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On the Relationship between Science 

and Reality 

 

In this writing, we will take a chance to investigate the question prompted by 

Immanuel Kant, in its quotation from the preface of his Critique of Pure Reason. Kant 

asks why the main problem of metaphysics is not solved, if it could ever be solved, and if 

not, why we are interested in it so heavily. 

The key of understanding the world-famous philosopher’s thoughts is the first 

sentence of the quotation handed out. The other two sentences, however provocative 

they are, are questions to guide then readers’ thoughts and ideas about the topic 

mentioned in the first sentence. 

In this sentence, Kant points out that the sure path of science, or in French, la 

route sûre de la science has not been found – yet. Understanding the expression “sure 

path of science” is in this case more than important, and this needs clear investigations. It 

is rather unfortunate that we do not have the chance to read the full preface of his work, 

The Critique of Pure Reason, so the concept of this expression has to be made up on our 

own. 

Let us investigate how (natural) sciences work, as the distinction of the methods 

of science and the basis of science will be important afterwards. Firstly, Physicists, 

Chemists and other clever people collect data, in an empirical way, then organised by 

their inner intelligence. Then, from the order and regularities of the data, they build 

basic concepts, such as Maxwell’s Laws. Then, using only logic and clear arguments like 

Mathematics, they build rules. These rules could directly be applied to foretell how 

certain systems are expected to behave, and the goodness of a rule – and therefore, a 

basic concept – is measured by the level of agreement between the data and the 

expectations. Since rules are deducted just by logic, if they prove to be not quite true, 

than the basic concepts have to be revised. Maxwell’s first law states, that the electric 

field strength is strongly related to the electric charges themselves. However, these 

“field strength”, and “field lines” are just concepts, and cannot be measured directly – the 

force acting on a charge is the thing which could be measured directly. So, if the force 

predicted by the rules deducted from Maxwell’s Laws would not agree with what we 

measured, than the basic concept of electric charges, and the concept of electric field 

would be false, and they would have to be thrown away. This is the current model of 

science nowadays: its input is the data, creativity inspires basic concepts, and then 

everything is very coherent and logical, and therefore, undoubtedly true, in terms of 

basic concepts. 
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What I did deliberately not mention is the withhold fact that scientists assume 

that the data collected (and here, I deliberately used this term) is the reality. If they 

measure something, than they suppose that it is. By the way, the criteria of 

measurements are that they have to be reproducible, and when reproduced, would have 

to yield the same result. This points out how strongly this assumption stands in science: 

the same result has to be obtained since the result, the data collected, is the reality of 

nature, which not changes, of course. 

Therefore, we can assume that the sure path of science, which has to be found, is 

the way to investigate the relationship between sciences (the data) and the reality. Kant 

lived in the era of industrial revolution, when all of a sudden, people happened to know 

much more of the world they live in than before, which was kind of a shock to them. 

Therefore, it is logical that philosophers like Kant asked what kind of relationship 

between sciences and the world exists, and whether it could ever be found. And if not, 

then why it is that we have these “restless aspirations” after it. 

The relationship itself between what is, and what we see cannot be directly 

investigated, as the term “observable” itself states, that this is what we can observe. 

Descartes said the only sure thing is that we are, since we are able to think (and the fact 

is that we do it – “Cogito ergo sum”). How on Earth could one ever prove that if he 

measured an attribute of a thing, let us say the mass of an orange, Allah, Buddha, or the 

late Danish Dog of his rather grumpy neighbour did not magically put its foot on it, 

distorting the results of the experiment? Could this or just the opposite ever be proved? 

Certainly not. It is really interesting, and very hard to accept, that there are things which 

can neither be proved nor could be refuted. This is philosophical idea is stated by 

mathematician Gödel as well: in a certain, limited set of arguments, there are arguments 

which could not be proved, and could not be disproved as well (for example: “This 

statement is false.”, it cannot be true of course, but cannot be false as well – than what is 

it?). In our case, there can be concepts and ideas of the way how reality and what we 

observe relates to each other, and these concepts, can be very different from each other, 

and might have a bigger or smaller chunk of the “truth”. 

By the way: does this truth exist? And anyway: is this really important for us? 

This might sound rather an extremist point of view, but it has rigorous groundings. The 

concept of truth is heavily based on the criteria that we can directly observe it (or 

something very similar), and it is very hard if not impossible to extend the definition (if 

it exists at all) to things which we cannot directly observe, cannot examine its attributes, 

and cannot have any information of it. We can assume that there exists a completely 

different world, the world how it is, the world of truths, where God, my brain, or anyone 

else does not want to swindle me, and everything I observe is what it is. Do we really 

need the bad feeling that we might be cheated, like Neo in Matrix? Yes, it can happen, 

and we have to stay attentive towards the world, but for now: we did not observe 

anything like this, so the truth is that it is only an assumption without any verification. 

An interesting assumption, and thinking about this assumption helps to polish our 
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minds, and to be sensitive to any signs which would show that the world we observe is 

not the world what really exists. 

Scientists in the world are interested in is how we feel the world, and not how it 

is. The coherence of the current theories indicates that they describe and model the 

world we observe in a very good way. It has never happened that two theories with two, 

different results proved to be true for a single phenomenon. This not means that it 

would not happen, but we feel that the weight of that magical orange won’t be 1 kg for 

one scale, and 2 kg for another. Only one answer exists for one scientific question. One 

data is collected in one experiment – and this cannot change. For scientists living in this 

world, the observable world is what they study, and not the other one, if it exists at all: 

and they acknowledge this. 

Kant poses the question, that than why on Earth do people have the inalienable 

feature that they are interested in this question so heavily. Critical thinking towards 

everything and everybody is what firstly emerged widely during the Enlightenment, but 

even before, Descartes used systematic scepticism to prove his ideas as well. Scepticism 

towards the basic concepts and ideas of sciences is the natural way for scientists to 

improve them. Comparing the “foretelling” and the data is how science can be put 

forward. Furthermore, scepticism towards the political system, scepticism towards 

religion, and then, scepticism towards scepticism itself emerges. Is scepticism really 

correct? Is the world, we keep saying things about really is, what we see - and in general 

- observe? This is a natural product of scepticism. We keep asking things, and this 

productive criticism, productive scepticism helps and influences the future of the 

present things. 

All in all, science might not ever be able to be sure that its input, the observations 

made with the shining and ever-good technology is what really is. But for now, it can be 

sure, that the observations made are about observable nature, what everyday people are 

really concerned in, and what really affects their lives. Until Neo comes, and tells the 

magic of the ever-hidden and never really thought truth, the Matrix. 


