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Science in a Free Society

(Feyerabend, 1978a: 73)



* (Feyerahend, 1978a: 100)

*(Feyerabend, 1978a: 80)

**(Feyerabend, 1987. %)

*... afree society is in which all traditions have equal right and equal
access to the centers of power,
In democracy an individual citizen has the right to read, write, to make
propaganda for whatever strikes his fancy.

% |f debates play an important role in the adaptations and if the debates are
carried out by an assembly of free citizens so that everybody has the right to act a
‘wise man’, then we have what | shall call a democratic relativism.(original italics)



(Feyerabend, 1987,

17, 18 19

(Feyerabend, 1978a: 75)



(Feyerabend, 1978a : 73)

(Feyerabend, 1978a 74)

/(' Science is one ideology among many and should be separated from
the state just as religion is now separates from the state) (Feyerabend, 1978a: 107)

*The excellence of science is assumed, it iS not argued for. Here scientists
and philosophers of science act like the defenders of the One and Only Roman Church
acted before them: Church doctrine is true, everything else is Pagan nonsense. Indeed,
certain methods of discussion and insinuation that were once treasures of theological
rhetoric have now found a new home in science.(original italics)
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(Feyerabend,
1978 102-3)
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*(Feyerabend, 1978a : 106)

To find out we must let all traditions freely develop side by side as is at
any rate require by the basic stipulation of a free society. It is quite possible that an
open debate about this development will find that some traditions have less to offer
than others. This does not mean that they will be abolished - they will survive and
keep their rights as long as there are people interested in them - it only means that
for the time being their (material, intellectual, emotional etc.) products play a relatively
small role. But what pleases once dose not please always; and what aids traditions in
one period does not aid them in others. The open debate and with it the examination
of the favored traditions will therefor continue: society is never identified with one
particular tradition, and state and tradition are always kept separate.
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*(Feyerabend,1978a : 74)

* Almost all-scientific subjects are compulsory subjects in our schools. While
the parents of a six-year-old can decide to have him instructed in the rudiments of
Protestantism, or in the rudiments of the Jewish faith, or to omit religious instruction
altogether, they do not have similar freedom in the case of the sciences. Physics,
astronomy, history must be learned; they cannot be replaced by magic, astrology, or
by a study of legends, (original italics)



(Feyerabend, 1978a : 74)

(Feyerabend, 1978a: 87)
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*(Feyerabend, 1978a; %-7)

" (It is time to realize that science, too, i
special tradition and that Its predominance must be reversed by an open debate in
which all members of the society participate.) (Feyerabend, 1978a : 86)

. it would not only be foolish but downright irresponsible to accept the
judgement of scientists and physicians without further examination. If the matter is
important, either to a small group or to society as a whole, then this judgement must
be subjected to the most painstaking scrutiny. Duly elected committees of laymen
must examine whether the theory of evolution 'is really as well established as
biologists want us to believe, whether being established in their sense settles the
matter, and whether it should replace other views in schools. They must examine the
safety of nuclear reactors in each individual case and must be given access to all the
relevant information. They must examine whether scientific medicine deserves the
unique position of theoretical authority, access to funds, privileges of mutilation it
enjoys today or whether non-scientific methods of healing are not frequently superior
and they must encourage relevant comparisons: traditions of tribal medicine must be
revived and practiced by those who prefer them party because we thus obtain some
information about the efficiency of science. The committees must also examine
whether peoples’ minds are properly judged by psychological tests, what is to be said
about prison reforms-and so on and so forth. In all cases the last word will not be that
of the experts, but that of the people immediately concerned.(original italics)
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" (Anything goes ) ( Descartes )
' " (1 think, therefore | am. )

"('1.. there is only one principle that can be
defended under all circumstances and in all stages of human development. It is the
principle: anything goes.) (original italics) (Feyerabend, 1975a: 19)

M (But anything goes’does not express any conviction of
mine, it is jocular summary of the predicament of the rationalist: if you want universal
standards, | say, . . ., then | can give you such a principle.) (original italics)
(Feyerabend, 19781 180) ‘ ,



*( Feyerabend, 1975a 127)

... | regard anarchism as ‘excellent medicine for epistemology and the
philosophy of science’ ... | do not say that epistemology should become anarchic, or
that the philosophy of science should become anarchic. | say that both disciplines
should receive anarchism as a medicine. Epistemology is sick, it must be cured, and
the medicine is anarchy. Now medicine is not something one takes all time. One
takes it for a certain period of time, and then one stops. . .. Anarchism, | say, will
heal epistemology and then we may return to a more enlightened and more liberal
form of rationality, (original italics)
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* (Feyerabend, 19780: 177)

(Lloyd,
199: 247, 1997: S3%)

20

Epistemological anarchism differs both from skepticism, and from political
(religious) anarchism. While the skeptic either regards every view as equally good, or
equally bad, or desists from making such judgments altogether, the epistemological
anarchist has no compunction in defending the most trite, or the most outrageous
statement. While the political anarchist want to remove a certain form of life, the
epistemological anarchist may want to defend it, for he has no everlasting loyalty to,
and no everlasting aversion against, any institution and any ideology.



1

2
I(Lloyd, 1996 249)
(positive  commitment?
(Proliferation) (Pluralism) (Realism)
(Criticism) (History)
(Lloyd, 199: 251)
(Feyerabend,
1985a: ix)
(Pluralistic
Methodology)

(Feyerabend, 1985a; 105-9)

... Feyerabend's views are actually neither anti-science nor anti-reason,
neither anti-intellectual nor ant-progress. The key, | think, to understanding
Feyerabend's work as a whole, is to keep in mind his historical context, and to grasp
that he thought that much of twentieth century philosophy of science (and philosophy
of mind, language, and epistemology) was both wrong and pericious - hopeless

misquided in its methods and aims, and dangerously immoral in its consequences.
( original italics)



(the phenomenological theory)

(Feyerabend, 1975: 21)

(Feyerabend, 1965: 149)
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(Feyerabend, 1975. 3%

(Feyerabend, 1975: 21)

(Lloyd, 19%: 252)
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* (Feyerabend, 1965:
150)

(Feyerabend, 1978a: %)

* This, then, is the methodological justification of a plurality of theories: such
a plurality allows for a much sharper criticism of accepted ideas than does the
comparison with a domain of facts that is supposed to be given independently of
theoretical considerations. The function of unusual metaphysical ideas is defined
accordingly: they play a decisive role in the criticism and in the development of what
is generally believed and “ highly confirmed,” and they must therefore be present at
any stage of the development of our knowledge, (original italics )



(Lloyd, 1996: 253)

(instrumentalist)

(Feyerabend, 1985: 201)

(Feyerabend, 1975: 22)

20



(Lloyd, 1996; 259)

(Lloyd, 199: 253)
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" (This liberal practice, .... is not
just afact of history of science. It is both reasonable and absolutely necessaiy for the
growth of knowledge.Xoriginal italics) (Feyerabend, 1975: 14)

(Lloyd, 1996: 247)

*(Feyerabend, 1975: 189)

... Everyone can read the terms in his own way and in accordance with
the tradition to which he belongs. Thus for an empiricist, ‘progress’ will mean
transition to a theory that provides direct empirical tests for most of its basic
assumptions. Some people believe the quantum theory to be a theory of this kind. For
others, ‘progress’ may mean unification and harmony, . . . anarchism helps to achieve
progress in any one of the senses one cares to choose. Even a law-and-order science
will succeed only if anarchistic moves are occasionally allowed to place.
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*(Feyerabend, 1975: 23)

. my intention is, rather, to convince the reader that all methodologies,
even the most obvious ones, have their limits, The best way to show this is to
demonstrate the limits and even the irrationality of some rules which she, or he, is
likely to regard as hasic. In the case of induction (including induction by falsification)
this means demonstrating how well the counterinductive procedure can be supported
by argument. Always remember that the demonstrations and the rhetoric used do not
express any ‘deep convictions' of mine. They merely show how easy it is to lead
people by the nose in a rational way. (original italics)
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T.ih&rty

On Liberty
* (Feyerabend, 1978a: 8)

*In a democracy an individual citizen has the right to read, write, to make
propaganda for whatever strikes his fancy. If he fall ill, he has the right to be treated
in accordance with his wishes, by faithhealers, if he believes in the art of faithhealing,
by scientific doctors, if he has greater confidence in science. And he has not only the
right to accept, live in accordance with, and spread ideas as an individual, he can
form associations which support his point of view provided he can finance them, or
find people willing to give him financial support. This right is given to the citizen for
two reasons; because everyone must be able to pursue what he thinks is truth, or the
correct procedure; and, secondly, because the only way of amving at a useful
judgement of what is supposed to be the truth, or the correct procedure is to become
acquainted with the widest possible range of alternatives. The reasons were explained
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(John Stuart Mill) on Liberty (Feyerabend, 1975 33,
19782 86, 19852 139, 1985h: 19, 31, 65-79, 1987. 33
On Liberty ' :
On Liberty
On Liberty

(Lloyd, 1997:S397-8)
“Of the Liberty of Thought and Discussion” (Lloyd, 1997:53%9)

by Mill in his immortal essay On Liberty. It is not possible to improve upon his
argument,
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* (Mill, 1972 180)

On Liberty

(Lloyd, 1997. SA03-4)

* First, if any opinion 1s compelled to silence, that opinion may, for aught we
can certainly know, be true. To deny this is to assume our own infallibility.

Secondly, though the silence opinion be an error, it may, and very commonly
does, contain a portion of truth; and since the general or prevailing opinion on any
subject is rarely or never the whole truth, it is only by the collision of adverse opinions
that the remainder of the truth has any chance of being supplied.

Thirdly, even if the received opinion be not only true, but the whole truth;
unless it is suffered to be, and actually is, vigorously and earnestly contested, it will,
by most of those who receive it, be held in the manner of a prejudice, with little
comprehension or felling of its rational grounds.

... fourthly the meaning of the doctrine itself will be in danger of being
lost, or enfeebled, and deprived of its vital effect on the character and conduct: the
dogma becoming a mere formal profession, inefficacious for good, but cumbering the
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(Lloyd, 1997 S404)

(Lloyd, 1997. S404-5)

“Introductory” “Of Individuality, as One of the Elements of well-being,”
“Of the Limits to the Authority of Society over the Individual”
“Applications”

( Feyerabend, 1978a: 79)

The great bulk of the essay concemns how individual people (not
governments) ought to respond when confronted with opinions and forms of life which
are strange or disagreeable to them. The central point regards the inestimable value -
to individuals and to society as a whole - of the existence and nurturance of a wide
variety of ways of life. ..., Mill emphasizes the importance of reducing social and
cultural sanctions against those who espouse minorrty views of any kind. Perhaps
even more crucial is the cultivation of attitudes and skills that, as Mill sees it, are
necessary for the genuine flowering of human intelligence and creativity.
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“Introductory”

#(Mill, 1972 : 137

..., first, the inward of domain of consciousness; demanding liberty of
conscience in the most comprehensive sense; liberty of thought and feeling; absolute
freedom of opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical or speculative, scientific,
moral, or theological. The liberty of expressing and publishing opinions may seem to
fall under a different principle, since It belong to that part of the conduct an individual
which concerns other people; but, being almost of as much importance as the liberty
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“Of Individuality, as One of the Elements of well-being,”

(Mill. 1972 197

#(Mill, 1972 197)

of thought itself, and resting in great part on the same reasons, is practically
inseparable from it.

Secondly, the principle requires liberty of tastes and pursuits; of framing the
plan of our life to suit our own character; of doing as we like, subject to such
consequences as may follow: without impediment from our fellow-creatures, so long as
what we do does not harm them, even though they should think our conduct foolish,
Perverse, or wrong.

Thirdly, from this liberty of each individual, follows the liberty, within the
same limits, of combination among individuals; freedom to unit, for any purpose not
involving harm to others: the persons comhining being supposed to be of full age, and
not forced or deceived.

If it were only that people have diversities of taste, that is reason enough
for not attempting to shape then all after one model. But different persons also require
different conditions for their spiritual development; and can no more exist healthily in
the same moral, than all the variety of plants can in the same physical, atmosphere
and climate. The same things which are helps to one person towards the cultivation of
his higher nature are hindrance to another.
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(Feyerabend, 1978a: 106)

(Feyerabend, 1987: 1)

 (Mill, 972: 13)

(Feyerabend, 1987. )

(Feyerabend, 19753)

* It is proper to state that | forego any advantage which could be derived to
my argument from the idea of abstract right, as a thing independent of utility. | regard
utility as the ultimate appeal on all ethical questions; but it must be utility in the
largest sense, grounded on the permanent interests of a man as a progressive being,
(original italics)
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(Feyerabend, 1975: 12)

“Applications”

(Ml 1972 240)

To prevent the State from exercising, through these arrangements, an
improper influence over opinion, the knowledge required for passing an examination
(beyond the merely instrumental parts of knowledge, such as languages and their use)
should, even in the higher classes of examinations, be confined to facts and positive
science exclusively. The examination on religion, politics, or other disputed topics,
should not turn on the truth or falsehood of opinions, but on the matter of fact that
such and such an opinion is held, on such grounds, such authors, or schools, or
churches. . . . There would be nothing to hinder them from being taught religion, if
their parents chose, at the same schools where they were taught other things.
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