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 . . . religious beliefs.

The point I am making is that religious beliefs and scientific reasoning occupy quite distinct domains which should not be confused with each other, and that when they are confused, science is corrupted.

But this bias is not confined to religious beliefs. The doing of science is corrupted when it’s influenced by any ideology or belief system which is based upon values, as opposed to reasoning or evidence. For example, (it was) the not only religious but social doctrine which militated against acceptance of Darwin’s theory. As the wife of the Canon of Worcester Cathedral cried out upon being informed that the theory implied the descent of man from ape-like creatures, “Descended from the apes? My dear, we hope it is not true but if it is, let us pray that it may not become generally known.” (audience laughter)
Well, that story may be apocryphal but it does reflect another form of opposition to Darwin’s theory, which was based upon the dogma of man being a unique and superior species. A more recent example of the malign influence of ideology upon science occurred in the 1940s when scientists in the Soviet Union were forced to accept Denisovich Lysenko’s fallacious theories about the inheritance of acquired characteristics, not because they satisfied the criteria of scientific acceptability, but because they supported a particular form of Marxism favoured by that well-known scholar, Joseph Stalin.
Now, that was a particularly serious episode. It resulted in the persecution of geneticists who disagreed, and the discrediting of Soviet biology and agricultural science for a generation. Now, those examples are not isolated curiosities in the history of ideas. The influence of ideology upon science is still very much alive today. In a major work, about to be published, Professor Aynsley Kellow, who is the Head of the School of Government in the University of Tasmania, convincingly demonstrates the existence of what he calls the, “virtuous corruption of environment science”, by which he means the corruption of science in order to serve and be seen as a good cause. “Lysenkoism might appear to be a rather extreme example of social and political factors influencing the conduct of science”, he observes, “but”, he continues, “there is ample evidence that much of the science related to environmental problems is at risk of being contaminated by similar influences”. 
One of Professor Kellow’s many telling examples is the saga of the listing by the World Conservation Union of a sort of mountain goat, named (unclear), as an endangered species. Now, in fact, as Professor Kellow comments, the WCU’s assessment of the risk of extinction of the species, and I quote, “would surprise many scholars because it is clear beyond a reasonable doubt that (unclear) was more than extinct, that it had not just ceased to exist, but that it had never existed at all” (audience laughter), “and is, in fact, a mythical animal. But despite that, because it serves other agendas, such as bolstering support for habitats and biodiversity, and incidentally, also serves the interests of Cambodian traders who sell fake (unclear) horns and (unclear) local who believe it is protection against snake bite, the existence of this mythical creature is still being asserted by the WCU to this day.”  
Even when we enter the apparent, apparently value-free domain of mathematics, we find that science is subject to ideological corruption. In a recently published work, rather challengingly entitled, “Useless Arithmetic: Why Environmental Scientists Can’t Predict the Future”, the authors cite many examples where quantitative mathematical modelling had been corrupted by ideology. They include The Club of Rome’s famous 1972 report called, “The Limits to Growth”, which used modelling to support their prediction that by the year 2000 societies around the world would be subject to catastrophic breakdown as a result of the total exhaustion of all natural resources, and massive environmental destruction. Now, that’s more than an example of a failure of a grossly defective model, although it certainly was that. I cite it as an example of the corruption of science because of the telling comment made by a Club of Rome official shortly after the report was released, that the idea was, and I quote, “to get a message across and to make people aware of the impending crisis.” In other words, the authors of Useless Arithmetic comment, “The model outcome has been determined before the model was run. Finding the truth according to a preconceived opinion or philosophy is a common flaw in applied mathematical modelling and is very similar to finding the truth that matches one’s religious faith.” The author’s cite numerous other examples to support their conclusion that many modelling studies are politicized, that their authors are not unlike religious fanatics and that many engaged in mathematical modelling are very defensive about their work with the result that it’s not subject to the usual, broad-based, vigorous debate, criticism and constant attempts at falsification to that characterize good science.
An outrageous example of the misuse of models in order to produce a politically correct result occurred in 1992 when the United States Environment Protection Agency used a model to support its claim that second-hand smoke was a Class A carcinogen, causing several thousand deaths a year in the United States. Now, a subsequent independent and very thorough judicial inquiry held the EPA study to be void, void on the grounds that the methodology had been adjusted, and data had been selectively used and selectively rejected so as to ensure that the models supported the conclusion the agencies were promoting. Academic commentators have gone so far as to characterize the agency’s report as “openly fraudulent science”. And yet, to this day, the claims made by the EPA are cited to support claims about the effects of second-hand smoke.

Now, I’m of course not making any comment about the effects of second-hand smoke – that’s not my purpose. But studies like that seriously impair proper consideration of this issue.
Another way in which science is corrupted by ideology is to be found in the bizarre application – there’s just no other word for it – by post-modern theorists of scientific conclusions to quite inappropriate disciplines. Examples include the application, by post-modernists, of mathematical logic to political theory; Einstein’s Special, and General Theories of Relativity to sociological questions; non-Euclidian geometry to a special space to which wars are said to be conducted; and even the application of Chaos Theory to literary analysis.
Now, it’s hard to believe that anyone could take this sort of thing seriously, (unclear) with a straight face but they are dead serious about it. Another example of the way the advancement and the application of science can be adversely affected is when ideological factors distort the way in which scientific issues are dealt with, by the public and by decision makers.
