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its extent 1s so vast that 1t cannot be encompassed by any
single mind; and its productlon calls for the assembled
resources and far-flung collaboratlon of the world's sclentific
communitles.
Finally, it 1s to Dbe acknowligged of course that Arlstotle
e

was aware of the ldeal character oqhhﬁg n>tlon of sclence

expounded in the Posterior Analytics. As Sir Divid Ross

testliflied, ii throughout hls wrltings Aristotle took the
view that orﬂy}gyby conrtesy was the name,sclence, to be glven
any subject except mathematica.8 Similarly, theocloglans
that accepted Aristotle’s notion of sclence meguhgnip elther
denled that theology was a sclence or, 1f they made that claim,
admitted that they were using the term ln some mitigated o7
analogous senss, It remalns, however, that modern mathematiclans
do not concelve their baslc premlsses as necessary truths. It
follows that in the contemporary catalogus there does not exist
any sclence that #nmnaﬂpﬁmé meets Aristotellan renulirements;
nhew

and slnce no such sclence, exlsts, the old analogy of sclence
Its undue survivel 1s resvopnsible for the fact

hasg to be drOpped‘,\ " ) ﬂmiﬁiead&hgpr.
that prreee

Avben ecclesiasticekpraise sclence but mean, not the sclences
that exist, but the Aristotellan ideal of demonsiration; andd
that Lam

AwAey they,brush aside the best sclentific opinlon of the day
on the ground that it has not been demcnetrateds er—triversedy
that i Repnodatnto-possage Knewhedyg g8 Ey<bun

m Aeibbake by Bk

8 lpdh tertorinopprabahle \afdumnty _for- deflodetratisonds

8) W, D. Ross, Aristotle's Prior and Posterior Analytics,

Oxford 1949, p. 1l4.
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1ts extent is so vast that it cannot be encompassed bty any
aingl&ﬁ mind; and its P sustained development calls for
the assembled resources and far-flung collaboration of the
world' s scientific communities.
Finally, Aristotellan and modern sclence differ in
their mode of are concelved in quite different manneras.,
1deal of v necessary conclusilone following from

For the Aristotelian the dednctivist ideal 1s realized in

arithmetic and geometry8 and approximated 1n some amalogous

fashlion in other flelds
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ite extent 1s so vast ta that it cannot be encompassed by
any single mind; and lts productlon calls for the assemblsd
resources and far-flung collaboration of the world's sclentific
conmunitlesg.

Finally, wivkdm it is to be acknowledged that Aristotle
hlmself was quite aware of the ideal character of hls notion
of sclerce. As 81r David Rose nas testifled, throughout his
writiﬁgs Aristotle took the view that only by courtesy was the
namne, sclence, to be glven any sublect apart from mathemat.ics.8
Similarly, theologlans that accepted Aristotle's notion of science
elther denled that theology was & sclence or, if they made that
claim, admltted that they were dolng 20 in some mitigated and
merely analogous sense. Today, however, the Aristotellan notion
18 Just an anachronism, for even the mathematl¢lans 4o not claim
thelr axlome t0 be necessary truths. For the most part they
are content Lf they can clalm that thelr axloms are not contra-
dlctory. The more exacting intuitionist achool demamie excludes
the use of the principle of excluded middle and so demands that
all mathematical entities have a positive Intellig:bility.
Moreovers, phllosophers employlng transcendental method take
their stand not on necessity but upon fact, the fact that the
subject operates in accord with certain natlve structures and,
when he mnistakenzly claims to operate otherwise, is involved
in an lmplicit contradlction. ft would seem to follow that the
01d ansloegy of sclence has to be dropped. For the princkpal

analogate has ceased to exist
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its extent 1ls g0 vast that 1t cannot be encompassed by any single

mind; and lts productlon calls for the assembled resources and
the world's
far-flung colleboration oﬁkscientific comaunities,

Finally, i1t is to be acknowledged, of c¢o'irse, that Aristotle
notion of
was aware of the 1deal character of thq4science expounded in the

Posterior Analytics. Slr Davlid Ross has remarked that 'Throughout

the whole of hils works we find him (Aristotle) taking the view
that all other sclences than thz mathematical have the name of
gclence only by courtesy, since they are occupled with matters 1o

8 Thres L

in which contingency plays a part. Qﬁﬁﬂpoints, however,

8) W. D. Ross, Arlstotle's Prior and Fosterior Analytics,

Oxford 1949, p. 1l4.

must be made. First, modern mathematicians do not belleve that
thelr baslc premlssges are necessary truths, so that there may
be no sclence whatever of the type empm set forth in the

Posterlor Analytlcs. Secondly, while the drivtebpd Aristotelian

tradlitionalist might 1nsist that,since the modern sciences do
not demonstirate, they are not sciences properly so called but
only sclences in some analogous sense, it remains that others
might find this position somewhat perverse since there seems to
be at the present time no sclence properly so called and so
nathexr noelen nothing to whlch the sclences that exlst are
analogous., Thirdly, the differences between the Aristotellan
1deal of sclence and the modern fact are far too great for
any but the looser notloms of analogy to be relevant to
comparing them; and a loose notlon of analogy cannot be
preclse and detalled enough to provide the modern sciences
wlth the effectlve gmuiddmd guldance and control that they

need. There 1s no road back from metnod to loglc and the

Posterior #nalytlcs.
o )
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1ts extent ls so vast that 1t cannot be encompassed by any single

:igd; and its production calls for the ascembled resources and

far-flung collaboratlon of the world's sclentific community.
Finally, 1t 1s to be acknowledged of course that Aristotle

was aware of the ideal character of the nortlon of sclence expounded

In the Posterior Analytles. As 3ir Davld Ross put 1t, Arlstotle

throughout hls writings took the view that only by courtesy was

the name,® sclence, to be glven any subject except mathematics.

8) W. D. Ross, Aristotle's Prior and Posterior Analytics, Oxford 1949,

p. 14,

It remains, however, that modern mathematiclans do not concelve their
baslc premissesp as necessary truths and so, ln the contemporary catalogue,
there exlsts no sclence that corresponds to Aristotiellan requirenments.
This fact makes 1t somewhat perverse to objlect that, since modern
aciences do not demonstrate, therefore they are not sciences properly
s0 called but only sclences in some anslogous sense

Moreover, even 1f the mathematlclans were to chanse their minds

on thls point, still the differences bvetween mathematics and empirical
gclence are far too grest for any but the loosest and least useful
notions of analogy to be relevant to thelr comparleson. Ths time,

then, has passed when there was any point to a dlstinction between
sclences properly so called, which demonstrate, and sclences in some

analogous gense




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5

