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IS THE END OF SCIENCE POSSIBLE?

Abstract
Exhaustion of the current scientific paradigm is considered. A conjecture on the existence of a series of alternating paradigms is formulated.
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1. On the one hand, the 20th Century has been called the century of science. On the other hand, one can hear about the coming ‘end of science, the end of progress’ ([1]). We often speak about post-industrial society, post-modern art, and post-truth delivered by the mass-media; I could propose the term post-science to describe the current situation or, maybe, the one to come. 

In fact, a linear and unidirectional movement of society – so-called progress – can’t be without limit, just because nothing can exist forever. For example, it seems impossible that the science created several centuries ago could exist forever; that all future generations would have nothing to do, only to introduce little amendments into the already existing picture, for instance, only to put more and more additional terms into the same formulae and call this procedure physics; that every new generation of scientists would be obliged to learn more and more information created by their ancestors before they would be capable to create new information; that our technical devices would become more and more complicated, so that more and more highly qualified specialists would be necessary to work with any one of these devices. To be more precise, it seems impossible that this growth of complication could be eternal and infinite.

2. I suppose that our current civilisation paradigm, that is, the European paradigm of last four or five centuries, is coming to its logical end, science included. Talking about a civilization paradigm I mean not only scientific but ethical or, for example, economic paradigms, and to a lesser degree, aesthetic or religious ones. The history of Science – putting the capital letter I mean our science, modern European science of the 16th to 21st centuries – mustn’t be detached from the history of The West in general, and the drama of the current Western civilization is over or almost over. For me, the prime cause of this decline is the goal-setting crisis. It means that the traditional goals of society are either achieved or discredited.  The drama of the European civilization, with its slogan ‘Liberte! Egalite! Fraternite!’, still has to be played till the end, and I would distinguish two main acts in this ending process. The first act was performed in the 20th century by Russia and a lot of other countries, so that we saw what really happens when private property is abolished and people are made equal from the economic point of view. I am sorry to say that the second act is being performed now; we are to see what such values as personal freedom, democracy, and humanism really look like when they are taken to their limit, that is, to the point of the absurd. Sooner or later a generation will arise which will understand suddenly that they have no banner because all previous ones are worn out already and new ones haven’t been prepared.

3. When considering the apparent success of modern science, one has to distinguish the fundamental discoveries, the engineering applications, and the designer processes. It is asserted in [2] (p. xi) that we haven’t seen any fundamental discoveries for decades, at least, in physics. Unlike Smolin, I would say that this trouble with physics cannot be explained as an unlucky coincidence of circumstances related with sociological aspects or character traits of people endowed with power ([2–4]). The causes must be deeper. 
One could suppose that Science has exhausted all easy knowledge  – in the same manner as industry empties deposits of easy oil and easy gas  – and now is mainly concerned with applications of fundamental laws found earlier. Yes, Newton has said that if he had seen further it was by standing on the shoulders of giants. However, if we all begin to climb onto the shoulders of one another, this pyramid will collapse under its own weight. There must exist somebody who would step aside to become the foundation of a new pyramid (to find a new deposit).

The moral level of scientists corresponds to the value of their discoveries, that’s why today it is often not as high as it was 100 or 200 years ago ([2]).

4. One day we will have a new science, which will neither agree nor argue with the one we have now. It will just develop in quite another direction. I would propose that in the beginning of its history this new science will exist not with the help of our universities and academies but despite them, not inside the universities but outside them – once again.
‘We are accustomed to think of universities as the principal centers, or at least as being among the principal centers, of scientific research. A similar situation had existed in the Middle Ages, when virtually all intellectual activity, including science, had been located within university walls. A radically different situation obtained during the 17th century. Not only were the universities of Europe not the foci of scientific activity, not only did natural science have to develop its own centers of activity independent of the universities, but the universities were the principal centers of opposition to the new conception of nature which modern science constructed’ ([5], p.105).
 That’s why the new science will try to criticize the old one.

Medieval science was accused of folly by the science of the Enlightenment. The name “The Dark Ages” itself is very significant. I can guess that our Science will be accused of its lack of morality, of its tendency to make perfect egoists from ordinary people, fetishize competition and the struggle for life. On the other hand, the current scientific paradigm is, so to say, technical; science speaks in mathematical language. The most brilliant discoveries were related with the material side of life. I’m afraid that it will be said that we are ‘more intent on the study of mathematics than of nature’ and our doctrines, ‘though convenient for computations, nevertheless are not safe and expeditious in regard to the natural [physical] reasons, which are the principal ones. […] For it is one thing to play with geometry and another thing to verify by nature’ ([6], First Dialogue). Especially as verification by comparing with nature has lately become a long-lasting and expensive procedure, so that playing games with geometry is preferred more and more often. Nevertheless, future generations will use the discoveries of our Science and will take them for granted in the same manner as we use the discoveries of  those Dark Ages, such as romantic love,  the concept of human dignity, and the value of (all) human life, or a lot of other postulates of modern Law and Ethics.

5. This process of changing scientific paradigm is natural; our Science is only a link in a very long chain. The Renaissance epoch cannot be unique; we must have a series of renaissances with similar sense: to throw away all previous knowledge and try to build something absolutely new marking the process of qualitative changes in goals and methods of knowings and inquiries – even more goals than methods.
In general, one can pose the following tasks: 

· to consider different kinds of intellectual activity existing in different epochs and at different places;

· to determine which of these kinds of intellectual activity  can be considered as independent scientific paradigms taking into account their history, their place in the social life of the corresponding epoch and of today, their results, the level of organisation, the social status of people involved in any given activity; 

· to determine the most typical features of a scientific paradigm; 

· to determine how one paradigm becomes replaced by another; 

· to make a prediction for the future of the current scientific paradigm.
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