
What is the thing called science?

——————-

Source, google translate-https://t.me/Corona_Fakten/875

The authors of the publication recently published in "The Lancet" find clear words 

❗

"

In the publication "The Lancet Respiratory Medicine: Role of exosomes in false-positive covid-19 
PCR tests", the scientists not only have one of the most important arguments - which we have 
repeatedly tried to clarify, namely that  SARS-CoV-2 never was isolated and the genome 
represents a purely mathematical construct which was incorrectly identified - but appeal to 
all scientists worldwide to find their way back to the science of faith to truth.

The publication -
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/355972541_The_Lancet_Respiratory_Medicine_Role_of_
exosomes_in_false-positive_covid-19_PCR_tests
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Here is the text from the scientists:

"A scientist does not 'believe' or 'trust' in anything or anyone. The truth is not found by believing in 
something, or by repeating common opinion, or by voting. The latter is often done in society:" The 
consensus among scientists is...", etc. The religious stance (Do not study or debate. Believe!), the 
political stance (The majority decides; through debate I make them my majority), and the scientific 
stance (search for of verifiable truth, regardless of social pressures or financial or political 
interests.) Science is philosophy, philo-sophia, the love of knowledge.Not philo-pecunia or philo-
potentia or philo-iPhonica, the love of money or power or gadgets.
[...]
Another serious mistake the author [...] makes is to claim that science needs "community analysis 
and feedback". In other words, you need some form of recognition from your peers. In other words, 
colleagues will decide the validity of your ideas. This is how science actually works in 2013. 
Scientists need to be part of a social network for their ideas to be accepted. So popularity is more 
important than correctness. In order for your work to be accepted, you have to do a lot of 
diplomacy, and that's actually more important than the scientific part.

However, history has shown that all major scientific breakthroughs have come against the then 
generally accepted ideas. Social networks tend to only repeat what is already "known", turning 
science into a political popularity system where truth is determined by voting.
And this despite the fact that all scientific breakthroughs have been achieved by 'loners'."

Link to scientists page -http://www.ossonobaphilosophicalsociety.org/
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A few more takeaways , has some interesting links.
Link-http://www.ossonobaphilosophicalsociety.org

 

“Science:

A.F. Chalmers wrote a wonderful book entitled "What is this thing called science?", a title we 
would like to use here as well. Because, after all, what is this thing called science? It has become 
more and more obvious that people have no inkling anymore about what science is and what it 
isn't. Mostly people think that if you are intelligent (had high marks at school) and study something 
with state-of-the-art equipment or methods, than this classifies you as a scientist. 

But it isn't. That isn't (necessarily) science.

Even worse, society itself starts defining the science in that way. Does anybody still see the 
difference between 'science' and 'technology'? Between a PhD and an engineering degree? 
Does anybody still care? Why should you care?”

“It gets even worse. Most universities join the game and attribute PhD degrees to students of 
their engineering departments. Ignoring the fact that these people receiving a Philosophical 
Degree never had a single lecture on philosophy in their entire life. It is as if you give a 
diploma of computer engineering to somebody who learned how to cultivate potatoes, just because 
computer engineering sounds sexier. That does not make sense.
This does not mean that Philosophy/Science is better (or worse) or more difficult (or easier) 
than Technology/Engineering, but that it should be very clear that the two are very different 
indeed. Society will get into trouble if it cannot make a clear distinction.”

Science is dead.

So we conclude that science is dead in the 21st century. (Link to presentation "Science is dead. 
Long live science!": 

http://www.stallinga.org/AcadActiv/Presentations/Science2016.pdf

Professor Bruce G Charlton of the University of Buckingham reached the exact same conclusion. 
In his book "Not even trying: the corruption of real science" 

https://corruption-of-science.blogspot.com/2013/07/not-even-trying-corr…

"Briefly, the argument of this book is that real science is dead, and the main reason is that 
professional researchers are not even trying to seek the truth and speak the truth; and the 
reason for this is that professional ‘scientists’ no longer believe in the truth - no longer believe 
that there is an eternal unchanging reality beyond human wishes and organization which they have 
a duty to seek and proclaim to the best of their (naturally limited) abilities. Hence the vast 
structures of personnel and resources that constitute modern ‘science’ are not real science 
but instead merely a professional research bureaucracy, thus fake or pseudo-science; 
regulated by peer review (that is, committee opinion) rather than the search-for and service-
to reality. 



Among the consequences are that modern publications in the research literature must be assumed 
to be worthless or misleading and should always be ignored. In practice, this means that nearly all 
‘science’ needs to be demolished (or allowed to collapse) and real science carefully rebuilt 
outside the professional research structure, from the ground up, by real scientists who regard 
truth-seeking as an imperative and truthfulness as an iron law."

The Climate

The special mission of OPS is to find out where and how other thinkers are wrong. For that it will 
use the Scientific Method of Popper that defines science (in contrast to the modern fetish for 
technology):
1. Subject: Study the natural, real world
2. Data collection: Acquisition, reduction, induction
3. Hypothesis
4. Isolation
5. Falsification of hypothesis
6. Experiment (prediction)
7. Replication (communication to peers).

Karl Popper - Confirmation Easy

"It is easy to obtain confirmations, or verifications, for nearly every theory — if we look for confirmations. 
Confirmations should count only if they are the result of risky predictions... A theory which is not refutable 
by any conceivable event is non-scientific. Irrefutability is not a virtue of a theory (as people often think) 
but a vice. Every genuine test of a theory is an attempt to falsify it, or refute it."

https://www.motleybytes.com/w/Karl_Popper_quotes/Confirmation_Easy

Perils and Pitfalls of Empirical Forecasting

It has always been popular to analyze past events and make some kind of ’statistical analysis’ 

of them to allow for making statements about the future of the system under study. This, 

actually, is common practice in many areas, such as the stock markets, the climate, finance, 

epidemics, etc.Society needs predictions as a base for implementing measures.

The current handling of the economic crisis is a good example, where past financial data is used 

to do stress-testing of financial institutions. Yet, it is highly dubious whether this kind of 

approaches is adequate, even if it satisfies our inherent need to ’do something’.

https://eujournal.org/index.php/esj/article/download/9534/9081




