to having this overarching view of society as its focus and having a normative orientation toward it, it is sociology.

With regard to ___[1:12:49], who I have a lot respect and a lot of time for, I do think that as long as there is a sense that if we’re talking about the 21st century, I hate to say it but Marx is a historical. Marx is a historical figure. We really need new utopias, new visions. There is nothing wrong with invoking the concepts and so forth from the past. But at the end of the day, if we’re talking about a future, there are a lot of challenges on the table that I mentioned about humanity 2.0 that Marx didn’t have a clue about but which are very important for now and the future. 

In a sense, we can’t continue to trade on Marx. There’s nothing wrong with Karl Marx. Nothing wrong. He’s a nice guy.

Male:
You use material from Marx.

Steve Fuller:
Yes, of course you can use material. But I don’t think that the Marx brand works. The branding of it as Marxist doesn’t work. I really think we need to get clear about this because there is a sense, as someone who writes about and teaches sociological theory, there is a tendency in this field to be incredibly nostalgic and about the 19th century in terms of that’s where all the ideas happened. That’s not to say the ideas weren’t good but they’ve got to be rebranded and brought up to date.

Yes.

Sorry, sorry. How many people are we…?

Can I just choose them in whatever order? Okay. We’ll get to you but first we’ll start with this person.

Female:
I think I understand a lot of your concerns which ___[1:14:31 – 1:14:39].

Steve Fuller:
Yes. No, no. In my early years, I was influenced by her, of course. Science and technology studies is kind of the field that I came from. Sure, she was a very big focus. Especially in the ’80s and ’90s. I think as we move into the more contemporary period, her work would definitely be on the post-human side of this of this humanity 2.0 stuff that I was talking about. My guess is that she would on the opposite side of most of what I’ve been saying here. But I do think she is someone who is animated by the same concerns. 

Female:
___[1:15:13].

Steve Fuller:
No, no. Exactly. Yes, yes. I think in fact she is one of the people who in a sense took that kind of postmodernist trope and really did something substantial with it, rather than making it a kind of party trick. But in terms of this kind of issue of humanity 2.0, I’m more on the trans-human side and I would put her on the post-human side, especially with companion-species manifesto, all that kind of stuff. 

Female:
___[1:15:43] now. ___ because of ___. How would you ___ being ___. So how do we motivate ___ again. ___.

Steve Fuller:
Yes. Well, as some of you may know, I write about the sociology of intellectual life and the thing that’s really interesting about the foundation of the modern university, Humboldt and all that kind of stuff in Germany, is that this is really what put philosophy as a discipline on the map. Philosophy was seen as the foundational discipline. The question is, what was the point? There was this general conception in Germany in the beginning of the 19th century as a country that in a sense was trying to succeed, that it needed to train up its citizens so it needed some very foundational, fundamental education that should be common to everyone regardless of what they studied especially. Philosophy was going to be the thing that does it. If you look at the German Idealists, you can see by the way that their philosophies are organised how that was played out. Their philosophies are typically integrative philosophies; they bring together knowledge from different areas and so forth.

I’m making a similar pitch for sociology now. Now, the problem I see in terms of translating that 19th-century image to the 21st century is that the state and citizenship isn’t so compelling anymore. That’s the problem. Because when we talk about why students should be educated and so forth, it’s education for markets; education for jobs. In which case we will emphasise a certain amount of flexibility, fluidity, maybe some lifelong learning; any skill you’ve got today will be gone tomorrow, so you’ve got to keep on coming back. Universities can make money off that too. But the point is, the academic integrity of the thing disappears. 

So this is where I think there is an interesting issue about what is the non-academic vehicle to which sociology ought to attach itself? Because historically, with philosophy, it was the state and citizenship. Regardless of what job you had in society, you need to be trained in a certain way. I’m making a similar argument for sociology now. But the question is, is the state powerful enough to ensure that? 

This may be an argument, you might say, for sociologists trying to do what they can to shore up the state, because the state is under a lot of pressure, both conceptually and politically in all kinds of ways. But I do think that’s kind of where the issue is with this. In other words, the concept of being a human being, being a whole human being, historically has been instantiated most clearly in the idea of the citizen. In a sense, we may need to recover that in some form. 

Milena Stateva:
___[1:18:48]. 

Steve Fuller:
I know. Loads of people are here. Come on, guys. 

Yes, you sir? 

Milena Stateva:
I think the lady ___[1:18:59]. 

Steve Fuller:
Sorry, sorry. 

Female:
___[1:19:02] and I’ve got a question. It might not be fair ___. But ___[1:19:10] Marxism and Marx ___. Because materialism ___. So can you comment at all on this ___.

Steve Fuller:
Yes. 

Female:
___[1:19:32] actualise ___. I find it more ___ understand. Can you comment on that? 

Steve Fuller:
Well, here’s the thing. I read Nussbaum as being an essentialist with regard to the human. I’ve written about this, so I have to confess it. I think she actually has a very outdated biological view of human beings. Because in modern biology, there is no species essentialism. The way in which we make distinctions between one species and another is conventional based on whatever biological knowledge says now. This is where I think Nussbaum is too beholden to Aristotle. So in other words, she’s making a priori arguments from the nature of human beings. I think that’s not really the way to go.

If I had a little more time – I didn’t talk about this in my talk and you may not be familiar with this, but one of my views which I realise will probably be very controversial here is I don’t believe that being human is restricted to homo sapiens. I think Nussbaum does. Maybe most of you do as well. In other words, to be human is to actually have a certain kind of set of capacities, so I don’t deny the capacity stuff, but it can be instantiated in many different sorts of being, carbon and silicon. A lot has to do with the amount of rights and responsibilities that we’re willing to engage in with this creature. That’s how I would define human. I would not localise it to biological homo sapiens. 

I think Nussbaum, that’s her first move. That’s what makes a lot of what she says so compelling because if you believe there’s some kind of natural human, then a lot of stuff would seem to follow. I think that’s where I want to get off the boat with her. In particular things she says, I might agree with her. But I think at the metaphysical level, I’m very fundamentally against what she says. In that respect, I’m a constructivist. Does that make sense to you? 

Female:
___[1:21:39]. 

Steve Fuller:
But those aren’t incompatible. The point is, it’s not incompatible. You can be both. Because matter changes; matter isn’t this fixed thing. Aristotle has a very particular conception of materialism which is related to natural kinds and things like that, which I don’t think you need to have. But that doesn’t make me any less materialist; that just means a different conception of matter. 

I think we’re going to have to leave this because I’m getting some gestures here.

(Laughter)

I’m sorry about that. 

Milena Stateva:
I am really sorry myself.

(Laughter)

There are so many things that have to happen within these three days. 

I know a secret by the way if you want to hear more of Steve Fuller, have a look at his Warwick University website, there is a link to podcasts and there are quite a few. Probably dozens? 

Steve Fuller:
Close to 80.

(Laughter)

Milena Stateva:
They are updated quite regularly, so you can keep up to date and also it’s not even the middle of the year and he already has two books out. So you can look for those as well. They are very much on trans-human. 

I would like now to give the floor to President of the BSA, John Holmwood, to introduce the Distinguished Service to British Sociology Award.

John Holmwood:
Thank you. I think first to say thank you for a distinguished lecture.

(Applause)

Steve Fuller:
Thank you. 

John Holmwood:
It was a really stimulating lecture. But now it’s a really great privilege and pleasure to give the distinguished Service to British Sociology Award to the person I’m going to tell you about in a moment. 

This is an award that was recently introduced by the Association, so I think it’s been going for two years with multiple awards in the first year and then last year a first single award and then a second year of single award for distinguished service. 

It’s to John Scott. I think he really needs no introduction to an audience of British Sociologists. But as you know when somebody says, “He needs no introduction,” they then go on to do one.

(Laughter)

I’ll just say something about him, just so that you can get a sense of his distinction and I think strongly a sense of his service.

He’s a past president of the British Sociological Association; former chair of the Council of Heads and Professors of Sociology; member of the RAE sociology panel since 2001, acting as its chair in 2008 and again in 2014. These are all incredible awards promoting, defending and facilitating British sociology. That in itself is a terrific contribution. 

He is also, and I think would, himself, wish to be known for the other areas of distinction. That’s his major intellectual contributions to a range of fields of sociology. I think it’s very striking just how many contributions John has made; to economic and political sociology; to sociological theory; to methodology in the field of network analysis; and to the history of sociology. John is just a major figure in all those areas. A major figure internationally, not just in British sociology. 

He’s held appointments at Leicester and Essex Universities. More latterly at Plymouth University, but also visiting positions in Norway, Japan, Hong Kong, Denmark and is currently honorary professor at the University of Copenhagen. 

His distinction has been widely recognised. He is a life member of the American Sociological Society; he’s shaking his head. So Wikipedia is wrong.

(Laughter)

I believe him to be strongly recognised in American sociology too.

I can’t now make my joke about the American Sociological Society and what it is; an honour section of the American Sociological Association. But he is also a member of the Academy of the Social Sciences; fellow of the British Academy; and recently honoured as Commander of the Order of the British Empire in the 2013 birthday honours.

But I know they all pale in comparison to the mastermind award, the BSA award for Distinguished Service to British Sociology for 2014. 

John, thank you. 

(Applause) 

That I think concludes…

Milena Stateva:
Two minutes more.

A bit of housekeeping really. There is some additional information on the education stream plenary on Friday. It is between 5:00PM and 6:00PM in the Roger Stephens lecture theatre 20. Professor Harry Bradley will speak on the corporate university; neoliberalism, education and change – the personal view. 

Please note that more late changes than that. But I ___[1:27:38] notice board in the sports hall next to the registration desk. As one of the directors of membership services, I’d like to encourage you to speak to us. Professor Steve Fuller was one of the speakers requested last year by the members. Tell us more. Who you want to hear at future lectures; how do you want to see the activities of the organisation; so just speak more to us and enjoy the rest of the conference.

Thank you.

(Applause)
END AUDIO
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