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DISCUSSION

™ A statement on Scientific Temper signed by outstanding intellectuals, released by P.N. Haksar
at the Nehru Centre in Bombay (Mainstrean, July 25, 1981) has touched off rethinking in 2
broad spectrum of our national life. Four comments on the Statement have so far been publi-

g is also .

| shed in Mainstream (August 29 and October 10, and November 14, 1981), including 2 strong
00d and critique of the Statement from Dr Ashis Nandy and 2 rejoinder from Dr Boudhayan CHatto-
, padhyay. We publish here two contributions, one by a scholar and the other by a CPM
10 warm | leader of Punjab. The discussion continues. —Editor
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next Jeth SOME leading scientists, both natural and social, relationship of science and technology today, since
s land the | have rediscovered a myth called “‘scientific a piece of frontier level contemporary research
ar, when- % temper”’ the lack of which is presumed to be the activity cannot be uniquely given the labels of
st started il central reason for the backwardness of the Indian “scientific” or “technological”. Pure physicists
ation, but | ople. Such a fundamental yet easy description of  like Wigner, Szilard, Fermi were the central figures

& Indid’s backwardness would have called for a lot of in the technological project of making the atom
Singh had M ittention had not philosophers of science all over bomb. The work of Bardeen and his colleagues in
ht with the &% the world adequately demolished the idea of the semi-conductor project of the Bell Laboratory

smani, but | wscientific method™ on which the myth of sscientific ~ was also recognised as a scientific achievement when
 result, all temper’’ is based. Such an outrageous claim about they got the Nobel Prize. With most modern
ields in the - @ the relation of “gcientific temper’” with economic technology being intrinsically science-based, it
hoever was - @ - and technological progress who never presupposed becomes impossible to separate the scientific and
he landlord ' in the development of the industrially advanced technological contents of research; consequently,
S, A countries of Western Europe or North America. the argument that science is value-free and techno-
as killed by '@ Ina Third World country with a disproportionately logy is the villain doing the dirty job becomes
.diately fell massive investment in scientific enterprise, & fragile, obviously too simplistic.
were taken unproductive and uneasy scientific community would Chattopadhyay also attempts to defend scientific
/ were given E obviously try 10 find the reasons of our failures to method by arguing that modern science has trans-
ed of being 4 Us¢ science and technology for development in the cended the narrow domains of a positivistic method
village like 4 myth of “scientific temper’, instead of taking a  as assumed by Nandy: “The Scientific Method now i
4 critical look at the scientific activity of the commu= includes the so-called “irrational’, as it increasingly
and during ~§ nity of scientists in India. ' achieves the capability to situate and analyse ‘false
* shops and The much-debated statement on “scientific consciousness’ ... Surely Ashis Nandy cannot be
upied. Last 4 temper’ makes three central claims. First, there is unaware of all this and should concede at least this
ity on them, & 2 universal and unique method of science leading t0 much of familiarity with the Twentieth Century
ork as cheap knowledge claims which are more vaild and more developments in science to the signatories of the
seiving one @ lrue than those arrived at. by any other .n']ethod. ‘Statement on Scientific Temper.” This statement is
reap. Ulti- 4 Secondly, this scientific method can be legitimately 2 blatant illustration of the ideological character of
kg of ricea 8 and fruitfully extended into the domain of daily life. this proclamation about scientific method.
I return to @ Thirdly, one should use knowledge gained through In spite of calling upon recent sciences and their
rs to do so0”’, the method of science to reject conflicting knowledge methodological shifts away from mechanistic and
claims. When examined critically. these claims positivistic  ideals, Chattopadhyay continues to
property by reveal the way science becomes an ideology in the refer to the ‘‘Scientific method”’, as if it were 2
toyed with, Indian context. It has repeatedly been argued that unique methodological unit. He fails to see that
‘hospitality’. it is only technology and not science which plays an such uniqueness is inconsistent with the fact that
most in this ideological role in society. Due to its inherent ~modern science now admits entities such as false
igh clothes 10 A universality, it is claimed, science is beyond space, consciousness. On the grounds of a positivistic
their breasts, tihe and ideology- rendering of the scientific method. such unobser-

Boudhayan Chattopadhyay (Mainstream, Novem- vable terms and concepts had to be systematically
ber 14, 1981) repeats this argument to criticise  excluded from the domain of discourse of science.
Ashis Nandy's rejoinder (Mainstream, October 10, What was methodologically illegimate in science
1981) to the statement on «gcientific Temper,” and has now become legitimate. Through this Chatto- :
to give his own defence of the «Geientific Method ™ padhyay implicitly accepts that science, like every
Chattopadhyay, however, ignores the close inter- other enterprise, has had a plurality of approaches
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and di [ criteria of justification.
" There is no such'thing as the singular scientific
method. Building an argument for the “scientific
. temper” on this myth is therefore ideologically

“laden on one hand and obscurantist on the other.
The ideology is strengthened by not merely insisting
on the existence of a uniquely identifiable method
but extending it to non-scientific domains. The
.strongest use of the scientific method is to invoke
5 it to reject knowledge-claims in these domains even
I in cases where such knowledge-claims are later, in

a different historical and methodological context,

accepted as scientific.

The success of a scientist is constituted by his
awareness of the tacit and explicit criteria operative
on his professional activity. The criteria of ration-
ality operative outside the professional domain of
' scientific activity are neither influenced by, nor
8 do they influence, the specific cognitive and tech-
4 nical norms operative within the system of scien-
tific production. The difference between the two
systems of rationality does not imply the irration-
lity of the former. Recognition of this difference
| clarifies that scientific production takes place in

. accordance with scientific values, and not on the
i basis of a ‘temper’ that is applicable both inside

v and outside the domain of science.

Consider, again, the concept of ““false or altered
states of consciousness’ that Chattopadhyay refers
to. Psychic research that has taken this as a pro-
blem area was motivated largely by practices in
_ Oriental cultures with explanation and justification
rooted in their own culture-specific knowledge sys-

y tems. Knowledge-claims related to mind-body

unity, the control of physical states by mental states,
etc., were earlier rejected by Indian scientists as
magical, mystical and unscientific, when success of
Indian yoga as proof of the validity of such claims
was not taken seriously and was identified as
obscurantist. Now that the same claim is offered
with a stamp of scientificity by research undertaken
e in the West, they are quickly identified as true and
e 8 objective.

i Such examples of initial rejection and subsequent
acceptance of claims in non-scientific domains can
| be found in every other sphere of modern science,
i which, directly or through its technological expres-
e sion, has confronted non-scientific beliefs and

SCIENCE AND TOLERANCE
Let us go back to... Asoka's period 2,300 years
i ago ... Addressing his own people he said, “If you reve-
f rence your faith, while you reverence your own faith you
! shall reverence the faith of others. In reverencing the
faith of others, you will exalt your own faith and will
get your own faith honoured by others.” If you apply
that message of tolerance not only to religion but to
the other activities of human life such as politics, econo-
mics and science, you will find that it puts things in a
different context. It is a context which is not very much
in evidence today in the world where differences of
opinion are not liked, where the tendency is to suppress
the view, the opinion, or the way of life that is not
approved of, where ultimately science itself becomes
vitiated by a narrow outlook,

— Jawaharlali Nehru
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persuading Indian mothers that scientists had fg
“enriched diets™ (obviously made by Nestles, GI#
etc.) for healthier babies and failed  to obseryg
their clinical experience that death rate of il
food” babies was at least five times higher y
that of breast-fed ones. Traditional practices ag ywalt
as their own experience was ignored till research
in the West argued in favour of breast-feedip } :

5
due course medical scientists in India will sy R VERY TC

start echoing this in the name of science. Meap: tualﬁic‘
time, thousands of babies will miss the free nutrj- of late, ba
tion of mother’s milk, because the mothers place il S5 aé]c
faith in the ‘scientific’ training of doctors. e | submergel_t.
Similarly, the Indian farmer who, for centurjeg (il 2% %‘: :
had practised ecologically sound techniques e | rush. d e[(.:
mixed and rotation cropping and organic farmipg/ (@l % 2 a%‘l‘
was called ignorant and unproductive when thel stantly-
American research establishment sold the Green' contours %
Revolution package of monocultures and inorgapic (il 225" < ~(‘:ﬁ
fertilisers and pesticides. Today, after wiping opt il °" Scientifi
traditional knowledge and practices, agriculturs it reﬂeCth lt‘
experts with ‘scientific’ training are telling 3 e gream, JU -
Indian farmer to adopt mixed cropping patterng dhe.sign;
‘discovered’ through ‘scientific’ research. "By pointed so
Supporters of the myth of the scientific method$ goents 111 -O1
have repeatedly talked of how it leads to progresg the r!Sll'llgc
in science and provides a systematic approach to! the y:tad ti
true claims. The history of contemporary scientific il 025"
research in India, however, shows, as illustrated by 8 out °l9u'_
the above examples, that science has often provis rationa 1§a
ded an expensive and long process of arriving at irrational ¢
truth claims of non-scientific knowledge systems, § words .
often at the cost of substantial loss to the people, UPEIATHS,- ,
It cannot be argued that science provides a better for beutl)g
justification for these claims because the assessment Liefs, 9d e
of what is better can only be provided if an abso- (@ Lave lden
lute yardstick exists in the form of fixed criteria ° the fnf'tst
of justification. The plurality of scientific methodos masscs:
logies has already shown that no such fixed criteria 8l PAteros ©
exist. ; far as it g
In the absence of progress at the epistemological | Howcve.
level, the belief in progress through science reduces iff ‘¢ Prese
itself to the claim that knowledge becomes more f 0Ctray 2.
reliable only when it is a product of research in i characteri
the West. The package sold by the signatories in colqms%rs
the garb of ““Scientific Temper” therefore amounts social for
to prescriptions to distrust one’s own experience ; their orie
and beliefs, not in the Cartesian sensc of fruitful gff 'bough u
doubt, but in the colonial sense of blind faith in § ;mhsm,bv;
Western sources of scientific information. For a gr cfstad
group claiming to fight colonialism such an implicit §§ .t¢ freed:
prescription does not even reflect the minimal ;}mm. Du
requirement of consistency in scientific practice, § reedom,
This requirement of consistency is also conspicuously 4 meéxtl'one
violated when one of the important scientists among ' 30¢ Inte
the signatories accepts in the statement that “science 4 tion, an
is universal”, while having no problem in writing replfesent
in one of his recent papers that “there is a distinct } he b
possibility of developing-country science being differ- Statemen
ent from developed country science”. : together
Einstein did not in vain caution all of us while; on our
referring to the methods used by the scientists] ipectn}m
when he said “...do not listen to their words, & Sgﬁfili:gl
1 2 £
your attention to their deeds’’.[] sble doc
gling pc
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Gadioriaks SORay A AT S : :
“respect of most of the post-Independence develop-
‘ments, in prettifying his high “ideals’’, and making
out that all that happened was “despite” his Best
efforts. It is being glossed over that the class
nature of the post-Independence Establishment and
the malaise that has rared its head now represent
links in the same chain — radical-sounding protest-
‘ations of mature bourgeois politicians notwith-
standing.

Ashis Nandy, in his excessive zeal to dismantle
the scientific method, and install one of his own
creation in its place, has virtually gone berserk.
. (Mainstream, October 10, 1981). He displays sheer
.~ dilettantism when he assumes the air of defending

~religion in the name of attacking scientific temper.
In fact, while doing so, he reduces himself to the
level of an apologist for those very vested interests
against whom he seems (o train his guns, while
- denigrating science and technology. 1t is a fact that
adherents of scientific socialism have always repudi-
ated opposition to religion from an abstract, anti-
- clericalist angle. Engels, commenting in 1874 on the
. . famous manifesto of the Blanquist fugitive commu-

" " pards, called their vociferous proclamation of war

- on religion a ‘piece of stupidity’.
' Engels condemned Duhring for advocating that re-
" - ligion should be prohibited in a socialist society. To
_ declare such a'war on religion, according to Engels,
is to “out-Bismarck Bismarck’, that is, to repeat in
a still more heightened form the folly of Bismarck’s
struggle against the German Catholic Party by means
of police persecution. German social Democracy,
. according to Lenin, advocated freedom for the
¢ Jesuits their admission into Germany, and the com-
- plete abandonment of police methods of combating
" any religion. The Italian Communists, committed
. to the perspective of scientific socialism, lay empha-
sis on uniting all anti-menopoly and peace-loving
forces, inc¢luding those among Christian Democrats,
for ushering in broadly progressive changes in Italian
society. i
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The continued existence of the Church as a
powerful institution in Socialist Poland bears elo-
quent testimony to the same fact.

" However, Ashis Nandy’s defence of religion,
which funs like a red herring throughout his ‘state-
ment’, stands on an altogether different base, and
is patently absurd.. Itis theoretically untenable, and
practically an attempt to cover up and varnish a
morbid reality. He deliberately evades the question
most pertinent to the issue under discussion: the
social essence of religion. It is fear and uncertainty

B in life, fear of ruin, destruction and pauperisation,

L Which drives the millions to seek solace under the
velvety wings of religion. It is this fear character-
istic of people’s lives in an anti-humanistic and

- anti-science environment (the two are not opposite
poles, as Ashis Nandy seems to make out) that
engenders anxiety, barrenness, hopelessness, help-

lessness, inertia, immobilisation, ideological nihil-

.ism — an overwhelming sense of alienation which
constitutes the focal point of leading a transition to

 religiosity, or quasi-religious nonsense passing under

‘the name of agnosticism.

The need of the hour is to ruthlessly combat this

alienation by an incessant tempering of the masses

12

in their struggle for a better life, to ma k.

- omnipotent military-industrial complex as its core

2 AR T S A Y B ¢ TR .
SRR L T

e

internationalise revolutipnary critical conscigg
—and not to sanction and legitimise religion apg
concomitants like astrological in the name of'y
viding “psychological defence’ to the poor, as Agk
Nandy does. The recourse to astrological enquipy

v
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by the present crop of ruling class politicians, g E (pL-RELIANCE
larly, is not just “the antics of a few usto|°g'i variously L
inclined politicians’ as he scems to aver, [t % b perely 38 anl e
much more profound meaning: it mirrors ‘ E fimes as @ plat
impotence of their class, unsure about its positjoniill ¢y’ It 1s nec
and future. To dismiss it in a rather casual fashigq8eol tb® FXP“’?S
as Ashis Nandy does, is the summit of intellectyg f giscussion © ;
irresponsibility. o Joping 2 self-
There are some more home truths that need tohg A o!utely 5.
delivered to our friend Ashis. It is not science apg s neither att:
country he

scientists who are to be held responsible for thg |
destructive dimensions of modern technology: t
blame lies in the ‘unseen hands’ privileged to wield
these destructive instruments. It is not medicing
and life-saving drugs that ““dole out mega-suffe ing
and mega-death” — it is the drug transnationalg
which have coverted their Third World backyard
into their testing laboratories, and an inexhaustibl&
source of plunder and banditry. And it is a measurg

‘dg‘:,elop fully,
ead to stunte
b Self-reliance
_mean .auta:rch
mnomy 18 1
‘pdigenous ple
 country to ta
and the mar

of his lack of knowledge of elementary economig§ pent. It is;}
(real of feigned, one does not know), that he is noti * variety O
R far more imp«

at all chary of pillorying science for the escalating
arms race. Does it not amount to exonerating the
“‘international structure of oppression” — with thg

“control over 1
.subjected to
agencies like
ments, the W
tary Fund.
reliant econ

— against which Ashis also, writhing in a paroxysm}
of emotion, incidentally directs much of his holyf
wrath? ; Y

~The world is too complex for platitudes and oversiill ountry is ag
simplification. It must be remembered that a variety: it cannot ot
S fashioned at

of Church agencies, ‘spiritual’ establishments wit
their own ‘babas’, ‘bhagwans’ and ‘yogis’, and’
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motley of missions like ‘Krishna Consciousness’ are} follow 1ts

mushrooming in our country. They have become’ afffuence 10
direct vehicles of a multi-dimensional imperialist of the depen:
penetration in, and corruption of, our social life mé‘:]“:c%ﬁ 4

Even our de-ideologised scientific community is not
immune from their influence. This makes the task®
of those who claim to be torch-bearers of science,

over-simplifi
on national

and scientific temper even more arduous. Such a ference. Tk
universal phenomenon as science cannot but be a§ & country |
crytallisation of man’s labours and experiencesy reliant basis
over millennia. In order to be true inheritors and$ determined
repositories of science, we need to be clear aboutg %ﬂﬂeﬂed b
our history, ‘our present, and our perspectives —¥§ amed natu
clear about sacrifices made by our magnificent? The valid
people, as well as the compromises struck by theg @gc"'?‘, of
reactionary classes. The ‘New Critique’ with a, ']“ ustrial ¢
claim to herald a ““Second Renaissance’ must carry 3 ordan in
forward and further enrich the traditions of our 8 %°°Pel'a“0'
people’s struggles, and must make a clean break § tse Second
with vestiges of treachery of our reactionary A Symposium
classes. A The jux
Nostalgia for the ‘good old days’ can be tolerable |
as a sentiment, but it will be a great misfortune if The auth
it is made a substitute for rigorous historical in-} Enterprise:
vestigation and strict adherence to scientific method. S kggl‘d"it “IJ;C
In the event of this taking place, the scientificil e
method itself will be the biggest casualty.T] 3 \
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Sientific Temper:

,’“EVERY revolution is preceded by

8
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intense intellec-

tual activity,” said Gramsci. Indian society,
of late, has been passing through a period o_f great
stresses and strains. The contradictions, till now
submerged and dormant, are erupting like a vol-
cano. Political parties are shifting ground in a wild
rush. The classes behind them are modifying chang:
ing. adapting, and re-udapting their positions con-
stantly. Old theories are being discarded. The
contours of new hypotheses are being projected. A
massive churning up process is on. The Statement
on Scientific Temper is welcome to the extent that
it reflects this on-going social fermentation ( Main-
stream, July 25, 1981).

The signatories to the document have rightly pin-

inted some of the most demoralising develop-
ments in our polity. They have drawn attention to
the rising curve of authoritarianism permeating all
the vital sectors of our national life. They have.
chastised the dominant orientation of social sciences
in our country which serve as an instrument for the
rationalisation of chauvinism, communalism and an
irrational cult of personality. They have minced no
words in unmasking the rotten breed of political
upstarts, yellow publicists, media men and others
for being a party to the spread of superstitious be-
liefs, obscurantism, and myth-making. And they
have identified the. obstacle to the dissemination of
the fruits of science and technology among the
masses: the character of the power structure, and
patterns of social stratification. This is all good, as
far as it goes.

However, when it comes to tracing the origins of
the present stagnation and decay, the signatories
betray a woeful lack of historical sense. The most
characteristic feature of India’s struggle against the
colonisers was the precarious,consensus of a myriad
social forces, heterogeneous and antagonistic in
their orientations and perspectives. These forces,
though united in the marathon battle against impe-
rialism, were themselves interlocked in a struggle
for establishing social hegemony. The magnitude of
the freedom struggle kept the latter conflict dor-
‘mant. During the course of our people’s struggle for
freedom, the various classes involved in the above-
mentioned consensus threw-up their own leaders
and intellectuals who would rationalise the situa-
tion, and articulate the view of the class they
represented.

The bald contention of the signatories to the
statement that the best Indian. minds” came
together to stem the rot created by British advent
on our soil, not only befogs the reality of a broad
spectrum of heterogeneous streams ranged against
Imperialism. It also does violence to an under-
standing of the raison d’etre of subsequently inevit-
able decadence and degeneration. The mind-bog-
gling poverty of our people and the degenerative
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trends and practices in currency at

Need for Clarity

present are not
the result of the incompatibility between “the logic
of planning and the logic of our socio-economic
structure”, as the signatories contend. The kind of
planning introduced in India in the post-Indepen-
dence period was tailor-made to fit our socio-econo=
mic patterns. The rot that has set in is an inevit-
able corollary of the alliance of industrial and
landed oligarchs which came to rule the roost with
the establishment of what our highly scientific elite
have the gumption to term India’s first Renais-

sance. -

It is this new alliance which reduced the much
trumpeted land reforms to just the removal of mid-
dlemen, and to an exercise at cosmetics here and
there, leaving vast tracts of land intact in the hands
of landed sharks, and condemned the mass of °
poor people to .economic pauperisation, social
oppression, spiritual deprivation, cultural back-
wardness, and thus made them vulnerable to the
malevolent influence of all kinds of ‘Messiahs’ and
‘spiritual’ -charlatans. The plummeting values and
rising decay in our social life are the offshoots of
this organic tie-up. Jawaharlal Nehru, the* blue-
eyed boy of our star-studded galaxy, was the chief
arbiter of the interests this tie-up embodied.

It is this puerile infatuation with Nehru which
leads the signatories to the Statement to proclaim
him as the harbinger of Scientific Temper in Indian
society. The logic of giving Nehru an aura of stand- .
ing above social forces is seen soon afterwards when
we come across the earth-shaking discovery that the
Indian Constitution is “‘predicated upon the assump-
tion that our ancient society needed basic changes”.
For the sake of historical accuracy, even the British
had effected certain modifications in the legacy of
ancient and medieval society, to the extent that’
such modifications were consistent with their colo-
nial interests. However, what they fundamentally
did was to superimpose on the inherited structure,
their own colonial structure and institutions. What
the post-Independence dispensation did was the
creation of cleavages and effecting of modifications
compatible with the attuning of the system to the
image of the bourgeoisie — both industrial and
agrarian.

The Constitution and allied documents are noth-
ing more thanan intellectual-legal rationalisation
of bourgeois-landlord interests presented under the
facade of science and socialism. The Directive Prin-
ciples represented sops to lull and befuddle the .
people and constituted the velvet glove, beneath
which lay hidden the mailed fist of fundamental
right to property. The liberal twaddle ‘about
absence of “appreciation of the relationship between
the objectives to be achieved and the methods as
well as the instrumentalities’ is similarly rooted in
the intention to absolve Nehru of responsibility in*
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