“Your Critique of
Sociobiology Makes No Sense”

Perhaps I have severely misunderstood your critique on
sociobiology, but as I interpreted it, it makes no sense. From
the sociobiologist proposition that all human nature and
behavior is shaped solely by evolutional necessity (and what
promotes reproduction and survival), it does not follow, as
you have asserted, that any significant hope and meaning in
life is precluded. I don’t know what kind of a faculty member
you were talking to, but the question you posed (“What
difference does it make if I’ve reproduced once I’'m dead?”) is
an easy one to answer. The goal of humanity, as believed by
sociobiologists, is to pass on its genetic legacy. No single
organism is particularly important, but only the collaborative
propagation of a species of its genes. Therefore, the
difference of whether or not one has reproduced by the time of
death is a crucial one. One who dies and leaves no offspring
does not pass on any genetic legacy, and is truly, in an
evolutionary sense, dead. Those who do leave offspring and die
are able to, in an evolutionary sense, live on vicariously
through the genes that they pass on to their young, and the
genetic legacy continues.

In response to the philospher’s division of life purpose into
‘small letters’ (survival/reproduction) and ‘capital letters’
(ultimate meaning and significance, whatever that means), the
sociobiological assertion is that survival and reproduction is
the ultimate meaning and significance of life. I think one of
your crucial errors is that you assume that knowledge of the
cause and origins of human nature actually change the validity
of human nature itself, and somehow make our ambitions less
“lofty. Well, our nature is what it is and we do what we do.
We love our children and spouses with all our hearts, and if
we do so only for the sake of evolutionary efficacy, than so
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be it, but our feelings do not therefore become false and
invalid. We at times act selflessly and help others at the
expense of ourselves. But if this behavior is ultimately
‘genetically selfish,’ ostensibly helping others while really
benefiting ourselves, than so be it, but these feelings are
nevertheless meaningful. A principal proposition of
sociobiology is that we have motives to act of which we are
not always consciously aware. That does not mean they do not
exist, and if they do exist, then following them does not make
our lives inherently worthless.

Perhaps the sociobiological argument is not particularly
aesthetically pleasing (which I think is really your main
objection), but this is not by any means grounds for a
scientific rebuttal.

Sincerely and respectfully,

, Ph.D.
I believe you are the first to question my critique along
these lines. I will attempt to answer your objections in the
body of your initial message.

Perhaps I have severely misunderstood your critique on
sociobiology, but as I interpreted it, it makes no sense.
From the sociobiologist proposition that all human nature and
behavior is shaped solely by evolutional necessity (and what
promotes reproduction and survival), it does not follow, as
you have asserted, that any significant hope and meaning in
life is precluded. I don’t know what kind of a faculty member
you were talking to,

He was the head of the department of ecology and evolution.

but the question you posed (“what difference does it make if
I’ve reproduced once I’'m dead?”) is an easy one to answer.

To be clear, my question was “Once I am dead and in the ground



(implying that in a naturalistic worldview since there is no
afterlife, my life is absolutely over), what difference does
it make to me NOW?”

The goal of humanity, as believed by sociobiologists, 1is to
pass on 1its genetic legacy. No single organism 1s
particularly important,

Precisely why I made my question very personal.

but only the collaborative propagation of a species of 1its
genes. Therefore, the difference of whether or not one has
reproduced by the time of death is a crucial one.

Not to the species but to me, but I no longer exist.

One who dies and leaves no offspring does not pass on any
genetic legacy, and is truly, in an evolutionary sense, dead.

So what? My genes are not me, they are just molecules. If, as
E. 0. Wilson summarized in Sociobiology: The New Synthesis,
The organism is just DNA’'s way of making more DNA, then I
don’t really matter anyway. And once I am dead and no longer
exist (organism), nothing makes any difference to me since I
do not exist. That is why the professor said that “ultimately”
it doesn’t really matter. He got the gist of my question.

Those who do leave offspring and die are able to, 1in an
evolutionary sense, live on vicariously through the genes
that they pass on to their young, and the genetic legacy
continues.

I don’t live vicariously in my genes. They are now part of a
new unique creature that combines my genes with a woman’s
genes in a new and totally unique combination. Even a clone
would not be exactly “me” since mutations and recombinations
would have occurred, erasing my genetic identity.

n



In response to the philospher’s division of life purpose into
‘small letters’ (survival/reproduction) and ‘capital letters’
(ultimate meaning and significance, whatever that means),

Some meaning for existence beyond the mere physical.

the sociobiological assertion 1is that survival and
reproduction is the ultimate meaning and significance of
life.

But as I state in the article, without some meaning for life
that arises outside of ourselves, there is no meaning in small
letters. If we are just molecules, then that’'s it! We are just
molecules, nothing more can be said about us. How those
molecules get arranged or persist or are annihilated 1is
totally irrelevant to the ongoing history of the universe.
Nothing cares and nothing therefore matters.

I think one of your crucial errors 1s that you assume that
knowledge of the cause and origins of human nature actually
change the validity of human nature itself, and somehow make
our ambitions less “lofty.”

How can this not be so? From Darwin to today, evolution is
said to be without direction and without purpose and we are
mere accidents of history. This is not a conclusion of
evidence, but of philosophy. For many it is a specific attempt
to remove any form of God from the equation of who we are and
where we came from. Once that is done we are free to make our
own rules. When Richard Dawkins writes that Darwin made it
possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist, he means
it, at least partially, for the purpose of the freedom from
any kind of imposed morality. Dawkin’s watchmaker is not only
blind, but totally without sympathy to whatever outcome comes
about through natural selection. Specifically as to whether I
reproduce or not.



Well, our nature is what it is and we do what we do. We love
our children and spouses with all our hearts, and if we do so
only for the sake of evolutionary efficacy, than so be 1it,
but our feelings do not therefore become false and invalid.

Certainly it becomes false and invalid, because I am only
being manipulated by my genes which have been formed by
thousands of generations. I am not really choosing, just
reacting according the program established by natural
selection.

We at times act selflessly and help others at the expense of
ourselves. But 1if this behavior is ultimately ‘genetically
selfish,’ ostensibly helping others while really benefiting
ourselves, than so be it, but these feelings are nevertheless
meaningful.

How can they be “meaningful” if they are ultimately selfish
and not altruistic at all? That's why Trivers adds the word
“reciprocal” in front of the word because simple altruism no
longer exists in a sociobiological world.

A principal proposition of sociobiology is that we have
motives to act of which we are not always consciously aware.
That does not mean they do not exist, and if they do exist,
then following them does not make our lives inherently
worthless.

Certainly they exist, but their source is crucially important.
If I pull the string on a Chatty Cathy doll and she says, “I
love you,” does she really love me? Of course not. But we are
no different according to sociobiology. We are both complex
arrangements of molecules uttering responses based on an
internal program conditioned to respond to outside stimuli
(pulling a string or gazing at our newborn’s cute and cuddly
face).



Perhaps the sociobiological argument 1is not particularly
aesthetically pleasing (which I think is really your main
objection), but this 1is not by any means grounds for a
scientific rebuttal.

Indeed, it is not aesthetically pleasing, but sometimes truth
is hard to take, agreed. But that is not my problem. There is
no purpose beyond survival and reproduction which is merely an
illusion perpetrated on us by our brains which has been
constructed by natural selection to simply aid survival and
reproduction, not to recognize truth. And our entire body
doesn’t really matter, just our genes which are simply
reproducing themselves because that’s just what DNA does. But
DNA is just a mindless molecule with no purpose or goal or
direction. How then can we have any?

Respectfully,

Ray Bohlin, Ph.D.
Probe Ministries

The Controversy over
Evolution in Biology
Textbooks

Texas, Textbooks and Evolution

Public school textbooks are big business in Texas. Texas 1is
the second largest purchaser of textbooks behind California.
Texas also employs an extensive review process which involves
input from the public. Independent school districts in the
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state of Texas can purchase whatever textbooks they prefer.
But if they want state assistance in the purchase of
textbooks, they’d better pick those texts that are recommended
by the State Board of Education.

Publishers know that whatever books Texas approves, other
states will adopt as well. Therefore the decisions by the
Texas State Board of Education regarding textbooks influence
what many students across the country will be reading over the
next few years. Publishers pay very close attention to what
goes on in Texas.

Evolution has been a contentious issue before the State Board
for decades. A few years ago, they passed a resolution that
said textbooks were to be free from factual errors and that
the information in the texts should allow students to
“analyze, review, and critique scientific explanations,
including scientific hypotheses and theories, as to their
strengths and weaknesses using scientific evidence and
information.”

This certainly sounds scientific and fair. I mean, who doesn’t
want both sides of scientific controversies presented? Any
“scientist to be” needs to be able to analyze, review, and
critique scientific explanations. Scientists rarely want to
just take someone’s word for something. Scientists tend to be
skeptical in nature. That’s a good thing. Students ought to be
encouraged and trained to think this way.

That is, they ought to be trained to think this way about
everything in science, except evolution. Evolution has become
the unassailable myth of modern science. No dissension
allowed. No controversies accepted. No challenges tolerated.
Evolution is a fact and anybody who doesn’t think so is
ignorant, dishonest, or religiously motivated.

But for some reason, skepticism about evolution and Darwinian
evolution in particular just won’t go away. The dissenters are



also growing in number and levels of education. So when the
Texas State Board of Education announced its two public
hearings in the summer of 2003, the battle lines were clearly
drawn. Skeptics of Darwinism came loaded with careful
examinations of the textbooks up for adoption, pointing out
inaccuracies, falsehoods, and skimmed-over controversies. No
one came to include creation or intelligent design into the
textbooks.

Defenders of evolution came loaded with little else besides
crude attempts to discredit their critics and scary words of
warning about attempts to get religion into the science
textbooks.

What’'s Wrong with the Textbooks As They
Are?

If you have occasion to pick up a high school biology
textbook, you quickly realize that the process of writing it
must be a daunting task. The amount of detailed information
they contain today over a wide range of biological phenomena
is truly staggering.

The reality that they contain errors or out of date material
can be easily understood. You would think that authors and
publishers would welcome those who spot these problem areas
and take the time and effort to point them out. For the most
part this is indeed the case. Except when the errors concern
the presentation of evolutionary theory. Pointing out factual
errors, exaggerated claims or poor logic in the presentation
of evolution suddenly becomes suspect. One’s motives should be
questioned. Evolution is a fact, after all, and surely no one
thinks that evolution as presented in textbooks should be
altered in any way.

I'm being facetious, of course. Evolution should be open to
scrutiny as much as any other area of biology, but it isn’t.
Some mistakes in biology textbooks have persisted for decades,



despite efforts to point them out and seek their removal or
correction.

A classic example involves the Miller-Urey experiment. In
1953, Harold Urey and Stanley Miller published the results of
an experiment that was meant to simulate the production of
biochemicals necessary for life from gasses that were thought
to be in earth’s early atmosphere. Among a host of meaningless
organic compounds, Miller and Urey found a few amino acids,
the building blocks of proteins.

The experiment caused quite a sensation and launched the
origin of life field with a bang. Over the years, however,
numerous problems showed up that invalidated the experiment.
Chief among these problems was the determination that the
atmosphere they used—-ammonia, methane, water vapor, and
hydrogen gasses—did not represent the early atmosphere. These
hydrogen rich gasses were replaced with carbon dioxide, carbon
monoxide, nitrogen, and water vapor. When these gasses are
used, the experiment is a dismal failure. Trace amounts of the
simplest amino acid, glycine, sometimes appears, but not
enough to get excited about.

All this has been known since the late 70s. But over thirty
years later, textbooks represent the Miller/Urey experiment as
if it still represents a realistic simulation. Why? Because
it’s the only experiment that works. And there needs to be a
naturalistic story of where life could have come from.

Other problems remain in the infamous and fraudulent embryo
drawings of Ernst Haeckel, the newly discovered problems with
the peppered moth story, the startling evolutionary problem of
the Cambrian explosion, and many others. Some of
evolutionists’ most cherished examples of evolutionary
principles have fallen on hard times.



A Public Hearing in Texas in July 2003

The Texas State Board of Education is a powerful group of
people. Every six years they evaluate textbooks for use in the
Texas public schools, and many private schools and public
schools from other states follow their lead. Part of the
reason for this is the extensive review process the board
employs.

Not only do the fifteen elected Board members review the
texts, but a committee of educators from the Texas Education
Agency also reviews them, and the public is invited to state
its opinions as well. The Board reviews textbooks every year
but they cycle through several categories every six years. The
year 2003 was the year for biology textbooks.

I attended the first public hearing on July 9th in Austin,
Texas. Citizens of Texas who wish to testify need to sign up
about two weeks prior to the hearing. Each testifier 1is
allotted three minutes, which is closely timed, and then a few
board members may ask a few questions.

Three minutes isn’t very long. It’s about the length of one of
our daily radio programs. So whatever you need to say, you'd
better say it concisely and quickly. I briefly presented my
scientific credentials and addressed problems with the Miller-
Urey experiment, the Cambrian explosion, and the
mutation/natural selection mechanism of evolution.

I kept my remarks strictly along factual lines and discussed
the evidence, with no mention of a Creator or Intelligent
Design. But before the meeting even started I knew I was in
for a long afternoon. At noon, one hour before the meeting, a
group from The National Center for Science Education (NCSE)
gave a press conference warning the media to expect another
attempt from pseudo-scientists to try to include creationism
into the textbooks.



Actually of the forty or so people signed-up to testify, only
three of us were there to criticize evolution and no one was
there to argue for creation. In the minutes before the meeting
there was suddenly a horde of media looking for me and asking
for interviews. Thanks to the NCSE I was provided with
opportunities for nearly a dozen interviews, mostly TV. I was
able to explain our side of the story and correct the NCSE's
distorted paranoia.

The defenders of evolution came to say that evolution ought to
be left alone: don’t cave in to the pressure! But who was
exerting the pressure? There were only three of us and over
thirty of them. We came with scientific criticisms. They
offered little else besides blatant misrepresentations and
character assassinations.{1l} These testimonies primarily set
the stage for the September hearing.

A Second Public Hearing in September 2003

A major player in the entire hearing process was the Discovery
Institute (www.discovery.org), a public policy institute out
of Seattle, Washington. Discovery sponsors a Center for
Science and Culture that provides limited funding for skeptics
of Darwinism and proponents of Intelligent Design. I have
received two limited fellowships from Discovery to help write
a new edition of my book with Lane Lester, The Natural Limits
to Biological Change. It was Discovery that contacted me about
possibly testifying at the July 9th hearing.

Because of the intense media coverage of that hearing, the
folks at Discovery spent a great deal of time addressing the
media, correcting their errors and explaining the real story.
As the September 10th hearing approached, Discovery sent out
press releases and sent a team to Texas to hold press
conferences and potentially testify before the State Board of
Education.

Because of all the media attention, that ranks of testifiers
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swelled to unmanageable portions. Over 150 people signed up to
testify and they all expected their three minutes. You do the
math! This was going to be a long meeting. Most of those
associated with the Discovery Institute and a Texas-based
organization, Texans for Better Science Education
(www.strengthsandweaknesses.org), gained the early testimony
slots when the board members were most alert. The meeting
dragged on until 1 a.m., a full twelve hours.

Once again, those of us criticizing the textbooks came
prepared with specific criticisms of the textbooks and the
other side simply wanted to say that we had no place at the
table of discussion and should be ignored because we are
pseudo-scientists and religious fundamentalists.

Most distressing of all was a pastor from a large Southern
Baptist Church in Austin who came to tell the Board that
evolution was of science and creation was of Genesis and faith
and that the two had nothing to do with each other. He went on
to add that he and everyone else knew that the dissenters from
evolution were only there to protect their religious beliefs.
He received a thunderous round of applause from the theistic
evolutionists, agnostics and a theists in the crowd.

How sad that this brother in Christ was so deceived and even
pretended to know why I was really there, having never spoken
to me, nor had we even ever met. This broke my heart, as did
other pastors who came to help but only showed their lack of
knowledge about evolution and ended up hurting more than they
helped.

While many evolutionists embarrassed themselves by exhibiting
a childish paranoia, so did many Christians who just really
didn’t understand the issues. I’'d love to do a Probe
Ministries Mind Games Conference in all these churches—they
need it.
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Was Anything Accomplished?

There was heavy media interest from July through early
November when the Texas State Board of Education made their
final decision. Special interests from both evolutionists and
those dissenting from evolution were involved.

Those who wanted to strictly follow Texas guidelines to teach
evolution, but remove factual errors and include both
strengths and weaknesses of evolution hoped to vote on each
textbook individually. But the more liberal majority decided
to vote on adopting the Texas Education Agency’s
recommendation to approve all eleven textbooks. This motion
passed by a vote of 11-4. Only two textbooks had made
sufficient changes to be judged “conforming.”{2} The other
nine would have been judged “non-conforming,” which would have
still made them eligible to be purchased with state funds.
Only a book judged “rejected” would not be purchased by the
state.

This was a small setback. But some significant changes were
made. The fraudulent Haeckel drawings of vertebrate embryos,
suggesting far more evidence for evolution than actually
exists, have been virtually removed entirely. The fraud has
been known for over 100 years. Two textbooks (Holt and
Glencoe) have now inserted acknowledgments that the Miller-
Urey origin of life experiment was based on ideas about the
earth’s early atmosphere no longer accepted by scientists.
Another textbook has qualified an earlier claim made about
evolutionary intermediates. The original textbook claimed that
“since Darwin’s time, many of these intermediates have been
found.” The revised text now reads: “Since Darwin’s time, some
of these intermediates have been found, while others have

not.” {3}

The journal Science matter-of-factly reported, “In response,
some textbook publishers made minor changes, including
replacing embryo drawings with photos and dropping the term



‘gill slits.’ One also eliminated the assertion that Darwin’s
theory is the ‘essence of biology.'"{4}

While many of these changes are small, the public perception
of the debate seems to be changing as evidenced by this
statement from a Dallas Morning News editorial from November
5th:

“This ought to be easy; science 1is supposed to deal solely 1in
facts. But the teaching of evolution is so entangled with
politics that warring factions can’t even agree on the facts.
(What did the flawed Miller-Urey “origin of life” experiment
prove, if anything, for example?) This 1is an injustice to the
people of the state, who have a right to expect their
children’s biology textbooks to be a straightforward
presentation of the most up-to-date scientific information,
facts not privileged from a religious or anti-religious
perspective.”

Other errors and problems still remain.{5} But this has been a
good start.

Notes

1. Sample testifier statements:

» Steven Schafersman, President of Texas (Citizens for
Science: “I am aware that the Discovery Institute, a
creationist organization out of Seattle, Washington,
has become involved in the Texas education process just
as they did recently in Kansas and Ohio. They have
prepared written testimony about the books submitted
here and apparently deputized a member of a Texas
creationist organization, Probe Ministries, to speak on
their behalf.” (Hey, that’s me!)



 Ms. Amanda Walker: “So what we are really doing here 1is
talking about using the political process to override
the science process to suit creationists whose theories
can’t stand up in the global scientific community”

Dr. David Hillis, Professor of Biology, UT Austin: “The
objections to evolution in textbooks that you have
heard are not about science or facts. They are about
pushing a religious and political agenda.”

»Ms. Kelly Wagner: “If you consider at all adding
intelligent design to any of these textbooks, I would
like you, again, this 1is a very, very personal
question. I would like you to think, am I furthering
medical research? Or am I contributing to Kelly
Wagner’s early death?” Ms. Wagner felt that “weakening”
evolution in the high school biology textbooks would
compromise medical research and therefore that research
on her heart condition could be compromised.

2. Most likely these would have been the Holt Biology book and
the Glencoe Biology book, both of which made numerous
constructive changes.

3. Holt Biology, p. 283

4. Constance Holden, “Texas resolves war over biology texts,”
Science Vol. 302(Nov.14, 2003):1130.

5. Use this website from Discovery for full report on the
Texas debate. http://www.discovery.org/csc/texas/.

©2003 Probe Ministries
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The Galapagos Islands: The
Bohlins'’' Visit

[x]

The Galapagos Islands, off the coast of Ecuador, are where
Charles Darwin received the inspiration for the theory of
evolution. In observing the islands’ ecosystem and how its
bird and reptile inhabitants compared to similar South
American cousins, Darwin assembled what has become the driving
philosophy of science.

In May 2003, Dr. Ray and Sue Bohlin visited the Galapagos
Islands with a different perspective, focusing on intelligent
design and the natural limits to biological change. Here 1is

their report.

1 — Why Visit the Galapagos Islands?

2 — Thursday PM: Bartolome

3 — Friday AM: Punta Espinosa

4 — Friday PM: Taqus Cove

5 — Saturday AM: Punta Moreno

6 — Saturday PM: Urbina Bay

7 — Sunday AM: Darwin Research Station

8 — Sunday PM: Santa Cruz Highlands

9 — Monday AM: Beach Visit

10 — Galapagos Wrap Up: ICR Lecture, What It All Means
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The Galapagos Islands:
Evolution’s Sacred Ground

Dr. Bohlin helps us understand the significance of the
Galapagos Islands in the birth of the evolutionary theory of
Charles Darwin. Based on personal observation on these unique
isolated islands, he explains why he is not convinced that the
animals of these islands make a case for the evolution of all
living things.

What’'s So Important About the Galapagos
Islands?

The Galapagos Islands are located in the Pacific Ocean, 650
miles off the coast of Ecuador in South America. They are
isolated from any other island group or land form.

What's so important about the Galapagos Islands? Here are four
reasons:

First, because they are extremely isolated, the Galapagos
Islands are home for dozens of species of both plants and
animals found nowhere else in the world. The Galapagos
Tortoise, for example, is the largest reptile found anywhere
on the planet, and it lives longer than any animal known to
man. The oldest is currently over 170 years old and lives in a
zoo in Australia. Other unique animals include the Flightless
Cormorant, the Marine Iguana, the Galapagos Penguin, and
Darwin’s Finches.

There are even unique forms of plants including numerous forms
of cacti and at least thirteen species of sunflower or daisy-
like plants, one of which is a “sunflower” tree with bark and
no tree rings.

Second, Darwin’s visit to the Galapagos for five weeks in 1835
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on the HMS Beagle provided the starting point for the
development of his theory of natural selection. Darwin had
believed that God individually created each species. However,
when he saw and studied variations between similar species
from island to island, he correctly reasoned that a natural
process made more sense. However, he eventually threw the baby
out with the bathwater by reasoning that all species arose by
a natural process through natural selection. Darwin’s Finches
continue to be used as a textbook example of evolution today.

Third, similar to the Hawaiian Islands, the Galapagos Islands
are volcanic. There 1is a geological hotspot deep in the
earth’s crust underneath the Pacific tectonic plate where
magma flows to the surface. The hotspot remains stationary.
However, as the Pacific plate moves from west to east, new
volcanic islands begin to appear beneath the sea until they
eventually poke above the surface to create a new Galapagos
island. The youngest of the islands 1s the island of
Fernandina which is the westernmost island. It is estimated
geologically to be 800,000 years old. The oldest islands off
to the east are estimated to be 3 million years old.

Fourth, two major ocean currents affect the climate of the
Galapagos. First, from the south comes the Humboldt Current
from Antarctica. Second, a deep-water current comes from the
west. Upon reaching the islands, this cold deep water current
brings with it a large supply of nutrients that feed the
bottom of the food chain. Consequently the western waters of
the Galapagos are colder and richer in marine life. These
cold-water currents keep the temperature of the islands rather
moderate for islands on the equator. In the Galapagos, the
waters usually range from the 60s to the 70s F (15-22 degrees
Centigrade), creating a more temperate climate for these
equatorial islands.

All these factors combine for a most unique experience. The
Galapagos have been a “poster child” for evolution ever since
Darwin. We'’ll see how well that holds up.



What Evidence of Evolution Do Darwin’s
Finches Provide?

A I
Click to see Ray's picture repart
ofhis tipt0 the Galapagos Ldands In May 2003 I had my first
opportunity to visit the Galapagos Islands with a group led by
several scientists from the Institute of Creation Research.
Our goal was simply to see for ourselves many of the unusual
animals and plants which so heavily influenced Darwin in the

development of his theory of natural selection.

Look in almost any high school biology textbook and you will
find some mention, if not a whole section, on what are now
known as Darwin’s finches. Darwin’s finches are comprised of
thirteen different species of small finches that arose from a
single species that colonized the islands. The finches have
adapted to differing food sources ranging from different size
seeds, to insects, to cactus flowers, to even blood. The major
feature of these finches that has changed is the size and
shape of their beaks, but the differences are very subtle.

When we got our first glimpse of the finches we found out just
how subtle the differences in beak size and shape really are.
Without being able to compare two or three birds right next to
each other, we found it virtually impossible to identify them.
This observation confirms recent research by Princeton
researchers Peter and Rosemary Grant. The Grants have come to
the Galapagos Islands every year since the mid-1970s. They
have banded, measured, and weighed literally thousands of
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finches of nearly all species.

Of the thirteen species, six are called ground finches, and
they feed on different size seeds and cactus flowers. These
finches particularly differ almost exclusively in their beak
size or shape. The Grants have found that these finches will
“evolve” to larger and smaller beaks depending on the seed
availability based on a wet or dry rainy season.

They also learned that most of these six ground finches will
interbreed, and the hybrids are fertile, meaning they can also
breed among themselves. This information is quite startling
because it means that these six species may actually be one
species. And the actual degree of change is quite miniscule.
The average beak size may change by only a half a millimeter
from dry to wet season. These six finches are also
indistinguishable in their mtDNA.

These species are so similar in the field that some of the
workers and guides from the Darwin Research Station on the
Galapagos have a saying: “Only God and Peter Grant can
identify Darwin’s finches.”

As an icon of evolution, the finches are far less than hoped
for.{1} Yes, they do document the reality of natural
selection. But the degree of selection is quite small and
seemingly insignificant. They are a wonderful example of the
ability God has given His creatures to be fruitful and
multiply in a fallen world.

Why Save the Galapagos Tortoise?

The word Galapagos is Spanish for saddle. The islands were
named for a particular variety of Galapagos tortoise known as
the saddleback. These tortoises inhabit the drier islands and
feed primarily on many varieties of prickly pear cactus. The
saddle refers to a striking feature of their shell that forms
a large space just above the neck that allows the tortoise to



reach high to grab a succulent piece of cactus.

Since the islands were named for the saddleback tortoise they
are a symbol of the islands. As I mentioned earlier, these
tortoises are the largest living reptiles. They are also the
longest living animals in the world. There is a female
Galapagos tortoise in a zoo in Australia by the name of
Harriet. Harriet was reportedly taken from the Galapagos
Islands by Charles Darwin himself. She eventually was taken to
Australia and is reported to be 173 years old, born around
1830. This would make her the oldest living creature on earth.

Harriet is a dome tortoise as opposed to the saddleback
variety. Dome tortoises eat low-lying grasses, vegetation and
fruits. When Darwin came to the Galapagos Islands in 1835,
there were approximately 300,000 tortoises on eleven islands.
There are five different varieties on the largest island,
Isabella. The five varieties are found associated with the
five large volcanic craters where water accumulates and grass
is abundant. The other ten varieties inhabited a specific
island, one variety of tortoise per island.

The islands were a favorite stopping place for whaling ships
and ships crossing the Pacific. Sailors would come on shore
and round up twenty to thirty tortoises to be used as food on
the long voyage. A tortoise could remain alive with little or
no food or water for months, providing fresh meat for the long
voyage.

In addition, as people began colonizing the islands, they
brought with them rats and mice that would eat the tortoise
eggs. Introduced goats and pigs competed with the tortoises
for food. Consequently, the tortoise population has been
reduced to around 20,000. Some of the specific island
varieties have gone extinct. Lonesome George has become the
symbol of the plight of the giant tortoise. He is the only
remaining member of the tortoises from Pinta Island, and he
seems to be refusing to breed.



The Darwin Research Station on Santa Cruz Island in the
Galapagos is involved 1in an extensive captive breeding
program, trying to reestablish the tortoises in areas where
they have disappeared. But why? If evolution is true, then let
natural selection take its course. If they survive, fine. If
not, that’s just life in an evolutionary world. In Genesis,
however, we are commanded to have rule and dominion over God’s
creatures. Wherever practicable, we have a biblical mandate to
preserve the creatures He has made in the environment He
provided for them (Psalm 104). So the Darwin Research Station
is unwittingly acting on a Biblical worldview.

Strange Creatures of the Galapagos

Though the Galapagos Islands are world famous, they didn’t
particularly impress Darwin when he first arrived. In his
book, Voyage of the Beagle, he wrote, “Nothing could be less
inviting than the first appearance. A broken field of basaltic
lava, thrown into the most rugged waves, and crossed by great
fissures, 1s everywhere covered by stunted, sunburnt
brushwood, which shows little signs of life.”{2}

Though we may disagree with Darwin on many of the conclusions
he drew from his observations of the Galapagos wildlife, he
was nonetheless an excellent observer and rather humorous
reporter. For instance, one of the well-known inhabitants of
the Galapagos is the marine iguana, the only lizard in the
world to feed in the sea. Darwin described it this way,

“It is extremely common on all the islands throughout the
group, and lives exclusively on the rocky sea-beaches, being
never found, at least I never saw one, even ten yards from
shore. It 1is a hideous-looking creature, of a dirty black
colour, stupid, and sluggish in its movements.”{3}

Darwin aside, these creatures are fascinating. They feed on
algae and seaweed close in to shore. They swim easily with a



serpentine movement with their limbs tucked close to their
body. Since the water is so cool, they need several hours to
sun themselves before entering the water for breakfast. They
will only stay in the sea for about twenty minutes and never
longer than an hour. When warming themselves, they lie
perpendicular to the sun so their body is fully exposed to the
sun. When maintaining their temperature they will face the sun
directly and lift their chests off the ground to allow the sea
breeze to provide ventilation.

The marine iguana’s cousin, the land iguana eats cactus pads
and leafy vegetation and never ventures toward the sea. They
also didn’t impress Darwin terribly much. He described them
this way.

“We will now turn to the terrestrial species, . . . Like
their brothers the sea-kind, they are ugly animals, of a
yellowish orange beneath, and of a brownish red colour above:
from their low facial angle they have a singularly stupid
appearance. . . . In their movements they are lazy and half-

torpid.”{4}

Evolutionists suggest that these two species derived from a
common ancestor over ten to twenty million years ago (although
the oldest island is only 3 million years old!). But we
learned that these two species would interbreed on occasion.
The hybrids live for only seven to eight of the usual forty
years, and their eating habits are strangely intermediate. The
hybrids will eat cactus but not leafy vegetation, and will eat
seaweed and algae but only at low tide when they can scramble
over the rocks to get it. They won’t enter the water. This
level of hybridization makes it unlikely they are as old as
evolutionists suggest.

Evidence for Evolution on the Galapagos



Islands?

Thus far we have reviewed some of the amazing animals and
plants found on the Galapagos Islands in the Pacific Ocean.
The mockingbirds, tortoises, and finches played a role in the
formulation of Darwin’s theory of natural selection. The
Galapagos Islands and their varied and diverse wildlife
continue to serve as examples of evolutionary change.

In my brief five-day visit to the Islands, I made a number of
observations that cast doubt on the evolutionary significance
of these islands.

Earlier this week we talked about Darwin’s finches. These
thirteen finches most likely are descended from a flock of
more than thirty finches that colonized the islands about 2
million years ago according to evolutionists. They vary
considerably in their beak size and shape as they have adapted
to different food sources. As much as these finches have been
studied, there is still a great deal we don’t know.

For instance, we know nothing of the genetics of beak size and
shape. It’s certain that beak size is a heritable trait, but
just what the genetic cause of the variation is, we don’t
know. As we said earlier, there may be as few as six actual
species of finches on the islands, not thirteen. The changes
in beak size and shape may simply have been due to genetic
variation the original flock carried with them to the islands
in the first place.

The changes between species are very small as we found out
trying to identify them. The selection that has been
documented varies only from dry to wet years and no overall
trend has been observed. So Darwin’s finches are not much of
an example of evolution after all.

Another strange creature on the Galapagos Islands is the
flightless cormorant. Cormorants are birds that inhabit the



shores of lakes, rivers, and oceans. They usually feed by
diving into the water for fish. Cormorants will then perch
above the waters surface and dry their feathers by holding
their wings out for maximum air exposure. Flying requires dry
wings.

The flightless cormorants of the Galapagos have wings so
reduced that they are unable to fly at all. They catch fish by
swimming in the water much as a penguin does using their large
powerful feet for propulsion. The reduced wing size 1is
probably due to a single mutation that short-circuits wing
development in the cormorant chick. The change is indeed quite
dramatic, but the change involves a loss of a feature, not the
gain of a new adaptation. This is often the case in the origin
of new adaptations. Something is lost, not gained. Evolution
must be able to explain the gain of new features, not simply
explain how an organism managed to survive when it lost an
important structure. So even the dramatic case of the
flightless cormorant is not real evidence for evolution.

The Galapagos are a naturalist’s wonderland. They guard their
mysteries in a shroud of isolation and time. They are a good
example of the fact that there is much to learn about the
world God created.

Notes
1. Jonathan Wells, Icons of Evolution (Washington, DC: Regnery
Publishing 2000), p. 159-175.

2. Charles Darwin, The Voyage of the Beagle, Harvard Classics
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press), p. 377-378.

3. Ibid, p. 390.
4. Ibid, p. 392.
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PBS Evolution Series

Darwin’s Dangerous Idea

Some evolutionists are definitely worried. Creation,
intelligent design and a general dissent concerning Darwinian
evolution continue to gain ground-so much so that a deliberate
counterattack has been launched. Using scientists from around
the world, professional defenders of evolution, beautiful
nature photography, computer graphics and simulations, the
prestige of the PBS NOVA series and the financial backing of
Microsoft billionaire Paul Allen, a monumental defense and
celebration of evolution has been produced.

The new PBS Evolution Series is a seven part, eight hour
documentary originally aired on PBS stations around the
country in late September of 2001 and rebroadcast in May and
June of 2002. Accompanying the video series is an interactive
Web site, 360-page companion book, coordinated teacher
training and education, and a determined publicity campaign
aimed at getting the series into the nation’s high schools.

The explicit goals of the series are to help students
understand the critical importance of evolutionary theory in
understanding so many scientific and health issues of
today—-from AIDS to antibiotic resistance to fighting
agricultural pests to even how we choose a sexual partner. The
producers set out to establish the overwhelming evidence
behind evolution and the soundness of the science behind 1it.
They specifically sought to pursue solid science journalism
and forego the religious realm.

Essentially, the series has failed on all counts. This
beautiful documentary is loaded with speculation, exaggerated
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evidence and claims, glossing over of legitimate controversy,
and a persistent hostility towards any religious perspective
deemed incompatible with evolution.

Episode One begins with a dramatization of a conversation
between Charles Darwin and Captain Robert Fitzroy of the HMS
Beagle in South America as Darwin is purchasing a fossil. The
fictitious conversation clearly pokes fun at the Biblical
account of the flood. Darwin was nowhere near as skeptical as
portrayed, and Fitzroy was nowhere near as literal either.
This opening scene lays the groundwork for a continual assault
on history and the evidence to make evolution look as positive
as possible and opponents of evolution as silly as possible.

This two-hour opening episode crosses paths with religion
several more times in discussions of the philosophical meaning
of evolution in an interview of Kenneth Miller, a Darwin
defender who finds no incompatibility between his Christian
faith and Darwinian evolution. In this opening episode the
producers present a confusing contradiction. On the one hand
Darwin’s dangerous idea precludes any true meaning to life and
on the other hand, Darwinian evolution is completely
compatible with an informed Christian faith. For more detailed
analysis of this episode consult the Discovery Institute’s
free Viewer’s guide available on the Internet at
www.reviewevolution.com.

“Great Transformations” and “Extinction”

Perhaps the most foundational episode is Episode Two: The
Great Transformations. One’s expectation would be the
presentation of numerous persuasive transitional forms
demonstrating without doubt, the common ancestry of all life.
Instead we are treated to a certainty based on the usual
arguments from authority, selective fragmentary fossil
evidence, and speculative molecular mechanisms.

The opening segment presents the mounting evidence for the
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amazing transition from a terrestrial wolf-like vertebrate to
modern aquatic whales. Lots of fossils and reconstructions are
paraded before us, unfolding the supposed story of whale
evolution. Complete skeletons are pictured with no indication
that they are based on very partial fossil finds. The overall
transitional series is discussed with certainty despite the
fact that evolutionists themselves admit that the known
members of the transitional series are not thought to be the
actual members of the transitional series but just
representative of what the actual transitional species may
have looked like.{1} Also missing is the admission that, by
the very nature of fossils, it can never really be known if
any one fossil was ancestral to another.

Also featured in this episode is the stunning Cambrian
explosion of animal life forms featuring Simon Conway Morris.
Morris freely admits that “this sudden appearance of the
fossils led to this term, the Cambrian explosion. Darwin, as
ever, was extremely candid, he said, Look, this is a problem
for my theory. How is it that suddenly animals seem to come
out of nowhere? And to a certain extent that is still
something of a mystery.” As the segment develops, no attempt
is made to explore or resolve this mystery. The experts make
only vague references to evolution tinkering with what already
exists. But even tinkering 1is a design activity, design with a
purpose. Natural selection would be better described as a
blindfolded man trying to navigate a minefield.

Episode 3 explores the evolutionary significance of
extinction. Both the great Permian extinction of 250 million
years ago and the KT extinction of dinosaur fame of 65 million
years ago are explored and make fascinating stories. Their
relation to evolution is obscure, however. Mass extinctions
supposedly open up the playing field for new and diverse
species to evolve due to less competition. But Darwinian
natural selection supposedly thrives on competition. The
segments on biological invaders, while important in and of



themselves, have little to add to the evolutionary debate.
Biological control has been practiced for centuries with no
knowledge of evolution.{2} Once again, we witness lots of
authoritative posturing but little evidence for evolution.

“The Evolutionary Arms Race” and “Why
Sex?”

For many years medical authorities have been warning of the
dangers of infectious bacteria becoming resistant to
antibiotics. The overuse and misuse of antibiotics in western
society has led to an increase in the number of strains of
bacteria that are resistant to our primary defense against
infection. In Episode Four of PBS’s Evolution Series titled
“The Evolutionary Arms Race,” we are told this is evolution in
action.

First, this statement leads to the conclusion that knowledge
of evolution is essential to designing adequate health care.
And second, labeling antibiotic resistance as evolution 1in
action implicitly states that evolution is a fact, since
antibiotic resistance 1is a fact. This is another case of a
selective use of evidence. What the producers of Evolution
don’t say is that the mechanisms for antibiotic resistance
have been known for years. Usually the capacity to resist
antibiotics has always been in the bacterial population and
does not result from mutation. Even when a mutation is
responsible, a new function is never evolved, just the
damaging of an existing function. Sometimes the mutation
results in the antibiotic being expelled from the cell faster
or taken in more slowly. This doesn’t create a new species and
doesn’t fundamentally change the organism.

Another factor left out of the discussion is that antibiotic
resistance always comes with a cost of its own. Antibiotic
resistant bacteria are always inferior to the original wild-
type bacteria. Their growth is stunted. Sometimes these costs



can be compensated for but also at additional costs. Resistant
bacteria are not better bacteria. Remove the antibiotic and
they quickly lose out to the original wild-type bacteria.
Therefore, to suggest that in the case of resistant
tuberculosis that the bacteria evolved right inside the human
host is highly misleading. The bacterial resistant forms were
already present, the bacterium has not changed or evolved at
all.

While the episode gives numerous examples of natural selection
on a micro scale, the evidence discussed tells us nothing of
how antibiotic resistance arose in the first place or how
ants, molds, fungi, and bacteria first became intricately
assocliated.

The fifth episode contains perhaps the least science and
relevance to evolution, but will certainly be the most
entertaining and even titillating for high school students.
The episode “Why Sex” tries to ascertain the purpose and even
evolution of sexual reproduction. While containing some
helpful information and case studies, the program is full of
speculative storytelling and an overload of sexual displays
and sexual acts from fish to lizards, to birds, to chimpanzees
and even a highly unnecessary and suggestive encounter between
humans.

Also included is a highly controversial, yet factually
presented discussion of evolutionary psychology and one
researchers ideas that all forms of human artistic endeavors
are little more than sexual displays. Some of their own
previously used evolutionary experts would find most of this
episode an incredible waste of time and money.

“The Mind’s Big Bang” and “What About
God?”

The wuniqueness of human beings presents a difficult
evolutionary puzzle. So much of who and what we are 1is



categorically different from other animal species that trying
to account for it by mutation and natural selection presents a
tough challenge. In Episode Six, “The Mind'’s Big Bang,” we
unfortunately don’t get much of an answer.

The episode begins by documenting the amazing human capacity
for art in the caves of France. This launches a long series of
segments that document the early appearance of artistic
expression that has its roots in the development of tool
making. Eventually this explosion of capacities rooted in the
brain is traced to the remarkable development of human
language. As in other episodes there is lots of speculation
about the selective advantages of language, but this tells us
nothing of how language evolved. The discussion gives the
impression that if we can just discover what language is used
for, we will know how it evolved. This is typical evolutionary
story-telling masquerading as science.

The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Language candidly admits that
“For centuries, people have speculated over the origins of
human language. . . . [but] the quest is a fruitless one.

We have no direct knowledge of the origins and early
development of language, nor is it easy to imagine how such
knowledge might ever be obtained.”{3} The Discovery
Institute’s Viewers Guide also notes that we are told that
language was the key to our becoming human. In Episode Two,
however, we were told it was the ability to walk on two legs
and in Episode Five it was using our brains to choose sexual
partners. This confusion of “key events” exposes them for the
speculation they truly are.{4}

The final episode “What About God?” reveals the entire series
as the propaganda it is meant to be. Here we meet the old
science vs. religion argument in all its glory. The Evolution
producers go to great lengths to distort the controversy to
their own ends. The Scopes trial and the Sputnik-induced
revolution in science education are neatly packaged and
distorted as science vs. religion. The inquiring and



passionate science students and professors who have no quarrel
with evolution are favorably portrayed against uneducated
parents and nalive Bible literalists. Theistic evolutionist
Keith Miller is pictured as a liberator to Wheaton College
students who don’t want to be perceived as unintelligent.

What becomes unmistakably clear in this episode is that the
reigning naturalistic stranglehold on science education is to
be maintained at all costs. Those who oppose it, risk being
branded as dangerous or stupid or ignorant or all three.
Censorship of facts contrary to evolution is justified in the
name of science. The bottom line is that “It’'s OK for people
to believe in God, as long as their beliefs don’t conflict
with Darwinian evolution. A religion that fully accepts
Darwin’s theory is good. All others are bad.”{5}

The PBS Evolution Web Site

Located at www.pbs.org/wgbh/evolution, the PBS Evolution Web
site is a goldmine of information and teaching suggestions
along with interactive games and exercises aimed at sharpening
one’s evolutionary skills. But visitors should also expect
that much of the information contained here employs the same
sleight of hand that the video series uses in relating
evidence for evolution. With such a great volume of
information available at the Evolution Web site, I will direct
my attention to one article as an example. Under the main
heading of “Change,” an essay 1is offered critiquing
Intelligent Design. The essay is authored by Kenneth Miller, a
Brown University biology professor, featured in the first
episode as a Roman Catholic who sees no problem with
evolution.

The essay is titled “Life’s Grand Design” and purports to
explain how evolution accounts for the design of nature far
better than an intelligent designer would. His entire
discussion revolves around the design of the human eye.{6} On
page one Miller presents the problem. The eye is exquisite in
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its design, accomplishing the wondrous effect of color vision
with a very complicated design. How could it possibly have
evolved one step at a time? On page two, Miller begins his
response with the standard blind watchmaker explanation from
Richard Dawkins. Miller emphasizes the gradual slight
improvements and that all those that are positive will be
selected. This is not necessarily true. It is well known that
some genetic changes will be so slight that they do not offer
a significant enough selective advantage and therefore, will
be lost. Miller ignores the uncomfortable details.

Miller then describes how easy it would be to build an eye
from just a few light-sensitive cells. But he starts with
“light- sensitive cells.” Where did these come from? How did
they become light sensitive? The molecular mechanism of light
sensitivity 1is quite complex and one of Michael Behe's
examples of irreducible complexity. But once again Miller
ignores the uncomfortable details. Miller states, “it 1is
possible to draw a series of incremental changes that would
lead directly to the lens and retina eye.” But you know, I'm
not interested in whether it can be drawn. I want to know how
it would evolve biologically.

Finally Miller delivers the coup de grace; the eye exhibits
design flaws that any engineer would never employ. You see,
the human eye seems to have things a little backwards. The
light- sensitive cells face the back of the eye or the retina,
instead of the front of the eye where the light comes from.
Therefore, the incoming light must pass through the nerve
cells and blood vessels first, potentially distorting the
image. Not only that, but the nerve cells eventually bunch
together before punching through the retina en route to the
brain, therefore creating a dangerous blind spot. Surely an
intelligent designer wouldn’t do it that way. The eye 1is
therefore a great example of evolution at work. Evolution
simply arrives at the best available solution.

But again, Miller ignores the details. He doesn’t reveal that



the layer of cells behind the nerve cells, behind the blood
vessels and behind the photoreceptor cells, is an immensely
important group of cells we will abbreviate as the RPE
(Retinal Pigmented Epithelium). The RPE is necessarily 1in
close proximity to the photoreceptor cells, the rods and
cones, because the RPE replenishes the necessary molecules for
vision. With the RPE at the very back of the retina, these
cells act as an absorptive layer to get rid of excess light.
Without the RPE we would be blinded by ordinary sunlight. Also
the absorption of excess light sharpens our vision. So the
designer has a dilemma. Both the nerves and blood vessels must
be in front of the rods and cones or the RPE must be in front
because both must be in direct contact with the photoreceptor
cells and they all won’'t fit and function together. Something
will get between the light and the light sensitive cells.
Putting the blood vessels and nerves in front of the rods and
cones creates a very mild light filter, but does create a
blind spot where the nerves bundle together. However, putting
the RPE between the light and the rods and cones would create
a much more detrimental filter and diffusing agent. The
vertebrate eye is structured properly when all factors are
considered.

“The vertebrate eye provides an excellent example of
functional-— though non-intuitive design. The design of the
retina is responsible for its high acuity and sensitivity. It
is simply untrue that the retina is demonstrably suboptimal,
nor is it easy to conceive how it might be modified without
significantly decreasing function.”{7}

As we have seen in this essay, evolution can offer some
impressive evidences on first glance. But time and time again,
the intricacies of design are in the details.

Notes

1. The story of whale evolution has indeed grown more



sophisticated over the last 10-15 years. Indeed, this was one
transition that many creationists had a great deal of fun
with. How could a land mammal evolve into a whale? How could
the transitional forms possibly be functional on land or in
water? If one were to scan the presumed transitional series
(found on page 138 of Evolution by Carl Zimmer, Harper
Collins, 2001) it is quite impressive evidence for evolution.
The transitional series, while a little jerky with certain
gaps remaining, appears gradual enough and the fossils seem to
appear in the expected order and strata. But as always, the
truth is in the details. Two recent articles investigate the
evidence with some detail and rigor. Ashby Camp has written a
fine summary (last modified March 11, 2002) and critique of
the fossil evidence for whale evolution that is available from
the TrueOrigins website at www.trueorigins.org/whales.asp.
Also, John Woodmorappe has analyzed the mixture of characters
in some of the whale-like fossils in his article “Walking
whales, nested hierarchies, and chimeras: do they exist?” in
TJ 16(1) 2002: 111-119. TJ was formerly Creation Ex Nihilo:
Technical Journal.

What we learn from these articles is that the true land mammal
ancestor of whales is still in dispute. The pakicetids, the
first “intermediate,” are true land mammals with a few
potential aquatic features in their inner ears. The next group
known as ambulocetids show some aquatic features but other
features distance them from actual whale ancestors. Many of
these are not in the proper stratigraphic position. The
pakicetids and ambulocetids are all less than 10 feet long;
the fully marine Basilosaurus are all over 50 feet in length.
Even by evolutionary standards there isn’t enough time between
these species to evolve even this simple increase in length.
None of the species depicted on page 138 of Evolution are
thought to be actual ancestors of modern whales. The diagram
is actually drawn to indicate this fact but most people
looking at it won’t come away with that impression. Each
species is diagrammed as an offshoot of the lineage but not an
actual transitional form. How come we always find just “types”
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of ancestors and never the ancestors themselves? Some
character or another always disqualifies the intermediate in
guestion. There seems to be a deeper lesson here that most
evolutionists are unwilling to face.

2. The documentation of human interference in the ecosystems
of Hawaii and Thailand are summed up with a plea to slow down
the rate of human induced extinction and allow nature to take
its own more natural and easy-paced course. This implies,
however, that humans are somehow outside the loop of nature.
If we are just another biological species, then we are only
acting according to our own biological nature. How or why
should this be suppressed? As in past mass extinctions, the
strong, opportunistic and lucky will survive. Perhaps that
includes us, perhaps not. In the naturalistic worldview of the
series, what’'s the difference? This is another example of
stealthily applying a Christian worldview that gives intrinsic
value to nature while maintaining the guise of naturalism. In
a naturalistic worldview, nature just 1is. Choosing to
interfere on nature’s behalf indicates intrinsic value and
worth that can only come from outside nature itself. In the
Christian worldview, this comes from God.

3. David Crystal, The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Language,
Second Edition, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997,
p. 6,290.

4. www.reviewevolution.com, p. 92.

5. Ibid, p. 107.

6. www.pbs.org/wgbh/evolution/change/grand/, p. 1-6.

7. George Ayoub, On the design of the vertebrate retina,
Origins and Design, Vol. 17(1): 19-22. This article can also
be found on the web at
www.arn.org/docs/odesign/odl71/retinal71.htm.
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‘““Can You Recommend Good Books
on Intelligent Design?”

Grace and peace to you, Dr. Bohlin:

I am a returning college student and a home-schooling parent.
In my classes I find myself facing animosity toward those of
us who reject evolution. I want to be able to defend myself in
class as well as prepare my children to do the same. I want to
be able to say to my children and in class, “I believe [THIS],
because [of THIS]; and here’s the difference.” I know there 1is
good information available on Intelligent Design and
Creationism, but I simply do not have the ammunition of
knowledge and information that I desire.

Unfortunately, with so many works available, I am at a loss as
to where to begin. Thus, could you recommend a few? Are there
any that force evolutionists to base their critical
examinations mainly (or exclusively) upon emotional arguments?
(I.e., points that naturalistic “science” cannot honestly
ignore or refute.) Alternatively, could you recommend an
assortment that, when combined, thwart the mass of
evolutionist droning? (And a good order in which to read/study
the works.)

I honor you for your desire to become more knowledgeable in
this important arena. I wish there were more Christians like
you.

Below is a brief annotated bibliography in the order I feel
they should be read by someone just starting out.

1. For an overview of the many issues and publishing events
surrounding this question, you can start with the Probe book
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Creation, Evolution, and Modern Science, (Kregel, 2000) which
I edited. This will introduce you to several topics without
going into too much depth. This link will give you some more
information.

2. Darwin On Trial by Phillip Johnson (IVP 1991). Phil
Johnson has emerged as the leader of the Intelligent Design
movement and here lays out in logical manner some of the
important evidential problems with evolution as well as the
all important academic and educational problems. See this
related article.

3. Reason in the Balance by Phillip Johnson (IVP 1995). Here
Johnson lays out just what is at stake in this naturalism vs.
theism clash within the culture in law, science, and
education. Not his most popular book, but by his own
admission, his most important book. See this related article.

4. Icons of Evolution by Jonathan Wells (Regnery, 2000). A
superb expose’ of the ten most popular evidences for
evolution in high school biology textbooks. The evolutionary
and educational communities are falling all over themselves
trying to explain or discredit this book. They are looking
more and more foolish as time goes on. See this related
article.

5. Darwin’s Black Box By Michael Behe (Free Press, 1996).
This is a narrower work explaining the necessity of
intelligent design in understanding the molecular workings of
the cell. Not as technical as you think. I have a good review
of it in Creation, Evolution and Modern Science. See this
related article.

6. Intelligent Design by William Dembski (IVP, 2000). Dembski
shows how important Design 1is within a broad perspective
across disciplines while also demonstrating the academic
rigor of a design hypothesis. See this related article.

7. Defeating Darwinism by Phillip Johnson (IVP, 1997). A
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short book for students, parents and teachers highlighting
the critical thinking skills needed to weave through the mine
fields of the creation/evolution controversy. See this
related article.

8. The Wedge of Truth by Phillip Johnson (IVP, 2000).
Johnson’s latest book, providing an update and analysis of
the current controversy and an explanation of overall
strateqgy (The Wedge). Insightful and quotable as always.

There are other books to help you in specific areas and
anthologies to offer more technical perspectives of important
aspects of the controversy, but these should get you started.

There are reviews of books 2-7 on our website in the science
section. URLs listed at the end of each description.

Respectfully,

Ray Bohlin
Probe Ministries

Icons of Evolution

Dr. Ray Bohlin reviews Jonathan Wells’ book Icons of
Evolution, which exposes the lies and distortions that
constitute evolution’s best textbook “evidence.”

=] This article is also available in Spanish.

Lies and Distortions Masquerading as
Truth in the Halls of Science
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I Most everyone was required to take biology in
ICONS OF high school, and many who went on to college
EVOLUTION - likely took an introductory biology course as an
= elective, if not as a beginning course for a
Mf % biology major. Required in most of these
‘ﬁ”i ~. courses, mainly because of its inclusion in the
HONAANMENS  textbook, was a section on evolution. Therefore,
most people with a secondary education or above
are familiar with the more popular evidences and examples of
evolution nearly all textbooks have been using for decades.
These include the peppered moth story of natural selection,
Darwin’s finches as an example of adaptive speciation, and the
ubiquitous tree of life with its implied common ancestor to
all life forms.

T‘ e 'r-a

These familiar evidences of the creation story of our early
21st century culture are what Jonathan Wells (Ph.D., UC
Berkeley, molecular and cell biology; Ph.D., Yale University,
religious studies) refers to as the Icons of Evolution in his
book by the same name (Regnery Publishing, 2000). Wells
focuses on ten of these icons and meticulously exposes them to
be false, fraudulent or at best, misleading. Many of these
difficulties have been pointed out before and are known to a
few, but Wells adds a level of sophistication and packages
them in a form certain to get the attention of everyone in the
educational establishment. This book is not a plea for
creation in the schools or a selective and picky rant against
trivial details. It is a frontal assault against some of the
most cherished and revered “proofs” of the evolution story.
There will be no shortage of controversy around this
extensively researched and well-written exposé. If these
“Icons” are the best evidence for evolution, or at least the
easiest evidence to explain, then one is left wondering what
the future of evolutionary instruction could be. Even further,
what future might there be for evolution itself?

Wells begins with an icon that itself starts at the beginning,
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the Miller-Urey experiment. This purports to show that
molecules necessary for life could have arisen by simple
chemical reactions on an early earth. The Miller-Urey
experiment uses an atmosphere of reduced gases: ammonia,
methane, water vapor, and hydrogen. Then it adds some energy
in the form of sparks, and produces as Carl Sagan said, “the
stuff of life.” Dating back to 1953, this experiment has been
around for nearly fifty years. The problem is that for at
least the last twenty-five years origin of life researchers
realized that this atmosphere does not reflect that of the
early earth. Many textbooks will begrudgingly admit this, but
include the experiment anyway. One can only guess the reason:
no other simulated atmosphere works. I suppose that textbook
writers would suggest that since we “know” some form of
chemical evolution happened, they are justified in not
representing the facts accurately!

Tree of Life, Homology, and Haeckel'’s
Embryos

The tree of life is ubiquitous in evolutionary literature. The
notion that all of life is descended from a single common
ancestor billions of years ago is how many would define
evolution. But the actual evidence argues strongly against any
such single common ancestor, and most animal life forms appear
suddenly without ancestors in what is known as the Cambrian
explosion of nearly 543 million years ago in evolutionary
time. The Cambrian documents life forms so divergent that one
would predict a fossil record covering hundreds of millions of
years just to document the many transitions required from the
first multicellular animal ancestor. Current estimates suggest
this change took place in less than 5-10 million years. Yet
the tree of life, documenting slow gradual changes, persists.

Another critical evidence for evolution over the years has
been homologous structures. The forelimbs of all mammals,
indeed all vertebrates, from bats to whales to horses to



humans, possess the same basic bone structure. This 1is
routinely held up as evidence of having descended from a
common ancestor. The different forms simply tell of different
adaptive stories, resulting in their unique functions relying
on the same basic foundation. What becomes puzzling is, first,
a confusion of definitions. Homology is defined as structures
having arisen from a common ancestor.{1l} But then homology
cannot be used as an evidence of evolution. Something is very
wrong, yet textbook orthodoxy concerning homology continues to
perpetuate a myth that has been exposed for decades. Second,
supposed homologous structures do not necessarily arise
through common developmental pathways or similar genes.

Next, Wells turns his attention to perhaps the most
inexcusable icon of all: similarities in vertebrate embryos
originally pointed out by Ernst Haeckel in the 19th century
and used by Darwin in The 0Origin of Species as a powerful
evidence for common descent. Haeckel’s vertebrate embryos are
shown passing through a remarkably similar stage early in
development and only later diverging to the specific form.
This passage through a common form early in development was
seen as obvious evidence for a “community of descent.” Yet,
once again, the evidence gets in the way.

Since before the dawn of the 20th century, embryologists have
known that Haeckel misrepresented the evidence. Vertebrate
embryos never pass through a similar stage. What’s more,
Haeckel left out the fact that the earlier stages of embryonic
development between classes of vertebrates pass through
remarkably different pathways to arrive at this supposedly
similar 1intermediate stage. The fraud was recently
“rediscovered,” though most embryologists have been aware of
the inaccuracy all along. This shows the longevity of even
falsified evidence, due to its persuasive appeal even in the
hallowed halls of science. Perhaps scientists are human after
all, seduced by a fraud simply because it makes such a good
case for a treasured theory.



The Peppered Moth

Probably the granddaddy of all the icons of evolution is the
peppered moth story. In pre-industrial England, the peppered
moth was common in entomologists’ collections. By the 1840s a
dark or melanic form was increasing in frequency 1in
populations across England. By 1900 the melanic form comprised
as much as ninety percent of some populations. In the 1950s
experiments by Bernard Kettlewell clearly established that
this change in frequency from a peppered variety to a dark
variety was due to two factors.

First, the surface of tree trunks had changed from splotchy,
lichen-covered patchwork, to a uniform, dark complexion, due
to increased levels of pollution. The pollution killed the
lichens and covered the tree trunks with soot. Second, the
peppered variety was camouflaged from predation by birds on
the lichen-covered tree trunks, and the melanic variety was
camouflaged on the dark tree trunk. Therefore, the switch from
peppered variety to melanic variety was due to natural
selection, acting through selective bird predation as the
trees changed from lichen-covered bark to soot-covered bark.
Then with stricter air quality standards, the lichens are
returning and the peppered variety is predictably coming back
strong.

The peppered moth story became legendary as a classic example
of Darwinian natural selection. But within 20 years of
Kettlewell’'s work, cracks began to appear. It was soon noted
that the characteristic switch from the peppered form to the
dark form happened in areas where the lichens still grew on
tree trunks. In other areas, the dark form began to decrease
before the lichens began returning on trees. A similar pattern
of a switch from a light form to a dark form was observed in
ladybird beetles. Birds don’t 1like ladybird beetles.
Therefore, predation is ruled out as the selector. It all
began to unravel when it was observed that peppered moths of



both varieties never rest on tree trunks!

Essentially all photographs of moths on the trunks of trees
were staged using dead or sluggish moths. They are not active
during daylight. If that were the case, how could birds find
them on tree trunks at all? Kettlewell released his moths in
his mark-recapture-predation experiments in daylight hours,
when the moths are naturally inactive. They simply found the
nearest resting place (tree trunks in their sluggish state),
and the birds gobbled up the non-camouflaged moths. We still
don’t know exactly where moths rest or whether lichens play
any significant role in the story. Yet many biologists insist
that the traditional story makes a good example of evolution
in action. “To communicate the complexities would only confuse
students,” they say. Once again, flawed, yet cherished,
examples persist because they are just too good not to be
true!

Birds, Dinosaurs, Fruit Flies, and Human
Evolution

The reptile-like bird, Archaeopteryx, has long been heralded
as a classic example of a true ancestral transitional form.
The improbable change from reptile to bird has been preserved
in snapshot form in this remarkable fossil from Germany.
Possessing a beautifully preserved reptilian skeleton with
wings and feathers, Archaeopteryx was a paleontologist’s
dream. This would certainly explain why Archaeopteryx has
found its way into just about every textbook. But
Archaeopteryx has fallen on hard times. As happens with so
many perceived transitions, it is universally viewed now as
just an extinct bird, an early offshoot of the real ancestor.

Surprisingly, bird-like dinosaurs from much later geologic
periods are hailed as the real ancestors. This is based on
structural similarities despite their existence after
Archaeopteryx. Never mind that the child exists before the



parent. So enamored are some, that birds are just today’s
feathered dinosaurs. National Geographic was recently caught
red-faced by perpetrating a fraudulent dinosaur/bird fossil as
the real thing in 1its pages. Scientists have even accepted
molecular evidence indicating an identical match between
turkey DNA and Triceratops DNA. Never mind that the identical
DNA match is more likely the result of contamination from a
turkey sandwich in the lab and that Triceratops is in the
wrong dinosaur family for bird evolution. Such is the power of
wanting to believe your theory is true.

In the next four chapters, Wells visits the familiar icons of
Darwin’s finches, fossil horses, mutant four-winged fruit
flies, and the ultimate icon, diagrams of the progressive
change from ape-like creatures to full human beings. Like the
others above, these icons turn out to be far less than what
the textbooks suggest. In each case, as in the six discussed
above, there are plenty of experts willing to expose the lack
of evidence for each icon. But they remain staples in the
arsenal of evidences of the evolutionary

process. Fossil horses and human evolution turn out also to be
indicators of the difficulty evolution has in separating
philosophical preferences from conclusions drawn from the
evidence.

Textbook writers are either ignorant of current data, which
prompts one to be skeptical of the accuracy of the rest of the
textbook, or they are willfully misrepresenting the evidence
in order to present a united front on the factualness of
evolution. Unfortunately for our children, Wells is able to
provide direct quotes indicating that at least some see no
problem with including misleading or false data in order to
make a point. After all, we know evolution is true, so just
because we don’t have easy simple stories to tell, doesn’t
mean they aren’t out there waiting to be discovered.



The Scientific Academia Reacts

The reasoning behind these Icons of Evolution exposes much of
the standard story of evolutionary theory to be mythology
rather than science. And if these ten icons have been viewed
as the best evidence for evolution, the entire theory needs to
be questioned and made accountable to the evidence. It will be
interesting to watch the evolutionary community react to these
revelations. Evolutionary propagandist Eugenie Scott has
already reportedly predicted that the book will be a “royal
pain in the fanny” for biology teachers. Will the scientific
community be able to respond with an appropriate mea culpa, or
will there be a battery of excuses and obfuscations? I predict
the latter. In the last ten years, the evolutionary
establishment has been exerting a great deal of effort to
demonstrate that evolution is confirmed to such a degree as to
be beyond rational dissent. Organizations such as the National
Academy of Sciences, the National Association of Biology
Teachers, and the National Center for Science Education have
lobbied long and hard for the scientific integrity of the
standard evolutionary story. They have held up most, if not
all, of these ten icons as the principal pillars of the
unassailable evidence for evolution.

Evolution 1is the principal foundation of the naturalistic
world view, presented by many in academia as the only
scientific, and therefore, objective, view of reality. Without
evolution, metaphysical naturalism cannot stand. As Richard
Dawkins has said, Darwin made it possible to be an
intellectually fulfilled atheist.{2} Without evolution, the
naturalistic worldview is in serious trouble. Therefore, the
scientific community can be expected to rally fiercely behind
the evolution story. Just how they do it will prove
interesting indeed. Icons of Evolution will help draw the
evolutionary establishment out from behind the protective
bulwark of its authority and force it to defend its theory on
the basis of the evidence. This is a fight I believe it must



eventually lose in the court of scientific and public opinion.

There are two minor, yet unfortunate, problems with the text.
The first, actually a book design problem, regards the
difficulty finding the 1legends for some figures and
distinguishing them from the regular text. The second involves
an unnecessarily inflammatory discussion of the monetary
support evolution receives from the U.S. tax-supported
National Institutes of Health and National Science Foundation.
While Wells’ discussion 1is accurate, it comes across as sour
grapes and may provide a convenient target for evolutionary
propagandists to dismiss the book without dealing with the
evidence.

These problems aside, Icons of Evolution is a landmark work
and deserves to be read and studied by all who have an
interest in the controversy surrounding not only the teaching
of evolution, but also the very theory of evolution itself.

Notes

1. “The term ‘explosion’ should not be taken too literally,
but in terms of evolution it is still very dramatic. What it
means is rapid diversification of animal life. ‘Rapid’ in this
case means a few million years, rather than the tens or even
hundreds of millions of years that are more typical. "
Simon Conway Morris, Crucible of Creation, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press) 1998, p. 31.

2. Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker, New York, NY: W. W.
Norton, 1986, p. 6.
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“What are the Best Scientific
Evidences for a Young
Earth/0ld Earth?”

I read with great interest your article on the Origins Web
site “Christian Views of Science and Earth History .” I am
doing research on this age issue, focusing on the scientific
data especially. The earth is either young or is old. You said
it well, “all truth is God’s truth.” I am looking for the best
scientific evidences for a young earth/old earth and want to
investigate what the other side would say to those opposing
arguments. Can you help me out with this?

There are several books I can recommend.

From a biblical perspective, there is a recent volume titled
Three Views on Creation and Evolution edited by J. P. Moreland
and John Mark Reynolds in the Counterpoints series from
Zondervan (1999). Hugh Ross has his The Genesis Question for
an old earth perspective, and there is Henry Morris’s The
Genesis Record and John Whitcomb’s The Early Earth from a
young earth perspective.

From a scientific perspective, Hugh Ross wrote his definitive
biblical and scientific treatise on the old earth called
Creation and Time 1in 1994 from NavPress. Young earth
creationists Van Bebber and Taylor published a response titled
Creation and Time: A Report on the Progressive (Creationist
Book by Hugh Ross also in 1994 from Eden Productions. ICR (The
Institute for Creation Research) has published numerous
technical monographs on a young earth which can be viewed and
ordered at www.icr.org. Other young earth books, including
Russ Humphrey's Starlight and Time can be found there, as well
as at the Answers in Genesis website,
www.AnswersinGenesis.org. Hugh Ross’ organization Reasons to
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Believe also has online ordering at www.reasons.org.

This should give you more than enough to get started on.
Respectfully,

Ray Bohlin
Probe Ministries

The Coming Revolution 1in
Science

The Design Inference

THE DESIGMN
INFERENCE

%]

True scientific revolutions that impact more
than a single discipline rarely occur more than once a
century. Newton’s Principia, published in the 17th century,
truly qualifies. Darwin’s 0Origin of Species, published 1in
1859, also belongs on the list. Standing in the wings, ready
to join these esteemed works and perhaps even overturn the
latter, stands William Dembski’s The Design Inference.{1l} This
impressive work published by the distinguished Cambridge
University Press outlines the mathematical principles
necessary to distinguish intelligently caused events from
natural events.

ust listen to some of the comments from the dust jacket of the
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book from secular philosophers and mathematicians. One wrote,
“Dembski has written a sparklingly original book. Not since
David Hume’'s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion has someone
taken such a close look at the design argument.” Being put in
the same sentence as David Hume 1is no small potatoes.
Mathematician David Berlinski warns, “Those who agree with its
point of view will read it with pleasure, and those who do not
will ignore it at their peril.”

Dembski has rigorously detailed the key trademark of
intelligent causes, what he calls specified complexity. The
term specified refers to the notion that an event conforms to
an independently given pattern. Complexity refers to an event
of small probability. For instance, people win improbable
lotteries all the time. The odds are usually in the millions
to one. But when the number of tickets purchased 1is
considered, nobody questions the legitimacy of someone holding
the winning ticket. This would be an event of small
probability without any specification. Somebody will win, but
nobody can predict whom. But let’s propose that the same
person wins the same lottery three times in a row! Suddenly
there 1is an independent pattern and we immediately become
suspicious that more than just chance is involved. We now have
an event of extremely small probability that also conforms to
a pattern or is specified. The most likely cause for such an
event 1is that someone has intelligently tampered with the
lottery.

Dembski boldly suggests that these same principles can be
applied to the question of the origin of life and other
evolutionary questions and still maintain the integrity of
science. While Dembski has been sharply criticized by the
evolutionary establishment, to their discredit, their
critiques have been largely emotional and dismissive. No one
has successfully challenged the heart of his thesis.

Now before you decide to run out a get a copy, please be
advised that this book is not for the casual reader. Loaded



with technical jargon and symbolic logic, you had better haven
eaten your mental Wheaties before tackling this one. But
Dembski has written a scaled down version, which I will now
discuss.

Hasn’t Science and Philosophy Ruled Out
Design?

X william Dembski’s groundbreaking book, The Design
Inference from Cambridge University Press, 1is highly
technical. Dembski has therefore written a follow-up book
titled, Intelligent Design: The Bridge between Science and
Theology, {2} which is more accessible to the general reader.
Christianity Today has named it their 1999 Book of the Year in
the “Christianity and Culture” category.

Listen to a few sound bites from comments of those
recommending Dembski’s Intelligent Design. A quantum chemistry
professor from the University of Georgia says, “William
Dembski is perhaps the very brightest of a new generation of
scholars.” A professor of philosophy from the University of
Texas says, “William Dembski 1is the Isaac Newton of
information theory.” Another university professor proclaims
“If Dembski is right, and I believe he is, then it 1is
unscientific to deny the existence of God.” Wow! Unscientific
to deny God! Do you think that comment is rankling a good
number of evolutionary biologists? Finally, another University
of Texas professor of government goes further by claiming that
“Dembski strengthens the case for saying that our deepest
moral inclinations not only look designed, they are.”

Let me now begin to satiate your curiosity by telling you a
little more about this groundbreaking work. The book 1is
divided into three parts. In the first part Dembski gives a
historical backdrop to the current controversy over design. In
academia, the design argument has been considered dead for
over 150 years. Dembski identifies two major reasons for this



demise of design. The first was the continual attack on
miracles, which culminated in the 18th and 19th century.
Dembski cogently explains that their arguments don’'t work.

The second blow to design came from Darwin’s Origin of
Species. Darwin dismissed the prevalent British natural
theology of his day by not so much refuting it, but by
announcing that it simply wasn’t scientific. Dembski quotes
evolutionary philosopher David Hull, “He dismissed it not
because it was an 1incorrect scientific explanation, but
because it was not a proper scientific explanation at all.”
Darwin’'s faulty conception of science is still with us and
Dembski sets out to refute it.

The criteria used by the British natural theologians were
naive in the sense that they believed that design was self-
evident. This led to far too many false positives, that is,
assignments of design that were later proved to be
naturalistic. The design argument was forced to retreat. In
the second part of Intelligent Design, Dembski articulates the
principles laid out in his The Design Inference for the
general reader.

What Does a Theory of Design Look Like?

Having told you about Dembski’s work and the impact it 1is
beginning to have, I will summarize Dembski’s prescription or
cure for the rule of naturalism in science.{3}

No one in the design movement as far as I know seeks to invoke
God at every turn as an explanation for natural phenomena. So
why bring God into the picture at all? For most scientists,
God is only a hypothesis, and an unnecessary one at that. But
beyond the ordinary operation of nature is its order. Dembski
references Einstein’s remark that the most incomprehensible
thing about the universe is that it is comprehensible. This
order must come from outside the universe or from within. But
science tells us today that the only allowable answer is that



it comes from within. This naturalistic philosophy has become
a form of idolatry. Nature becomes the do all and end all. As
Dembski says, “Rather it is a matter of investing the world
with a significance it does not deserve.”{4}

Naturalism is pervasive in the culture. Even most Christians
think and live naturalistically without realizing it. So how
can naturalism be defeated? What is needed, says Dembski, is a
means of detecting God’'s actions in the natural world. In
other words there must be a reliable way to distinguish
natural causes from intelligent causes. Some sciences already
employ such methods such as forensic medicine, cryptography,
archeology, and even the SETI program, the search for
extraterrestrial intelligence. SETI depends on the ability to
distinguish an 1intelligent message from space from the
surrounding radio noise. This can be done without necessarily
understanding the message or knowing the message sender.

This brings up another crucial point of intelligent design.
Dembski says that intelligent design is theologically
minimalist.{5} By this he means that intelligent design
empirically detects design without speculating about the
nature of the intelligence. This 1is crucial to answer the
critics who accuse design theorists of simply wanting to bring
the Bible into science. If one detects design or concludes
that a particular natural phenomena contains the necessary
earmarks of design, that’s all that needs to be said. One can
personally reflect on the nature of this intelligence, but it
is not a part of the scientific test.

Dembski calls for a new generation of scholars open to
pursuing intelligent causes in the universe. Here at Probe
we're committed to helping find, select, and train such
potential scholars to take part in a true scientific
revolution.



Does Intelligent Design Offer a Bridge
between Science and Theology?

In this review and summarization of Dembski’s insights let’s
now explore the future Dembski foresees for the dialogue
between science and theology.{6}

Of course most within the scientific community see no future
at all for such a discourse. Most within modern academia hold
to either of three models that Dembski labels as conflicting,
complementing, or compartmentalizing. Most of us are very
familiar with the conflict model. Most who call themselves
rationalists or secular humanists would subscribe to this
view. Basically they see science as having explained all of
reality and that there is no room for theology at all. I once
attended a conference where a theology professor was so
intimidated by this view that he said that theology was a dead
discipline and would cease to exist in twenty years.

Stephen J. Gould, a Harvard paleontologist, and the National
Academy of Sciences have advocated the compartmentalization
view. Basically they maintain that science and theology inform
different parts of reality-science the realm of facts and
theology the realm of morals and faith. There is no conflict
and also no dialogue between the two. It is also not hard to
see that this view basically rules theology out of any
important discussions about real facts. Theology inhabits only
the fuzzy world of morals, which must be relative if
naturalism rules 1in science.

Similar is the complementarity view, which essentially states
that science and theology can actually inform the same
reality, but their language is so foreign to the other that no
meaningful discourse can take place. Both are necessary to
give a complete account of reality, but you can forget about
the two ever talking to each other.

In one way or another, each of these three views will



eventually rule theology as irrelevant to the important
questions and a fully naturalistic science will eventually be
the wellspring for all useful information and discourse. But
as you might expect, Dembski offers a fourth view and argues
that it is the only proper view of the two disciplines.

Dembski compares science and theology to two different windows
that view the same reality. Since the windows are different,
they gain a different perspective. But since they are viewing
the same reality, what is seen from each window can in many
cases be meaningfully related. Both science and theology may
on occasion, be capable of further explaining observations
from each window. He offers the current discussion concerning
the cosmology’s Big Bang and theology’s act of Creation as an
example. If the Big Bang is true, then Christianity’s theology
of creation ex nihilo 1is a better explanation than
naturalism’s attempt to explain something from nothing.

There is much more work to be done here as Dembski readily
admits, but the tone and direction is very refreshing.

What Are the Standard Objections to
Design in Science?

There is the potential of the intelligent design movement
bringing about a revolution in science. I have summarized the
work of William Dembski, a double Ph.D. in philosophy and
mathematics with a Master’s of Divinity thrown in for good
measure. In the appendix of his much acclaimed book,
Intelligent Design: The Bridge between Science and Theology,
Dembski investigates several of the more common objections to
intelligent design. To conclude this review I will examine one
of these objections.

Dembski states the first objection this way, “Design
substitutes extraordinary explanations where ordinary
explanations will do and thereby commits a god-of-the-gaps
fallacy.” Those believing that God used evolution as His means



of creation wusually voice this objection. This view 1is
motivated by the tremendous history of naturalistic science in
explaining very difficult natural phenomena by natural means.
This often occurs after someone has claimed that God was
necessary to explain a particular observation. Isaac Newton
thought divine intervention was necessary to explain the
irregularities of planetary orbits. It was eventually shown
that these irregularities were periodic and not random and
thus explainable by natural law.{7}

Newton was widely criticized for this view, and many
Christians fear that appealing to design now will end up 1in
ridicule later when natural processes may also explain
contrivances of intelligent design later. While this fear is
understandable in the light of history, there are considerable
differences. Design does not claim to simply explain what we
do not understand. Rather, intelligent design is attempting to
demonstrate a real solution to problems based on what we know
about design, not what we don’t know about natural
explanations.

Besides, if we believe that the laws of nature are incapable
of producing certain natural phenomena, such as the genetic
code of DNA, just how long are we supposed to keep looking for
a naturalistic solution instead of looking elsewhere? This
puts shackles on scientific inquiry and stifles new ideas.
Certainly we should attempt to exhaust all known naturalistic
possibilities before pursuing a design answer. But fear of
failure should not be our deterrent. There is always risk in
proposing new scientific ideas and hypotheses. The risk 1is
that you just might be wrong. But this has never permanently
hindered the proposal of a new idea. Failure should be a
constant risk in science. Otherwise nothing new will ever be
discovered.

“Not all gaps are created equal. To assume that they are is to
presuppose the very thing that is in question, namely,
naturalism.”{8} William Dembski has issued a strong challenge



through his books and more are to follow from others dealing
with the philosophy and science of intelligent design. The
next several years should be very exciting indeed.

Notes
1. William A. Dembski, The Design Inference: Eliminating

Chance by through Small Probabilities (Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press, 1998).

2. William A. Dembski, Intelligent Design: The Bridge between
Science and Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
1999).

3. Ibid., 97- 121.
4. Ibid., 101.
5. Ibid., 107.
6. Ibid., 187- 210.

7. Nancy Pearcey and Charles Thaxton, The Soul of Science:
Christian Faith and Natural Philosophy, Wheaton, IL: Crossway
Books, 1994), 91-92.

8. Dembski, Intelligent Design, 245.
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Darwinism Takes a Step Back
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in Kansas

Has 0z Returned to Kansas?

Suddenly, the mere mention of the Kansas State Board of
Education in most educational and academic circles brings
derisive giggles and sneers. In August the Kansas State Board
of Education voted to remove references to macroevolution from
state science testing standards. A wave of revulsion gripped
the nation’s media. In Time magazine, Harvard University
paleontologist Stephen J. Gould trumpeted, “The board
transported its jurisdiction to a never-never land where a
Dorothy of the new millennium might exclaim, ‘they still call
it Kansas, but I don’t think we’'re in the real world
anymore. '”{1} Gould further belittles honest concerns about
the teaching of evolution by proclaiming: (1) no other nation
has endured any similar movement (this makes us look bad
overseas); (2) evolution is as well documented as any
phenomenon in science (it 1is perverse to call evolution
anything but a fact); and (3) no discovery of science can lead
us to ethical conclusions (believe what religion you want,
science doesn’t threaten you).

That’s a pretty scathing reaction. Let’s see what else we can
find.

Here’s one from nationally syndicated columnist Ellen Goodman
of the Boston Globe.{2} Ms. Goodman declared that “removing
evolution from the science curriculum is a bit like removing
verbs from the English curriculum. Evolution can still be
taught, but it’s no longer required, it won’t be tested, and
it will be discouraged.” (However, natural selection,
variation, and microevolution will still be recommended and
tested.) Later she decries the fact that “In 1925,
creationists dragged a young biology teacher, John Scopes, to
the courtroom for the infamous ‘Monkey Trial.'” Actually it
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was the ACLU that dragged Scopes into the courtroom. He
couldn’t even remember if he had actually taught evolution.
They needed a “volunteer” to defend to test the new Tennessee
law. (See Phillip Johnson’s Defeating Darwinism By Opening
Minds, 1997, IVP, Chapter 2 for the real story of the Scopes
trial and its shameful portrayal in the play and film, Inherit
the Wind.) Goodman also pontificates that “there is no serious
scientific dispute about the fact of evolution.” Notice that
Ms. Goodman indicates that evolution is a fact, therefore
beyond question. She also cleverly indicates that if you
dispute evolution, you must not be a serious scientist.

In the Seattle Post-Intelligencer, Sean Gonsalves laments,
“Educated people everywhere are still in shock over the
appalling ignorance displayed by the Kansas state board of
education that voted two weeks ago to effectively remove
evolution and the ‘Big Bang’ theory from the state’s science
curriculum. Is there still a science curriculum in Kansas?”{3}

Well, those unruly, ignorant anti-evolutionists really seem to
have overstepped their bounds this time! You would think that
we would be cowering in the corner somewhere after all the
abuse from such heavy hitters, but no, actually, we’re quite
ecstatic. I have given you only a small example of the media
and science firestorm, but it is just more of the same. While
nobody enjoys being the butt of jokes and verbal abuse, what
is significant are two things. First, the Kansas board has
dealt Darwinists a severe blow by not mandating creation,
thereby eliminating Darwinist’s usual rallying cry of science
versus religion. They have simply searched for a more
objective means of presenting evolution. That’'s tough to argue
against. Second, Darwinists have been flushed out into the
open. Flimsy, ad hominem attacks, appeals to authority, and
question begging have been brought out in the open for all to
see. The Kansas State Board of Education has unintentionally
raised the stakes in the decades old creation/evolution
discussion.



What Really Happened in Kansas?

Given the reaction to the decision by the Kansas State Board
of Education you would have thought the six board members who
voted for the new standards in a close 6-4 vote were part of
some dastardly plan to underhandedly bring God into the
classroom. Also seemingly at stake was the reputation of the
whole state of Kansas if its citizenry did not rise up in
revolt against such an irrational decision. Apparently, Kansas
had been set back decades in science literacy.

Well, what actually happened in Kansas? What did the board
actually do and why? It is important to realize that the
Kansas board authorized a 27-member panel of scientists and
science educators from the state to revise the current state
science testing standards. These standards do not mandate what
can and cannot be taught, only what likely will be included on
state science tests. What the board received was a highly
prejudicial document making evolution the single unifying
concept to the state’s biology standards. When board
chairwoman Linda Holloway asked the committee representatives
for evidence of macroevolution they essentially replied,
“We’re the experts, and that will have to do.”{4} What that
means 1is that she received no evidence, just an admonition
that, with their position as scientists, she should just trust
them.

Rather than turn the Kansas high school classrooms into a
propaganda machine for materialist philosophy, the board
decided to amend the standards to maintain
microevolution—-natural selection acting on genetic
variation-but not macroevolutionthe claim that microevolution
leads to new complex adaptations and new genetic information.
They also left it up to the individual school districts to
determine how much or how little evolution to teach. Evolution
was not removed from the curriculum, as so many news stories
reported. Creation was not mandated, Darwin was not banned,



and evolution was not censored.

What this does do is leave open to school districts the
opportunity to teach the surging controversy surrounding
evolution. Actually, what many in the intelligent design
movement would have preferred, if possible, is to teach more
evolution, not less. Meaning, let’s teach not only the
evidence for evolution, but also the mounting evidence calling
the naturalistic creation story into question. Students should
be familiar with evolution. It is the major story of origins
within the scientific community. But in the interest of a true
liberal education, the serious questions regarding evolution
should also be included. Students should be allowed the
privilege of weighing the evidence for themselves, not just
accepting it because their teacher tells them to.

This is really where the threat to the scientific community
lies. The more doubt about evolution that’s allowed, the
trickier the educational landscape becomes for a fully
naturalistic, materialistic approach to education.

In the past, the media barrage over such an anti-evolutionary
decision has been decidedly one-sided. What is significant
this time is that the Kansas board has received some rather
hefty and significant support from invited articles, guest
columnists, and op-ed pieces in prestigious news outlets such
as the Wall Street Journal, the Washington Post, the Chicago
Tribune, and the Washington Times. The debate 1is 1indeed
changing.

Some Surprising Support for Kansas Board
of Education

Amidst the unusual rancor and indignation from the media and
scientific community following the decision of the Kansas
State Board of Education, many have missed the small, yet
significant, support the board has received for the spirit of
their decision: namely, to try to find a way to disrupt the



universal agenda to present scientific naturalism as the only
possible explanation of where we all came from.

On August 16, 1999, the Wall Street Journal published an
article by UC Berkeley law professor and Darwinian critic,
Phillip Johnson.{5} Johnson quotes a Chinese paleontologist
who openly criticizes Darwinism as wryly commenting that “In
China we can criticize Darwin but not the government. In
America you can criticize the government but not Darwin.”
After summarizing the frantic response of scientists and
educators, Johnson commented, “Obviously, the cognitive elites
are worried about something a lot more important to themselves
than the career prospects of Kansas high school graduates.”

Johnson pointed out that evolution is the main scientific prop
for scientific naturalism, a philosophical system that leaves
God totally out of its picture of reality. Quoting well-known
scientists such as Carl Sagan, Richard Dawkins, Stephen J.
Gould, and Richard Lewontin, Johnson makes clear that this 1is
the real battle. Allowing evolution’s flaws to be detailed in
classrooms would allow a broader discussion of fundamental
assumptions. Johnson concluded optimistically, “Take evolution
away from the worldview promoters and return it to real
scientific investigators, and a chronic social conflict will
become a chronic intellectual adventure.”

A few days later, the Washington Times{6} chided the rest of
its media cohorts for a vast overreaction and actually cited
evidence that calls Darwinism into question. The friendly
editorial concluded with “No one, and certainly not the Kansas
Board of Education, 1is saying that evolution should not be
taught; it remains the prevailing scientific theory of
creation. Rather, some healthy agnosticism and scientific
open-mindedness on the matter would seem to be in the best
interest of everyone curious about the greatest mystery of
all.” Hear, hear!

The Chicago Tribune, while openly critical of the action of



the Kansas Board of Education, also criticized previous
actions of the National Association of Biology Teachers
concerning evolution.{7} The association initially used the
words unsupervised and impersonal to describe the evolutionary
process. These clearly non-scientific terms were eventually
and reluctantly removed by the association, who explained they
didn’t think the terms would be construed negatively, which
the Tribune called either a lie or clear demonstration of
scientific fundamentalism.

Finally, the Washington Post{8} printed an article by Jay
Richards, senior fellow and program director of the Discovery
Institute’s Center for the Renewal of Science and Culture. The
CRSC is currently the only think tank I know of that openly
supports and endorses intelligent design. Richard’s final
point, “Fairness and objectivity in the science classroom
require that teachers teach the controversy, not deny its
existence,” is fair, lucid, rational, and appealing. “Teach
the controversy” has become a rallying cry. You are bound to
hear it more and more. The debate in Kansas has resulted in
similar debates around the country, to which we now turn our
attention.

Darwinism Assailed in Other States

Following the recent decision by the Kansas State Board of
Education the teaching of evolution was big news around the
country. In Kansas there were roundtable discussions,
lectures, and debates. Some were in academic settings, such as
the University of Kansas and Washburn University, some were in
churches, and some were sponsored by a humanist skeptic
organization. The American Association for the Advancement of
Science (AAAS) was prompted to publish their own statement
deploring the action taken by the Kansas Board of
Education.{9}

You might think that all the negative publicity would cause
other states to back off any changes in their own science



curriculum. But apparently, all this publicity has encouraged
other school boards to chart their own course or adopt the
methods of other states before them.

The Oklahoma State Textbook Committee voted to adopt a
disclaimer to be placed on the inside cover of all biology
textbooks. Unhappy with the propaganda-like treatment of
evolution in the majority of textbooks they looked at, the
committee needed the disclaimer to be able to recommend a
sufficient diversity of biology texts for the state. While
arguably not the best statement on the subject, the disclaimer
labels evolution as controversial, a separation of
microevolution and macroevolution, and encourages students to
study hard, keep an open mind, and perhaps they can contribute
to the origins discussion in the future. Nothing is said about
creationism, intelligent design, or any other theories.
Basically the statement wants students to think critically
about evolution.

What has been missed in the newly swirling controversy about
the disclaimer in Oklahoma is that it is nearly a direct copy
of the disclaimer adopted by Alabama over two years ago which
has not been challenged in court. However, instead of
mentioning the obvious connection, journalists attempted to
draw parallels to a Louisiana school district directive that
was recently struck down because it specifically mentioned
creationism. The two disclaimers are not related, but in the
attempt to make it look as bad as possible, the chosen tactic
is to mislead.{10} Once again, a very reasonable, but not
perfect resolution was dismissed as simply another attempt to
smuggle creationism into the public schools.

Meanwhile in West Virginia a similar controversy hit the news.
The Kanawha County Board of Education 1is considering a
resolution that would allow for the teaching of theories for
and against the theory of evolution. It soon came to light
that Illinois and Kentucky had previously passed resolutions
similar to the one in Kansas. Commentary and editorials were



appearing in major and local newspapers across the country
taking sides in a suddenly public and heated discussion.
Clearly, something has changed. The usual evolutionist hand-
wringing is sounding more like whining and the previously
unheard-of support for a revision of the instruction 1in
evolution is suddenly receiving a cautious but receptive ear
in important academic, educational, and media circles. While
it must be kept in mind that all of these “victories” are
relatively small and can be easily overturned, nonetheless
their simplicity, objectivity, and legal savvy are raising
eyebrows that paid little attention before.

What Does All This Mean?

The flurry of nationwide activity concerning the teaching of
evolution in our public school systems, while noteworthy, is
not terribly new. This battle has been going on for over three
decades, but with seemingly little change. However, this time,
as I have documented, there has been surprising support and
very public discussion over the last few months. Phillip
Johnson and others have been invited or allowed to offer their
impressions and rebuttals in newspapers, journals, and
magazines across the country. Public lectures, debates, and
roundtable discussions have been offered before large crowds.

Something has definitely changed. I think we can isolate the
change in two places. First some of the cherished, misleading
evolutionary explanations are being rebutted openly and
decisively in these public discussions. Second, the public 1is
becoming better educated on the issues involved and they are
less intimidated by the evolutionary rhetoric.

One of the favorite lines used to dismiss critics of evolution
is to label them as religious zealots and fundamentalists.
Religion and science, says this argument, have nothing to say
to one another so you can’t bring religion into the science
classroom. Stephen Gould states the case in his wusual
journalistic style, “Science and religion should be equal,



mutually respecting partners, each the master of its own
domain, and with each domain vital to human life in a
different way.”{11} Elsewhere it becomes plain that Gould
means that science deals in facts and religion in the
intangibles of morality and such. This is seen more and more
as condescending nonsense. Other evolutionists like Douglas
Futuyma readily admit that, “By coupling undirected,
purposeless variation to the blind, uncaring process of
natural selection, Darwin made theological or spiritual
explanations of life processes superfluous.”{12} The negation
of a theological principle is itself, a theological principle.
Besides, any theory which purports to explain where we came
from will contain the seeds of ethics and morality.

Robert E. Hemenway, chancellor of the University of Kansas,
tried to say that the Kansas decision 1is a rejection of
science altogether.{13} But when you actually read what the
Board of Education did, they actually expanded the coverage of
evolution from the previous standards and required students to
know a very decent description of Darwinian evolution.{1l4}
Skepticism is healthy in science. The new standards actually
promoted questioning and critical thinking. This kind of
obfuscation was not so easily foisted on the public.

The educational effort of many organizations over the past
several decades has begun to yield citizens surer of
themselves and not so easily intimidated. Seeing articles
appearing in major news outlets like the Wall Street Journal,
the Washington Times, and the Chicago Tribune, as well as
appearances on CNN, have galvanized popular opinion and
provided means to critically counterattack the bluster of the
opposition.

Although the coverage has not always been accurate and
completely positive, and the actual decisions by education
boards have not always hit the mark, the net effect has been a
major opening up of the debate. Change has been accomplished
in these few months that would have ordinarily taken years. As



mentioned previously, the phrase “teach the controversy” will
be found more and more in the public discussion. That'’s
exactly what needs to happen.
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