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Evolutionary Theory: Law or Blah 

 An Analysis of the Validity and Historicity of Evolutionary Theory through the Sophisticated Inductivism Perspective.
Evolutionary theory, first formulated by Charles Darwin, had an important impact not only on the science of biology, but on science in general, social sciences, humanities and theology. This paper will attempt to provide a clear exegesis of evolutionary theory, as a historical science, as seen through sophisticated inductivist perspective (as well a characterization of sophisticated inductivist perspective itself); some criticism faced by evolutionary theory, and arguments that legitimate scientific historicity of evolutionary theory as a function of sophisticated inductivistic model (as well some limitations that it caries).

As none other theory from the times of Copernicus, evolutionary theory emanated a series of controversies.  Initially, attacks against evolutionary theory came from both scientists and theologians. Overtime, with accumulation of evidence that supported evolutionary theory, scientific community came to agree overwhelmingly with it. Furthermore with developments in genetics and other fields of biology, evolutionary theory acquired a central, essential role in biology. Attacks from many theologians, though, have not subdued, but only have increased. The main problem for theologians is presentation of “evolutionary theory” in high school as “a fact” rather than a theory.

Before we can analyze the status of “evolutionary theory”, it is essential to analyze why the common misconception of people about theory arouse. And here a scientific method, formulated by Hempel, called sophisticated inductivism, is very useful. Basically, while “simple” inductive reasoning, or inductivism, uses inferences, or “facts” to generate hypotheses, sophisticated inductive reasoning, or inductivism, uses facts to test hypothesis.  

The story bellow illustrates a conclusion reached using Simple Inductive Reasoning:

Israeli physicist Gerald Schroeder, an adherent of Intelligent Design, vainly attempted in corresponding the bible to scientific data in his notorious book: “Science of God: The convergence of Scientific and Biblical Wisdom”. Beginning with the fact of the modern science that the universe is approximately 13 billion years old, he generated the hypothesis that biblical dogma, that gives universe merely 6000 years, is not only consistent but an accurate estimate of the age of the universe. He was able to achieve this by coining the notion of “cosmological clock”, governed by arbitrarily chosen phenomena, cosmic microwave background. In his calculations, that uses arbitrary constants, such as redshifting, the 6 days of origin were in actuality of unequal size, and their duration were in billions of years. However, beginning with the 7th day, everything returns to normal: 24 hours in a day. Even with these fabrications, Schroeder’s hypothesized biblical genesis doesn’t match quite that well to the facts 
 . But even if it would had match perfectly, his very ambiguous methods of reaching it (by fitting age of the universe, “facts”, to bible genesis, “hypothesis”) would be not more acceptable to scientific community than very ambiguous methods of astrologists to fit planetary motion, “facts” to human feeling and events “hypothesis”.

With Charles Darwin’s “evolutionary theory” things stand much more different. While it is true that his trip to Galapagos Islands, inspired him to hypothesize about the evolutionary theory (as the legendary apple inspired Newton to hypothesize about the law of gravity), the “evolutionary theory”, though in a rather rudimentary form, already existed in his mindset (in addition, his most earliest inspirations were more related to economics and geology than biology). As he formed his hypothesis Darwin tested it by gathering evidence, he did not gathered evidence to form a hypothesis. To reiterate: while, non-sophisticated inductivism was what inspired Darwin (and virtual all great discoverers) to form hypothesizes, sophisticated inductivism was used by Darwin to test hypothesizes. 

Even though evolutionary theory was formulated by Darwin using sophisticated inductivism. It couldn’t be observed, until recently, on any scale, and it probably can never be observed on a macro scale. Evolutionary Scientists have to rely primarily, and until recently exclusively, on “inferences from the present (fossils, artifacts, phenotypes, genotypes, behaviors, and so forth) to the past (selection pressures, available phenotypes and genotypes, adaptations, extinctions, speciation, and so forth)” .Thus despite that mechanisms for evolution are well understood, many non-scientists remain incredulous about it
. Ironically, while the mechanism for Newton’s theory of gravity are poorly understood even to this day, and mechanisms for evolutionary theory, are one of the best understood mechanisms in the modern science, virtually no one, in their sane mind, would deny the existence of gravity, or of some force that attracts things to the ground, while in many communities no one in their sane mind would admit the existence of natural evolution.

Evolutionary theory faces same problems of plausibility as all theories which are historical
 . Factors of historical theories cannot be manipulated directly, as factors of non-historical theories .Galileo can drop a piece of rock and a piece of wood thousands of times from tower of Pisa to test his hypothesis that their velocity is equal. 
 But an archeological historian, who investigates the evidence for Galileo’s achievements in physics, has to rely on a few rocks and pieces of wood he finds around tower Pisa. Even if carbon test dates some pieces of wood and some organic particles on rocks to the time of Galileo, it is difficult to know if they were touched by Galileo or a spying inquisition soldier. 
If we can recover some remains from Galileo’s grave and extract undamaged DNA from it, we can compare it with the DNA found on rocks and wood around tower Pisa. But even then, while we can be pretty certain that Galileo have been around tower Pisa, it remains a question if he thrown anything from it, or just walked around and playfully kicked  stones and  pieces of wood with his bare feet. Finally if we develop ultra-sensitive technology and discover some remains of Galileo’s DNA on the top of the tower Pisa, we can be certain that he have been on the top of the tower Pisa, but still there is some room of doubt about historicity of physical experimentation, as Galileo might had just held a stone in one hand and a piece of wood in another, without actually throwing them, but performing a thought experiment (partly from fear of injuring pedestrians, partly from fear of being accused by Inquisition in engaging in occult activities). Finally if we throw a rock and a piece of wood from the place on the top of Pisa, were we’ve found Galileo’s DNA, and these objects follow a trajectory that makes them land close to the place were we found rock and wood with Galileo’s DNA (we certainly should take in our calculation the extent tower Pisa tilted since Galileo), we can be extremely certain that Galileo have actually conducted his famous experiment. 
However, perhaps, there is 02% chance that Galileo, after wavering whether he should or should not drop his objects, decided not to, and after coming down from Pisa had thrown that rock and wood away, and they happened to land close to that place were they’d land had Galileo actually thrown them from the top of the tower. Nonetheless, plausibility of Galileo performing “Pisa experiment” greatly overshadows that he did not, and from that day forward, in the science textbooks for middle school students we should indicate that “Pisa experiment” is a fact not a hypothesis whose probability is 99.98%.
Similarly, lets say a biological anthropologist hypothesize why we share only phenotypic resembles with Chimpanzee because we were formed as a result of a special creation by aliens
 (who created us in the Chimpanzee’s image). Then the anthropologist discovers that we share 98% of chimpanzee genes. Still he/she can argue that aliens first produced chimpanzees than, after realizing that their IQ is too low, discarded them into the tropical bushes as defective, and than produced us. Well the anthropologist later discovers not only that we share a great deal similarity with primates, like chimpanzee, but mammals, birds, reptiles, insects, and even plants, bacteria and viruses. Could’ve possible be that those poor aliens created every single strain of bacteria and viruses, only to finally be able to produce such “miscreants” as us? Didn’t they have anything better to do with their time? Then the anthropologist examines fossils evidence, which were laid in mostly neat evolutionary fashion, and formed billions of years ago, relatively short after the living conditions for complex organisms were created in the universe. Is it more parsimonious, then,  to talk that aliens created living organisms billions years ago, or that organisms “created” themselves billions years ago? After all the chances are overwhelming that at best, while we were in age of bacteria, the most advanced aliens in the universe were in the age of amebas, or the like (which regardless how modest the achievement seems is actually quite great
). Thus unless we accept “alien naturalistic deceit” ( similar to “satanic naturalistic deceit”) of fossil tests
 we should conclude that we self-evolved.
After characterizing and analyzing sophisticated inductivist method, used to evaluate evolutionary theory (if you are interested in a mathematical model, please see Appendix 1) as well historical inferences supporting evolutionary theory, it is safe to conclude that evolutionary theory indeed fits well in sophisticated inductivism
, and the historical evidence for it are very strong.
Appendix 1: Mathematical Model for Evaluating Sophisticated Inductivism

 Sophisticated inductivism approaches greater, than many other scientific approaches, to deductive logic, thus it is useful to demonstrate its potency through variable equations. Let’s say that the scientist discovered the fact, F1, to be equal with “3”. If he/she uses simple inductivism he/she will is likely to form a hypothesis based on this fact alone, ignoring some other variables: If F1=3 then F1+F2=H1=5. If simple inductivism would dominate scientific community, other scientists would accept H1=5, as a new fact and use it to build upon further hypothesis, like If H1=5=F3 then F3+F4=H2=9. 
Lets say later through technological advancement scientists discover that F2 is actually 4 and that that means that 3+4=5 becomes a contradiction. Accepting H1 as new fact, F3, scientist at equal measure are likely to revise H1 as revising equation  like, F1+F2-K=F3, where K, is a constant and always  equal to 2 to bring absurd equation 3+4=5 into an overelaborate one  3+(4-2)=5
.  On the other hand if the scientist begins by stating what facts should be observed based on his hypothesis, that is “If H1=5 then F1=3 and F2=2”, the scientist cannot accept H1 before finding out F1 and F2. Lets suppose that F1=3 indeed, but  F2 does not equal 2, and the existent technology can’t discover F2 directly only match it.  Then the scientist will modify his hypothesis again, until by trial and error his hypothesis sounds like, If H1=7 then F1=3 and F2=4. On the other hand a scientist can miss the right hypothesis if he or she,for example, states that if H1=7 then F1=4 and F2=3. While both F1 and F2 are false H1 is actually true, and the scientist will precede to H1=8,9,10…..100 until he’ll give up and state that the case is  unsolvable. But, in science, failing to incorporate a true hypothesis is not nearly as bad as incorporating a false on.

� 	Semantically though, in common perception, word “theory” carries different connotation in scientific community that in population at large. In scientific community, as National Academy of Science informs, theory is a “well-substantiated explanation of some aspect of the natural world that can incorporate facts, laws, inferences, and test hypothesis”. For the common folk (and according to Merriam web dictionary, second meaning) theory is “a mere speculation”, including nonsensical speculations. Thus in popular perception “the theory” (that is actually a fallacy) of a drunken gambler that, due to the laws of randomness, he inevitably should win on 11th toss of the dice if he lost previous ten times, caries the same status as the theory of a preeminent scientist, that due to the laws of randomness (“random variations”) ,  more fit organisms inevitably arise.


A common folk, similarly, would not understand that a strong correlation can serve as a good indicator of causation. Thus when tobacco companies complain that it is incorrect to state that “smoking causes cancer” they are technically right, there are no evidence, and on ethical grounds cannot ever be (as no one would intoxicate humans with smoking for a lifetime in laboratory conditions to see if smoking causes cancer) , for smoking to cause cancer in humans. But wrong in assuming that general public would comprehend the seriousness of correlation between cancer and smoking. Smoking is an addiction, and as all addicts, smokers think of themselves as beyond statistics. Hearing that they carry a chance of 80% to develop serious problems for smoking, smokers may merely sneer and  “heroically” exclaim with red herring, that the fact that 80% of smokers develop serious problems is only fair, as according to Pareto Principle 80% of people are of no good, despicable, lazy parasites deserving to suffer, but that he or she is special, chosen one, and that he or she is certain to be in the other 20%, he or she is at least 80% certain that he or she is in the other 20%.


Similarly a theist, whose indoctrination with taboos, made him/her dependent on them, (as intoxications with tobaccos made a smoker dependent ),  will be extremely reluctant to release his misconceptions about natural world even if faced by overwhelming evidence. For well indoctrinated theist the 99.98 % probability of some form of theory of evolution to be true means nothing, as he/she will desperately seek god-of-the-gaps in the remaining 0.02%. Thus the theist may “wisely” quote as a reaction to evidence: “Indeed, the road to the hell is wide (99.98%) but to the heaven is narrow, very narrow (0.02%)” But if we, appropriately for school setting, round the probability of natural evolution theory to occur, to 100%, and teach it as an absolutely certain fact, the theist’s god-of-the-gaps shrinks to nothing. Theist can still recur to the ultimate anti-intellectual strategy, and claim that certainty of evolution means nothing if it undermines certainty of holy scripture, or worse, claim that the reason the case for evolution is so strong, is because of a world-wide “satanic naturalistic deceit” to attract in its camps more infidels through farce. However by admitting that devil created evidence for evolution, that is all the fossils, artifacts, phenotypes, genotypes, behaviors, and so forth, puts one psychiatric well-being, especially of a youngster, into a peril. To recur to “satanic naturalistic conspiracy” is like to recur to the explosion of global nuclear arsenal: it destroys abhorrent, “atheistic” evidence for evolution, but it also destroys ones mind capacity to perceive the arguments - any arguments, as well. Thus to truly absorb “satanic naturalistic deceit” conspiracy is to become a paranoid schizophrenic (not to say that many theist act like schizophrenics anyway, for example, when they shake and feel possessed by holy spirit or by devil, but that happens mainly in church, as a part of ritual and it usually dissipate when people exit the church and return to sanity).�


� It results in an age of the universe of 15 billion years, 2 billions over current best estimate, but, according to Schroeder, is it no more fair to judge the “holy good book” of error a couple of billions here and there about the age of the universe, than accusing it for error about the relationship between length and radius of the circle, which does not exactly equals 3 as the “infallible scripture” describes.


�  I once have encountered in a major anti-evolutionary publication with the following “common-sense” argument against evolution: “…well, said old farmer Joe, I’ve lived all my life and I’ve never seen a dime of evidence for anything that those weird guys talk about. My dogs remained always dogs, and didn’t ever evolved into cats, and my horses never evolved into pigs either”


� Very much so due to the lack of education in Darwinian evolution, social pressure, and/or fear of prosecution. 


� Which include not only the archaic historicity, as the existence of dinosaurs consecutively with humans, shift of continents or age of earth, but relatively very recent historicity , like that of authenticity of Shakespeare, Landing of Americans on the moon and the circumstances around the death of Kennedy.


� Of course, up to the point he gets on the nerves of Inquisition and is himself dropped from the tower, in the name of progress of theology, to test the churches’ novel hypothesis that not only witches float on the water but they also float on air (so it can be practically applied on the witches that live on monotonous regions, far from deep bodies of water). Of course after this great genius’ skull would crash against the ground, all churchmen would puzzle that this devil of Galileo didn’t float, and would conclude that their new hypothesis needs more widespread experimentation.


� A valid (though extremely implausible) alternative hypothesis to human evolution is the “alien creationism”, as mixing the god in this matter is not less absurd and unscientific than requiring high-school geometry students to determine how many angels fit in the circular area of a 0.07 square inch tip of a pin, and whether after placing 12 small angels, would remain any room there for the overweight Archangel Gabriel.


� It is a gigantic evolutionary step forward when unicellular organisms evolved into multicellular, perhaps more significant or  at least comparable to the evolution step from the rat brain to the human brain (human brain is not that different form rat’s especially when it comes to “rat race”)


At this an astute editor of National Review can cry “Everica” and publish in his articles that all  flying saucers “we see”, are actually Unidentified Flying Organisms, multicellular species of aliens that look like “gigantic flying amebas”, and quite primitive in their intellect (that’s why they don’t contact us but try to escape away as they are fearful, dumb organisms that evolutionary gain the ability to become completely transparent almost invisible and undetectable),  and which evolved to endure space-travel, by producing energy from the light of nearby starts via photosynthesis. 


�And the fact that evidence for evolutionary theory are very abundant as it encompasses a vast array of living organisms, practically entire biosphere, but there are no physical evidence whatsoever for a special creation by aliens


� As it uses facts (fossils, artifacts, phenotypes, genotypes, behaviors, and so forth) to test its elements (selection pressures, available phenotypes and genotypes, adaptations, extinctions, speciation, and so forth), not to form its elements based on the facts,


� This abstract case exemplifies vain Einstein’s efforts to bring a “cosmological constant”, after finding out about the fact that our universe expands. 


� As  W.V. Quine elegantly expressed this: "Possibly there are more things on heaven and earth than are dreamed of in my philosophy [or science]; 


but my concern is that there not be more things in my philosophy [or science] than there are in heaven and earth.” 





