TELEVISTON SCRIPT  OPEN UNIVERSITY LiBRaARY

NOT TO BE TAKEN

COMPLETED PROGRAMME

FROM THE LIBRARY

FOU,D187K/71/X
D,102/18

Spool No: 3980

THE _OPEN UNIVERSITY

Social Science Foundation Course

QUESTIONING THEORIES?

Executive Producer
Producer cs ae
Production Assistan

Design .. .t o
Graphics se o
Technical Manager .,
Sound Supervisor ,,
Vision Mixer .. .e
Presented by .e
Taking part .. .o

1st Insert: iPresenter)
Actors)

(D.102/5)

2nd Insert:
(D.102/5)

Frd Insert: EPresenter)
Actor)

(D.102/10)

Consultant .o .

Duration: 23t19"

last TX:

(Actor)

DAVID SELIGMAN
HUGH PHILLIPS
CHRISTINE JACKSON

GEORGE WISNER
RICHARD BOOTH
JO CARVER

JOIN FANE
COLIN TUGWCOD
GILL HAGUE

BERNARD WILLIAMS

LAURENCE HARRIS
JOHN CLARKE

SUSAN HIVMMELWEIT
JOHN JOYCE
STEPHEN WHITTAKER
JEAN LEPPARD
BARBARA BERMEL

JOHN JOYCE

RICHARD RERSHAW
JOBY BLANSHARD

TONY WALTON

08.55 20th June, 1982.




D,102/18

OPENING TITLES (32")

-1 =

MUSIC (32")
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CAP: Progra:mhe 18
QUESTIONING THEORIES?

PROF', BERNARD WILLTAMS
(to cam,) :

S/I: PROF, BERNARD WILLIAMS
/0 |

2=5S
LAURENCE HARRIS/JOHN CLARKE

BERNARD WILLIAMS (to cam.)

PIUS ANIMATION:
l. The model

2, How specific?

STUDIO

BERNARD WILLIAMS: .
Much earlier in the course, in TVi4,

I talked to a socioclogist, Stan Colhen,
about some very general questions
which come up when we ask what the
social sciences are, what sorts of
evidence they can use and what sorts
of explanations'they're trying to give.

Now in this progi-amme. I'm going to
ask some more questions, particularly
about concepts and theories in the :
social sciences and how they tie in
with values, I've been Joined for
this programme by Laurence Harris who
was responsible for the economics
block, block two, and by John Clarke
who led the social divisions block,
block three, I'm going to focus the
discussion in this programme on four
topics that you've already met in the
economics and social divisions blocks
of your course, |

I'd like to begin by looking at the
nature of a model or caricature, You
remember that a model was used in the
economics block. Second, having
discussed the model, I want to move
on to examine how specific~that model
is, Is it a model that can only
explain what happens in one society,




3. Theoretical cholce

4, Values

%3-S LAURENCE HARRIS/
JOHN CLARKE/
BERNARD WILLIAMS

-~ D -

or can we generalise from 1t? The
third thing we'll tackle is theoretical
choice, Why do social scientists

opt for . one set of. concepts rather
than enother? Why, for instahce, in
"Brian's Britain" was the theory of
soclal class used to explain Brian's
lifestyle rather than a psychological
theory or even a biological theory?
And in the fourth and finel section
of the programme I want to turn to
values, What part do values play in
forming theories?

Well let's begin with the first of
these four points, the model or
cardicature. You'll remember how we
first met 1t.

1st insert (2'05%)
(D.102/5)
"Getting it Together"

(dramatization)

SUSAN HIMMELWEIT (to cam.)
S/I: SUSAN HIMMELWEIT
T/0

00V s
Welcome to the capitalist economy,

STEVE:
Eh!

O0V:
The capitalist economy,

JOHN ¢
What's that?

Q0V:
That's what you're going to find out,

SUSAN HIMMELWEIT:

Yes, welcome to the capitalist
economy., JIn this programme you're
going te see a model of a capitalist
econemy, being built by our actors,
John, Jean and Steve, Youlve got

-2 -




MCU
SUSAN HIMMELWEIT

MIX TO CARTOON OF
SUSAN HIMMELWEIT

(Aramatization) -

....3—

another such medel in Unit 5, that
was a written one, now you're going

‘to see a theatrical one. But the idea

behind the two is the same, to pick
out the key features of a capitalist
economy, It won't look like any

‘particular economy, more like a

stylized picture of them all, A bit ..
like a theatrical caricature, | Cari-
catures manage to meke their point,

- not by drawing people exactly how

they look, but by pilcking cut their - |
important distinctive feammg;' -Tha"_t'j"s‘
one of the reasons they can be |
amu'sing because they do present
familjar things in a strangely stark
light, We're going to do a similar
thing here. So now watch carefully
amd we'll let the show begin,

(PAUSE)
JOHN: . | ' -
Morning, morning, morning, Sorry love

there's no work for you, . . ..

What do you mean?

JOHN: L
Come and see for yourself, -

(PAUSE )

- JOHN:
_,This is progress.
(PAUSE)

This machine can do the work of{twb

LY N

of the old machines but only needs

‘one operator., Sorry love but you see

-~ 3 -
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how it is.

STEVE ¢

You can't get rid of one of us Just

like that,

JOHN ¢
Look, with this machine we can make

.more money and as there's fewer of

you, I can pay you more, so we all
benefit, You can see the sense in
that, can't you?

STEVE :

He's right you know love, you can't

stand in the way of progress, I mean
after all, you're just doing it for

Pin money.

JOHN:
You can't all be winners can you?

oQV:
Not in. a cepitalist economy,

(PAUSE )

35S LAURENCE HARRIS/ JOHN
CLARKE/ BERNARD WILLIAMS

BERNARD WILLIAMS
{(to Leurence Harris)

LAURENCE HARRIS
(to BERNARD WILLIAMS)

BERNARD WILLIAMS:

Well Laurence, that's agreed to be a
caricature or a model, I think some
people are going to say that.it's
very, very much a caricature, that it
represents an extremely crude and
particular view of our society. What
would you say if that criticism was
mede?

LAURENCE HARRIS: :
Well all caricatures are crude, all

-l -




S/I: PROF, LAURENCE HARRIS
T/0

BERNARD WILLIAMS
(to Lawrence Harris)

LA RENCE HARRIS C/A

(to Bernard Williems)

-5«

models are crude, they are as Susan
Himmelwelit said in the programme,
bringing out essential elements of
the thing, But there is one differ-
ence between a model and a caricature
which I think hasn't come out from the
programme and that is this: in a
caricature you pick out a particular
feature and you highlight it -

De Gaul's nose, or President Nixon's
ears, or whatever in the cartoon
characters, but those features that
you pick out don't particularly
explain any of the more complicated
aspects that are left out, Whereas
in a model you're picking out elements
which you think, the social scientist
thinks, has some role in explaining
all the other bits of the model, even
some of the bits that are left out.

BERNARD WILLIAMS:

And, of course, it's your particular
view of it - it's a particular kind
of economic interpretation, in
particular it's a Marxian interpreta-
tion of society - and, of course,
these wouldn't necessarily be the
economic features that other economic
theorists would pick on, I mean is
that, would you agree with that?

LAURENCE HARRIS:

Yes, that's quite true, I mean there
are several aspects of it which are
very specific to this type of model,
The most obvious I think is the fact
that we've concentrated in all the
programmes and in the units upon
conflict between classes, between a

--.5 -




(BERNARD WILLIAMS C/A)

BERNARD WILLIAMS
(to Laurence Harris)

LAURENCE HARRIS
(to Bernard Williams)

-6 -

working class and a cepitalist class

‘and that's quite a specific way of

modelling the economy, there's no
doubt about that.

BERNARD . WILLIAMS:

So that, here there is an implicit
claim which you would be making and
obviously a very contestable claim,
ut a lot of what happens in the
economy, that is at a purely economic
level, is dertermined by considera-
tions of class and class conflict -
even 1f the identification of those
classes in a modern society are very
much overlayed by other, other social
factors,

LAURENCE HARRIS: . .

Yes, that's absolutely right. Let
mngive some examples, I think that

in block two we've given some falrly
clear examples of how conflicts
between, on the one hand workers and
on the other hand capitalists, or to

be more precise - between labour and
capital without attaching the sort

of personifications to them - have been
related to technological developments,
how they've accounted for some of

the dynamic that we've had in capitalist
economies, the most remarkable

dynamic,

Now the alternative to taking the
view that there is this sort of con-
flictual element which underliies this
dynamic and gives rise to some of
this dynamic is to say - let's Just

-6 -



EERNARD WILLIAMS
(to Laurence Harris)

(LAUIENCE HARRIS C/A) -

'm ¥

~economics,

-7 -

assume that ell imdividuals are equal,

some happen to own capital, some
happen to own labour, but they're all
basically equal ard they can. all he
brought into harmony with each ‘other
-~ that's what's done in a lc_r!; }o_f .
And if we assume that,
that everybody's just an individual

-equal to the others, everyone can be

brought into harmony, we're not going
to find any real reason why society
should change - why there. should be .
this change, great change, dynamic

change, in methods of production, for -

example,

EERNARD WILLTAMS:

Could I just pick you up on g point
that we have with ... that's implicit
in what you've been saying - many

- economists would hope o find economic

concepts which could be applied .in

‘some form or other to any ecomomy, In

particular the notions of supply and
demand might be thought to apply to
any economy, but there's a sense in
which the economic concepts, the
concepts that you're using here in
the se programmes, are very speecially
applied to, and indeed.Sue said this
in the opening mmarks, to a capitalist
economy., Indeed, there!'s g rather c¢dd
remark just at the end of the extract
we saw -~ you remember: ‘

INSERT 2 (5")
D.102/5
it Te

"Gettin
(drematization

thert -

JOHN'

- You can't all be winners, can you?

o0v: o
Not in a capitalis-b economy. :

-7 -
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BERNARD WILLTAMS:

3-S5 :

LAURENCE HARRIS/ That remark there, that we can't all

%ggﬁﬁg%AS§E£IAMS be winners in a capitalist economy -~

RERNARD WILLIAMS which seems rather to imply there
(to Laurence Harris) could be an economy in which every-

body was a winner, but which is
indeed a slightly odd implication I
would have suggested, But apart

from that, the point is do we need
economic concepts which would range
across any economy which could be
universally applicable? I think the
implication of your approach is that
there 1s a very special social phenom-
enon which is the *"capitalist economy"
which has very sﬁecial sorts of
concepts that apply to it, is that
right?

LAURENCE HARRIS:

LATRENCE HARRIS Yes, I think that's absolutely right,

(to BERNARD WILLIAMS) The problem is to know exactly how to

divide.off one economy from another,
I mean, as you.say, when John at the
end there says, you know - we can't
all be winners in a capitalist economy,
it is a sort of a strange ascertion
if it's meant to imply that in a social-
ist economy everybody could be a
winner., But clearly it's not meant
to imply.that, He, he in the drama is
the boss. And he's clearly not imply-
ing that the socialist economy is hunky
dory for everyone, What's going on here
is simply the idea that we want to
hammer home - that each economy is
specific and that the model that we've

-8 -
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developed here is & specific type of
economy,

BERNARD WILLIAMS:

BERNARD WILLIAMS But wouldn't some economic theorists
(to Laurence Harris) © say that a notion of profit is a

measure of productivity for instance,
is a notion which has got to be
applied in any economy, If you're .

LAURENCE HARRIS C/a thirnking about any economic process,
you would have to consider some notion.
rather like profit -~ unless, of course,
you are dealing with an extremely
primitive economy indeed, or perhaps
some exchange kind or something of
that sort.

LA RENCE HARRIS:

LAYRENCE HARRIS That's absolutely right, what one
(to Bernard Williems) would do as an econcomist is think
(BERNARD WILLIAMS C/A) - of a concept as surplus. In & capltal-

ist economy that surplus has a
slightly different character from its
character in say, China today.

BERNARD WILLIAMS:

BERNARD WILLIAMS (to cam,) We've also had some programmes about
class in the context of sociological
theory - theory concerned with social
stratification, Our o0ld friend Brian
Harris, whose life was shown to us,
illustrated the idea that a lot of what
happens to people depends on the class
position into which they're borm. Well
this seems to say that structural
features of soclety and in particular
"class" are moreimportant in determining
what happens to people than say
individual psychological factors.

- =
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3~S
LAURENCE HARRIS/JOHN CLARKE/
BERNARD WILLIAMS

3RD INSERT (1t'22")
b.102/10
"Brian's Britaln®

TEACHER ¢
TEACHER _ , Brian Harris, wasn't he quite good at
(to Interviever) sports? Football, yes we had quite a

good football team in the school at
that time and Brian came out quite
well in that. I don't suppose he ever
made the first eleven ... tut still,
As for his classroom work, quite a
bright lad tut not an outstanding
pupil, better on the practical side
than he was on the academic,

. : - RICHARD KERSHAW:
RICHARD KERSHAW (to cem,) Brian's academic performance was not
exceptional and he left Wood Lane at
14 without any qualifications, but
mind you, so did most of his
contemporaries,

TEACHER :

TEACHER It's a situation the social scientist

(to Interviewer) might describe as class based, unequal

distribution of qualifications. Which
is to say that children from a working
class background are much less likely
to achieve any kind of educational
qualificaticn than are children from
higher up the social scale, Just

ANIMATTON ¢ take a look at this, In the first

Educational Qualifications group, class one, 93 out of every
,Jmndred children achieve some sort of
educational qualification. The
proportion diminishes as we move down
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the scale and from backgrourds like

. Brian's, only 35 out of every hundrgd 

" achieve any kind of quaiificationsqt

all.

BERNARD WILLIAMS (to. cam.)

JOHN CLARKE
(to Bernard Williems)

S/I: JOHN CLARKE

T/0

3=S
LAUENCE HARRIS/JOHN CLARKE /
BERNARD WILLIAMS |

- sociologist is committed to believing

BERNARD WILLTAMS: T
Jﬂgg;_this is a very clear example of ' ;

. the third point that I mentioned at

the beginning - about theoretical
choice, the choice of the concepts

and theories which governs one's

social explanations., -Well I'd like

now to ask John Clarke whether he agrees
with the idea that social structure
governs individual behaviour %o this
important extent, and also whether a - |

that ty the very nature of his subject,

JOHN CLARKE: : S
Jell I think there are two points to '
‘make about it, One is there'isa =
‘choice clearly in that.programme, and

in sociology generally, to focus on 1

social factors amd forces, rather than
-biological or factors of individual |
psychology to explain"large‘patterns :
of social behaviour, .:That's, I mean
that's a commitment of- the discipline .
in that sense you're right., But it's
not just a sort of ran@omﬁéﬁ@m;tment‘
- it's a commitment that socleties N
are diverse, there are different sorts
of patterns of behaviour and that those
‘are likely to be explained by social '
variation rather than by universal,.
biological or psychological factors, .
That's the first level- o£ choice that's "
involved in it, R -

- 11 - L



BERNARD WILLIAMS
(to John Clarke)

JOHN CLARKE '
(to Bernard Williams)

BERNARD WILLIAMS
(to John Clarke)

3-5
LAURENCE HARRIS/JOHN CLARKE/
BERNARD WILLIAMS

JOHN CLARKE
(to Bernard Williams)

- 12 ~

EERNARD WILLIAMS:

Let me Jjust see if I've got that
clear, can I? You're saying that there
1s a level of choice in choosing any
sociological concept rather than a
psychological or biological one ard
that is somehow implicit in persuing
this subject as an explanatory
discipline,

JOHN CLARKE:

That's right and the commitment is

to looking for social factors or
social processes first, Then there's
a question about what sort of concepts
are used to analyse those pProcesses
and forces and that's where I think
the question of class comes in, and
that's where class 1s used in the
programme about Brian Harris,

BERNARD WILLIAMS:

I see, so0 what we're saying is that
there is first a commitment to using
some form of sociological concept,
perhaps rather than psychological
ones, And secondly there's the ques-.
tion about why this one, nemely class,
is taken eae%f#ndamental.r Yes, right,
I mean a:; people going to say when
they see this representation of
Harris's life that the, the man is
absolutely represented as fundamentally
powerless on anything that really
matters.,

JOHN CLARKE:

I wouldn't want to suggest that it's

quite as far as powerless, The focus




(BERﬁARD WILLIAMS C/A)

BERNARD WILLIAMS
(to John Clarke)

- 13 -
is really on trying to see how the,
the social conditions act as a
constraint on what is possible for
people. The question of power then
seems to me to be a question about:
what people can do within those basic
constraints of the society., And I
think one of the qualifications I'd

want to add for that as & sociologist -

is thet people are likely to be more
individually powerless. rathsr"‘!;mn'

collectively powerless, that: people -

acting together, for a sociologist,

are more likely to possess power th&n,
‘than as individuals. And that relates

back to the fact that the conditions,

I mean, are conditions of action as -
- well as constraint,

BERNARD WILLIAMS:

There are as we've seid the two points;

whether you choose some social concept
to give these explanations in social -
theory and as you've said that it's
being sociology elmost that commits
one to that. And there is this par-
ticular case of this concept, namely

the concept of class, Perhaps we ought =

_l.-:L3_.,

TR,



JOHN CLARKE
{to Bernard Williams)

- 13(a) -

to turn now to the issue of why you
want to give social explanations

'using this concept, Why this concept

rather than other forms of social
concept that might be used in such a
theory?

JOHN CLARKE:

Well could I answer that at two levels
because in the, in the programme that
we've been talking.about the ideas of
class is used in a, I think, a very
descriptive way, It simply says there .
are different groups. And it's not.
used as a very powerful explanation,
or a very powerful theory, and.it's
only I think in the units that, that
people have been reading, where the
question of class is a really -
theoretical concept, 2s a, a mode of
explanation is important, The first
level of the answer is class appears
in the Brian Harris programme because
it's sort of empirically true that

- 13 (a) -
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LAURENCE HARRIS/JOHN CLARKE/
BERNARD WILLIAMS

JOHN CLARKE
(to Bernard Williams)

BERNARD WILLIAMS (to cam,)

ANIMATION:
"Values/Facts/Theories/
Explanation"

3-8
LAURENCE HARRIS/JOHN CLARKE/
BERNARD WILLIAMS

LZURENCE HARRIS
(to Bernard Williems)

. groupings.

- 14 =

those patterns of educational mobil-
ity, of Jjob choice, of income,

. empirically correspond to class
There's a sort of factual
level of importance about the idea of
class,

The second I think is a more theore- .
tical argument about the importance
of class because it seems to me that
it's possible then to.-construct an
argument which begins, as Laucrence
said earlier, to connect up.the
different levels of society, to
connect economic questions to social
divisions, to political questions,

BERNARD WILLIAMS:
This gets us to the fourth point that

I mentioned at the beginning of our
discussion which is the role of values
in the selection of theories and
concepts and the social sciences,
Because it does look really from what
we've already said as though values
probably play a larger role 'in the
selection of ideas in these sciences
than for instance they do in the
natural scilences. And I'd like to
start by asking Laurence whether you
think that is so, that values play an
important role in theory, choice in
the socizl sciences?

LAURENCE HARRTS:

Well I think they play a role, tut I
don't think they play an important
role. I think that social secience
isn't a completely bloodless, lifeless

- 14 -



(BERNARD WILLIAMS C/A)

BERNARD WILLIAMS
(to Leurence Harris)

{(2-5 C/A
LfURENCE HARRIS/JOHN CLARKE)

(JOHN CLARKE C/A)

- 15 -

enterprise, I think s=orial scientists
argue and become angry, and you may
recall, when we first saw programme

. five together, you became quite angry

when you saw the class concepts in
there and I became quite angry in
sort of defending them and, and
clearly our values were sort of coming
to play there, But I don't think
that sort of argument isiterribly
important in the question of how
soclal science theories get chosen -~
how some win out and others lose out.
Now to me, it seems to me that values
aren't the most crucial thing. The
most crucial thing I think is whether
or not a theory is comprehensive and
coherent in its explanation of sdcial
phenomena,

BERNARD WILLIAMS:
And you would claim that the notion
of comprehensiveness that you're using

" here 1s, is an absolutely neutral

scientific notion, It's like a similar
notion that might be used in the

né& tral sciences. John, what do you
think about this, beceuse it seems

to me  that, that I think I myself am
inclined to think that this notion of
comprehensive explanation that we're
offered in this context is actually
weaker than it looks, That what we're
being. - given is a.set of concepts in
which, of course, one can intexrpret
the phenomena one's confronted, one.
can always find a way of translated,
translating what's put in front of

you by using these notions, tut it is

- 15 -
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more just like a kind of general way
‘of looking at the world and indeed
one that is rather closely connected
to practical values about what one
should do about the situation, rather
- than something which is any strohg
sense analagous to the comprehensive-
ness of the best natural scientific
explanations, But what do you feel
about this?

JOHN CLARKE :

JOHN CLARKE . Well I, I don't think I would agree

(to Bernard Williams) with-that. It seems to me that, I

mean, the gquestion ebout comprehen-
siveness, I mean ralses two problems.
One is, it's often true that there
are specific theories within particular
disciplines, for example, which can
actually gilve a very detailed,. very
precise explanation of a particuiar
rhenomena, That maybe one criteria
of comprehensiveness, But it seems
to me there's a more important one - .
which is that one of the questions
for the soclal sciences is not to
divide up the real complexity of the
social world into those nice, neat
academic sub-disciplines, but actually
to deal with how different sorts of
social phenomena are connected
together. And it seems to me that
one of the great strengths of a
Marxlist theory i1s precisely that it
resists that sort of segregation as
it, of the world, as if it's, the
world corresponds to discipline.
And clearly in terms of the phencmena
that Laurence was talking about, about

- 16 =



BERNARD WILLIAMS
(to Laurence Harris arnd

John Clarke)

(to Cam,)

- 17 -

the introduction of new technology
or strikes = those are also the

questions that soclologists ought to

be interested in and there are social

'as well as economic phenomena, and

the disciplinary separation seems to
me very difficult then.

BERNARD WILLIAMS:

Well there are obviously some very large
‘questions in which I think all three

of us could probably contimie to
disagree, and in fact would disagree,
about the strength of these notions

and explanations which are being evoked
here, and how strong a notion of
explanation we're given here to use,
But I think in ending we have to say

that in this discussion we are all going

shaping theories in the social sclences

to agree that values play some role in

but there really is,I think,room for

. considerable disagreement here and I
- think we disagree amongst ourselves,

about how strong that formative role
is, Everybody agrees that the facts
by themselves can't totally determine
what theories you should hold, There
must be an element of.choice, or
possible disagreement, about what
concepts you bring to the facts, and
about what theoretical structures
should be used in interpreting those
facts, Now that's true in the natural

- sc¢iences also, DBut in the social

sciences the subject matter is, of
course, much more ¢losely related to
guestions of value, and of what society
should be like, and of how we want to
régard other people,

-17 -




*as I believe they do,
it's also true that
social scientific
theories,

=18 ~

The fact that values are imnvolved in
these ways, and of course as I've said
there are disagreements about how - .
the extent to which they're involved,
how radical that involvement is, ut
the fact that they're involved at

all - may meke people wonder whether
it's all-going to turn out to be
relative, so that the whole of social
science will end up just depending

on what values you happen to hold,
But this isn't so. And even somebody
more sceptical than Laurence and John
about this wouldn't think that was

s0, because first of all, we mustn't
forget this, there is that level of
fact which we talked about already,
There is a level for instance of
statistical fact, A set of truths
which no responsible investigator in .

- the social sciences can deny, however,

those truths are going eventually to
be interpreted, But there is actually
a more basic point as well as that.
The connection between social scien-
tific theory and values which exists
is a two=-way stree;. If values help
to form theories,/and the plctyres
which those theories offer of society,
they help us to critisise values -

and that gives room for rational
argument and discussion. The fact
that values and theory are comnnected
doesn't simply make thecories arbi-~
trary, It also helps to stop our
values being arbltrary because it .
makes them responsive to the facts,
and also to carefully considered
interpretations of thefacts and the

~ 18 -
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kind of interpretation that social
sclence can indeed offer us,

MUSIC (29")

(33" to end
of programme)

F/0 MUSIC & VOCALS
MUTE

The Open University BBC tv,
(c) The Open University, 1982
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