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As an insider within the recent field of scienceds¢s, Steven Yearley is well-placed to
show how any sociology of modern society that &spho legitimacy has to confront
issues of science and technology head-on. In thitest bookiMaking Sense of Science
(MSS), the author takes as his primary duty thdiexioon of science-in-society (MSS,
Xiv) by uncovering what Latour (1992) has labelbd tmissing masses'—non-human
actors that participate in the functioning of hunsagieties. It is precisely because these
beliefs, representations, artifacts and other kgyets of science are so commonplace
now that they have become unproblematic or ‘blaakel’ to use another one of
Latour’s neologisms. It is only when trouble or dtdown is experienced such as in
disputes over nuclear safety, court judgments &n@hJ. Simpson trial or the emergence
of new disease outbreaks that these missing mhssesne thematic. Accordingly, MSS
is divided into two main sections: (a) an examratf the sociology of science and its
practices within scientific communities, and (b)cistogical analysis of scientific
communities interacting with society. A moment'sipa will reveal the logic of this way
of argument for the outcomes of science enter uost into circuits of consumption,
production and exchange within scientific arenatsaiso slip into/from wider society as
well.

Trying to make sense of science is certainly npe@pheral concern in everyday
life; as | write this review the headlines of tleedl daily announce that toxic chemicals
have entered the food chain through contaminatdchosa in a local fish farm
(McCulloch 2005). Although not deemed an acute thelahzard due to the supposedly
massive quantities of fish that have to be consubefdre a lethal dose is reached, the

public was neither informed nor were all the fislttsessfully recalled from distributors.
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In fact, about 97% or over 36 tons of tainted sam®re sold worldwide and probably
already consumed. It is precisely because of cuetsies like these that make reading
MSS invaluable for it foregrounds the inherent tens concerning scientific expertise,
risk, credibility, ethics, and law.

The author would agree with me that if this incidiead happened fifty years ago,
it is likely that the public would had passivelycapted the assurances from the
government or the biologists employed by the agba®uindustry. In part, this is the
powerful mystique and distinctiveness of sciendeictv many people even now continue
to uphold and is discussed in chapter one of M3$& authority was however shattered
in the nascent field of science studies with theooming of the Strong Programme and
the Empirical Programme of Relativism in the 19268d 1980s. These critical stances or
what Yearley calls ‘framing commitments’ about thmner workings of science are
complex although the author nicely summarizes thiseates in the second chapter
without adding too much unnecessary detail. Thisitptio clarify the main issues at
stake using the minimal of references was one a#rgctive feature that | found in MSS.

What follows next are five substantive chapterg #dréiculate the major schools
of science studies. Yearley began with lookingh&rests: People make claims based on
interests and that problems arise when interestdlico While beset with some
theoretical loopholes, interest theory is easilgrapiated and intuitive hence promising
much to furthering the sociology of science. Adimtwork Theory and feminism are not
forgotten as well. Indeed, both seem obligatoryegitheir far-ranging implications for
how one views the world; the former blurred thetidition between human and non-
human actors whereas the latter alerted us to k@mce had often favoured one gender.
Less well-known and accepted as research methodsscience studies are
ethnomethodology and the analysis of discoursehapter 6, whose followers share a
concern with making the familiar strange in differevays. | appreciated the next chapter
on reflection, explanation and reflexivity in sodenstudies. Here, Yearley demonstrates
his insider status in the field when he competeasiyesses the strengths and weaknesses
of the various schools of science studies. Frompkispective, he suggests that there
have been a few important accomplishments arigiog fthinking sociologically about
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science: (a) people ultimately decide on what coastknowledge—the claim of finitism,
(b) truth is decided as collectivities, and (c)strand judgment are vital for knowledge
claims.

The third and final part of the book seemed mastrasting and practical to me as
it dealt with how science studies interacts witlergday issues. This section opened with
discussing how the understanding of scientific exge and institutions among the public
was more complex than originally thought. For exBanpather than possessing
inadequate or incorrect knowledge among non-santthe question should be framed
in terms of public trust in scientific matters aodmpetition with rival forms of local
knowledge. The next two chapters on risks and seiem law complement each other.
Building on the insights from Ulrich Beck and otbeX¥earley maintains that public faith
is now usually placed on the reliability of appass#s and institutions of science to
minimize the predominantly human-made hazards ¢bafront society. Naturally, this
dovetails into issues of law and ethics when thiggsawry as they so often do when
nature ‘bites back.” This is where MSS suggest$ fittence studies again can offer
greater sensitivity into these conundrums that haeeprecedence in the history of
humankind. At the same time, it would be foolishdeny the huge difficulties that
science faces as it engages in policy-making. Vlhateeded according to Yearley in
chapter 11 is to analyse the co-construction ofrthiiral and social order instead of
concentrating on better scientific advice and dgljvmodes. After discussing and then
rejecting the more extreme postmodern attacks @ense (e.g., the so-called crisis of
representation), chapter 12 revisits various afergioned themes and concludes the
book with a reminder of the value of the sociolaggcience for everyone.

Overall, the book is informative and covers its tmain objectives adequately
without being overwhelming to the beginner. | tdndsee MSS akin to a tasty, well-
prepared appetizer that prepares the way for mdostantial courses to follow once the
reader is prepared to do so. Although two GJSSvearis judged MSS as an evaluation
of the field that was written for peer audiencefgund it rather textbook-like albeit with
an emphasis on how science interacts with socoetaterns (i.e. the final section). My
reasons for taking this viewpoint is that the oigation of MSS is scaffolded for ease of
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learning by the generalist reader; introductoryemat first on the nature of science and
science studies followed by a survey of the carani@antage points and finally

illustrating specific issues or case studies alsoignce in the everyday world. Besides,
the backcover of MSS cited an academic advertiiiag she would “certainly use this

book as one of the course texts” while the publigbated MSS as the “ideal guide to
science studies and social theory.”

Would it be sufficient beyond the basic levels? idgponse is in the negative for
the fly in this otherwise fine ointment is that tb@verage (i.e. of the theory and practice
of science studies) is spread thinly here acro$s de&8jes of text. Advanced students
would thus be better served by referring to moecspized resources in the sociology of
science (e.g., Hess 1997) or material relatingctense studies at work (e.g., Irwin and
Wynne, 2004) that MSS single-handedly attempts anage. This balancing of the twin
goals of the author mentioned in the first paralgrepevident when we compare MSS
with another introductory text such as Sismonda@0@), which covers more ground as a
whole but devotes only a single chapter to experéisd the public understanding of
science. Coverage of my personal interest in th@akshaping of technology was
somewhat neglected in MSS. It was not missing éntéxt per se although a reader less
familiar with the literature would find it diffictilto find explicit connections here. These
criticisms should however never detract from therttvoof MSS that provides
fundamental insights to help us distinguish betwiaets, beliefs, and ideology in one of
the most exciting aspects of sociology at the mamen

References

Hess, David J. (199&cience Sudies: An Advanced Introduction. New York: New York
University Press.
Irwin, Alan and Wynne, Brian (2004)isunder standing Science: The Public

Reconstruction of Science and Technology. New York: Cambridge University Press.

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2006 - Vddsge 1



"\‘ Graduate 112
Journ al
o Social
TR

Latour, Bruno (1992) “Where are the Missing MassHEs$2 Sociology of a Few Mundane
Artifacts” In Shaping Technology/Building Society edited by W. E. Bijker and J. Law, pp.
225-258. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

McCulloch, Sandra (2005) “Chemical taints B.C. farfish: Not deemed an acute health
risk; environmental group outragedhe Times Colonist, 4 June, Al.

Sismondo, Sergio (2004n Introduction to Science and Technology Sudies. Malden,

MA: Blackwell.

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2006 - Vddsge 1



