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You shouldThere are three questions in this paper. Answer ALL questions.
spend about the same time on each question.

1. Read the following two passages carefully and then answer the questions

that follow.

Passage I: The real antithesis of science seems to be not theology but poli-
tics. Whereas science is a sphere of knowledge, politics is a sphere of opinion.
Politics is constructed out of preferences, which it strives to elevate, by the
mere multiplication of words, to the status of truths. Politics depends on
personalities and rhetoric; social class, race and nationality are elemental to
it. Further, politics relies, for its very existence, upon conflict. It presup-
poses an enemy. It is essentially oppositional, built on warring prejudices. If
this oppositional structure were to collapse, politics could not survive. There
could be no politics in a world of total consensus. Science, by contrast, is
a co-operative not an oppositional venture. Of course, the history of sci-
ence resounds with ferocious argument and the elaboration and destruction
of rival theories. But when consensus is reached science does not collapse, it
advances. Another crucial difference is that politics aims to coerce people.
It is concerned with the exercise of power. Science has no such designs. It
seeks knowledge. The consequence of this difference is that politics can and
frequently does use violence (war, genocide, terrorism) to secure its ends.
Science cannot. It would be ludicrous to go to war to decide upon the truth
or otherwise of the second law of thermodynamics.

Needless to say, the ideal state I have described, in which science is free from
and antithetical to politics, is not one that survives in the real world, where
politics invades and contaminates science as it does everything else. But
the warlike and destructive uses to which science has been put have nothing
essentially to do with science: they are the responsibility of politics. Science's
apolitical nature is worth stressing, because it helps us to defuse the charge
that it is amoral. It allows us to see science's amorality not as a defect but as
a condition of its strength and purity. Politics of course, is inseparable from



 


