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WH[! regard to Secience, let it
nrst of all be said, in order

to avoid confusion gt 1t doe not
furnish us with a explanation of
natural phenomena; that is, not in
the aceepted sense I ipplies us
only with a distinet method, a cer
tain w ay ol looking at and deserib
ill'J. the Process i ¢1s out to .Im]_»
and  those generalizations ! ST
known as natural laws, so far from
b ng fiat or decree muar to aets
of parhiament or the ten command
ments, on  1he contrary 11 nwv:'l.\

statemenis in brief of the totality of
conditions under w hich given events
oceur IFailing these conditions. the

phenomena in question do not ap

pead
I'nll" i e el does not l‘.llr,‘l"“
hll_\ﬂ;:rr::_, what, then, is is purpose?

What does it do? Well but
before answering that question, let us
point out that we have not yet said
that science does not explain  any
thing, only that it does not provide
us with an explanation in the ae
cepted  sense In another sense, as
we nmwy have occasion to show in a
short time, the 111*\4-“[.!]“:1 “how

given I>.\ Selenee may bhe taken as
an adequate substitute for the reason
‘why'" demanded by philosophy

And now-—to come back to the
question as to what the purpose of
science was, or is—let us say that
the business of science is simply to
deseribe the -universe. Nothing more
Siln])l_\' to describe the universe A
design, nevertheless, not without a
certain ambitious grandeur. For this
deseribing  the universe is a tall
order. It means, to begin with, as-
certaining the facts. No simple mat
ter, because the facts are rarvely what
they seem to be on the surface. For
instance, the sun, as 1 write, is going
down; but nowadays everyone is
perfectly aware that the sun goes
down in appearance only; the reality
as we all know, is something quite
differént. So  that getting at  the
facts is not quite sueh an easy mat
ter as one would thinl

Very well, we'll grant the diffi
culty, and allow, further, that th
facts have been amassed—what then

Well, then, to proceed, the ascer
tained facts have to be arranged in
order, and studied, and the velations
between them noted, their sequence
recognized, and finally, the full con
ditions of their existence or oceu
rence deseribed as coneisely, but also
as completely, as possible. 1t is this
complete description, summed up i
a general formula, that we know as
a natural law, as when we say that
development from the simple to the
complex is the law of progress

A law is a uniformity.» A huma
law deseribes the way things should
happen; a natural law, how they do
happen

“Thou shalt not steal’ is an ex
ample of the first: of the second, we
have a good example in the law of
biogenesis, which is that ‘“every or
ganism in its individual development
repeats the life history of the race
to which it belongs.”

The law of gravitation {s that ‘‘all
objeets attract each other with a
strength directly proporiioral to the
amount of their mass and inversely
proportional to the square of their
distance.”
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Science reduces occurrences to simple
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yreced s A 11SeS The question f
ultimate caus 1S never raised T
18 we said before, 18 not ghe busines
i seence hiel deals with the
knowable onlty \ scientific cause Is
an efficient cause. not a final eause
It gives no answer to the question
Uwhy ;' so that we never get further

than the ideal |h"n"lp’i~>'. {r‘l“'lull\‘\
set forth
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iformation  we obtain through
our senses (,r]lli means. ol !(‘;Y"“il 14
anything there is none. This brings

us te a most important question—the

jestion 1 this Hon we be
siire  that the information gleaned
through the medium of our senses
i1s authentic, not false How can we
know that our senses supply us with
representations of the objects they
perceive which re  correct reliable,
true? Is it 101 l'"‘\““':‘ for thesc

|'u1|n|n7‘|-nm (L) i;_\ to be in error? To

hich we must answer that, of course,
it is quite possible to make mistakes,
and they are frequently made. It is
the recognition of this |u!n||t'||\i?_\ to
error that leads many a thinker to
deciare that when he speaks of ob-
jects, or the qualities of whieh he
can not know anything for certain,
but what he means is the illl]!l‘l‘\\iull_
or impressions, such objeets have pro-
duced on his senses: that and only
that The objects themselves can
not be known

\gainst this line of argument we
have nothing to say It is plausible,
but it has no reality. In an old and
very homely saying. the proof of the

;xw,\hl'nu_' is in the eating Our lives,

and all our actions are based irre
mw.‘||\i‘\ on  our sens ;vl-"m‘])!inll\
o1 the very information that is.

vhieh 18 now called 1 question And
the doubts of philosophers notwith
standing, it remains a fact that the
race for countless centuries hag trust
ed its existence to just these per

“';;!|uv\ so tar without serious hurt

Not only that, but when we begin

to turn to out Wi 1se the ohjects
wind  us IS1Ing them “-‘w"(“‘;'_‘ 1o
¢ tributes 1 V¢ n hem
‘ ;wi the al racy ) maceuracy
4 \ +a )
ol our perceptions of them, at that
very moment to an unfailing test
Fhis test is infallible because. if our

perceptions are wrong, then our esti-
mate of the uses to which the objects
. o l line witl an be +

we are dealing with can be put must

e wrong also, and our efforts to

}
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use them w1 1gnominiously
Whereas, on the other hand. if we
\lu"'t‘(‘({ i!l ot P H‘|\n\'- .‘Hl\l '!u agc-

tually turn these objects to the uses

our p('l'n‘(‘[)tinh of their qua

i(‘\ 31‘11

us to imagine possible, then the ob-

Jects themselves necessarily agree
with out ideas of them, which is suf-
ficient proof that the impressions
gained through the senses tally with
the reality outside of ourselves

3ut even suppose that we fail in
our aim, and the qualities ,we sup-

posed an object to have turn out to

" o ¢ ¢ ought

0 that ou imtentions 1 conneetio
! t parti al oh et ral
terialize nat thel What ire

W ) comelud That our impres

S1011S  are mreliable No We con

clude that the perceptions upon which
e acted 1 thi Case ere either in-
complete or superficial, or else el
".’.‘!»i:»q Vit T resuits ot other
perceptions 0 way not warranted
1") then ana we are generally not
very long in n ing out the cause
of our failure We correct the fault
into  which we had fallen—which,
arter all was but a matter of de-
fective reasoning—and  try again ;
this time with sucees Or, if we do
not succeed at onee we still achieve
success ultimately. and our percep

tions are once more tully ,i-l\‘xilini
B0 long as we take care to train
and use our senses properly, and to
keep our actions within the limits
preseribed by our perceptions, so long
shall we find that the' result of our
actions proves the conformity of our

perceptions with the objective nature

of the things perceived ‘“Not in
one single instance so far.” rote a
oreat  scientist ““have we been led

to the conclusion that our sense per

ceptions, scientific controlled, in-
duce in our minds ideas respecting
the outer world that are at variance
with "l':l“'_\ or that there is an in
herent Al|h'nn|[u.ni|li1i14\ between the
outer \‘.lll"\li :|:Hi our sense ]H'I"‘t'p!iu?'

of it

Having established so much, some
latter-day philosopher is bound to
pop up, and exclaim All right, all
right—we’ll grant all that: but
does not overcome the 1{i]']'i|-|1h_\ at
all [t may be quite true that wi

can perceive the qualities of a thing

correctly, yet we can not byv any

sensible or mental process grasp the
thing in itself. This thing in itself
is unknowable beyond our ken

To which Hegel, long sinee. has re
plied: If you know all the qualities

of a thing, you know the thing in

tselt eady Nothing remains but
the ftact that the said thing exists
\ ‘;?):u‘»W s, a1 “}H' Your Senses
have taught you that faet you have
grasped the last remnant of the thing

in itself, Kant’s celebrated unknow-
able ““ding an sich

But then, in Kant’s time, our know
ledge of natural objects was, indeed
50 fragmentary, that Kant might well
e pardoned for thinkineg that behind

the little we knew of thines t

ere

must still be a strange, mysterious,
forever-unknowable ]"‘Y'\*"l;liiT) the
thing in itself. But the world has
'!'l\.l"“"]. »I""l one II?IYl'T' .‘I!'U’!H" 01
these ungraspable things have been
grasped, have been analysed—and,

1

what is more—reproduced; by such

gantic strides has science vietorious-

"<

]_\ advanced—and what we can pro-
duce and reproduce we certainly ecan
not be said not to know.

To the <V’H'V'1i\77‘_\' of the t‘;l!'!_\ nine-
teenth century organic substances
were still mysterious objects, behind
which might be hidden some seecrei.
unknowable, self. But now, we can

build them up—these organie sub-

wces—one after the other—from
their chemical elements, without the
aid of oreganie processes whatever:
and modern chemists eclaim that as

(Continued On Page Three.)
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