nve years in real terms™. 1he growth con-
tinued in the 1970s. though at a lower rate.
But a drastic reversal occurred in the
1980s. During the first five years of this
decade. public expenditure on science in
Britain declined by over 10 per cent in real
terms. and all the signs indicate that the
cutbacks will continue. But British scien-
tists cannot complain that they had not
been warned. In 1971 Shirley Williams,
then a Member of Parliament and later
(1976-1979) Secretary of State for Edu-
cation and Science, spelled out an unmis-
takable warning:

For the scientists. the party is over. . . . Until
fairly recently no one has asked any awkward
questions . . . .Yet there is a growing suspicion
about scientists and their discoveries . . . .
It is within this drastically altered climate that
the dramatic decline in expenditure on scientific
research in Britain is taking place”.

Public spending on science has declined
in other countries too. But a combination
of reasons peculiar to Britain has made the
situation perhaps the worst in any
advanced industrial state. It is not our in-
tention to discuss here all these reasons.
Rather our objective is to identify and
endeavour to combat what we consider to
be the most fundamental, and yet the least
recognized, cause of the present predica-
ment of science, not only in Britain but
throughout the world.

In 1986 British scientists reacted to the
cutbacks with the launching of a campaign
called Save British Science (SBS). Its
stated objectives were:

. . to communicate to the public, Parliament
and Government a proper appreciation of the
economic and cultural benefits of scientific and

technological research and development, and
of the consequent importance to the nation of

A aavar  LIIL AL VT WO WU LIAL

creators of science’s now ephemeral
and disposable theories are currently
being reduced to accord with their
downgraded and devalued work, and
with science’s diminished ambitions.”

——a—eg .

ing their own campaign to save British
philosophy, for the latter too has had its
share of budget cuts’. In this article we
argue that the British scientific and
philosophical communities, and in parti-
cular the RS, have to their cost neglected
one important factor in implementing
their policies, and that therefore the
present financial crisis is to a considerable
extent self-inflicted.

On 17 and 22 February 1986 BBC tele-
vision broadcast, in the highly regarded
Horizon series, a film entitled “Science
... Fiction?”, and in the issue of 20 Feb-
ruary 1986 The Listener published an
article entitled “The Fallacy of Scientific
Objectivity™. As is evident from their
titles, these were attacks against objectiv-
ity, truth and science. After rehashing the
usual anti-science chestnuts, both the film
and the article came to this conclusion:
“The gradual recognition of these argu-
ments may affect the practice, the funding
and the institutions of science™ (our
italics). At least in Britain, the repercus-
sions of these mistaken arguments are
already happening. Scientists in other
countries are duly forewarned.

We shall refer to these erroneous and
harmful ideas as the epistemological anti-
theses — the (un)philosophical positions
which are contrary to the traditional and
successful theses of natural philosophy.
(Epistemology is the study of the nature,

generation and validation of knowledge.)
1

the true theses, and supporting the anti-
theses. For example, most of the partici-
pants in the “Science . . . Fiction?” film
were academic scientists. What is more,
the RS apparently co-operated in the
making of this programme: a scene in
which the RS was explicitly assailed, was
filmed in the RS's own London head-
quarters.

In order to demonstrate the threats that
the antitheses pose not only to science but
also to society in general, it is useful to
outline briefly the manner in which these
ideas emerged gradually in the twentieth
century. §

In 1919 Sir Karl Popper by his own
account® had taken a strong dislike to the
theories of Marx, Freud and Adler, whose
supporters maintained that they were
scientific. The difficulty was that Popper
could not find any obvious way to refute
them conclusively. Having noticed that
Einstein’s theories made (what seemed to
him) falsifiable predictions, Popper
resolved all his difficulties simply by
declaring: “Irrefutability is not a virtue of
a theory (as people often think) but a vice
. . .. The criterion of the scientific status
of a theory is its falsifiability™. (Example:
“The Earth is (approximately) a sphere” is
not a scientific statement because it is not
falsifiable; whereas “The Earth is a flat
disk” is indeed scientific.) Popper also
thought that observations are theory-
laden. He phrased it thus: “Sense-data,
untheoretical items of observation, simply
do not exist. A scientific theory is an organ
we develop outside our skin, while an
organ is a theory we develop inside our
skin™.

But if observations are theory-laden,
this means that observations are simply












