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Abstract

Geneticresearcthasbeenhailedasthe milestoneof humanity;the most
influential and importantendeaour of modernscience. Everything from
tone-deafnes@heinability to registervariousaudiofrequencieganddiscern
onefrom theothers)}to breastancehassofar beenattributedto aparticular
sequencef proteinsin thenucleusof eachof our cells. This, howeveris not
so surprisingif onetakesinto consideratiorthe fact that modernscience
hasbeentravelling along the path of biology to obtain simple answergo
complex questionsBeginningwith race to facialfeaturesto headfeatures,
to brainsizeandcompleity, to cell researchto molecularbiology andnow
the gene,scientistshave beenlooking for ananswerby continuallydelving
deeperanddeepeiinto the “moving parts”of the humanbody

Theaim of this essayis to make thereaderawareof theendogenouand
exogenoudactorsinvolvedin the naturalsciencesto realisethatsciences
nota matterof objective truth, but is asdogmaticandself-sustainingsary
religion. Indeed.,it is no surprisethat religion hasnow beenreplacedby
scienceasscientificagentsbegin to explain the Truth ‘out there’asit really
exists,whichfor thecommonmansufiicesasmagic. Thekey concepin this
discoursas the necessityof the postmodermweltenshaungPostmodernism
hassereral seminalthemeswhich will be briefly exploredto understandhe
thoughtprocesf scienceasparadigmatic.



I ntroduction

This enquiryis notto be misreadasan attackon science.Insteadit oughtto be
takenasawarningto thenon-scientificommunitythatscienceas notin aworld of
its own; it doesnot exist in theworld of Truth!, but ratheris very muchintegrated
with thedominantsocialforces,pulling andpushingfor advancementThis essay
is alsonotmeantto beall-encompasingtherehave beenmary papersandcritical
bookswritten on the subjectandhence,oughtto be seenasa brief overview of
sciencesstruggleto remain‘inside thebox’ to sustainandsupportthe prevailing
dominantideologyof otherdisciplines:social,economicpolitical etc.
Specifically this essaywill concentrag on sciencesfallaciousbeliefthatit is
in aworld of its own. | will attemptto shav thatscience$ consensusn certain
overarchingtheoriesarearbitrarydecisions.The premisef the critique of bio-
reductvismwill arisefrom the basictenetof the postmodernistview thatscience
is not objective andfree from othersocialforces,that socialforcesinfluencethe
type of scientificresearcrconductedjts methodologiespbsenation-ladentheo-
ries,andtheory-laderobsenations. If they areinfluencedrom otherdisciplines,
andtheirdecisionsarearbitrary thencouldthecurrentallopathicreductvist view-
pointon biology be a completelyincorrectway of conductingmedicinalscience?

A paradigm,in the mostgeneralsenseof the term, consistsof the values,be-
liefs, techniquestc. sharedoy the memberof ary givencommunity[2 p. 253].
ThomasKuhnpointedoutthatthescientificcommunityis notexemptfrom having
theseparadigms a particularmodeof agreedupondiscourse.

Paradigms

Thefundamentalnits of scientificknowledgearenottheories put solvedpracti-
cal problems Thesesolved problemsarethe modelsof furtherresearchsomeof
thesesolved problemshold specialpromisefor futureresearchbecomingtheau-
thoritative basisfor future researchThesespecialfundamentalinits of scientific
knowledgethenbecomezxemplaryachiezemens,or paradigmsThecombination

IHereafter objective truth, whenin referenceto “the world out there”will be capitalisedand
referredsimply as‘Truth’.



of this theoreticaldiscoursepractice,andinstrumentaion provide for an under
standingthroughuse ratherthanabstractreasoning.Further this paradigmboth
inspiresfutureresearctandis whatregulatests evaluaion. Thetheorythenis not
important;,onemaynotdeductvely infer from theoriesratherit is whatonemust
be ableto do with, or make practicaluseof, the fundamentalnits of knowledge,
thosepiecesof solvedproblems[1, p. 100]

Scientistsare not necessarilyintent on challengingtheseoverarchingexem-
plars. “Most” of our obsenationsare explainedthroughthesetheories;,whenan
obsenationdoesnot fit with a particulartheory scientistsad hoc patchtheir the-
ory, or declarethe obsenationsincorrect. This is importantbecaus@bsenations
of therealworld areseenasthefinal judgementyetthewaythe obsenationsare
interpretedstill mustfall underthe judgemenif a scientist(or mary scientists.)
Two implicit items within this “judgement” are theory-ladenobsenations,and
obsenation-ladentheories.[1p. 92]

Theories and Observations

A theoryis merely a metaphoricalredescriptionof what is being obsered or
experimentedipon. Einsteinnotedthattime is like ariver flowing throughspace.
Matter scatteredhroughoutspacecausedime to changeits flow, direction,and
speed. It is importantto rememberthat time, much like mary othertheories
is merelylike somethingthat we are all familiar with (so asthe understandhe
originalthing better). Thebrainhasbeentreatedasa computeiin orderto account
for phenomenaelatedto memory perception,andinference. Gaseshave been
redescribedas a setof particles. This theory (read: metaphor) like the one of
time, is supportedbecausdhe variousphenomenassociatedvith gases,such
as pressureand temperaturecan be undestoodand practically applied asthe
motionsof thesemetaphoricapatrticles.

In a similar manney the brain hasundegone several different revisions of
metaphoricalnalogies pasedon the prevailing economicmodesof production
(somethingwhich | will go into further detail later) Originally, the brain was
thoughtto be similar to the hydrolic press,the telephonenetwork, andnow the
computermetaphorprevails. The cell hasalsobeensubjectto suchmetaphors;
they were consideredittle powerhouseswith their own enegy balances. Cur-
rently, dueto our so-callednformationrevolution,the conceptof thecell is noth-
ing morethana methodof informationexchangeand control. RichardDawkins
(1976)explainedthe geneticcompositionof animalsashosts whoseprimary pur-
poseis to spreadheinformationcontainedn “selfishgene'
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What we mostoftenlosesight of, especiallyin complex theories,is thatthe
metaphoricathing neitheris theoriginal, nordoest have thesameessentiaprop-
ertiesasthat‘original thing’ with whichwe aredrawing thelink. Hence scientific
theoryis createdoy a changeof familiar discoursento a new context, andin turn
thephenomenavithin thenew context becomeslocument®f thetheory (Barnes,
1996) Thetheorythenexplainsthe obsenations,but the proceedingobsenations
supportthe theory leadingtowardsa circular argumentin supportof this new
theory: which comesfirst? Metaphoramay help usto understangbarticularphe-
nomenalput it mayalsobeahindranceo ourresearchmethodologies.[8p. 53]

It is importantto notethatwe, ashumansarealwaysbehindthe veil of sub-
jectivity. No onepersommay escapeompletelyfrom his blindersto seetheworld
asit really is. We conceve of a world constitutedof the objectswe believe to
exist within it.[1, p. 82] Whenwe, ashumansin a non-scientificcontext, make
ary particularobsenationsregardingthe existenceof anindisputableobject,say
sitting right in front of us,we cannotbe absolutelysure thatthe objectexists; yet
we make theassumptiorthatthe objectexistsbecauseén similar situations(when
we have previously obsenedanobjectin front of us) we wereableto touch,and
feeltheobject,actandreactuponthis object.

Scientistdbehae in this very sameway: from previous obsenationsthey be-
lieve that thereare objects(visible or invisible) which exist and have particular
characteristis. Theseobjectsincludethe electron electrom@neic wave, quarks,
glue-onsetc. Further onceconstructingtheseunpercevedandinpercevable ob-
jects, they blamethe objectsfor all kinds of obsenationsandexperiences.The
electronis onesuchobjectwhichis still in actualityatheoreticabbject,but raised
to thelevel of anactualmaterialobjectdueto its incorporationin so mary facets
of thereal(read:practical)world. Withoutthe electrontherewould be no way to
explain the computerchip, light, the nuclearreaction. In this way, scientistsare
not unlike the tribal andreligious subculturesn how they maintaintheir belief
systems.The differencebetweerthe two is that sciencemakesthe assertiorthat
the obsenedand“explained” phenomenaoesindeedlogically exist.

Whatis interestingjs thattheoretichobjectsarenottreatedasdifferent‘things”
in and of themseles. Sincethe ideaof the corpusclewas first developed,we
werewell undervay to reducingall thingsto their basiccomponentsUnderthis
paradigmall “basic components’are essentiallyidenticalto eachother Hence
an atom of hydrogenis identicalto all otheratomsof hydrogen;an electronis
identicalto all otherelectrons. This reductionof all itemsto basiccomponents
allows for a simple unification theory: maximisesexplanatoryvalue, minimis-
ing theoryoverhead(a very capitalistc methodology).Yet thereis an addedas-
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pectof problem-solvingwithin a theoreticaldiscoursejf any of theseproblems
solvedleadtowardscontraryor contradictoryconclusionsthentheseconclusions
do not detunk the paradigmwithin which the scientistis working. Rather the

conclusiongell moreaboutscientistgperformingthe experimentgatherthanthe

so-calledobjective world. Most of thesescientistsare called cranks,new age
scientistspr pop-scientists.

One suchscientistis RupertSheldrale propagatinghis theory of ‘morphic
resonance’ Thetheorybasicallystateghatall humanandnon-humarmmemories
are storedin a universal‘ether’. Steven Rose(1998) performeda joint experi-
mentwith Sheldrale to testhis hypothesisof morphic resonanceby usingthe
birth of chicks. In theexperimentthe chicksthathada novel birth, Sheldrale ar-
gued,would alterthe behaviour of successie chicksbecauseéhe memoriesvere
storedin the‘ether’ While Rosehypothesisedhatthe chicksbornafterthe novel
hatchingexperience would have no changein their behasiour. The experiment
turnedout in favour of Rose,accordingto him and mary other‘normal’ scien-
tists. Sheldrale, however, wasstill corvincedthatthe facts(theseobsenations)
still supportechistheory

JustasSheldrale wasableto view the obsenationsin suchaway thatit sup-
portedhis theory subjectsof anethnomethodalgical experimentfit a setof ran-
dom ‘Truths’ to their mentalschema. Harold Garfinkel, leadingethnomethod-
ologist illustratedthe interpretaton of so-calledobjective datain a counselling
experiment[1 p. 89]. Thesubjectsn this experimentweretold thatthe purpose
wasto formulatenew waysin which counsellorsangive moreefficientandeffec-
tive adviceto patients.The subjectsveretold to askquestiondo the counsellors
thatpertainedo a personaproblemthe subjectsvishedto solve. They weretold
thatevery questionthey aslkedof acounsellowould berespondedn a‘yes’-‘no’
fashion.Whatthe subjectgdid not know wasthattheyesesandnosthatwould be
givento themwerealreadypredetermine@t random.Hence the answersvould
have nothingto do with the questionsasled; yet they presumedhatthe answers
hadmeaningbehindthem. The subjectsverethenasledto tape-recordheirfeel-
ingsabouthow the sessiorwasgoingaftereachquestiorandanswer

Garfinkel'sfindingswerethatthe presupposepatternof counsellingthatthey
weregettingmeaningfulanswergo their problems)vasresponsibldor theirgen-
eralsenseof ‘what wasreally happening.If aquestioncameup thatcontradictel
their previousquestionsthey would notethatthe counsellodid notknow enough
information, or that the counsellorhad a particularstateof knowledgethatren-
deredhim or herincapableof understandinghe questiorasthe subjecthadasled
it. Thepointis that“greateffort wasexpendedn consisteng-restorirg activities,
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whenapparentontradictionsn answersvereencountered[1, p. 90] In asimilar
manner scientistamake the so-calledfactsfit the prevailingtheories.

Paradigm Shifts

A paradigmshift occurswhen a discipline reachesa crisis statethat calls into
guestionthe explanatorypowersof existing paradigms.A crisis stateis reached
whennew problemswhich cannotbe solvedthroughtheoreticaldiscourseprac-
tice andinstrumentan, areno longerseenasanomalousandad hoc solutions
arenolongercorvincing.[2 p. 254] The paradigmshifts arediscontinuouspnon-
cumulatveandabruptchangesn thediscourseyerylittle is carriedoverfrom the
old paradigm.

(It is importantto understandhe differencebetweenscientificbreakthroughs
andparadigmchangesScientificbreakthroughsrenot paradigmchangesThey
are merely completepuzzlesthat could not beforebe solved within the current
paradigm. Hencethe discovery of saya curefor cancerwould only be a scien-
tific breakthroughf the curewereto comefrom allopathicproceduresn modern
medicines paradigm.'‘Breakthroughs'suchasRobertAtkin’ s revolutionarynew
diet program which concentrateon theintake of fatty food, anda suspensiomnf
all carbohydratentake, is not consideredh breakthroughandaccordinglyin the
popularmediaassuch,becauseét is working within a differenthealthparadigm.)

Therearemary instanceshroughouthistorywheretherehave beenparadigm
shiftsin sciencethe Ptolemear Copernicarshift, Newtonian/ Einsteinianshift,
etc. | will reflecton two, put forth as examplesby Kuhn (1996), for major
paradigmshiftsin science.

Thefirst of theseis Newton’s Principia andthe occult qualitiesafforded by
the ‘invention’ of gravity. Before Newton’s discovery, the scientistsof the time
had dispelledthe belief that items had innate propertiesother than the directly
obsenable ones; color, taste,and even smell were secondarypropertieswhich
could be explainedin termsof size, shape,position and motion of elementary
corpuscles.This was the mechanico-orpuscuar view of the world. They had
eschavedtheinnateandessentiapropertiesof objects suchas,for example,the
tendeng to fall dueto the object’s essentiapropertyto “stay” on theground. It
is importantto notethat this mechanico-orpuscuér paradignwasusefulin that
it explained,if notsolved,mary of thestandarghysicalproblemsn anumberof
differentsciences.Hence,gravity, interpretedas an “innate” attractionbetween
every pair of particlesof matter wasconsiderednoccultquality. Kuhnwrotethat
thesearcHor amechanicaéxplanationof gravity wasoneof themostchallenging
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taskstaken by thosephysicistswhom accepted\Newton’s ideas. The scientists
werein a slight bind: they were unableto “practice” sciencewithout Newton’s
paradigm nor find a mechanichexplanationfor Newton’s gravity. “... scientists
gradually acceptedheview that gravity wasinnate”[6, p. 105,emphasisdded]
Theresultwasa reversionto a scholasticstandardf innatequalities.

The secondexampleis thatof Clerk Maxwell's wave theoryof light. It was
scientific*knowledge”thatlight neededa materialetherto travel from its source
to its destination.Thescientistsverein abind, in thatthey wereunableto present
ary proof of the existenceof this materialether The electromagnec theory of
light proposedy Maxwell, however, hadnoreferenceéo amediumableto support
light waves,makingit evenmoredifficult to prove. Yet Maxwell’stheorywasso
practically usefulthat it was difficult to do sciencewithout. By the early 20th
century this paradigmwasfinally adoptedscientistsacceptedheview thatthere
wasindeedno ether

The importanceof thesetwo examplesarethat adoptionof eitheroneor the
otherparadigmaveremadenot becaus®f cumulative scientificachieszemens or
problemsolvings;therewereno externalstandardsor therejectionor acceptane
of eitherone. Rathertherewas“simply a changedemandedby the adoptionof a
new paradigni[6, p. 108,emphasiadded]Thequestiorthenis whydo scientists
chooseonepathratherthananotherVe will examinenext this necessityof sci-
entific revolutions,andthe influencesof extra-scientificdisciplinesuponscience
itself asa proposedeason.

Scientistswould lik e to believe that their disciplineis in searchfor an objective
truth about'the world out there. Many of thembelieve, especiallythe ‘natural
philosophers’ physicists thatthe motherof all sciencess sofar removed from
socio-economitnfluenceghattheir field mustrepresenanobjectivereality. Yet,
aswe have shavn in Sectionl, scientistsdecisionsto includeor exclude certain
paradigmsarebasedn arbitrarydecisionsof ‘what works: At thevery least,the
skepticof any socialconstructionistritique mustconcludethatsciencegoeswith
whatis ‘practical’ andcanbeappliedto therealworld. If acceptaneof Maxwell’s
theorycoincidedwith the promulgationof wirelessdevices,thenonecansuper
ficially seehow the practicalty is dictatedby the otherdisciplines’usefulnes®f
sciences progress.(Let us say for example,engineeringandall aspectf the
economicimplications of the commercidisation of radio-thedistinction of use,



aseithercommunicaion devices,or massmediadevices,doesnot affect our en-
quiry.)

Postmoder nism

An attackon biologicaldeterminismpor bio-reductvism mustnecessarilyevolve
from a postmodermerspectre. Postmodernisnis aboutrejectingthe problems
of a positivist modernperspectre; biological determinismdictatesa positivist
perspectre in that genesare supposedo control individuals, and sincesociety
is comprisedof individuals, thengenescanexplain why thereare (amongother
socialills) classstratification.The currentscientificparadigmconsistsof the fol-
lowing generapremisestheautonomousocialatom,andextremeindividualism.
Hence the bio-reductvistviewpoint: thewholeis understoownly by takingit to
pieces.[7p. 10] It justsohappenshatthisviewpointdoesnotrisefrom nowhere,
but with thedevelopmentandmaturatiorof capitalism(somethingve will discuss
atlengthin the next subsection.)

To understanthepostmodermpremisegor thechageof asubjectvescientific
institution, we mustelucidateSteven Best's (1997) characterisabn of the post-
moderndiscourseFirst, postmodernisteejectary unifying, universalschemes
favour of differenceandplurality. Within the context of the bio-reductvistargu-
ment,postmodernista/ould rejectthetheorythatthehumangenomeprojectis the
key to understandinthumannature. The postmodernistvould, however, accept
the dominanceof local environmentalfactorsguiding one’s behaviour. Second,
postmodernistsenounceary sort of closedstructure,fixed meaning,andrigid
order, in favour of indeterminace incompleteessanduncertainty Onceagain,
the key problemwith the bio-reductvist point of view is the existenceof certain
positivistic elements. If a femaleis identified with having the genefor x, the
postmodernistvould rejectthe necessityof developmentof x, arguing that ervi-
ronmentalfactorshave yet a major role in the existencefor x in the beginning.
Indeedevengeneticistthemselesreleasebreakthroughsiof the sortpreviously
touchedupon)with somary qualifiersandconditionalphrasesoasto renderthe
breakthroughuselessR. C. Lewontin identifiedthis type of statement‘We read
repeatedlyabouthow ‘sciencehasdiscosered’ something,but more often than
not, thoseannouncementare hedgedwith qualifiers. Biologists discover ‘evi-
dencefor’ genesthat ‘may oneday’ leadto ‘a possible’curefor cancef The
postmoderrperspecire on geneticresearctcanbe seenas‘spin control’ for the
media;it is, however, ironic andunfortunatethatthis ‘spin control’ rarely makes
it to the populareveningnews.



Postmodernistalsoabandomaie realism,unmediatedbjectivity andtruth
in favour of perspectrism, hermeneutis, andintertexuality. Accordingto Ziaud-
din Sardar(2000) the Strong Programme pegan at Edinburgh University, pro-
motedthe theoryof ‘sociologicalfinitism’ (away of looking at how theworld is
connectedhroughlanguage)which wasa variationof the realisttheory While
someof their materialcanbe usedfrom a postmodernisperspectre, mostof it
cannotbecausef their links to the existenceof a ‘real world’ out there. Barry
Barnes(1996),andDavid Bloor, the founderof the StrongProgrammepoint out
thatnaiverealism“operatesvith marellousefficiencgy in theassimilationof new
experiencejt is put to useto maintain,extend, revise andrejectexisting knowl-
edgeandtherebysenesbothasthatwhich sustainghe statusquoandthatwhich
changesit.”[1, p. 88, emphasisadded]Hence,the postmoderniss allergic reac-
tion to naiverealism;youmightaswell aska prisonerto guardhis own cell; or ask
a chemicalcompaly to patrolits own ervironmentaleffects. Yet thatis exactly
whatis happeningn the commercidworld.

Kuhn’s academicnormal science’hasbeenreplacedby corporateindustrial
science.[10p. 37] The mostimportanttenetof postmodernisnasappliedto this
critique of biological reductvism is the deconstructiorof boundariesbetween
areaf enquiry Sciencespecificallygenetiaesearchs notin aworld untoitself;
it is beinginfluencedby the economicworld, the political world, andthe social
world (to namebut a few.) Thereare no boundariesetweenareasof enquiry
becausall of the differentfieldsinfluenceeachactorwithin thefield. Industrial
sciencecommerciafjeneticresearchmanugcturedoththe‘f acts’of scienceand
the ‘“Truth’ they are supposedo express. Even the scientific methodis nothing
morethanopportunistidogic: manifestedasa “locally situatedform of practice
... rooted... in local socialaction?[10, p. 41]

Economy, Palitics and I deology of Science

As R. C. Lewontin obsered (1992),scienceprovidesus with two functions:the
practicalimplementdion of various ‘natural phenomena’ and the explanatory
power over nature. Medicineis an example,however, of a purely empiricalpro-
cessn whichwhateserworksis valid - notvery scientificafterall. (Theevolution
of syphillusfrom an‘act of god’to anarrownly definedgenus-speciesrganismun-
derwentsuch‘whateverworksis valid’ treatment.)Lewontinalsopointedoutthat
theexplanatorypowersof sciencealsosene anothempurposethatof legitimation.
[7,p. 5]

Sciencehadundertalenthetaskof explaininghumanbehaiour, amongother
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“scientific” phenomenaas beingsomethingwith ‘naturallaws’. Underlyingall
of sciencesattemptdo explain the naturalworld throughtheselaws’ wasthe le-
gitimationof the statugquo. It is thenno surprisethatthe RomanCatholicChurch
hadbeenreplacedn this domain;the churchonceofferedthe necessargxplana-
tions andlegitimationsfor the statusquo, throughthe doctrineof a supernatural
being,namelyGod. For sciencdo havereplacedhechurchastheexplanatoryin-
stitution, they hadto sharesomebasicnecessargomponentsLewontindescribes
threesuchcomponents:[/p. 7]

. the institution as a whole must appearto derive from sources
outsideof ordinary humansocial struggle... to descendnto soci-
ety from a supra-humasource.Secondthe ideas,pronouncemersi
rules,andresultsof theinstitution’sactivity musthave a validity and
atranscendertruth[going] beyondary possibilityof ... humanerror.
And finally, the institution musthave a certainmystical and veiled
quality, sothatits innermostoperationis not completey transparent
to everyone’

Themysteryof conversionfrom the churchto sciencethen,is notsomysterious.

Since sciencehasreplacedthe churchasthe cognitive authority thenwhy
would sciencedeemsomeparadigmsaspseudo-sciencayhile arbitrarily accept
otherparadigms.In orderfor the bio-reductvist argumentto hold, it mustpre-
scribe the seminaltenetthat the only way to understanchow arnything works
is to take it apart. While this might work very well for humancreatedtools,
this Cartesiardualismdoesnot translateproperlyinto the domainof bio-life sci-
ences.Hence,scientistsare continually self-patrollingtheir bordersto keepout
that which doesnot subscribeto the reductvist viewpoint. Thosetheoriesthey
accepiasscienceareoneswhich canbe subsumedif not, co-exist peacefully not
disturbingthe legitimating factorof westernpolitics (andby proxy economics).

Michael Ryan(1984)arguesthat the political deconstructie analysiscanbe
taken a stepfurtherinto the domainof rationalknowledgeby putting into ques-
tion the processof rationalconceptualisabn. If we cannotdetachtheisolatable
piecesof knowledgefrom thecontextualdependencieshosequalifiersnotedpre-
viously, andinternaldependenciesn externalfactors,thenthe conceptswhich
we constructfrom “rational knowledge” must“abstractfrom a world thatdenies
the possibility of a knowledgebasedon ‘adequate’conceptuatategories’[9, p.
143]

An importantobsenationof adeconstructionistiew is thattheactof knowl-
edgeis institutedthroughtraining andpractice whetherformal or informal. The
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scienceteachelis a teachetbecausef the amountof knowledgein a particular
field; henceknowledgeitself is a form of bias,becausef its selectvity (whatis
relevant,andwhatis not) accordingo ahistoricallydeterminednstitutionalnorm
of whatoughtto beincludedandknown. Thereis no sud thing asneutral teath-
ing; neutralteachingwould work only if scientificknowledgewould exist before
being paradigmatchly biased. Hence,if all knowledgeis educatedr formed,
thenit followsthatwe cannevertruly have unbiasedr ‘natural’ knowledge.[9 p.
142]

The questionthenremainsthatif learninggoesoneway, ratherthananother
logically possibleway, whichway doesit lean?If sciencds aninductivelearning
machine‘tuned to corvention’, thenthe outcomeof this machines operationis
not increasedcontrol andpredictionover biological experimentsandarguments,
but ratheranincreasedutility of particular cultural resoucesfor particular kinds
of predictionand control, thatof thedominantideology- capitalism[9, p. 144]

Let ustake anexampleof political influencesover biochemistryfrom history.
In the beginning of the 20th century the dominantaccountof cell operationwas
the protoplasntheory This dominantparadigmtheory statedreactionsoccurred
asaresultof ahomogenousubstancéocatedin the cell calledprotoplasm.The
entirecell wasconsiderechecessaryo effect any chemicalreactions.Pasteuya
Frenchscientistin the 19th century shaved that by killing the cells, you would
kill the chemicalreactionghatmay occur The dominant(holistic) paradigmal-
lowedthespecialrelationof specificreactiondo specificmicro-ogansms.It also
allowedfor the perfectionof mary industrial processethroughtheidentification
andselectionof distinctstrainsof micro-organismaiecessaryor particularkinds
of chemicalreactions. Barnes(1996: p. 131) notedthat the reigning political
machine,and strongholdof the Catholic churchin the countrywas placatedby
Pasteurs anti-reductionst strateyy. Pasteurs successvasduringthe secondem-
pire, which emphasisetholism, andanti-mateialism. In fact, therewassuchan
integrationof the churchsideology thepolitical machine andscientificresearch,
that the official governmentpostwas occupiedby the ministerof educationand
religion.

Whenthe enzymetheorywas ‘discovered’ therewas muchresistanceo this
new methodof effectingchemicalreactions.The new enzymetheorypoignantly
implied that protoplasm(this homogenousdife giving substancejvasnot needed
for chemicalreactionsjnitiating the mechanisti@andreductionistapproactto bi-
ology, that therewas nothing specially differentaboutchemicalreactionsin a
testtube,versusthoseoccurringin the body: It is quite expectedthattherewere
mary objectionsto this new paradigm.At first, everyoneobjectedto the factthat
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theresultswereunableto bereproducedWhile othersstipulatedthattherewasa
failureto eliminate‘fragments’of protoplasmgvenif you crushedhecell, would
the protoplasmbe destryed? Othersyet accusedhe experimentof not beingthe
samereactionaswhenit is in the cell. Therewaseventhe excusemadethatthe
so-calledenzymewasbeingmistakenfor protoplasmnitself![1, p. 129-136]All of
theseaxcusesnadeto maintainthestatusguo,thereigningparadigmweresimilar
conflict-resolvingtechniquesisedby the subjectsn Garfinkel's ethnomethodol-
ogy experiment. It was, needlesgo say eventuallyacceptedas partof standard
biochemistrythat enzymesndeedexisted,andthat biochemicalreactionscould
take placeoutsideof anorganismsbody.

Theold reigningparadigm althoughholistic, demonstratethatthe scientists
werevery biasedandrelative,notto mentionpragmatic:therewasanentirechem-
ical industrybuilt aroundthe conceptof protoplasm.Theseold scientific‘facts’
represented world whosepracticalandmaterialcomplexity did notrepresenary
form of objectivetruth.

As Ryanarguedin his chapteron Reasorand Counterr@olutionin Marxism
and Deconstruction (1984: p.143)all knowledgeis a form of practice,where
practiceis the constructionof categorical representationsPracticein “natural”
knowledgewasthe manipulation throughthe constructionof dehistoricizel and
transcendentated formal conceptsthoseconceptsexisting in a sort of ethereal
world, gettranslatedbackinto a historical,social,economicandpolitical world,
suchasthatof the ‘protoplasmicworld’, becomingcategoricd andauthoritarian!
It was almostforty yearsafter the concessiorof the enzymeparadigmthat the
industrialprocesseadoptedhis new method.

Final Notes

I would like to remind the readerthat this paperpertainsto the blind faith the
Westernworld hasplacedon science. Yet Westernscienceis not aboutfinding
Truthslocated'somewhereout there’in a supposedlyreal world.! Westernsci-
enceis abouta procesof legitimisaton of the statusquothroughcategoricaland
authoritariancontrol. Whatwe mustall realizeis that scientistsarealsohuman,
with the samesocial,economicandpolitical pressuresisevery otherinstitution.
The capitalistworld doesnot conflict with the reductvist andpositivist paradigm
of sciencebecausat meshessery well with their logic of industrial capitalism,
rationality!

“The bestconceptuahbstractions theonethatpresentshemosttruth
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in aslittle spaceandtime aspossible... the minimisationof ambigu-
ity, irrationalism,discontinuity anddissonancein conjunctionwith
the maximisaton of cognitiveinstrumentamastery[9, p. 144]

The scientificcommunityis notin a world of its own. It relieson the fund-
ing from the political world, or eventhe biased(asdemonstrateth the previous
section)educationalnstitutions. Justas capitalismcannottake into accountthe
small detailslik e the wishesof consumersand workers, without damagingthe
profit mamgin, sciencejn the nameof rationalism,isolatesfor itself a domainof
knowledge;it demandefficientfocusonits domain,necessarilyeaving out soci-
ety, politics,economicsandsoforth. Let usneverforgetthis aswe enterthe21st

century it will, 1 predict,godown in infamyasthe centurymanfinally completed
his egoisticquestto play God.
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