
YOll can twist scientific facts
to support outrageous theory

A famous scientist stood at the
·podium holding a large
grasshopper. He asked the insect
to jump and it rose three feet off
the podium.

He then removed one leg from
the grasshopper and then
another and another until the
insect was legless. After
removing each leg, he asked the
creature to jump and it did so,
albeit to lesser and lesser heights;
until the last leg was removed.
From there on, in its legless
state, the creature no longer
jumped.

The scientist screamed at it to
no avail for it simply lay there on
the podium. The scientist turned
to his audience and said: "My
friends, here you have it. Proof
positive that grasshoppers hear
with their legs."

Clearly, there is something
wrong with the scientist's logic.
You and I would start by saying
that the experiment caused the
grasshopper pain and SUffering
for no good purpose. We would
interpret the results to mean
that the scientist was some sort
of sadomasochist and point out
that without legs, the insect
simply could not jump. Hearing
had nothing to do with it. We'd
interpret the same set of data in
a totalIy different manner,
coming up with totally different
conclusions.

The scieT;~ist's logic is flaWed.
Yet, to him, hi" interpretation of
the data made tlense. He would
argue until the cows come home
that his conclusions were valid.
The lesson should be oh-,·i()lI~.
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Any experiment must be well
planned. It should be clear,
before the experiment starts,
how the results will be analyzed.
IdealIy, after the planning is
done, the experiment should be
submitted to a panel of
colleagues to ensure that they
agree with the methodology and
data analysis.

Let's plan a theory. We'll start
with a fact: Thanks to science
and technology, man has created
an environment polluted by
various chemical toxins. To
substantiate our fact, we'll point
out that it has been documented
that some workers exposed to
toxic quantities of mercury, lead!
and asbestos have developed a
readily identifiable disease. We'll
add that it is proven that some
people suffer acute allergic
reactions to synthetic drugs and
that others break out in skin
rashes as a result of their clothes
being cleaned with specific
chemicals. Additionally, some
people cannot tolerate certain
foods. Now, we'll argue that
radioactive materials can be
lethal and that our environment
is full of them.

Next, we could elaborate a
second fact: For good reason,
namely money, there is a

conspiracy of scientists,
politicians and industrialists who
are working together to ensure
that our knowledge of the true
danger of environmental
pollutants be kept from us.

Challenging the argument is
difficult

First, its not really based on
fact. What we have called fact is
really unproven supposition or
assumption.

Next, the argument is so
general, so all-encompassing that
even jf we disproved a portion of
it, based on hard factual
scientific data, proponents would·
argue that the proof was too
specific and thus not applicable
to the general situation.

Even worse, where
scientifically proven fact isn't
available to counter the theory,
we would have to depend on
supposition or assumption. We'd
then be chastized by proponents
of the theory for practising the
same logic as them.

Then, the argument is based on
the notion of ecological disaster
sponsored by a money-grubbing
establishment. Everyone has
been taught about the
possibilities of ecological
catastrophe and, indeed, without
proper safeguards, it is quite
real. To deny this makes one a
member of the establishment
from whom any rebuttal is self-
serving. '
o The views expressed are those of the
author, a practising physiCian. While Dr.
Seiden welcomes suggestions for future
cc!umns, he cannot treat mediCal
problems by mail. Readers should
consult tht.>ir own doctors.


