Evolution: " Pathological Science"

On September 24, 1989, there gppeared an extremely interesting article in the magazine
section of the New York Times entitled "Cold Fusion Confusion,” written by two physcissfrom
the Brookhaven National Laboratory, Robert P. Crease and N.P. Samios. It examined the
sensationa clam of Dr. B. Stanley Pons of Utah and Dr. Martin He schmann of the University of
Southhampton in England to have produced nuclear fusion a room temperature:

“Fusion, the process that powersthe sun, ordinarily takes place at hundreds of millions of
degrees. The announcement that so-cdled cold fuson had been achieved stunned the scientific
community. We, likemost of our colleagues, followed the story asit unfolded in the academic and
popular press. With amixture of excitement and skepticism, welearned that Ponsand Fleischmann
clamed to be generating four times as much energy as they were putting in, using asmal device
built with $100,000 out of their own pockets. Scaled up, this process could conceivably power
cities. Smadl wonder that businessmen and paliticians took notice, for such a device would
revolutionize the creation and distribution of energy - and with it, the shape of internationd politics”
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“But when other laboratories were unabl e to duplicate Pons and Fleischmann'swork, their
claim was soon completdly discredited. Pons and Flelschmann had apparently fallen victim to the
experimental scientis'sworst nightmare - sdlf- deception.

“ Sdf-deception in science is very different from fraud. Few working scientists lose deep
over fraud. The reason is smple: The motive for fraud is dmost dways résumé-padding - adding
linesto abibliography by publishing fabricated or plagiarized work. But this succeeds only when the
work is trivid, indgnificant or peripherd; if & dl noteworthy, it will be exposed when other
researcherstry to duplicate and exploreit...Self- deception, however - involuntary or unconscioudy
being led astray - is adaily threst to every experimental scientist.” 2

Crease and Samios gave severd famous examples of sdf-deception in the history of
science. Each example showed a remarkable smilarity to the Pons Fleischmann case:

“Inthe 1930's, aprominent scientist named Irving Langmuir coined the term * pathologica
science,” or what he called “the scienceof thingsthat aren't s0.” Pethologica sciencehesaid, hasa
characterigtic set of symptoms, and he drew up an informd list based on his own experiences. We
have drawn up our own, based on ours. It is, we redize, neither exhaudtive nor infalible. Genuine
science might display any of these symptoms; pathologica science is usudly accompanied by
severd.” 3



*Here are Crease and Samios four symptoms of "pathologica science':

Symptom number 1: too many miracles.

Symptom number 2: the "discoverers’ are outsders.

Symptom number 3: the discoverer has not tried to kill the discovery.

Symptom number 4 inability to repesat the experimentis met by ad hoc excuses.

As| read Crease and Samios applying these four symptomsto cold fusion, it occurred to
me that these same symptoms could be gpplied, mutatis mutandi, to what | think is the most
glaring example of sdf-deception in the history of science, the so-cdled "theory of evolution.” But
gance both Crease and Samios are phydcists examining a case of "pathologica science' in
experimental physics, their categorieswere not broad enough for my purposes, so | havetakenthe
liberty of inventing my own four symptoms to gpply to evolution:

Symptom number 1. it is neither observable nor verifiable.
Symptom number 2: it contradicts a known fact of science.
Symptom number 3: it is unreasonable.

Symptom number 4 it contradicts an article of the faith.

Let us examine then, like Crease and Samios, the theory of evolution in the light of these
four symptoms, to seeif it does indeed qualify as the longest running example of "pathologica
science' on record.

Symptom number 1: it isneither observable nor verifiable.

When Charles Darwin first proposed histheory of evolution of the origin of the Speciesby
natura selection, he expected to be able to demondrate it himself experimentally in afew yearsby
breeding pigeons. Hisgreat champion, Thomas Henry Huxley. expected to be ableto do the same
by the breeding of sheep. But this proved to be wishful thinking, because, according to
contemporary evolutionists, they had greatly underestimated the tremendous stretches of time it
takes to produce a new species. Even over fifty years of experimentaly breeding fruit flieswhich
reproduce every twelve days, hasfailed to produce anew species. So evolution isnot observable;
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but isit verifigble? It should be verifigble by an examination of the fossl record. If evolution has
indeed occurred, we should be able to discover clear examples of trangtiond forms between the
great cdasses of animas. For example fish are supposed to have evolved into amphibians,
amphibians into reptiles, and reptiles into birds and mammas. However we do not find these
trangtiona forms between the great classesin thefossl record. Here isthe favorite popul arizer of
evolutionary theory today, at least with the media, Stephen Jay Gould of Harvard, offering what he
cdamsare, dear examples of evolution in action:

“We have abundant, direct, observationa evidence of evolution in action, from both field
and |aboratory. This evidence ranges from countless experiments on change in nearly everything
about fruit flies subjected to artificiad selectionin thelaboratory, to the famous populations of British
moths  that have become black whenindustrial soot darkened the trees upon which themothsrest.
(Moths gain protection from sharp-sighted bird predators by blending into the background.)” *

But neither of theseilludrationsare examples of evolution, but of Smplevariation withinthe
gpecies. Whereisthe fruit fly or British moth mutating into a new species of insect? Darwin could
do amilar thingsasthiswith hispigeons, and Huxley with his sheep, but both were scientistsenough
not to have claimed to have produced anew species. But aware of the unconvincing nature of these
non-examples, Gould and a colleague have invented a new theory they cdl "punctuated
equilibrium,” which they daim explainsthelack of trangtiond fosslsbetweenthegreat dassesinthe
foss| record:

“I count mysdlf among the evolutionists who argue for ajerky, or episodic, rather
than asmoothly gradud, pace of change. In 1972 my colleague NilesEldridgeand |, developed the
theory of punctuated equilibrium. We argued that the outstanding facts of the fossl record -
geologicdly ‘sudden’ origin of new species and fallure to change theregfter (Sass) - reflect the
predictions of evolutionary theory, not theimperfections of thefossl record. In most theories, amdl
isolated populations are the source of new species, and the process of speciation takes thousands
or tens of thousands of years. This amount of time, so long when measured againg our lives, isa
geologica microsecond. It represents much lessthan 1 percent of the average life-gpan for afossil
invertebrate species- morethan ten million years. Large, widespread, and well established species,
on the other hand, are not expected to change very much. We believe that the inertia of large
populaions explains the stasis of most fossil species over millions of years.” °

So the reason we do not find the trangtiona forms between the great classesin the fossl
record, isbecause periodicaly evolution speeds up and the trangition isaccomplished inamereten
thousand years or 0. Gould offers no explanation of why the mutation rate should suddenly speed
up, and then just as suddenly settle back to the norma rate of gpparently no change for millions of
years. This sounds suspicioudy like Crease and Samioss Symptom number 4: regarding ad hoc
excuses. If we can't find the fosdls that the origind theory cdls for, we invent another
supplementary theory to explain the gpparent failure. So evolution is neither observable, nor aswe
have just shown, isit verifiadle.



Symptom number 2: it contradicts a known fact of science.

But the reason that there are no trangitiona forms between the greet classes, isnot because
of "punctuated equilibrium,” but because such a trangtion is physiologicaly impossble. Louis
Vidleton, aprofessor of physiology at the University of Montpelier in France, was one of the most
articulate opponents of the theory of evolution as proposed by Darwin and others. He maintained
that the science of physiology made the theory completely untenable.

The evolutionists seem to hold that evolution proceeds organ by organ. For example,
Dawin said that the thought of the evol ution of the eye made him sck, it seemed soimpossible, yet
contemporary evolutionists do not hesitate to claim that the eye has evolved forty separate times.
Vidleton maintained that you can't spesk of the eye, or any organ for that matter, ashaving evolved
by itsdf, because the eye is part of a whole interdependent physiologicd system. If you want to
gpesk of evolution, you have to spesk of the evolution of the whole system or not & al. The
evolutionigts do not attempt to respond to Vidleton's criticiams, but have smply ignored them. Here
is a summary of Vidleton's argument by the French mathematician, George Sdet, a Catholic
layman:

“Mutations happen by chance, and thereforewe must seeif chance, evenif aided by natural
selection, has been ableto achieve any results...the desired result isthat the new production not be
anincoherent ensemble, but an‘organ,’ i.e,, something possessing different partswhich complement
one another so that the whole may be able to exercise a definite function. If we consder, for
example, theeye, it isnecessary among the requirementsthat the crystdline betransparent and that
its curvature, and therefore its foca distance, have a definite relaion with the distance to the
retina...Ancther result to be obtained isthat the new organ form with its organism acoherent whole.
For example, an eye would have no use at dl should it develop inside the ssomach.

“Besides, an organ is not something you attach to an organism the same way you datach a
rear view mirror to an automobile door. Its coordination with other dready existing organs
supposes a more or less profound revison of the whole living being; for example, the eye, even
assuming that it gppears on asuitablelocation and is properly connected by nervesto the sensorid
and motor centers of the brain and the cerebellum, would serve no purpose at al if these nervous
centers had not at the same time become fit to use the stimuli received by the optic nerve in a
manner useful to theindividud...Vidleton showed how impossibleit wasfor new organsto forma
coherent whole with what existed before, and therefore the need for a recasting of the whole
individua. The reasons brought forward by...nim have never been the object of seriousdiscussion. |
recell them briefly...in the hope thet they will not fall into oblivion.” °

The "theory of evolution” then, is againgt a know fact of science. Vidleton and Sdet's
arguments expose Gould's " punctuated equilibrium” asafutile attempt to keep the theory going, thus
incidently, not only disposing of atheistic evolution, but dso so-cdled "theistic evolution” as well,
since thestic evolution presupposes a vaid scientific base for the theory.



Symptom number 3: it is unreasonable.

Hereisthe Nobd Laureate, Jacques Monod, in hisChance and Necessity, considered a
"dassc" by the athegtic humanist establishment:

“When one ponders on the tremendousjourney of evolution over the past threebillion years
or S0, the prodigious wedth of structures it has engendered, and the extraordinarily effective
teleonomic performance of living beings, from bacteriato man, onemay well find onesdf beginning
to doubt again whether dl this could conceivably be the product of an enormous lottery presided
over by naturd sdection, blindly picking the rare winners from among numbers drawn & utter
random.

“While one's conviction may be restored by adetailed review of the accumulated modern
evidence that this conception aone is competible with the facts (notably with the molecular
mechanisms of replication, mutation, and trandation), it affords no synthetic, intuitive, andimmediae
grasp of the vast sweep of evolution. The miracle stands ‘ explained'; it does not dtrike us as any
lessmiraculous. As Frangois Mauriac wrote, ‘What this professor saysisfar moreincredible than
what we poor Christiansbelieve." *

But Monod'sinitid hesitancies quickly dissipate as he warmsto his subject:

“We cdl these events accidentd; we say they are random occurrences. And since they
condtitute the only possible source of modification in the genetic text, itself the solerepository of the
organism's hereditary structures, it followsthat chance doneisat the source of every innovation, of
al credtion in the biosphere. Pure chance, absolutely free but blind, a the very root of the
stupendous edifice of evolution; this central concept of modern biology is no longer one among
other possible or even conceivable hypotheses. It istoday the sole conceivable hypothesis, the only
onethat squareswith observed and tested fact. And nothing warrantsthe supposition - or the hope
- that on this score our position islikely ever to be revised.” 8

Monod concludes,

“The universeis not pregnant with life nor the biosphere with man. Our number cameupin
the Monte Carlo game. Is it any wonder if, like the person who has just made a million &t the
casino, we fed strange and alittle unred ?” °

| think everyone will admit that this presentation is unreasonable. Thereisno such thing as
chancefrom God's point of view. Chance exists only from the point of view of man, and semsfrom
his ignorance. The Holy Ghost Father, Henry Korin, discusses the possibility of life arisng from
non-life by chance:

“If thematerid causes operating in aliving body, which the soul combinesinto asngle unit,
are ableto cause the necessary conditionsfor life and thus produce anew living body, why should it



beimpossiblefor thoseforcesto be united * by chance' into an operationd unit and thusgiveriseto
aliving body?If such athing did happen, aliving body would have been produced from inanimate
matter. Thusit would not beimpossiblefor acombination of inanimateforcesto giverisetoaliving

body.

“...We must answer that an appeal to chance is not an explanation, but a confession of
ignorance of the adequate explanation. Chance refersto the unpredictability of an effect produced
by causes whose combined action is not known. To deny that their combination has a cause is
tantamout to adenid of the principle of causdlity. Therefore, an gpped to chanceisan admisson
that the known physical forces of inanimate matter cannot explain the origin of life” *°

But if the chance origin of lifeisunreasonable, it isaso unscientific, Sncetrue scienceisan
exercisein reason. It should be possible then to rebut Monod's explanation of the origin of life not
only from philosophy, but from scienceitsdlf. This can indeed be convincingly done by probability
math which studies the laws of chance. Dr. Henry Morris, a Protestant creationist scientist, does
thisabout aswdll as| have ever seen it donein hisexcdlent Scientific Creationism, but Snce his
trestment is alittle long, let me try to condenseit.

What isthe mathematica probability of the most ample self-replicating chemica structure
that can be concelved, arising in what the evolutionigts call the " primordia soup,” by chancedone.
The basic chemicds of life are proteins and DNA, but Dr. Morris lets the DNA go and
concentrates just on the protein. Proteins are composed of long chains of twenty different kinds of
amino acids, and can function only if the chainisin one particular sequence. Now, aslong asthere
are only afew components, the odds of the probability of the correct sequence arising by chance
aonein the "primordiad soup” are not too grest.

For example, suppose we havetwo components A and B that function only in the sequence
A-B. Theonly other possible combination B-A does not work. So we have aone-in-two chanceof
success, judt like tossing a coin heads or talls.

Let usadd athird component C, and assume that only the sequence A-B-C works. There
are Sx possible waysthat these three components can combine: A-B-C, A-C-B, B-A-C, B-C-A,
C-B-A, and C-A-B. Sonow the odds of getting the correct system haverisento onein sx. Aswe
continue to add components, the odds rise sharply. For five components A B-C-D-E, the
probaility is one in one-hundred-and-twenty.

Let usjump to aprotein chain compaosed of one hundred units. Remember this system will
work, only if it appears in one particular sequence. Bdieve it or not, there are 10**® possible
sequences in a system composed of ahundred units. 10* isaonefollowed by 158 zeros. Sothe
odds are now onein 10™%

Now supposein the"primordia soup” these 100 components keep trying to hit the proper
sequence, getting together, breeking up, trying again. Theevolutionigstd| usthat theuniverseisless



than thirty billion years old. Suppose we let these one hundred components combine abilliontimes
asecond for thirty billion years. Wewill have reached 10" of the possible sequences. Remember
we need at least 10**® chancesto have at least ahope of success. So the evolutionists are hoist on
thelr own dating petard. Thirty billion yearsisjust not enough time. And thisis just for the protein.
We haven't even considered the other necessary chemical for life, DNA. Dr. Morris concludes:

“And yet an organism composed of only 100 parts is impossbly smple. Research
sponsored by NASA (for the purpose of enabling astronauts to recognize even the most
rudimentary formsof life on other planets) has shown that the smplest type of protein moleculethat
could be said to be ‘living’ is composed of a chain of at least 400 linked amino acids...It isthus
inconceivable (to anyone but adoctrinaire evolutionist) thet aliving system could ever beformed by
chance. Yet if aCreator is excluded from the problem, thereisno other way that at least the first
living system could ever have been formed.” **

Symptom number 4: it isagainst an article of the faith.
Here isthe atheistic humanist Sir Julien Huxley of UNESCO fame:

“In the evolutionary pattern of thought there is no longer ether need or room for the
supernatura. The earth was not cregted; it evolved. So did al animas and plants that inhabit it,
including our human salves, mind and soul as well as brain and body. So did religion.

“Evolutionary man can no longer take refuge from hislondinessin the arms of adivinized
father-figure whom he has himself created, nor escape from the responsbility of making decisons
by shetering under the umbrdla of Divine Authority, nor absolve himsdf from the hard task of
meeting his present problems and planning his future by relying on the will of an omniscient, but
unfortunately inscrutable, Providence” *2

| have edited Huxley's unbelievable outpouring againg thefaith (it was hard to know where
to sart) down to just one sentence: "The earth was not created; it evolved.” This statement is
agang the very firg article of thefath: "I believe in God, the Father Almighty, Creetor of Heaven
and earth." Both Scripture and Tradition bear witness to this beautiful truth. In the very first
sentence of the Bible we read: "In the beginning God created heaven and earth,” and from
Tradition, the First Vatican Council declared: "If anyone does not admit that the world and
everythinginit, both spiritual and materia, have been produced intheir entire substance by God out
of nothing: let him be anathemd’ (Denz. 362).

Let me conclude by returning to Stephen Jay Gould:

‘“Why should arat run, abat fly, aporpoise swim, and | typethis essay with structures built
of the same bones unlesswedl inherited them from acommon ancestor? An engineer, garting from
scratch, could design better limbs in each case. Why should dl native animas of Audraia be
marsupids, unlessthey descended from acommon ancestor located on thisidand continent...Did he



[God] create to mimic evolution and test our faith thereby?” *2

Godthe Father isan artigt, and like dl artits He repeats Himsdlf in ever varying but Smilar
patterns. He also has a sense of humor, and He made Ausdtrdia, the land of the marsupidl, for our
delight. Gould's, "did he cresteto mimic evolution and test our faith thereby?", srikesmeasamuch
more serious case of self-deception than Pons and Fleischmann's "cold fusion.”

. Paul saysin hisEpiglieto the Romans, "For theinvisiblethings of Him, fromthe cregtion
of theworld, are clearly seen, being understood by thethingsthat are made, Hiseternd power aso,
and divinity so that they are inexcusable” (1:20). In 1938 Pope Pius XI, speaking to the Pontifical
Academy of Science, used this passage to warn scientists:

“May not that terrible vison recur to any of them, that terrible vison which, though for a
moment the Apostle of the Gentiles had: namédly, that every high intdligence of this kind ought to
become deeply interested in the pursuit of the whole truth, so that it might not happen that an
intelligence crested by God, illuminated by God, would not rise to the Creator, To such an
intelligence ought to be applied that greet, grave and logica condemnation mentioned by the
Apoglehimsdf intheseterriblewords: ‘ ita ut sint inexcusabiles’ (sothat they areinexcusable); as
if to say that they could not have an excuse not to have known the M aker, the Cregtor, after having
known His works, His creature. @

Why then isevolution thelongest running example on record of "pathologicad science'?The
British evolutionigt, D.M.S. Watson, unwittingly gives us the answer:

“The theory of evolution...[is] atheory universdly accepted not because it can be proved
by logicaly coherent evidence to be true, but because the only dternative, specid crestion, is
dearly incredible” *°

So these self-deluded men cling desperately to this"theory™ not becauseit is observable or
verifiable, not because it is scientific, not because it is reasonable, but because the dternaive,
creation by God, they refuse to accept.
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