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The classification of “hard” and “soft” sciences depicts a definitive two party system that has dominated science throughout modern history.  The last century has witnessed a gigantic leap forward in the power of hard science, which has led to intense debate on the appropriation of power, including deeper research into understanding the division, as well as the spectacular dream of erasing the division and creating one unified science.  The history of science, and specifically this hard/soft science debate, has deep roots in discovering absolute truth, a unification of knowledge, and essentially…the meaning of life
.  The course of this paper will offer definitions of “hard” and “soft” sciences, bringing light to the contradicting principles of each of these differing sides of science.  Possessing a solid definition and understanding of each set will allow a chance to argue if the classification of hard and soft science is indeed a valid distinction and an accurate description of the current scientific arena.  Exploring the validity of the classification will be good preparation to answering if the classification is useful within modern science, or if the classification somehow inhibits the positive continuation of science.  Through accomplishing this exercise, and through better understanding of the ruling classification of science, the paper will conclude with insight into the pursuit of obtaining a unity of the sciences.
Defining the Classification of “Hard” and “Soft” Sciences
Before defining the sciences, one must understand the ideal type of scientific theory that has developed throughout history.  This theory is the primary core that has shaped science, and eventually divided science in two.  The theory states that ideal science must be: 1. explicit, 2. universal, 3. abstract (these first three developed by Socrates), 4. discrete, 5. systematic (these two added by Descartes and Kant), and 6. complete and predictive (demanded by modern natural science).  Number 6 is a modern addition to ideal scientific theory that essentially separates the hard from the soft. (Flyvbjerg, 38-39)  The mere nature of social science makes it difficult to make precise predictions, while natural science utilizes the concept of predictability with ease within its scientific theory.  
Charles Percy Snow opened up the modern discussion revolving around the classification of sciences with the introduction of his “two cultures” lecture and following essay based upon his experiences with colleagues and friends in Britain in the early-to-mid 1900’s.  Snow explained that “For constantly I felt I was moving among two groups – comparable in intelligence, identical in race, not grossly different in social origin, earning about the same incomes, who had almost ceased to communicate at all, who in intellectual, moral and psychological climate had so little in common…I believe the intellectual life of the whole of western society is increasingly being split into two polar groups” (Snow 1961, 2-3).  Snow identified the two polar groups of intellectual life as the “two cultures”, comprising of literaries and scientists (more specifically, physical scientists).  Although he used this specific terminology of the period, he was essential commenting on the categorization and differentiation of the hard and soft sciences. 
 The easiest way for an untrained student of the history of science to define the differences between hard and soft science is to attribute hard science with the natural sciences, solely relying on quantitative data; and soft science as the social sciences
, relying primarily on qualitative data
.  While this can be seen as an accurate generalization, there are many differing components between hard and soft sciences that reach beyond this generality.  The best known description of hard and soft sciences was compiled and develop by Anthony Becher in 1989, and further summarized by McNeill (see Table 1).  The importance of this table is that it shows clear differences in the components of the two sciences; each trait has a corresponding polar opposite trait, mobilizing the hard and soft sciences at far ends of the spectrum respectively.  The categorization also begins to show the hidden meanings behind the terms hard and soft.  The definitions of hard science in Table 1 depict very solid, strong, clear…hard qualities, while the soft science definitions are relatively weak, pliable, cloudy…soft qualities.  These specific qualities set the stage for easy domination of the hard sciences over the soft sciences. 
Becher further delineates hard and soft science into the subcategories of pure and applied (see Table 2).  Becher’s grouping introduces the applied aspect of the sciences, and compares this to the pure form.  The hard and soft sciences still are at opposite sides, with the exception of technologies encompassing some qualities of hard and soft science (this will be later discussed in the conclusion section).  McNeill then applies Becher’s grouping in Table 2 by inserting specific disciplines of sciences into an organized matrix (see Table 3).  Here, the obvious disciplines are placed into the obvious sides, but McNeill introduces the borderline grouping of hard/soft, an interesting attempt to compromise a few disciplines between the two sciences.  McNeill uses this demonstration to support his discussion of interdisciplinary approaches in research, but it is essentially an interesting beginning to understanding the shared middle ground between the two sciences (this concept will also be further discussed in the unity of science section of this paper).

Another important concept in understanding the definition of the two sciences is reductionism.  “Hard science believes in the reductionist view, that all can be reduced to a few powerful explanatory factors” (McNeill, Sept 1 2005).  Reductionism also relies on brute data (idea discussed by Charles Taylor), “in which the data is quantifiable and not disputable…this can be found in natural science, but social science can’t have brute data” (McNeill, Sept 8 2005).  Reductionism and data form are just two more examples of differences in character, which further separate soft from the hard sciences.  
Due to the polarity and implications of the hard/soft definition, there is the unfortunate situation of ruthless stereotyping between the sciences.  “…a technical researcher regards the work of a humanist as wooly and speculative, while the humanist regards the work of the technicist as reductionist and simplistic” (McNeill, 6).  Stereotyping greatly contributes to further separation of the sciences, ensuring a black/white extreme scenario, and leading to discrimination by the stronger over the weaker science.
While detailed definitions of the hard and soft sciences have been presented, it must be noted that there is also a tendency for soft sciences to be ignored altogether as a science, i.e. not even defined in the sciences category.  Some contend that there is science, and “other” studies.  So in other words, hard science is the only science, and the area of social sciences is not even considered a science.  This view undermines social science and totally discredits it as utilizing components of scientific theory.  The hard/soft classification is not a simple unimportant label that is applied to the sciences; being branded as either hard or soft has deep implications, and has recently embarked a ferocious battle between the two sides.  This issue will be analyzed further when the validity of the distinction in discussed.
Even though scholars have attempted to identify commonalities (subdivisions of applied and pure, interdisciplinary studies), through exploring the definition of hard and soft sciences there has emerged a stark contrast in the bases of the two sciences.  Each science is on a polar opposite sides of the spectrum, conjuring similarities to the popular metaphor of the situation being “black and white”.  Understanding this circumstance assists us in analyzing the validity of the distinction between hard and soft sciences.
Validity of the Distinction
It has been demonstrated that hard and soft sciences have fundamental differences that separate them into drastically different sides.  It will be argued that this is a valid distinction because it accurately depicts the current make-up of the scientific environment on the outside.  The visible range of the sciences shows a distinct two-part system, validating the distinction.  But it will also be argued that it is not a valid distinction because on the inside of the scientific arena, it can be seen as not so “black and white”, with many apparent gray areas in between.  These gray areas would invalidate the distinction of a rigid black and white system.
Although Snow detested the “two cultures” he wrote about, he validated its existence by so clearly and eloquently documenting its reality.  “This [two cultures] was intended as a description of, or a very crude first approximation to, our existing state of affairs.  That it was a state of affairs I passionately disliked, I thought was made fairly clear” (Snow 1964, 61).  Snow further demonstrated the “two cultures” legitimacy through proving that there are two discrete sides, each participating in stereotyping of each other, “The non-scientists have a rooted impression that the scientists are shallowly optimistic, unaware of man’s condition.  On the other hand, the scientists believe that the literary intellectual are totally lacking in foresight, peculiarly unconcerned with their brother men…” (Snow 1961, 5).  Stereotyping between the scientists shows that the two party classification is engrained within the sciences, affecting the science and the researchers alike, validating the distinction at both levels.
Bent Flyvbjerg further validates the distinction when he discusses “dead objects, self-reflecting humans,” which discloses a fundamental disparity between the sciences.  “[natural science] studies physical objects while [social science] studies self-reflecting humans and must therefore take account of changes in the in the interpretations of the objects of study.  Stated in another way, in social science, the object is a subject” (Flyvbjerg, 32).  So if natural sciences study objects (“that do not talk back”), and social sciences study objects that are actually subjects, then this enhances the validity that there should be a firm distinction between the sciences, hard and soft sciences being at different ends of the court. (Flyvbjerg, 33)  Flyvbjerg also discusses the “Cartesian Anxiety” that contributes to the current domination of hard over soft sciences. Cartesian Anxiety can be explained as “the fear of ending in relativism and nihilism when one departs from the analytical-ration scientific tradition that has dominated Western science since Descartes” (Flyvbjerg, 25).  The construed fear by natural scientists of hard science domination possibly deteriorating by the wayside to soft sciences further authenticates and preserves the current stated distinction.
A fascinating test of social sciences validity occurred in the spring of 1996 by a physics professor named Alan Sokal.  Sokal tested the validity of social science even possibly being a science by submitting a bogus article in the social science journal Social Text.  The fake article was accepted, thus embarrassing the journal, and potentially discrediting social science worldwide.  Interestingly, Sokal’s article was in itself discussing the Cartesian Anxiety and the apparent end of natural science domination, “But deep conceptual shifts within twentieth-century science have undermined this Cartesian-Newtonian metaphysics; revisionist studies in the history and philosophy of science have cast further doubt on its credibility; and, most recently, feminist and poststructuralist critiques have demystified the substantive content of mainstream Western scientific practice, revealing the ideology of domination concealed behind the facade of ‘objectivity’” (Sokal Spring/Summer 1996, 1).  He further discusses how quantum mechanics and quantum gravity can assist in the emergence of social science as a dominant force.  Sokal baited the perfect trap for Social Text, here is a physics professor presenting a social science journal with proof that quantum theory can predict an uprising of the social sciences over the natural sciences.  Sokal explains his personal motivations behind the hoax, “For some years I've been troubled by an apparent decline in the standards of intellectual rigor in certain precincts of the American academic humanities…so would a leading North American journal of cultural studies…publish an article liberally salted with nonsense if (a) it sounded good and (b) it flattered the editors' ideological preconceptions?” (Sokal May/June 1996, 1).  Sokal also explains his serious reasoning behind the paradoy, “One of my goals is to make a small contribution toward a dialogue on the Left between humanists and natural scientists – ‘two cultures'
 which…are probably farther apart in mentality than at any time in the past 50 years” (Sokal Fall 1996, 1).  So Sokals hoax was not entirely to invalidate and demean the social sciences, but an attempt to break down the obvious barriers and reach towards a middle ground, the gray zone.
As discussed earlier, McNeill presents an intermediate zone in between the hard and soft sciences, he calls the hard/soft borderline.  In this borderline zone he placed various disciplines that shared both hard and soft qualities, mainly because they could not be convincingly placed at either pole.  McNeill is chipping away at the staunch hard/soft distinction, testing the validity of the traditional classification, demonstrating that there are practical examples that fall in between the black and white box. On another note, the mere hard/soft distinction and its corresponding solid validity disrupts any movement towards a unity of science.  The hardened validity of the hard/soft distinction invalidates any chance of a unity of the sciences, thus further preserving and strengthening the validity of the distinction.  But in essence, the unity of science is fighting against the validity, trying to illuminate the same middle-ground that McNeill discusses.

The distinction has shown to be generally valid because it accurately describes the universal scientific arena on the surface.  But just because it is an accurate description externally does not mean that it is just, fair, or true internally.  The distinction has also shown to be somewhat invalid because there is an area where hard and soft science overlap on the inside, pointing towards a gray zone.  This discovery leads to the imperative discussion regarding the various useful purposes of the hard/soft distinction.  
Useful Purposes of the Classification

The hard/soft distinction can be seen as useful for general speaking, broad representation, and harmless stereotyping.  In everyday language, it is easy to simply label a science hard or soft, and this can be useful because it is a quick reference shortcut.  But just as it is easier to use stereotypical classifications, it is equally disadvantageous to classify things into unbalanced sides.  So although it is useful to utilize the hard/soft distinction, it is useless to the side of social science that is discriminated against.

The classification as seen from the outside is extremely useful to natural scientists because the hard sciences claim more rigor and power.  So this classification is beyond useful to the natural scientists, it is critical for them to promote and preserve this classification in order to safeguard their power.  With this power they can obtain more money and clout to further finance and support their scientific programs and endeavors.  On the other hand, the classification is not useful to social scientists, for the same reasons that it is useful to the natural scientists.  Power is kept away from the social scientists, so their programs suffer and their clout is limited in comparison to the natural scientists.

The classification as seen from the inside is not particularly useful to the interdisciplinary sciences that fall between the hard/soft distinction.  These sciences seem to be at times in a state of limbo, not hard, and also not soft, so it can be confusing how to address them or appropriately classify them within the two party distinction, making the distinction useless to them.  But on the flip side, these interdisciplinary sciences can also use aspects of either hard or soft science to their advantage at their convenience.  The classification is similarly not largely useful to proponents of a unity of the sciences; the distinction makes it useful to understand the problem, but not useful to advance its ideals of a unified science.  Belief in the classification of hard on one side and soft on the other only further enhances the situation, making any unity difficult to impossible to theorize.  Although a few negative aspects in regards to the usefulness of the distinction have been presented, the distinction is useful in understanding human nature and how it applies to the separation of the sciences.
A Byproduct of Human Nature?
It can be seen as simple human nature to have such rigid black and white poles, and it can be considered human nature to favor hard science out of the two simplified choices.  The popular cliché “there are two sides to every issue” holds true, like the hard/soft science topic, most other controversial issues have two distinct sides, with rarely ever a mention of a third dimension.  This circumstance can be traced back to human nature demanding a polar opposite to ever stance, but surprisingly, no stance can be in between the two poles.  Human nature thrives on debates and occasionally enjoys conflict, but needs simple quantitative proof to prevail; this essentially leads to misunderstanding and ignorance between the two poles.

Snow was especially frustrated with the lack of understanding and stubbornness of the natural and social scientists, “Between the two [poles] a gulf of mutual incomprehension....hostility and dislike, but most of all lack of understanding.  They have a curious distorted image of each other.  Their attitudes are so different that, even on the level of emotion, they can’t find much common ground” (Snow 1961, 4).  Snow is explaining how it is general human nature to stick to ones side, attack the other side, and basically not even being able to recognize anything in between. 

Charles Taylor argues that the humanistic tradition is better suited to understand social phenomenon, that natural science is essentially more foreign to the human experience than the social sciences.  “One of the basic characteristics of this kind of social science is that it reconstructs reality in line with certain categorical principals.  These allow for an inter-subjective social reality which is made up of brute data…It allows for beliefs, affective reactions, evaluations as the psychological properties of individuals.  And it allows for correlations between these two orders or reality…” (Taylor, 30-31).  I agree with Taylor that humans can better relate with the social sciences, but I believe that when it comes to Scientific Theory, natural science is ultimately more “complete and predictive” within the current hard/soft science regime.  (Flyvbjerg, 39)

Flyvbjerg describes the rationalist view that humans essential prefer the natural sciences because of our innate tendency of our mind to follow rules “…the rationalist view, which builds upon Plato’s and Kant’s theories that the human brain works on the basis of rules” (Flyvbjerg, 35).  But contrary to the rationalist view is the hermeneutic-phenomenological argument (with the help of the Hubert Dreyfus model) which states “Researchers do not need to be able to formulate rules for their skills in order to practice them with success.  On the contrary, studies show that rules can obstruct the continuous exercise of high-level skills” (Flyvbjerg, 34).  These tacit skills then replace the need for rules, discrediting the natural scientists eternal demand for quantitative proof.
Towards a Unity of Science
“Marx thus expresses his faith in a future unified science: ‘natural science will in time subsume the science of man just as the science of man will subsume natural science: there will be one science’” (Flyvbjerg, 26).
Due to the negative factors associated with the current hard/soft sciences division that have been revealed through exploring the definition, validity, and usefulness of the distinction, this paper believes that an alternative to the current condition is needed.  The most popular alternative solution is to unify the sciences.  It will be shown that the sciences cannot be unified manually through a human engineered device or theory, but that the sciences can be unified through concepts that are already present; these concepts are just simply underutilized, and not fully understood. 

Sigmund Freud was an early pioneer in the interdisciplinary science of psychology, and he sought to bring this social science field into the realm of natural sciences.  “Freud’s declared goal was to ‘furnish a psychology that shall be a natural science: that is, to represent psychical processes a quantitatively determinate states of specifiable material particle, thus making those processes perspicuous and free from contradiction’” (Flyvbjerg, 26).  Psychology can become a natural science, quantifiable and can then “stand on firm ground”.  “I hover, so to speak, in the air.  Mental events seem to be immeasurable and probably always will be so” (Flyvbjerg, 26-27).  Freud expresses the noted frustration of many social scientists, but he simply offers a pessimistic migration of the soft sciences into the hard sciences, not necessarily an equal union or understanding between the two.
McNeill believes a potential unity of science is not realistic, “Those who believe in a grand ‘unity of science’…this has been an ambition of researchers; and indeed an interest in interdisciplinary research has, in some cases, derived from a belief in this as a viable goal.  My own view is that this is not feasible” (McNeill, 3).  McNeill takes a diminished stance when he comments that “I believe the gap is simply too large…but it is coming closer together…just need to open up barrier between for discussion between” (McNeill, Sept 8 2005).  Beyond the gap being too large, he really gives no reason for the infeasibility of a unity of science, although as stated earlier, he may actually be  unknowingly contributing to a gradual unity through the exploration of interdisciplinary sciences.  I believe the unity is already here in the present, it is simply untapped and unrecognized, hovering within us like a 6th sense, waiting to be progressively discovered.  


Rudolf Carnap touches on my above stated belief in his 1946 contribution to the International Encyclopedia of Unified Science.  “The important fact is that very often a prediction cannot be based on our knowledge of only one branch of science…This knowledge concerns particular facts and general laws belonging to all the four branches, partly scientific and partly common-sense knowledge.  For very many decisions, both in individual and in social life, we need such a prediction based upon a combined knowledge of concrete facts and general laws belonging to different branches of science…Therefore, the unity of the language of science is the basis for the practical application of theoretical knowledge” (Carnap, 61-62).  Carnap came to the conclusion that one can not derive predictions without connection and communication between the various branches of science.  Remarkably, he is essentially claiming that the unity already exists, and we are utilizing its principles, we just don’t realize it! 

Arne Næss further summarizes Carnap’s view on scientific knowledge by stating, “…that there can be no established facts which themselves establish the inconceivability of finding a solution.  This account of the matter is consistent with Carnap’s own theory of constitution: either the concepts employed in a question are locatable within the system or definable by concepts which can be so located, or the question has no cognitive meaning...We are, then, already inside the framework of conceptual knowledge and within the scope of systems” (Næss 1965, 52-53).  Næss recognizes Carnap’s claim that we are operating within the system, so the answer (unity) exists and can be found within the system.  While the human element demands a black and white system, but longs for the supposed unattainable gray, little do we know that the gray is here, we must just break down mainstream boundaries to be able to reach it.

E.O. Wilson authored a ground breaking book on the unity of science in 1998 called Consilience.  Wilson explains the term “consilience” as a “’jumping together’ of knowledge by the linking of facts and fact-based theory across disciplines to create a common groundwork of explanation” (Wilson, 8).  Wilson believes that the momentum is mounting towards a unity which is being facilitated by the disappearance of disciplinary boundaries and heightened understanding between the sciences.  Wilson also attributes this momentum to the “admirable side” of human nature, in which we will attempt to bridge the gaps between the sciences because it is a challenge, and humans strive to solve complex problems such as these.  (Wilson, 10-13)  Næss believes that Wilson is too idealistic in his philosophy, but I believe that Næss has overlooked the brilliance of the simplicity of Wilson’s views on a unification of the sciences. (Næss 1988, 42-43)
Conclusion
Through the exercise of defining the hard/soft sciences, and exploring the validity and usefulness of the distinction, it has presented an inequitable situation between the sciences that has led to the fair compromise discussion of the unity of sciences.  Just as the unity of science attempts to avoid separation and classification (i.e. taking sides), and just as all sciences are simply shades of gray, I have attempted to answer the proposed essay questions in the gray.  Is the hard/soft sciences classification a valid distinction?  Yes and no (a middle ground, gray answer).  For what purposes is this distinction useful?  It can be useful, and it can be useless (an in between, gray answer).  Answering the questions in this manner is rebelling against the human nature of dual finite decision making.  Admitting that there are gray answers to every black and white question, and not having to definitively pick a side, is one of the many first steps towards deeper understanding of altering the hard/soft distinction, and ultimately towards change.
Thomas Kuhn’s phenomenological evolutionary scheme comments on scientific change, “The stable periods of normal science are at times broken by periods of radical instability and ‘revolutionary’ change. After a time, change leads to a new paradigm...he [Kuhn] activated the Cartesian anxiety of natural scientists and of philosophers and historians of science”. (Flyvbjerg, 27)   Kuhn justifiably scared the hard scientists into believing the reality that change through a paradigm shift is possible, and just as hard science currently rules the sciences, soft sciences can just as easily rule the scientists in the future.  Hubert Dreyfus agrees that a change is inevitable, but labels the shift more casually as simply changes in taste, “Not paradigm shifts but rather style changes are what characterize social science: it is not a case of evolution but more of fashion” (Flyvbjerg, 30).  I believe that fashion evolves in the same manner that a natural evolution would, so Dreyfus is simply arguing one in the same.  But Kuhn and Dreyfus proclaim the important fact that systems are not static, implying that the division and corresponding power imbalance between the sciences will eventually change or unite at some point in the future.

A unity of science is not going to occur through a bold flash of light, or mathematician’s equation, or a complicated theory.  A unity is “a coming together,” which on this scientific scale can take decades or centuries to accomplish.  All of the great minds referenced in this paper theorize and philosophize about a future social/scientific change to better understand the human phenomenon.  But like E.O. Wilson, I believe we are already within the beginnings of a change, and there are a few issues which I believe will contribute or accelerate to future complete unity: interdisciplinary studies (demonstrated by McNeill and Wilson), deeper understanding (discussed by Carnap and Næss), and technology.  The former two issues, and their importance within a unity, have been discussed in detail throughout this paper, but the latter is a fresh term not yet explored.  Technology can bind interdisciplinary studies with a deeper way of understanding the hard/soft sciences divide towards a common middle-ground peculiarly resembling a unity of the sciences.  
In 1998 a stunning article was published by Kevin Kelly in Science magazine entitled “The Third Culture”.  C.P. Snow coined “The Third Culture” in his follow-up essay to the “two cultures” where he hinted that there were signs of potential evolution. (Snow 1964, 71)  Kelly’s article proclaims that a third dimension already has evolved between the hard and soft sciences, and it is a byproduct of technology that he calls “nerd culture”.  “This cultural realignment is more than the wisp of fashion, and it is more than a mere celebration of engineering. How is it different? The purpose of science is to pursue the truth of the universe. Likewise, the aim of the arts is to express the human condition. (Yes, there's plenty of overlap.) Nerd culture strays from both of these. While nerd culture deeply honors the rigor of the scientific method, its thrust is not pursuing truth, but pursuing novelty” (Kelly, 992).  Kelly comments that the “nerd culture” borrows qualities from each science, while also abandoning traditional qualities from each science; it is a true blending of each side.  Through applying this newly proposed third dimension, with the traditional theories of interdisciplinarity, and the notion of deeper understanding/thinking, it results in a perfect shade of gray, and the beginning of a unity of the sciences.
List of Tables

	Table 1

	Hard
	Soft

	- steady cumulative growth
	recursive, reiterative

	- clear criteria for establishing/refuting      claims to new knowledge
	diversity of criteria, no consensus

        re. authentic contribution

	- predictability of what questions to answer next
	laissez-faire attitude to new issues

	- analysis
	synthesis

	-quantitative (precise measurement)
	qualitative (minute conceptual delineation)

	- strong explanations
	weaker explanations

	- impersonal, value-free
	personal, overtly value-laden

	-use of mathematical symbols
	common parlance

	-methods determine problems
	Problems determine methods

	(Source: McNeill 1999, 17)     


	Table 2
	

	Disciplinary grouping
	Nature of knowledge

	Pure sciences ('hard-pure')
	Cumulative; atomistic, concerned with universals; impersonal; value-free; clear criteria for knowledge verification and obsolescence; consensus over significant questions (to address, now and then in the future) 

	Humanities and pure social sciences ('soft-pure')
	Reiterative; holistic; concerned with particulars; personal; value-laden; dispute over criteria for knowledge verification and obsolescence; lack of consensus over significant questions

	
Technologies ('hard-applied') 
	Purposive; pragmatic; concerned with mastery of physical environment; applies heuristic approaches; uses both qualitative and quantitative approaches; criteria for judgement are purposive

	Applied social sciences ('soft-applied')
	Functional; utilitarian; concerned with enhancement of semi-professional practice; uses "case" studies and case law to a large extent

	(Source: shortened from Becher 1989; ref. Towler & Becher 2001)


	Table 3

	
	Hard
	Hard/Soft*
	Soft

	Pure
	Physics, mathematics
	Geography, biology
	History,        Modern languages, sociology

	Pure/applied*
	Chemistry
	Mech. Engineering, economics
	Law

	Applied
	Pharmacy
	
	

	(Source: McNeill 1999, 18)     *on the borderline
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� E.O. Wilson discusses this concept during his experience of the Ionian Enhancement (Wilson, 4-7).


� Within this paper, hard science may be used interchangeably with natural science, as soft science may be used interchangeably with social science.


� Personal experience and previous education has taught me these sweeping associations.


� It is interesting that Sokal specifically quotes Snow’s “two cultures” phrase, showing Sokal’s genuine passion in his hoax to mend the current hard/soft rift.






