                            Abstract
This paper argues that the combination of Scientific Realism and the Reality-View Approach, which can be seen as an extension of the former, has several interesting implications: We cannot know whether the most successful theory Ts is identical to the Unknown Real Process (URP) that generates and explains worldly phenomena; even on the fortunate occasion that a successful theory Ts is identical to URP, this fact cannot be known; as such, the knowledge provided by science is merely provisional. Nonetheless, it may be suggested that Ts can approach high efficiency within its applicability-domain, i.e., the domain of phenomena for which Ts purports to provide sufficient explanations. 

Transient scientific knowledge: The reality-view approach
(1) Scientific Realism and the “Reality-View Approach”
There seems to be little agreement about what Scientific Realism amounts to. A variety of different positions fall under this same heading, which can be viewed from a variety of different and opposing perspectives (e.g., Chakravartty, 2017; Psillos, 1999; Rowbottom, 2019; van Fraassen, 1980). Putting these differences to the side, as they are beyond the scope of this paper, I believe that Nola and Sankey (2007) have aptly described the core of the position in the following passages:
“Scientific realists maintain not only that the aim of science is truth, but pursuit of science does in fact give rise to truth about observable and unobservable dimensions of reality. Such a realist view has evident implications for the methodology of science. For if the pursuit of science gives rise to truth, it is presumably the methods employed by the scientists that are responsible for this achievement. But in this case the use of scientific methods must lead to truth, that is, they are truth-conductive.” (p. 337). 
“The core idea of realism is that there is a mind-independent world made up of items that have properties, enter into processes and stand in structural relations.” (p. 339).
Considering this position, which holds that scientific theories approach reality and succeed in explaining both observed phenomena and unobserved phenomena (that are theoretically grounded and indirectly observed, e.g., the identification of charged particles within a bubble chamber), I believe that the position proposed here, The Reality-View Approach, is not only consistent with Scientific Realism but expands upon it. The Reality-View Approach is based on the following two fundamental assumptions: 
(a) Unknown Real Process (URP): All phenomena have an explanation that is based on the URP that represents some actual feature/process that is responsible for the occurrence of the observable phenomena. The concept of responsibility here at play has the status of generating and explaining said phenomena. For example, the investigated phenomenon may be a particular case of a general law based on a URP, or the phenomenon has a cause that is generated by some process/mechanism. That is, the concept of responsibility aims to answer the questions of ‘why’ and ‘how’ some phenomenon occurred. We may presume that the investigated phenomenon is generated and explained by a general, universal, URP that is actually responsible for all that occurs and develops in the world, or by a coherent set of features/processes that are responsible for different kinds of phenomena.
(b) Applicability-domain: Because the range of possible empirical observations is immense (infinite), it is highly plausible that every scientific theory T limits its explanations to some applicability-domain that includes the set of phenomena it purports to explain. There are two possible reasons for the establishment of an applicability-domain. First, if the set of phenomena is immense, indeed infinite, it would be very difficult to produce a theory that would provide an explanation of such a vast collection of occurrences. It is, therefore, more efficient to produce a series of different theories each of which deals with its own applicability-domain. Second (an argument that perhaps complements the first), scientists producing the scientific theories must restrict the domain of possible observations to a more limited domain that is relevant to T1, because the human cognitive system is incapable of consciously addressing more than a limited amount of information. 
I turn now to a detailed discussion of both assumptions.
(1.1) The Unknown Real Process (URP)
As mentioned, I assume that the notion of the URP that is responsible for the occurrence and explanation of the observable phenomena does not conflict with the Reality-View Approach. First, according to this approach, the purpose of a scientific theory is to seek out the truth. It is reasonable to propose that truth in the empirical sciences is the attempt to describe and explain some actual occurrence, i.e., the investigated phenomenon. In this respect, if we suppose that the occurrence of every phenomenon has an actual cause, we can propose that the URP is a general name for the feature/process/mechanism that scientists attempt to discover, which is responsible for the investigated phenomena. Personally, as a cognitive psychologist who studies awareness and facial recognition, I can say that when attempting to provide an explanation for some facial phenomenon I find myself asking, what is the actual feature or process within the cognitive-brain system that is responsible for the occurrence of the phenomenon? Generally, then, I believe that scientists attempt to understand the investigated phenomenon by discovering the actual feature/process that is responsible for it, and they propose a hypothesis, a model, or a theory that they believe approaches this feature/process, that is the URP.
Second, considering that one of the central purposes of scientific research is to understand nature, where such understanding is grounded in scientific explanation (see Rakover, 2018, under review; Salmon, 1990), we may suggest that the purpose of theories in science is to explain as accurately as possible the URP that is responsible for the phenomenon under investigation. Apparently, each research domain has an explanatory procedure (model) that is appropriate to it (see Rakover, 2018, under review; Salmon, 1990). For example, Hempel’s (1965, 1966) model is appropriate to classical physics. To explain the empirical observation that a steel ball (B) at free fall descends 4.9 meters in the first second, we utilize the Deductive-Nomological model according to which from two pieces of information, Galileo’s law and time being equal to 1 second, we can mathematically derive the extent of the fall, namely 4.9 meters. Given these pieces of information we can argue that the explanation of the specific observation of (B) shows that its behavior is but a particular instance of Galileo’s law (which can be inferred from Newton’s law), and that, in fact, any body under the same conditions can be expected to behave in the same way as the steel ball. That is, the explanation of steel ball’s fall by appeal to Galileo’s law, which is based on the gravitational force between different bodies (in our case, Earth and the steel ball), is nothing more than a particular instantiation of a pattern of explanation of similar phenomena under similar conditions. 
In the biological sciences the most appropriate approach is that of the New Mechanists (e.g., Bechtel, 2008; Craver & James, 2019; Machamer, Darden & Craver, 2000; Rakover, 2018). According to this approach, an empirical phenomenon is explained by describing a particular mechanism, which is composed of certain components with certain activities that engage in certain causal interactions, such that the mechanism as a whole produces, grounds, or supports the observed phenomenon. For example, the prevalent explanation of cases in which a person forgets a seven-digit long number (within around 20 seconds) is provided by describing an information processing mechanism, analogous to the operation of a computer, that is based on a distinction between short-term memory (STM) and long-term memory (LTM), where STM stores very limited pieces of information for a short amount of time, and LTM stores a great deal of information for the duration of a person’s lifetime. 
We can see that both of these approaches to explanation attempt to discover the actual system in nature that is responsible for the occurrence of the investigated phenomenon. The D-N model is based on a law or general theory that addresses the investigated phenomenon along with similar phenomena. Without the presumption of such a law or theory it would not be possible to explain the investigated phenomenon as a particular instance of a general law, as a phenomenon that is to be expected under the given conditions. The New Mechanist’s approach is based on the discovery of the mechanism that describes how the investigated phenomenon is generated by this mechanism. Without presupposing such a mechanism, it would be impossible to provide a description of how the investigated phenomenon was generated. Based on these two examples, we can suggest that an explanation of the investigated phenomenon is grounded in an attempt to describe a law, a process/mechanism, that is, to describe the URP that is responsible for the generation of the phenomenon in question.
