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“But what are scientists like as professional men, and how do they set about to enlarge our understanding of the world around us? There seems to be no one answer. The layman’s interpretation of scientific practice contains two elements which seem to be unrelated and all but impossible to reconcile. In the one conception the scientist is a discoverer, an innovator, an adventurer into the domain of what is not yet known, or not yet understood. Such a man must be speculative, surely, at least in the sense of being able to envisage what might happen or what could be true. In the other conception the scientist is a critical man, a sceptic, hard to satisfy; a questioner of received beliefs. Scientists (in this second view) are men of facts and not of fancies, and science is antithetical to, perhaps even an antidote to, imaginative activity in all its forms.” p. 2
“The critical task of science is not complete and never will be, for it is the merest truism that we do not abandon mythologies and superstitions but merely substitute new variants for old.” p. 6
“it was perhaps a premonition of what the results of such an enquiry might be that has led modern psychoanalysts to dismiss as somewhat vulgar the idea that the chief purpose of psychoanalytic treatment is to effect a cure. No: its purpose is rather to give the patient a new and deeper understanding of himself and of the nature of his relationship to his fellow men. So interpreted, psychoanalysis is best thought of as a secular substitute for prayer.” p. 6 

“The utter non-sensicality of dreams – their glorious emancipation from the confinements of time and place and cause and sense – is probably the most significant thing about them, the property from which the student of mind has most to learn.” p.  7 

……………………………………………

“The layman’s conception of the scientist as a critic, a sceptic, a man intolerant or contemptuous of conventional beliefs, is obviously incomplete. The exposure and castigation of error does not propel science forward, though it may clear a number of obstacles from its path. To prove that pigs cannot fly is not to devise a machine that does so.” p.  7 

………………………………….. 

“What is “Scientific Method”? What goes on in the head when scientific discoveries are made?

Rhetorical questions: and when we try to answer them a remarkable state of affairs is revealed. The scholarly discipline that might be expected to hold the answers is unpopular and in the main, in its larger ambitions, unsuccessful. If the purpose of scientific methodology is to prescribe or expound a system of enquiry or even a code of practice or expound a system of enquiry or even a code of practice for scientific behaviour, then scientists seem to be able to get on very well without it. Most scientists receive no tuition in scientific method, but those who have been instructed perform no better as scientists than those who have not. Of what other branch o learning can it be said that it gives its proficients no advantage; that it need not be taught or, if taught need not be learned?

It will not do to say that a scientist learns by apprenticeship, implying that he learns to do his own work by studying the Works of others, for scientific ’papers’ in the form in which they are communicated to learned journals are notorious for misrepresenting the processes of thought that led to whatever discoveries they describe.  ” p. 8 

……………………………………………….

“The problem of ”reducing” sociology to biology goes back at least to John Stuart Mills: “The laws of the phenomena are, and can be, nothing but the laws of the actions and passions of human beings united together in the social state… Human Beings in society have no properties but those which are derived from, and may be resolved into, the laws of the nature of individual men” (System of Logic [7th ed., London, 1868] Book VI: chap. VII,§ 1)”. Footnote 8 p.  16

………………………………..

“It is in the generation of scientific knowledge, not in its interpretation or in a retrospective analysis of ‘the data’, that scientists are oppressed by the fear of error. It is a truism to say that a ‘good’ experiment is precisely that which spares us the exertion of thinking: the better it is, the less we have to worry about its interpretation, about what it ‘really’ means.” (pp.14,15) 
………………………………………

“What shows a theory to be inadequate or mistaken is not, as a rule, the discovery of a mistake in the information that led us to propound it; more often it is the contradictory evidence of a new observation which we were led to make because we held that theory. Error or insufficiency is shown up by a critical process applied in retrospect; only seldom is it due to a failure of apprehension, to a dullness or cloudiness of vision. it is a bad mark against inductivism that it provides us with no acceptable theory of the origin and prevalence of error.” p.  33

“What are we to make of luck in our methodology of science? In the inductive view, luck strikes me as completely inexplicable; it can arise only from the gratuitous obtrusion of something utterly unexpected upon the senses; it is like winning a prize in a lottery in which we did not buy a ticket. To buy a ticket is to define a category of expectations, and then the reason why we won is obvious: we were in luck; for once in a way our hopes were gratified. We have Fontelle’s and Pasteur’s word for it that luck makes sense only against a background of prior expectations.” p.  33

…………………………..

“The purpose of scientific enquiry is not to compile an inventory of factual information, nor to build up a totalitarian world picture of natural Laws in which every event that is not compulsory is forbidden. We should think of it rather as a logically articulated structure of justifiable beliefs about nature. It begins as a story about a Possible World – a story which we invent and criticise and modify as we go along, so that it ends by being, as nearly as we can make it, a story about real life.” (p. 59)

