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The shadow of that hyddeous strength

sax myle and more it is of length 

David Lyndsay, Ane Dialog

C.S. Lewis used the above lines as a motto for his book, That Hideous Strength, the third (and final) volume in

his Space Trilogy. As the original poet was referring to the Biblical tower of Babel, so too did Lewis reference Babel in

his work: a dystopian novel about scientists plotting to erase all humanity from man to bestow upon him immortality

and true dominion over nature, effectively raising him to the level of God. In addition, the book's climax features

divine retribution of the Babelian sort -- at a banquet, the scientists were deprived of language, succumbing, in the

end, to madness and death.

It is not uncommon to view science and religion, or experiences of the divine, as two principles struggling

for supremacy over the human psyche. However, Roszak -- though he would possibly agree with the idea of science

as a modern-day tower of Babel -- views science and religion not as natural enemies, but rather as co-conspirators in

a scheme to dominate and control man's thought and way of life. He postulates that Christianity in the West in fact

paved the way for the rise of science; the notorious struggle between Galileo and the Church, he writes, “obscures

the truth of the matter.” The real struggle occured in the expurgation of the remnants of “pagan naturalism” still

present in Christian religious psychology, and replacing them with a single vision, the ideal of objectivity. Science,

instead of overthrowing religion, only took its place; according to Roszak, it in fact used the idolatry already present

in the underpinnings of Christianity as a foundation, a grounding, on which to articulate a new philosophy of nature.

Nietszche's  views  on  Christianity  serve  to  further  illuminate  the  general  thrust  of  Roszak's  argument.

Christianity according to Nietszche was a religion of the weak: a self-deceiving mechanism or restraint preventing

people from achieving true freedom. If, as he proclaimed in The Gay Science, God is dead, then Christianity is a sham,

a social edifice erected to pay homage to a non-existent deity. From there it takes but a few logical steps to arrive at

the idea of idolatry as inherent in Christianity -- take away God, and one is left with nothing but false idols.

Another interesting note is how in his writings Nietszche lamented the rise of the Apollonian ideals of logic,

order, stiff sobriety: all concepts associated with science. In the ascendancy of the Apollonian ideals, Nietszche saw

the fall of the Dionysian values of joy and creative energy. It echoes the fall of the “intimately personal qualities” of

human thought that Roszak so emphatically writes about in Where the Wasteland Ends.

As Nietszche saw religion as a control system, so too does Roszak portray science, the new “religion.” As

Nietszche in his  time blamed Christianity  for cultural  degeneracy and the historical  decline of the human race,

Roszak also blames science for the ills of society: the rape of the environment, the increasing isolation and alienation

of the individual,  the overshadowing of  freedom by an oppressive system.  These parallels  are  no coincidence,

especially not in light of Roszak's assertion that the rise of science was rooted in Christian thought. Both thinkers are

severe critics of what they perceive as belief systems that suppress free thought for the sake of control and power.

If science, then, is representative of the triumph of idolatry -- if people in a society that has discarded God

now bow to the altar of science and to its priesthood, the scientists -- we must examine how it controls people and



the degree of its power to dominate thought. Roszak elaborates on the nature of this power in his analysis of Bacon's

novum organum and power-knowledge.

Power in this sense differs markedly from the Nietszchean idea of man's power as the ubermensch --  this

power was that of freedom, of “doing as one willed” in a world where God was dead and man did not have to

submit to outside control -- in other words, “the will to power.” For in contrast to Nietszche, Roszak's usage of

power as it applies to science refers to domination and the enforcement of authority: over nature and over the rest of

society.  Roszak writes  as if Bacon and his disciples, proponents of the scientific revolution, were advancing the

novum organum and the New Philosophy out of a desire to acquire power not only over natural principles, but over

political structures and social/personal relationships as well.

How is science to achieve such dominance? By alienation, responds Roszak. Inherent in science's objectivity

-- its capacity to be “distilled” and to have all personal elements removed -- is an alienation, an unnatural division

between man and the environment or man and fellow man. By harnessing that division, one will gain power. For

Roszak the power of science lies in its manipulation and exploitation of humans and the environment,  and the

reason it achieves this with such efficiency is that it has alienated itself from others through its very objectivity.

Superiority is determined by he who cares less, is affected less, and science, since it is impersonal and objective, must

therefore reign supreme.

This is, admittedly, a disturbing assertion -- for if followed to its logical conclusion it would imply that

science has become dominant in our society precisely because it has stripped us of all feeling for fellow men and the

environment. But Roszak goes on to buttress his argument with the evidence of more recent years: the destruction

of  nature  in  the  name  of  science  and  industry;  the  justification  of  Nazi  death  camps  as  avenues  for  medical

experimentation; military atrocities, war. All these result from the overzealous application of the selfsame objectivity

so vigorously championed by science.

If the dominance of science -- the self-same culture of idolatry -- was indeed responsible for all these, then

science has obviously over-stepped its bounds. Wars and economic policies lie under different realms; certainly, they

are issues over which the citizenry, as opposed to scientific experts or specialists, of a democratic government should

have final say. Here, therefore, we have the failure of the public sphere conceptualized by Habermas as an avenue for

rational-critical discourse and the direction of society.

Habermas envisioned the public sphere as a way for civil society to articulate its interests -- to form public

opinion, as it is --  in order to direct and guide all other aspects of social life. All disciplines must subject themselves

to consensus as  formed in the public sphere;  policies,  research, and everything else in between must serve the

decisions of the public sphere.

However, if, as Roszak asserts, science has so transformed its knowledge into power that we live in a society

of technocrats dominated by the scientific principles of objectivity and impersonal interaction, the public sphere of

Habermas cannot exist. In a society that worships science, there is no such thing as universal access: for scientists

would have  exclusive  access  to  the full  archives  of  knowledge.  There  would  be  no  autonomy,  for  science  (as

conceived and implemented by scientists) would dominate all aspects of life and influence decisions ranging from



what to buy to where to study.  Neither would rejection of hierarchy be possible,  for a society  of scientism is

inherently hierarchical, not only in terms of the ranking of individuals but the academic disciplines as well. What

would rule in such a society would not be law but a cabal of specialists keeping their discipline arcane, restricted, and

elitist so as to maintain power by further delineating the artificial divide (between man and nature, man and fellow-

man -- them and others) that they have created. And such a rule is absolute: Roszak writes, “What is claimed for

objectivity is claimed for science.”

Habermas abhors such a collapse of the public sphere due to the invasive nature of the collapse, the way it

twists the order of how things should be into something self-serving. Science is meant to be one of the realms under

the authority of the public sphere, but instead it has invaded the public sphere itself, turning the structure of power

and authority on its head so that rather than the public having authority over science and commanding scientific

research to serve its  purposes,  it  is  science  that  influences and manipulates the public.  Such an observation is

particularly resonant in this day and age, when people live in perpetual fear of cancer, of heart disease, of other

terminal ailments of the body and mind. Scientific researchers, many with ulterior motives (such as paybacks from

drug companies) tell the public a certain food may cause cancer, or that a certain medicine may help prevent heart

attacks,  and the  public  response is  immediate  and unquestioning.  We view such  specialists,  Roszak  implies,  as

members of an exclusive priesthood that is the one organization in the world able to commune with the god, the

truth, that is science.

Here both the Biblical command to Adam that Roszak references (“rule over, subdue, the earth”) and the

allusions to the tower of Babel come full circle. Here is the achievement of dominion over the earth; here is the

structure that towers to the heavens and puts man on a level  with God, indeed enables him to reject  God by

eliminating the need for God. (The latter analogy is particularly relevant in issues of stem cell research, cloning, and

various sub-disciplines of genetics.) And although Roszak is as markedly anti-Christian as Nietszche, his writing

resonates with traces of Babel: after the rebellion against the natural order, man must suffer the consequences of his

pride.

Roszak's delineation of the consequences of our culture's idolatry of science contains the most forceful and

passionate writing in the excerpt. This, perhaps, stands to reason, for it is the effects on the individual man -- on

humanity itself -- that he is calling upon the reader to combat. Science has gone so far as to strike at the very core of

human nature, Roszak claims, and under its onslaught we have learned to do away with the personal, the aesthetic,

the moral; to see the universe in an objective, impersonal light devoid of emotion -- to see through, as he puts it, “a

dead man's eyes.”

He goes on to add, and I quote, “So we become a culture in which even the most greathearted of our

humanist heroes cannot, upon agonized reflection, find in life itself--in life! ... in the hot biological lust to survive and

enjoy--a project any less grotesquely absurd than the labor of Sisyphus taking his stone once again up the hill.” For

inherent in the scientific method is a censorship of the intimately personal qualities of man: “it is no loss to the

culture generally to strip human thought of its most intimately personal qualities -- its ethical vision, its metaphysical

resonance, its existential meaning.” Also, the scientific method, the impersonal eye, cannot experience wonder, for it



is occupied in “subjecting the once uncontrollable to human manipulation.”

Not only, then, has science stripped us of our humanity, it has removed us from life itself, detached any sort

of meaning or substance from the daily exercise of living. In the eyes of scientific objectivity, the life of passion and

emotion is  absurd,  and must  eventually  degenerate  into an irredeemable nihilism.  From war  and Holocaust  to

individual alienation and the sickening of the human spirit, it is science, its all-consuming objectivity and capacity to

dominate by that same elimination of all extraneous values -- its articulation as an avenue to power over man and

nature -- that has provided both impetus and mechanism. Hideous strength indeed.

This is Roszak's argument seen through to its very end, the old Nietszchean diatribe against Apollonian

ideals  reborn  in  the  context  of  our  present  society.  Having  absorbed  the  view  that  non-rationality  lies  at  the

foundation  of  creativity  and  of  reality  itself,  Nietszche,  with  his  values  of  imagination,  self-assertion,  danger,

originality and the “creation of values,” is a natural enemy of objectivity, order, rationality, logic, and adherence to

methods  and  rules.  Nietszche  in  fact  saw  the  “new  faith”  founded  on  a  scientifically  determined  universal

mechanism -- a belief system that could have been the twin of Bacon's New Philosophy, which Roszak criticizes so

severely -- as nothing but a manifestation of cultural  degeneracy.  Science,  to him, represents a negation of that

aesthetic feeling, the joy in creativity and beauty, which justifies man's existence -- an unnatural suppression of desire

in favor of manufactured coldness. 

We have seen so far the perils, intellectual, moral, and social, that Roszak claims are inherent in science. The

scientific mode of thought begins as a new form of idolatry almost universal in scope, then encroaches on the

spheres of political and social activity, deposing the public consensus as the arbiter of right and wrong. From there it

proceeds with the task of forcing its objectivity onto every individual, alienating man -- as every artificial barrier is

wont -- from nature, and man from his fellow man. Its end-goal is power through the rule of objectivity, and should

this objectivity ever become total, humanity (that is, the sum of all human values) would cease to have meaning.

What, then, should we do? Are we to abandon society to its fate as the slave of science? Should we cast off

the chains of scientific and technological advancement and return -- or at least, attempt to return -- to the pre-

scientific revolution standard of living? None of the obvious options seems to fit; we cannot reject science outright,

but if what Roszak is saying is true, we cannot continue to submit to its tyranny any longer.

A more careful reading, however, suggests another alternative. We must first examine, looking past all the

rhetoric and melodramatic language in which Roszak frames his arguments, the validity of Roszak's claims about

science.  And to do this  we begin with an attempt to establish ideal  speech,  or  at  least  Habermas's  concept of

transparency and awareness/acknowledgement of biases as a prelude to discourse.

Here I must state that while some of Roszak's points and ideas are coherent and sound, I do not, in general,

agree with him. I am speaking not only as a student of physics but as a student of art as well; not exclusively as a

researcher in economics but also as a lover of literature; not merely as a mathematician but as a musician as well. If I

am biased, therefore, it is in favor not of science or art but in the coexistence of two seemingly disparate worldviews;

I subscribe to the Nietszchean concept that “the more contradictions there are in your character, the stronger you

are.” Whatever disagreements with Nietszche I may have, in that regard I at least agree with him.



One of my main points of contention with Roszak is his continued attacks on science when in fact most of

his arguments would be better directed at scientism. Somehow he fails to make the distinction, either because he is

unaware  of  the  actual  difference  or  because  he  truly  believes  that  it  is  science  at  fault.  It  is  a  short-sighted

generalization at best. In particular, when he attacks science as a triumph of a new idolatry, the voice of experience

tells one that he is in fact speaking of scientism. Science itself is far from the minds of the general public; instead,

when they put “science” on a pedestal, when they concoct stereotypes of scientists and perpetuate those stereotypes

until they come to believe in the arcane mysteries to which only scientists hold the key, it is scientism that is being

upheld and worshipped. In itself, science does not attempt to raise up new idols or command adoration. That is

outside the scope of the discipline.

Habermas's objection to scientism is, at least, valid. It is true that in some western countries science is touted

as the solution to many problems outside its jurisdiction; also it is true that many scientists abuse their positions as

experts in their field to manipulate what little is left of the public sphere. Such manipulations may succeed because of

the high regard for science and the air of false infallibility such abusive scientists project. When they do, scientism

encroaches on spheres that it should have no authority over, and the social structure becomes skewed in its favor.

In the Philippine context, however, science is given so little regard that one wonders whether there is any

real scientific research being done in the laboratories and universities scattered throughout the country. Ours is a

society  that is  neither  post-modern nor  modern: lacking any sense of identity,  we hover in between,  somehow

managing to acquire the worst  characteristics  of modernism and post-modernism. No wonder then that we are

excluded from Roszak's sweeping generalization regarding science and religion in the western world; for the third-

world countries of Asia, there can be no scientism. After all, there is nothing to put on a pedestal, nothing to idolize.

As a scientist, or at least a student of the sciences, it  is more than a little disheartening to see Roszak's

position regarding objectivity in science willingly echoed by so many people, from writers and social scientists to the

average person on the street.  To hear Roszak put it,  objectivity is  both science's  defining characteristic and its

monstrous curse; the quality that allows science to be distilled to its very essence is that which condemns science.

Objectivity is the source of alienation, the root of all artificial division, the impersonal indictment of humanity; from

it originates man's mistaken notion that he has the right to use and abuse nature and other men as he will.  By

separating man from nature, by removing all intimate personal qualities from man, science has turned man into a

cold-blooded murderer. Roszak not only implies as much, he even rebuts the protest of scientists (in that they also

experience aesthetic pleasure and rapture) by sharply delineating the pleasure that may be found in science from that

found in other human pursuits. Even the joy scientific achievement brings, he states, is an impersonal, artificial

feeling; it is rooted still in the idea of dominance, of imposing logic and patterns on nature -- for the joy of science

lies in the exercise of power. The essential values of humanity, its aesthetic pleasures, its sense of wonder, thus

cannot exist in the same psychic space as scientific objectivity. Again this echoes Nietszche; again, the perception of

art and science as mortal enemies.

My objection here is composed of three parts. Firstly, if objectivity must necessarily kill human feeling, what

are scientists if not monsters, and how is one to reconcile this with the fact that many scientists are warm, passionate,



emotional human beings? Roszak is overly extremist -- dare I say dualistic -- in pitting objectivity against humanity.

Having gone so far as to say that the eyes of the scientist are the eyes of the dead man, free of all  emotional

constraints -- and how, indeed, is he to support that claim? does he intend to prove that all scientists experience no

feeling  when  caught  up  in  scientific  work?  --  he  dismisses  all  efforts  at  conciliating  the  two  (objectivity  and

humanity/aesthetic feeling) as schizophrenic: “let their antithesis be honestly declared.”

The truth of the matter is that there is no pure objectivity in science apart from the stating of hard facts

(“the  sky  is  blue”)  and  mathematical  axioms;  anything  apart  from observation  and  the  syntactic  rules  of  the

mathematical language is by its very nature man-made and colored by the perspective of the scientist in question.

Thus science cannot claim to be an intellectual edifice independent of man. There is no such thing as a scientific

statement made without some sort of ideological framework in mind, for science in itself -- though it attempts to

incorporate objectivity in its methodology -- possesses a subjectivity in terms of its guiding concept. And this guiding

concept is that physical reality is comprehensible. That is all; no claims about objectivity applying elsewhere but in

the observation of physical phenomena.

Indeed, science in itself admits that there is a great deal of uncertainty inherent in its disciplines. One does

not have to look far  for evidence of such; from the arguments about the meaning of Heisenberg's  uncertainty

principle and the role of the observer in quantum mechanics, to the newer debates regarding the validity of string

theory as an actual field of physics (to date, it has failed to give any proof of experimental verifiability), one sees that

science is dynamic, constantly changing, and definitely unable to give any answers outside its own scope, when its

own mastery over the concepts of the physical world is always in flux. As Einstein said, “As far as the laws of

mathematics refer to reality, they are not certain, and as far as they are certain, they do not refer to reality.”

If this is the objectivity that Roszak so condemns, I fail to see how it cannot coexist with basic human

feelings. I cannot accept that it will necessarily promote callousness, manipulation, and isolation from other human

beings. Though in my experience objectivity has allowed me to make calm and rational decisions I would otherwise

have been unable to make, it does not suppress human feeling, nor does it insist on dominance and alienation.

Objectivity is a tool, a useful mindset, and not a forced division; to look at a situation objectively does not mean one

must  stop  feeling,  only  that  one  must  accede  to  the  universalism  of  that  situation  being  valid  for  all  other

circumstances (i.e.  reproducibility as  a criterion of science).  And the situations one may apply objectivity to are

themselves limited; science itself states this. Being a scientist does not translate into giving up one's humanity.

Building upon that thought, I move on to my second objection, which is that there is in fact a great deal of

wonder and feeling in science. Roszak attempts to downplay this, and I suspect Nietszche, with his attack on the

Apollonian  ideals,  would  hold  the  same position:  that  there  is  no  place  for  Dionysian  joy  in  the  confines  of

Apollonian study (which, as he says, overshadows and stunts Dionysian ideals). This is a very limited view to take,

for it overlooks the fact that there is room for the two sides to meld. In my personal experience, and in the writings

of many scientists, studying science only deepens and intensifies one's sense of joy and wonder. Not in the sense of

Roszak's joy in the accurate, the precise, the ordering of nature into mathematical formulae, but in the sense of the

rapturous thrill of discovery when you realize a certain connection between two physical quantities, or the abiding



pleasure that comes with finally solving a difficult problem. Science does in fact require imagination and creativity, for

many  of  its  concepts  could  not  have  been  formulated  without  that  dangerous  spark  of  inspiration  commonly

associated with Dionysian ideals. How could relativity have been envisioned, if not for the daring imagination of a

boy who tried to picture running with light?

There is beauty in science as well, and it is not merely the beauty found in the well-placed structure of

mathematical  equations or the classification of organisms into species. There is  a deep desire in it for elegance,

harmony, and understanding. The aim of science is not to reduce nature into one single equation, but to better

understand nature through that one equation; the physicists' Holy Grail is not sought after because it will make

nature “nothing but” that single equation, but because it is seen as a key that will unlock even more mysteries and

illuminate the questions about the universe we already have. We study the stars not so that we can dismiss them as

flaming balls of gas, but so we can marvel that they are flaming balls of gas. We study cosmology not so that we may

feel alone in the universe but to make sense of it. These are, of course, motivations of the individual scientist that

have nothing to do with how he does science, but they are important in the sense that it is always important for man

to realize the purpose for his actions. Moreso in science, which is never free of accusations that it is cold-blooded

and dehumanizing.

Granted, the loss of the vision of beauty and human purpose in science may be the reason for such acts as

the ones Roszak mentioned: Nazi concentration camps, war and military action, nuclear weapons. Or such acts may

occur in spite of wonder and human feeling. One questions whether Oppenheimer and the others who worked on

the Manhattan Project retained any sense of wonder and beauty in their work on the atom bomb. Perhaps they also

felt a thrill of joy once they discovered the mechanism to trigger fusion, perhaps not. But in any case, the blame for

such decisions lies not in the discipline but in the men who made the choices. We cannot foist off responsibility for

our actions onto the disciplines we follow; certainly the ideology of science incorporates the idea of progress, but the

interpretation of progress in itself is left to the individual scientist. It is irresponsible to look for blame not in the

motivations of the person but in the objectivity -- the lack of “human feeling” -- in the discipline involved.

Lastly, one is led to ask, given Roszak's extreme anti-objectivity, what he would have science do if such

objectivity were in fact wrong and inherently dehumanizing. Remove objectivity from science and what you have left

is not science at all. Yet it is not very practical to dismiss science, for one might as well dismiss technology and all its

material comforts; one might as well place the research of the past several centuries in the same class as fables and

fairy tales. Science needs some form of objectivity, albeit never pure (i.e. free from ideological frameworks), else it

will collapse. For its strength is its rigor and its verifiability; the universality of its concepts and experiments. Mock as

Roszak will the scientific method, it cannot be denied that science is the best tool for certain types of problems.

Admittedly many scientists rely more on intuition and “what works” than the formal procedure of observation-

hypothesis-experiment,  but  the  core  principle  remains:  your  idea  must  postulate  as  few  physical  quantities  as

possible; it  must stand the test of peer review and verifying experiments; it must provide an explanation for all

relevant existing phenomena; if it goes against the pre-existing principles of the relevant fields, it must be able to

account for all the physical phenomena those pre-existing principles cover. These are the general rules a scientist



must follow in his attempt to recognize patterns in the physical world.

In an effort perhaps to redeem science from itself Roszak proposes that we recognize in our transactions

with animal and plant the same “personal transaction” that occurs between human beings. While this may sound all

very well on paper, I have my doubts regarding putting it in practice. The idea of communion and kinship with the

rest of the living universe seems to belong more to philosophy than to science. All that is required of science is that

it treat nature with respect and not inflict undue pain or distress on other living beings.

Having raised these objections on the behalf of science, I must propose, if not a solution, possible courses

of action for scientists to take in order to correct not only misconceptions regarding science but errors in their

perceptions of science as well. I earlier said that some of Roszak's points were valid. This is because there are in fact

scientists who are advocates of scientism, scientists who no longer feel passion for science and conduct all sorts of

cruel experiments on living beings, scientists who do not have a healthy respect for other fields,  scientists who

believe that they, as experts in the “one objective field of study,” are the sole holders of the truth. If scientists object

to their portrayal in mass media as either cold-blooded or mad they -- we -- must also realize the extent of our

shortcomings.

First and foremost we must remain in intellectual humility and acknowledge the limits and blind spots of our

field. A scientist may speak of global warming, but “as a scientist” he may speak only of the actual physical facts;

when saying what we shold do about global warming, he must be straightforward in stating that “should” is a word

that is meaningless in science and in fact his recommendations originate from his own weighing of possible pros and

cons.  We must also admit that we can never be free of subjectivities, even when doing science;  the field is  as

objective as we can make it, but never perfectly so. For we will always work in the context of ideological frameworks,

such as the belief system pertaining to order that has previously been discussed, and our own belief systems. Our

decisions, even when it comes to our research, will always be influenced by our character and perceptions of science.

This does not mean that science is hopeless because it attempts to be objective but always fails. Insomuch as science

attempts to be objective in constructing a mathematical description of the world, it  has achieved an incomplete

success; the subjectivity lies in our study of it, in its dependence on its students. Like all other disciplines, it is but an

imperfect tool to solve some problems, a limited (not all-encompassing) way to look at the world.

Secondly we must realize that science need not dehumanize us or cut us off from nature but that it in itself is

invested with a certain social responsibility. Objectivity and the impersonal nature of the discipline are not excuses to

shed one's humanity and separate oneself from the brotherhood of man (no more than they are the excuses of the

architect or engineer). Indeed the problem here is not how to stay human as a scientist, for that should be a given.

Instead, it is to recognize science in its proper role and context. Scientists are neither monsters nor robots; in fact we

should recognize the inherent  telos,  as  Habermas  would put it,  of  our scientific/mathematical  language and the

discourses we conduct. The telos of science should be as it is for all other disciplines: the welfare of man and society.

Again,  quoting  Einstein,  “Concern  for  man  and  his  fate  must  always  form the  chief  interest  of  all  technical

endeavors. Never forget this in the midst of your diagrams and equations.” It is the scientist's responsibility to keep

in mind that although he may work with non-sentient things, with abstract mathematical concepts, with imaginary



points and numbers, his main concern is that he serve his fellow man. In terms of the public sphere, science must

once again submit itself to the rule of the public sphere. Scientists must consider the viewpoints of other people;

they must not force the ascendancy of science over other perspectives when it comes to social issues.

Lastly -- and this is a recommendation that applies to all -- we must learn to engage in ideal speech. While

scientists must accept other viewpoints and confess all the limits of their field (for indeed there is nothing science

can say about social issues except to serve as a light to illuminate the bare facts), other people must also accept that

science is not inherently wrong, that objectivity is not inherently alienating or dehumanizing, but it is our choices that

can make it so. One sees through a dead man's eyes only if one chooses to, and this way of viewing the world is not

limited to science alone. It is we who decide what to do with the knowledge that is given us; the individual will is

responsible for harnessing ideologies, for rising up against oppressive thought systems and grasping the power to be

free. I speak of freedom as freedom not only from oppressive social systems but from ideas and thoughts that would

override and erase everything else, as Roszak accused objectivity of doing. There is no Babel unless we, in our

human pride, will one to exist. To overcome the hideous strength we must understand that we need only learn to

choose, and choose to see.



(intro segues into I)

I. Science as religion and idolatry

- N's disagreement with Christianity: relate to theories about Christianity's role in the scientific

revolution

II. Science as usurper of the public sphere

- Habermas and the public sphere

- Habermas and positivism/scientism

- shift in focus from humanistic to scientistic perspective

- Nietszche's perspectivism

III. Science and loss of meaning (also: negater of 'joy' and life)

- Nietszche rejected the idea of universal constants

- N: becoming is more important than being; authorities, traditions, etc - restraints - man is conditioned

by history (thus: the will to power -- to rise up for yourself)

- cultural degeneracy: “new faith” founded on a scientifically-determined universal mechanism

- differences in Nietszchean values and scientific values

- Bacon and Blake

IV. Redeeming science

- differences between Habermas and Nietszche: views on knowledge and power; ideal speech, etc

- fundamental faith: still the power of reason

- validity of reflection

- recognition of limits

- objectivity vs subjectivity

- rejection of the extremism of Roszak: because science is not inherently alienating -- necessity of

objectivity; the impersonal nature of science is what makes it science, but it need not dehumanize us or

cut us off from nature

- the problem therefore is not how to stay human while a scientist, but to recognize science in its proper

role and context -- and to work accordingly; scientists are neither monsters nor robots

- for scientists: recognize the telos; consider the viewpoint of other people -- for there are other

concerns apart from science (recognize limits) -- “there are more things in heaven and earth, Horatio...”

- for sociologists: acknowledge that science is not innately wrong (as Roszak interpreted it to be) nor is



its objectivity that of “a dead man's eyes”

- importance of the ideal speech situation in resolving such differences


