When Bush joined the fray last
weel, the question grew hotter: Is
“intelligent design” a real science?
And should it be taught in schools?

By Claudia Wallis

OMETIME IN THE LATE FALL, UNLESS A
federal court intervenes, ninth-graders at
the public high school in rural Dover, Pa.,
will witness an unusual scene in biology
class. The superintendent of schools,
Richard Nilsen, will enter the classroom
to read a three-paragraph statemnent man-
" dated by the local school board as a cautionary pre-
amble to the study of evolution. It reads, in part:

Because Darwins theory is a theory, it is still being
tested as new evidence is discovered. The theory is
not a fact. Gaps in the theory exist for which there
is no evidence ... Intelligent design is an explana-
tion of the origin of life that differs from Darwin’s
view. The reference book Of Pandas and People is
available for students fo see if they would like to ex-
plore this view ... As 1s frue with any theory, stu-
dents are encouraged to keep an open mind.

After that one-minute reading, the superintend-
ent will probably depart without any discussion, and
a lesson in evolutionary biclogy will begin.

DARWIN IN THE MIDDLE: Clockwise from top left: A texthbook battle
in Pennsylvania; a biology class in Lawrence, Kans.; ; the education
President; hearings before the Kansas board of edumtlon
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That kind of scene, brief and benign
though it might seem, strikes horror into
the hearts of scientists and science teach-
ers across the U.S,, not to snention plenty of
civil libertarians. Darwin’s venerable theo-
1y is widely regarded as one of the best-
supported ideas in science, the only
explanation for the diversity of life on
Farth, grounded in decades of study and
objective evidence. Buf Dover’s disclaimer
on Darwin would appear to get a passing
grade from the man who considers him-
self America’s education President. In a
question-and-answer session with Texas
newspaper reporters at the White House
last week, George W. Bush weighed in on
the issue. He expressed support for the idea
of combining lessons in evolution with a dis-
cussion of “intelligent design™the proposi-
Hon that some aspects of living things dre
best explained by an intelligent cause or
agent, as opposed to natural selection. Itisa
subtler way of finding God’s fingerprints in
nature than traditicnal creationism. “Both
sides ought to be properly taught” said the
President, who appeared to choose his
words with care, “so people can understand
what the debate is about ... I think that part
of education is to expose people o different
schools of thought”

* On its surface, the President’s position
seems supremely fair-minded: What could
possibly be wrong with presenting more
than one point of view on a topic that di-
vides so many Americans? But to biolo-
gists, it smeacks of faith-based science. And
that {s provocative not only because it
rekindles a turf battle that goes all the way
back to the Middle Ages but also because it
comes at a Hme when U.S. science is per-
ceived as being under fresh assault politi-
cally and competitively. Just last week,
developments ranging from flaws in the
space program to South Kored's rapid ad-
vances in the field of cloning were cited as
examples that the U.S. is losing its edge.
Bush’s comments on intelligent design
were the No. 1 topic for bloggers for days
afterward. “It sends a signal to other coun-

™. ties because theyre rushing to gain
“scientific and  technological leadership

while we're getting distracted with a pseu-
doscience issue,” wamed Gerry Wheeler,
executive director of the 55,000-member
Natonal Science Teachers Association in
Arlington, Va. “If 1 were China, T'd be
happy” '

Ag far as many Americans are con-
cerned, however, the President was proba-
bly preaching to the choir. In a Harris poll
conducted in Jume, 55% of 1,000 adults
surveyed said children should be taught

CHALLENGES

Across the U.S,, states and

localities have considered
changing the way biclogical ‘
evalution is taught Some cail
for critical analysis of the :
theory; others seek equal time for
intelligent design and creationism
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creatonism and intelligent design along
with evolution in public schools. The same
poll found that 54% did not believe hu-
mans had developed from an earlier
species—up from 45% with that view in
1994 —although other polls have not de-
tected this rise.

Around the U.S., the prevalence of
such beliefs and the growing organization
and clout of the intelligent-design move-
ment are beginning to alter the way that
most fundamental tenets of biology are
presented in public schools. New laws that
in. some sense challenge the teaching of
evolution are pending or have been con-
sidered in 20 states, inciuding such tradi-
tionally liberal bastions as Michigan and
New York. This week in Kansas, a conser-
vative-leaning state board of education is
expected to accept a draft of new science
standards that emphasize the theoretical
natire of evolution and require students to
learn abeut “significant debates™ about the

Scientific evidence supyj
theory that living specic
descended with modific
common ancestors that
ancient past..”

theory. The proposed rules, which wor'
be put to a final vote until fall, would also 33
alter the state’s basic definition of science2
While current Kansas standards describ
science as “the human activity of seekin,
natural explanations for what we observ
in the world” the rewritten definitio
leaves the door open, critics say, for t
supernatural as well.

1A SUBTLER ASESY

DARWIN’S THEORY HaS BEEN A HARD SELL
to Americans ever since it was unveiled ;
nearly 150 years ago in The Origin of -
Species. The intelligent-design movement ;
is just the latest and most sophisticaf:ed .
attempt to discredit the famous theory

which many Americans believe leaves 1"
sufficient room for the influence of God-.
Early efforts to thwart Darwin were pret-
ty crude. Tennessee famously banned the
teaching of evolution and convicted scho0

28

TIME, AUGUST 15, 2005




Dhio Staie has changed science:
standards to include critical -
analysis of evolution

teacher Jchn Scopes of violating that ban in
- the “monkey trial” of 1925, At the time, two
other states—Florida and Oklahoma—had
laws that interfered with teaching evolu-
ton. When such laws were struck down bry
- 4 Supreme Court decision in 1968, some
.states shifted gears and instead required
- that “creation science” be taught alongside
b evolution. Supreme Court rulings in 1982
e and 1987 put an end to that. Offering crea-
-, Honism in public schools, even as & side
dish to evolution, the high court held, vio-
lated the First Amendment’s separation: of
' church and state.
- But some anti-Darwinists seized upon
ustice Antonin Scalia’s dissenting opin-
 1onin the 1987 case. Christian fundamen-
talists, he wrote, “are quite entitled, as a
Secular matter, to have whatever scientif-
~1¢ evidence there may be against evolu-
- tion presented in their schools” That line
fargument—an emphasis on weakness-
®sand gaps in evolution—is at the'heart of

Kansas Nonhinding state
resolution requests that

students be taught the full
range of views on evolution

Source:
National
Center for
Stiance

Education

the intelligent-design movement, which
has as its motio “Teach the controversy.”
“You have to hand it to the creationists.
They have evelved,” jokes Eugenie Scott,
executive director of the Nationa} Center
for Science Education in Qakland, Calif,,
which monitors attacks on the teaching of
evolution. ‘

ESHOLES TH DARWIN?

SINCETHE 1987 DEGISION, A DEVOTED BAND
of mostly religious Christians, including
hundreds of scientists, engineers, theolo-
gians and philosophers, has written papers
and books, contributed to symposiums on
the perceived problems with Darwin’s the-
ory. The headquarters for such thinking is
the Center for Science and Culture at a
nonpartisan but generally conservative
think tank called the Discovery Institute,
founded in Seate in 1950,

What exactly is their eritique of Dar-

win? Much of it revolves around the ap-
pealing idea that living things are simply
too exquisitely complex to have evolved
by a combination of chance mutations and
natural selection. The dean of that schoal
of thought is Lehigh University biologist
and Discovery Institute senior fellow
Michael Behe, author of the 1996 book
Darwin’s Bluck Box, a seminal work on in-
telligent design. Behe’s main argument
points to the fact that living organisms
contain such ingenious structures as the
eve and systems like the mechanism for
clotting blood, which involves at least 20
interacting proteins. He calls such phe-
nomena “irreducibly complex” because
removing or altering any part invalidates
the whole. Behe claims they could not
kave arisen through the gradusl fits and
starts of evolution, which, he says, “has
been oversold to the public”” Although his
writing is couched in the language of sci-
ence, Behe, a practicing Catholic who
home schools his nine children, believes
the hand of the designer is self-evident.
“That’s why most people disbelieve Dar-
winian evolution.” he says. “People go out
and look at the trees and say, ‘Nah’”

Other arguments in this new brand of
anti-Darwinism focus on missing pieces in
the fossil record, particulardly the Gam-
brian peried, whey there was an explosion
of novel species. 8t other advocates, in-
cluding mathematician, philosopher and
theologian William Dembsld, who is head-
ingup anew center for intelligent design at
Southern Baptist Theological Serninary,
use the mathematics of probability to try to
show that chance mutations and natural
selection cannot account for nature’s com-
plexity.f In contrast to earlier opponents to
Darwin, many proponents of intelligent
design accept some role for evolution—
heresy to some creationists. They are also
careful not to bring God into the discussion
{another sore point for hard-line creation-
ists), preferring to keep primarily to the*
langnage of science. This may alse help
them avoid the legal and political pitfalls of
teaching creationism.

The Discovery Institute and its scien-
tists have been actively involved in many
of the recent skirmishes over evolution at
local school-board meetings and in state
legislatures. In Ohio, for instance, the in-
stitute semt representatives to the state
board of education meetings last year to
push for science standards that would
support teaching critiques of evolution. “All
we'Te advocating for is that if 2 teacher
wants to bring up the scientific debate
over design, they should be allowed to do
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that” says institute spokesman John West,
In fact, Ohio modified its standards to say
that evolution should be critically ana-
Iyzed, which West regards as a victory.

Statewide curriculum standards for
science are a relatively new target for Dar-
win doubters, one that has a broader im-
pact than local schaok-beard decisions. In
addition, by working at the state level,
intelligent-design advocates can largely
avoid dealing with unpolished local ac-
tivists who make rash religious staterents
that don't hold up in court. (Supporters of
the Darwin disclaimer in Dover, Pa., have
pubiicly proclaimed the country a Chris-
tian pation, a point cited in an American
Civil Liberties Union lawsuit.) It has been
only since the late 1980s and early "90s
that most states have created science-
curriculum standards as part of a national
movement to bring more accountability
to education. “Savvy creationists are fo-
cusing their efforts on this relatively new
arena;’ says Glenn Branch of the National
Center for Science Education. “The
decision-making bodies involved in ap-
proving state science standards tend fo be
small, not particularly knowledgeable
and, above all, elected, so it’s a good op-
portunity for political pressure to be
applied” )

In Kansas, conservative members of
the state school board, like Connie Morris,
who represents the sparsely populated
western half of Kansas, have repeatedly in-
jected scientifically abstruse, jargon-heavy
documents from the Discovery Institute
into the debate about teaching evolution,
making the discussion tough for the aver-
age citizen to follow. “Personally, I believe
in the Genesis account of God’s creation,”
says Morris. “But as a policymaker locking
at science standards, I rely mostly on re-
search and expert documentation”

Oddly enough, the President’s re-
marks last week prometing intelligent
design made Morris and many other
Darwin doubters uncomnfortable because
they have a different timetable in mind.
“His support is appreciated, but I plan to
move forward on attempting to get criti-
cism of Darwinian evolution in the sci-
ence standards, not intelligent design)”
says Morris. Pennsylvenie Senator Rick
Santorum, a jeading voice on the reli-
gious right, seemed to be reading from
the same script. “What we should be
teaching are the preblems and holes in

the theory of evolution,” he said in an in- -

terview with National Public Radio a few
days after Bush made his comments.
Santorum alse said, “As far as intelligent

0. BURRIEL—PHOTCO RESEARCHERS

—PHOTO RESEARCHERS

FACE-OGFF

Darwinians vs. Anti-Darwinians

The two sides rarely see eye to eye, but their opposing points of view come into
particularly sharp focus when they try to explain how the eye itself came to be.

The eye couldn’t possibly be the product of accidental mutations, say Darwin's
critics. Sure, a hird with sharper eyes might catch more prey and have maore
offspring, but where did the first eye come from? How could a process of gradual
improvements produce a complex organ that needs all its paris—pinhais, fans,
light-sensitive surface—in order to work? it's ne accident, says Michael Behe,
auther of Darwin’s Black Box, that the eye resembles a camera, which evervhody
instanily recegnizes as a product someone designed. “If it loslks, walks and
quacks like a duck,” Behe writes, “then absent compeiling evidence to the
contrary, we have warrant 1o conciude it’s a duch.”

Monsense, say biologists. 1¥'s easy to imagine how a randorn mutation might have
produced a patch of light-sensitive cells that helped a primitive creaturs el day
from night. You can alse imagitie how ancther mutation might have bend tkeis patch
of cells into a concave shape that could detect the direction a lighter shadow
was coming from—helping sreatures with the mutation stay clear of predaiors.
Simple structures that enable an organism o do one thing—follow the fighi—can
easily get co-opied for a different and more complex function, like sight. The fact
that there Is o fossil evidence of the interim steps cannot be taken as procf that
a designer—intelligent or otherwise—deliberaiely skipped them.
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design is coneerned, I really don’t believe
it has risen to the level of a scientific the-
ory at this point that we would want to
teach it alongside of evolution” The Sen-
ator tried to get a teach-the-controversy
addendum into the 2001 No Child Left
Behind bill.

Even scientists who believe in intelli-
gent design do not feel it is ready for
prime time., Many would prefer to move
forward gradually, huilding their case, in
order to avoid a backlash. “It’s premature
for all kinds of reasons,” says oceanogra-
pher Edward Peltzer, a senior researcher
at the Monterey Bay Aquarium Research
Institute in California. “The science is
there, but the science textbooks are not.

Intlligéntllesign |

advocates of intelligent design do not play
by the rules of science. They do not pub-
lish papers in peer-reviewed journals, and
their hypothesis cannot be tested by re-
search and the study of evidence. Indeed,
Behe concedes, “You can’t prove intelligent
design by an experiment.” Dawkins com-
pares the idea of teacking intelligent-
design theory with teaching flat earthism—
perfectly fine in a history class but not in
science. He says, “If you give the idea that
there are two schools of thought within
scisnce—one that says the earth is round
and one that says the earth is flat—you are
misleading children.” '

But the strategy of disengagement may
be backfiring on those who care zbout

The assertion that some

thfey can’t account for EVETY minyge
crime—a very ancient one-basgeg omi
they found at the scene. “You havetg
inferences from footprints apd other
of evidence” As it happens, he notes
is a huge amount of evidenc ‘
not only in the fossil record but alg, in
letters of the genetic code shared in v,
degrees by all species. “The Ppatterp®
Dawldns, “is precisely what YOu woylq
pect if evolution would happen” Daw %
insists that critics of Darwin are Wrong o
say that evohstion has become ap arh’clge"' }
faith among scientists, He cites hig]
JB.S. Haldane who, when asked ]
would disprove evolution, replied, fosi
rabbits in the Precambrian ers, g per]

more than 540 million years a"g‘ue‘

when life on Earth seems t, ha‘{L

consisted largely of bacteria, gl
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features of living things are best explained as

and plankton. “Creationists |
fond of saying that there are ver
few fossils in the Precambrian 1
why would there be?” asks Da

the work of a designer rather than as the result

kins. “However, if there was

of arandom process like natural selection

The teachers have to be trained. Its time
will come. But its time is not now” The
emphasis for now is cn dissing Darwin-
ism, which opens the door to other expla-
natiens without specifically invoking an
intelligent creator. Many advocates of in-
telligent design complain that Darwin-
ism has become a kind of faith in itself.
“There’s religion on both sides” insists
David Keller, a chemistry professor at the
University of New Mexico, who taught a
seminar on problems with evolution at an
anti-Darwin forum in Greenville, S.C.,
last week. ‘

BIGLOGISTS ASY,
WHAT HOLES?

MANY SCIENTISTS HAVE BEEN RELUCTANT
to engage in a debate with advocates of
intelligent design because to do so would
legitimize the claim that there’s a meaning-
ful debate about evolution. “I’m concerned
about implying that there is some sort of
scientific argument going on. There’s not.”
says noted British biologist Richard Daw-
kins, professor of the public understanding
of seience at Oxford University, whose
most recent book about evolution is The
Ancestor’s Tale. He and other scientists say

teaching evolution. When scientists and
science teachers boyeotted the discussion
of biclogy standards at a Kansas school-
board meeting last May, they left the floor
wide open to erities of evalution, who won
the day. “Are they wilting young maids that
can’t stand the heat of a hearing?” asks
Washington attorney Edward Sisson, who
was a co-counse] for the 23 academies who
testified on the ant-Darwin side.
Scientists say itis, in fact, easy to gain-
say the intelligent-design folks. Take
Behe’s argument about complexity, for ex-
ample. “Evolution by natural selection isa

| brilliznt answer to the riddle of complexi-

ty because it is not a theory of chance” ex-
plains Dawkins. “It is a theory of gradual,
mcremental change over millions of years,
which starts with something very simple
and works up along slow, gradual gradi-
ents to greater complexity. Not only is it a
brilliant solution to the riddle of complex-
ity; itis the only solution thathas ever been
proposed” To atiribute nature’s complex-
ity to an intelligent designer merely re-
moves the origin of complexity to the
unseen designer. “Who designs the de-
signer?” asks Dawldns.

As for gaps in the fossil record, Dawlkins
says, that islike detectives complaining that

None have ever been found”

Mathematical
against evoluticn are ecually mis
guided, says Martin Nowak,
Harvard professor of mathematics -an
evolutionary biclogy. “You cannot cale
late the probability that an eye cam
about” he says. “We dom’t have the inforS
mation to make this caleulation” Nowak,3
who describes himself as a person of faith
sees no contradiction between Darwins:
theory and belief in God. “Science doesn
produce any evidence against God.” he ob-*
serves. “Science and religion ask different
questions” k

WHAT SHALL BE TRUGHT?
BUT FOR THOSE WHG READ GENESIS LITERAL-
ly and believe that God created the world_
along with all creztures big and small ir: just
six days, there’s no reconciling faith with
Darwinisin. And polls indicats that approx- |
imately 45% of Americans believe that. If's ;
no wonder that almost one-third of the
1,050 teachers who responded toa Natiopal
Science Teachers Association online survey :
in March said they had felt pressured by -
parents and students to include lessons |
on intelligent design, creationism or other
nonscientific alternatives to evolution 1 ;
their science classes; 30% noted that they felt
pressured to omit evolution or evolutlon";.r
related topics from their curriculum. '
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But some science teachers voluntarily
take alternative theories to class. Fric
Schweain has been teaching high school
biology in St. Louis, Mo, for a decade. Al-
though he follows the district’s policy of
teaching Darwin’s theory, he also talks
about intelligent design, an idea he per-
sonally favors. “I teach according to fossil
evidence, though 1 meke sure to tell sto-
dents that it’s important to falk to family
and friends and, if you go to a church, tatk
to your clergy”

The standards movemnent in education
has, overall, strengthened the teaching of
evolution, even as it has presented a new
target for anti-Darwinists, T 2000, 10 states
had no mention of évolution in their cur-
seslum standards. Now only Florida,
Kentucky, Mississippi and Oklahoma—
states with long creationist traditions —make
this omission. In June, Alaska’s state board

of education was pressured by scientists,
teachers and concerned citizens to add evo-
Tation to science standards that had avoided
the topic. Other states, most notably Kansas
and New Mexico, have wobbled on whether
to teach evolution, deleting and then restor-
ing it to state standards depending on who
was elected to the school hoard. The Kansas
reinstatemnent occurred after the staie was
given an F- in a 2000 report by the Fordham
Foundation, titled “Cood Science, Bad
Science: Teaching Evolution in the States”
Only 24 states earned an A or B for teaching
the topic well. Kansas’ flunking grade was
based on the fact that, at the time, ithad not
only cut Darwin from the curricium but
had also deleted all references to the age of
the earth and universe. Now evolution is
hack in the Kansas curricelum, but a new,
mare conservative board is seeking a teach-
the-controversy requirement.

The new, presumably Constitution.
proof way of providing coverage for com. -
munities that wish to teach ideas like |
intelligent design is to employ such |
ezrnest langnage as “critical inquiry” {ip |
New Mexico), “strengths and weaknesses”
of theories (Texas), and “critical analysi¢®
(Ohio). It’s difficult to argue against such |
benign language, but hard-core defend-
ers of Darwin are wary. “The intelligent.
design people are trying to mislead people
snto thinking that the reference fo science
a5 an ongoing critical inguiry permits them :
to teach LD crap in the schoels) says
David Thomas, president of New Mexzi-
cans for Science and Reason. On the othef ’
hand, tinkering in that way with the stan-
dards won't necessarily weaken instruction
on evolution. “Where you have strong sci-
ence programs now, theyll ignore the
[state] standards,” says Bill Wagnon, a pro-

JAMES WEGLEY FOR TIME; AIGK FRIEEMAN FOR TIME
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A TI1ME

Four experts with very
different views weigh in on the
underlying guestion. Compiled
by David Van Biema

BFRANCIS COLLINS
Director, National Human
Genome Research Institute
Isee no
conflictin.
what the
Bible tells me
i about God

k and what

{ science tells

| me about

. e nature. Like
St, Augustine in A.D. 400, T
do not find the wording of
Genesis I and 2 to suggest 2
scientific textbook but a pow-
erful and poetic description
of God's intentions in
creating the universe. The
mechanism of creation is left
unspecified. If God, who is all
poweslul and who isnot
Yimited by space and time,
chose to use the mechamnism
of evolution to create you and
me, who are we to say that
wasr't an absolutely elegant
plan? And if God has now

FGRUM

CanYouBelievein Godan

given us the intelligence and
the opportunity to discover
his raethods, that is something
to celebrate.

1lead the Human Genome
Project, which has now
revealed all of the 3 billion
lstters of our own DNA
instruction book. T am also a
Christian. For me scientific
discovery is also an occasion
of worship.

Nearly all working biolo-
gists accept that the principles
of variation and natural selec-
tion explain how multiple
species evolved from a com-
mon ancestor over very long
periods of time. Ifind no
compeliing examples that
this process is insufficient to
explain the rich variety of life
forms present on this planet.

While no one could claim yet

to have ferreted out every
detail of how evolution works,
1 do not see any significant
“saps” in the progressive

development of life’s complex .

structures that would require
divine intervention. In any
case, efforts to ingert God into
the gaps of contemporary

Evolution?

human understanding of na-
ture have not fared well in
the pest, and we should be
careful not to do that now:

Science’s tools will never
prove or disprove God's
existence. For me the funda-
mental answers about the
meaning of life come not from
science but from a consider-
aton of the origins of our
uniquely human sense of right
and wrong, and from the
historical record of Christ’s life
on Earth.

ESTEVEN PINKER
Psychology professor,
Harvard Univgarsity '

It's natural to

handiwork of
a designer.
But it was
also natural to

8 think that the
sun went around the earth.
Overcoming naive impres-
sions to figure out how things
veally work is one of humani-
ty’s highest callings.
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Our own bodies are rid-
dled with quirks that no
competent engineer would
have planned but that disclose
a Kistory of triat-and-error tin-
kering: a retina installed
backward, a seminal duct that
hooks over the ureter like a
garden hose snagged on a
tree, goose bumps that use-
lessly try to warm us by fluf-
fing up long-gene fur.

The moral design of na-
nare is as bungled as its en-
gineering design. What twisted
sadist would have invented a
parasite that blinds millions
of people or a gene that covers
babies with excruciating biis-
ters? To adapt 2 Yiddish
expression about God: Ifean

- intelligent designer lived o2

Earth, people would break
his windows.

The theory of natural
selection explains life as we
find it, with all its guirks end
tragedies. We can prove
rnathematically that it is
capable of producing adapt-
ive life forms and track it in
computer simulations, 1ab
experiments and real eco-
systems. [t doesn’t pretend b
sotve cne mystery (the origin
of complex life} by slipping
in another (the origin of 2
complex designer).




DEBUNKING DARWIN: Students browse anti-
evolution books at a forum in Greenville, $.C.
fessor of history at Washburn University
who represents Topeka on the Kansas
school board.

The new school year is certain to bring
more batfles over teaching evolution, not
onlyin Kansas and Pennsylvania but also in
the many states that are preparing new
standards-based tests in science. By raising
the profile of intelligent design, the Presi-
dent has doubtless ernboldened those who
differ with Darwin and furthered one
goal of that movement: he has taught all
of us the controversy, —With reporting by
Melissa August/Washington, Jeremy Caplan/
New York, Jeff Chu and Constance E. Richards/
Greenville, Rita Healy/Denver, Christopher Maag/
Cleveland, Bud Norman/Wichifa, Adam Pitluk/
Dallas, Jeffrey Ressner/Los Angeles and Sean

Many people who accept
evolution still feel that a belief

.. in God is necessary to give

Iife meaning and to justify
morality. But that is exactly

" backward. In practice, religion
has given us stonings, in-

how God could have made life.
I'm still not against
Darwinian evolution on theo-
Jogical grounds. I'm against it
on scientific grounds, T think
God could have made life
using apparently random mu-

deduce that there is a God.

I nsed to be part of that
last group. I just think now
that the science is not nearly
as strong as they think.

EBALBERT MOHLER
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Scully/Philadeiphia

model held by much of the sci-
entific academy: of evolution
as the result of a random pro-
cess of mutation and selection.
For one thing, there’s the
issue of human “descent.”
Evangelicals must absclutely

. quisitions and 9/11. Morality tation and natural selection. President, Southern Baptist affivm the special creativn
comes from a commitmentto  But my reading of the Theological Seminary of humans in God’s image,
treat others as we wish to be scientific evidence is that he Given thehu-  with no physical evolution
treated, which follows from the  did not do it that way, that man tendency  from any nonturman species.
reglization that none of us is there was a more active toward incon-  Justasimportant, the Bible

+ the sole occupant of the uni- guiding, I think that we are ali sistemicy, there  clearly teaches that God is
verse. Like phiysical evolution, — descended from some single are people involved in every aspect and
it does not require a white- cell in the distant past but who will say moment in the life of His cre-

. coated technician in the sky. that that cell and later parts theyholdboth  ation and the universe. That
j of life-were intentionally pro- positions. But  rules out the image of a kind of
MICHAEL BEHE duced as the result of intelligent Ml youcdnnotco-  divine watchmaker.
Bioehemistry professor, activity. As a Christian, I say herently affirm the Christian- 1 think it’s interesting
Lehigh University; Senicr that intelligence is very likely ~ truth claim and the dominant  that many of evolution’s most
fetlow, Discovery Instituie to be God. model of evolutionary theory ardent academic defenders
Suze, it’s Several Christian positions &t the same time. ‘ have moved away from the
possible to are theologically consistent Personally, lamavyoung-  old claim that evolution is
believe in with the theory of mutation ~ Earth creationist. I believe the God’s means to bring life into
both God and  and selsction. Some people Bible is adequately clear 2bout  being in its various forms.
evolution. I'm  believe that God is guiding how God created the.world, More of them are saying that
a Roman the process from maoment to and that its most natural a truly informed belief in
Catholic, and ~ moment. Others thinkhe set  reading peints to a six-day evolution entails 2 stance that
Catholics up the universe from the Big creation that included not just the material world is all there
: have always Bang to unfold like a comput-  the animal and plant species is and that the natural must
understood that God could er program. Others take but the earth itself. But there be explained in purely natural
- make life any way he wanted scientific positions that are have atways been Evarigelicals  terms. They're saying that
to. he wanted to make it indistinguishable from those who asserted that it might have  anyone who truly feels this
by the playing out of natural atheist materialists might tzke  taken longer. What they should  way must exclude God from
law, then who were we to but say that their nonscientific  not be asserting is the ideaof  the story. I think their seif-
object? We were taught in intuitions or philosophical Cod's having set the rules for ~ analysis is correct. I just
parochial school that Darwin's  considerations or the existence  evolution and then stepped couldn’t disagree more with
theory was the best guess at of the mind lead them to back. And even less sd, the their premise. 1}
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