
SCIENCE CANNOT EXPLAIN EVERYTHING ESSAY

Science can not explain that there is dark at the beginning. Then there is light. Then be conscious of it. Then there is a
problem and then religion. In response to .

On the one hand, we can assert that the laws of science are outside of matter, energy, time, and space. It is
taught because it is a popular theory that did not seem to choose a certain religion On the other hand, we can
assert that the laws of physics and other so-called abstract concepts exist only so much as they are tied to
actual physical states physicalism , and that they therefore do not need to be separately explained by science. It
may be that these are imaginary substances produced by false predictions based on an incorrect understanding
of gravity. There certainly always will be accidents that no one will explain, not because they could not be
explained if we knew all the precise conditions that led up to them, but because we never will know all these
conditions. After all, Euclidean geometry applies in an astonishing variety of contexts. If you could trace the
sequence of events that led from the syphilis to the paresis, you would discover a great many other things that
played an essential role - perhaps a spirochete wiggled one way rather than another way, perhaps the mayor
also had some vitamin deficiency - who knows? According to Galileo that is not the case. Galileo believed in
the heliocentric view. So now that I have deconstructed the words "fundamental," "deduce," and "principle," is
anything left of my proposal, that in physics we say that we explain a principle when we deduce it from a
more fundamental principle? Science has given ghost hunters the technology, now ghost hunters can apply it
to their trade. I am not at present worried about whether the law itself is true or false, merely about its
existence. Well, we'll just have to wait and see. If you were allowed one word to describe God by, that word
would be love. Everyone knows that Newton discovered not only a law that says the force of gravity decreases
with the inverse square of the distance, but also a law of motion that tells how bodies move under the
influence of any sort of force. Side note: The uncertainty principle, combined with the fact that many systems
in nature are chaotic infinitesimal changes in their initial state cause huge changes in their final state , means
that an agent outside the Universe that had the power to control unobserved states could effect huge changes
on the Universe in a manner that would be undetectable by those of us living in it. There is Job, on his
ash-heap, doubting everything, but wondering where the light comes from, and how the hail forms. Patterns
imply order. He has con tributed Thoughts for the Day to Radio 4, those morning homilies on the mysteries of
existence. Lucretius article from On the Nature of Things helps to support my opinion on how everything that
surrounds us cannot be created from nothing; he believes that things were created by a divine power. For
example, there are many sources of evidence for the 'big bang' the beginning of the universe - such as the
abundance of Hydrogen and the Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation just to name a few , yet we cannot
actually prove that this was the beginning of the universe, as obviously, we cannot rewind time. Unfortunately,
to paraphrase something that Mary McCarthy once said about a book by Lillian Hellman, every word in this
definition has a questionable meaning, including "we" and "a". The author, Carl Sagan uses the scientific
method to debunk the very thought of demons, myths, gods, devils, and strange obsessions to the supernatural
that he believes plagues humanity. To explain my point, here is a question for you. In "On the Usefulness of
the Parts of the Body" he compared his explanation of the sun's position to the explanation of the position of
the human foot at the end of the leg - both sun and foot are placed by the creator where they would do the
most good. I had heard this remark before, but now it took me aback, because I had thought that we had been
doing a pretty good job of explaining the observed properties of elementary particles and forces, not just
describing them 1. This kind of explanation is known as anthropic, and as you can see it does not offer a
terribly useful insight into the physics of the solar system. Where did we come from? If a perfect knowledge
could somehow be obtained then the universe and everything in it could be explained by the holder of that
knowledge. Nobody knows. LIGO: What is gravity? It is the outlook that thinks that only science can give us
valid and true knowledge and anything else, especially religion, is not valid and true and must be rejected.
That is, he is professor of materials science at Cambridge. I think this may be the answer to a historical
question that has puzzled me for many years.


