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Abstract: Despite its many definitions exist, science, in a concise 

way, is described as methodical and systematic knowledge, that 

carries, always and everywhere, qualities of validity and 

certainty and that is obtained through academic research 

methods and attested by way of implementation. 

(Britannica.com/science, 2021). The attempt of human-being to 

build up knowledge and make laws by studying in a methodical 

manner and a systematic way, based on observing, 

experimenting and reasoning is called science. Scientific 

knowledge, on the other hand, is knowledge that has been 

obtained via scientific methods (acikders.ankara.edu.tr 2021). 

The resulting data must be universally valid. Likewise, 

researchers ought to be unbiased and research has to be 

objective. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

s for the scientific method, it is a method of systematic 

research and access to information, based on reasoning, 

trying to prove a particular subject through experimentation 

and observation (Gutting, 2000, Singh 2016). However, this 

fact may differ in various types of science; since experimental 

research in social sciences can be challenging. Everything that 

holds a statistically significant relationship among them might 

not be scientific. For instance: In a country with a majority of 

brunettes, most people who suffer from heart disease and 

respond to certain medications also have black hair. 

Therefore, we cannot say that black-haired people respond 

well to heart disease treatment more. Let us have a grip on a 

more familiar example. While four people A, B, C and D 

dining at a restaurant, A eats shrimp; B eats shrimp and fish; 

C eats shrimp and octopus; and D has only tasted shrimp, 

octopus, fish and mussels. All these four people get sick 

afterwards. Then, what food has caused the illness? The 

answer to this question in scientific way is shrimp, however 

the real reason for illness might not be in that way at all. 

Without resolving the followings, this question cannot be 

answered. Where did this incident take place and at that time 

what is the illness rate among those who has never happened 

to be at that restaurant? How are the health compliance rules 

followed in the restaurant? Are there any other persons eating 

at that restaurant and getting sick in the aftermath? Is there 

any possibility that the water used or any other liquid have 

happened to cause illness? In other words, scientific 

methodology does not always yield accurate results. An 

analytical approach is to be necessitated that asks about the 

data to be used and the questions to be asked. 

 

The "Scientific Truth" Problem 

What is the 'scientific reality', frequently referred to in our 

conversations? Indeed, scientific reality cannot exist. If 

something has been accepted as the explicit and clear-cut 

truth, then, it is a priori. For science is the most influential 

reference point of our lives, if data is scientific, then it is 

welcomed fast by society. Even so, being scientific does not 

render data uncontested. We can explain the definition of 'a 

priori', in the meaning to be employing knowledge and a set of 

principles known to be true to decide what their possible 

effects or consequences of these will be. Scientific data is 

information that needs to be verified or otherwise to be 

refuted. 

The most critical depiction of scientific knowledge has been 

introduced by Karl Popper as being "falsifiable" (Popper. 

2021). Popper does not offer falsifiability as a measure of 

meaning, but presents as a criterion of limitation. The 

compendious statement of Karl Popper is "the best thing we 

have to do is to give rise to new assumptions that will falsify 

what we already know of the truest." 

Science 

As there are several definitions of sciences, diverse sciences 

such as formal sciences, natural sciences and social sciences 

can also be referenced. Formal or ideal sciences are 

prescriptive ones that are the source of other sciences, such as 

logic and mathematics. Natural sciences are based on 

observation and experimentation. Examples include physics, 

chemistry and biology. Social sciences or humanities, 

alternatively, examine relationships between people and 

society and exploit a variety of methodologies, such as 

surveys, monographs, observations and interviews. Sociology, 

psychology and history are examples in this field. Even 

though many scientific studies are still being carried out, there 

is a wide range of contraversies about whether the field of 

medicine is a science (Panda, 2006). 

Of human-beings together with their daily interactions and 

experiences; and furthermore, large structures, institutions, 

tendencies and social structures that constitute society, form 

micro and macro sociological studies, respectively. From this 

standpoint, while the idiographic approach generally focuses 

on the micro, the nomothetic one is utilised to comprehend the 

macro  (socialsci.libretexts.org/ 2021). 

A 
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There are many ethically problematic episodes in history, 

regarding scientific knowledge. The one among them is 

"Crania Americana" (Morton, 1839). This article is the 

earliest known racist scientific publication and presented in 

the form of an atlas. The atlas separated and graded people 

into various races, according to the size and shape of their 

skulls.  

A disease having described scientifically as 'drapetomania' 

was known in the 19th century in America. Drapetomania is a 

disease of tendency to escape, which is symptomatic of 

escaping slavery, and observed in black slaves. This disease 

seen in black slaves, can only be diagnosed by doctors. It has 

been scientifically demonstrated that the escaped slave was 

treated by amputating both toes (Cartwright 1851 in White, 

2002). 

As a prevailing expression, the definition of scientific reality 

is described as in the style of following: 'observations that can 

be repeated by every scientist with the same results; in other 

words, scientific theses or hypotheses, in which distinct 

results cannot be obtained and whose reality is indisputable, 

are said to be scientific reality”. Nevertheless, this definition 

poses immediate problems, since it is contradictory in its 

structure. If nonidentical results cannot be obtained, then this 

means that a scientifically studied subject has already been 

concluded, which is not possible. Quantum physics has turned 

Newtonian physics upside down. On the other hand, 

Copernicus's data is still being discussed, and space 

observations are still ongoing. However, we already know 

very well that scientific knowledge is falsifiable. Moreover, 

the issue of 'what is the truth' remains one of the most 

controversial topics of philosophy. 

Japanese director Akira Kurosava's 1954 film "Rashamon: Lie 

Pieces of the Truth" has a serious questioning of "the truth". 

What is the truth? The testimonies of witnesses to a murder 

are various. Only one person knows who the real killer is; but 

he is dead. In this case, is the truth just perceptions? 

Scientific knowledge is methodical and systematic knowledge 

that is acquired from a method with general and short 

descriptive instructions, verified by implementation, and has 

the qualities of validity and precision at anytime and 

anywhere. However, the philosophy of science hosts broad 

discussions about what science is and how scientific 

knowledge can be captured. Mostly, when the term 

"scientific" is pronounced, this is not an arguable concern 

anymore. Does science always tell the truth or what is close to 

the truth? Can scientifically respected methodology yield 

wrong results? It would be helpful to keep the attention 

directed to this issue. 

When we say that this is statistically significant, does it mean 

that have we accessed scientific knowledge? The answer to 

this question is 'unfortunately no.' The situation is more 

complicated than supposed to be. The variable 'p' used in the 

statistical evaluation of quantitative values indicates the 

probability value. "Miraculous 'p' value may not denote a 

meaningful relationship many times, not sometimes (Cetiner, 

2021). The 'p' value, which can hold every value, is not 

valuable at all. There is no magical "p" value. Meaningfulness 

is a tenet and valid with the context of the data. In reality, the 

value that we refer to as probability is a fact that we describe, 

according to the gambling theory. We state, somehow, 

whether scientific data is meaningful, in other words, whether 

it is scientific through a value of chance. If the „p‟ value, in its 

sense here, the probability of a possible error or the opposite 

of what is said to be is less than 0.05, we say that our 

proposition is meaningful. However, unless that probability is 

0.0000, there is no absolute truth. Since 'Probability Theory' is 

not devised in accordance with the rare incidents as mentioned 

above, thus, attaining this value is mathematically impossible.  

The logical connections of incidents or sets of data compared 

are important. The "Bonferroni test", developed to verify 

statistical value, attemps to prevent the data from incorrectly 

appearing to be statistically significant, by means of an 

adjusting procedure during the process of comparison (Janos, 

1996). Of propositions, accepted without having proper 

consideration on, analysing in detail, and establishing 

relevance and relation amongst them, can never have a place 

in science. For example, by being looked at hundreds of blood 

tests in burnout syndrome, in result of this; to speak of a 

connection between the change in volumes of our cells called 

thrombocyte, which their main task is to stop bleeding, by 

clotting the blood, and the burnout syndrome, by referring to 

the p value, which is less than 0.05; is to misuse scientific 

methods (Cetiner, 2021). 

Moreover, serious disputes have still been ongoing about the 

validity of qualitative and quantitative studies in scientific 

research, especially in social and positive sciences. 

The following publication was published in the most 

respected journal in the world, but was retracted after it was 

published, when being realised that there were irrelevant 

relations among the symptoms of the disease and this 

groundless hypothesis was supported by disfocusing statistical 

information. The effects of this false scientific information 

have still been surviving today and parents refrain from 

having their children vaccinated against measles under the 

influence of this misinformation. Then, who is responsible for 

this? Is it this reputable journal that accepts this meaningless 

relation as scientific data or otherwise the researchers who 

present this relation as scientific data? In our opinion, the 

principal culprit is the scientist doctors who accept this false 

information without questioning and convey it to their 

patients, on the grounds that it was published in that journal 

(Çetiner, 2021). 
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COVID-19 unlike Scientific Discourses 

There is such a serious confusion about scientific data and 

information that the controversy, especially in the Covid-19 

pandemic, has caused a serious segregation in society that has 

never occurred before (Smith, 2020). It would be suitable to 

precede through details about the contradiction of scientific 

data on COVID-19 without entering into discussions on 

science and scientific data. Therefore, we believe that the 

topic we want to discuss will be better apprehended. The 

following chronological information can be obtained from the 

official page of the WHO and from the web pages of many 

newspapers and televisions as open source. 

1. First of all, we would like to present scientific steps 

chronologically, followed by WHO, regarding 

COVID-19. January 14, 2020: There was no concrete 

evidence of human-to-human transmission of 

COVID-19, the WHO's Twitter account posted, 

citing Chinese authorities. January 20, 2020: The 

organization announced that the virus is mostly 

transmitted from animal to human, although it can be 

transmitted from person to person in close contact, 

even in a limited number. January 23, 2020: 

Ghebreyesus, the WHO Director General claimed 

that it is too early to declare an 'international public 

health emergency' regarding the rapidly spreading 

virus in China and there is not sufficient 'evidence.' 

January 30, 2020: WHO declared an 'international 

public health emergency' in relation to the Covid-19 

outbreak. Ghebreyesus, saying the phrase "the main 

reason is not what is happening in China, but is 

happening in other countries" for this decision, 

argued that there is no reason to restrict trade 

activities with China and travel to the country. 

Praising China, Ghebreyesus stressed that the 

declaration of emergency was not a sign of distrust 

towards China, and claimed that the country's fight 

against the virus was even above his own 

expectations. February 26, 2020: The WHO 

Director-General stated that they are 'deeply 

concerned' by the 'sudden' rise of Covid-19 cases in 

Italy, Iran and South Korea, but stressed their 

opposition to the use of the word 'epidemic' for 

COVID-19. March 9, 2020: Ghebreyesus stated that 

Covid-19 has spread to many countries, adding that 

"the pandemic threat has become very real". March 

11, 2020: WHO declared that the outbreak is a global 

pandemic. March 12, 2020: Ghebreyesus asserted 

that Covid-19 is a 'controllable pandemic'. 

2. Considering its chronological explanations, it is 

anticipated that there are grounds for intense 

criticism and accusations against WHO. 'The mask is 

not important for the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 

It is enough if just patients wear masks. It was stated 

that this inference was put forward with scientific 

data by the WHO Turkey representation and the 

Ministry of Health Science Committee on February 

8, 2020. On May 14, 2020, it became mandatory to 

wear masks in 13 provinces with the 

recommendation of the Scientific Council in open 

and closed areas due to the COVID-19 pandemic. On 

September 8, 2020, the mask requirement was 

generalized throughout the country. 

One of the members of the scientific committee for 

COVID-19 forced the students of the Faculty of 

Medicine to remove masks. He later contracted 
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COVID-19 and was admitted to intensive care unit, 

because he himself did not wear a mask.  

3. Biontech vaccine was predicted to provide over 80% 

protection after the first dose, according to scientific 

data. January 2020. In January 2021, a year after this 

date, it was scientifically demonstrated that only two 

doses of the vaccine provide protection. In 

September 2021, Food and Drug Agency (FDA) 

approval was obtained for the third dose. Recently it 

has been proposed that annual boost of Biontech 

would be useful. 

4. WHO information page explains that there is not 

enough data for the need to make biontech vaccine in 

pregnant women and breastfeeding mothers. 

Biontech has taken its place in forms that are 

mandatory to be signed when vaccinating, where 

those who have received the vaccine must declare 

that they are not pregnant. WHO has been 

scientifically demonstrated that pregnant women 

must be vaccinated in September 2021. The forms 

submitted for signature still have a warning about 

pregnant women. 

5. Prof. Dr. MC announced that there is scientific data 

on 18 and 20 May 2020 that Turkish language 

reduces the spread of COVID-19. In many studies, it 

has been shown that dissimilar language phonetics 

may be more effective in the spread of viruses. In 

many language studies, it was emphasized that this 

information could not be confirmed. In addition, it 

was revealed that there are about 7,000 different 

languages spoken in the world and that it would not 

be possible to reveal this relationship. Moreover, it 

has been shown that the spread in our country is not 

slow at all, and is the same as the fluctuations around 

the world (Georgiou, 2021). 

6. Is there a direct or indirect “conflict of interest” 

between academics who provide information on 

COVID-19 and companies that produce vaccines? 

This needs to be revealed. A dose of the vaccine is 

currently available for as of $10. Since there is a 

possibility of 5 billion doses being able to be used 

worldwide, thus, the total figure sums up to $50 

billion. This amount is at a level that can seriously 

question the "conflict of interest" issue. As a more 

explicit statement, an amount of $50 billion has a 

potential to cancel out many conflicts of interest 

(Kate, 2021; WHO 2019). 

7. At the beginning of the pandemic, while COVID-19 

Polymerase chain reaction (PCR) positive ones were 

quarantined for 14 days, in late 2021 this period was 

reduced to 10 days even for those who were really 

sick. There is no evidence to support either of these; 

because it would be misleading to accurately 

determine this time without regular PCR testing. 

 

 

How Science finds the Truth 

It is known that there are various prerequisites for the 

scientific and scientific method to show the truth and find the 

truth. Logical interest, impartiality, having no conflict of 

interest, objective view, access to a pragmatic result are some 

significant ones. Not only being queried of the cases, but also 

being queried of validity is required. A theory cannot be 

proposed, simply because it occurs to a scientist (Churchman, 

1947; Khishfe, 2012; Elliott, 2020; Sen 2020). 

II. CONCLUSION 

Causality, condition relationship, testability, logical 

possibility, non-contradiction, universality and/or relativity 

are the principles of scientific propositions.  Scientific advice 

should be with an objective approach and in a benefit that can 

be used. It is nothing more than that to be interpretership to 

transfer information without questioning, analyzing and 

simply translating the studies, unfortunately, many 

information about the pandemic is of this value. More than 

this, science and scientists have to be transparent for the given 

information which they know or they do not know yet for 

public. 
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