
We Must 'Follow theScience'

Science

The phrase 'following the science' has become familiar to us all as the justification for all manner of
nonsensical measures.  Invariably it is used by technically ignorant and completely innumerate 
politicians to lend spurious authority to their decrees.  

However, what a politician understands as science is not what scientists understand by it

Let me explain the scientific method 

We start with a legacy of observed data, such as the work of the mediaeval alchemists or astrologers

We then seek to summarise that information into a compact form; typically a mathematical formula,
This encompasses all past observations, but more importantly, endows the ability to predict 
observations which have not yet been made.

One point I should like to make from the outset it doesn't matter a tinker's cuss how the formulation 
is proposed, the qualifications and credentials of the originator are irrelevant, it could be the lowly 
lab assistant, and quite often it arises from somebody outside the specific field of study.

Science is no respecter of inflated egos



So we have summarised the subject matter in the form of equations which appear to explain all 
relevant past events.  To be worth its salt, it must make predictions which are potentially 
measurable.

The important feature of a scientific proposition, as opposed to mere hocus pocus, is it is in 
principle refutable.  If it is inherently irrefutable like the claim made before the space age that the 
Moon is made of green cheese it does not constitute science. These remain metaphysical 
propositions as long as there is no means of getting to the Moon.  If a theory is irrefutable because it
is inherently untestable, it is not science.  It might still be true, but it is not science.

If a theory is 'irrefutable' because nobody can be bothered to test it, it has become unscientific.

Science does not claim a monopoly of wisdom, merely a means of investigating the physical 
universe.

So having got our formulation we suggest and perform experiments, we generate new results.  
These may or may not agree with predictions.  Now we design experiments to eliminate any 
ambiguity in this comparison.  True science requires the agreement to be within the error bounds of 
the measurements made.  We exclude all but the phenomena of interest from our experiment.

If  it survives our best attempts at refutation it becomes an established theory if not, we think again.

However, that is not the end of the matter. If, during the subsequent observations not specifically 
designed to refute the theory, we find anomalies, we must also think again.  The precession of the 
orbit of Mercury comes to mind as the classic example.

This whole process is one of negative feedback, continuously refining and correcting the current 
wisdom.  If it is irrefutable, it is not science, if it is 'settled'  it is not science.  Anybody claiming 
their pet theory to be 'irrefutable settled science', regardless of their credentials, cannot be taken 
seriously as scientists.  They are at best sophists.

Sophistry

Now on to what the politician appears to consider science to be.  It consists of the literature 
generated by highly credentialed people, and because these are the experts in their field must be 
irrefutable and settled.

In referring to this body of information as 'the science' he is merely using the term in a context 
where in an earlier age he would have used a phrase like 'the Word of God'.  The appeal is to the 
superstitions and fears of an ignorant public.

Having acquired this irrefutable settled science, we copy the equations out of the papers and hack 
them into code.

We then run the all-singing all dancing model, and make predictions.  

Putting aside the systems we are trying to model might be inherently chaotic, and the numerical 
methods used in the solution of the equations might become unstable, we have the problem that, 
unlike true experiments, these contain information on every phenomenon represented in the model.  
It is therefore practically impossible to study any specific phenomenon because the results are 
obscured by extraneous data.



Comparison of the model results with reality becomes ever more ambiguous, the greater the 
complexity of the model.  So when we do get actual data we have considerable leeway in 
interpretation of the data.  Like the religious fanatic who sees the hand of God in everything that 
happens, the zealot merely looks for confirmation of what he believes to be irrefutable settled 
science

Usually, the results can be interpreted to confirm established beliefs.

The feedback process has become one of  affirmation not of refutation. Thus we are told that 
everywhere is heating up twice as fast as everywhere else, or 'it is worse than we thought'.

As time goes on, agreement with reality becomes ever harder to justify, but by that time the 
individuals concerned are in positions of authority and have become the highly credentialed gate 
keepers of what may be considered 'irrefutable settled science'.  In order to maintain their lofty 
privileged positions the 'science' on which their reputations are based cannot be questioned, so data 
must be adjusted to maintain the narrative.  

Anybody who points out the blatant errors is demonised by endless vicious ad hominem attacks. 
But, curiously, never debated. 

Quite apart from the dishonesty, we note that the process has become one of positive feedback, in 
which errors are amplified rather than cancelled.



The only source of actual information into the system is the real world data. In suppressing that, any
new understanding of the physical world is also suppressed.  The process has become one of 
stagnation.

As time goes on the predictions, based as they are on amplified noise, become ever more 
outrageous.  Global warming becomes 'climate change; then 'climate crisis' and on to 'climate 
catastrophe', whilst none of the predictions made by the modellers actually come true.

The important point is that this sophistry is a process non scientists are fully familiar with.  It is how
professional politicians think and how even scientists must think if they stand a chance in advancing
in their profession.

The problem is endemic.  Science is the exception to the sophistry which characterises the 
remainder of the academy, and should probably be taught in separate institutions to the universities 
in their current form, in institutions where the ethos of the enlightenment prevails rather than that of
classical Greece.


